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VIRGINIA:
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND, DIVISION I

SCHOOL BOARD OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND Complainant

v.
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION, , Case No.
W. E. Campbell, Individually and as o D-9612

Superintendent of Public Instruction

and as Secretary, State Board of Education,

and Charles B. Walker, Comptroller of the

Commonwealth of Virginia Respondents

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION,
W. E. Campbell, Individually and as
Superintendent of Public Instruction
and as Secretary, State Board of
Education, and CHARLES B. WALKER,
Comptroller of the
Commonwealth of Virginia Third-Party
: Cross-Complainants

V.
SCHOOL BOARD OF CHESTERFIELD COUNTY . Third-Party

Respondents

NOTICE OF APPEAL
AND
ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR

NOTICE OF APPEAL

The Third-Party Respondent, School Board of Chesterfield

County, gives this, its Notice of Appeal of the final judgment
entered herein on August 23, 1976.

STATEMENT AS TO TRANSCRIPT

A portion of the transcript of testimony has been heretofore
filed in the office of the Clerk all remaining portions will be
hereafter filed as promptly as they become available.

ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR

.l. The judgment of the Court is contrary to law.
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P

2. The Court erfed in ruling that the term ADM (Average Dail%
Membership) as it appears in the 1974 Acts of Aséembly, Chapter 68},
Item 573, Page 1353, Section (a), subsecﬁion'4'refers to the 1971
ADM rather than the average daily membership for the scthl
year in which State funds are distributed from the appropriation
made in the Act. |

3. The Court erred in ruling that the term ADM or Average
Daily Membership is ambiguous.

4. The Court erred in hearing evidence és to the meaning of
the term which is defined in the Act itself.

5. 'The Court erred in hearing evidence of_iegislative intent].

6. The Court.erred iﬁ holding that the State Bqard'of
Education is authorized to change the ADM's reported to it by the
‘localities involved without the consent of each locality involved.

7. The Court erred in giving retroactiVe effegt to any changle
in ADM required by its interpretation of the Act.

8. The Court erred in ordering ''that the State Board of
Education shall pay unto the School Board of'the'City of
Richmond the sum of $1,035,378."

9. The Court erred in ordering "that the State Board of
Education recover from the School Board of Chesterfield the
amount of $1,309,663."

| 10;. The Court erred in failing to require the State Board of
Education to-pay to the School Board of Chesterfield County
an additional sum for the schoél year 1974-75 and an additional

sum for the school year 1975-76 to‘compenéate:said School Board

€]

for funds lost by it byvthe use of the wrongyear's ADM by the Stat

Board.

Filed Sept 20, 1976 °
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TYINGINITA .

IN TR CTRAYIT CORT or T CI™Y OF RICT™MD, LIVISION T
SSUIDOL BOARD QU IO ayeTe 'F' RI 405D )
Coizplainant, )
V5. } ,
3 AR e’ w~ Rty
I . ) . . PRV LN R
STATS BOARD OF ESUCATION, ) :
W, I, CAPRELL, Individually and os ) : :
Sunc ::1'1{ endont of Public Instruction ) DYLL OR CAMOIATNTD
and as secretary, State Beard of )} -
nducation, : ' )
and )
‘W\R..S n, YALXEN, Cemtroller of )
the Crmmonwaltn of Virxaginia, )
Respondents. )
% k%

Comor now the cnmpiainﬁnt, the School Board of the City of
Richwn"é and, by counsal, sava as followas

1. fThat ths State Nonrd of raueation is charged by law with
the Auty Qf’aoporﬁionind the cumg arvnyovriated by the Ceneral Asgembly
as, and comprising the basic school aid fund armong school éistt;cts_ |
.of the Comaonwealth in the rarner provided by law.

2. That W, E. Campbell, Superintendent of Pudblic Irstruction
and hereinafter referred to as the Superintendcﬁt, is the chief
aénministrative officer of the,Virginia‘Dcpartment of Educ¢ation and
in-accordancevwith the proviaions of § 22-140, Code of_vi:ginia
(1950), as amended, the State Board of Iducation passcs UIOD pro=
posals presared by the Sune rintendéni fbr arnnc rtxon~na one
éppropriated for public schocl purposss and, vwhen approved,.the
fupcrintendent certifics the apperticrient to‘the‘Ccmptrollé: of

the LO"" .:ualth for paymant.
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3. That for Lhe 1°7e-1976 bienniuva the Gc“cral Assconbly
appropriated a sum cf racney as tho basic school aid fund, being

Iten 572, Chapter 681, 1274 Acts of Asserbly, to be apportlioncd

by the State Loard of Dducation, giviiy elifce

~de e
W

b 5 2ll of tho pro-

r)
"3

visions contained in Ttem 572, above cited. That, furthér, these
said provizions constitute a formula for apportionrent ¢f the basic
school aid fund, the application of which Ceponcs upon acta origi-‘
nating in cach school division. B

4., That errouncous data relcyant to thoe school popﬁlution:in.
the City of Richrmond was employed for the puxpose of ¢etormining
the chare'of the basic school aid fund to which the Cumula;nant is

entitled by law w‘th the conugcucnt result that the corplainant

has and will receive Cne tiillion oLVLnty~OnO Thousand Thirea Hundred
Aﬁinety—one Eollars'(sl ¢71,321,00) lsss than the sum to waich it
is lgvful~y cntxtlcd cver the period of the current bicnniun,
being the sum of $522,16C.00 for_thc year 1274-7Z and 3549 1,2242.00
for.ihe year 1279=-76. &ce ccmnlainant‘s Fxaibit I attached hercto
ana ncoaporaced »11‘?&&1‘ Ly rolerinedt,s |

5. That és'cariy'as January 1976, the fuperintendent was
adviecd of the fact of this said crror and remedy was cqmanded,
but althouvgh the Superinténdént does not challenge the validity
of the complainant's true cntitlement, he has wvholly failed to
honer it even thouth it.is the policy o0f the Ctate Board of
Educaticn to correct errors in the distribution of Stute'eéhool,'
funds. See conplainant's ExhibitS'II'énd III'attachedvhefeto
and iﬁcorporatcd herein by refercence. M:reover._the_Sﬁperinten~

dent has failed i the dut y imposed vﬂaﬂ him bv §2. 1~~~3 3 of
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the Code of Virginia (1550), aé.amﬁnded. to forward the com=
élainant's claim to the Comptroller for reaolution.

| 6. That there presently exists uneoxpended basie school aid
funds sufiicient to pay the complainont its law? ulléntitlement,
which funds will be expended to other localities fo: school
purposes or in pursuancé of law revert to the general fund of
the Commonwealth if not so expended by the close of thé bienniun
ending June 39, 1976, with the resﬁlt that this money will ba
iost td'the educationai effort in the City of Rlchmona. ‘and, in
consequence thereof, the complainant is without an adequate remedy.
at law and will suffer irreparable\harm’if the relief sought is
not granted. . o

UH:Q:?ORE..in consideration of the zbovae, the complainznt

prays that the respondents be temporarily enjoined.from_disbursing
from the bﬁsic school aid fund a sun sufficiénﬁ»to protect the
4nterest of the complainant and, théreaftcr,that the reopondents
B2y ordercd to recotpute ﬁho,complainant'c entitlement to.banic

gchool ald funds fox tha ;urrcnt biennium and disburse the said

fund accordinjly. all prlor to the cand of the last day of
June, 1976.
Resp'ctfully suuulttcd,

Filed June 14, 1976 ..
= ' ECEOCL EO\RD Ccr Tﬁr CITY or RICWLLJDl



App.6

SCHOOL BOARD OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND,
Complainant,
V.

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION,

W. E. CAMPBELL, Individually and as
Superintendent of Public Instruction

and as Secretary, State Board of Education,
and CHARLES B. WALKER, Comptroller of the
Commonwealth of Vlrglnla,

Respondents,
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION,
W. E. CAMPBELL, Individually and as
Superintendent of Public Instruction
and as Secretary, State Board of Education,
and CHARLES B. WALKER, Comptroller of the
Commonwealth of Vlrglnla,

Third—PartyvCross—Complainants,

SCHOCL BOARD COF CHESTERFIELD COUNTY,
Third-Party Respondents.

~

® % %

THIRD. PARTY CROSS-BILL

-TO: THE HONORABLE JUDGES OF SAID COURT:

- Come now the Third-Party. Cross-Complainants, by leave of
court first obtained, and for their Third-Party‘Cross—Bill

state as follows:

1. The Third-Party Cross-Complainants are Respdndents
in an action by the School Board of the City of Richmond to
recover monies paid by mistake to the School Board of Chester-

field County.
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- 2.  Said monies are not owed io the School Board of the.
.City of Richmond but are owed by the School Board of Chester-
field County to the School Board of the City of Richmond.

3. If the State Board of.Education is obligated to the
School Board of the City of Richmond for any or all of the
monies claimed, then the State Board of Educétion is entitled
to recover the sum of One Million ThfeeIHundred Nine Thousand,
Six Hundred Sixty-Three Dollars ($1,309,663) from the School
Board of Chesterfield County, such sum representing thewamOunt
mistakenly paid to Chesterfield in the 1974-1975 and 1975—1976

fisCal.years.

Filed June 15, 1976
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ANSWER TO BILL OF COMPLAINT AND
THIRD PARTY CROSS BILL AND
CROSS BILL OF THE SCHOOL BOARD OF THE
COUNTY OF CHESTERFIELD

Comes now the School Board of the County of Chesterfield,

and, by its counsel says as follows:

1. The Bill of Complaint filed herein by ‘the School
Board of the City of Richmond, together with the exhibits:thereto,
lead to the inescapable result that if the School Board of the
City of Richmond is correct in its assertion that it should have
received credit in school years 1974-75 and 1975-76 for 2765
(net) students attending school in.Chesterfield County in the
1970-71 school year,‘then the School Board of Chesterfield
County should not have received credit for sald chlldren.‘

2. While the School Board of the City of Richmond makes
no claims against the School Board of the County of Chesterfield,
the School Board of the County of Chesterfield is directly
involved in any relief whieh could be ordered herein and is a

necessary party thereto.

" 3. The School Board of the County of Chesterfleld admif
the allegations of parag;aphs 1, 2, and 3 of the Bill of |
Complaint. | _ |

4. The School Board of the County of Chesterfield
admits that, as alleged in paragraph 4 of the Bill of Complaint,
erroneous data was employed fer the purpose of calculating the
share of the basic school aid fund to which the School Board of
the City of Rlchmond was entltled by law but denies that such
error resulted in said school board rece1v1ng less than it

should have received. On the contrary, the School Board of the

County of Chesterfield alleges that in determihing the share of
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the basic school aid fund to which the School Boards of the
several cqunties and cities of Virginia are entitlea, the State
Board of Education employed an improper facﬁdr in tﬁe‘formula
with the result that the School Board of the City of Richmond's
entitlement was computed as $8,041,415.00 for school year 1974-
75 and $8,458,020 for school year 1975-76 whereas such entitlement
} should have.been $5;84é,301 for the school year 1974-75 and
$5,711,910 for the scﬁool year 1975-76 and the entitlement of
the School Board of the'County of Chesterfield for school year
A1974-75 Qas computed as $8,215,684 and for 1975-76 as $9,252,960
whereas such entitlement should have been $8,614,504 for 1974-75
and $9,971,637 for 1975—76._'In sﬁm, the result of the application
of an improper factor in the formula has been an overpayment to
the School Board of the City of Richmoﬁd and aﬁ underpayment to
the School Board of the County of Chesterfield.

5. The School Board‘of the County of Chesterfield
neither admits or denies the allegations of paragraphs 5 and 6

of the Bill of Complaint.

6. For Answer ﬁo the Third Party Cross Bill, the
School Board of.the County of Chesterfield adopts and re-alleges
its answérs to the Bill of Complaint and denies that excess
moniés have been paid to it by mistake by the State Board of
Education and denies that the State Board of Education is entitled
to récover any sum from it or to withhold payment of any sums to

it.

CROSS BILL
1. The School Board of the County of Chesterfield

alleges that for the purposes of Item 573, Chapter 681, 1974

 Acts of Assembly (the Appropriations Act--Basic School Aid Fund)
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"Average daily membership" or "ADM" is defined. as "the average
daily membership for the first seven (7) months (or -equivalent
period) of the school year in which state funds are distributed
from this appropriation.

2. In the distribution of Basic school aid fuhds a
"composite'index of local ability to pay" for each locality is
computedbempioyiog as one of its factors ADM. The State
Board of Education has used the ADM reported by local school
‘boards for 1970-71 for the purpose of computing‘the-composite
index for the localities of Virginia in the school year 1974-75
and 1975-76 rather than " the average daily membership for the

first seven (7) months of the school year in which state funds

are distributed from this appropriation".

3. ‘As a result of the use by the State Board of
Education of a figure other than the'1974—75 ADM for;the 1974-75
school year and other than the 1975-76 ADM for the 1975-76 school
year, the School'Board of the County of Chesterfield received
credit for 24053 students in each of said years in determining
its composite index whereas its ADM for 1974-75 was 26548 and‘
for 1975-76 its ADM was 28330.

| 4. As a result of the aforesaid use of improper ADM

figures, the School Board of the County of Chesterfield's share
of Basic School'Aid Fundihas_been underpaid $398,820 for rhe
.school year 1974-75 and undercalcgiated for the school year
1975-76 by.$718,677. (See Exhibit A, B, C, and D)

5. 1In applying the 1970-71 figures for ADM, the
State Boara of Education used reports supplied by.the local
school boards of the County of Chesterfield and the City of
Richmond for the ADM of said.localities and if its interpre-

tation of the Act is accurate and it was proper to apply 1970~
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71 figures for ADM in the compoéite index, then the share of basic
school aid funds of the City of Richmond and the County of Chester¢
.field has been determined on the reported ADM of each locality
and is correct.
‘Wherefore; in consideration of the above, the School
Board of the County of Chesteffield prays that the respondents be
en301ned from disbursing from the basic school aid f a sum
suff1c1ent to protect the interest of the compigkgégg ﬂr\\ (}~L2\
much‘thereof as remains in its control, nd that the respondents
be ordered to recompute the entitlement to basic school aid
funds of the School Board of the Couhty of Chesterfield and

the School Board of the City of Richmond for the current biennium

and disburse the said funds accordingly.

Filed June 25, 1976
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COMPLAINANT'S REPLY TO ANSWER FILED
'BY THIRD PARTY RESPONDENTS TO THE COMPLAINANT'S BILL
AND THIRD PARTY CROSS BILL, AND '
COMPLAINANT'S ANSWER TO THIRD PARTY RESPONDENT'S
CROSS BILL

For the purpose of these p;eadings, the Complainant,

~ school Board of the City of' Richmond, shali be referred to as
"City Board"; The State Board of Education, Respondents, shall
be re%e:red to as "State Boafd"; and the Third-Party Respondents,

school Board of Chesterfield County, shall be referred to as

"County Board".

Comes now the City Board, by counsel, answering se;iatim,
viz: |

1. The City Board has not found it necessary to verify
the alleged 2,765 City students attending County schobls as
alleged.in paragraph 1, but'relies}upon the number used in
the calculatioqsfby the State Board in paragraph 2 of its
Answer‘to the Bill of Complaint, and its édmission'thereiﬁ
that thé City Board is due $522,l69 for the fiscal year 1974-75

and $513,209 for the fiscal year 1975-76.
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2..;In response to paragraph 2, the City Board restates

~its position taken in its Bill of COﬁplaint that its action

is against the State Board to correct the misﬁake it admittedly '
made that resulted in an underpayment by the.State Board as

set fqrth in paragraph 1 above. The State Board, in its
Third-Party Cross Bill admitfed that it had "mistakenly

paid to Chesterfield $1,309,663" for basic aid for 1974-75

and 1975-76. This your Complainant respectfully submits is

a matter between the State Board and the Cdunty Board -- .

‘not the City Board; |

3. The qeunty Board admits parAgraphs 1, 2, and 3 of
the Bill of Complaint.

4. The City-Board categorically denies that fhe State
Board employed an improper factor in the formulaffor determining .
composite index. On the contréry, the City- Board ?elies
upon thevAnSWer‘filed by the State Board on June 15, 1976 :
in this proceeéing admitting that thfough error the City
Board was under paid $1,035,378. |

4 5. The County Board ﬁeither admits nor denies para-.
éraphs 5 and 6 of the\Bill of Complaint.

6. The City.Boafd asserts thatvthe allegation of
paragraph 6 is a matter between the State Board and.the

Coﬁnty Board, as set forth in paragraph 2 above.



App.14

'
i

CROSS BILL

1. The City Board denies the erroneous interpretation
placed by the County Board on Itém 573, Chaptef 681, 1974
Acts of the General Assembly.l The interpretation of
Average Daily Membership (ADM) plaéed by the County Board
applies only to the year in which the State Board makes its
distribution of basic aid. ‘o

Your Complainant has beeﬁ advised by those who prepared
‘the formula foradetermining the amouné of distribution that
there must’first be computed a "coﬁposite index of local
ability to pay". The componenté to be used for this purpose
should 5e related to the same period of time which'was.specified
by the appropriation act to be 1971. This included Average
Daily.Membership (ADM) for lQ?l;and that the legisiature was
so advised and based iﬁs 1974~75 épprqpriation for'State basic

‘aid accordingly.

l"Composite index of local ability-to-pay" -- an index figure
computed for each locality. The composite index is the sum
of 1/3 the index of wealth per pupil in ADM and 1/6 the
index of wealth per capita (Bureau of Census population

estimates 1971): the State average in the composite index-is 50.
The indexes of wealth are determined by combining the following

constituent index elements with the indicated weighting: (1) true
values of real estate and public service corporations as reported

by the State Department of Taxation for the calendar year year 1971 -
50 per cent; (2) individual income level for the calendar year 1971
as determined by Tayloe Murphy Institute at the University of :
Virginia - 40 per cent; (3) the sales for the calendar year 1971 whict
are subject to the State general sales and use tax - 10 per cent. :
Each constituent index element for a locality is its sum per ADM, Or
per capita, expressed as a percentage of the State average per ADM,
or per capita, for the same element.
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2. That the City Board avers that the State Board was
right in computing the composite index for basic aid by using

1971 Average Daily Membership (ADM) as shown in paragraph 1

~above, and further in making proper adjustments when

substantial errors are discovered.

3. The City Board neither admits nor denies the 1974-75
and the 1975-76 Average Daily Membership (ADM) in’the Chesterfield
County Schools. It relies upon the calculations of the State
Board and its admissions made in ﬁhié case. See paragrapﬁ 2
of'the Reply of the City Boérd heréin to‘thé Answer filed'by
the Cbunty Board.v |

4. The City Board is not familiar with the calculations

contained in paragraph 4, but notes that the State Board in

its pleadings filed herein on June 15, 1976, admitted that it

AN

had "mistakenly paid to Chesterfield" $1,309,663. (Italics
supplied) -' |

5. The City Board denies the'amouht paid'to'thevcity
for basic aid is correct. On ﬁhe contrafy, the State Board has

admitted that an error had been made which resulted in an
underpayment of $1,035,368. See paragraph 4 above and

Answer filedfhereinfby the State Board on June 15, 1976.

Filed June 28, 1976
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v ANSWER BY COMPLAINANT
SCHOOL BOARD OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND
TO THIRD-PARTY CROSS BILL FILED BY
_STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Now comes the_Complainantﬁ School anrd of thé Citf of
Richmond, and in answer to the State Board of Education's
Third-Party Cross Bill, by,counsel, sayé as follows:

| l; In reply to paraqraphs 1 and 2 of the above Cross Bill,

the School Board of the City of Rlchmond avers that 1t has been

adv1§ed and believes that it hasAno legal clalm_agalnst the
School Board offchestgrfié;d County, but ﬁhat its cléim as
assertea:in thé iniéiél:Biil of Compléint is against the
State Bdard of Edqcatién for underpayment to tﬁe School Board
of the'city of_Ri¢hﬁogd of basic school aid for the years
1974-75 and 1975-76. |

,2' As to the allegations contained in paragraph 3, your
Complainant sta;eé thatballegatiohs contained therein are
matters;between:the State Board of Education and the School

Board of Chesterfield County.

Filed June 28, 1976 .
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND, DIVISION I
The 29th day of June, 1976 :

ORDER

The Court having heard evidence to the effect that funés being
held& in thé possession of the State Department of Education pursuant
to the Temporary“Injunction entered June 14, 1976, may revert to the
State Treasury on>or before July 1, 1976, it is hereby ORDERED:

N (1) All monies now beiﬁg held'by the Department of Education
consistingvof the basic school aid ana incentive funds for the City
of Richmond and Chesterfield County in the total améunt of Two
Million Four Hundréd Fifty-Eight Thousand Five Hundred Seventy Dollars
($2,458,570.00) will be deposited forthwith, not later thah the

close of buéiness,on June 30, 1976, with the Clerk of this Court.

(2) A statement of_acéount will be filed with this Order
which shows the amounts of. the fund designated by thg Department
of Education for the City of Richmond and Chesterfield County
.réspectively.

(3) The.Clerk is directed to deposit the check‘for the
funds in a demand account at current:interesf rétes at United
Virginia Bank. Said deposit is to be to the credit of the
Court in this cause. |

(4) The funds are to bé_held in escrow pending the determina-
tion of the.rights of the parties in this litigation and thereupon,

distributed in accord with the final order of the Court.
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(5) 1In dépositing the fuﬁds pursuant to this Order thé
Department of Educatlon does not waive its rlght to any portion
thereof to which it may be entitled and does not waive any rlght
of appeal, review or original action to which it may be entitled
to contest this Order. Objections and exceptions are noted.

(6) The objection and exceptions of the City of Richmond
to the provisions of‘this Order requiring deposit of the City's
basic school aid and incentive funds of the City of Richmond are
noted. | “ |

(7) Interest earned on the deposit of the funds Will be
apportioned among the parties in felatioﬁ to that portion of the

funds the court deems them entitled to.
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tHe 300 pavor June 19

The Court having been informed that it is not possible to
deposit‘the funds in this cause in an interest bearing demand account
as stated in paragraph (3) of the order entered herein on the 29th
day of June, 1976, but béiné of the opinion that it is proper to
invest the said fund during the pendency of this cause, it is ordered
_ that paragraph (3) of the said decree of June.29, 1976, be vacated
and in lieu thereof that Edward G. Kiad, Clerk of this Court, who is
appointed Special Commiésioner for the purpose, shall, on behalf of
the Court, enter into a Repurchase Aéreement with the Central National
Bank of Richménd for the investment of the sum of $2,400,000.00 in
U.’S. Treasury gg;ii ANEXINXXXREXEXRIEY to be held by it in safe-
"keeping subject'to thevorder of the Court or Clérk thereof, and
that thé remainder of the said fund of $58,570.00 shall‘be déposited
in a checking account to the credit of the Court in this causé in
the Central National Bank of Richmdnd until further Q;de; of the

Court.
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ORDER

| Thisvcausé came on to be heard upon the Bill of'Compléint

filed by the Plaintiff against the State Boafd of Education;
upon thé Answer and Third Party Crossbill of the State Board
of Education; upon the Answer and Crossclaim filed by thé School
.Board of the County of Chesterfield; upon thc evidence offered
ore tenus, and was argued by counsel.

Upon Con81derat10n Whereof the Court is of the’ opinion,
‘ fortreasons stated in its written memorandum filed herein, |
that the School Board of the City of Richmond has been underpaid
by the State Bocrd of Education for'basic school aid for the
years 1974-75 and 1975-76 in the amount of $1,035,378 and that
the School Boérd of Chesterfield-Coﬁnty has been oﬁerpaid in
the amount of $l,309,663. Accordingly, the Court doth ADJUDGE,
| ORDER and DECREE that the State Board of Education shall pay
~unto the School Board of the City of Richmond the sum of
$1,035,378, and that the State Board of Edqcation.recover from.
the School Board of Chesterfield the amount of $1,309,663.

And it fufther appears to the Court that tﬁe State Board
of Educétion, pursuant to an order of thié Court, has causéd
to be deposited on interest.in the.Central National Bank.the
sum-of $2,458,570, co be held and distributed in accordance
with the judgment of thisfccurt. Said' sum consists.of $i,352,507

representing Richmond's-final 1975-76 péymént of State aid

' monies, and $1,090,423, representing Chesterfield'S’final 1975-76

payment of State aid monies, and $17,640 included by the Board
of Education over and above the monies shown by final accounting

to be due Richmond and Chesterfield. Accordingly the Court

|
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doth ORDER that the Clerk of the Court draw upon the funds
dep051ted as aforesald in the sum of $2,387,885 payable to
the School Board of the City of Richmond in full settlement of

the underpayment for basic school aid for the 1974—75_and 1975-76

school years, and the last 1975-76 peyment for basic school
aid and incentive payments. _ -

The Court doth further ORDER that $15,640, included by the
Board of Education over and above thelmonies shown by final
accounting to be due Richmond and Chesterfield, and $55,045,
fepresenting the balance of the fuhds deposited with the Cburt
for Chesterfield County, be returned to the State Board of
Education, and accoraingly:the Clerk of the Court is directed
to draw upon said funds for such amount.

~ The Court doth fﬁrther'order that accrued interest earned
ohvthe money deposited with the Court will be awarded to the
parties on a basis proportionate to the amount of their |
respective awards and the Clerk is directed to add said interest
tobthe principle checks to the said parties;

| And the School Board of Chesterfield Counfy having signified
its intention to petition the Supreme Court of Virginie for a
review of the Judgments herein it is further ORDERED that the
execution of this order be suspended for a perlod of four months
'and thereafter during the pendancy of any appllcatlon for review
éhbreof by the Supreme Court provided, however that should the
'JSchool Board of Chesterfield County fail to f11e its Noticehof
Appeal or its petitioh for review within the time preecribed by 1laj
the suspension of»execution of this order shall,forthwith stand
dissolved. - - - .

Tl AL Q,Z// y 23/

 ENTER: __ Qv Gusz 23, 197(
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Re: Case No.'D-9612r
School Board of the City of Richmond
v. State Board of Education

. Evidence and argument of counsel having been completed,
this case is now before the Court for decision.

BACKGROUND

Before defining and resolving the issues involved, a
brief background would appear desirable. The genesis of
the issues presently before the court is found in the 1970
annexation by the City of Richmond o{ some twenty-three
square miles of Chesterfield County. ‘

At the time that annexation became effective there were
some 3,352 pupils living in the annexed area but attending
county schools in areas not annexed, and some 515 pupils
living outside the annexed area attending schools located in
the annexed area. Under these circumstances it was mutually
agreed between the Richmond school board and the Chesterfield
school board that each would pay tuition for its children
attending schools of the other. These students, for which
' the Chesterfield County and the City of Richmond school boards
‘were paying tuition to each other, were reported .ecach year to

the State Board of Education. '

In 1972 the governor of Virginia appointed a task force
charged with the duty of preparing a formula for a "composite
index" for use in the distribution of state funds to localities
upon the basis of which index could be determined the local
ability of each locality to meet its individual educational
needs. )

The work of this task force was completed in 1973 and
its recommendations were presented to the 1974 session of the
General Assembly and hearings were had before the House
Appropriations and the Senatz Finance committees.

The General Assembly, at this session, adopted the -
recommended composite index as the basis of its appropriation
for the operation of the basic school aid fund for the
1974-1975 and 1975-1976 biennium. :

In early 1976 the City board allegedly discovered that
in computing the distribution of state funds to the local
school boards for the 1974-1975 and 1975-1976 biennium, the
state had failed to give the City credit for 3,352 annexed
pupils for which the City claimed responsibility and promptly
brought the situation to the atténtion of the State Board.
While admitting that due to an "apparent oversight” it had
failed to give the Richmond board credit for its 3,352 pupils,

e is urged by Chesterfield that since the validity of
this annexation is being presently challenged in a proceeding
in the federal courts a determination of the issues now before
the Circuit Court of Richmond would be premature. The court
does not agree. L : '
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the State Board found that there was no practical way in which

it could rectify the mistake since it had no funds out of which
to correct the error complained of by the Richmond board. The
State Board further pointed out that if the claim of the Richmond
Board of an underpayment were substantiated, it would necessarily
result in an overpayment having been made to the Chesterfield

- Board which would have gotten credit for the 3,352 pupils (less,
of course, the 515 pupils for which Chesterfield would have been
entitled to credit.) o '

The above background precipitated the action of the Richmond
School Board seeking to enjoin the distribution by the State _
‘Board of final calendar payments until it's (Richmond's) rights
could be adjudicated. The Court refused to enjoin statewide
"distribution but ordered that all undésignated funds held by
the State Board, including the final distribution due Richmond
and Chesterfield, be .paid into the registry of the Court in the
instant proceeding until the issues before the Court could be
resolved. ‘ C o

RESPECTIVE POSITIONS ASSUMED
~ BY THE PARTIES

The positions of the three parties, as is evident from
the pleadings, are as follows:

Richmond asserts that due to the State Board's error in
having failed to giyve Richmond credit in the 1974-1975,
11975-1976 bienniumsfor the 3,352 pupils to which it is entitled,
the City Board has been underpaid by $1,035,378 and that the
State Board is answerable to the City Board in this amount.
Richmond further contends that its claim is not against Chester-
field County but solely against the State Board, since it grows
out of the failure of the State Board to turn over to it funds
to which it is admittedly entitled. ' ‘

State Board says that while it admits that the Richmond
Board has been underpaid in the amount claimed, the same error
which resulted in an underpayment to Richmond resulted in an
overpayment to Chesterfield and that, therefore, Richmond's
claim should not be asserted against the State Board but against
Chesterfield. |

Chesterfield, on the other hand, takes the position that
the State Board adopted the wrong formula in effecting its
1974-1975 and 1975-1976 distributions and that as a result
Chesterfield Board has been underpaid and Richmond Board ‘
overpaid.. In the alternative, argues Chesterfield, if it be
'found that the State Board in fact adopted the correct formula
in making its disbursement, then both Richmond and Chesterfield
have been properly paid and each should now receive that part
of the fund held by the court which had been earmarked by the
State Board as the final payment due the Richmond and the
Chesterfield boards. . : :
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The single, or certainly the principal, issue upon which
the solution of this case depends is whether the ADM (Average
Daily Membership) as it appears in the 1974 Acts of Assembly,
Chapter 681, Item 573, page 1353, Section (a), subsection &,
refers to the Average Daily Membership of the State schools
reflecting such memberships in 1971, or whether it refers to
the Average Daily Membership as defined in subsection 1 where
the term ADM is defined.

Is the Language of the Act Ambiguous?

It is the contention of Richmond that the term ADM as
used in subsection & of the act refers to the 1971 ADM and
offers evidence to the effect that this was the intent of the
General Assembly in enacting this legislation, and that this
interpretation is further supported by the administrative
practices of the State Board since the passage of the act.

_ Chesterfield, however, urges that subsection 1 of Section
(a) of Item 573 clearly defines the term ADM as used in the
‘act to mean the Average Daily Membership for the first seven
“months of the school year in which state funds are distributed
from the appropriation therein made. Thus, argues Chesterfield,
there is no room for evidence of intention since the language
of the act is, upon its face, clear and unambiguous.

The threshold question is, therefore, presented for the
court's determination as to whether the act (Item 573 of
Chapter 681 of the 1974 Acts of Assembly) admits of any
ambiguity upon its face. 1f it does not, then Chesterfield's
objection to the introduction of any evidence bearing upon the
question of legislative intent is supported by the unanimous
case law of this state. Portsmouth v. Chesapeake, 205 Va. 259;
Carter v. City of Norfolk, 206 Va. 872; Almond v. Gilmer, 188
Va. 1; Carter v. Nelms, 204 Va. 338.

The converse is, however, true that where ambiguity
_appears upon the face of an instrument, be it private contract
or legislative expression, extrinsic evidence will be permitted
to resolve such ambiguity; the term "ambiguity' being defined
as language which is capable of more senses than one or which
is open for various interpretations. Ayres v. Harleysville
Mutual Cas. Co., 172 Va. 383.
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: Turning then to the language of the act at hand, there

is certainly no ambiguity in the language of Item 573(a)l
which undertakes to define, in general, the term "ADM." But
Section (a) of Item 573 deals with seven definitions of which
subsection 1 defining ADM is but one. Subsection 4, which
‘undertakes to define "composite index of local ability to pay"
is a separate and distinct definition and it is the term ADM
as used in this definition which poses our problem. Chester-
field argues, and not without considerable weight, that "ADM"
as used in this definition is the same "ADM" which is defined
in subsection 1 and means the ADM for the first seven months
of the year in which the distribution is being made; in the
case at bar, the fiscal years 1974-1975 and 1975-1976. Richmond
(and State) argue that the term ADM as used in subsection 4
refers to the ADM of 1971, the controlling year for all other
components making up the definition of "composite index of
local ability to pay." ' ’

The appropriation under Item 573 made by the General
Assembly for the year 1974-1975 to fund the basic school aid
for that year, however, was $377,030,125 and for the following
year $403,647,635. The unrebutted evidence in the case is that
these figures could only have been arrived at by applying the
19?1 ADM to the term as used in Item 573(al4.

Thus, it appears upon the face of the act itself that in
fixing the amount of the basic school aid appropriation for these
two years, the legislature did not apply the definition which
they had assigned to ADM in Item 573(a), subsection 1, to the
ADM which was used in compiling the 'composite index" which was
used in 1974-1975 and 1975-1976. This situation creates a built
in ambiguity confronting anyone attempting to reconcile the
provisions of Item 573(a)l and (a)4. As a matter of fact,
 several of the witnesses who participated in the preparation of
 the formula upon which this section was based and who participated

in its passage in the legislature admitted that, as written, the
~ language should have been more specific. The court, accordingly,
for these reasons permitted the introduction of extrinsic evidence
for the purpose of resolving this ambiguity. ' :

It having been established that ambiguity does exist in
the legislative language used in Item 573(a)4, and that for
this reason . extrinsic evidence should be admitted, the next
issue which arises is the determination of the proper type

of evidence for this purpose.
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Type of Evidence Admitted

'Richmond was, for the above reason, permitted to introduce
evidence of the practical construction of the act adopted by
the State Board as reflected by the formula which it used in
its 1974-1975 disbursement of the funds appropriated for basic
school ‘aid for the period in question to clarify the ambiguity
which existed. That this type evidence was properly admitted
is clear. City of Richmond v. Drewry-Hughes Co., 122 Va. 178.
Nor does the fact that this was the first time the State Board
had been called upon to copstrue the dct necessarily weaken the
weight of this evidence. Idem. 1In this regard the Supreme
Court has said in the Drewry-Hughes case:

. . .One reason for the rule is that the
officers charged with the duty of carrying

new laws into effect are presumed to have
familiarized themselves with all the con-
siderations pertinent to the meaning and
purpose of the new law, and to have formed
an independent, conscientious and competent

expert opinion thereon. (Emphasis added.)

At 193

This concept would be particularly applicable in the instant
case since a representative of the State had been a member of
the task force which formulated the composite index of ‘local
ability to pay. : :

In view of the patent ambiguity, it was, moreover, proper
for the court to admit evidence of the legislative intent. See
George Vollin, Jr. v. Arlington County Electoral Board, 216 Va.
674 . FEven where evidence of legislative intent is admissable,
however, the character of the evidence by which this intent is
sought to be established is subject to challenge. The individual
interpretation placed upon legislation by one of the framers of
the legislation is usually suspect for the reason that such would
presumably reflect only the individual interpretation of that
particular person rather than the intended interpretation of the
legislature as a body. ' : . : ‘

The evidence of legislative intention offered in the
case at bar, however, transcends this criticism because of
the peculiar position which delegate William L. Lemmon, the
City's chief witness on the issue, occupied. As a member of
the Appropriations Committee and of the Education Committee of
the House, he was appointed by the governor as a member of the
governor's task force charged with the duty of formulating
the "“composite index for determining local ability to pay"
and was the chairman of the subcommittee of the House Appro-
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priations Committee dealing with the preparation of legislative
language covering the basic school aid funds. 1In this capacity
it was his responsibility to present to the House Appropriations .
Committee and to the Senate Finance Committee the intended
purpose of the composite index, the component. parts which went
into its formularization, and the reasons why each component

was used. Having secured the approval of the House Appropri-
ations Committee of the composite index, it was he who was the
spokesman for his committee when the package was presented

upon the floor of the House for adoption, and it was he who
explained the language and the intent thereof to the full House.
It can, therefore, be truly said that the interpretation testified
to by him was the interpretation which the legislature intended
to be placed upon the language in question. ' :

Delegate Lemmon's testimony was clear,” convincing and
completely in accord with' the testimony of those members of the
governor's task force who had previously testified, as well as
with the administrative construction which had been placed upon
the language of the index by the State officials charged with
. responsibility of administering the basic school aid plan.

He emphatically stated that the ADM employed as a component
factor in Item 573(a)4 referred to the 1971 ADM and gave as the
reason the absolute necessity that all component factors of the
" index be for the same period, absent which the formula would be
thrown out of proportion and become of no practical value. The
reason for the selection of the year 1971 rather than a subse-
quent year, he stated, was because at the time the formula was
finally worked out (1973), the real estate values (one of the
component factors) for the year 1971 were the latest figures
then available. : '

If Mr. Lemmon articulated the method of preparation of
the basic formula as forcibly before the legislative body as
he did on the witness stand--and there is no reason to believe
~he did not--there can be but little doubt as to the legislative
intent that the 1971 ADM was the ADM which was built into the.
composite index formula.

When pressed on cross-examination as to the possible
conflict between the definition’of ADM as contained in Item
573(a)1l and the interpretation of the term ADM as used in
Item 573(a)4, Lemmon pointed out that there could be no.
conflict for the reason that the term ADM as used in the two
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sections was used in two entirely separate and distinet contexts.

He stated that the use of the term in subsection 4 was solely
for the purpose of arriving at a formula which was to be applied

in any period in which a distribution was to be made; that
therefore the term as used for purposes of the formula
(for purposes of equalization) was constant and remained
the same (until such time as the entire fomula should be .
recomputed based upon updated data as to all component
factors) while the ADM as defined in subsection 1 was the
.~ ADM used for purposes of distribution in any particular
period and could be variable depending upon the ADM for
the particular period. Again, this distinction is in
complete accord with the testimony of all other witnesses
who participated in the task force work of creating the
composite index formula.

21t is believed that Chesterfield's refusal to recognize.
this concept is the basic reason for the difference of posi-
tions of Richmond and Chesterfield. Chesterfield has main-
tained throughout that there was but one ADM before the
legislature, and .that was the ADM defined in 573(a)l. The
entire evidence -in the case, however, is exactly contrary to
Chesterfield's position on this point.. Dr. Napp (June- 26,
1976, transcript) at pages 9 and 10 clearly states that at
all times the task force had two separate ADM's in mind and
distinguishes them in this manner:

There are two. A.D.M.'s.. One is the A.D.M. used
in the local ability to pay composite index.
Local ability to pay, and that is A.D.M: I have-~
been referring to, and that is A.D.M. that you
standardized for the year for which you have.
economié data for all the variables.

X & Kk

.The other -A.D.M.” that is used in the -formula
is once you have developed the composite index of
local ability to pay, then that index is applied
against a total dollar figure of the stated cost
of providing a standard of quality education,
minus local sales.tax receipts allocated to the
locality, and that total cost for the locality
is derived by multiplying the derived standard
of quality.cost per pupil times the average daily.
membership in the current applicable year so that
that second A.D.M. changes in each year. .
(Emphasis added.)
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It is a matter. of interest and of some significance
that no evidence was offered by Chesterfield to rebut
Lemmon's testimony relating to legislative intent.

It is, accordingly held that from the evidence the
legislative intent is clear that the term ADM as used in -
Ttem 573(a)4 refers to the 1971 ADM and- that the 1971 ADM
should be used in computing the composite index of local
ability to pay. : : ‘ ‘

SECOND~ISSUE--RAISED BY CHESTERFIELD ~

While; as stated- at:thé outset; the above-issue was the-
principal, if not the sole, one.in the. case, Chesterfield
contends; as a second reason why Richmond's request for
payment should not be granted, that the relief sought by the
City involves an "adjustment'" by the State Board of the 1971
" ADM for the City of Richmond, and- for Chesterfield County,
to reflect pupil changes. brought.about by. annexation,- and :
that such "adjustment" is not authorized by Item 573, Section. .
C, subsection 5... ‘ ‘

This argument is tenuous for the simple reason that the
" City's claim is not based upon-any ''adjustment"” in any sense
of the work. At the time the annexation became effective on
January 1, 1970, the responsibility for the education of
3,352 children in the annexed area who were attending schools
located in that part of Chesterfield County which was not -
annexed at once devolved upon the City just as the responsi-
bility for the education of the 515 pupils of resident
Chesterfield families attending Richmond schools lay with
Chesterfield.

As a matter of convenience, Richmond and Chesterfield
worked out a mutual agreement® whereby such of these children
who desired to do so would continue in the same schools for .
1970-1971 and 1971-1972, and this arrangement was approved
by the annexation court. - Richmond and Chesterfield agreed
to pay tuition for their children who went respectively to .
the schools under the other's jurisdiction. According, to
the uncontradicted testimony of Dr. James W. Tyler, the
department superintendent of schools for Richmond, it was

' 3From the evidence it appears that this was upon an.
informal verbal basis. - '
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agreed between Richmond and Chesterfield at the time that

for purposes of determining ADM (then ADA),4 the locality
where the children actually resided would be the locality -
to report the pupils for purposes of ADM (then ADA). That
this was the understanding between Richmond and Chesterfield
is further apparent from the fact. that tuition was actually
paid and accepted by each upon this basis.. While the record.
is not clear on the point, it would appear that this arrange-
ment was continued until 1974 when the composite index concept
was firstput into operation. With the advent of this concept
came into being a completely new method of dispensing school
aid and the new system was accompanied by some misunderstand-
ings and mistakes. :

The nature and the cause of Richmond's problem is clearly
and graphically illustrated by plaintiff's exhibits numbers
6, 7 and -8. '

Dr Campbéll,.the»state.superintendentifdr public-
education, sums up -the problem and its cause very succintly
 in his- letter to the Superintendent of ‘the Richmond City Public-
Schools under date of May 19, 1976 (Plaintiff's Exhibit 8) in
this manner: ' o _

Acknowledgment is made of your March 16, 1976
letter. in which you request an adjustment in -
the composite index for Richmond City for the-
current biennium based on the claim that 3,352
pupils from the City of Richmond ‘attended:
Chesterfield County schools under the order of
a special annexation court, these pupils not
being claimed by the City of Richmond to
establish its composite index but apparently
were included in the Chesterfield County ADM.

4Chesterfield attempts to make the point that the. agreement
between Richmond and Chesterfield in 1970 and subsequent years-
under which each was to receive credit for children actually
living in their respective areas and attending school in the
other area was in relation to ADA only and had no bearing
whatsoever upon ADM. (See Tyler dep., pg. 7.) Chesterfield
argues that even conceding that Chesterfield and Richmond had
an agreecment that the School Division wherein the children -
resided would get credit and school aid from the state based
X%ﬁ? ADA, that the agreement never was intended to apply to
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Fn. 4 - continued

This argument is completely without merit for three
reasons. : : ‘

First:  Chesterfield and Riéhmond actually paid and
received tuition payments from one another upon the basis
of this agreement long after ADM replaced ADA.

Secondly: While the basis of determination was different,
the purpose of ADA and ADM was identical; i.e., to apprise the
state of the total number of pupils in any. given ‘locality for:
purposes of computing the proportion in which aid would be
dispensed to the various localities. '

Thirdly: - In arriving at the 'Composite.Index” for a given -
locality,. the .task force was interested in the. total number of..
pupils for which that particular locality with the help of state.
aid was required to furnish quality education--irrespective of -
"whether the figure was reached based upon ADA or ADM calculations.

As a result, the Chesterfield composite index
was lowered while that of Richmond was increased.
Based upon the information we have, we have no
reason to question the validity of this informa-
tion. (Emphasis added.)

Having paid for the tuition for these children, Richmond
obviously should have been given credit for them upon its .
1970-1971 ADM when it was tabulated in 1974. 1In fact, the
evidence is that Richmond was given credit for the children
in its 1970-1971 ADA upon which state aid was based in 1970-
1971. (See Plaintiff's Exhibit 6 and testimony of Dr. Tyler
on this. point.) .
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CONCLUSION -

The principal issue in the case, the proper ADM to be
applied in arriving at Richmond's composite index, involves
construction of a legislative act. Chesterfield's second-
point at issue, above reviewed, does not, contrary to-
Chesterfield's argument, involve construction of the-
legislative act but only the factual issue of whether or
not the 3,352 children in question were or were not actually
being educated at Richmond's expense in 1970-1971. We-
are not. really concerned with.any "adjustment' at all
(although this’ term is used in certain -of the correspondence),
but rather with -the "correction" of a patently obvious mistake.
The fact that Richmond's failure to claim the pupils to which
it was entitled in establishing its 1970-1971 ADM was due to
a bad blunder upon the part of the Richmond School Board or
the fact that Chesterfield's claiming (and being allowed)
pupils to which it was not entitled was due to an honest
mistzke upon the part of. the -Chesterfield School Board, has:
no bearing upon the merits of the. case.

It is accordingly held (a) that the term ADM as used
in Item 573, Section (a), subsection 4 of the Acts of-
Assembly of 1974 refers to ADM for the year 1971, and (b)
that in calculating Richmond's and Chesterfield's ADM's for
1971 the State Board of Education erroneously credited
Chesterfield County rather than the City of Richmond with
3,352 pupils residing in the City of Richmond at the time:
and attending schools in Chesterfield and for the tuition
for whom Richmond was.responsible and for which tuition
Richmond had, in fact, paid.

This error should be corrected, which correction-
should be reflected in the distribution of the fund now
deposited at interest to the credit of the court in this
cause.

Counsel are requested to submit sketch for order in
accord with the above ruling reserving all desired objections.

Yours very truly,

Yo, C;:’ "\
& Log ( ///‘&’g(m',\ ~

Alex H. Sands, Jr.
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City Exhibit 4 -- From Page 24.

Tﬁree Factors

This composite index weights the 1971 tfug value of real property
50 percent,‘l97l taxable sales 10 percent, and 1969 personal incoﬁe
40 percenﬁ. Each of the measures is stated in terms of 1970—71_ADM
and iS'reiaéed to the statewide average for thé'ﬁarticular'ﬁeasure.
Persoﬁal income is used as a proxy for tangible personal ﬁrb?erty and:
all other tax an& nontax revenue bases. . ihe weights.reflect the weightéd

average distribution of locally raised revenues in fiscalf1970.
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c=ation on the latter tax source {8 not available.

=3l Caracity to Finance Public Education in Virginia," by Dr. John L. Knapp of the Tayloe-Murphy Institute, University of Virgmia (February, 1973).

Sources of Data:

True Valuce of Real Property - An estimate of the true or full value of locally taxed property (real cstate and public service corporations) in Virginia {s made every two years
The 1971 data was published June 15, 1973 by the Research Division of that agency.

- — - M
Lver
of the school ycar.

by the Department of Taxation.

The coéposite index {3 calculated for the most tecent period in which all required data are available.

For the 1974-75 school year, 1971 data-will be used.

For an examination of the correlation between personal income and charges ard miscellaneous revenue, see "}’easuring Local

- . .

Statistics during the Fall of 1971.

.4, and .1) represent the average share of local revenues gathered from real property taxes, charges and miscellaneous revenue, and the 1 percent local optfon
Persoral inccme figures are used in the above equaticn as a proxy for the tax base associated with local charges and miscellanecus revenue because detailed

e Datly Y.c..bershlp - Average dafly cozberehip s reported by each school dfvision as part of their annual report submitted to the State Department of Educatlon after the close
_ Data for school year 1970-71 wzs ccupiled by the Division of Educational Resesrch end
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Personal Incang - The most recent estimates of personal income by county and city are for calendar year 1969 and are found in the 1970° Census (Social and Economic Characterist.iu).
. Figures were not published for towns under 2,500 population (Fries, Cape Charles, and Colonial Beach), but they can be obtained for the magisterial districts
L ’ * - 1in which these towns are located. The Tayloe Murphy Institute at the University of Virginia currently publishes estimates for individual counties and cozbined
: " areas based on information provided by the Bureau of Economic Analysis of the U.S. Department of Commerce. The most recent data cover 1969, and a report for-

1970 will be released in early spring, 1973. By early fall, 1973, TMI is planning to publlsh'1971 data for all counties and cities, including those now
reported in combined areas.

Taxable Retail Salet = A statement of taxable sales that .reflect deposits of Virginia sales tax revenues in each city and county is published by the Dep:- Taxation on
the basis of each subsequent calendar quarter and year. While no data is available for towns comprising separate school distric:: . '-:.ea, Cape
. Charles, Colonial Beach, Saltville, and Poquoson), an estimate of the sales tax base for these divisions can be made by multiplyi:. 08 populatios
.. tizes the per capita taxable sales of the entire county in which the town school division is located. Where this is done, total ta aile salea for the
corresponding county are adjusted downward by a like amount to reflect the independent town school division.

' Poyulation - An estimate of the population within each city, county, and town of 3,50¢° persons and over is made every year by the ‘Iayloe Murphy Institute in conjunctlon
’ uith the Bureau of the Census. Final population estimates for July 1, 1971 were released in June, 1973, .

. - -
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'COMPOSITE INDEX FOi. i SE COUNTY

For fiscal year 1974-75, the Govcx~i:' 1 Task Force on Educational
V':nance recommended that the method for ¢4\ culating a locality's ability
»zv for public education be change: fg“».:he present measure (true

of real property) to a composit: (9w~ which would incorporate
value of real property, personal [winw< and taxable retail sales.

7. rrder to illustrate how this index js Ty~3tructed, attached are two
er:n ts providing (1) a handwritten ¥1&5w+ of the formula and the
diircrent variables involved, and (2) a wia¢ ibtical version of the

formula showing a preliminary calculativk ¢ 7he¢-index for Wise County.
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) * The constants (.5,
sales tax, respectively,
formstion on the latter

The cceposite

irdex 1s calculated for the most recent reriod {n which all required data are availsble,

For the 1974-75 school vear, 1971 data wi{ll be used,

Soucces of Data:

True Values of Resl Property - An estimate of the true or full value of locally taxed property (real estate and public service corporations) in Vir
by the Department of Taxation. The 1971 data was publisted June 15, 1973 by the Research Division of that agency.,

Average Daily Membership = Average caily membership 1s reported by each school division as part of the
“of the echcol 'year, "Data for school

For an examination of the correlastion hetween personal income and charges and miscellaneous revenue, see 'Measuring Local
Fiscal Cayacity to Firance Public Educetion in Virginia,” by Dr. Joha L. Knapp of the Tayloe-Murphy Institute, University of Virginia (February, 1973).

ginia {s made every tvo years

.4, and .1) represent the average share of local revenues gathered frem real property taxcs, chafgcs and miscellaneous revenue, and the 1 percent local option
Personal inceme figures are used in the above equation as a proxy for the tax base associated with local charges and miscellanecus revenue because detafled
tax source {s not available.

ir annual report submitted to the State Department of Education after the close
‘yeat '1570-71 wés ‘cémplied by ‘the 'Division-of Educational Research and Statlstics during the Fall of 1971.



e Cmaporite Index

Personal Incooe ‘= The most recent estimates of personal income by county and city are for calendar year 1969 and are found {n the 1970 Census (Social and Economie Characteristics).
Figures were not published for towns under 2,500 population (Frics, Cape Charles, and Colonial Beach), but they can de obtained for the magisterial districts
. {n which these towns are located. The Tayloe Murphy Institute at the University of Virginia currently publishes estimates for {ndividual counties and cc=dined
" areas based on information provided by the Burcau of Economic Analysis of the U.S. Departm:nt of Commerce, The most recent data cover 1969, and a report for

1970 will be released in early spring, 1973. By early fall, 1973; TMI {8 planning to publish 1971 dats for all counties and cities, including thcse now
reported in combined arcas.

Taxable Retail Sales - A statement of taxable sales that reflect deposits of Virginia sales tax revenues in each city and county is published by the Department of Texation on
the basis of each subsequent calendar quarter and year. While no data is available for towns comprising separate echool districts (i.e., Fries, Cape
. Charles, Colonial Beach, $altville, and Poquoson), an estimzte of the sales tax base for these divisiona can be made by multiplying the town's population
times the per capita taxable sales of the entire county in which the town school division {8 located. Where this is done, total taxable sales for the
corresponding county are adjusted dowrward by a like amount to reflect the independent town school division. ’

Population = An estimate of the population within each ¢ity, county, and town of 3,500 persons and over is made every year by the Tayloe Mur

phy Institute in conjunction
with the Buresu of the Census. Final population estimates for July 1, 1971 were released in June, 1973.
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Txhibie 2

Caleulation of the Cosposite Index for Wise Coun

ty
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. Caleulation of the Composite fncex for Wise County
M g e e —————
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Fxhibit 2t

The Per Capita Compoeize Index
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faleylation of the Cempeaite Index for Wise County

. ’ . . The Loesl Composite Index
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Sources: Cocoonwealth of Virginia, Department of Taxation, "Estimated True (Full) Value of Locally Taxed Property in Virginia Counties, Cities, and Towns Constituting Special School
Districts - 1971 (Real Estate and Public Service Corporation)”, (Richmond: Department of Taxation, June, 1973); Commonwealth of Virginia, State Board of Educatfon, Annual Report of the
S i~tr=iant of Publie Irstruction 1970-71, (Richmond: Department of Education, December, 1971) pp. 302-305; Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Perulatien: 1970
€ ifnetal are feemrmic Charaeteristice, Final Report PC(1)-C48 Virginia (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972) pp. 460-471; Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of
Taraticn, Tazsdle fales in Virginis Ceurties and Cities Based on Retail Sales Tax Revenues, January thru December 1971, (no date); University of Virginia, Graduate School of Business

Adafnisiration, Tayloe rurphy Inatitute, "Estimates of the Population of Virginia Countfes and Cities: July 1, 1971 and July 1, 1972," (Charlottesville Tayloe-Murphy Institute, June, 1973)3
University of Virginia, Craduate School of Business Administration, Tayloe-Murphy Institute, "Population of Incorporated Towns of 3,500 and Over, 1960, 1970 and Estinates for July 1, 1971, -

(Charlottesville:. Tayloe-Murphy Institute, December, 1971),
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RicuMoxD PUBLIC SCUHOOLS
301 NORTH MINTH STREET
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219

Tuosas C.LiTret’

SUPTHINTENDEINY
)

* January 26, 1976

PLAINTIFFS |
EXHIBIT

‘ \
B PENGAD - Bayonne, v, 4, T

... Dr. W. E. Campbell
Superintendent of .
. Public Instruction .
. ' Staté Department of Education
. Richmond, Vixginia 23216
Dear Dr. Campbell:
In reviewing the appropriations,froﬁ ths State to Richmond
Public Schools, we find that an incorrecct AZi figure for 1970-71
was used in the calculation of our composite index. This error
. occurred due to failure to consider students attending Chester-
field County public schools for which the City of Richmond paid
tuition. The enclosures provide the properx information for
determining the adjusted ADM. This adjustmaat in ADM will be
‘consistent with the adjusted ADA which was vsed as a basis for
payment of State aid for 1970-71. ‘ ' : -
Since the composite index has a subszz=tial effect on our
basic State aid appropriation and the incezzive fund, it is
requested that you recompute this figure == soon as possible.

‘In reference to State Superintendent's Mzmo. No. 7764, for
the reasons stated in the above paragraph. = would suggest that
we delay settlement of the incentive fund z=sment for 1974-75
until the matter regarding the composite inZex is resolved.

‘We have discovered an error in thé Stzte Report for 1974;75
regarding the amount of funds supplied froz local sources. Docu-

mentation to correct this error will be subzitted at a lzter date, .

Please let me hear from you regarding this importaat catter.

Very truly yours,

. .~. P
L % {} ) ) 74//
: o (:; 92?97 {:2;%%“ bé,
homas C. Little :
Superintendent» -

cnc/j

cc: MNr. F. Brent Sandidge

be: School Doard Members =~ Asst. to City Mgr. Talcotk
—— ae - - ) LIRS O i1 Adriwe (',r(,n](
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and was prorated on the basxs of ADA.
I$ further 1nIo;natlon is necdec, please feel

= 'frcc to.call, We would apprecxaLc receiving paymeat
" by June 30, 1971.

@.‘ ;ﬂ7,;‘ L ,“"f';Sincerely,:.
. "0:.. ~
R o L . e
-,'. B ‘- .~.'._ ,‘ '.'~.' N A.,'. . " .‘:" ' .‘ L D }da.ms . . S
N . ) o S .~,.-.. - PR . Superlntcndent . -
"+ IDAskE T L e
M . s T . . L . .. s .". ) ) e e
P EnCIU .
l.. 'v. . .: : .... .; .
o« . ' ‘ . T .
. . . : "
L]
: . .

. ' ‘ R eyl
‘ . BOY EIIS’T ).}ARSHALL STREET. RICHAOMND, VIRGIHIA 23219 _ :
.". L l . ¢ [ N ’ . .
- . o 1. & s - . . i . . . *
CONE w T dune 18, 19/1 oy
¢ : : . 1 " ', .
' * ! , }
. | [
3 R
. Dr. Robert F. Kelly, Superintcndcntf
..~ Chesterfield County Public Schools- : T
“jChthcrfleld Virginia 23832 )
" Dear Dr. Yclly.
The enclosed statement is ouwr e°t;matod bill
. for the 533 Chesterfield County students who attended -
. the Richmond Public Schools in 1970:7). ' The amount of
' the bill was based upon the estiiated cost of operation
- .| of the xegular day schools less the reimbursable reveuue,

/
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[0S i\

v ' | BdY EAS Y MAKSHALL STREET, RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219 - F
R I /’
ESTIMATED TULTION BILL-TO CHESTERFIELD COUNTY FOR THE
! i FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1970-71 :
ESTTMATED KEL COST OF CILTX OF RICHMOND SCHOOL DIVISION CHARGEABLE '_QO CHESZERFIELD
COUNTY AS TUITION F?R 1970z - b _ A ‘
b
Estimated Gross_Cost 3 :
Administration - § 1,200,964
 Imstruction o T 24,878,676 T/, Q
 Other Instructional Costs 2,956,811 | see ¢
Coordinate Activities 704,030 - . o
Operation of School Plant 3,392,036 - :
Maintenance of School FPlant " 1,743,171
Fixed Charges ] 219,945 L '
Total . $35,096,233
© Estimated Revenue Applicable to ‘ '
Chesterfield Couaty Students
tate Funds: ) -
Driver Education - $ 21,0
. Quidance Counselors and ‘ ' -
Psychologists - : 137,000
In-Service Traiuing -’ 21,513
- Supervision T 49,800
. Pupil Transportation 79,084 -
Special Education 661,800
Supexvising Principals 44,93%
Teachers® Siclk Leaver 45,000
_Educational Teleyvision . 51,374
Textbooks o 104,532
Vocational Education 688,000 .
" Total State Reave o
Federal Funds: o ) o :
Tublic Law §9-10 Tfcle ¥ 801,333,058
. public Lew 89-10 Yitle I | - .. 52,000 -
" Public Law 89-10/Title IIL. =" 162,264
" local Funds: - Tt e e . L
Tuition - Regular Day School - ] e
 (Excluding’ Chesterfield Couniy” ST e,
- Students . ' o $ 164,650
" Sale o§/2nstructional Material® - 5,000
Textbgodks - Lost and Fouad = = - 6,000
Rent ' I 62,000
Misdellancous : L © 20,000
gaYe of Lquipment & Supplies 9,000
Total Local Revenue - N e 266,650 7T
. 'J}'O ta]l.’__RC\'en,uc: . . —_2_‘:/‘1-/_2_929
NEF ESTIMATED COST OF OPERATION- o
REGULAR DAY SCHOOLS ' ©$31,378,26)
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[FIPA

\ Chestcrflcld County "Pupils: o .
Enro-&lne’lt I.-..-'..."...'...“Q.......'..‘. 533 /

AD“ 80 0P POLPPPIPOPOIONLPUTIPIOPIEOIIILTIITIAEPISIISITLINOIPIOIVDDLS 515.4

ADA Qoooo;.o.o.foooO...:,i.‘{..p’l...O..o.‘binvf 11‘8401 ,__...._-——-

: Ratio bi‘lsed on. ADA: .
48kl = 1.07248‘
45, 149 : o

.

’ 1. 0/248 x ¢3l 378 243 $336,525

-

TUTAL ESTHIATED TULTION CHAI‘ 'SBLL TO CHL‘STFI\I‘LLLD uuut?l”). _ .
" FOR TIIE YE‘AI{ 1970-71 .0!’0...‘0..-.0...op.ooo-poo-»o-.ov-0000avo-o- $ '
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élfcstﬂr//c/d Virgistia « 23832 = 17031 748-1:05
Dr. Kobert 3. I(c//y o Division .S‘u;fzr///la/dml

'A_ugust 3 , 1971

cer 17 e Superintendent ' - R

&)
g

.. L. D. Adacs, S{zperintendent . s e
T<camcad Public Schools o
=22 %Scrth Ninth Street:

I=camend, Virginia 23219 _ . S
. Dear ¥r. Adams: . | " o ,‘ -

AR t.. -~ -

“The 1970—71 attendance. dzt= Zor hcmond residcnts iu the Chos..erfie‘d
Cownty Public Schools 18 proviiz< below, All datz is based on 180 teaching

-

£2yS. . , . .. : .

v LT

P ' e _ Total
Grade K . Grades 1-7 Grades 8~12 Grades X-12

Aggregate Days T s o R K
Yembership . "_33,124 ' 265,736 ) 304,432. - 603,292 .

. Aggregate Days . ' o B '
Atrtendance ' 30,0395 249,248 - 278,580° 557,924

=

Averagze Dally

iembership 1840 . 1476.3 . 169L.3 3351.6
" Average Daily ‘ YA L o
Attendance | . . 167.2 1384.7 C1547.7 . .- 3099.6
. T : 14 f", . '
. Sincercly, : T
¢ i ’ C j’gmé’-’ ﬁ 'T‘*L*f""""’\ ‘
. - Thouas R. Pulghua

Director of Research

TRF/mcw
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- o March-16, 1976

~«  As you may knoh,

i preciaCed.

App. 47
AACLEMOND PUTDBLIC SCUOOLS
30! NORTH NINTH STREET . -
leCHHOND,VIRGINlA 23219

PLAINTIFFS
EXHIBIT :

BUPLRINTENOENT

. -
. : N : .
. v .

H i
62/f 3

M B

> B s s

Dr. W. E. Campbell
Superintendent of

- Public Instruction

State Department of Education

Riqhmond, Virginia 23216

Dear Dr. Campbell:
o1l payment of the Richmond City entitle-
‘ment from the State Basic School Aid Fund for fiscal 1974-75. This is

‘the same matter which ‘we have discussed with you earlier and which was
referenced by Dr. Thomas C. Little in his letter of January 26, 1976.

We are nereby requeséing £

the difference between our entitlement and actual
Aid for 1974-75 is due to the -composite index
rmula. The membership component of -
dents rather than the unad justed

“receipts under State Basic
for Richmond which is used in the fo

this index should have been 50,004 stu
membership which was used (Exhibit A). This 50,004 membership would

have given a composite index of .590 (Exhibit B). This index represents .
an entitlement of $8,883,384 for 1974-75.. Our actual receipts under
State Basic Aid totaled $8,361,215. ' : R

This means an additional $522,169 (Exhibit C) is reqhifed'fof full

payment of our entitlement in 1974-75. Some arguments for counting

" tuition Richmond pupils in ADM are included in Exhibit D.

itional information to your

y to provide add .
iate and desirable.

Our peoplé are read
d as you might consider appropr

office or the State Boar
portéﬂf mattér'will be highiy ap- )

L4

Your prompt attention to this im

V'Respectfully, o, S I
7 L/ Y Wty SRS ,
Qrcls A L by S —_—
Richard C. Hunter I ffi"_.l g

Superintendent,

.
4
.

enc/4

ba - P»l/c_ &no/sc'y ~ Chy Alyrs o;'k':f::e
quu-'/ #’\Jcrio.. - ﬁuof.‘.c_f ogree
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1 Hn:z«vljnf;!n_r! Alid (ehee! 15, 1971071 Stata Panety /;/."/f‘,f')

7.  Kichmond Studentg Atd cnling Gheatearije D3

Gehools (Lettor of Jagast 5 197., o

Mr. Adams from He. Pulzhomg 3,507
3. Tless: Chesterficld Gtudants Atiending

Hdehwond Gehools (Letter o Junz 15, 0.,

to Dir. Kelly from Wr. Aidacs) 5.5

L. less: Richimond Studeunts Under 6 ant Cprae 25
Years of Age (64/.89 ALA, 3tate o4 -
1970-71) ) A . 7y

Fd

Adjusted ADM 1970-71
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RICHMOND, VLAGINTIA
* 1974-76 BLENNIUM

ADJUSTED MEMBERSHIP

ferms ' . .
z - = Com9051tc Index of Local onlluy to Paj
X - = ADM Composite ‘Irdex .
Y = Per Capita Composite Index
RE .= True Value of Real Estate and Publlc Service Corporatloas

. ADM =" Average Daily Membership
S .~ = Sales Subject to State Sales and Use Tax
r - = Population . . -

I .7 = Individual Income . N .
L) = Local; P(L) meaas Local or Rxcnnond Populatzon .
(s) = State, P(S) means V1~01n1a Population -
Data : S o ‘ o
ADM(L) = 50,004 : . ADM(S) = 1,067,966 -
2(L) = 245,200 ' “P(S) = 4,719,600
RE(L) = $1,956,810,000 - . RE(S) = $40,902,351,G00
IdL) = $1,104,871,200 : . I(S). =, $18,492,705,798"
s(L) = $723,745,696 - - 8(S) = $7,933,749,775
-Formula LT , O

= .50 (.667 X+ .333 %) [ U A

Z
X = .5 (RE(L)/ADM(L) = RE(S)/ADM(S) ) -+
o W4 (TELY/ADM(L) + I(S)/ADM(S) ) + L e
LU a1 (SQLY/ADM(L) = s(s)/ApM(s) ) . - L, B R
Y = .5 (RE(L)/P(L) = RE(S)/P(S) ) -+ R o7 .
W (TQ)/PL) 2 I(S)/P(S) ) +
.1 (S(L)/P(L) o S(S)/P(S> )

.

1}

-

" Calculation
X = .5 (51,956,810,000/50, 004 2 $40 902 351,000/1, 067 966) +
' 4 ($1,104,871,200/50,004 = $18,492,705,768/1,067,966) +--
o1 (8723, 745 690/50 004 =+ $§7,933, 749 775/1 067 966)

.5 (39,133 < 38,299) +

4 (22,096 = 17,316) +
.1 (14,474 = 7 429)
.5 (1.02) + Ao (1.28) + .1 (1. 95) .
«51 + .51 <+ 20 o o,
1.22° L o ‘ -

.

Mo

)KOKM K
T nu

.5 ($1,956,810,000/245,200 = 540 902,351, 000/4,719, 600) +
4 ($1,104,871,200/245,200 = $18,492,705,758/4,719,600) +
.1 (8723, 745,695/245,200 = - $7,933,749, 775/4 719, 600)
.5 (7,961 2 8,660) +
4 (4,506 ¢ 3,918) + o _‘
.1 (2,952 2 1,681) . K
U5 (.92) + & (L.15) + .1 (1.76)
46k L6618
-1.10 '

<
1

o<
[P I

.50 (.667 x 1.22 + .333 x 1.10).

= .50 (.81 -+ .37)
.50 (1.13)
= .590 (Compusite Index - Rxchmonq)

N
|

LNNN
)
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| R}C}:mbnc/-. Public chools

STATE BASIC APPROPRIATION

- Less Actual Recelpts"

Additional Payment Due

o - , " ADJUSTMENTS - .

. L T _ 1974-75 g
. Standards of Quality e P
- Average Daily Membership ' : ’ 38,729
- Per Pupil Standaxrds of Quality Proargm : . x $687
 Basic Operaﬁions Cost ' ;.$26,606;823
_ Less: State Sales and Use Tax (5,720,032)
' Basic Less Sales Tax ‘ e oo b $20,886,791

Composite Index : ‘ Lo ' : x .590
' Required Local Effort | $12,323,207°

- ]  ;

4 . L -
'Basic Less Sales Tax ,_$20;886,791
Less: Required Local Effort (12,323,207)

v State Share Standards of Quality L . $ 8,563,584

Compensatoxy Funds - :

Eligible Studeats : . o ' , 1,066
. Allocation Per Student s f;';;;ﬁ, L A x $300
Total Compensatory Fuads (2) : ~§ 319,800

. State Basxc Anpropr1at;on B o
(1) State Share Standards of Quallcy T " '$ 8,563,534
(2) Conpensauory Funds L T " 319,800 -

otal State Basic' . . . R T § 8,883,386
. . _(8,361,215)

-~ § 522,169

f—————-———
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. JUSTIFICATION FGR COUNTING TULTION PUPILS IN ADM
: - (1970-71) '

Although tuitiom pupils were not counted in most of the State ADM for
1970-71 in determining the composite index of ability, there are some
compelling reasons for couating such pupils attending Chesterfield County

~ schodls from the City of Rickmond. (Those attending'Richmond schools from
Chesterfield should, of course, be counted in ADM in Chesterfield fox the same
reasons)”’._ ' RN S - ot S

. ARGUMENTS FOR COUNTING TULTION PUPILS IN ADM'

~ _ - : : o
1. Tae.3352 pupils from the City of Richmond were attending Chesterfield -

County schools under the order of a special Annexation Court.
2. “Richmond paid the full cost of education for those pupils. -

3. ‘The trué value of real estate and pubiicvservice corporation property o

© ' inm the annexed area where these pupils lived was attributed to the City
of Richmond in computiag the composite index. - T
. . . i . . . . . . :

4. Sales subject to State sales and use taxes from the annexed area were
attributed to the city of Richmond in computing the index. . T

‘5, The population from the annexed area was attributed.to.tﬁe Cityfoff
Richmond in computing the index. ' :

*6. Tndividual income from the annexed area was attributed to the City of
Richmond in computing the index. - K

'7; whereas in most school diviéions the number of tuition pupils is
jinsignificant, in the City of Richmond and the County of Chesterfield the
number was substantial. Counting tuition pupils,in ADM in Richmond rather

than in Chesterfield would result in an estimated ,increase in the basic
state aid appropriation for the biennium in excess of $1,000,000. .

8. These students were counted in Aﬁerége Daily Atteﬁdance on which basis
State matching funds were distribu:ed.in l970{71;, ' '

IWT .
2/23/76
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Nicnmond Publie Schools

301 NORTH NINTH STREET
Richmond, Virginia 23219

A - STATE BASIC 1975-76
o ADDITIO\ L FUYDIVG REALIZED
WITH ADJUSTZD COMPOSIT E»IVDEX

* May 27, 1976

'STANDARDS OF QUALITY .

Average Daily Membership v 37,592
Standards Per Pupil Cost % $730 -
‘ ‘ $27,442,160
Less: 1975 Sales Tax 5,473,276)
Basic Cost of Operation 0 $21,968,884
Composite Index pis .615

Local Share

Basic Cost of Operation -

0ld Index

$13,51o,854}

$21,968,884
Less: Local Share ( 13,510,864)

State Share - Standards

COMPENSATORY FUNDS

Students Below 12th Percentile
Per Student
Total Compensatory

TOTALS

State Share - Standaxrds
Total Compensatory
Total Basic

DIFFERENCE

Adjusted Index Totél
Less: 0ld Index Total
‘le‘ereﬁce'

1,918.8

x $300 .
$ 575,640

$ 8,458,020
575,640

— T
~ §9,033,660_

* Adjusted Index

37,592

X $730
$27,442,160
5,473,276)
$21,908,884

x .590
$12,961,642

$21,968,884

(12,961,642)
$ 9,007,242
| e e

» 1,918.8
X $300

$§ 575,640

'$ 9,007,242

575,640

—
.$ 9,582,882
=

$ 9,582,882

(_9,033,660)
lszs=-49’2g=2[
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STATE DEPARTM‘:NT OF EDUCATION
. RICHMOND, 23216

‘May 19, 1976

Dr. Richard C. Hunter, Superintendent
Richmond City Public Schools

301 N. Ninth Street

Richmond, Virginia 23219

'Dear Dx. Hunter:

. Acknowledgment is made of your March 16, 1976 letter in
which you request an adjustment in the composite index for
Richmond City for the current biemnium based on the claim that

3,352 pupils from the City of Richmond attended Chesterfield

County schools under the order of a special ammnexation court,
these pupils not-being claimed by the City of Richmond to
establish its composite index but apparently were included

in the Chesterfield County ADM. As a result, the Chesterfield
composite index was lowered while that of Richmond was increased..

Based upon the information we have, we have no reason to question.
the valldlty of thlS 1nformat10n.

A

However, we have some complicating. factors that do mnot permit

~the Department of Education to resolve this matter. First, the

composite index for both Richmond and Chesterfield was establlshed
on the basis of ADM figures supplied by the respective superin-
tendents in the annual school report for 1970-71, which was the
base year for establishing the current composite index. The
Department of Education had no reason to question these figures

~and our first knowledge of the situation stated above was in the

form of a letter dated January 26, 1976 from Dr. Little, the

" former Richmond superintendent. Furthexr, the Department of -

Education has no funds to 1ndemn1fy the Clty of Richmond for
the current biennium. I xecognize that your letter claims reim-
bursement only for the 1974-75 year but the fact remains that
the current year would also be involved.

In addltion the question remains relative to the status of
the entire annexatlon proceedlnou. We have no information regarding



App. 54

Dr. Richard C. Hunter, Superintendent
- Page 2 S
May 19, 1976 .

e o

the intent of the annexation court and indeed whether the court

acknowledged the composite index formula and its possible effects.

Consequently, we submit ‘that the issue may be subject to inclusion
in the final settlement between Richmond and Chesterfield to be

' ordered by the annexation court rather than ohe over-which the

-Department of Education has jurisdictionm.

" You may be assured of our sincere regret over this mattex
and we acknowledge with sympathy the complexities of these
annexation proceedings. We would hope that the officials of
" both Richmond and Chesterfield recognize that the apparent
oversight related to the 3,352 pupils in connection with the
establishment of the composite index fox each locality was not
readily ascertainable at that time, particularly im view of the
fact that the use of the composite index in the distribution of’
State funds to localities was mew to all concerned. ‘

Finally, I should like to state I felt an obligation to

. notify Superintendent Sullins of Chesterfield of this matter

and have done so. While your March 16 letter speaks specifically
to the Richmond position only, we must recognize that an adjust-
ment in the composite index for Richmond must necessarily affect .
the composite index for Chesterfield. While T see no way of
resolving your request at this time, I do not wish, to block .
. further discussion: If you and Dr. Sullins wish to meet with

me, please advise. ' » ' - '

v W. E. Campbell
Superintendent of Public Instruction

WEC/1lc -~
cc: Dr. Howard O. Sullins
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v _ DISTRIBUTION OF BASIC STATE SCHOOL AID FUND *
Defendant's #1 L 1974-75 (ESTIMATED) o

~ March 13, 1974

N toiny /97475 culbo Ti Didd T



REQ LCC £XP # .50C X CCMPCSITE INDEX X TOTAL CQST = SALES TAX
CCPPENSATCRY FUNLS PASED ON 3CO
SCQ CCST BASEC CN 48.0C PUS.

1973-74
- LOCAL
EXP
3

19621,560

49344,836
685,497
434,384
5984744

599,608

29,608,627

2,750,971

4084583

12,232,557

C2,C17
1,209,408

880,169

. 14964,738

793,104
1,970,016
9244143
797,784
440,985

612,332

€3/703/7174
COUNTY/TCWN 1974~75
CR CITY _ ACM
1 2
" ACCOMACK
6,1C0
ALBENMARLE
94575
ALLEGHANY .
' 34139
AMELTA
L lgEOO
AFHERST X
. \ 5+320
" APPOMATTICX :
"'_ 2+365
ARLINGTICN
. 22,020
AUGUSTA ' % o
: : 10, 6C0-
BATH ) i
) ! 1,217
BEDFCRC ; ) o
! 7,297
. BLAND
A " 1,065
BOTETCURTY
44485
BRIUNSWICK
o 3,425
BUCKFANAN
9,239
BUCKINGHAN v
: 2,655
.CAMPRELL _ -
11,2C0
CAACLIANE
N 34740
CARRCLL
’ 54154
CHARLES CITY :
: ' 1,750
" ChARLCTYTS .
2.R81

L1974-75
REyu. LCC

EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL

4

3,266,377

AMOUNT
OF
INCREASE
COL4-COL3
5

1,434,362

634,950

4504174

" 1+108,205

586,670
124,296,973
2,641,288
371,759

1,732,829

15,790

109,461

T OF

INCREASE

coLs/
coLs
6

.00

.00

264276

228,353

10139,467
688,596
1,816,800
638,167
'2,342.084

1,036,847

' 372,068

112,704

780,984

295,652

578,580

13.00
.00
.00
.00

- .00

18.89

12.20

« 00
.00

- 00

192415
SOy STATE

© SHARE

AT 687

7

2:C64,083

242694856

1,179,193

561,453

149614328

793,731

3,573,507
364v;97'

2|493'5é3 o

3764148

19479,997

192244172,

3,6064484
899,586

3r642v411

1¢144,072

2,222,800
706,557

1,074,505

MAXTNMUM
o LucH
INCREASE

PROVISION

8

'l?sl?}

12,135

3504132

49-580

19714-75 77 AMT OF ¥ IF
"COMPEN- 1474-75 1973-74 CHANGE ~CHLAGE
SATORY TOTAL GENERAL COL10~- "COL12/
FUNDS STATY AID SYATE AID COLI1 CO(1t
C 0] 1 - 12 13
46,500 . 1,970,707 7.19
' ~ 24110,583 - 139,876
36,000 19 940,761 ‘ 18.91
: 2+305,85¢6 365,095
134200 1,059,034 12.9)
1,192,393 133,359
" 9,900 "7 519,012 = 1.32-
: 5714353 T9659-
* 30,90C o 2,023,826 . .61--
2,011,401 . 124425-
719,200 T 7. T 780,925 o 4.10
812,931 32,006
Te1e8007 "7 453005905 777 T T 98,56~
. 61,800 . 4,238,703~ :
" 758,200 T 34783,786 4,02~
3,631,707 152,079~
T 69300 7 oo 320,911 . 15.51
B . 370,697 49,786
T T TR TOU T T T T 316,035 T 9,34
24532,283 - 21645249
T 3,600 o T 398,662 1.79-
391,883 69779~
18,600 -~ 19354,106 . 10.67
: 114984597 144,491
T 27,300 7 T 7 TT,00491026 7 24.63
1,251,472 247,348
T4,400 . 34246244 13.39
" 34680,8864 4344640
22,800 631,198 %6.13
922,386 291,188 .
| 49,800 449369,547 ) 7.49-
. LyV42,343 327,204~
31,200 ) "1+128,411 7.75
1,215,852 . 87'451'
264400 . 241404675 $.07
s . 294249,200 108,525
TUUT33,900 77T T T T 146,637 T T .83~
' CT40,457 6,180~ _
17,700 978,693 C lle63
113,512

COMPARISON OF 1973-74 AND 1974~7% ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA - PART 2

140924209

PAGE 1
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REC LCC EXFP # .50C X CCMPCSITE
CCMPENSATCRY FUNCS BASED ON 3CO

SCQ CCSY HASED CN 48,CC pOS.

037037174

CCUNTY/IChN

OR CITY
1

CHESTERFIELD

CLARKE
CRALG
CULPEPER
CUMBERLANC

DICKENSCN

" DINWICCIE

ESSEX

FAIRFAX.

FAUGUIER
FLOYD
FLUVANAA
FRANKLIN .
FREDERICK

GILES

GLCLCESTFR

GCCCHLAND
GRAYSCN

GREENE

-GREENSVILLE

1974-75

“ACKM -
2
24,354
1,895
117

4,8C0

1,630

491C0

INDEX X TOTAL COST - SALES TAX

" CGMPARISON OF 1973-T4 AND 1974-75 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA - PART 2

1973-74
Locat
EXP
3

8,842,143
855,992
169,144

1,727, 21C
296,470

19353,743

1974-75
REQ LOC
EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL

T4
7.0824649
657,413
170,840

1,502,381

_: 338,813

860,032

1,075,894

5,200 .

14825
129,486
65760
2,080
2,C60
64660
6,755

3,630

34525

29645

34845

14365 .

2,475

650,317
9449178,008
2,740,173
411,938

742,235

11229, 164"

1.918+398
194224447
1'098;258
1,097,173
499,041

256,067

507,721

8784269
542,967
454427,895
2,724,090

431,682

649,623

1,344,633
1,621,092

936,780
14126,450

880,375

5574354

2654227

- 508,057

ANOUNT

‘¢ OF
OF INCREASE
INCREASE CCLS/
CoL4-COL3 COL3
) &
«00
«00
14696
1.00
. .00
424343
14.28
a =00
« 00
<00
e .. =00
S .00
194744
4.7%
_ .00
115,449
9.39
«0C
) .00
28,192
. 2.57
. ’ .00
58,313
11.6%
94160
. 3.58
336
- .07

1974-75
SO0Q STATE

SHARE
AT 687
7
7¢520,750

438,275

29¢C,890

14359,297°

594,228
1,433,386

2:203,378

521,675

29,659,535

11281,924

MAXTMUM

LOCAL

INCREASE

PROVISION
S

767,435

5534382

2461041697 °

2+332,1792
1,168,343
940,430

6644143

14248,595

514,852

" 803,212

16,817 .

PAGE 2

1974-75 _ AMY OF £ 3F
COMPEN-  1974~75 1973-74 CHANGE CHANGE
SATORY TOTAL GENERAL COL1C-. CGL127/
FUNDS . STATE AID STATE AID (COL11 COLL1
9 io 11 12 13
754600 7:614,226 e23-
- 7+595, 350 17,876~
12,600 ° " 375,938 19.9%
450,875 74,937
3,300 2744511 ' T Te17
L 2344130 ) 194679
34,800 1,158,698 © 20.32 -
1¢394,097 235,399
6'900 6400295 . 215~
‘ - 6264520 s 13,775-
28,200 193060662 11.86
_._ . ly4614586 154,924
44,100 2,233,326 7 77777 T L.63
: 2,247,418 145152
. 17,400 7T 814,349 7 T ’ 4.81
- 539,075 o 244726
268,800 31,223,012 " 4415~
a.. 2919284335 14294,677-
29,100 14239,862 1 T '5.74
1,311,024 714162
" 13,200 77145407 7 ~ 1.18
. 780,635 9,095
10,800 . T 3764416 T 49.8¢
. _S564,182 187,708
36,900 T Z2y649,015 7 R % 2
2,647,069 1+946~
21,000 2,308,377 1.37
. 2+353,792 ‘ 45,415
19,200 ’ 985,143 : 22.55
o S 14187,543 . . 202,400
21,600 . 879,078 9.44
N 962,030 : : 82,952
204400 475,775 43.886
. _684'543 208,768
. 154600 " 1+145,079 11.87
v .. ls28le0G12 135,933
14,700 535,502 1.11-
529,552 5¢950-
14,700 “755,087 21.56
' 917,912 1624825
B -

LG "ddy



REC LCC EXP # .5CC X CCMPOSITE INUEX X TOTAL CCST - SALES TAX
CCHPENSATCRY FUNCS BASEC GN 300 :

SOG CCST BASEC ON 48.4C PCS.

03/03/174
COUNTY/TCWN 1974-75
CR CITY’ ACM
1 2
HALIFAX
' : T+150
HANCVER )
. 10,160
HENRICC ’
‘ L 34,449
HENRY ]
. 12,729
HIGhLANC )
- . o . o N . 54,0.
JSLE CF WIGKHT PR
Lo - 4 4460
JAMES CITY o
. . & 4247
KING GECRGE .
2,215
KING CULEEN
. 1,150 -
KING wILLIANV .
1,355
LANCASTER
1,875
LES
44740
LCUBOUN
11,866
LCulsa
) . 3,750
LUNENELURG . .
. 24741
VPACISCN .
’ - 24318
MATHEWS " -
) . . 14443
BECKLENBURG
’ . 64270
"MICCLESEX o
14390
VMONTGLMERY ’
84850

COMPARISON OF 1973-74 AND 19f4-75 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA — PART 2

- 1974-75
1972-74 REQ LOC
LCCAL EXP AT 687
" EXP PER PUPIL
3 4
193134944 '
1,176,605
2,623,870
219264815
199059, 783
_ 1144524673
21089, 354 ;
© 2+445,.886
189,507 )
. 151,301
T 1e399,634 0
T M2s0,386
‘1'461v705
o 141105061
930,302
. 697,913
431,875
i 348,563
438,0C0
. 4364597
6614365
634,781
684,850 :
’ 6764899
Te1130772 ) . .
593964923
803,957
8514516
603,892
5524041
£634392
© 632,035
T 509,240 '
- 441,662
1,287,095 .
. . 1+341,407
4819812 .
! 478,757
"29C83,4805
’ . 2:2964733

* AMOUNTY 2 OF

OF INCREASE

INCREASE
COL4-COL3

caLsy
coL3
5 6

: .00

302,945
11.55
' .00

356,532

17.06
00
.00
.0
.00

.00

47,559

54,312 _
o 4.22
. .G0
212,928

16.22

1974-75
$0G STATE

SHARE
AT 687.
7

2,811,886

2:832,710

8,293,315

4,768,728

166+660

L1{275y646

154124805

6314445

315,366

343,040

4144444

L 14977,605

1,5664849
14331,859

1,025,218

727,180°
399,599

124188,611

339,631

2,818,231

INCREASE
PROVISION
8

MAXIMUM T 1974-75"
LOCAL COMPEN-
SATORY
FUNDS S
-9
58,500
135,709

81,115
99,900

68,700
2954194
2+1C0

szlﬂbisqb.
33,600
124600

7,800

T 7,800
49,500
"739,300
41,100
18,300

T 15,600
84400
46,200
15,360

35,700
9,093

124360

1974-75 1373-74
TOTAL GENERAL
TATE AID STATE AID

10 11

2,583,159
2,870,386
) 3,100,163
2+1949,525 P
- By720,567
8¢3v3,215

5,334,137

S91324622 _
100,328
162,760 '

10316.Tﬁ9_,‘ o
v Td, 389,597
14446,405
T T 739,947
644,045 N
2264998
323,166

355,340

3444145

4224244 :
14895,538
2,018,105 _

2;1&4-526"-.

1,606,149
191744444
1¢372,959
943,123
1,043,518
519,110
742,780 ’
2619744
407,999
o 1202244907
292344811
. 343,743
3544931
. " 299064466

.2,863'92“

!

999,431 |

361,458

PaGEL 3

g NF
CHARGE
coLio- COL12/

coL1l Cotll

12 13

AMT OF
CHANGE

11.12
287,227
’ " 4.86-
1504638~
: 3.75-

1464255

«4S
_ 9+90¢

3.25
11,188

lab3-
430442~

g ‘ddy .



REQ LCC EXP # .50C x CCMPCSITE INDEX X TOTAL COST - SALES TAX

CCGHMPENSATCRY FUNGS BASED ON 300
SCC CCST BASEC CN 48.C3 PCS.

03/03/74

: 1973-74
COULNTY/TChN 1974-75 "~ LOCAL
CR.CITY ACM Exp
1 2 3
NLLSCN » 902,994
24£90
NEW KENT 498,824
1,530
NCRTHANPTCN 692,376
3,050 o
NCRTHUMBERLAND 723,504
1,920 -
NCTTCwWAY 657,485
B 3,075
ORANGE 14527,713
o 34639
PAGE : 523,860
3,796
PATRICK : 564,436
: 3.570
PITTSYLVANIA 246604256
14,£C0
PCWHATAN 593,068
' 1,713
PRINCE ECWARC . i 591,037
2,C90
PRINCE GECRGE 1,182,575
. 44992
PRINCE wittlam 15,368,783
364171
PULASKI 1,098,325
: : 7,140 ,
RAPPAKANNCCK : 405,228
’ 1,165 :
R ICHMCAC 498,629
: . 1,550
RCANCKE 64200,221
: . 19,719
- ROCKERICGE 1,109,881
3,935
RCCKINCHAN . © 24535,144
‘ , 1C. 668 oo
RUSSELL 1,762,289
L 6,C50

COMPARISON OF 1973-74 AND i974-7§ ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA - PART 2

1974-75
REQ LCC
EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL
)

608,909

3764429
612,891
521,763

7€0,988

14145,417

1.019;@68
672,565
2,459,519
476,152
681,786
1411684655
10,630,981
1,315,100
447,183
418,440
5,828,881
910,943
24551, 724

192434743

3 CF

AMOUNT
OF  INCREASE
INCREASE COLS5/
COL4-COL3 COL3
s 6
.00
.00
<00
.00
43,503
' 6.62
.. .00
96,008 .
_  10.39
108,129
19.1¢6
.00
.00
Q0,749
15.35
.00
.0C
216,775
©19.74
41,958
: 10.35
<00
.00
o <00
164580
<65
G0

1974-75
$0Y
SHARE
AT 687
7

932,632
498,988
1:089,584
576,636
1,051,482
975,726
i.181.730
1,293,225
64021, 1)
S15,33.
392,445
14789,964
10,845,748
2,603,406
216,689
481,430
‘5.828.881

1,395,242

3,597,008

2,211,100

STATE

MAXIMUM

‘Lecat
INCREASE

PROVISION |

8

To244

103,371

63,291_

213,884

2f863“

1974-75

CoMPEN~
SATORY
FUNDS
9

16,200

6,3C9
17,400
15,300
12,300

25,200

'15.066'
27,000

115,800

"9,5900
24,900
19,500
"126,600
36,900
4,800
2,700
43,800
23,700
57,600

29,100

PAGL 4
AMY OF % OF
1974-75 1973-74 CHANGE  CHANG
TOTAL GENERAL COL1O- cCOL12/
STATE AIC STATE AID €OL11 cCOLIl
10 11 12 13
800,294 18.56
948,832 148,538 :
350,328 . 44,23
505+258 ) 154,959 .
949,545 16.53
1p106,984 157,039 .
3664846 61.37
591,586 225,140
388,307 o 7.64
14063,782 . 754475
642,387 55.81
1 000,926 L .358.539
1,160,495 1.99
1,203,974 23,478
) © 14392,202 T 2.26
1+423,557 314395
5¢515,098 11.28
J6a137,380 622,282
S82+47C 9. T4~
525,731 564739~
' 405,120 T 18.64
480,636 754516
1'9681670 8.09-
1,809,464 .. 159,206~
T 12,439,456 o 11.79-
1G4372,348 19467,108- -
2+896,491 1.46~
24854, 190 42,301~
207,100 . 8.33
2244352 - 174252
‘ 446,253 8449
484,130 37,877
6+425,619 8.61~-
52872,681 552,938~
1,188,963 19.34
1y418,942 229,979
3,168,821 15.33
3,654,608 485,787
1,763,281 ) 27.05
2+240,200 4764919

!

AG 'ddy



REC Lcc FXP # .5CC X CCMPOSITE INCEX £ TOTAL COST - SALES TaAX

COMPENSATCRY . FUNCS

BASED ON 300

SCC CCST BASED CN 48.00 POS.-

©03/03/74 .

© COUNTY/TCWN
‘CR CITY
-8 ,
scorT
SHENANCCAH
SPYIH
| SOUTHAMPTCN
SPOTSYLVANIA
STAFFCRC
" SURRY
SUSSEX
TAZEWELL
| WARREN
WASHINGTON -
WESTMCRELANC
WISE
HYTPEA
YORK
CAPE CHARLES
COLCNIAL BEACH
CFRIES
- 'POQUOSCN

. WEST PCINY

1974-175

- ACM
2

5,290

55140

62960 .
1+138,903

4+3C0

5,015

74009

1,340

. 2+856

9,185

34625

13,245
2+4520
vJSO
4,850
85410
385
514
205
i.SBl

453

1973-74
LOCAL
EXP
3

914,447

14477,776

1,133,519

14145,496

1,600,821

450,373
‘633,125
15415,965
1,177,963
157004592
804+ 529

1,127,168

975,955
3,064,122
830440

203,329

T 450464

317,622

401!526_

COMPARISON OF 1973-74 AND 1974-175 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA - PART. 2 -

1974-175
REw LOC
EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL
4

825,800

104234533

1,254,057
791,980

1,284,105

14764511

5834471

5984404

*AMOUNT

OF INCREASE
_CCL5/

INCREASE
COL4-COL3 -
5

"160+538
14,16

138,609

163,690

224,871

1,640,836

1,293,902
148965418

613,259
19266,042

1,003,162

121,939

195,826°

| 168,874

274207

120092,230

© T6s107

161,808

21,3711

231,710

‘345,798

274976

"133,098°

7 CF

caL3
[

.CO

.00

.00

12.10

10.23

29.55
.00
15.88
10.40
11.52

.00

14.98

1974=-75

SNQ STATE
SHARE

AT 687
1

2,187,653

1,548,661
2,578,512
1,682,956
155954740

2¢348,4570

1,018,904
3,840,689

782,034
44045,747

829,704

349064199 °

1,783,398

2,885,269

135,302 .

1434491

944278

Sb4,198 T

148,143

LOCAL

INCREASE.

PROVISION
.8

542373

48,4119

7,217

MAX IMUM

1764122

1664547

9,487

514534

112,315

PAGE S
“1974-75 o AMT CF % OF -
COMPEN-  1974-75 1973-74 CHANGE CHANGE
SATORY. TOTAL GENERAL COL10- - COL12/
FUNDS STATE AID . STATE AID COLl1 coOLLL
10 11 12 13
274600 2,036,345 8.79
242154253 ) 178,908
T 204400 1,336,908 ' 17.36
1,569,061 ‘ 232,153
27,600 246864171 . © e53
2'700'485 " 144314
36,900 T T14337,385 28.60
1,719,856 382,471
26,400 1,873,965 : 16.87-
, 1,6704259 203,710~
733,300 24360,629° 7 1.21
e _20389,087 28,458
14,100 ' 242,510 21.56-~
190,222 529288-
T 25,8007 T 807,148 29.43
1,044,704 2374556
" 46,200 . 49300,779 5. 75~
: 49053,436 247,343~
TEie60 T T 7T 884,864 T 9.09-
804,421 80v443~
4845900 3,885,035 ) 6.72
4y146,181 2614146
20,400 : 662,002 28.41
850,104 188,102
T 44,4007 T 7T 3,877,877 4.77
T 4,062,914 185,037 -
17,700 14829, 945 1.58-
. 14801,098 284847~
51,900 20822|811 : 4419
T 249415169 118,358
151,306 10.58~
139,302 . 16,004~
3,000 " 140,828 . 4,02
1464491 54663
- ’ 97,052 2.86-
e FAa278 2.774-
" » 400 671,612 15.11~
569,598 : ‘ 101.414-
1,800 . 138,491 _8.27
i 149,943 11,452

09 ‘ddy



 REQ LCC EXP # .5CC X COMPOSITE INDEX X TOTAL COST - SALES TAX
CCMPENSATCRY FUNCS BASEC ON 3CO
SOQ CCST BASED GN 48.G0 POS.

03703774

COUNTY/TCWN
OR CITY
1

ALEXANCRIA
BEDFCRC
BRISTCL
BUENA VISTA
CHARLCTTESVILLE
cusgnpeAxe cIry
"CLIFTCA FCRGE
COLCNIAL FEIGHTS
COVINGTCN |
" DANVILLE %
ENPORIA
FAIRFAX CITY
FALLS CHURCH
FRANKUIN CITY
FREDERICKSBURG
GaLax .
HAMPTCA
'HARRISCNRLRG
" HOPEWELL

LEXINGICN

1974-75
ADM

15,895

1,203

. 32042

1,500

64800

25,812

1,130

3,970

22220
§.652
1,025
5367
14874

1,775

24765

15340
32,639
2+479
5,295

1,071

1973-74
. LocAL
EXP
3
716,383,882
367,915

896,701

32643712

449406, 470
'6.}95'961
TT425,386

928,931

717,278

COMPARISON OF 1973-74 AND 1974-75 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA - PART 2

1674-75

2,930,837 7

210,312 °

319361819

2+435,267

614,366

19634, 868

T 459,992

109411,676

1,743,848

T 2,039,57%

473,053

AMOUNT ~ " % OF
REG LOC . OF  INCREASE
EXP AT 687 INCREASE CCL5/
PER PUPIL COL4-COL3 _COL3
4 5 6
8,145,481 .00
19,243
387,218 . 5.23
1964930 .00
: 44662 .
331,034 1.43
206345477 .00
.32401,176 -00
275,770 .00
129,301
1,058,232 13.92
. 6294931 - - .00
2,683,475 .00
: T 38,7130 ‘
249,042 18.42
 1e9975966 .. . =00
1,068,211 .00
468,058 _ .00
.lsl54,558 = .00
. 365204
4864196 5.70
7,335,844 .00
.120530900 _.=00
1,433,229 .00
332,679 .00

T 1974-75

S0Q STATE
. SHARE
AT 687
7

190584452

298,123

916,897

T T851,726 7

143274143

9,602,090

388,735 7

1,153,896

696,239

T2,849,46% 7

296,049

1,099,655

583,757
483,113
304,367
11,718,297

399{755

15616,194

289,151

MAXTMUM T T1974-75

1

1973-74
GENERAL
STATE AID
il
2767,1683
291,450
897,210
T 547,576
1,310,0%0°
8:759,6%;

IR Y E

R IR AT ST I

289,601

1,104,932

376,258 77

6364234
531,467
362,786
1,653,841

587,890

14643,2777

2754454

LGCAL COMPEN-  1974-75
INCREASE SATORY TGTAL
_PROVISION = FUNDS STATE AID
8. T e 10
T 18,6000
1,137,052
T 6+3200 .
30444623
16,200
933,04
CTTTTTTT3 0007 )
554,724
28,800
1,355,943
” © 180,600 7
. Qs 7824690
o e L T
LR
) 745500
72,815 1023
‘ o 19,900
R ) TCL, 0L
) TTU3EE00T T T T
. 2,883,003
. " 6,360 T
35,397 337,746
' 11,1007 7
R e 1411041755
4,800 T
4,800
5,100 :
588,857
" 6,000 o
_ L 489,113
24400 T
306,767
132,600 1
11,850,897
T T 64300
e 406,055
N TTOTI8, 900 0 T
1:635,094
3,000 '
292,151

T AMT OF

PaGe 6
T IF
CHANGE
coL12/

CHANGE
coLio-
coLil

12 13

58.91-
1,630,131~
4.45
124973
- 4.00
25+887
- 1.31
71148
. 3.50
45,893
11.68
1,022,998
: 91
6,133
2.05-
254769~
’ 11.88
74,988
T a12-
34373~
16.62

197,056
30.93-
_181,835-

coLil

19 'ddy



REQ LCC EXP a .500 X CCMPOSITE xqpsx X TOTAL cosr - SALES YAX
'CCMPENSATORY FUNDS BASED "GN 300

S0Q CCST BASED ON 48.00 PC3.

03703774

COUNTY/TChN
_OR CITY
-

LYNCHBURG

MARTINSVILLE
NEWPGRT NEWS

" 'NORFOLK

NCRYON'

"PETERSBURG

PCRTSMCUTH ™

RADFCRE ™

"RICHMCNC

T ROANQKE ™7

SALEM

" SCUTH BCSTCN

" VIRGINIA BEACH

STAUNTCN ™~

SUFFCLK

© WAYNESECRC

WILLIANMSBURG

T WINCHESYER

ST ' TE “T0TALS

| -_._J;Z:/ﬁm& 3/%/54 /85
/57% %0 .

_ Jrd o

COMPARISON OF 1973-74 -AND 1974-75 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA = PART 2 PAGE 7
ot T 1974757 TTAMGUNT T E OF 77T 1974-75 7T TMAXINMUN  19T4-75 T T T T TRMTOF T % OF
1973-74 REQ LOC OF INCREASE 5$0Q STATE LCCAL COMPEN~ 1974~75 1972-74 CHANGE CHANGE
1974-75 LOCAL  EXP AT 687 TINCREASE CCLS5/ ~SHARE ~~ INCREASE ™" SAYORY ~ TYODTAL =~~~ GENERAL COLlc- COL12/
ADM EXP PER PUPIL COL4~COL3  COL3 . AT 687 . PROVISION FUNDS STATE AID STATE AID CDL11 COL1l
2 B T8 S A : T B ' IS & N 12 13
T BRETE 2725 & & N 2V - 44,11 R 1" {1 R b & 739} £ .91
104320 3,292,788 .30 2,750,799 24,780
) IV s6el, 643 T T o B 991,818 9,800 T T 7T 1,058,134 o 5.33-
4,151 _ 1,369,653 .00 1,001,718 : 565416~
o 12,577,338 ° ’ - 9,238,366 153,300° 89376,536 12412
.__2__?_':’__99_ o Z.' 7120 765 .00 9-391 2666 . 1'015' 130
21,187,302~ 7~ T T T 13,138,042 387,600 77 12:557¢647 7.71
47,616 13,403,456 : N : 1245254642 967,995
C 222,81% T T 34401277 : 411,783 o 4,800 : 421,973 T 4.28
1,205 2564828 15.26 . 23,461 4404044 B 18,071
- 3,503,244 coorremTT T ) 2,621,613~ T T T TEGL 3067 T 2,590,164~ ~ T 77 3.86
_ 94308 - 2,621,474 .00 : _2+690,773 100,009
: 64,739,231 L ETTTB,668,749 T T TTTTTI68,300 T T T T T 8,506,102 T T T 73,019
23,700 . 498764172 +00 ‘ 8,777,049 270,947
T 69830727 7 0 T T T T ommTTIm s e 675,640 T T e1007 T T 6614 TI0C T T 2.88 >
2,110 5754545 .00 680,740 19,030 S
30,943,819 77T T T T 94238,997 T '"319;860 """" T T 7944600 0 7T 22.63 o
43,090 1407585397 .00 9+558,797 1,764,197 :
LT TRy 3N e T T - T Ts, oo7}oie ‘“'““"“'""Bvxiﬁﬁ‘“""'“” TR,8T0,157 T 77T §.08 EQ
17,600 S¢316,730 +00 $+094,318" 4244161
1.500.004 o T 723,226 1,221,329 TOT T ITII0,800 T T 1,215,896 T 1.31
4.771 14523, 230 1.55 1,231,829 15,933
425,083 T i9,851 T 4724455 T 7T T, 200° ST 481,716 <43~
_1e622 4444934 - 4,67 ' _ ) 479,655 2,061~
1,758,125 TTUIV125,%04 T TTTTT 6,600 T TTTTINIRG,EST T T T Le8-
444C0 ’ 19403, 718 .00 - 1,132,104 T:767-
2,537,190 4,098,447 107,100 4,036,616 4.19
©11,100 . 2+459,069 =00 49205,547 169,131
11,046,986 " T19479,008 7 15,900,360 175,500 ’ '17.754.544 ‘S5.24-
492600  124525,994 13.39 7484618 16,824,478 . 930,066- -
: T, 728,572 - TTTUTT i228,102 T T TTTUTTT0,500 T T T 1,099,314 7T 12.67
4,438 1+384,882 «00 1,238,602 : 136,288
: : 707,925 - S - T 24700 0 T T 7 I464720 © 98,16~
S 725 402,924 «CO : 2,700 - ’ 144,020-
T2, 053.555 T Tt T T - 669,815 T T TTTE,900 T T T 684,883 - 1.19-
3715 14490,878 _+C0 676,715 8:168-
8 452,274,125 7 TS 6360312 312,937,308 T T T TS, 63,000 0 T T 3L, 79,88 T T T 97
“ 1,073+ 298 304 664.578 : 1. 25 ' 2.786.289 : 320,886,594 3,095,037
‘ "oot\,@m. g%’ggo S TOTAL MINUS®  © 13,974,694-

" TOTAL PLUS 17+069, 731

Lrved Funds ’3/; 59,295



App,63

Defendant's #2

1974-70 rpprepriations Act

74-75 75-76

State SOQ Funds o 3512,591,225 | $329,295,060

(P. 84, b.1;

‘Supplemental Skills

Development (Compensatory) 5,163,000 9,293,400
(P. 85, b.5)

‘Maximum Local Increase :

Provision 2,786,290 1,159,605

. (P. 86,c.2)

No Loss Provision 13,974,700 9,137,650
(P. 86, ¢.3) '

Sub-Total 23,515,215 348,885,715

Special Education 21,328,675 25,930,385
(P. 84, b.2) | R

~ Gifted and Talented 1,100,000 1,420,000

(P. 85, b.3)

Vocational Education 14,123,090 16,812,635
(P. 85, b.4) ' .

Teacher Education 1,609,500 1,609,500
(P. 85, b.6) ; o

General Adult :

Education 522,500 623,500
(P. 86, b.8) S

Incentive Fund 3,831,145 8,285,900
(P. 86, b.9) .

Total 377,030,125 . 403,647,635



' App. 64
‘Defendaht's'#S"
DISTRIBUTION OF BASIC STATE SCHOOL AID FUND . .

1975-76 (ESTIMATED
 March 13, 1974



REC LCC EXP & .5C0 X-CCMPC

CCMPENSATLRY FUNCS PASEC GN 3CQ
SCC CCST BASEC CN 48.LC PCS.

03/C3/7174

“CCUNTY/TICwN

CR CItY
1

ACCCMACK
ALBEMARLE

ALLEGHANY

AMELIA

AMHERST
APPCMATICX
ARLINGTCN
AUGUSTA
BATH

BEDFCAL

BLAKND |

ecrEchRr
BRUNSICK
SUCKANAN
BLCKINGFAM
CAMPBELL
CARCLINE
CarrCLL
CHARLES CITy

CHARLCTTE

- 1975-7¢
ACw™ -

2

6,100

94575

3,135

1,800

5,320

2,365

22,020

10,4€00

7,297

1,065

44,485

3,425

9y 339

24655
11,2¢C0

3,740

54154

1,750

"2+881

1374-75

it

SITE INGEX X TOTAL €O

COMPARISGN

1975-7¢
REC LGC REG LOC
EXP AT 6871 EXP AT 730
PER PUPIL PER PUPIL
3 4
l9434,3¢62 :
. 14510,525
302664377 ‘
' 3,441,337
€34,950
] » 668,99C
450,174
473,548
‘1,108,205
' 14186,904
5864670
i ... 618,409
12,296,973
o 12(930g853,
2,641,288 '
2,784,846
371,759
o 392,607
1,732,829 .
1,825,817
2284353 :
) _ 248,863
1¢139,467 .
' 1,201,152
£88,596 .
724,094
1,816,800
19914,563
6384167
. 6724412
2+342,084 ’
2+669,516
1,036,847 )
: 1,123,098
- 180,984 . .
: . 823,168
295,652 . s
311,326
5784580

,'609.311

ST - SALES TaX

AMOUNT 2 QOF
CF INCREASE
INCREASE COLS/
COoL4-COoL3 coLd
: S 6
764163 -
5.31
174,560
5.36
34,040
L 5.36
23,374
) 5.19
78,699
- 710
31,739
o 5.41
633,880
. . 315
143,558
U 5.44
20,848
. 5.61
92,988
5.37
20,510
8.98
€1,685S
R . 5.41
35'498
5.16
. 97.763
: 5433
34,4245 .
L - 537
327,432
13.98
86,251
L 8.32
42,184
) . 9.40
15,674
5.30
30,737

1975-16
SOQ STATE
SHARE

AT 730
B

2,173,682

2+391,437

19242,410

590,605

2,066,844

8364670

MY, 2407
3,767,732

384,832

'2v627v394

396,326
1,560,117
1,287,278
3,800,551
947,859
3,832,884
14207,086
24342864

" 744,016

1,131,589 -

MAXTMUM~

LOCAL.

INCREASE

PROVISION
8

"1975-76

_COMPEN-
SATORY
FUNDS
9
83,700
" 64,800

23,760

17,820

554620

S1e124

163,485

13,672

" 34,560

" 104,760

11,340

" 789,660

"733,480
749,140
133,920

41,040

564160

474520

T el 020

31,860

89,640

OF 1974~75 AND 1975-76'ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA - PART 2

1975-76
T TOTAL- " GENERAL
STATE AID STATE AlID

.10 117

1973-74

1,970,707

242574382
11940,761

29456,237
1,059,034

11266,170

6084425
2,023,826
21123,588 .
780,925
... 871,230

111,240
' 3,783,786
3,872,492
320,911
_386e172
2,316403%
2,697,054
398,662
407,331 i
143544106

Ae393.597
1,004,124
1,336,418
. 312469244
© 39934,471 .
631,198
. 988,899
4913694547
44086,009
: 1,128,411
1,2764913

2,390,384

2,140,675
_ 746,637
805,036

: 978,693
1,163y449

~§74,012

4,300,505

PEGE 1

AMT OF
CHANGE

2 OF
CHANGE
COL10- cuLi2/

cotll coril

12 13

14.54
2864675
- 26455
515,47¢
19.55
237,136
s.07
294413
4.92
99,762
"11.55
_ 9C.305
S7.40~
4918G,265-
2.3%
B8,7C6
23.44
154261
16.44
381,020
2.16
8,669
17.408
239,491
© 33,08
332,294
21.19
688,227
56.6¢6
357,701

b.48="

283,538~

13.15

1484507
11.65

249,709
7.81

534399
18.87

184,756

G9 'ddy



REG LCC EXP # +5CO % CCMPUSITE INCEX X TOTAL COST - SALES TAX
CCMPERSATCRY FUNCS BASED ON 3C0
SCC.CCST BASEC CN 48.00 POS.

COMPARISON OF 1974-75 ANC 1975-76 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA - PART. 2

534,864

03/03/174 PAGE 2
1974-75 1975-176 AMOUNT T CF 1975-76 MAXIMUM  1675-T6 AMT OF 2 2of
REC LOC REG LOC OF INCREASE SOG STATE LocaL COMPEN- 1975-76 ' 1973-74 CHANGE CHANGE
CCUNTY/ZTCHN 1975-76 EXP AT 687 EXP AT 730 INCREASE COLS/ SHARE INCREASE  SATORY TOTAL GENERAL C€OL10- COL12/
OR CITY ,  ACV PER PUPIL PER PUPIL COL4-COL3 COL3 AT 730 PROVISION  FUNDS _STATE AID STATE AID COLlP COL11
! 2 3 4 5 6 7 .. 8 9 10 11 12 13
_ CHESTERFIELL 74082,649 © - 393,803 . 7,938,912 136,080 U T614,226 6.06
244254 P94T6e452 5.50 - . . o 8,074,992 a ,960'756
CLARKE ) 657,413 : . 35,214 4614751 224680 375,938 28.85
: ‘1,895 v L 6924627 5.36 ; o 4844431 108,493
CRAIG - ' 170,840 . TS A 306,918 59940 2744511 13.96
' ' 17 . 180,854 .. - B.51 | R ... Bl2,858 . L 38,347
CULPEPER S 1,5024381 83,067 114344443 ‘62y640 . = 1,158,698 29.13 -
N "%48C0 1,585,438 e 5493 14%97,083 338,385
CUMBERLANGD . 3384813 : 344482 626622 T 124420 6404295 o 1.48
: 14630 R 373,295 : ~ 10.18 - 107064 . 649,806 L 94511 .
DICKENSCN 8604032 o 4by4ls 1,507,414 : 50, 760 : 1,306,662 19.24
. 4,1C0. - - 904,448 5.16 s L4 145584174 _ 251,512 -
DINWICCIE - -878,269. 48,4262 203244456 79,380 2,233,326 T.62
5,2C0 92649531 ' 5.50 o 2,403,836 _ 170,510
ESSEX - _ 542,967 ) . 29,358 549,880 © 31,320 ° : '§144349 12.99
1,825 572,325 . Se4l : 581,200 o | 664851
FAIRFAX 454427,895 2,440,837 31,253,139 483,840 314223,012 1. 64
129,486 _ 47,868,732 5.37 : . 31.736,979 . 513,967
FAUQUIER ’ T 24724,090 N 149,687 1,352,366 ' 52,380 1,239,862 13.29
. 64760 ) 2,873,717 5.49 C 19404,746  164.88%
FLOYC 431,682 23,05C 808,413 23,7560 771,540 7.85
2,080 454,732 5.34 o 832,173 ) 60,633
FLUVARRNA o 649,623 35,163 583,336 19,440 376,474 6G.10
: 2,080 : 684,786 X - 5.4l L e o .. 02,776 2264302
FRANKLIN N 193444633 72,470 2,750,847 664420 24 649,015 6.34
6,8C0 T 14417,103 5.39 2+,817,267 : 168,252
FRECERICK 1,621,092 . 87,957 2+459,364 37,800 ‘ 2,308,377 8.17
. ) 6,755 ' 1,709,049 : 5.43 _ 3 . 24457,164 188,787
GILES 936,780 ; 504336 12315122 34,560 985,143 T 28447
: ' 3,630 9874116 5437 . _ . 1,265,682 . 28G,539
GLCULCESTER © 141264450 - - 61,229 991,948 38,880 . 879,078 17.21
: 3,525 1¢187,679 S.44 1,030,428 151,350
GCCCHLANC 880,375 47,649 : 700,089 36,720 475,775 54486
' 241645 928,024 S5.41 736,809 2614034,
GRAYSCA 5574354 . 43,333 T 14315,643 : © 28,080 T 14145,079 . 17.71
_ 3,145 6C0,687 7.77 4,317 _ 14348,060 R 202,961 '
" GREENE 265,227 - " 14,029 542,085 ' h 26,460 T 835,502 7 T T 6.16
e "1+¢365 ' 279,256 o 5.2% - . ' 568,545 33,043 °
GREENSVILLE - 508,057 : 26,807 _ 950,870 264460 755,087 - 29.42
24475 S -+ 5.28 ' : 977,330 2224243

99 ‘ddy



REC LCC EXP # .5C0 X CCMPCSITE INDEX
CCMPENSATCRY FUNCS PASEGC ON 300
SCQ CCST BASEC CN 48.(C POS.

03/03/174

CCUNTY/TCWN
OR CITY
1 :
HALTFAX
HANCVER
HENRICC
HENRY
WIGHLANG
ISLE OF WIGHT
JA¥ES CITY
KING GECRGE
KING CUEEN
KING WiLLIaM
LANCASTER
LEE
LCUDCUA
LCuisa
LUNENBLRG
MADISCA
MATHERWS
MECKLENEURG
MICCLESEX

MCNTGCHERY

1975-76
AL
2
7,150
10,160

34,449

12,729

540
40460
4,247

© 24215

1,150

1,875
49740

11,8¢6

3,750

22741
2,318
1;443
64250
, 1;390

8,850

1974=-15
REQ LOC
EXP AT ¢87
PER PUPIL
3

"1y1764605
299264815
11,452,673
2,445,886
151, 3C1
14250, 386
1,110,061
697,913

348,563

. T 436,591
1,355 .

634,781
676,899
5+396,923
8514516
5524041
632,035
441,662
14341,407
- ATH. 157

202964+733

X TOTAL COST - SALES TAX

COMPARISON OF 1974975‘AN0 1975~76 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA ~ PART 2

197576
REQ LOC
EXP AT 730
PER PUPIL

4 .

1,237,180

3,149,872

12,060,423

24754,060

159,398

14171,207

736,751

459,860

667,579

1,315,873

367,203

711,903

5,690,548
897,463
581,459
666,391
465,526
11411,194

5C4,.891

204294514

AMOUNT T OF
of INCREASE
INCREASE (OLS/
COL4-COL3 COL3
S 6
€0,575
S.15
223,057
7.62
607,750
. . 5.31
308,174
- 12.60
84097 )
5.35
654487 .
B 5,24
61,146 ’
© 85.51
38,838
5.56
18,4640
. : 5.35
T TT2342630 T
5.33
32,798
5.17
35,004
_ S.17
293,625 7
S.44
454947
S.40
29,418
) 5.33
344356
S.44
23,864
5.40
69,787
$.20
264134 .
' 5.46
132,781
5.78

1975-76

SOuW STATE

SHARE
AT 73C
7

2,956;649

2,983,505
8,733,410
5+0294585

169,258
1+342,457
1+490,627

666,585

332,231

361,319 7

435,857
2+079,875
1+1652,094
10403,724

1,079,852

"766,708

4214191
29302,474
358,171

24969,406

MAX INUM
- LocaL
INCREASE -
PROVISION
8

136,962

T 123,660

1975-76
COMPEN-

1975-76

SATORY = T1OTAL

_FUNDS STATE AID
9 10

108,300
© 3,061,949
644260
3,065,945
179,820
8,913,230

54,290,207

3,780
. ... _ _L73,038
72,900 " C
e ___Yes415,357
"760,480 o
1¢551,107

22,680
689,265

14,040 °

) 2+4152,775
TI0,fw0T T
1,722,834
73,980
1,477,704
32,940 ’
1,112,792
28,080 .
794,788
15,120
4364311
554166 .
2+385,634
T27456077 T
385,711
64,260
3,033/4668

1973-7¢
GENERAL
STATE AID
11
2,583,159
3,100,163

84720,567

§y334,137 7

100,328

$99,431°

" 71,389,597

S 739,947

2264598

2v144,529
1,174,444

943,123

292244907

343,743 7

2+906,466

PAGE 3

AMY OF 3 JF
CHANGE  CGHANGE
coLio- coLl12/
CoLll Cottl
12 13

18453
478,790
1.07-
34,218-
2.22
192,663

41. .
415,926
il
161,510
S -
50,682~

13.56
257,237
T 19.65-
421,675-
25.81
303,260
17.98
169,669
’ " 53.1C
275,678
66.68
174,567
7.21
160,727
r2.20
41,968
4.37
127,200

£9 -ddy



REC LCC EXP # .5CC X CCMPUSITE INDEX X TOTAL COST - SALES TAX
CCHPENSATCRY FUNCS BASEC ON 3CO
SCC CCST BASEC CN 48.C0 POS.

03/03/14

COUNTY/TCN
GR CITY
1
NELSCA
NEW KENT

NCRTHAMPTCA

 NGRTFUNBERTUAND

CNCTTChAY

. CRANGE

“PAGE

PATRICK
PITTSYLVANIA
PCWHATAN ‘
PRINCE ECWARD
PRINCE CECRGE
PRINCE WILLIAM
PULASK] '
RAPPArAnAc;x‘
ICHMCAC
inca~cgs
RCCKBRICGE -
RCCxlycrkv

RUSSELL

1975-76
ACM
T2

2,690

1,530

'v31656

C 12920

3,075

3,639
© 3,796
3+570

14,600

1,713
2,090
4,992
36,171
74160
14165
© 14550
19,719

31935

10,668

6450

1974-75
REG LOC
EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL
3
608, 9C9
376,429
£12,891

521,763

14145,417
1:019,8¢68
672,565
2,459,519
476,152
681,786
1,168,655
10,630,981
1.315,1C0
447,183
418,440
5,828,881
910,943
24551, 724

- 19243,743

700,988

COMPARISCN OF 1974~75 AND 1975-76 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL ODATA ~— PART 2

1975-76

REuQ LOC
EXP AT 730
PER PUPIL
. 4

641v213
3964 366
N IYYEY Y

- 5%9,395

737,955

1,267,295

1,082,498
768,625
.21591,911
_ 5cz.$98
755,925
1412324879
11,216,294
1,508,941
473,888
440,950
641484402
§60'43{
z.és7f94$

143094475

AMOUNT 2 OF
OF INCREASE
INCREASE (COLS/
COL4~COL3 (CCL3
] 6
32,304
5.31
19:937
5.30
314576
- 5.15
< 274632
5.30
36,967
.27
Tei.878
T 5440
624630 )
6.14
96,060
14,28
132,392 ’
- . 5.38
T 725,546
5.37
744139
10.87
64,4224
5.50
585,313
: 5.51
193,841
: 14,74
26,705
- 5.97
22,510
5.38
319,521
S.48
494491
5.43
1364219 :
5.34
. 654732
5.29

1975-76

S0Q STATE

SHARE
AT 73
7
982,111
5254415

11455720

607,225 -

1,106,932

1,028,437

14245,455

1:362,674

64345,714

543,506

412,071

1,888,333

11,442,885

247424585

2284168

5C7.329

611484402
104715044
3,789,027

293274956

MAX 1MUM
LCCAL
INCREASE
PRCVISION
8

480979_“

264413

101,783

PLGE 4
1975-76 . . AMT.OF % GF
COMPEN-  1975-76 1973-74 CHANGE CHANGE
SATCRY TOTAL GENERAL (COL10- COLi27
FUNUS '~ STATE AID STATE AID COLI1 COL11
9 10 11 B ¥ 13
29,160 800,294 26435
1,011,271 : 210,577
11,340 3504338 53.20
536,755 1364417
31,320 949,945 23.90
1,177,040 . © 227,095
274540 36by 840 ) 73.02
' . 634,765 . 267,919 -
224140 . © 988,307 : 14,23
) 1,129,072 140,765
45,380 ° T T 6424387 67.15
o 140734797 431,410
27,000 7 T 1,180,496 To7.78
102724455 91,959
48,600 T 143924202 777 . 4.88
1,460,253 68,051
208,440 " 5,515,098 = 18.83
: 6y554,154 }t939'056
Tt 8207 7T TTTUEB2,%100 T 3.62~
.. 5614326 21,144-
44,820 ’ T 405,120 19.29
483,304 78,184
T 3,100 1,968,670 1 2.29-
e o 129234433 L. 85.237-
1 T2271,880 12,439,456 ’ 6.17-
11,6704765 768,691~
664420 218965491 ‘e48
2,910,788 : 14,297
;.,. 8,640 - . 2071100 »l"-33
o 236,808 29,708
4,860 . 4464253 14.77
512,189 65,936
784840 ' 64425,619 3.08~
642274262 _ 198,377~
424660 1,188,963 27.30
) R 1'5131706 324'7"1
103,680 777" T3,168,821 22.83
' 3,892,737 . . 723,886 ’
52,4380 o 1,763,281 34.98
24380,336 © 617,055

g9 "ddy



REG LCC ExXP #

-500 x CCMPOSITE
CCMPENSATCRY FUNGCS BASED ON 3CO

SCC CCSY BASEC CN 48.00 PGS.

03/03/74

COUNTY/TCwN

OR CITY
1

SCOTT
SHENANCCAN
SMYTH

. SOUTHANMPTCN
SPOTSYLVANIA
STAFFCRC
SURRY
SUSSEX
TAZEWELL

" WARREN
WASHINGTCN
WESTMCRELANC
WISE v
WYTHE

YORK

CAPE CFARLES

" COLCNIAL BEACH

FRIES
"~ PGCUOSCN

WEST "PCINT

1975-7¢

ACM
2

5+290
5,140
6,960
4,300
5:015

“7.009

10340 -

.. 24856

9,785
3.625
107245
24520
9,350
4,850
8¢410

365

0205
1,531
€53

1974=75
REC LOC

EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL

3
829,800
1+429,533
1+294,057
791,980

14284,1C5

’137641511

- 583,471

598,404

1¢640,836

19293,902°

148965418

613,259
1;296,042
1,003,162
24,092,230

T6s107

161,808

27,371

345,798

231.710_

CCMPARISON OF 1974-75 AND 1975-

1975-76 =~ AMOUNT
REQ LOC OF INCREASE
EXP AT 730 [INCREASE COLS/
PER PUPIL (COL4-COL3 COL3
4 - s 6
43,801
873,601 5.28
T6,743
1,506,276 5.37
: 129,092
114234249 9.98
42,215
834,195 . 5.33
: 165,050
19389,155 : 8.18
103,777 o
.1y868,288 5.88
7 128,393 2
711,864 - 22.01
. 31,335
629,739 : 5.24
v 189,021 .
14829,857 11.52
T 98,926
1l9372,828 '6010
144,961
"29041,379 - Tebly
32,507
645,766 _ 5.30
138,546
14434,588 10.69
S 534370
1,056,532 $.32
114,91 2
2,207,142 . S.49
" 4,084
80,191 5.37
. 8,912
170,720 5.51
1,506
28,877 £.50
" 719,059 7
3644857 5481
. 12,491 .
244,201 , 5.39

INCEX X TOTAL COST - SALES TaX

2 CF

SHARE
AT 730

7"
2+303,129
14631,798

24714,503

1,772,663

1,682,093

294764568

1,072,258

440464039

1975-76
SOQ STATE

O MAXTMUN 1

LocaL

INCREASE

PROVISION
FRov

38,507
664,420

154162

Thelsl
T 23,2207

823,697

492654148

873,684
44111,592
1,878,278

3,047,959

1424563

151,394
99,466

5954294

1564129

12,211

47,823

T 2%,380°
87,549

T 884020

TTT19,920°

T e, T207

76 ESTIMATEC FINANCIAL DATA =< PART 2

1975-76

. TOTAC

FUNDS STATE AID
9 10 -

49,680 :
2y352,809
36,720 ’
1,668,518
49,680
2218024690

T AM

1973-74 CH

- GENERAL CO
STATE AID C
11 .o~

'2;636.345

Pagce 5

T.GF L 2F
ANGE CHANGE
L10- (Coti12/
OL1l cobtit
12 13

15.53

_3167464

14336;908
2+6864171

1,337,385

1,839,083

47,520 .
14744,775
© 59,940 T
2L536’508

- 846,917

44365,379

| 364720
. 910,406

49239,335
31,860
1,910,138
93,420 - ‘
L 3,141,379
142,563
5,400

1564794
991466
605,014
3,240 :

. 159,369
- !

1,873,969

2,360,629

242,510~

8074148

 44300,779°
"2039-§.§°v

T '8684,864
"3,885,035 °

662,002

C 3,817,877

T1+829,945

.2¢822,811
151,306 ~
140,828
97,052

T611,0127 7"

138,491

24.79
3314613
. 4.33
116,519
1 37.50
501,693
. 6.88-
129,194~
T T.44
175,879
- $3.42-
129,581~
" 38.5%
311,550

. 12.35
480,344
37.51

248,402

9.31
361,458

4.37.
80,193 .
' 11.2R7

15.07
2G,878

69 ‘ddy



QEC.LGC EXP -# 500 x CCMPCSITE INDEX
CCMPENSATCRY FUNDS BASEC CON 300

SCQ CCST BASED CN 42.CC POS.

03/C3/14

. écunIY/ICkN

CR CITY

1

ALEXANCRIA
BECFGRC
BRISTCL
BUENA VISTa
CHARLCTTESVILLE
| CHESAPEAKE CITY
CLIFTCN FCRGE
CCLONIAL KEIGHTS
COVINGTCN
OANVILLE .
EMPCRIA
“FAIRF&X CITY
FALLS CHURCH
FRANKLIN CITY
FREDER [CKSRURG
GALAX
HAMPTCA
HARRISCNEBURG
FCPEWELL

LEXINGTCN

1975-176
ACM
2

15,895

1,203
3,042
1,500
64800

25,812
1,130
3,970

24220

9,652 .

1,025
54367
1,874
1,775
2,765
1,340
32,639

2,419
L]

51255

1,071

N

1974=-75

REQ LCC
EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL

3
8y 145,481
387,218

7964930

X TCTAL COST - SALES TAX

CGMPARISON OF 1974-75 AND 1975-76 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA = PART 2

1975-76
REY LOC
EXP AT 730
PER PUPIL
4

845824463
407,629

838,422

331,034 .

2,634,477

5:4014176

275,710

10584232
629,931
2,683,475
249,042
1,997,966

1,068,211

4684058 -

1,154,558
486,196
7¢335,844

1,053,900

1,433,229

T 3324679

349,096

2¢7764722

5,692,101

290,805

14161,821

6649825

2,825,890

282,905
2,104,779
1+124,554

493,776
1,217,966

512,792
7,732,781
1,111,190
1,509,673

350,577

AMOUNT 2 OF
CF INCREASE
INCREASE CCLS/
COL4-COL3  COL3
s &
436,982
5.36
20,411
5.27
414492
L 5.21
18,062
S5.46
142,245
5.40
290,925
o 5.39
15,035
' 5.45
103,589
9.79
34,4894
. .. 5.54
1424415
. 5.31
33,863
" 13.60
106+813
‘ 5.35
564343 -
5.27
25,718
5.49
63,408
_ 5.49
264596
5.47
396,937
) S.41
57,290
S.44
16,444
. 8,33
17,898
5.38

1975-76
SOQ STATE -
SHARE
AT 730
7
1,115,235
313,839
964,636
5814827
-1¢398,800
10,119,290
409,929
1,215,401
734,806
3,000,687
311,553

19158,445

615,833
509,645
321,016
12,352,364
421,486
147024397

304,707

" MAXIMUM®

Lacat
INCREASE

PRCVISION

8

294512

164430

!

1975-76 AMT OF T OF
CCMPEN-  1975-76 1973~-74 CHANGE CHANGE
SATORY TOTAL GENERAL COL1O- (COL12/
 FUNDS . STATE AID STATE AID (COLll COL11
9 10 11 ’ 12 13
T 161,480 '24767,163 54.58-
1'256'715 10510'Q68‘
11,340 ' 291,450 ©11.56
325,179 . 33,729
29,160 657,210 10.76
o 993,796 . 964586
53400 "7 547,576 . 7.23
587,227 39,651
514840 1+310,059 10.72
o 144505640 140,596
325,080 v 897594692 . 19.22
10,444,370 1,684,678
10,800 388,602 8.26
420,729 32,127
‘821007 7 14256,980° .31-
o 14,253,013 ° ) ) 3,967~
17,820 631,151 19.2¢4
1524626 _ . 121,475
- 60,480 2,8864436 6.04
. 3,061,167 174,731
11,3460 7 777 7 T 289,801 7 . iT.16
339,323 49,722
19,980 " 1,104,932 ' 6.64
. LelTRy425 73,493
8,640 : 376,258 97.69-
8,64C 367,618~
9,180 6364234 1.75-
625,013 11,221~
10,800 531,467 2.06-
T 520,445 o 11,022~
44320 362,786 10.31~-
_ ) 1 325,336 37,450~
238,680 11+¢653,841 3.03
o 12¢5G91,044% . 937,203
11,340 587,890 26.37-
. 432,826 155,064~ -
34,020 - 1:643,277 5.64
. 147364417 93,140
54400 2754454 12.57
310,107 34,653 -

o, “ddy



B > .

REC LCC EXP # .5CC X (CMPOSITE INDEX X TNTAL COST - SALES TAX
CCMPENSATCRY FUNCS BASEC ON 3CC
S0Q CCST BASED ON «&.CC POS.

03/03/74

CCUNTY/TCaN
CR CITY.
1
'LYNCHBLRG
© MARTINSVILLE
 NEWPCRT NEWS
NCRFCLK
NCRTCN
- PETERSEURG
PCRTISMCLTH
RADFORC
RICHMCNE
RCANCKE
.sALén
SCUTH BCSTCN
STAUNTCA
SUFFCLK
VIRGINIA BEACH
WAYNESECRC
WILLIAMSBURG
NINCHESTER

STATE YCTALS

1975-76

ACM
2.
10,320
49151
29,799
4aT.€16

1,205

19T4-75
REC LOC

EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL

3

-COMPARISUN OF 1974 -75 AND 1975—76 ESTIFAYED FINANCIAL "DATA - PART 2

T 1975-76
REG LOC
EXP AT T30

3,292,788

1,369,653
7,712,765
13,403,456
256,828

216214474

9,308

23,700
2,110
43,090
17,600
4,171

T 14622
4,400
11,100
49,€£C0
4,438
'125
3,715

1,073,298

3¢469,785

10441,740

8,118,664

14,052,900

285,C01

2,7574931

4,876,172

575,545
144758,397
543164730
1,523,230
444,934
1.463.7(@
2,459,069
12,525,994

1,384,882

. 4024924

5,134,108

607,191

154516, 761_

54,605,843
14604,376
468,201
1,478,437
2,593,768
13,700,669
1,460,479

423,579

“14450,878 .

304,664,578

195715234

322,738,008

AMOUNT 20F 1975-76
OF  INCREASE SOQ STATE
INCREASE COLS/ SHARE
AT 730
5 & 7
176,997 2,838,915
5.38 :
72,087 1,044,018
5.26 »
405,899 9,724,554
- . - e e . - 5.26, .. - -
689,444 13,813,832
S.14
28,173 433,681
- 10.97
136,457 - 2+7574930
257,936 9,127,302
5.29
314,646 ’ 712,789
5.50
7584364 9,713,745
289,113 5,279,289
Se44 o
81,146 1¢286,392
. 5.33 -
23,267 497,162
... . 5.23 .
14,719 1,185,414
S.32
134,699 49322,946
S.48 '
1,174,675 1647674462
o 9.38
75,597 19295,142
. 5e46 .
204655
© 5.13
804356 705,917
5.39 '
18,073,430 329,710,002 °
5.93 »
Foster Home 1 245,880

Zotal Fund's

Special Funds

..éFénch/‘iawrqu.

PER PUPIL COLA-COL3 CCL3
. .

33 0, 953,932

1, 663,520

329, 295,062
7,06,

 PROVISION

TMAXIMUGR T
LecaL
INCREASE

1975—76
COMPEN~-
SATORY TOTAL
FUNDS STATE AID
8 77 9 10 i1

1973-74
GENERAL

1975-76

2,726,019
21940,975
17.820'” T 1,058,134
’ 1,061,838
’ ; 843764536

102,060

2754940
e _‘_.4_1000001494 ’
680 120557'647
14,511,512 :
8,640 4214973
10,194 4524515 .
124,740 T 245904764
L 2,882,670

194,940 T

’ . 99322,242
9,180 T 661,710
N 7211969
575,640 72,794,600

TTTIST %0 T 40ET0,157T7

1,215,896
1,305,292

18,900
"124960
1Y, 880
192,780 440360416
o 4,515,726 _
315,900 17,7544544
2974854 .. 1743815216 '
’ 18,900

1¢314,042
4,860 . L 146'720
- . ! . 44860 ) ’

12,420 :
718,337

1,159,607

9v293u400
© 340,163,009

. TOTAL MINUS
TOTAL PLUS

STATE AID

8,506,102~

481,716

1,139,851

1,099,314 ~

684,883

317,791,557
22,371,452

PaGE T

AMT OF
CHANGE
CoL10- coLi27
COLI1 CoLll
12 13

3 OF
CHANGE

7.88
2144556
<34
3,704
19.38

8164140
o - 9.10
604259
32.00
214941785
T T 1é.40
76645272
’ - Te.34
89,396
o 5.89
28,406
5,03
5741443 .
11.86
479,310
o 2.09-
373,328~
' 19.52
214,728
95.68-
141'860—
4.837
33'454
7.04

9+137,657~
31,509,109

12 “ddy



rT/07776 ' : _ PAGE 1

a7L,-73 -7
FOUNTY/TAWN EraoasITe ThOSY AMOUNT OF Cﬂvo;z;?qtivﬁei CHANGE FROM AMOUNT OF  CHANGE FROM
Ne CITY USING 7°=71 AD™ RASIC AID  USING 74-75 ANY COLUMN 2 RASIC AID ~ COLU'NW 3
1 , ? 3 6 5 6 7
ACCOMACK . .02 2,121,719 .83 CI- 2,184,121 17,578
ALREMARLE | 1,10 2,132,524 1o1n .02 245564752 224,226~
ALLccaA&v - S5 1,213,119 , L I .M 1,222,391 . 9,272-
AMELTA , SR L 16,459 ‘ .q5 C o aee 635,275 21,916~
awegest .13 24192,398 ) 69 ek 2,214,477 22,379~
aepOMATTOX - s _°63'°6L. N 18 . A5 1,027,312 63,351-
AaLTAGTON | : 2.20 | 4s364,621 . 2.00 Y 42660621 |
AYGUSTA N .85 4,199,424 | an T05 . 4,246,843 57,419~
RATH . - 1 386,752 © 99 | .02 363,826 74074
REDEOPD . 1 . 7,531,780 a1 0n 2,531,783
ALAND .78 s3.672 © .13 05 426,542 o 1%,94n= =
BNTETOURT S 26 1,529,399 o83 .03 .1'569.157 © 39,758- %3 :
ARUNSWICK o .72 : 1,162,352 .76 O 0e- 1,126,792 38,562 N
RUCHANAN o €7 3,664,973 z .66 01 3,691,900 26,997~
RUCK TNGHAM ' .83 ©3R2,023 .80 03 1,007,646 24,621
cAMPRELL S _ .85 49657,643 - .75 I T 44774,964 _ 117,521~
CAROLINE : Q7 1,270,426 .92 | .05 1,289,364 13,938
CARROLL - 82 2,285,940 60 ‘ +02 2,296,645 10,697~
custLES CITY e ALL, 71T .59 e Ce11,m7 |
CHARLOTTE . S 1,149,54C “ .5n' 02 1,165,953 17,413-"
cuestEaElELD w1 8,201,286 L0 T 3 aysan,sTe 239,202-  f
o T ' o '  ewp oY 91,30 o
JELL g 127 | e51,nes 1.2 04- T s25,126 21,922 | g3
crate T4 S z.ern - 69 .05 . 324,678 17,267~ L 59
5 | | 4, AZ
CuLpEPER o 1.75 1,401,003 1.02 .63 1,445,266  © 43,343- @
cuvR?RLANoi ) oTA L 863,672 .7 .CS 671,992 C 8,309~

NICKENSNN .75 195664075 o 77 «0NZ- 1,539,369 . 2440829

o -



T OTINT/T6

COUNTY/TOWN

DR CITY
1

DINWIDDIE
| essex |
 FAIRFAX
FAUQUIER
FLOYD
FLUVANNA

" FRANKLIN'

~ FREDERICK

"~ GILFS

“ GLDUCFESTER °

GODCHLAND

GRAYSON

f:GREENF"“'_“

©_GREFNSVILLE,

HALTFAX
HANOVER
HENRICO

HENRY

“HIGHLAND

JAMES cITY

“XING GEORGE ™~
 KING QUEEN

KING WILLIAM

LANCASTER

"~ LFE

(_ISLE OF WIGHT

1q5A-7R
coMenSITE INDEX

CUSING TG-71 ADM

" <68

AMOUNT OF
BASIC AID
3

2,298,317

588,930

30+79C,219

T 1e37T45h52

1 900,73C

580,782

T 27853,913"
206514183

192694406

9244636

6414341

1,220,243

T 414,536

.9§4'823

2+9954429,

7 34441,782

| Ba6B3,502

5,530,345

147,555

__ 113264279

1,454,023
T3, 721
327,122
402,563
447,599

2'286'6(‘\2

1074-75

COMPOSITE INDEX  CHANGE FROM AMOUNT OF
HSING T4-75 AD COLUMN 2 BASIC AID
4 . . 5 . [ .

57 .00 2,298,317

.98 .04 612,258

1.18 .03 31,328,320

1.36 .00 1,377,662

.63 .04 909,539

1.06 .62 593,173

« b6 .02 24+867,898

.73 " o8 2,828,002

.89 .00 1,299,406

1.04 .05 974,254

1.13 .01, 648,562

.64 .02- 1,202,783

.60, .08 640,752

.71 .01 972,250

.50 01- 249744610

.93 .10 3,548,917

1.17 .01-  84693,542

.72 .0 51543,575

l.10 e13- 124,824

Lo 02- 1,298,857

| .80 .28 111.555.4§3

.90 W15 808,218

1.n3 .02 333,844

.98 11 469,737

1.30 .Co- 397,495

.02 2,316,817

PAGE X,

CHANGE FROM
-COLUMN 3
7

23,328~

538,111~

) 8'809"
12,391~
13,985-

176,819+

49,618~
7221~

17,460

264216~

Te427-
20,829

177,135-

13,220~
17,731

254422

_101'460'
34,497~

69722~

4Ty 176=

5041C%

354155~

g/ ddy



c?/07/76
COUNTY/TOWN
2R CITY
TS

© LOUPOUN

. NELSON

_.LOuisA

© LUNENBURG

= MADISON - o

warhgus '

MECKLENBURG

ST MIDDLESEX™

MONTGOMERY

" NEW KENT

:NORTHAMPTON

. NOTTOWAY

| ORANGE

'PAGé

PATRICK

 PITTSYLVANIA

POWHATAN

PRINCE EDWARD

PRINCE GEORGE

PRINCE WILLIAM

PULASKY "~

QAPP A ANMOCK

R ICHMOND
ROANOKE

ROCKARTDGE

NORTHUMBERLAND

1174275
COMPOSTITE INDFEX
USING 77=71 ADM

1.56

«86

.71

«95

RO T

1.00

.79

A“Onwf
BASIC a-
3

2 (‘97,.1 j-g .
_.H‘!'346'759'

-11052,124

'f“;'701.412
392,235
T 293244207
T 3614962
. 31034,557

916,881

576,608 -

1,066,843
581,057
1,041,876
1,080,285
1,258,586

" 1,488,869
693244697
581,201
227,206

1,930,113

12,122,934
3,049,122
242,308
507,135
b4284,165

144124845

1974-7%.

COMPNASITE INDEX
USING 74-75 ADH

CHANGE FROM AMOUNT 0F»
COLUMN 2 BASIC AID
5 B
1.37 .18 2,264,654
.75 .03 1,378,866
.69 ;91 1,060,076
o0 .03 720,640
1.18 13- . 339,710
.78 .02- 2,305,795
1.18 .01- 357,785
.81 D9 3,213,237
.84 .05- 8794659
.73 13 641,644
.71 .00 1,066,843
1.03 .08-~ 537,929
.79 .01 1,050,5C8
1.06 .62 1,163,222
90 .03 17269, 942
.71 .Cé 1,503,169
.59 .01- 649280,972
T4 .22 823.2g7
;.ia .13 479,592
.77 02 119564516
.85 a6 13,785,795
.68 R 3,093,236
1.34 .01 243,470
.94 | .01- 502,421
.91 N9 642844166
.80 1,401,357

.Ol"

PAGE 3

 CHANGE FROM

COLUMAN 3

1674530~
0 32,104-
E'i‘s

19,228~

524525

Ligbie

178,680~
37,222

655036-"

Sy d
By632-
22,937-
11356~
14,300~
4,.{25_
| 142,0C6~
524386~

. 603—

1,662.859~
by =
S lere?

4,714

11,488

v ddy



07/07/76
: COUNTY/TNWN
-=~ DR CITY
1
ROCKINGHAM -
RUSSELL.
scort
~— SHENANDNAH
swTH
SOUTHAMPTON
-~ SPOTSYLVANTA™
L STaFFoRD_
SURRY
'sussex“l
. TAZEWELL
WARREN
= WASHINGTON
WESTMORELAND
WISE
WYTHE
CAPE CHARLES
YCOLGNIAL'BEACH.

FPIES

lpnounsb~.
‘SALTVILLE
WEST POINT

 ALEXANDRIA
BENFARD

ARISTNL

1Q74-7%8
COMPQOSITE INDFX
USING 70-71 ADM
9 .

.3
.72
.55
.96
72
.64
.91
.86
2.00
";.74'
NS
1.25

65

.53
72
+85

W72

.87

AMAUNT OF
RASIC AID
)

3,406,529

2+290,785

21291,656

1,565,372

_ 24673,696

1,726,462

2¢274,923

2,429,614

237,801

401,223

4,566,878

a13,122.

3,963,080
9n2,808
4,104,806
2,005,786
2,087,772
141,346

152,177

28,149

785,932
210,274
149,336

2,783,826

301,484

1,227,456

1974-175

COMPOSITE INDEX
USTNG 74-75 ADM ™~

4 .

.84 T - :

53

«84

.7
111

.54

CHANGE FROM
UIN 2,

.65
o707

1e29.

2.00
1.24

<89

AMOUNT OF
BASIC AID
6
Ol= . 3,576,196
.03 .2!4“§713?w~, 
.02 2,322,884
.03 1y 692,247
.04 2,495,385
.05- 14664,174
o12 2,347,744
L #07  24531,297
.00 237,801
©.09- 912,978
W02, 4,587,474
.05 931,595
.06 3,863,080
.01- 895,330
03 4,187,669
02 7 2,015,921
01 2,912,432
N1 141,346
«C5- 144.242
209- _;“9§v149
a2 . 808,615
TL20- 196,153
07- 137,892
.23- 2,783,826
L1 | 289,974
.02- © 14314,156

CHANGE FRQOM
COLUMN 3

7
30,333

31,228~
46,875

214689

62,288
72,821~

101,683~

" 684245
204596~

18,473~

Tyv478

82,865~

- 10,135~

24,660-

74935

22,683~

14,121

11,444

11,51¢C

23,300

PAGE 4

55:352-

g/ ‘ddy



~T707/76

COUNTY/TIUN
arR CITY

!
BUENA VISTA

CHARLOTTESVILLE

'CHESAPEAKE CITY

CLIFTON FORGE

. COLONTAL HEIGHTS

COVINGTON

DANVILLE

JEMPORTA

FAIRFAX CITY

FALLS CHURCH -

ERANKLIN CITY

FPECERICKSBURG . -

GALAX -
HAMPTON
HARRTSONAURG
HOPEWELL
LEXTNGTON
LYNCHBURG -
WARTTNSVILLE
NFNPQat NEWS

NORENLK

NDRTAN

PETFRSAURG

PORTSMOUTH
RADFNRD

RTCHYNND

1074-73 _
coMPnsSITE INDEX
USING 77-71 ADM

2
75
'1-?5\
L2
<83

«939

AMOUNT NF

AASIC ATD
3

. 552v0§§

1,214,309

11,194,186

40n,127.

1,262,225
565,531
2,350,622
329,934

| 1,4042,453
368,355

'629.456

520,424 .

350,567
11,431,014
5854266
1,52C 4405
282,160
2,711,282

1,748,064

945754201

13,461,428
212,682
245244947
8,443439)
456,719

£,361,215

1974=75

CtPOSITE INDEX CHANGE FROVY

YING T4=75 ADM COLUMN 2
4 5
.15 .00
1.46 ‘13-
.79 .02
.85 .02-
<99 .00
1.04. .07-
1.65 ' .07~
1.43 el4-
2.0n .00
.87 .02,
1.49 .08~
1.28 .05~
.79 .02~
1.48 .03-
T .02~
1.16 .09-
1.24 .14
1.21 .06-
.93 03~
) 1.14 .13-
.84 .03~
.97 .C1
.82 BLE
.93 .01=
1.44 L21-

AMOQUNT OF
BASIC AID
6

552,054

1,314,389
104249,C86
393,390
152624225

640,555

298504622

333,269
1,042,453
3684355

629,456

5204424 .

350,567
11,431,014
585,266
1,506,800
275,840
2,711,282
1,648,094

9,318,240

12,488,625
412,682
245244947
84434390
656,019

7,628,675

40,579,824

PAGE 5’

CHANGE FROM
COLUMN 3
7

154,900~

6,737

244976

610665

9L ddy -

255,961 .

972,803

732,540

N9l 39/



c7/07/76
COUNTY/TOUWN
IR CITY
1
ROANDKE
saLeM
SOUTH BOSTAN
STAUNTON =~
SUFFOLK

VIRGINIA BEACH

WAYNESBORO "~

WILLIAMSRURG

WINCHESTER

STATE TOTALS

127478
COMPOSITE [NDEX
USING 7771 ADM

2

AMAIYUNT (QF
3ASIC AID
o
4,530,334
1,218,505
468,259
'1.112.035
492964217
18,740,536

1,798,615

133,651

683,644

338,36(4397

1774-175
NMPOSTITE INJEX
‘SING 74-75 ADM

4
1.15
1.08
.99
1,20
.76

«84

CHANGE FROM
- COLUMN 2
5
o12-
.02
.02~
.09-
.01
.07
<04
.0C
<04~

«JC

CAMOUNT OF
BASIC AID’
6

4456145721
1,245,389

465,389

1,112,035

14,325,73q
18,740,536
1,093,615
133,651
683,644

240,945,664

PAGE

CHANGE FROM

COLUMN 3

7

68,663

b

264845-

29870

33,513~

215854267~ .

([ ‘ddy



TR T
CONNTY/TAWN
1 CITY
1

ACrﬁ“ACK
ALRFMACLE
-ALLFauéVV‘I
AMCL T A
AuuF’ér
* apPOMATTOX
ARLINGTOMN
.ﬁA”QHSTA
i“ATH. |
8zNFIRND

AL AN
anTETAUST
feoUSgwiCK-
chQANiﬁ' |
AUCCINGHAY
CA“DJCLL».
cARRL INF

I LELINE
AEHAQLCC E}TQ
CHARLATTE .
Cucgfcafl?Ld
El!?(} |
foALn
ryLerorg
FUMAEELAND

RARNL ALY

1975-75

CoMONSTTE INOEX
“UYSING TN=-T1 ADM

1.18

«85
200
83

R

<81

AMOYNT OF

“BASIC AID

3

7,33C,275

L'346'211

T 24325,557

44,366,621
4,392,446

374,302
2,50C,922

447,60C

1,766,930

1,245,921
4,751,375

1,750,262

4,377,614

1,298,198

355,994

1,213,194

9,387,557

PRI

482,837

335,271

1,529,227

733,714

1,774,643

a

2,518,020 -

- 664,567

147764401

24298,019

1975-76
COMPOSITE [NNEX “HANGE Fanu
USING 75-T6 ADM  COLUMN 2
& ' S
.83 . .C1-
1.09 .00
“ 6a .02
06 030
69 o4
JT4 o1
2.5° .00
Al .06
1.00 .01
.85 oCo-
.73 .05
.80 N5
.78 06—
YA .C3
) .an .03
.75 .10
.92 | : .08
51 .0l
81 o ne-
0 .on
.60 ' 0T
1.25 n5-
o 5h9 NS
1.0n2 o073
69 .07
.75 .l-

1,016,502

AMOUNT OF
AASIC AID
: 6

2,311,232
2.868,652
11366469
- 6R2,79%
2,335,363
1,157,641
4,364,621
4,471,603

378,012
2,515,753

465,674
1,858,294
1,188,793
44140,262
1,176,516
5,470,907

1,328,281

2,615,079

84“v512‘

1,218,196

. L]
A .-

451,642
142,337
1,575,589
752,215

117674823

L e A
Y2 N

PAGE 1
CHANGE FRNM
COLUMN 3
R
19,243
280,572~
20,483~
17,531-
§9.776—

T 81,240~

S 15,157~
: 3;710¥
35,169
18,074~
91,364~
57,138
88,887-
26,353~
193,493~
30,186~
17,060~

11,472

62 8‘1.342‘

23,945

,:w‘yg?)—'
1

13,766~
454353
19,519~

12,82C

8L ddy



7n7/«1/7é
COUNTY /TR

n? rITY

1

NINWIRNTE
FSSFEX
FATREAX
FAUATER
crnva
ELUYVANNA
FOANKLIN
crener (K
GILTS
ALOUCTSTER
GANCHL ANND
GOAYSNN
GIEENE
GEEFNSVILLE
HALTEAX
HANyEe?
HmAMR[C)
HFu2Y

HTAULAND

ISLE NF WIGHT

JAMES CLTY
KINA qErRsE
K190 YFEN
'K(jﬂ ATLLT AV
4 4NCASTTO

pcc

1975-76

€AMPNS[TE [NNEX
TUSING 7)-T1 AOM

AMOUNT OF
BASIC AID
2

2:667,794

. 5294637 _

132,369,706
1+549,394
934,517
646,907
3,048,569
2,903,165
1,443,476
2744462

591,975

1,320,564 -

476,455
1,014,027
3,735,923
1,666,777
9,782,791
5,430,826
151,113
1,515,680
1,590,423

771,385

142,626
426,793
481,263

21529,9(8

1975-76
CAMPOSITE [NDEX
USING T5-76 ADM

. 61

CHANGE FRAM
COLUvN 2
S

«CO

.03

04

b

.03

.02

.01~
002_

.09

.03
1%
.0
.10
.19-

03

03

AMOUNT 0OF
BASIC AID .
6 .

L 2.467,79

. 647,956
33,581,995

1,643,114

963,017
667,4C5
3,088,952
3,143.052
1,456,169
1,026,254
684,256

1,3C1,813

72Q;946 ’

1,021,743
3,191,403
3,942,368
99065,051 °
5,702,287

126,733 .

" 14515,48C

14589,418

869,267
342,626
471,342
422,128

21681,476

 PAGE Q.
CHANGE FROM

COLUMN 13
7

L 130319~
1,212,289-
93,720-
24,590~
20,498~
40.335-
240,787~
124693~
51,792~
7,619
18,751
44,390-
TeT16-
44,480
175,991=
216,740
21,261~

24,389

1684995~

97,831~

44,5409~
59,135

51,568~

6 ddy



27/05/76
CAUNTY/TOUN
7 CITY
1

LOUrOUN
LPUTSA
LUNFNAURG
MANTSON
MATHEWS
, MCCRLENRUQG
MIONLFSEX
MANTGAMERY
NELSON
ch CENT

NTOTHAMPTAN

NNRTHMRCALARD

NITTAWAY
apANgC ‘
PAGT.
paTarcek
°'TTSYLVAM11
DpwHATAN'

PRAINCE ENWARD

oontT GEdene

OD[WCGCQTlLlﬂw
SOYLASK] .
2ADOAHANNDCK
.wvcuwnwﬁ ‘
TOANIKE

ANEKARINGE

1975~ ‘
COMPOSITE INDFX
USING 70-71 ADM

2

16

«95

AMOUNT 0OF
BASIC AID
3 .

2,797,124

o 1.4%6,744.

14149,730
739,761
azi.vaq

2,555,366
394,489
1,252,327

990,977

625,935

1,143,803
535,502
1,162,550
1,181,095
1,329,543
1,494,318

69827,724

71,656

521,638

29146644695

12,041,116

3,243,043
244,743
‘814,910
A,2R4, 146

1,526,012

1975-76
COMPNSITE INDEX

USING

15-76 ADH
4

1.28%

.15

.69°

.91

1.05
« 990G
« 71
6"

« 712

.85

81

CHANGE FROM
‘COLUMN 2
. 5

003"’ !

.(‘l- '

0h-
.13

002"

«09-

=02

.03

S W06

.C2-
.24
.18
.03

Cal4

07

'f"';—
.09

«02-

AMOUNT OF
RASIC AID
6 .

3,187,105 =

- 105210636
1,158,320

_"753}064,“‘“'

370,32?;“

2,495,223
399,059

345134432

942,416
696,090
141264490

. 583,190

1,181,816 7
1,219,205
1,371,376

1,517,196

61767,538

938,945

603,997

2,198,846

14,817,206

3,327,4C9 7

2414117

520,C5C

6,653,528

105014429

PAGE 3

CHANGE FROM
COLUMN 3
: 7

1,099,981~

. 84590~

6ly4l4
604143

4,430

| 261,105

47,661

704154~

17,313
52,312
19,166~
37,110~
31,833~
22,873~
§o.1é6
167,281~

70,354~

524351~

1,776,092~
84,366~
3,626
14,869

' 369,362-

24,584

- 36,892- -

13,303~ -

08 ddy



rTI07/76
COUNTY /TN

mw CITY

!

@ICK TNGHAM
eussEL L
S".OT-T
SHENANDNAH
SMVYTH
COMITHAMPTON
SPATSYLVANTA
STAFFEN2N
SyYyr2Y
SUSSIX
TAZEWELL
Apoc EN
ANSHINGTON
WESTMOREL AN
WISE
HY{HF
ynox
CAPE CHARLES
COLANTAL 8EACH
£ 1Es
512U SIN
SALTVILLE
AEST POINT
ALEXANNP A
.acncqnn

AR 1eTIL

107-75%

COMONSITE INDEX

USING 71-71 ADM
2

«Q1
<86
2.00

« 74

.82
.53
.72
.85
J72

1.C6

1,437,219

1975-7+
AMOUNT OF  COMPOSITE INDEX
BASIC AID  USING 75-76 ANM
3 4

3,883,219 .84
24702,924 .68

2,497,799 .53
1,978,388 .92
2,661,296 .63
14734, 846 .72
24528,136 .76
241979, 896 .73
237,801 2.0¢
1,081,022 R4
4,776,773 .62
974,945 1.18
4901464164 .59
980,103 .84
4,598,434 ) .49
2,136,432 .70
3,358,707 .82
147,086 .72
159,446 1.14
98,4149 .55
799,027 L66
211,665 .75
190, 508 1.13
24783,826 2.0n
205,512 1.32
«B7

TANGE FRNY

COLUMN 2
5

1=
.06

.02
.06

.08—

15

R

AMOUNT OF
BASIC AID
6

3,85C,8C3
2+785,886
2+531,859

1¢914,659

2,701,451

14635,642
2+1685,7C7
3+312,97C

237,8C1

1,209,742

44845,875

1,217,1C1
4,189,137

964,112
49721,391
2+169,549
3,442,991

147,084

146,336

«25-

«23-
clq"

.-02—

N

98,149
831,413
177,029
200, 140

2,783,826
285,512

1,419,412

CHANGE FROM'

COLUYN 13
7

32,416
824962~
34.0;6-
36,271~
42,155~
98,2C3
156,871~

332,074~

71,28C
£9,102~
42,156-
174,973~
15.391
122,957~
23,117~

35,184~
12,110
29,386~

34,645

Gy532~

17,8C7

"PAGE &4

18 "ddy



fTIeTITE
é“UHT§/ThWM

ne CITY

1

ayeya VISTA
CHASLOTTESVILLE
CHESAPFAKE CITY
CLIFTON FARGE
FOLONTAL HEIGHTS
COVINGTON
DANVILLE
eupaTA
cAza?Ax CITY
EALLS CHURCH
.CQAN(L[N.CI*Y
 ERERER [CKSBUPG, |
SALAX
HAMDTON
"HAR? TSONRURG
HAPEWELL
LEXINGTON
LfNCHgUQGV
MARTINSVILLE
NEWPIOT NEWS
NPREALK
NIRTAN
PETERQSAYRS
Dﬁorgqnufu
DANFORN

9 [CHMOND

1975-7%
COMPNSTITE INDEX
USING 72-T1 ADM

: K 7

-

.15
_1.33

72

PSRV

AMOUNT OF
RASIC AID
3

505,156

. 1,35C,136__

11,227,457
>5i6,463
f1,274;7ss
697,161
2,350,622

325,699

1,071,619

1684355

697,816

C 5204424

380,557

11;4?1,ﬂ14
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Basic school aid fund ~-meeoooooooooononcenooee S $377,030,125  $403,647,635

This appropriation shall be apportioned to the pubhc
schools by the Board of Education under rules and regu-
lations promulgated by it to effect all of the following pro-
visions stated herem. .

2. Definitions

“Average daily membership”, or “ADM”"—the aver-
age daily membership for the first seven (7) months
(or equivalent period) of the school year in which
State funds are distributed from this appropriation.

. “Standards of Quality”—operations standards for
grades kindergarten through 12 as prescnbed by the
State Board of Education subject to revision by the
General Assembly.

. “Basic operation cost”—the Statewide cost of the -
aggregate personnel standard divided by the num-
ber of pupils in Statewide ADM plus, 2 sum per
pupil in ADM, as computcmepamnent of
Educanon, for other operanons costs in programs
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‘First Year S‘zcond Year
not funded by State and/or Federal categorical aid. N
The cost includes, in addition to provision for per- ’
sonnel standards, provision for driver education, li- i {
brary materials and other teaching materials and
teacher sick leave; also, general administration, free
textbooks, operation and maintenance of school
plant, transportation of pupils, instructional televi-
sion, professional and staff improvement, summer
school, instructional costs other than personnel,
school food services, fixed charges, and cther costs
in programs not funded by State and/or Federal
categorical aid. The costs, for purposes of funding,
are established by this item with relation to determi-
nations by the Department of Education of State
average expenditures for the fiscal year 1971-72 plus
an amount for increased costs. :

The calculation of the Statewide cost of the ag-
gregate personnel standard does not include the
costs for supplemental retirement, Social security
and group insurance programs from State funds
appropriated by other items of this Act.

4. “Composite index of local ability-to-pay”—an index

: gure computed for each locality. The compaosite
index is the surn of % the index of wealth per pupil
in ADM and 1/6 the index of wealth per capita
(Bureau of Census population estimates 1971); the
State average in the composite index is 50. The in- ~
dexes of wealth are determined by combining the ' ’
following constituent index elements with the indi-
cated weighting: (1) true values of real estate and
public service corporations as reported by the State
Department of Taxation for the calendar year 1971— ‘
56 per cent; (2) individual income level for the cal-
endar year 1971 as determined by Tayloe Murphy
Institute at the University of Virginia—40 per cent;
(3) the sales for the calendar year 1971 which are
subject to the State general sales and use tax—10
per centi Each consttuent index element for a lo-*

" cality is its sum per ADM, or per capita, expressed

as a percentage of the Srate average per ADM, or
per capita, for the same element.

5. “Required local expenditure”—the locality’s com-
posite index times the excess of its basic operation
cost over its revenues from the State sales and use
tax returned on the basis of school age population.

6. a) In order to determine if a division has met its
required local expenditure, the total cost of op-
eration less all capital outlay items and debt serv-
ice will be calculated. :

b) From the amount calculared in Paragraph 2.6.2)
of this item will be deducted receipts from State
categorical aids (other than for capital outlays),
receipts from Federal categorical aids (other
than Public Law 81-874 and for capital outlays),
receipts for gasoline tax refunds, tuition from
another county or city, other payments from
another county or city, and payments from
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other State agencies and others, all as stpulated
by the State Board of Education.

c) __From the amount calculated in Paragraph 2.6.b)
of this item, will be deducted the State share of
the basic operation cost as determined under

Paragraph b.1. of this item and the State sales.

and use tax returned on the basis of school age
population for the calendar year preceding that
in which the school year begins. ;

d) The amount calculated in Paragraph a.6.c) of
this item must be equal to or greater than the
required local expenditure defined in Paragraph
a5, of thisitem. . :

A locality whose expenditure in fact exceeds the re-
quired amount from local funds may not reduce its
expenditures as- defined in Paragraph a6. of this
item, unless it first complies with all of the pre-
scribed Standards of Quality.

b. Apportionment

Subject to the conditions and definitions stated belov.r,
each locality shall receive: :

1.

a State share of the basic operations cost, which
cost per pupil in ADM s established for the fiscal

“year 1974-75 as $687 and for the fiscal year 1975-76

as $730, from general and special funds; the costs
include $482 for personnel standards and $205 for
other costs in the first year, and, $505 and $225,

respectively, in the second year. The State share for .

a locality shall be equal to the basic operations cost
for that locality less the locality’s revenues from the.
Srate sales and use tax returped. on the basis of

. school age population for the calendar year preced-

ing that in which the school year begins and less
the required local expenditure.

It is provided, however,'that, if a locality de-

termines that its schools can maintain an educational

-program meeting the prescribed standards of qual-

ity at a lesser cost per pupil, such locality may claim
a lesser allocation of State funds from this item and
make a lesser local expenditure; however, no lo-
cality may maintain a program at less than $640 the
first year and. $680 the second year. Also, no lo-
cality inay receive a greater sum for “No Loss” by

reason of the preceding sentence than it would re-

ceive pursuant to Paragraph c.3. of this item.

For this payment the appropriation ,inclﬁd_es .

$312,591,225 the first year and $329,295,060 the sec-

First.Year

ond year from the general fund, and the appropria-

tion in Item 574 from special revenues.

an additional State payment for each pupil in ADM

who is enrolled in a program of special educadon

approved by the Department of Education. The
specific amount to be allotred for each condition of
exceptionality will be determined for each year of

the biennium by the Department on the basis of the

individual program required.

1355

Second Year
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First Year Second Year

~ For this payment the appropriﬁrion includes $21,-
328,675 the first year and $25,990,385 the second
year from the general fund.

an additional State paymeant for each pupil in ADM
who qualifies for, and who is enrolled in a program
approved by the Department of FEducation for
gifted and talented pupils in academic ability and/or
in the arts. The payment during fiscal year 1974-75
shall be $30; and during 1975-76, $40. The number
of pupils for whom reimbursement to a locality
shall be made shall not exceed 3% of the total num-
ber of pupils in ADM in the locality.

3

For this payment the appropriation includes
$1,100,000 the first year and $1,440,000 the second
year from the general fund. ' .

4. an additional State payment for each pupil in ADM
who is enrolled in a full-ime vocational program
approved by the Department of Education. The
specific amount for each pupil in ADM will be de-
termined for each year of ‘the biennium by the
Department on the basis of the individual program.

For this payment the appropriation includes $14,-
123,090 the first year and $16,812,635 the second
year from the general fund. .

e 5. an additional State payment for each pupil in ADM
who is selected, in accordance with criteria of the
Board of Education, for and who participates in a
fifth- or sixth-grade supplemental skill development

- program in reading and mathemarics, approved by
the Department of Education. The payment for
each year of the biennium shall be §300 per pupil so
selected for and participating in this demonstration
or pilot effort. The amount of reimbursement in
1974-75 for a school division shall not exceed $300
times the number of 1972-73 fourth-grade pupils
who scored at or below the twelfth percentile, na-
tional norm, on the Science Research Associates

" Achievement Tests of Reading (and/or criterion-
refercnced tests). The amount of reimbursement in
1975-76 for a school division shall no: cxcced $300
times the number of 1972-73 fourth graders who
scored at or bclow the twelfth percentile, national
norm, on the Science Research As-ociates Achieve-
ment Tests of Reading (and/or critcrion-referenced
tests) plus 80 percent of those who participated
in the skill development program in the prior year. ™\

For this payment the appropriation includes $§5,-
163,000 for a maximum of 17,210 pupils (fifth-grade
low achievers) in ADM for 1974-75 and $9,293,400
for a maximum of 30578 pupils (fifth- and sixth-
grade low achievers) in ADMI for 1975-76.

6. an additional State payment if it conducts a pro-
gram for teacher education—staff improvement ap-
proved by the Department of Education. The State
payment shall be made, on a fixed cost-per-student

- or cost-per-class basis, only after the class has been
conducted. :
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For this payment the appropriation includes
$1,609,500 the first year and $1,609,500 the second

_year from the general fund.

8.

1357

First Year Second Year

an additional State payment for the prior year's lo-

cal operations cost for each pupil who is attending
public school in the locality, although previously
resident in another locality, because of placement
in a foster home by the Department of Corrections.

an additonal State payment for general adult edu-
cation programs. The State payment shall be for
60% of a fixed cost-per-student or cost-per-class.

For this payment the: apptopﬂaﬁon includes
$522,500 the first year and $623,500 the second year.

an additional, incentive State payment if its local
public school operations expenditures exceed the
required local expenditure as computed pursuant to
the Paragraph a. 6 on an assumed cost-per-pupil in
ADM of $687 the first year and $730 the second
year, The State payment shall be 2% % of such ex-
cess expenditure in the first year and 5% in the
second year. i

~ For this payment the appropriaﬁon includes $3,-
831,145 the first year and -$8,285,900 the second year
from the general fund. :

¢. Conditions

1.

2.

Each locality shall offer a school program for all its
eligible pupils which is acceptable to the Depart-
ment of Education as conforming to the Standards
of Quality program requirements.

Maximum local increase provision. During the fiscal
year 1974-75, no school division shall be required to
increase its local operations expenditures, over those’
for the preceding fiscal year, by more than 10%
plus % of the difference between 10% and the re-

. quired Jocal expenditures. During the fiscal year

1975-76, no school division shall be required to in-
crease its total local operations expenditures, over
those for the preceding fiscal year, by more than
7% plus % of the difference between 7% and the
required local operations expenditures.

‘To provide this assurance the appropriation in-
cludes §2,786,290 the first year and $1,159,605 the
second year from the general furd.

. No loss provision. No locality shall receive from

the total of Paragraphs b.l., b.5. and c.2. of this
Item and Item 574 during either. year of the cur-
rent biennium a lesser amount than it received for
the last year of the previous biennium from the
State-fund appropriations” for Basic School Aid,

_Supplemental Basic School Aid, Driver Education.

Teacher Sick Leave, and Maintaining Libraries and -

Other Teaching Materials in Public Free Schools;
provided, however, that this loss guarantee will
not be applicable to the extent there is a loss of
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pupils in ADM during cither year of the current
biennium. '

To provide this assurance the appropriation in-

[VA., 1974

First Year Second Year

cludes $13,974,700 the first year and $9,137,650 the

second year.

4. Any sum which a locality, as of the end of a fiscal

year, has not expended out of the State share and -

the required local expenditure shall be paid by the

locality into a special fund account in the State

+ treasury. Such payments shall be made not later
than the year following that in which the underex-
penditure occurs. The payments shall be utilized as
directed by the General Assembly.

5. In the event the Statewide number of pupils in
ADM exceeds the number estimated as the basis
for this appropriation, each State share and required
local share shall be reduced proportionately so this
appropriation will not be -exceeded. .

In the event the Statewide number of pupils in

ADM is less than the number estimated as the basis
for this appropriation, the resulting reduction in the
net State payments to localities shall not be ex-
pended for any other purpose.

The State Board of Education shall make equita-
ble adjustments in the compurations of indexes of
wealth for localities affected by annexation, unless a
court of competent jurisdiction makes such adjust-
ments. Also, the true valuation zpplied for a local-

ity shall exclude the true value of any real estate

donated by a private company to the locality in
calendar year 1972, if the true value of such dona-
tion exceeded ! of the total true valucs of real
estate and public service corporation property re-
. ported for the locality in the calendar year 1971.

d. It is provided, further, that the apportionment herein

directed shall be inclusive of, and without further pay-

. ment by reason of, State funds for library and other

teaching materials pursuant to § 22-163, Code of Vir-
ginia. C -
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DR. JOHN L. NAPP, a witness called by -

thg‘plaintiff,_fifst being duly'swdrn,_testifigd as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION | o

BY MR. MATTOX:

Q | Dr. Napp, willvyou state your name,
residence, and your occupation for the record, piease, sir.

A | My naﬁe is John L. Napp. I am employed
-as an econoﬁist. My'title is Resegrch Director at.the
Ecoﬁomics Study Center at'Taylée-Murphy_Instituté.at Cclgate
Graduate School of Business at the University of Virginia.
My residence is in Charlottgsviile, Virginia.

o} _ Your age, please, &ir?
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A My age is'fortye
Q _ Would you, for the record, state your

edaoational background.

A My educational background ig a B.A. in

Economics from the University of Colorado. I have a Master's
Degree in Economics from Duke University and a Fh, D. in
Economics from the University of Virginia. And my specialty is
| Public Finance. And my career -- Do you want it, essentially?
I have been employed as a Professioﬁal Economist all ﬁy life.
1 first worked as an Economist with the Federal Reserve |
Bank of Richmond ahd then went with the State Government.
And for a number of years, I was with the Divisioh State
Planning of Community Affairs, Chief of Reserve, and later
Deputy Director of that agency before I took my position in
Charlottesville in 1973.

Q Dr. Napp, what relationship, if any,
did you have WIth the Task Force dealing with the finance
of standards,of quality for Virginia public Schools?

A I served as a Special Staff Consultant
with that group; That group was formed in 1972, and I was
with it from the inception. Dr. Fred Young headed up the Task
Forco, and I was asked to-come over ftomvthe Division State
Planning of Community Affairs. | A

Then they completed thoir repert in

December of 1972, and I went to the Tayloe~Murphy Institute
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in January of 1973. After I joined the Instituté, I con~-
‘tinued té work with the Task Force, and T prepared & study
entitled America's Local Fiscal Capacity to Finance Public
vEducation in virginia, »v -
| : When I was with the Tayloé-Murphy
Institute, that was printed or published‘in February of '73.
And I continued to work with the Task Force in '73, at which
time it ended.
| Q - Did your work result in the lanéuage
ﬁsed in the Act of the General Assembly fbr the distribution
of basic school aid?

| MR. GRAY: Objection, if Ydur Honor

-'please. | |
THE COURT: What is the basis?
| MR. GRAY: I object on two grounds.

. Number 1. He cannot possibly know what particular
language was used in the_law. NﬁmberA2.> This is
the first line of qﬁestioning which I perceive is
to be iﬁﬁé;deh to try to show by evidence what the

- 'language of the Act should be construed to mean.
And the Supreme Court of Virginia has séid many
times, and I will cite you a‘ﬁost_recent case that

" 1 have come across on that point. :That is

"?ottsmouth against Chesapeéke,.zos'Virginia.

I will cite this for the Court. "We have many
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times said that where the 1anquaqe'qf S statute
is free from ambiguity, its plain meaning is tc
belaccepted without resort to the Rules of |
Interpretation. ’In that situation, we take the
;;rds as written ahd a resort to extiinsic facts
to determine their meaning is not permittéd,

Upon this principle the plain meaning of a statute
cannot be affecfed by resomt to its Legislative
history. " '

THE COURT: Well,.oh this particular
question, I will overrule your objection; He
merely asked whgther he furniéhed inforﬁation to the
Legislatﬁre for such acts as.they wanted to make
out. _ | |

MR. GRAY: I do not object td the
question in that form. | |

THE COURT: All right.

BY MR. MATTOX: (Cohtinuing)

Q Go ahead.

A fea.- I believe the information that I
worked up in conjuhction with Mr. Brown, another Special
Consul tant, was used to great extent in writing legislation,

THE COURT: That was his objection,

the use. I think he can testify that it was
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furnished to the Legislature.

DR. NAPP: I am saying that which we
provided which they used. |

THE COURT: I sustained the objection.

_ He can testify if he furnished it.

BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing)
0 ~ What did you advise the General Assembly

about the basic school aid, formally?
| . ( MR. GRAY: If Your Honor please, this
goes to the objection that~I made. It's immaterial
unless it's to be used to persuade the Court that
it should use a differentwinterpretation of the
language of the Act.
And the Court has said that vwhere the
_language of a statute is free from ambiguity, its
plain meaning is to be accepted without resort to
the rules of interpretation. |
THE COURT: And your objection goes to
this ﬁhole line of testimony?
-I_am going to permit him to testify to
“this, and I will rule on that,after his testimony
is completed. I will considei it at that time.

. The Supreme Court certainly should have it in this

record. .
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MR. MATTOX: I have the law of the

other side.

BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing)
Y Dr. Napp -- ,
THE COURT: But it's understocd that the
objection goes'to this whole line of testimony.
| | MR. MATTOX: Yes, sir. I understand

that.

BY MR, MATTOX: (Continuing) ‘

| Q WOuld you explain to His Honor the
factors used in the comp051te index for local ability to pay
and the fact that it relates to the same year?

A Well, there are five factors or
variables that are used, One is the true value of reai
estate. Another is the'ﬁaxable sales, Anéther is pérsonal
income. The fourth is population, and the fifth is A;D.M.,
average daily membership. And I think ydukhave ﬁhat iﬁ the
presentation in the form. But in essence, what you do is
take these three variables, that is the éaxéble saies, the
true value of real estate, and ﬁhe persoﬁél income, and you .
stahdardize them because if you do not»standardize them, that
is put them in'terms of population or‘A;D;M., then you are

o comparinq cne very large area with a small area, and the
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dollar figures are not comparabie in this fashioﬁ. And it
was our intent all along in our recommendations tc
standardize them with a variable for the same year.

' 7hat is that the true value of real estate would be stan-
dardized baged bn'population or A.D.M. for the same year for
which you had real §stateo The same thing goes with taxable
sales, and the same thin§7with pérsonal incoma. The reason
why 1971 was used for the appropriations of the General
Assembly, which convened in 1974, was that in 1974, the

mosf recent data that you.had for peréonal income was for
1971, and also the most recent'data‘&ou'had fdt'true value of
real estate was 1971. Ahd since it's imperative that you H
standafdize with the saﬁe year, this meant that all variables

should bé for 1971.

Q : Which, of course, includes A.D.M?
A Right. o
0 Would you explain to His Honor the

second A.D.M. that is used in the Act? What does that mean?
| . MR. GRAY: I -- Go ahead.
o A There are two A.D.M.'s. One is the
A.D.M. used in the local ability to pay composite index.
Local ability to pay, and that is A.D;M,‘i'héee been referring
' to, and‘that is A.D.M. that you standardized for the year for
which ybﬁ have economic data foirall.thé'ﬁariables. And

in this particular case, it was the year '71 because that
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wasg the year for which we had daﬁa for the three tables,
taxable sales, personal income, and true value of real
estate. The other A.D.M. that is used in the formula is once
you have developed the composite index of local ability to
pay, then that index gs applied against a total dollar figure
of the stated cost of providing a standard of quality
‘education, minus local sales tax receipts allocated to the
locality, and that total cost for the locality is derived by
multiplying the derived standard of quality cost per pupil
times the average daily membership in the'current applicable
year so0 that that second A.D.M. changes in each year. And
the first year was the A.D.M. for the first seven months of
'*74, '75, and for ﬁhe second A.D.M. for the first seven months
. for '75 and '76, and I am told that they‘v used the first seven -
months because those were the data that would be available |
during the year when allocations were being made. |

Q If it changed the composité index's
ability of providing any of those personal incomes and so
forth, what would that do to the index itself?

A It distorts the index. For example,
on the part that is based on true value of real esﬁate,.you
would be creating the denominator assuring A.D.M. went up in
the locality, and»you would not be changing the numerator.
So that would make the area in thch A.D‘M.,went up quite a

bit look relatively less able to finance educatiocn, whereas
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in actuality if you had later déta, say four of. the true
value of real estate, that might have gone ur also, Usually
property values do go up from one year to another, If A.D.M,
had gone up quite a bit, this wpuld be indicativé of a larger
growth in the tax the true value of real estate NAVYS.,
0 Préportions of money either by the
State or locality, whetever the case may be, ﬁhen would
depend to some extent to the composite index, wculdn't it?
A You mean the amount received by a
locality? Right. | o
ME. MATTOX: That is all T have
for this witness, Your Henor.
TﬁE COURT: ' Do you want to cross-
exsmine? |
MR. RYLAND: Your Honor, this might'

' be a good time to get our préceedinqs straight as
to the order of who goes when. Our pfeference
would be to go last. They have a certain claim
against Chesterfield, and we do not fﬁlly know what
argumentlthey are'going to bring up. We wonuld
appreciate that opportunity. -~ |

MR;‘GRAY: I think the reason is a
little odd that they are asserting against us.
THE COURT: We.can proceed by the way

‘they are listed in the proceedings.
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MR. GRAY: Tt is understcod that we are

running our objections to the whole line of

testimeny.

CROSS~-E¥AMINATION
BY MR, GRAY: |
Q Dr. Napp, you are familiar with the
Approptiatipn Act? |
a - Yes.
Q Howvmﬁny times was A.D.M. used in the

section dealing with basic school aid? Do you kaow?

A - The whole section on basic school aid?
Q Yes, sir.
A I don't know. o
. Q Do you have a copy of'thét?
A Yes, I have got it. | 1

Q -~ Would you look under Definition Number

3, B&sic Operating Costs, the State-wide cost.
A | Yes.

Q , Basic Operatiﬁg Cost is defihed as a
State-wide cost of the‘Act Personal Standard divided by the
number cf pupils in State-wide A.D.M, Whizch yéar is that
referred to? . '

A | In some of our staff work that we did --
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Thls is just on memory -~ but let me see, We were doing
this in '72. I think the actual cost figures that we had were
for '70, ‘71.
0 Can you tell me what it means that the

Act the Legislature adoptedq? Looking at this{ they saié
numker of pupils in State-ﬁide A.D.M. Does that mean '74,
'75, *71, or what? What does that mean? |

‘ A Well, we did it in computing that we
would have bhased it on the same yeér. We would use A;D.M.
in '70, '71. There was an attempt after we did our work to
update this basic problem.' You have a lag in data. There
was an attempt to update the figures that we oridinally
derived. | ( | |

Q That is the first time that the term
A.D.M., is used ih this law following a definition in Section
1 just above that. What does that say A.D.M. means?

A . mhat definition there says the average
daily membership for the first seven months or quality of the
school year in whichvState funde are distributed from this
propor tion. Noﬁ, I put a lot of emphﬁais on that. The Act
does spell out that particular A.D.M, varies precisely.

Q This is an pppropriation Act?

A Yes., _ o {

And”the whole‘éﬁﬁ;ose'of it is to

distribute State monies?
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A Yes.
0 And this definition says that in thie

basic school aid fund A.D.M. means the A.D.M, for the seven
months of '74, if you distributed any '74 ﬂonév, Isn't
that what it says? | _ |
A It says -- As T see it. the iést part

of the formﬁla is after you have arrived at the'sténdard'of
quality cost, you multiply that A.D.M. based on the seven
monthe of the fiscal year that you are talking about and then
subtract the sales tax,vand that is the A.D.M, thét they are
talking about. |

| Q - So you think that A.D.M, définition
aoesn't really mean what it says. It is fcr:the purpose of

distributing mconey, but not for computing composite index.

A ' Yes.
. Q ' . But that is not what it éays.
A The last part indicates it:prgtty
clearly. | |
Q o ~ Doesn't the last partvof the sentence

indicate a period of time for the first seven months of a
-period? | | | |

It says ghét. _

Anything about appropriations?

The second part does:

to T N © -

Does the word purpose appear in there?
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A No, but I'amvjust saving what the

second part says.
| 0 . l  Can you tell me why the first time that

the term A.D.M. is used in the Act after the Leqislature
defined it? You say it doesn t mean what the Legislature
has defined it to mean. ' |

A I said it means what it" says, that
they defined it as for the purpose of distribution of the
fmﬁm_ | |

Q Have we agreed that it doesn't say
.purpose in that first definition? | '

: A I think in retrospect everybn? would
‘421ke to have this Act written a little bit more clearly.

¢

”That is not the A.D.M. that ismbeing used 1n'retrospectt /

s <

Q You would like to rewrite the language.

All right, sir. What does a sum per pupil in A.D.M. in

the nektiline in Paragrarh 2 mean? What does it mean plus

a sum per pupil in A.D.M. capacity quoted by the State
Department of Education or other operation as cost funds?
Is that the same year? Is that '712 | V

| A | I go back to the original wdrk, and I
can't speak for the entire Act because it &ds a joint effort

of Legislaturé‘and members of the Task Force, and it advised

‘area consultants, and I was a consultant on it, But what

we did -- and X have said before ~~ is in the originaj} work,
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~and I believe this was in the fall of 1972, a National Revort
was put qut on this, and it's mentioned in the list of

sources to the first Task Force record, I believe.: We tried
to figure what the cost per pupil in average daily member-
ship was for a standard of quality education. The latest
-§ear that we had was '71, Those costs wouid have been com~

puted on the basis of A.D.M. in ‘70, '71. Now, what the

et e g

Legislature did with that later in determininq the standard

——

quality cost, they wanted to use '74, '75, and '76 in

et e e e e S TR

another matter.

Q | Did they use '73 or '71?

A I think-they used our basic work and
then applied some 6vera11 percentage increaseés to allow
increeses in salary.' o

THE COURT: Did I understand from your
testimony that your Task Force or the.Task Force
| updated the 1970, *71? | |
DR. NAPP: I believe they did, but

Mr. Brown is going to talk. He can prope;ly

address this point.

BY MR. GRAY: (Continuing)

Q - Well, anyway, under Paragraph 3, you
think they are-talking about A.D.M. fdr '71. Is that
right? - '

A Well, I am saying if they may have had
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ancther year Jdata in computing this, they would have another
yezr of data. They mey have used '72, '73. TIn computing
this c@st; they usaed A.D.M., and they used cost for the same
year. They didn't use separate A.D.M.'s for a later year.

Q Let's argue about the pronoun. They
or you? | |

A Let me say this. I used and Mr. Brown
used the ccst, eay, for *70, ‘71, and R.D.M, for '70, '71.
"They" meaning whoever put together the final languagé for
‘+he Avpropriations Ret and the work that went into it.

Q Thank you. Now, you have indicated
that you would take thoge three factors, sales ta*, real
estate value and pérsonal income -- And that was information
in '71. 1Is that the right time you were doing this?

b 3 I said that is what my recommendation
would have been, yes. _ | _

Q And you have indicated that to do
otherwise, it wuuld_kind of distorf the figure?',

A ‘Right,

Q | If the locality without increasing its
sales taxes or real estate values or its personal income,
did receive a large influx of ‘students in the yéar, using
an old A.D.M. will distort badly in that respect, would it
not? |

A Well, thét is a hypothetical question.
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Q Wouldn't it?
A No. Because I think we are saying, in

this case, we are taking an index as it is for a particular
year relation to the variables for that year. That is the
results you get. |

[ B Well, Doctor, what you are trying to
arrive at in this composite index is the local ability to
meet its educaéional needs?

A Right.,

Q | One‘year withcut increasing ahy of
their taxable sales, doesn't that distort your anSwer?
~f(;/ A Yes. The hypothesis is so unrealistic.

Q wéll, let's see if it is. Suppose I
go with an index codifying it properly and you go with the
resul£8‘you get from that. Do you stick with your defini-
tion? | -

Yes. _

Q - | Now, let's take the years -- Suppose

a locality has a sharp decreasg in population, pﬁrticularly

in the school age pcpulation. It can do that without losing

its taxables, can it not?

A : It could.
Q It could and it does, does it not?
A Well, you are falking about a multi-~

variablefsaying if_i have variables as I brought out to
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hagin with.

G : Isé’t the one variablé tha one variable
with the fact of how much they havé to spend, that is the
nunber of children they have to educate? This is a n%ge
factor for the year ip which they are spending the money,
isntt 4t?

A | That's right,

Q2 | And that can vary without the income
factor varying, can it not? |

A - T¢ could.

Q And a Legislature could determine that
i would -~ |
' MR, MATTOX: I object to these

questions becaﬁse I don't see any connection
betwegn'wﬁat Dr. Napp testified in direct and what
the question is now or on crosa-examination,' o

I think Mr. Gray has to be limitéd to cross-
examination on the basisvof his direct. He is

not Mr. Cray's witness.

THFE COURT: T will overrule the

objection.

BY MR. GRAY: (Continuing) ,
: ) - . N S
Q o Does this happen in a nunber of tests

that .the school education population is moving out?
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design a formula in that way agg_ggmgg: but that wasn't our
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A _ Yes.
0 Wouldn't it be.that a Legislature could

determine that we want to use that one positive factor, the

cel 7 oG
one that caused them the money, and will apply that non-

factor of cost against the latest information we have with

respect to revenue.

Would that be a logical thing to do?

A » I think it would be if one wanted to

et
I e e e

recommendation and we never do that at all. As I related in
my publication, it's the formulas that are a complex matter,
and you can change one variable for one area. |

Q ' Doctor, if the Législafure did define
A.D.M. as meaning the membership for the first seven months
of the school year in which the money is beinq diatributed,
that is what they did do, dian't they?

A For that purpose of formula,‘yes.
for that part of the formula. o

- MR. GRAY: That iélall the questions
I haVé, Your Hornor. |

THE couaT: All right,

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MR. RYLAND:
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_ ] | -~ Dr. Napp;'do you happen to know whethe:
the 1972 Appropriations Act defined A.D.M. or not?
o A 19722 - |
Q : Yes. I just wondered ifryour study had
before it the 1972 Appropriations Act.
_ A ‘ - Well, we have got a couple of thinqs.
'1 - '72 was the last year in which they were completed on the
old formula, and then in 1973 there was a supplement which
has some interesting aspects as you hay recall. I think
that is the first year of revenue shariog;h Tﬁere-was in
addition to the formula in 1974, which was.the first year
of this formula. I am hazy about when the State went over to
’ A.D.ﬁ. For a long time, they had used A.D.A.
| Q . " But your answer is that you did not
know whether the '72 Appropriations Act defined A.D.M. or
| not? v | o A
A ) . No, I don't.
Q . Do you know whether the composite index

was added to the definition in the '74 Act?

‘A _ B Yes. ‘That was the first time the

compoéite.index was used.
MR. RYLAND: I have no further
-questions. |

MR. MATTOX: I.héve one, Your Honor.
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KREDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR, MATTOX:

o Dc you know how the Staté'Bbard
interprets the formula to cperate how it should be én
A.D.M. question? Do you know how they interpret the law?

A ' Yeé, I do. They are using the '74,
'76 biennium. They are using 1971 totai population.

They are using 1970, '71 A.D.M. They are using 1971 frue
value cf real estate, 1971 taxable Sales,‘and 1971 personal
income. And in my view, that is the way it was intended'
to bé done.
MR. MATTOX: That is all I have,
Your Honor. ' ’
MR, GRAY: I.have just one question.

. Of course m& objection is still running.

RECﬁOSSwéXAMINATION
BY MR. GRAY: | |
fou'say the Stateréoard is using 1971?
That's right{ |

For all purposes’

L « B I «

No, sir. I didn't answer it that way.
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) ' I think the question was in regard to
the local ability to pay compoéite index. .
A '~ Yes, sir. For the allocations to the

localities, they used a standard of quality cost figure
for each year and they multiplied it by the A. D M. for the
first seven months and the locality for that particular
'ysar. So that the first~year of the biennium would be
-74,"75,'second year, '75, '76. | v |

| Q v 'So that it distributed for the actual
number of children there in A.D.M. for '74, '752
They used '75?

- Yes,
Q | ~ That is really the way it's defined in
the Act? -
A Yes.
.. Q .;_ Then they used the-'74‘figutes to
distribute the money? | _ ' '
A | , No. When they defined the indax, they_

wereyusing '71 variables and the only omission is on the
A.D.M.
R But they,di¢'1eavé it out, didn't'they?l
A | Yes. | |
MR, GRAY: That's all I have.
MR, MATTOX: That is all I have, Your

- Honor.
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THE COURT: Give me those five
variables again;

DR. NAPP: The true value of real
astate, that iz its market value; petsbnallincome,
and taxable sales to the Scate. TheyAarg_the
three economic cases. By the way, the State

Department of Education does it by A.D.M. for the

full year 1970, '71, and by poﬁulation as of July

1, 1971, and I should have said when I gave you the
three economic fariables, thatleach of -those is
for 1971.
'~ THE COURT: All right, sir. Thank
you.. |
MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, I would like
to introduce this. (indicating)
Dr. Napp, would you identify this
dccument, pleass? | | |
MR. GRAY: It's beycnd the scope of
redirect.
| THE COURT: - Well, it is, but if --
MR. MATTOX: I thought that counsel

for the State Board was going to introduce the

| document. I thought he was going to introduce it.

MR, MATTOX: Wouid you identify this,

piease;'ahd it will be marked as City's Exhibit
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| Number 4, School Board, c1ty of Richmond.
DR. NAPP: This is the report of Local
Fiscal Capacity to Finance Public Education in
Virginia that I prepared at the'Tayloe-Murphy' .
- Institute, and it came out in '73,_ | | |
_ | MR._MATTOX: Turn to Page 24 and read
the first paragraph.
\ ‘ | MR, GRAY: Is that dated February,
19737 | |
DR. NAPP: That's right.
MR. MATTOX: Would you fead'the first
full ﬁaragfaph on Page 24? o
~ DR. NAPP: Under three factors?
MR. MATTOX: Yes.
_ Dﬁ. NAPP: This composite index states
71 true value of real property, fifty percent.
1971,lten_percent. 'In 1969, personal income. forty
parcent;"Eééh of the measures is stated in terms
of 1970, '71 A.D.M. and is related to the State-
wide éverage daily membership for the partiéuiat
measure, _' | _'
Peﬁsonal incoﬁe'is used for tangible
_personal property and all chér‘taxes, and non-taxeé,
‘revenue based. |

. MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, I thought this
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document might assist the Court a little bit.
THE COURT: This is Defendants’
Exhibit Number 4.

NOTE: The above-mentioned document is

marked and filed as Defendants’' Exhibit Number 4.

.MR GRAY: I have one other question,
Personal income was used for 1969?
DR, NAPP: Yes.
MR. GRAY: You didn't use 1971?
bR. NAPP: Yes. There was a research
document being prepared at that time when I had

to rely on 1970. So they asked what they made in

~the previous year, and the 1969 figures were those

- that were the most recent available, and I was

e s e

using them. Now, I do point out in a section in

that report of statistics that I expected the 1971
personal income to be available by summer. |
| MR. GRAY: You used '71 true value but
- not '69 personal income?
| DR. NAPP: I did in that case because
I didn't have the income from the year that I wanted
it. o
MR. GRAY: Do you have_just an idea of
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' what the results would be?

DR. NAPP: This paper was on the
composite index, 8O I wasn't concerned about the.
allocation formula as such. I did spell out in
there a rough idea of how a formula would work.

MR, GRAY: All right, sir.

MR. MATTOX: That is all.

THE COURT: All right. Thank you.

You may be excused.

WITNESS STOOD ASIDE.

THE COURT: Suppose.we take a short
 recess? '_ o
| MR, MATTOX: While we are in this type-
of posture in thehcase, may I respectfully suggest
- that Mr. Brown testify next? It will be along the
sameblines that Dr. Napp had. |
H THE COURT: That is perfectly agreeable
with me. All right. Are there any objections.
to that? ’ | | |
| 'MR. GRAY:.-Weli, Your’Hondr,”I don't

" know what the man is going to testify to. This
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is thz third time that thay want %o ha&é the
cake and ea% it, ton,  They havé to hayé motions
for summary judgment, but they want toAput the
evidence in first, That strikes mevas‘just a little
hit ~4d. _ |
| | MR, MATTOX:“Your Hohor, if ﬂr. Gray
objects, we will go baék to the pleadings.
MR, GRAY: Well, I just think it's
'odd, , | | |
| MR, MATTOX: Weli, some of my witnésses
‘have other eﬁgaqements so T was just suggesting
this. | D
| MR. GRAY: 1In that sense, I will with~"
draw the objection. | ' |
THF COURT: Tt doesn't matter to me how_-
_ Qe proceed. T think T undevrstand fhét_the
witness has another commitment and Mr. Mattox
would like to release hin. |
| Mr. Rrown, do vou ba#e_any'commitments?f
MR. BROWN: I am serving as‘a staff |
>member-across~the street. |
| MR. MATTOX: er. Bfown is the next
witness I propose to call wheﬁ we get to him.
THE COURT: Well. let's take a ten-

minute recess before we put him on.
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NOTE: M short recess is had, whereupon-

the hearing is resumed, viz:
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STATE OF VIRGINIA,

CITY OF RICHMOND, to-wit:

I, Mary L. Harvell, a Notary Public for the State

‘of vlrgln&a at Large, do hereby certify that Pages l 30 of
the foregoing testimony were reported and transcribed by me,
and that such transcript is true and correct to the best of
my ability; |

Further Ehat I am neither related to nor employed
by any of the parties, witnesses, or counsel in this.matter
and have no interestvih the outcome ihereof.

Given under my hand this 6th day of July 1¢76.

My Comﬁiggion'Expires:
March S, 1930,

a ' ,/
N i X C

—
o
)
\<

. HARVELL, Notary PubTic for the
State 65 Virgln1= at Large
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RICHARD D. BROWY, a witness, called by the
plaintiff, f*“%t.being duly sworn, teétifies as follows:
‘ DIFECT EXAMINATION |

BY MR. MATTOX:

Q v Mr..Brown, would you please state your name
and occupation, age, and your place of resldence. |

A My name 13 Richard D Brown. 1 am 2 senior
economist for the Division of State Planning.and Community
Affairs. I reside in Richmond and I am 30 yéars 0ld. I have
a B.A. degree from the College of Wiiliam'and Mary 1In
economics, and a Master of Commerce from the University of
Richmond. |

Q Mr. Brown, did you participate in the study
dealing with the composite index? You have been in tbé cou"t-
room th;s'morning and you heard Dr. Napp. Did you particlpate
in those studies?

A Yes, sir, for the Covernor's Task Force.

Q- Were you an advisor?

A - T was an economic éonsultant fer the Task
Force. | | - |

2 | Would you explain to His Honor yvecur role in

the preparation of the composite index?
A Well, I served on the staff to the Governor's
Task Force and worked in cooperation with John Napp at the

Tayloe-Murphy Institute i developing both the formula and the
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~f'composite index for distributing funds. Later on'I was on

ljlloan to the Department of Education and served ‘as a consultant

to them in explaining to the General Assembly the workinys of
the formula.~ :
| - Q wOaldiyou explain to His Honor‘the formula
.as you understood,it‘and the formula you presented to the
v;:General Assembly? | L | |
o A o The formula--
: .v:.MR. GRAY; Excuse me, four Honcr;’may 1t be
B understood that'tnis is under the-samevobjection?
. . THE COURT: The same objection, yes, sir.
A | ',' The formula, as we derived it in the
. Governor's Task Force and explained it to the General Assembly,
followed in line with what Dr. Napp said this morning. The
~ formula defines the program costs for the standards of quality
as the amount defined by the General Assembly times A.D.M. in
‘the locallity. The sales tax to be distributed to- the localities
is taken from that and the remaining amount is split between
_the state and the localities according to the local composite
v‘index of physical ability to pay i
| Q" The composite *ndex, you exolained that all
the factors therein had to be the same year?
-A.n Yes.e In the Task Force all the data, except
‘personal income which we didn't have the '71 figures on, so we

- had to use '69 personal income, were the same in tryi.; *o
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'dévelop.esﬁimates of what this ércgram‘wnuld cost, When I
later appeared before the House Apprﬁpriations Committee the
composite index.contained ail *71 Pigures. The income data
necame avallable in December of '73.

) 2 o So, in 1974 when you'presented’this te the
Oeneral Assenbly dll the faétcrs geing into thevﬁcmpbsite index
wers 1971 factors?

I ves, [or the most part. The State Neard had

to make estimates for their bhudget request and siﬁce we didn't
have the '71 figures unt1i December of ’?3; of cecurse theilr
budget requestvand what was in the tudget was based on the
budgeﬁ as submitted by the Governor and that was béseé cen '£9;
but, that was cﬁangéd to '7i in the liouse Appropriations
Conmittee. |

R ( ind you appeared before theiﬂouse Aprronria-
tions Committee?

A Yes, I did.

YR, MATTOX: Your Honor, for.the purpcse of

1dentifiéation«1 would like to identify_this as Citz’s

Exhibit No. 5.

THE COURT: All right.

£)

I hand you a -copy of Clty Fxhibit to. 5
xhich appears to be an explanation of the formuls. Who
prepared this explanation?

A ' This 1is an explanation af tne conposite
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index. I‘prepared this;explanation and 1t was one of the:
exhibits 1 gaVe:to the House Appropriations Committee in .
explaining the educational formula before them.

| Q l;- : So, you explained this to the House Appro-
priations Committee and the Educational Committee?

A ";-": No, not to the qucation Committee I
explained to the House Appropriations Committee and to the
Senate Finance Committee. |

Q. L Does ‘that explanation of the composite index
indicate that 1971 data would be used?

A 'f'7 It does in footnotes Now, for true value
of real property it 8ays '712 average_daily‘membership, '71;

I believe.itvdoes say 'égégersonel imcome. I think I make

reference to the;fact that the report for '70, which again

shoold be—-fi;heme in the last sentence‘on persoﬁal income,
."Bv early 'rali of 1.073 the T.M.I., "Tayloe-—Murphy’ institu»te, .
~had planned to nublish 1971 data for all cities and counties."
So, everything in here 1s - '71 except '69 where I make reference
to thewf71 income.iﬂi

| Q'-’7};tiBut,‘im fact did you use '71 income?

. vt'.vMR;pGRAY:' Who do you mean by "did you"?

MR. MAfTQX: In his explanation to the

Finance-Committee. \

~ MR. GRAY: All right.

A Yes. This document was off of earlier work
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ineome and T u incone.
3 - Mr. Prown, what other services 4id veu render
the Amr"C‘“latioh~ Committee other than to explain this to

them?  Did ~u run computer printouts or computer computations

}-4

ye
hased on '71 A.DaM.,persona rroperty tax, and so on?

A Ve rarn a number of program alternatives
with varying costs and varping types of other programs ocutside

¢f the basic school-aid, because th ey ‘are all related in the
respect that scﬁe ct tbe nror*iauioxs depend on wnat is
appropriated in the o:her'items; the butal‘amount. 
- Now, we raé literally about a hundred

orograms of different sl ernatives cn %his. All .the pregrams
useﬁ have as thelr bhase a local ~ompos1te index Whluh was
nased on 'Tl1 figcurcs.

Q . .When veou fén a cohposité index, that pertion
»f your ccmputer_work,_was thét améﬁﬁt of‘money uged 50 far as
you know in the wgrk of the Appropriations Commitﬁee in coming
sut ﬁith the”amount‘of moﬁey'tofbe'appropriated?

A ' Co ycu mean what's in_the Appropriation Act?

Yes.

= 0O

Ves, t“at was one of tne rrograms.

12 1in fact the uompoeitw index wenpt into th=

oy
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amount of money appropriated by the General Assembly and the
composite index was changed, what would that do to the.
appropriation? |

_ A The composite index, because of the workings
of the fofmula;‘determines the state and local split for each
locality. Now, the state's share--it's in the Appz?o'priétion
Act--1is stt a sum of what:alllthevindividual school districts
lgete

So, if _you change the compogite 1ndex 1n any

way with any type of data from the data that I used, of course_”d

you would get a different index for every locality in the

state. It would Just be by chance if it worked out one locality
hadféde same index. I would expect that you would find a . |
significant difference in the index and of coufse ypu.WOuld
find ajs;gnificant difference in the amount of distributions
among the localities. Where-those distributions are added 1t
would probably change the staﬁe totel. |

Q » In order for the amount of money apbropriated '
to be distributed according to the formula, you could not
change the formuia;'iﬁ other words, what the Legislatufe
intended to do, assuming this is correct, wduld not be carfied.
out? | _ | |

A I would testify that_the amount of mone&'
they put into the Appropriation Act 1s tased on 1971, and yes,

1f you change the 1index it would change that ahount of mchey.
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Q - S0, the appropriation. would not be--
A It would be strictly by chance if it worked

out that the line items 1n the Appropriation’Act matched what
you would get
Q - . Why did you use the '71 flgures in this
composite-index formula? |
A I was-the-latest data we could get. As 1
referred to earlier, we didn't getvthe '71 income data until
December of 1973 whilch was right before the Ceneral Assembly
met. There was no way that we could get earlier figures on
that; as for true value, '71 wasvthe.mogtbrgéent data availabdble.
We did have '72 data on taxable sales, and we did have some
later data for A. D»M. Populaticn, the only estimates that we
had were the final census for 1971 and estimates for 197?
_Q So, the indices ir the. formula all have to
be in the_same’year?
| | MR. GRAY: If.YoquHonor please, I didn't
object  before but he 1s leading the witness.
THE COURT: Don't lead him, Mr. Mattox.
Q- ,  Is 1t yecur view that all the. indices in the
formula should be complled 1n #he same vear? |
¥R. GRAY: Objection.

. .THE COURT: The otjection is sustained.

r

Q9 Why did you use 1671 data?

A We used 1971 because 1t was the latest year
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that we could get consistent data for all five variablés-across

the board.
Q ‘ Why did you use '71 A.D.M.? |
A " We wanted to relate the tax basis to

consistent measurements of population and A.D.M. We wanted

to keep the data consistent because the formula rahks the
localities' ability to payvrelative to one. another, It was

the deciSion,'which I believe was a correct decision, that all.

‘the data should be taken at one point in time so that you could

correctly rank the localities relative to one another on their
ability to pay.
Q. Going back to Exhibit 5 again, did you

present Exhibit No. 5 to the Appropriations Committee?

A Yes.
Q- ~ And you explained 1t?
A Yes, we went over it.

MR. MATTOX: Answer Mr. Gray's questions,

sir,

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MR. GRAY: |
Q Do you'have a coby of the Act?
A  No, I don't. |
Q . Are you familiar with 1t? -
A

Fairly familiar with 1t.
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Q . How 18 A.D.M. defined in the Act for
purposes of the basic school-éid formuia?*

A _ I think'the only A.D.M. that is mentioned
in it is A.D.M. for the first seven months in the school
year of the distribution; something to . that extént:

Q ‘In that- dofinition, every school division
has an A.D.M. for each year, don't they?

A Yes.

Q And this definiticn tells you which years

A.D.M. 1s to be used; isn't that what it does?

A It does for purposes of distribution.
Q Does 1t say "for purposes of distribution"?
A I belleve it makes reference to that. It

doesn't exactly say that but-- |
MR. GRAY: May T approach the witness?
THE COURT: Yes, sir. | |
0 " Read the definition and see if 1t 1imits
this.

A "Average dally membership or A.D.M.: The
average daily membership'for«the first seveh ﬁonths or equiv-
alent period for the.school year 1nvwhich_state funds are
jistributed from this’apbropriation." |

Q ~ That tells you what year to use, doesr't 1t? E

A i‘Yés;_it‘does.

Qo Tt doesn't sav to use it for the purpeses of
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distribution but don't use it for the purpose of iﬁdex, does
1t? ’

A No, it does not.

Q So, it just defined A.D.M.?: Let-me ask you,

you used real property valﬁe for part of the composite index?

A Yes.
Q How d1d you arrive at real property values?
A Those true values are published by the

| Department of Taxation. They come out of the sales assessment
ratio study that was previously done biannually but now it is
»done once every year.
| Q ~ How often was 1t done at the time you were
working on the Appropriation Act? |

A At that time they were Just. switching over.
They had:published one in '70 and they had gone to some
,statistical changes in computing it. They published the
figures for 1971. It was only on a biannual basis so the next

one would be published in '73; after that'it would have been

annually.
Q And they are based on sales in the locality?
A The relationship of the assessments to sales.

Q What kinds of assessments? Assessments made
by the local taxing body?
A . Right.

2 » How often are they.made in the localities?
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A The law requirésvgencral»reassessmenES'cnce
every slx years for the countles and once every fogr years fof
the citles.

Q So, some of the localitles' assessment data

‘may be six years old that you are using?

“h Yes, becaﬁse it was the assessment as of--

Q As of the day the assessment was made?

A | I+t was the assessment for this year, right.
Q- So, if they hadn't reassessed you would have

six-year-old vaiues, i{s that right?

A Yes, 1n some cases. I'm not familiar with

the statistics of how they do it. I don't know whether they

make some adjustment to the assessed value.

Q " Who?
A ' The Department of Taxatlion.
Q You said they use the assessments that the

localities provide?
A On 1ts assessments, yes.
Q ~ And ‘then they make some comparison with

respect %o recent sales?

A ‘Right.
Q- . How recent are the sales?
A The sales are taken during that year, 71,

whatever year the study is published for. All the sales are

during that year. it 1is é relationship of the assessments ta
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- sales during that year.

Q So, all the data you have isn't '71 data?
You are using assessments from the localities which may be six
yéars 0ld?

A " No. The true values as published by the
Department of Taxation are for 1971. The Department of Taxa-
tion in computing that figure may use data or asséésments that
were done in the paét. As 1 say, I don't know. I'am not
particularly 1involved with publishing those'papefs, so I don't
know 1f they make any sort of adjustments‘to-theh.

Q The point I am trying to make, Dr. Brown,

. is that you use the most current information you have but 1t
1sn't all 1971 information; is 1t?

A To my knowledge, it 1s.

Q. Well, you know that the assessments from
every county in this state were not done 1n '71; don't you?
| A Yes, I_thihk that is’true. The reassessmenﬁ
. 1s not. |

Q What 1is the faetor in all of this that is
regarded as the most important factor as far as the locality
is concerned in éll of thié‘formula that you are trying to
work out? | |

A The most 1mportant factor for what?

Q Well,‘té the amount of money that they get.

A Are you talking about the formula or the
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composite 1ndex?' ‘

Q In éll of this actiéh thét the General
Assembly takes. . | |

A 1 ihink that the common thread that runs
through it, that sets the program costs and at least is a
fébter in the composite index, although not the most important
factor in the composite index, 1s A.D. M.

Q Now, the Legislature after you had ornsented'
all these studies -didn't use 1971 A.D.M. for the puroose of
- distributing the money even under tbe viewuth?t you had stated?
They didn't use it in 'TU4. VUhen fhey.got around to giving the
localities'somé money,:which A.D.M, did they use in determining

how many shares would be given? -

A I the '73-'7T4 school year?
Q 'TU-175.
A . In '74-'75, determining how much the program

should cost the locality and how muéh would be split betweén
the state ‘and localitv, they used 'TU4 A.D.M.

Q And what you have tried to do in the formula
1s come up with what I think Dr. Napp deqcribed as a rough
'index of the localitieq' ability to pay; is thaf correct°

A Yes, but the 1mportant part about the index
is that 1t is relative; in'other words; 1t is not just an
atsolute measure. Tvery localitv s abilitv to ray is determinec

by rela*ing thelr tax per capita to A.D.M. and what the aVPrare
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is for the state.

Q But 1f 1t has a drastic change in its A.D.M.
the formula would give you a false estimate of 1its ability to
pay in the more recent years, ﬁouldn't 1t? |

A No, not if the tax basis changed you
couldn't make any estimate.

Q 1 didn't say that. The number of students
in 1ts schools change?

A All you could say is that-- You can't make
any conclusion 1f just the number of students changes. Are
you saying the tax basis is golng to be held constant?

Q If all the factors remain the same but the
A.D.M, changes.

| A All you can say 1s that over é period of
time the ahility to pay, of‘that locality, would go down.

Q The 1974 appropriation year, it w111 go down
thaf.year i1f it has a thousand more children to'educate,'won't
1t? Its ability to educate each individual child will be
decreased, will it nbt? v ’ _ |

A If vou use that A.D.M. 1nc1uding the index?

Q No, sir, if you use A.D.M. in expending the
money. If 1t has the same tax revehue,coming 1h and if you
-have a thousand mcre children to educaté, it has less per child
tb:educate; doesn't 1it?

A That is right.



App. 132

'R. D. Brown - Cross - — | 4

Q So, on the expenciture side of the formula,
A.D.M. 1s the factor; isn't 167

A A.D.M, 1s the factof that determines the
total program costs to be split between the state and localities.

Q Doctor, do you still have that definition of
A.D.M. in front of you? '

A Yes. A

Q I want to ask you if you were a legislator \
and you were looking at thiS Act and you were-preparing to
vote and you wanted to know how many kids they were going to i
give you credit for when they work out this formulz in 1974,

¢

|

: '
and you read that definition, how many children would you f
think you were going to get credit for in that index? i
A T would think that the average dally member- 2

ship would be for the first seven months of the school year in

-~

which the state funds are distributed.
MR. GRAY: Thank you, sir; I have no more

questions.

'BY MR. HEFTY:

Q br. Brown, when you testified before the
committee did you preseﬁt‘actual figures to the committée of
the tétal program costs? A

A I presented them computer runs, yes. We

went over the compitter runs. of what the appropriation to each
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_-ndividual locallty would be.

Q How specifically did you go over the
computer runs with them?

A _ We went over the formula, I guess, a couble'A
of times because there was a great deal of confﬁSion. It.was
something that was new, at_ieast in 1its classificatibn. We
went over construction of the index and the explanation that
.was already presented to The Court and the déta that was used.
I did go over an exaﬁple of Wise County as to how the épprp-
priation in that program would be; how much money they would
get. We went through that step by step and calculated it by
“hand. | ' o
Q What year figures did you use for that
computer run, for the components? | -
| A‘ For the components of'the index?

Q Yes. | |

A ' 1971.

Q For all five'compdnents?

A Yes, I believe so.

Q : Did you explain to the committee that you

were using the figures for 1971 in all five components? o

A Yes, sir.
Q- You were working at this time for whom?
A . - 1 was working for the Division of State

Planning but I was on loan to the Department of Education
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'dufing the time of the General Assembly; assigned by the.
Secretary of Finance.

| Q . ‘Did you advise the Department of Education as
to what the computer runs that you had run for the oommittees

were and what the composlte index consisted of?

A Yes, I think we hashed that out.
Q In the composite index, do the factors inter-
relate?
. A Yes, to the extont that‘actoally what you aré

doing is running two indices: one that has a basis of popula-
tion and one that has a basis of A.D.M.

Now, the two internal indices themselves are
weighted two-thirds for A.D.M. and one-third for the per
capita index to.come out with the composite 1ndex.

.Q If they are interrelated, can you take.them
for a different year, one of the factors that poes into the
vindex, and not affect the validity of the index?. |

' A ‘ . It would certainly change the results of
the index. Like I say, if you use 'Th4 data you could substi-
tute 1t in for any variable, it wouldn't have to be A.D.M.

The question you have to keep in mind is, does 1t really

relate to that locality's ranking at that partigg;gg,;imm,.

e e e R S

since that is a source of your consistent data. I,would say

e ———

it would be less. correct economically to do. thatAo You. conld

e i e

e v v o s ® s e s e e
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index and you are ranking the localities as to their ability

to pay at one point 1n time, no, I don't think it would bve

correct in my eyes.:

Q What affect would you have on the index if
you used current A.D.M. withfthe othéf.'?l factbrs, in your
opinion? | |

A Well, 1t would change the distribution
substantially. IAdon't have a computer run on it and i can
only guess as to what would happen. Since those localit*ﬁs
that are losing A.D.M. would be divided through by a smaller
denominator 1t would make them seem to be more wealthyvand
able to pay for education. In contrast, the IOcaIihy that 1s
gaining substantially_in'A.D.M., its ability to pay would go
down. | | _

Q I réfer you to City's Exhibit No. 4, the
.Appropriation Act,_vIn the composite index of the local

abllity to pay where A.D.M. 1s used--

A " What page? |

Q » It i3 on Page 2.

A oxay. |

Q | How would you think A.D.M. 1is being defined

if you were a legislator at that point?
MR. GRAY: If Your Hoﬁor please, he has
answered that question for me.

MR. HEFTY: He has answered in regard to the
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‘whole Act. 0

MR. GRAY: No, sir. "I asked him about the
composite index. I asked him how would the
Legislature think-that A.D.M. was used in the
composite index and he said 1974, | A

MR. MATTOX Your Honor, let the witness
‘answer the question again because I was coming back
to the same thing. | o

THE COURT: All right, go ahead.

A  If I read Item U down here on the composite
index, on local ability to pay, I would think it would be |
defined as 'Tl. All values are"71 and it is spelled out in
that section. S

MR. HEFTY:. That is all I have.'.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. MATTOX:

Q _ Mr. Brown, you anéwered the question'of Mr.
Gray a moment ago and Mr. Gray wanted you to read the defini-
tion of A.D.M. .He”asked you if you were voting on_such an
act or if you were a member of the General‘Assembly'and you
read that, 'read'ﬁhaﬂ'béing the‘definitioh of A.D.M. That is.
what he asked you, and you answered the question that you
would expect your payment to your school district to be on

A.D.M.; that 1s what yOu answered. Nes, 1if you were this
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hypothetical legislator that Mr.'Gray had you‘be awhiie agb,
would you read the definition and read nothing elselin the Act?
A No, I don't helieve I would.
_ Q And when you got to Paragfaph 4, composite
1ndex of local ability to pay,‘wohld you know then that you
just were not going to getrbaid on A.D.M.? |
MR. GRAY: Objectién,'if Your Eonor please.
MR. MATTOX: You were the one that started
 this. |
MR. GRAY: If you ask him the question and
not tell him the answer. v
_ THE COURT: Go ahead. You are'inqﬁiring as
| you did on Direct; don't lead him.
Q ' ' But; you would have to read the total Act
to determine how much money your locality would receive? |
A “Yes, I would say that 1f I wasva legislator
I would have to read the whole Act plus I would probably need

much more explanation before I undefstood the workings of that

formuia.
| Q | Wére‘you in the courtfoom‘when Dr. Napp
testified? "
VA v‘Yes,'I was.,
Q - Do you agree with his ﬁsevOf the term A.D;M.

so-far as it 1s used in this Act?

A As to the A.D.M. to determi : the program
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costs for the vear that the distribution is made, 2nd the A.D.M.
use in the composite index as being 1971 ‘yes, I do.

MR. MATTOX: That 1s all I have.

RECROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. GRAY: | | |
Q Mr. Browﬁ,vlook at the composite index and
tell me if in each instance, wouldn't it relate the population,
wealth, or whatever they relate to? Do fhey tell you what year.

they are talking about?

A .They do in each instance except A D M.

Q - They don't do it in A.D.M,?

A ,NOQ sir.»

Qe As a legislator, where can I find out khicb

A.D.M. they are talking about? Do they define the first thing
they do 1n the Act? .

A There 1s a definition in the Act--

Q. _What does it define?

.A' o A.D.M.

Q | When you come to this definition of A. D.M..

i1s there something on this page that says to strike what we
sald before ‘we don't mean what we said on the preceding page,
we are talking about another A.D. M.?" ) ._“ |

'A | Well, I think this was taken along with my '

- =xn1anation of this section:
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Q Did you stand in front of the Senate and

House of Delégates and explain 1it?

A ~ No, sir, I didn't. ‘
Q' I believe you indicated that--
A Excuse me, you sald in front of the total

House and the Senate; no, I did not.

Q Well, yoo have got the Act up there, you
vhave got the whole avpropriation and all of the basic--

A I have got the first two pages where 1t goes
| into Item 573.

QL Youvdon*t'have the conditions, do you?
A I don't think I have. |

Q : Let me hand you the conditions and ask you
to read Condition No..S to The Court. | |

A "In the event that the statewlde numbef of
pupils in A.D. M._exceeds the number estimated as the basis for
this appropriation, each state share and required ‘ocal share

shall be reduced proportionately so that the appropriation

~ will not be exceeded."

Q o So,'the Legislature understood that the

numbers that it was dealing with were not sacrosanct; that 1is,

"these numbers were going to change and it toor precautions to

see that it would not be exceeded; did 1t not?

S

B e e e e e

A - As far as the program costs yes.}va ?ad.to

estimate'the A.D.M. for the future years.

Pe—
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Q You have indicated_onuRediréct Examination
that 1f you changed'and used a different factor than the 1971A
factor you might distort or get a false impression of the
locality's ability to pay or rank;ng at that partiéular time.

A Yes. | : |

Q And what particular time did you mean by

"that particular time"?

A At 1971. |
A For what year was the appropriation being
maae? S
A '7U-175 and '75-'76.
Q And the expenditure which_the LégiSlature

was trying to help meet was for the children going to school?
| A Right.

Q So that if that factor changed between '717
and '7h the comparative ranking in f7l really has Very_little
to do with its ability to pay in 'T7A4, 15 that correct?

A Well, the ranking 15 relative so 1t doesn't
change as much as absolute figures do. If you aré twentieth
in the state at 6ne period of time in the ranking,‘ﬁsuélly in

those terms you'don't change‘as fast over a'périod of timé as
you would 1if you are taking what your trﬁe-vélue of property
is. |
| Q Do you have any-localities whose A.D.M. 1s

inereasing fairly rapidly?
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A  Yes, I suppose so. |

Q Do we have localitles whose A.D.M. is
-décreasing? | | |

A | Yes.

- Q So, could there not be a markéd changed?

A In A.D.M.?

a ALD..

A Yes.

Q - And this would have a marked change in the

amount of money that the 1dcality gets ir you adjusted to
change that?

A Well, if you adjusted the tax baéié; too,
you don't know what the results would be.

Q Suppose you didn't adjlust the tax basis,

Just get more students? |

A You would changé'npt only the'distribution
of the funds but aléo the amount of mdney the state ;s'supposed
to put out. o | .

Q { In these computer runs that you had, what
kind of numbers did you have on those? Did you have tﬁe A;D.Mfs
for each locality listed there? | _ |

A We had our estimate of '7u4-'75 and 75-'T4
ALD.M.s‘listed, I believe, in the first éolumn..v
Q0 '74-'75 A.D.M. is what the Legisiature was

E looking at?
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A ' In one pregram; There are two sheets to -
the program. AI am sure you are familiar that a computer doee
some work internally and it doesn’t‘always spit Qut each step 
1t goes through. On the complete program of one year's
h appropriation, the complete program of that isethevcalculation
of the ccmposite index and the distribution with ﬁhe index
used 1nterha11y in this distributicn.

Q What I want to know is, what'numbers as far
ae.A.D.M, 15 concerned did vou show to the Legislature when
yeu talked about A.D.M. and showed them figures?

v A I showed twe A.D.M.s. T showed '71l in the
caleulation of the composite index and '7"—'75‘A.D.M. in
determining the pro?fam cost.

Q - So, you showed the Legislature the figures
for each locality for the '71 A.D.M.?

A No, I showed them the state '71 A.D.M. and
liye I say, we worked through the example of Wise County on
cemputing theAindex. The figures were available from the
Deéartment of Education and the Superintendent's report as to
the '71 A.D.M. .They were calculated and I think that they
were aware of what their district's A.D.M. was.

Q ' Do you think that each legislator knew what
his district's '71 A:D.M. was?

A - It was readily avallable to them.

Q That was the A.D.M. as reported by the local -



App. 143

R. D. Brown - Recross - ‘ . : 56.

division to the State Board, is that correct?

A Yes, I believe in the August su&vey; ir i
am not mistaken. | |

Q - So, each locality reported their A.D.M, and
tbat 1s. the information that the Legislatﬁre ldoked at or
could look at? | | |
A Yes, asffér as '71 A.D.M, Néw, of course,
when you are dealing in futufe years ﬁhere is no way a |
locality can publish future years: that 1s our proJections of
what the A.D.M. would be. |

Q I understand about that. I am just talking
about the 'T1 A.D.M. | |

A_' The"71 A.D.M, 13 published from what the
individual localities turn in to the Superintendent. It is
published in his report and 1t was avallable to them.

Q That 1is what they acted upon, you think?

A As far as the composite index.

,'MR. GRAY: I have no further queétions.

BY MR. HEFTY:

Q For the composite-indek formula to be
relevant, is 1t more important for all of the fijgures to be
in.the same year than that the A.D.M. be currént 1ﬁ terms of
the_cohposite-index formula?

MR. GRAY: Well, if Your Honor please, I
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think he.shcu1d let us know relevant to whom; to an
economist or to a legisiator |
MR. HEFTY: To an eﬂonomiot.

A T would think that you would find the general
concensus is that it should be computed on one consistent
period of time. To be theofetically corﬁect,'and 1 you have
thdse two optiqns, I wcu1d th1nk'theAeconomist.wbuld ret
consistent data rather than mixed data.

Q- What- wvas the first year that the composite-

dex formula was pu+ into the Aprpropriations Act?

A It was put in by the rTh session for 'TL-'75
and '75-'76.
Q ' Dé you know if the other seven-month

definition of A.D.M. was put in in '7h or 759 Or, was'it in
a previou% approp"iations act? |

A ‘No, other than thaf they used to distribute
on A.D.A. and théy then switched to A.D.M.

Q - Do you know what year they switchéd to
A.D.M.?

A | I'bélieve.it was '70-'T1.

| MR. HEFTY: I have no further questions.

MR. GRAY: I have nothing further.
| THE COURT: In making up your composite
index,.doli understand that the A.D.M. is the only

varidble and that the other components are ~onstant?
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| | MR. BROWN: All the other components in the

Appropriation Act are 1971. Now, it doesn't say

clearly in the Appropriation Act that A.D.M, is '71
e ———y :

but, yes, it was explained to the House,Appropriatichs

Committee and the House Fiﬁance, as 1t.0ame by_the
Governor's Task quce, that all data would be
consistent ?71. |

THE COURT: Including the A.D.M.?

MR. BROWN: Including the A.D.M.

THE COURT: All right. Thank you, you may
be excused. | |

MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, on this séme problem
we do have one other person who might be able té shed
some ligbt on what transpired before the Appropriations
,Committee.'v » _ |
| THE COURT: While we are on this route, let's
go ahead.

MR. MATTOX: I call Mr. Cecil Jones.

CECIL F. JONES, a witness, called by the

plaintiff, first being duly sworn,'testifies.as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. MATTOX:
' Q - . Mr. Jones, would you state your name, age,

residence, and your current assignment.
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A My name is Cecli F.,Jones., I am 54 years
-oid'and I am a resident of the City of Riohmond. I have been
a resident of the City of Richmond from 1935 until 1950 and
since 1950 I have been residing in Henrico County.'.I am
currently tho Ch1ef Legislative Fiscal Analyst on the staffrof
the House Appropriations Committee, the House of»Delegates. I
have been in that capacity since just prior to the 1974 session
‘commeneing. . | o
Q. Mr. Jones, I hand you what previously has
been identified as City's Exhibit No. 5. Have you ever seen
that exhibit in the record of the Appropriations Committee?
A Excuse me, just a second, I would like to
compare it with mine.v Yes, that appears to be the same.
_ Q : Do your reoords in the Appropriations
Committee files indicate that that exhibit was presented to
the Committee? | '
A o Yes, on February hth 197”
- Qe Do you have tapes in. the Committee s files
of public hearings relating to just this onevitem, Item 572 ih'
the Aopropriation Act? You have been in the courtroom all
morning,'have you not? | ;
| A Yes, I have. ‘
Q Have you had an opportunity to look at the
‘tépes of the hearings in the Appropriations Committee? Have

you listened to the tépes?



App. 147

C. F. Jones - Direct o - N - 60,

A. /  Yes. Based upOn'the Chairman's request I
started looking through our tapes on Thursday afternoon and
spent that time and Friday reviewing our tapes.of the 1974
1 geséion. The Cwmmittee Chairman, Delegate Laﬁe,-assigns and
prepares a schedule in which certain items of House Bill 30--
at this particular time this came forth from the Go&ernor's 
Office with a certain numbér of items--would be discussed in
a two- or three-day time frame depending upon the number of
items selected. |

" The first day would be devoted to a

_representative from the Governor's Office of the budget, John
MecCutcheon or Ed Crockin, and thelr presentationé‘ﬁould relate
to the items contained in the House Bill 30 under discussion.
They would give some history as to what possibly the agency
reduested and what‘some‘of the reasoning behind the action
taken in the Governor's Office wés; sometimes to lower and
sometimes to increase. ”

The second day; the Sécond or thifd days,
Qould be generally related to the agency heads themselves
béing offered thé oppdrtunity to talk about the 1tems‘being
reviewed. The agency‘heads3 agency personnel, other 1egis-.
lators, and also iInterested public organizations héve a chance
to speak. | |

The tapes cover basically a two-day periodi

on discussidn of the school formula. Now, there are other .
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tapes, I believe, which run subsequently to this date of the

4th of February but I just have not had time to review all of

.the tapes in detail. Mr. Brown's présentations-relating to

this document, which I just glanced at, were made;and the tapes

are. there.

used~-~

a4 Is it clear that the 1971 A.D.M. was to be

" MR. GRAY: Objection, if Your Honor please.

| MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, I‘know thié'may be
unusual. The tapes are across in the Capitol. We
could get the tabes over for Your Honor to listen to
them, but it would seem to me that 1t 1is something
that might npt,be necessary. Mr. Jones has listened

to the tapes and this may be a little out of the.'

,ordinary, but he referred to Mr. Brown's statements

to the Appropriations Committee and it.would seem to

me that in the essence of time that The 'Court might

" permit Mr. Jones to tell The Court what were on the

tapes. ‘ |

Now, if Mr;vGray ﬁould like to listen to
the tapes I am absolutely positive that all we would
have to do is ask Mr. Jones to let him listen to
them. I would ask The Court's 1ndu1gence to let Mr
Jones say what was cn the tapes.

THE COURT: - Well, I can't permit him to
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vtestify as to what were on the’tapes over the objec-
fion unless that is agreéd on. The tapeé themselves.
mighﬁvor might not be admissible but I don't think
this witness can testify to what he heard on that if
there 1s an obJection.
© MR. MATTOX: Do you object?
’MR; GRAY : Numbef»one,‘it is;hearsay.
Number two, any testimony he would give would be &
}iéuAg" . hearsay testimony. Number'three,'it is improper and
b number~fpur, youvdon;t know who was there to listen
_to.*fl object. | | },
| THE COURT: T will sustain 1t on the first
two points.’

MR. MATTOX: That is all I have.

E CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY “MR. RYLAND
_ Q_ _ Mr. Jones, do you'know 1f there was a

definition in the 1972 Appropriations Act? ”

A .”I'bélieve there was. I Just haven't gone
back that far, but my recollection 1s that there was a
definition contained in the '72 Appropriations Act which is
similar to the one in the '7“ and also thelf76 Acts.

Q Does the 72 Appropriatioﬁé Act have a

.composite-index definition in 1t?
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A No, I do not believe 1t does.
Q The composite'indeX'Was not used in 19727
A Nor '73, as amended, either.

Q | Do you know the first year that the composite
iqdex appeared in the Appropriations Act?
A " For the 197“-'76 biennium |
Q And that definition in the 'Ti-'T6 Act st111
retained the old definition of A.D.M.? _ , |
MR. GRAY: Objection, unless he really knows._
_ tﬁe Aet. They speak for themselves and we don't need .
a witness to tell us what they say.
THE COURT: Do you know?
Mﬁ.,JONES: Yes, sir. The definition in |
'74 1s the same as what was in the '72 Act. |
.Q Mr. Jones, do you_know of your own knowledge
. whether the figure for the monies that would-be'appropriated
under the 'T4 Act was in fact baeed on a '70-'71 computation?
A : .Mr. Ryland, there'is a considerable gap, as
Mr. Brown alluded to a little_eariier, between theblump—sum_'
figure that you will see in'the certain subsections'of the
Appropriation Act with the computer printouts and the expla—i
nations that went along with it. '
The members of the Appropriations Committee
and also the remaining members of the House of Deiegates, I

believe, were,supplied‘with‘up-toétne;minute and up-to-date
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printouts just as this appropriation bill wés reported out of
thé-Appropriations Committee aﬁd onto the floor of the House..
My recollection is thaﬁ there was quite a bit of discussion in
variousbsessions about this new type of approach for_fundihg
the standards of quality. One of the main 1tems of discussion .
was the omission from the Governor's recommendation of
provision for incentive fuﬁds,which after deliberation was
recommended by the Appropriations Committee and was éctually
inserted, which would necéssitaﬁe a change frqm the original
printout to the sabsequent'printout. There was a reduction
from the recommended S.0.Q. costing of $890.00 down to, I
belie?e,_$887.00 for the first year of the biennium and there
was also a reduction in the second year but I don't remember
exactly what it was. |

There was quite a bit of discussibn on the
proper placement in the funding provision for ccmpensatory
funds for slow achievers; My recollection againlis that there
was very little Queétioning posed to Mr. Brown as to the |
éoncept of determining the cqmposité index of wealth for a
- locallty having éll the items of the'same time frame. .All the
variable elements 1in there, I believe, have'previously beeh
stated that there were bas;cally five elements being from ﬁhié
’séme time'frame; in fact; my recollectioh is that-on the tahe'f
there 1s a specifié Quéétion by a member of the Committee fo'

Mr. Bfown asking 1f these'items'were in the same timé frame,




~ App. 152

N
(82
s

c. F._anes - Cross 

was that consistency to be desired, |
Q o So, to the best of your knowledge, the
'76-'71 A.D.M. was used in the calculation of the appropriation?
A . Yes, | A
Q g | Do you think 1t would be possible for us to
reconstruct that today durihg the lunch break? ,Ccuid we do
' that or would it be too burdensome to do? |
A I doubt that,but Mr. Brown would probably be
in a better position to do the reconstructing.
Q  Let me ask you this:. Were you aware that
during this biennium the Department of Education was making
its distribution based on the '70-'71 A.D.M.? R
A Té be honest, I had not given it any further
thought. o | o |
- MR. RYLAND: Thank you. I have no further
questions. » . | | v |
MR. MATTOX: I have nothing furﬁher.
MR. GRAY: Mr. Johes, I have a few more

questions.

BY MR. GRAY: - }

Q You talked about the figures thaﬁ the
leglslators had before them, and what exéctly.was this that
théy‘had? Did ‘each legislator look at a sheet of paper and

this is what the locality is going to get’ih'dollarg?
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A There was one printout Senator, which'would

indicate the basic share; the state share of the basic ald and

S st

‘what eacgk_geality“wqpld receive. AI’m not sure of all the
other bits of information that were in there for each locality
but a number of 1llustrations were proVided and:fhey were also
told that 1f there'was anyAednfusion existing aboﬁteWhat thelr
locality would feceive, the information would be supplied.

There was also a listing for every division, locality, the

" whole composite index which was a separate sheet.

Q And you Say that was cohputed on the basis
of A.D.M. for '71? |
A . That 1s my understanding.

'Q As reported by the local %chool division to

the State Board of qucation?

A Yes.
Q So, each locality knew what the_compoSite
Index was?
—

A This information was qgggg;ned_nn_the
printout, yes, sir. _ |
Q The Chairman of the Appropriations uommittee

represented the Cilty of Richmond, d4id you say that?

A No, I said he is a representative._ He is a
da ~e of the City of Richmond.
Q -~ And he would know what>the'composite index
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A He had a tabulation, yeé.

Q And of the amount of money that would bring
to the City of Richmond?

— ,_'_,_._———-—"“"""""—‘-s . :

A Whether or not ‘he asked for 1t is another
matter. _

Q ' For what purpose was A.D.M. used 1n the 'T2

Abpropriation_Act? _ _

A Senator, I am not that familiar with'the '72»1
" Appropriation Act; that was before my time. _I'havé simply
started to find out if there was a definition of the average
daily membership 1n there, Beyond that there was ‘a completely
different method of providing funds.

Q Wéll, the composite index wasn't in there.
A - That is true. | |
Q That was brand new for 19747
A '7h, that 1s correct.
, Q And money was distributed on A D. M. in 722
| A I do not know. _ o
Q ‘ Was it distributed on A.ﬁiA;?
A I-do not know. a
Q You don't'knqw?‘
A No, sir;

MR. GRAY: I don't havé,any more quéstions.. 
THE COURT: Thank you, sir, you are excused.

» # * PO
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WILLIAM H. COCHRAN, called as a witness by

the Commonwealth, beihg first duly sworn, deposes and says

asvfoilows:

- DIRECT EXAMINATiON

BY MR. HEFTY: |
| | Q .Dr. Cochran, state your full néme énd address
fot_the record; pleaée? | | 7 |
| A My-name_is William'H.:Cochran, C—6-c-h-r~a~n,
2321 Conti Drive, Midlothian, Virginia. |

0 Dr. Cochran, what is your presenﬁ-position? 

A - Deputvauperintendentiof'Public Instruction.

0 _'And-would you state briefly your educational
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and occupational'background? |

A I have a Bachelor's Degree in Educational
Administration and Economics, a Master's Degree in Education
‘and Doctorate in Educational Administratioﬁ at‘the University
of Virginia. I receivedbmy Master's at Duke University and
Bachelor's at Lynchburg'College.v ' |

Q | And what is your occupational background?

‘A I have been a classroom teacher—principal,
visiting‘teacher-eupervieor of eecondary'education; I have
been Superintendent of Schools and Assistant Superintendent
fqr'Administration of Finance for.the Departmenttof.Educa—
_tion,'Acting‘Superintendent and Deputy Superintendent of
- Public Instruction. | |

0 How long have you been with the State Depart-
ment of Education? | - |

| A Five years.

Q And what have been the duration of your jobs
at the State Department of Education? | _ |

Al y I was Assistant Superintendent for Admlnls-'
tration and Finance for_approximately two years_and Deputy
Superintendent for apprdximatelyrthree»years;

Q " In your present poeition and as Assistant
., Superlntendent for Administration and Flnance, what were

>your responsibllltles 'in the administration of school aid -
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fdrmula?

a Well, largely my responsibilities were for
the total budget in the distribution of the school aid
school formula. I have had final responsibility within thé
department; that is whereAfinal responsibility does ndt re-
side with the Superintendent himself. But I have been re-
sponsible -- the one individual who has been responsible
for the distribution of funds for three of my five years
with the department.

Q » In your job, have you dealt with the Appro-
priations Act? | | |

Av - Yes. We deal with the Appropriations Act
always because the school formula in Virginia -- and I think
we need to put this in place. The bésic school aid formula
'is the foundation program whereby the State puts’mdst-of the
'money by which it supporté the education of the children in
Virginia. That is as far as the locality is concerned, from
65-80% of the State's monies they receive would be coming
through the baéic school aid formula. Now, every State has
a foundation program.. Virginia's Basic School Aid Fund is
what you call a weighted_equélization formula. That is, it
attempts to establish the need of locaiities_and then dis-
tribute the money on the basis of this need. This is op-

‘posed to a flat grant formula, which would simply take what-
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ever monies the legislature might appropriate»and diuide itb
by the total number of children and send everybody that
number of dollars for that for each child.l
The equalization formula is somewhat different.
vVirginia's program has two components, eesentially one is
the composite index such of the‘composite index two is to
take into account the varying wealth of the localities to
support ‘education. For example, in Virginia some 1ocalities
are six times as able to support education programs as are
others, so,there is need for an equalization formuia.- The
composite index attemptefto put equelization into‘it,. The
‘fact that the distributiou is made on a currentzyear's ADM
' makes it a current formula to that extent. In other words,
you receive money on the number of pupile that you have in
the current year,‘although four reiative‘raukihg with the:
other 1ocalit1es is based on comoosite index..' |
e ' When was the first year ADM was used as a
“Lbasis of distributing school aid? _
A e have shifted from ADA to ADM in 1972 for
the support of education. ‘ _
9 " When was the composite index first used by '
‘the State Department of Bducation? v 7 |
A The composite ‘index was first utilized in

1974, It was written into the 1974-76‘appropriation.
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Q What are the componenté of the cost index?
A There are five. Actually, of the composite

index? three in&icate wealth and the true value of real
estate and public service cdrporations. The income level
' of that locality and the return of the sales tax; that is,
returned on the basis of where it collected. 1In other wbrds,,
a one cent tax is returned on the basis of where it was
collected, initially. These three things are related to the
State average and so, their relative rankings for that part
of the then three things are divided by two divisors; ?:E,,/”j
being ADM and the other being the per capita population for
that locality. Now, they divided on a weighted basis, then,
again, two-thirds on the basis 6f ADM and one-third on the
basis of pér capita.

0 How has ADM since you have been in the State
Department‘of Education been defined by the State Department

-qf_Education in the composite index?

‘SENATOR GRAY: May i£ please the-Couft, it
is understood, of course, we are objecting to all
this testimony..

THE COURT: Yes, Sir.
. SENATOR GRAY: We are objecting to this line

of testimony.
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THE COURT: VYes, Sir.. _
THE WITNESS: Well, since the inception of
the composite index, ADM has been utilized for the
| year in which the other factors were located In
short, we used 1971 ‘data for the 74 76 binding, for
the reason that that was the latest year we had a-
true value.of real estate. And we felt that all the
| factors should be in the same year to make it a
logical measurement of wealth. So, all the factors

were utilized from the 70-71 year.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Cohtinuing)

_ 0 wWhat happens to the'formnla if yoc;use 70
current ADM in the composite index formule with the other
71 figures? | -

A -It becomes distorted. It does not ine you
a picture of_relative acts withinvthat year. It extends
it over multiyear period and.distorts the result.

0 When ADM is defined in the Appropriations Act

"as current ADM, what is that used for by the Depertment:of
Education in its basic school ‘aid distribution? |

A We actually calculate each locality s entitle-'
ment to funds on the basis of their current year ADM. That
is when it has been utilized for the current year ADM.
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Qo When you make the school aid distributions,”

are you actually paying on current ADM, as defined in the
- Appropriations Act, or on early year '71 ADM?
| A . We are actually payving on the current year
-ADM.‘ The amounts they receive are affected, of course, by
'their composite index, which.is based on '71 data for the
74-76 biennium, |

N Q | Do you feel a composite index is a different

formula than the paying formula used by the State Board?

SENATOR GRAY: Obﬂection, your Honor.

THE COURT: fhe saﬁe objection? |

SENATOR GRAY: No. I don't think it's rele-
_Vaot what he feels something is in a definition.

THE COURT: I missed the question, What was.

the-question?'

NOTE: The court reporter read the last

o question. '

| THE'cOURT- I sustain the objection as to-
what his feeling is. He can state what the use or
the practice is but I don't think what his feeling
is. " | o
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'BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing)
Q Dr. Cochran, I show you a copy of the Appro-
priations Act, which is Plaintiff's Exhibit -- what is it,

four, I think?
MR. MATTOX: Four, I believe.

O ' The Appropriations Act of 1974, 75-76 biennium,

andtask you to look at Item 5732 | |
o A Yes. E _

Q | Can you tell me what the numbefsvin'the right-
hand_column, Item 573 are?
| A Yes. This is the general appropriation for
the Basic Schecol Aid Fund which includes All'of the monies
that afe included in this item. Now, the figures that are
llisted, here, in the right-hand cdlumn-of'$377 030 125.00
for the first year and $403, 476,635.00 for the second year.

0 ' pid the Department of Education have any in-
put how these items were arrived at? |

A Yes, Sir. We consulted with and we have an
opportunity to provide‘a>gqod bit of input. We originally
submit, as you ﬁay know, to the Departﬁent of_Education or
the Board of Education officially presents the budgéts to

the Governor in August of the odd-numbered years. This
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budget is then reviewed and scrutinized rather closely by
the budget office -- the Governor's budget office ~- and
very often in.my expefience.it has beeh revised. 1In these -
revisions, we work'closely-with the officiais“of the budgeé
office.ﬁ They ask us what the figures of this would be or -
that would be in different gases; So it is necessary.for us
to Qo back énd make different'calculations, using revised
figures. Now, the Governor from this, then recommends a
budget to the legislature; When the legislature comes into
session, we repeat the process, generally with the Appropri-
ations Committee. They examine and scrutinize and review
the. total budget and when they come to this part of it, they
again may suggest certain changes ér ask-what the figures
would~be of other cases. We provide informafion by way of
‘running the basic school aid fund back through the computer
~and show what the impact would be 6n1the different counties{
cities, tbwns and State. So, ourvinput is fairly large for
.that reason. _ _

Q .The'computer run's done by‘the budget office
of your department?; | |

A Yes. We do all of the computer work.

- Q 'i‘ I show you whét is markéd as Defendant's

Exhibit One.
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MR. MATTOX: Has that been introduced?
THEZCOURT: Was that introduéed into evidence?
MR, HEFTY: No., It hasn't been introduced
yet., I would like to introduce it into evidence.
Will you read the title? | -
| THE WITNESS: That is entitled Dist:ibution.
TEE COURT: Wait a moment. Mr. Rudy, have'v
you had an opportunity to look at tbis? | |
- SENATOR GRAY: I submit the same objection.
THE cohnm: That is Defendant's --
MR. HEFTY: Exhibit Number One. Yes.
This is submitted, The Distribution of Basic
School Aid Fund of 1975-76, Estimate of March 13,
1974, | v

NOTE: ‘The above referred to document was

marked as Defendant's'Exhibit Number One for identi-

ficafion.

BY MR;AHEFTY:_ {Continuing)
0 What was the use made of this?
" A This was the compﬁter ruﬁ_that.waé presented'
- by us to the Appropriations Committee for the 1974-76 period.

This is for the second year of the biennium 74-76.
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0 - Do you have 74-75 in there?
A It is not here. |

| MR. HEFTY:  The one you héve, YOur Honor, is
74-752 - |
THE COURT: 74-75.
MR. EEFTY: That's the one we would like to
put in evidence at this time. There ié.another one .

'75 and '76.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing)

Q This was one by the Départment_of»Education?
A Yes.

Q | -And it was run at your request?
A Well, yes. The request generaily»comes from

oa member of the Appropriations staff to the Department of
Education. We just pass the requést on the computer.

' 0. Turning to page 7, can you explain what the
figure in the column -=- it -is about the middle of the page,"
~for 74- 75 Standards of Quality State Share, at the bottom,
of $312,937,305.00; what that is and_how it was arrived at?

A j‘ Well, within the formula there actually is
three and three.. The sales tax which has been assumed before

‘these computer runs were made and the State share and local
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share; Now, column 7 is the State share or the amount of
money that would need to be appropriated for the State to
suppertleducation at a unit cost of $687.00 per pupil."Now,
‘ayou'll notevthat the total of that column is $312,937{305.00.
Q | - Did that figure correspond_with any“figure in
| the appropriatlon? |

A ~ Not precisely. You will see written in at
the bottom of the page that to this amount of money,'we had.
to add an amount which ie necessary to fund the'Foster Home
Program in which local school divisions have to provide
educational opportunities for those youngsters who are
placed in their schqol’divisions by Court. This amount is
$12,248,880.00, and wheh you add those two, you get a total
fund needed of $314,186,185.00. Now, there is a_deduction
of Spec1al Fund, penciled in here. This deduétion was
$1,594,960.00, leaving a balance due in the general fund of
$312,591,225.00.' Now, that Special Fund deduction was money
that is received by the Department §é Education under proe
:Visions.of the Highway Safety Act. ‘Actually, the meney comes
from_a dollar and thirty-three cents assessment on each
| driver'sllicense‘that_is_issued and‘if is ear-marked in law
as beihg a certain amount that would ge to support driver's
‘education. We support driver's education in the Basic School

Aid Fund. So this money simply goes in and is not needed in
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general fund sources, so it was deducted. The figure
$323,525,000,00 should appear in the Appropriations Act and
it will appear within the body ofbthe material an item of
57 -- if I can find it -- | |

| Q That's on page -

A That is found on page 155 and 1t comes under
Apportionment One. It is the final paragraph. Now, you'll
find that throughout the Appertidnment, there are different
sums indicated for special public funds that are all part of
this item 573 and a part of the Basic School Aid.Fund overall..
‘They will be added to the $312,000,000.00 and this will
- account for the $377,000,000.00 which appears at the top ef .
the page. In other words, that is accumulated;

| Q I show you a copy of Defendants Exhibit 2,
which I would also like to offer into evidence. iWill'you'
explain to the Court what this represents? o

A Yes, Sir. This is an item,7a variation of
- these figures that make up the $377,030,125.00 figure. The
$312,000,000. 00 as has been stated, comes in the support of
education at the local level from State funds for what they
call the Basic Standards of Quality Program. Now, during
vthe 74-76 biennium, there was, in effeet, a program by the
State which would give special help to those youngsters who

were achieving at a very low level. This was collared a
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Supplemeﬁtal-Skills Development Program. It\was based --
the payments were based on, I believe, $300.00 per pupil for
 how many pupils you had who were identified as beiﬁglbelow'
a’certain-percentile in these scores, This amount of money
'is $5,263,000.00 for the year 74-75. Then there is a pro-
Avision of the formula called a Maximum Local_Increase Pro-
‘vision, and that amount is listed $2,736,290.00. When the
formula is run =~ if a 1oca11ty as a result of the factors
that are in the formula finds itself with a three increase
or, let's say,,above average increase, then the State Assis—b
tance for that year and that increase bybprovidiag'sog of
the monev that would be needed over a 7%‘increasea vIn
- other words, if a locality's requirement from one year to
"~ the next would exceed 7%, then the State will assist in the
;excess;over 7% to a 50% limit. That accounts"for the.
$2,786,290.00. | i | |

The third figure, No Loss-Provisioh figure -
:this is $13 974,700.00. The formula also provides that no o
locality will receive less ‘money than it received for the
_same number of pupils. during the last year of the: previous
biennium. Now, in a locality such as Arlington, which has
high wealth, the formula, itself,‘would not entitle them to.
receive'any funds. So, all of the funds they receive could

t .
come from the No Loss Provision.
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Q ~Are the rest of the items listed 1n thls

.exhibit set out, perse, in the Act?

A Yes, Sir, they are.

Q ‘- And do any of them have anything to do with
eADM at allz

»A. . No, Sir.'dfhey are not paid on the basis of

totai ADM, no. _
~Q - And is the total at the botﬁom found any

| place,in’the Appropriations Act?

A Yes, Sir. The $377,030,125.00 is the first
figure you will find in the Appropriations Act to the right.

Q | Okay. In the composite index, you used the
figure in the Basic School Aid Formula in Defendants Exhibit
One. Was ADM used by the State Department of Education? o
| A '~ In this formula, the first thing -- the way
dvariations in the formula is approached the first thing that
must be done is to assume what it costs to establish. What.
the cost would be for Standards of Quality Education Program
:‘in a locality.‘ Now,»in order tofigure what that cost, if
‘you take the aggregate cost for salaries; for example,_in
the State of Virginia for the last year ih which‘yed had
‘information available; When this was done, the last year we
had information was in 71-72, We had figures for at the end

of 71-72. So, we took the aggregate cost figure for personnel,
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for example, and divided them out fifst by.the average to
find the average salary. And then wevdivided by the ADM
that people had at that time by the numbers of pupils that
they had during that year in order to establish a unit cost.
-We had the same thing for all of the other instrudtiohal'
costs in education. Thié was called Costing Out the Stan-
dards of Quality and it was in this way that the $687.00 was
established. I might add that as my'memory serves me, we

. established at $710.00, but it was reduced:from $710.0d to
$690.00 by the budget office, and then to $687.00 during the
legislative deliberations on it. So, $687.00 was.established
there, and actually, we did it from aggregate costs divided
by numbers. of pupils that people had during that year. The
year happened to be 71- 72. '

Q As far as'the composite index goes, in.
ifiguring.out the totals in Defendaht'e Ekhibit bne,-was ADM
used to figure out the composite index? o

A The 1970-71 ADM was figured - was utilized
in the composite 1ndex.

o And that is the basis of the figures in
Defendant's Exhibit One and Two?

A Yes,.sir.’ That is the basisfoh which these
figufes were calculated. | | |

Q Mr. Cochfan, I show you Defendant's Exhibit.
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Three?

THE COURT: Before you get off of Exhibit One,
though, we have Exhibit Two. Down at the left-hand
corner you are using 1974-75 sales'tax distribution.

Is that the same component that we are talking about

in this Basic School Aid Fund, paragraph number four,

subsection three, as one of the components contained

in this subsection of the County's '71, which is

‘subject to the sales use tax?

THE WITNESS: No, Sir. There are two sales
tax figures used in the composite index. We utilized

the receipts that a locality will have for the one

cent that is returned on the basis where it is col-

lected. Now, the reason for that is, in the fural

County, the suburban County, or Cities would benefit

from the expenditures made from the shopping habits

of the people who live in the rural Counties. So,

the receipts‘from that part of the séles tax will be
much greatér percehtage wise in the Cities and -
suburban areas'than will be in the rural areas;

THE COURT: So, this figure does not feature
in your cohpésite index?

THE WITNESS: No, Sir. This figure is 1%
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returned on school age children who live in the area.

 BY MR;‘HEFTY: (Continuing) |

| Q - Dr. Cochran, would you read the title of
Defendant s Exhibit Three? | | “ .

A Distribution of Basic State School Aid Fund
1975 76, Statement of March 13, 1974.

Q. Okay. Can you tell the Court what this was
used for? , | . , . ,

A I believe this is the -- this is:theioircled
part of what was presented to the Appropriations'Committee.
It is for the second year of the biennium, the Basic School
aid Fund calculated for the second year of the biennium and
it was -- when it was given to the Appropriations Committee
SO they could see what the experience would be in each County
and City u51ng the factors that were 1nc1uded herein.

Q- - 'Can you turn your attention to page 7 of this
’ exhibit,'column 7? Can you explain how the figure of
--$329 710,002, 00, what it is and how it was arrived at?

‘ A Yes, Sir.v This is the column -~ column 7
again is the State 8 share of funds ‘that would be needed in
order to support education at a cost of $730 00 per child

during the 1975 76 year. "Now, the $329, 710 002. 00 had to be

adjusted by an addition for foster home children, again of
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$1,248,880.00, resulting in a total ﬁeed of $330,958,882.00;
Then we deduct the special fund, which we anticipated would
be received from the Highway Safety Act, which we estimated
amounted to $1,594,960.00, leaving a generalvfund appropria-
tion necessary of $329,295,062.00.
o And can this amount be found anyplace in the
Appropriations Act? " | |
A Yes, it is. Iﬁ is under itgm 573. It is in
the column to the right,‘Under the second year of the biennium
-- I beg yéur'pardon, it is included in thétv-f it's actually
-found on page 1355 and in the body of the information. It
. says $329,295,062.00, the second year from the general fund.
, Q And referring agaln to Defendant's Exhibit
| Two, would your testlmony apply as well to the 75 76 year,
vthlngs that have to_be added in as to the 74-75 year?
" A Yes. It would be much the same.:

Q  The total year for Exhibit Two, 75-76, can

it be found anyplace in the Appropriations Act?.

A Yes. 'That's.found in the right—hand'éolumn,
Basic School Aid Fund, page 1533, the amount of‘$403,407,635.60.
It is the total amount needed to fund the Basic thoél aid
Fund with all its components. | o

Q .Invﬁhe composite index formula that was used

- to figure the Basic School Aid, Defendant's Exhibit Three,
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" what ADM was used by the defendants at arriving et'these
'figures? | |
: A The composite'index'was usedbfof a two year
period of time and we do that. We figure the‘composite
index with the 1ntention that it would stay unchanged unless
a locality is involved inlannexation during that time, but
it would'sustain unchanged for a tno year period.of time and
-the importance of this to.a local school division is that
they are able to plan on the ba51s of knowing their composite
index would be the same for that period of time. ‘The only
variable they have to deal with in oider to calculate how
much State funds they would receive, would be their own ADM.
- Q - Okay. In the composite index that was used
in Defendant s Exhibit Three, which year was ADM used in
o figu:ing.the composite index by the Department of Education?
A - . Well, 1970-71 figure was used for both years.:
Q _' Dr. Cochran, have you also calculated the |
total appropriation which would have been needed for 1974 75
‘_and 1975-76 if Chesterfield's formula of using current ADM
and composite,index were used?

A ' Yes, Sir, we have.

MR. HEFTY: Mark this Defendant's Exhibit

Number Four into evidence.
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THE COURT: Yes.

NOTE: The above referred to document was

marked Defendant's Exhibit Number Four -into evidence.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing)

Q Is Defendant's Exhibit Four, in fact, that
calculation? ‘

A 'Yes,‘sir, it is.i It results in amount of
basic aid $340,945,664.00. |

Q If you used Chesterfieldis formula of using
current ADM in composite index, woﬁld there have been suf-~
ficient money in either years' appropriation to fund the
basic_schoeling. v | _ |

A The shortage in the first year would have been
:$2 585,267.00 and then the second year to have requlred a
| total of $365,069,h67;00, which would have.left us a deficit
of $3,877,058.00. | -

Q Can you tell us where you are gettlng those

figures from?

A ‘Yes, Sir.
0 What pages?
A Those come from page 6 of the calculations

that were done two days ago, I believe. It is dated 7/7/76
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and does not‘carry a heading. It cafries a series of head-
ings. But it would come from page 6 of each of these calculafw
tions. | - | . .

| o Okay. Dr. Cochran, how important'ie it for

a school superintendent, before the year begins orbduring the
year, to be able to estimate the‘amount;of State aid he is.
going to_receive during that year? | |

A 7_ 'd say it is highly 1mportant and crltlcal

‘in nany cases. Actually, a school budget comes from four

- e n e st e e

sources. The Federal fund which normally accounts for 10%

oS

or less; the State fund which Statewide, would provxde
,about 35%; and local funds which would provide £rom 55%
~ -Statewide. That leaﬁes -- percentages will vary widelyAde-
pending on the practice witnin a local school divieion and
the educational aspiration of the oeople in that community,
as refelcted in‘this quarter. .Butlin~this;ithe-State.--_the
local Superintendent knows he neede to know such things as
where the money is comlng from outside, so that he w1ll know
what his picture has to be out of local funds. now, the
"'foufth thing that I mentioned was other funds, whiéh are.a

very small part of a local school budget.-vBut-the:sunerin—

"

tendent needs to know -- you see, he makes an estimate of

how much money he will receive from Federal sources and from

s e e M L

State sources so that he can present his local counsel of
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Board of‘Supervisors with their local funds. Onoe this bud-
get is made, if the State or Federal funds are ruhning behind,
‘then he certainly needs to be aware of this so he can alert
the people and the community and lie can make variations in
.his operation. But it is extremely important that he be
hable to get periodic reading on this matter of where he
stands. |

Q Under the school aid formula as it has been
administered for the last two years by the State Board of
Education, using all 1371 data in the composite index, how
good an estimate can be made by September of the amount he
is going to‘receive in the basic school aid?

A. He should be able to ﬁake an excellentvesti~
mate because the only variable there would be his ADM. And
. within that locality he should know the history of the
locality as regards to change in the ADM plus the fact that
he can get reported to him by the schools -~ the respective
schools in his»locality. Generally these reports come in |
von a monthly basie, but if need be, he can have it reported
in any one day on what his ADM is at that time.

Q If you change the formula and interpret lt as
required current ADMs to be used in the composite index,-how
does this affect his ability to estimate? . - |

‘A . It would pretty largely destroy it in that he_
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would never know it -- what his composite index was. And he
would.also have the variable remaining of ADM, so he would
-be extremely limited in his ability to predict at'that moment.,

Q .- If you are able to estiﬁate]the'ADM:for pur-~
poses of ADM on how many pupils you -have -~ now,-if he can-
estimate thet under’the.formulas: why canft_you similarly
plug his estimated ADM into his compoeite index and figure
out his compositeindex? | |

A The reason for this is he may know his own
ADM within pretty close approximation but he has no way of
knowing what the history: is during the year or what the
development is during the year for all the other school
systems. You see, the composite index is relative ranking
and the.exPerience that other people are‘having are going
~to affect his Operation or his receipts under-the’eomposite
index. | | | | ‘ A.

Q  When is‘the earliest iu.the year that super-
intendents, if you were using the current ADM in the composite
index, can tell if his estimates were any way near correct?

A ' I would say it is in April or May in the
current year. ' | o
| ‘ Ql ‘ Looking again at Defendent'e_Exhibit Four,
which shows what the composite'index:would‘be and the changes,

'monetary'changee, if he used the current ADM in the composite
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index formula, are there monetary changes in most cases?
A Yes. In the majority of the cases there are
monétary changes.

Q - From a superintendént?s standpoint, would the

changes in most cases be significant?

a Yes. I think it would be significant. They

" amount to several percentage points in most cases.

Q In your opinion, is the use of 1971 ADM in
the composite index in order to allow a superintendent to
estimate better State aid reason for interpreting it that

way --

SENATOR GRAY: Objection.
THE COURT: I think the objection is well

taken. I sustain the objection.

- BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing)

Q Was this one of the reasons that you, as an ”

Administrator in the Department of Education, interpreted .

' the Appropriations Act in the ADM as you did?

SENATOR GRAY: The same, again. |
.MR. HEFTY: Your:Honor, he is administering --

THE COURT: I believe that was leading --
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nasn't it in addition to this othér'objeotion?
I sustain the objection. 't
" MR. MATTOX: It is a leading question, as an
'Administrator what he did. | t‘
THE COURT: He can testify what he did.
SENATOR GRAY: He testified what he did, he
testified on that. . _ |
MR. HEFTY: I am asking the reason he‘used
to administer the sohool-aid‘formula, using the '71
© apM? |
THE COURT: I think that is all right if you
ask the reéson; All right, go Ahead,‘ - | _
B THE WITNESS: Certainly, thié is an important
. féctor in any assistant's =-- as a school administra-
 tor, it is essential that a local schooltsnperinten—‘

dent know this information.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing) |

| Qf Next, Dr. Cochran, turning your attention
agaln to the Appropriations Act, and turning your attention
"to A3 on the‘first page of the.Appropriations Act, can you
| éxplain the concopt of the basic opérotion oost which is
..aefined there? | o

A _A_Yes, sir. The baeic operation cost is that
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cost which is determined as being necessary to having in

“hand to operate an educational program at the Standards of -

Quality level in the average community in Virginia. This
is determined by the aggregate cost divided by the number
of pupils to bring out a unit cost. And we have divided

that into personnel costs which amounts to the majority of

the sum and other instructional costs which make'up all the

other costs. | o |

Q0 What ADM has the State Dep‘artxrnent» of Education
been using to interpret this section?

a Well, ne divide the aggregate costs by the
number of pupils there are during the year in which the cost
was determined " In this case it was 71-72.: |

‘Q And in both years biennium?

_ Av.. The cost, you see here, when this ba51c opera—
tion cost is determlned then it is revised for each year and |
an inflationary percentage is added to, it to pro;ect it for- |
ward. So, you really establish the coet in effect in 71-72{

I believe it wae the year we divided here, and then we pro-

n jected those costs forward with a percentage for inflation

to bring it up to 74-75 and 75-76.

Q  So, you are using a different ADM to interpret

this section than the definition found in the section above?

A Yes. We kept it in the same year as the cost
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came up.
o why did you not use the definition of ADM
that is found in A-1 to interpret this Section?
A - . This appeared to be the logical way, the only
logical way to determine unit costs for that particular year.
0 '~ And why is that? |
A Because you are dealing with total expendl—
tures and you are dealing with the number of people for whom
- those total expenditures were utilized..vSo, if you want a
unit cost, then it seemed logical to‘put them inithe same .
unit. | |
| Q Why'can't you use current_ADﬁ to do that?.
A You are talking about costs from'one year
”brelated to a number which was .not there during that parti-
icular year; in other words, going back to’ an earlier estimate
_which was made, if you want to know how much it costs to
feed a family of four, then you divide the total.cost by
',four. If the family then changes to three, you would not
have a unit cost if you divide the cost of four by three.
Q  1Is the definition you used in ADM ‘in Section'f
Three also a different definition that you used for the
composite index? |
| A - Yes, Sir. It is from a different year.v

Q. : So, as a matter of fact, you are using three
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ADMs to interpret the ApprOpriatioas Act?
| A Yes, Sir. |

Q _ What input does the Department of Education
_receive in interpreting an Appropriations Act other than
the Act itself? |

| A Do you mean'what assistance we receive from
other people in administration?

Q Yes.

A When we have questions, we normally will go
to the budget office and talk the matter over. 1If they are
available, we will talk to people in the ApprOpriations ——'
certain of those people on the Appropriations Committee
‘staff -- but in the final analysis, of'course,.it is a
_decision we have to make. To give an example of that, the
afirst year this biennium —-- for example the sales tax that
it was based on -- that the formula was based on -- was
written in for the fiscal year in which the money was to,be
~distributed. i suppose no one anticipated this but as‘we
approached‘the end of the year, it became, obvious that we
couldn't distribute the money precisely because we did not
v_know preoisely how much sales tax each locality would receive
,until'after the Year was‘over._ We had to take the iniative |
to the extent that we decided to estimate on the basis of

peoples’ receipts from sales tax for the first ten months.
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- We attempted to estimate what the total sales tax would be |
for the year and we went ahead and distrlbuted the money in
‘the last month of that year. But this meant that everything
was an estimate and so we had to make a Judgment in the sub-
vsequent year to correct that. In most cases the adjustments
- were very small because the estimates had been reasonably
close, but this was an estimation that we had to make. Now,f
when the legislature came back into session durlng the next
fiscal year, we'p01nted out this problem to them and they
changed the language whlch allowed for the year of the sales
tax to be listed as a calendar year rather than a fiscal
- year, and so we eliminated the problem in the second year.,

Q i As an Administrator, do you feel the Aporo—
priations Act is a difficult Act to administer?. | |

A _Yes. It isva difficult_Act,to'administer'
because you’consistently run into things that could not be
anticipated. Fot example, a 5% reduction became:necessary
'hthis year because of economic adverse condltions during this
past year; But if you look at the formula, it could be
applied in at least one of three ways. The 5% reduction
could be applied against the amdunt~of:money, which was
$730.00 per pupil. It could be‘appliee;against the number.
‘of people in ADM, if you wanted to, or you could run the

formula and apply it at the end. That is the method that we.
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utilized. .But_when you do computer runs -- on doing it in
three different ways -~ you have a different impéct on the
localities within the State détermining which way you apply
it the reduction. Now, this is an example and, of course,
'it has an affect on every school division in the State, but
it is an example of what.a simple Act such as the 5% Reduc-
tion Overall can get into in this formula. |
| - Q Chesterfield alleges that because the 74-75,
75~76 ADM wasn't used in the compbsite index, it has been
underpaid $398,820,00 for 74-75 and $718,677.00 for 75-76.
In your épinion, in fact, to use the current ADM in deter-
mining’the composite index to the last two years, would you
agree with those figufes? j
| A Yes, I would agree with the figures and.
.those figures would indicate, of course, the‘amqunts that
would go to both Chesterfield and Richmond.
Q‘ - Did you re-compute the amounts of the 75-76
composite index figures used? . |
A Yes, Sir. In 1975-76 Chesterfield would

have received --

SENATOR GRAY: Excuse me. Do these figures
show up on the exhibits?

MR. HEFTY: Yes, on Exhibit Four.
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_SENATOR GRAY: On Exhibit Four?

MR. HEFTY: These ére on Exhibit Four,
-COrrect;

THE WITNESS: Yes, Sir. They are on‘my copy .,
I think. | | |

SENATOR GRAY: Okay.

'BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing) |

| '_ Q If the Départment of Educatién has run the
‘figures, how much‘would Chesterfield get.for’74-75 and 75-76?
' A For 74-75, Chesterfield would receive
$8,463,014.00, which would be an increase for them of
§171,730.00. 75-76 ‘they would receive $9,284,526.00 which
would be an increase over what they were scheduled to re-

ceive undér the original formula of $43$,490.00,'

MR. HEFTY: Do havé'any objections, Mr. Gray?
SENATOR GRAY: Excuse me?
MR. HEFTY:. Do you have any objections?

SENATOR GRAY: No.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing)
Q. Those are not the same figurés Chesterfield

" originally alleged in their complaint? -
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A Nb, Sir. These are figures that Qefe calcu-~
lated byvthe defendants when we calculated -~ re-calculated
‘the formula last for all the school divisions.

Q . ;If-you used the current ADM in'the composite
—index,fdid you c&lCulate how muéh.Richmond would 6we the
_State\Depar#ment.of Education?

‘ ' A »'f Yeé, Sir. Richmond would have received
$7;000,000.00 during 1974-75. Richmond would have received
.$7,579,824.00, which is $7§1,391,00 lesé'than-they were
scheduled to receive under the original intérpretétion.
During the second year, 1975-76 Richmond would have received
$7,071,l§4.00, which would be $l,392,245.00 less than they

were scheduled to receive under the original interpretation.

MR, HEFTY: Your.Honor, do yOu'have a copy
_of 75-76 or 74-757 | |
. THE COURT: I have Exhibit Three. '
MR. HEFTY: It is Exhibit Foﬁr. ‘There should
be two of them with that. 74-75 and 75-76, they go
. together. 'v :
| THE COURT: Yes. 74-75 is Exhibit One, iénft
i o | )
MR; HﬁFTY: Yes;

It is this language.
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THE COURT: Yes, Sir, I have —-
MR, HEFTY: Exhibit Four is where it is.
THE COURT: Exhibit Four, right.
'MR. HEFTY: There should be two separate
v'parts,v74—75 and 75-76. It is stapled in:two groups.'
| SENATOR GRAY: Your Honor, second column,
frént page, it is headed 74-75.
THE COURT: I have 74-75 on the‘first’page.
MR. HEFTY: There is another one, 75-76. |
SENATOR GRAY: They're both the same exhibits. .
MR.-HEFTYi"Yes. They are both EXhibit Four.
THE COURT: Remove that.
- MR. HEFTY: Here it is. g _
THE COURT: They should be stapled together
then, right? ‘ | -

MR. HEFTY: Yes.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Contihuing)
Q» '  We ha&e_depoéited certain moniés with‘the
Court in excess of $2,000;OO0,00.> Does the Staté'Boardlhave'
a cléim to any of that.amount regardleséof the outcome of
this suit? | | -
| A Yes, Sir. The amount is in excess by the

amount of $15,640.00;' It was calculated hastily and on



Aop. 189 .

' Cochran - Direct 72,

checking the figures, we found that ;- I'm not sure which,
in Richmond's or Chesterfield's -- it was over—caldulated
by $15,640.00. |
o] Why should that be paid back to the Department

of Education?

A Well, it was not an entitlement by either

of the localities. So if it is returned to the Department

of Education, it would revert to the general fund monies
unspent last year. |

Q If the Court rules that the State aid was
paid under an improper coméositevindex formula, as Chester-
field alleges -- if Chesterfield's formula as tovits composite
index, as I said, ciaims such digital money,_would more be
owed to Richmond than that owed to Chesterfield? |

A Well, actually, under the interpretation that

has been brought up here by Chesterfield County, they would

receive more money.

0 I'm sorry -- not with the composite index --
but with the 3,000 pﬁpils_who were originaiiy credited to
Chesterfield. If that distribution wefe in favor of Rich-
mond and against‘Chesterfield, would_Chesterfield have to
pay more money than Richmond would get?

A Yeé. The way the formula works, it would

affect the composite index of both localities and the amount
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_ of money Qould not be the same. In fact, if Chesterfield
County's index were raised, iﬁ would mean that they would
be entitled to $1,309,633.00 less-during,thevbiennium and
Richmond would be entitled to §$1,035,378.00 mere during the‘
'biennium, whlch would mean that the State would receive
$274,255.00, or the difference between those flgures as 5
return, - o o _ %ﬁv‘v
Q- Changing to the other part of the ease, which
is the 3,000 pupils who were credited to'Chesterfield, who
do you think the 3,000 pupils should be credited”to for the

~last two years?

' SENATOR GRAY: Objection.
THE COURT: Yes, objection sustained in that

form. I think you can lay‘more foundatien than that.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing) | _

Q As the claim by RiEhmond agaipst Chesterfield,
- what is that cleim'besed.--.or against the Departmenﬁ-of
. Education?

A .L Well,;the‘claim is based -- you go back here
into March of 1971, at which time the eomposite‘index_was
put into”effect,‘tq‘becomeveffeC£ive‘Julyeof *74. The

Department of Education knew this was a newvformula,vknew
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the composite index was a new experiénce»forxthe localities;
We had a series of meetings around the State to explain the
way the composite indexes were derived and the impact it
would have on the funding. We had one final meeting at the
Richmond Technical Institute, in which we presented ihfor—
mation to each of the 1o§alities"as to how their composite
indexes were caléulated, the figures that they were calcu-
lated from and the calculations themselves. Now, at that
time, we requested that each locality would review its in-
formation, the'infofmation that we gave them, very carefully,
and to notify us if there were changes that should be made.

I point this out becéuse the Department at that time ~- we
utilized the reports of ADM that had been made by_thé locali-
ties for 70-?1. ;NOW'these were their figures, but they were
unjumbled figures at that time. We knew that across the»State,
between many loéalities, there aré pupils;who‘arevtraded. By
that, I mean, it may be more convénient_for'pupils~who liV¢

| in one County to'go td schoolé in another County, and the
second County would‘ﬁork out an arrangement.wheréby ﬁhey were
paid by the first County for_the difference. But we do not
maintain records on this as long aS'we_péy per pupil cost to
only one locality. We are noﬁ normally éonce:ned wiﬁh this.
' ﬁe did realize_thére could be an impacﬁ from this in the

composite index. We asked the localities to respond to us
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on this and we had a response from sdme 10 or 12 localities.
that, yes, they did have such arrangements. They.did, in
fact, affect the ADM figure. We investigated each case that
wés brought to us; checked with the other involved locality
‘and made changes. We fe;t those changes were accebtable. |
wa,vthe general practice was to‘accept or tO‘give a locality'
- credit in'its ADM for those pupils for whom they were paying
the local costs. In other words, if you received studen£s
frbmﬂanother locality and educated them in your system, but
the other locality paid your local cbst, and you got your
stated cost from the Depaftment of Education, théh our assump-~
tion was in ADM théy belonged to the people who paid the
local cost. So we made our revisions. There were a nﬁmber
of revisions at that time on those baises. We did not at
_ﬁhat time hear from Richmond or Chésterfield.'.lf we.had,'we
‘would have invéstigated, in all prdbability, if‘it_had been
established at that time that Richmond: was assuming the local
cost, then we probabl& wouid have included them in Richmond
ADM rather than.Chesﬁerfield. o
Q Why would you do that?

-f’_ A Because'they were being paid for by Richmond,

- in that paﬁticular'case,_if they were indeed paying the local:

 cost. : '

| o) Now, again, we are talking about the composite
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index rather than the distribution of ADM, in your opinion,
to define A-1 in the Appropriations Act?

A Yes.,

MR. HEFTY: No further questions.
THE COURT: All right. Gentlemen, it is
12:25, 1 believe we had decided to recesé for lunch
at this time. I expect cross—examiﬁation would take
some time, won't it? |
MR. MATTOX: I have very few guestions.
SENATOR GRAY: Judge, while it's fresh in my
"mind, I would suggest we go on. They said they're
not going to have many questions. We.are not going
- to be toolong.

THE COURT: Go ahead, counsel.

| CROSS ~EXAMINATION
BY MR. MATTOX;‘
Q . Dr. Cochfanﬂ a moment ago you said you had a
: meeting‘at'Techniéal Institute at Richmond? |
A Yes.
Q ' vDoiyou recall the date of that meeting?

A I believe it,was March 13, 1974.
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Was Mr. Wilkinson there, Public Instruction?'

A : Yes. ‘ |

Q He was at that‘meeting'and information was
-supplied to thoee that attended were represented by . the
“'school districts throughout the State? | N
‘ - A " Yes. They were given the computer printouts
“that were 1ssued at that time. They were given information
relative to ‘the calculation of the composite index and 1nfore
mation as to what figures were used for the composite index.

} Q - In the calculation for the composite index,
Was~it indicated that 1977 ADM was to be used?

A .‘ Yes.

Q Do you have any information -- do you know
'whether or not the Richmond School Board assumed the 1oca1
cost for the 3,000 odd children that you referred to that.
‘were actualiy educated in Chesterfield schools in 19717

A ‘I have either asked nor received that-infor— '
mation, personally. |

Q o But the State Board included those in ‘the
ADA; is that right?

A That's right. That'is_my'understanding;

Q . Did you have an opportuhity.to.examine the
.1977 forms thet_were required at that time to be filed by

" all school distﬁcts’relative to ADA and ADM?
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A Yz, That information came from the Superin?
tendent's annual report.

Q Do you have anyreason to believe that either
Chesterfield or Richmond did not fill out the forms as the

instructions.required?‘

A No, Sir, they were certified as being correct.
0. Did those forms include the tuition students?
A My memory is hazy on that subject but I be-

lieve the tuiticn $tudents are provided in the final annual

school report.

MR, MATTOX: A second, your Honor.

THE CCURT: Yes, &ir.
(OFF THE RECORD DISCUSSION)

BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing)
| Q - Dr. Cochran, could you get it at the lunch
hour, a copy of the printout you referred td that was dis-
tributed to the various'representatives of the school dis-
tricts on March 13, 1974?

A Yes, Sir.

c v ,Aii right. 1If you could have that here>after

the break, I would appreciate it.
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A New, the computer pr .tout will not show twe
exact figures that were introduced as evidence for two
'ieasons: one being tﬁe fact that I believe we had gotten
further information on sales tax at’that time; and the second |
being that in the last hour or two of ‘the 1egislative session,
the year of the sales tax that was utilized was changed

Q. I understand -- :

A -- resulting in an impact on both State funds

and loeal funds. | | |

What I am'really interested was ADM being used?.

A  ADM was being used for distribution of money.
o] But not any composite index?
A There was more than the printout given at that

meeting. There was information given relative to the index
calculaﬁon, also. | .

| Q | 1 just want to clarify -- it is your view
that the ADM belongs to the school district that paid the

local cost for education of the child?

'SENATOR_GRAY: I object,'your Honor;vplease. -

THE COUkT- Objection sustained unless he
gives a basis for his opinion. _

MR. RUDY: May it.please:the Court, he.testi{ '

fied or that point. There was no objection. He
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testificd the ADM was'creéited with the tuition.

SENATCR GRAY: what he does I do not object
£o but what he»thinks,'I bbject to.

THE COURT: Sustained. |

MR. MATTOX: I have no further questions,
your Honor. |

THE COURT: All right?

BY SENATOR GRAY:
| 0 Dr. Cochran, you have just said iﬁ reply to
a question of Mr. Mattox, at thellast monent of.thé legisla~
ture some changes came'ébout that caused changes in the sales
tax figure? | |
A " Yes.
Q ' Did that change anything on Exhibit,Foﬁr?'
~- not Exhibit Four, I'm sorry, on Exhibit One ~- One and
Two? | |
A Yes, Sir. It has an impact on thése figures; 
yes. | |
Q You mean, those figures that the legislature
relied on weren't what they finally relied on?
A Those figures were cbrréct as given to the}
legislature at that time. Those figures what you are 1ookihg

at, is = computer printout and it is a second part. HNow, as
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I indicated before, when youvmultiply the number of pupils
you have in ADM by the nnit‘cost; which for that year‘nas
$687.00, as I recall, you get a total net in order to offer
Standards of Qﬁality Education Program. From that total net
is deducted the sales tax that is received by lOCalltleS.
The one cent that goes back to localities on the basis of
school aid to children.

0 Yes? _

A Now, after that is deducted, the remaining
net is dlvided roughly on a 50/50 basis between the State
and localities. | |

0 Yes?

A Now, what happened following our presentation
of these figures to the Appronriations Committee -~ and I
understand it, in the final they made a slight change in the
Operations Act concerning words to the effect that the sales
tax for the year preceding that ~- the effect o this was to
utilize a sales tax which was $14,000,000.00 less Statewide
than the whole formula had been built on. Now, theoretically,
then, you 1ncrease the State's need for money for an Appro-
priation here, and the lccality s need for an approprlatfon
year by $7,000, 000.00 each. '_ /'

o} pid they approprlate that addltional
$14,000,000.00?
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A No. |
Q They made the change but didn't come up with

the money? So they came up with a deficit?

A Yes. |

0 They changea and didn't use the same year of
'sales tax that all the rest of the formula had been built on?

| A That s right,’ v | -7

o} But it is your theory that all the figures
should be of the same year? |

A No, Sir. You are talking about ~-»rhere are
two sales taxes referred to here. Now, the sales tax re-
ferred to in the composite index throughout ‘is that goes
back on the basis of where it is collected.- It is utilized
because it is an equalization factor. But theeother sales
rax, the one cent that goes back on the‘basis:ofohow_many
school aid children you have, is a sales tax referred to
here and that is one of the three components, final components,
of this Basic ‘School aid. Formula. |

Q '_It is one of the basic things in the composite
: index? " | )

A | No, Sir. It is in the appllcation of the
1ndex, but it 1s not a part of the compogite index.

Q - ‘Well, it is one of the ways you determine hoﬁ

much money the homé local gets to meet its needs?
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A Yes, Sir. It has an affect. »
Q It is not in the same year that all the other

'figures_are?

A No, Sir. The next year following, they
'changed it bact to the way it was before. |

Q Allfright. But at least, then, these numbers
that we came'to - finaliy appropriatedv-- are not sacrosanct,
we built a deficit at the last ﬁinute?‘ |

A Yes} ‘

Q You were asked when you made the distribution |
of the funds -- did you actually use the ADM -- as defined
in the Appropriations Act -- and 1 believe you answered that

"Correct?"” your_answer was "Yes, that you did2" -

A The dietribution of money?
'Q ' Yes? | |
A Yes.
0 ..YOu answered that,.es-you,distribﬁted the

money, you did it on the definition of ADM as defined in the‘
Appropriations Act? | " | | '

A That is correct - well that's -- we actually
distributed the money on two bases -- on thebasis of what
your eomposite-index was and how many.pupils.yee:hed dﬁrihg
that current year. | | o

0] © When you tried to find out what the ADM for
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.a locality was in '74, did you have any difficulty with the

'_:definition'in the Act?

A I'm not sure I undérstand your question.

‘Q  How did'you-determine-in 1974 -- how did you
determine how many children you should crgdit the County
-with?

A We operate on an estimated basis from July
until March.

0 - Right? _

A - And as of March 3l;fwhich is thé_end of the
seventh.mohth, and they reported at that time'hdw ﬁany actuél
pupils they had, then we adjust, so that the totél paymenf

was correct on that basis.

Q" 'On the basis of that year's ADM?

A Yes. - | |

Q Why do you uée that year's ADM?

A Those arethe children they have to deal with

in that particular year. B
Q Those are the children they have not met the
expenses of? | v | '

A Yes.

Q Is there any law that tells you to do that?

A Yes. That is in the definition. It is in

- the Act.
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0 That definition is in the Act?
A Yes.
Q Do you know, Doctor, how many times the term

ADM is used in the program of the Appropriations Act?
. A No,: sir. I know it is utilized in three
places. " | _

o} ‘Well, how do you know which ADM to use in the
various places in the Act? As I understand it from your |
testimony -- you have the Act in front of you —;:ﬁill you
get down to the third definitioﬁ, "Basic Operating Cost."

If you don't use ADM for the current year,.whyvthaficalcu-
laton? | . |

. A . No, Sir; ,

Q- And the first time the material appears in
-the Act, after it is defined in the Act,»you_ﬁse §omething
:eise? | | - |
A Yes. | |
Q And then you get down to the composite index
~and, of course;-you don't-use it there? ﬁook down a£ the
bottom of number four, definition number four. Which ADM .
- did you use? | . o
| A | The composite index would use 70-71.
Q You used 70-71 throughout the compoéite index?

A Yes.



App. 203

Cochran - Cross - | 86,
Q Which ADM did you use in the Basic Operating
| Cost? |
A The one for the year 71-72.
Q So, for the composite index, you used ADM for

'70-71, right?

A Yes, Sir, ' |

Q But for the Basic cost, you used 71-72 ADM?
A - Right.

Q And for the distribution of fﬁnds, you used

the 74-75 ADM?
A Yes, Sir. That gives it the current figure.
Q | I see. Doctor, what part does basic cost
play in the composite index; ahy at allz
o A It is not a part of the composite ihdex; The
basic éost is the amount of money tﬁat you_ére going to

fund pervchild.

Q Fund per child?
A Right. |
Q vThe«domposite index determines your ability

to bay fhat cost?

A -That's right.‘ _

vQ So what ybu/have done, is taken what it costs
in 71-72 and compared it with their,abiiity té pay in 70-71?

A Well, what we have done is taken what it éosts 
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in 71-72 and projected it to those costs forward to 74-75 and;

75-76 by applying a percentage increase;.which was»an infla-‘

tionary factor.

Q I think the reason you said ybu'usgd'71—72.was.

because this was the best information you had?

A No, Sir. B . _
Q  Most recent you had, 71-72 forhbasic'cost?

A At thattime those were the last exact costs:

figures that we had.

Sir?

Q  Would you look at Exhibit Number One please,
A Yes ',. Sir.
Q And look at column number two, and £e11lme

. what that is?

year.

» O P O P O B O

A Column number two is ADM, 67576.

What is column number.thrée? ”
1974-75, Required Local Expenditure; 
'What are we looking at? ' |
i have sométhing different -
I'm sorry, let's get on 74—75'eétiﬁ5te, plegse?A
All right. R |
~ Exhibit One, what is colﬁﬁn threé of that?"

It is the local expenditre fdr the preceding
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Q Why isn't that the local cost for the preceding
year? | |
A - Well, you have two things here. You have

‘what people are required to spend within the formula;vin
other words; the requirements of the formula; and;then you
_have the actual expenditures. The reason we do this is to
determine whether they are entitled to the'maximum local
increase provisions. | | |

o But at ﬁhe time that you drew this up and
ran through the computer, you knew what they had spent in
74-75, didn't you? | o

A ' No. The first runs of this prior to the

budget, prior to the legislature arriving, are done on an
eetimated cost. _

Q | How about this one_:ight'here,.what is it
done on? _ | » :

A At the time this wes given out, I guess this
was a final flgure. _ = o

0 . So, at that time you knew the ‘actual 73-74
cost; is that right?

A Yes, Sir.. _

Q - And at that time, on Exhibit Three, you
actually knew these 74-75 costs; is that right?.

A In all probability, yes.
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0 So, you didn't use in the Basic Operating
Cost -- you didn't use the best latest available information,

you used the 71-72 figures; is that right?

A ‘With an update.

Q With an esﬁimate for an update?

A Right. |

Q But you had actual figures on the computer?
- A Well, not until the final estimation of this

thing. You have to recall that a budget; a State budget,
is documented -~ involves over a period of aboutexYeer.

Q Since you had the 73 74 local expenditures,
why couldn't you have used the 73-74 ADM?

A In what application? i

Q- In all applications, any applieation? Why
do you have to go back to 71? -

A - We Qent back to '71 on the composite index
because we did not have true value.ofereal.estate.for'a.
later year than that. |

Q The true value of real estate that you have
is not a current figure, is it? -

A This is as current as the taxation department
can give us. |

Q But it is based on assessed Qalue; which

could be six years old in some cases;'is'thatvcofrect?
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A I'm not prepared to answer that; I don't know.
Q You don't know? . Doctor, would you look at

"Exhibit Number One and Exhibit Number Three and tell me if,

I, as a legislator, looking at this, can find on here, any~

- where, any reference to a 1971 ADM?

A No, Sir,’ In this computer printout it does
not appear. |

Q The only ADM it shows on this computer print~-
out is the yearsz74—75 ADM; is thetright?

A ' Yee, Sir.

o) For 75-76, the only thing it shows is 75-76
ADM; is that correct?

A Right. This was not all of the information
that was presented to the Appropriations Committee.

Q  Now, is there anywhere else in this Act that
ADM does not mean current ADM?

A You mean'is there another application of it?

0 Yes. I mean, is there anywhere else in the
Act you don't ose'what the legislature said ADM meane?i

A I don't believe it's referred to in another
place, but it maj be. - | o
| Q Well, when it talks about -- page'l357 -- it
‘talks about additional incentive fund for'$687.00 a year in

t he first year of the biennium, the second -- what,is the
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_Second year of the biennium?"

A That would be 730. _

‘Q sir, $730.00? But Which'ADMdid you use in
‘maklng that payment? | |

A We used the same ADM as it cost the year the
costs we:e incurred, which was the curreat ADM and'the.
current costs. | |

| Q so, in that appropriation, you took the
current cost for that year and the current ADM_for“thaf year?

A I might say the probleﬁvthat is raised here,
yoﬁ'can‘t determine this until afte: the year is finished.

c How about under ﬁhe'ifem dealing with voca-
tional program, which ADM did you apply there?

"A . Well, these are categorlcal programs, in that
the amount of money a locality recelves would depend on what
programs they»offer, how many people they have inveach class,
-and. that sert of'thing;b | | | |

Q  But when yeu Aetermine -- when you pay them '
additional payment'for each pupil in ADM -- YOu use AbM of |
what year? | ‘

A-.‘ The eaﬁe year. The applicatiah ieia basic
part of the current year. | o

Q0 You use current year ADM for that?

A Just as you do for the cost.
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0 Now, you talked about an item had to be added
on to the budget ﬁo take care of the maximum local increase?

‘A Yes, Sir. |

C ‘As I understand it, a lccality is.not going
tc ke requir;d'ﬁo'come up with sb‘much if their:increasevis
more than 7?, you'll give:them help; is that in the formula?

| A ' Well, anything of this kind will take away

from its eqﬁalization, but the impact of this is tc assist
normally the poorer localities.

Q Very commehdéble, but itdistorts the equali-
zation formula?

n Once you have set_eéualization, anything that

‘goes as a special payment will distort it to some degree.

Q - The same is true of no loss provision?
A - Yes, Sir.
Q So, there is nothing sacrosanct in the idea ~--

we have an equalization formula that has to work in rigid
lines and you can't change one of the_elements'in it; am I
- correct? | |

A That is correct. Of course, this matte: haé'
‘been in litigation, you know, across the country. It is é
‘'matter of degree. I think people have.judged ;f'I think
Courts havé judged on how much'equalizatioh you have; fpr

example, if I pointed out therewas a need, the affect of this:
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formula would improve it to about a two tc ohe basis, so it
sometimes doesﬁ't reach true_equalization."

Q - When you figured.out these”cogt figures on the
basis of 71-72 figures, yoﬁ said you talked ébbut #alaries -
ﬁeachers, thatlis one of tﬁe'big items of éést? B |

A Yes, Sir. | |

QV- ' Would you change iﬁ the ADM from §ﬁ¢ year to
the next, the number of teachers you have to have?'

| A Well, What'you do when yqu'establish a cost
is find out what the actﬁal cost is;.or should bé, per pupil.
Now, this is oné reason that in projecting it forward, you
put in an inflationary factor with it. Thisltékes care, oi
hopefuily_t&kes care, of an increaée in the Salafy rangé.
Obvious;y, if you héd more pupilé, you wou;d have,to add
more teachers. | ' |

Q  This inflationary-thingﬂdoesh't téke care of
increase in the number of students?

A o No, Sif. We rely_oﬁ that directlyion the basis

_of current ADM,

o But you do not change in coSt‘pervstudent?
-\ “ No. ’ |
Q '  And is the converse'true“if you are losing

students, you would need less teachers?
A Yes, Sir, ;hat should ke true. It doesn't:
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elways workjout that way.

'Q - . ‘Doctor, a great deal.of emphasis has been put
on the fact that we are trying to figure out in the same
year -~ we have seen them change that is the sales tax a
lot of things =-- when you uge the 70-71 ADM in the composite

index, how many months of the calendar year 1971 got plugged
into‘the.formdia?. S
A Well, there we too% the '71 ADM. We used'the
ADM for the total year.
Q - - For the first seveh months? "
A ‘. No, Sir. It came from the appropriation., It

came from the Superintendent's Annual Report.

Q Which was made up at what time?

A Made up in 70-72.
Q Made up a year 1atet? .
A - Yes, Sir. Well, it's made up approximately

six months later. You see, it's_made up at the time of the
final annual teport, which is due in the Department of
Education in September. | d

'Q_ _ That is in the year you determine that average
ADM for the whole preceding year?

-} =Yes, Sir;

Q Not for the first seven months?

- A ' Well, at the tlme the Deoartment changed from
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using ADA or ADM from the total year to_the first seven
months, it was done because it was beccming-increasingly
difficult to make all your calculations foilcwinglthe‘closing
of school in June and get the checks out before July 1l. So,
it was determined that there was not a significant'difference
between the ADM at the end of seven months and at the end of
the year.  So, there was an accommodation of that fact.
Q Now, you talk about these sales tax distri-
bution of 74—75 funds based on the schooljaée population.
That is a part of the funds received_by the locaiityvthat
| go into meeting a need for that year; is that right?
A That's right. |
Q And wnenfthe locality gets its moneyiunder the
sales»tax; what school age population.is‘used, the'current
year or 1971 year? o o
A That is based on the triannual census and this
census is updated once during the three years.v At that time
| we were using -- it would have been the '71 census which was’
taken_in_'?l, '74,“and '77..
Q . But it doesn't necessarily haVe to be the same
year as the ADM you usef d o | |
. a ~ No, sir. |
0 So, use a different factor than that?

A ' Yes.



 App.213

Cochran - Cross ‘ S 0g.

0 vNcw, wﬁen YOu weﬁtfto.the legislature, 211
these original computations were made,:I believe, the per-
sonnel income figures that were being used were the '69
personnel ;ncomvu, weren't they?
| P Dr. Knapp testified to that, I believe. Qf‘
» course, he provided them.r
| Q- -.And he wormed cut a farmula to use-the '69
personnel incomes and the '71 true valuation, and so bn?‘

A I believe he did that on_é_tentaﬁive'basis
for a period of a few months until it was available.

Q But you could use the formula without using
the '69 -~ happily, he got the '71 until the final Act was
taken. It would go on to the '69 figure? | |

| A I would think '69 was the latest figures he
.,‘éould take. The whole thingrwould be improyed} |

0 'Ivthiﬁk the whole thing would be-improved
including the '69 ADM? -

A - Yes, Sir.

0 All’right, Sir. What relevance does the '69
ADM have to the cost of education in localities in 19742

A Well, it has relevance to that loéality's
relationéhip‘to the other,iocalities in the State of Virgihiav
vto each other as fér as their releﬁance.. ‘ N |

Q It had relevance in 1268 for that fact?
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A Yes. ) .
Q ‘"It may be totally irrelevant in 19742
A Quite possibly. |
- Q | Quite possibly. As a matter of'fact, Doctor,

in these new.c0mputer runonts; you-ran dn-Defendanﬁ's Exhi-
bit Number Fouf, it will'éhow a rather substantial reduction
.in the amount of State aid Richmond would'receive with the
1974 or 1975 ADM used; is that cofréct? o |

A 1 That's correct. | N

Q But all of the other factors remaih_the same,

do they not?

A Yes{ We only change the one factér.

Q Change theone factor? | |

A Yes; | |

Q And conversély, theié are.many localities on

here who would use more assistance?
| A ~ Yes, v

| Q - So that the change in ADM very definitely )
affects the relationship of the locality's ability'to'pay,
does it not? A | | o

A . Well, if ADM changes and éverything e1se

stands still -- but the assumption has been'made, I think,
that if the number of pupils goes out, thén fhe Qe&lth factor

goes up.
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Q. . That is a finevessumption,“ Dootor,bdo you
havefthe'figures in it of composite“ihdéx calculations for
the current year biennium? BT T e

K Yes, Slr,".
Q - would you tell me, pleese,tifuyou have:them,

whether”ﬁichmond‘s taxable valuation-have gone up or down?

). I'm sure~theythave,gone up.
Q@ - But their ADM has gone down?
A Yes. Which, in effect,e&ill»raise-the

composite index. _ L  MMﬁw;7"ﬁ
Q@ . That.means, they will have to*pﬁtﬁup more

money locally?

A Yes.

Q And reduce the amount of §tate aid they get?
A Yes. ' ' v
‘Q The assumption you ﬁademthe ADM goes up when

the valuation goes up, doesn't hold true, does'it?

A No. Nothing of this kind holds true in every

B
u

case. ‘ » )
- Q “V‘You'telkeé_about tﬁe importance to the School
Superintendeﬁt of knowing what his money wes_going to be?
”A' _ That's right. ”lmf‘u»yv'
Q Do you have a school Superintendent ‘who . lives

in an area that 1s constantly increasing .and rather drastically'
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increasing its ADM -- would it be better feﬁ him:to knew at.
one point in time that he is going to.receiﬁe a small amount
of money, or would it not be better fer him%to know later on .
he is going to get more money? o

A As far as intelligeﬁt plannihg is cbncerned,
he is better off in knowing those fectOrs. |

Q- So he can do for the schoolroom, it would be
better if he could get more money?

A I feel sure you can utilize dollaﬁsibut.if
he doesn't know what those dollars are, he is fated not to
spend them until he finds out whether'they are ceming.

0 Doctor, how soon after sehOQllgpens, do
school divisions in this State make their first :eport.to
the Departmentvof Educatiqn'as to their enrellmeﬁte for the
_yesar? | | o

A We receive one as of*Septembet'BO;;e |

Q , Se as of September 30, the Sch001=Shperin-”
tendent who wants to know to'determine wha£ hié'population
in every schooiidiVision in the Statevis; at that time-he
can? : ‘ S -

A - Yes. _

Q - And that is not goihg te change.dresticelly
" in the year? \ | o o

A It has:chahged from 6 to 10,000 phpile.



App.217

" Cochran - Cross : ‘100.
For the whole State?

Right.

How many students?

Approximately a million and nine.

o ¥ O P O

So you can make a pretty good estimate of
what his ADM, or the State ADM could be at thaf point,
couldn't he?

A I could figure his ADM -- he would noi be
<'ab1e to figure hisvchange in valuation,if you only improve
'its ADM. I

Q  Just talking about ADM, he could héﬁe a

pretty gocd picture of the Statewide ADM as of September 30?

A Yes.
. Q Not until September? N
A He would have to wait until he could get a

good estimate in September.

Q = You gave us a resuit of the defendant's
difficulty with respect to the’éales tax because you were
-supposed_to distribute it on the basis of the.fiscai year
and obvioﬁsly couldn't know until the fiscal.year‘was over
what the actual-figures would be. You_éstimated what those
figures wquld be and made allocation and thén justified them
later; is that‘righﬁ? | '

A ’ Yes.



the fiscal year, diq you not?
A Yes, sir.'ffg; : AR :
d "' ‘ And you 1ndicated ‘some ditf;culties you got |
into in administrotion.l You were told you made a different
percent reduction. What was that? Who ditected that?
:?} A-,' This was a :eduotion tnat occurred during
this year, that oame about beoause of the ahoztage of State

:evenue.{ It Was appl;ed to the Basio State Sohool Aid Fund

'i‘fQ,, Where did tho inst:uctiona come"ftom to make

this reduction?

e e .

A ’Qf ma he tell you to do ADM o: reduce se?
A we ware notified that the amountﬁwf money

instead o£ being $403 000 000 00 would be $383 000 000 ,00
»'approximately: in other words, a 320 900,000 00 :eduction..
» Q While we are talking about that, Doctor,

the last oolumn,*thoto are aome numbe:a thal

and then thefe afe oome numbera that appeax to h&Ve a minus

is A% riot? %554"T~*af3'”,;”} “! 'é}‘:’

v u’ R

A Yesc .




App.219

- Cochran - Cross 102,

0 Where it appeva.r."s that $252,000.00, $572 dash,
thiey would get an increase of that amount?

.\ That's right.
| ‘Q If there is no dash, that means a decrease of
tﬁat amount? | o

A | Yeé, Sir.

Q- . And yvou will notice in column five, where
- it shows a change in the index -- so iﬁ.prints'inversely.
Now, with respect to the figures concerning Chesterfield and
Richmond, there are penciledlin figures?

A Yes, Sir. .

Q Now, I take it, correct me if I am wrong,
that with respect to Chesterfield and Richmond, you have ad-
juéted this combuter printout to take care of the reductions
required Statewide and these figures aré prorata figures are
92,6 -~ something percent -- all of the figures would have
to be justified if you were trying to get the true figure
for the whole State; is that right?

A ‘That's right. All the other unjustified
fi§ures, they have not been prorated. When you run this and
gobabove the amount of an appropriation, you have to go back
énd prorate it. We did prorate it for‘these,two localities
because they wefe'the only two in question.t

Q In the normal course of administering throughout
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this litigation, if litigation in the administration of this,
~the number of students ultimately ih_ADM in the State had
been more than the legislature estimated; in othef words,

if the figure calculated, that you were going‘to need more

money than was appropriatéd, what do you do?

A We prorate all ofvthemr

Q- And the Act tells you to do that, ﬂoes it
not? | | -

A Yeé.

SENATOR GRAY: Excuse me, one momént?
THE COURT: Yes, Sir. .
~ SENATOR GRAY: If your Honor, please, if_ﬁe
can reserve the right to recall the Doctoi later on,
we;have no further questions. _
THE COURT: Let me ask you.this,'to be sure
. I understand you =-- the true concept of, or rather,
the concept of a true_composite index revision that
all of the'cémponents havé to be-within the same
period of time because if any one component is not of'
the same period, that would upset the.whole concept?
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. It would tend to
| distort it, yes. ‘ . |

THE COURT: The information asked, if some of
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the components were available to you later than
70—71,.that the fly in the ointment Was’the question
of the real estate value -~ you have to relate back
to 70f71 for your real estate valuatién and that
meant you have ali the other components - all the
other components would have to relate back, SO you
have a distortion? | R |

THE WITNESS: Yes, Sir. It ties it all back
to the last year you can get ﬁhe latést thing.

THE COURT: All right.

Any further? Mr. Mattox?

'RECROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. MATTOX:

Q Dr.jCochran, when an error has been made in
underpayment or dverpayment, forvany feason, what does the
Department do about it? | ‘

‘A ‘Well, priof to the problem that we had with
the sales tax, wiﬁh the ihcentive fund, the practice was
never to correct an error in the prior year. . The reason Hr
this is the_mohey had been distributed and we had no funds
to do it. But we still follow that if it required additional

‘funds. I might give an example, we audit people's registers.
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If those audits indicate that they have reported peOple in
ADM who should not have been reported, and therefore we have
overpaid them, then they pay us. We collect. But if they
made errors the other way, which would requlre payment from
‘-us, we do not pay thém. Now, we would offset. If they had
errors both ways, we would utilize in their favor to offset
~ some of those.. We have not gone back to prior years to make_
payment. |

Q _ When you say "prior years,“ do you mean one
biennium or another?
| A I mean to the same biennium. |

0 Are.you'telling the Court that the Board makee
no correction in, let's say, a school year 74-75, when they ‘
find an error to exist ‘and make no correction for that in
75-767
| | A Yes, Sir, other thah the ihCentivebpayments,
which has come in after the last couple of years.. That one

year of the sales tax, that's not been the practlce of the

Department.‘ _
o | .So, that's‘been toﬁgh for:them,'hash't it?
A 'It has been, yes. | | | V |
Q .If you overpay someone,lheis\lucky?
A No, Sir. We collect it, get it back.
0 You get it back? So you try:to do what the
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Act tells vou to do?

A Yes.

Q . If you underpay it's because you don't have
the money; is that the reason?

A Yes.

SENATOR GRAY:  1I'm afraid, your Honor, that

opened up more for me. That left me confused.

RECROSS EXAMINATION

BY SENATOR GRAY: v

Q What has been your practice with respect to
retroactively correcting ADMs?

A As I just stated, if the auditors find the.
‘ADM was in error, and that error meant the locality recelved
additional State funds which they daid not deserve, then we
collect it from the locality.

Q If the locality underreported its. ADM, the
practice has been that they suffer from their underreport?

A - Yes. | _ |

Q " Now, Doctcr, tell me -- and letfé'cet away
frcm the definition, from the book which tells yod which ADM

to use -- what is meant by the term Average Daily Membership?
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A Well, it indicates —- it means the number of =

- children who are enrolled in that school atea particular

time.

¢ e

Q The number of children who are enrolled in
_that school at that partieular time? o
A Yes. | |
Q- Now} with respect to children in an annexed
area, we have been talking,here about 3,00Q‘cnildren; where

were those children in ADM according to that definition?

A According to that definition, they were in
school in Chesterfield County. '

0 And they were in ADM in Chesterfield County;

1s tnat ;ight?
A That's right.
Q '~ Where in the Act does it say that you make
an adjustment of the ADM because of annexation? |
A Well, I have to go back to an earlier estimate
to say what that ADM unit is determined of where the State
| dollars for thet Chiid goes. Now, when we get into -

0 I don't want to interrupt yon before yon-
finish; but please tell me where in the Aot I_cen find
thie? L o

A ,.;'don't know that you are going to find the

authority just in that Act. It isiadministratiOn,
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SENATOR GRAY: All right, I am throdg_ﬁ,
BY, MR. MATTOX:

Q Doctor, will you explain to hie Hohor how a
student can be an ADM lncne system and an ADA in aootheri
system? .

A Well, it would not happen -~ how, it happened,
-~ it could, I guess. At this particular time, we wefe
paying -- a unit of paymeht was ADA. Nov, for that reason,
the ADM was an unjustified~figure;' ‘The ADA was justlfled
because we wanted to make sure we paid the proper locality
the unit cost for that child Now, the reason we called the
school divisionStogether, as we did, was to make -~ the-
purpose was to correot the -- or adjust the ADM for those --
the way it should be adjusted at that tlme.. Now, in a
locality -- and I'11 take Galax and-Graysoh County -- for
| yeare‘many of the students vho 1lve in Grayson County had
attended school in Galax. Now, itlhas been cheaper for
Grayson County to pay Galax so much per child than it would
have been to build a school in that area. So, they have
seen fit to continue this. Now, thesedohildren are really
Grayson County'e fesponeibility and Gravson County is payihg
whatever local costs is involved for those chlldren they send

o Galax. It 13, in effect, a contract between two school
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divisions, under which some of them nnndle the children.
Now, in a place like the City of Fairfar or:the City of
Salem, both of those Cities are scnool diviéions by law,
by legal definition, but neither of them onerate any schools.
Now, for that reason, although it is the'city of Fairfax or
the City of Salem's‘responsibility‘to'educate those children,
they have chosen to oay'a certain anountvper pupil to the
Counties to educete them. That is where the conﬁusion
arises, here, I think. | |

Q When you talk about ADM, it would appear
Salem had no children in ADM because they had nobody attend-
ing their own schools.' But, actually, they ‘have responsibi-
lity for, b would assume, approximately 5 000 - maybe‘
6,000 children. But they have chosen to_discharge that
responsibility by contracting with Roanoke County to pay for

their education. 1In other words --i

THE COURT: You mean ADA 'Io}; ADM?
THE WlTNESS: ADM in this caee,.now.
THE COURT: That ie determine? where the body
actually‘is? R
 THE WITNESS: Well-., in this case we give
" Salem credit forvhaving-S'or76;009'children in ADM

although, they do not run them in tneir own:schools.
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THE COURT: So, in the report for 1977 made

by Salem'and Fairfax, they reported ADA, did they

not?
. "IHE WITNESS: Yes, Sir.
THE COURTQ But they'didAnot report any ADM,
did they? ’

THE WITNESS: 1I'd have to go back and look
~at that. Salem was still‘a town in 70-71. 'They
may have become a City at that point. We do it one
of two ways. As léng as we pay ADM on the chilad onél:
time and As long as the two schéol diviéions are
ag:eed to‘it, it does not matter to us whether the
paymen£'QOes to the County or to the City. If it
bgoes té the City, in a Case such as_wé've indicated, -
‘then it would subsequently go from the City to the
County and the City would add to'that estimate pay-
ment fof ADM and an extravamount for whatever their
| ¢ost'was. | |

MR}_MATTOX:' Your Honor, I hand you a book --

- BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing)
0 Doctor, would you please identify it for the
record, not as an exhibit, 1970-71 Annual Report? Will you

- turn to page's; please,'and read to his Honor what is on
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that chart,that’is, chart table!number 56 indicated number
of days taught, averege daily attendance? Look at Fairfax
City, what does that table show? |

A . For Fairfax City, it does not show any number
of days taught, any pupils in average daily membership or
in average daily attendance. There is no pereentage of
attendance. It shows ADA was used to determine cost of

operation per pupil. It shows a figure of $1,184.00.

Q So that's all?
A Excuse me -- $5,542.00.
o so, as reported to the State Board for 1970-

71, Fairfax City had no students in the ADM?

A '.Yes, Sir.
0 But they had students in ADA?
A Well, they were entitled to a State payment

for X number of children.

Q  In ADA in 1971?
A Yes. |
' Q ‘Now, what did you do in 1974, when the Act

brequired that students be paid on ADM for 1970-71?

A ‘Well, I don't remember specifically that case,
but we operated pretty much the same. If the County and the
city had an agreement, a contract, and the City said go ahead

and send ADM payment to Fairfax County, then we sent it to
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Fairfax County, and they would have reported no‘puoils at
that point.

Q - vIn any event the State Board had to make an
adjustment between the County and the City?
| A Yes, Sir. |

0 As far as ADM and ADA were concerned that
didn't involve an annexation difficulty?

A | No, Sir.

Q Doctor, what happens where the children go to

the City s schools, and v1ce versa, what happens to the pay-

ment that the State makes?

A Well, as I indicated we were w1lling to send
the payment to the treasury of elther _locality as long as

there is an agreement on it.

Q Suppose there is no agreement?

A Well, if there is no agreement, we send it
where the responSibility -- well, I don't know. You have
raised a question which I don't think we have ever encountered

”én That's the ADA you send it to, rlght?

A | In a case you brought up -- a case where if
there were no agreement -1 can't conceive why a school
systen would accept somebody else's pupils if they were not

told in advance they were going to receive payment for it.

. I can't conceive a situation of that kind.
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Q You can't answer the question,_who you would
pay, then? Let's say thatfive students from Richmond go to
Chesterfield County and Richmond won't pay Chesterfield

County?

SENATOR GRAY: I object. - I think you are
_getting:into his personal opinion. He can state
.~ what he has done in a case in tnejpast but not what
he would do in the future. | | '_
THE COURT: That is well takén, I think he
has indicated he doesn't know what he'would do under

those circumstances.

BY MRa MATTOX.A (Continuing)

| o Doctor, have you a composite index for
Fairfax City? |
o A With just the number of pupils ‘that live in

»Fairfax City and who attend Fairfax County school.

Q ¥ou just automatically send an ADM?
A - You use that.
Q - From that case, as far as your memory serves,

ADA and ADM are interchangeable?
A We would, to get ADM from Fairfax County, I

suppose Fairfax City would get it from Fai;fax County.
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MR. MATTOX: Thank you. That's all I have,

your Honor.

Bﬁf SENATOR GRAY:

o) Now, Dr. Cochran, as I understand,'the:
administrative practice'ﬁas been with respect to the tuition
students,iloCalities agree in advance, yoﬁ send your child-
ren to us and you can count them as being in your ADM. You
talked at some length about the importance of a Superinten-
dent knowing in advance what his index is going to be and
what his funds were going to be. What affect does it have
on the operation cf a schoeol, if you‘find out in the final
‘month of the fiscal year, someone is claiming there should
be a substantial adjustment in his ADM? _

A If it is substantial, that would be a dis-
ruptive thing budgetarily because tﬁis would be:translated
to his receipts of funds frpm the State, and if he counted
on them and didn‘t‘get them, he would have a problem.

Q | .Is’théi part of the reason the Departﬁent has
said these édjustments are made in agreement in advance?

A Yes. We are talkipg here about an adjustment.
only where the check goes. There is né obligation on one
.locality to accept students from anothér loCality unless the

Court invoived -
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Q g Finally, Doctor, we have talked a lot about
~what a‘legiélator had to look at and ﬁhat theAcdmmittees
vwere acting upon, we have established the'fact'that on the
- exhibits that were>§ut béfore the Court, only‘indices -
‘compOSite ADMs -~ excuse mé, ADMslthat appear on that were
current vear's ADM 74-75 for '76? |

| At. That is when distribution is made.

. Q When the formula was'calculated and the legis—’
lators were told hoﬁ they'were being caléulated, could each
of them find out what the actual ADM for his locality was,
‘the 70-71 ADM? » |

A Yes; _

Q And when the Richﬁond legislator looked atv
that,-did>he look at it unadjusted or adjusted for the |
annexation figure?v }' | | |

A He looked at it unadjusfed.

Q : ,Wﬁen the Chesterfieid iegislatOr lo@ked aﬁ
it, did he look at it adjustéd or unadjusted?. '

A They were all unadjusted. »

Q w Whéh he looked at the dollars his locality
. was expected to get undervthis formula, he 1ookéd at dollars
- calcﬁlated on an unadjusted ADM; is that correct?. |

A Yes, Sir.
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SENATOR GRAY: No further questions.
MR. MATTOX: I have a couple, your Honor.

THE COURT: Yes.

BY MR. MATTOX:

Q In the Appropriations Act, as ADM is defined
in the Act, does it say anyplace about the number of stu-
dents on the rolls at a‘particulgr time?

A | As I recall it, na.

Q Look at A-1l, and see if there is anything
in there about that? |

A Thé definition of Average Daily Membership
ADM, average daybf membership for the fi:St seven months
for an.eQuivalent period of that school year in which State
- funds are distribﬁtea from this Appropriation;

Q So, in the Act, it doesn't say anything about
the number of students on the rolls?
| A No. |

Q‘ :In'defining'ADM, if you were explaining in
terms of where tﬁey were going to school, how would you
explain the ADM for the purposes of where y¢u were‘allo«
cating students? | : |

A «Well,_the way I'would'explain it,'it would

be the number of pupils for whom they have educational
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responsibilitytthis year. And thOse‘childfen ~-- unless the&
have some sort of agreement or eontract with'soﬁe_other school
 division, then those children will appear on their own rolls.
But if there were some agreement of'that'kigd;‘then they
'will be somewhere. else._

0 l' . Doctor, if you look at the Approprlatlons
Act on page 1356, under number five, would you read the

first sentence of the third paragraph?

A You said number fivef

0 Yes.

A 13587 |

0 prrrect.t'The_fifst segtehce of the third

paragraph. | L -
| A Any.sum -

tQ No.

A In any event --
0  Yes.

A In any event -- |

0 Thé next. Third, under'numbet flve."
A The State Board ef Eduéation shallfmake

equitable adjustments in the computatione of indeXes of
wealth for localities affected by annexatlon, unless a Court
of competent jurisdlction makes such adjustment. ‘Also, the

true valuation applied for a 1ocality shall include the true
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value of any real estate doﬁated by ﬁrivate company to the
"locality in the calendar year 1972. 'If the true value of
éuch donation exceeded one-half of the total true valuation -
- of real estate and public service corpdration‘s property
‘renorted for the locality in the calendar year 1971. o

Q Did you make the statement that the Board of
Education made an adjustment as a result of annexatlon?

N ,‘A H Yes. We made several adjustments of annexa-

tion. |

0 In 74-75 was Richmond's composite. index
figured by using 71 valuation of land inbthe annexationf

- area?

A . Yes.
Q And in.the other formula of\composite index
ADM?
| -A '~ Yes. All those otﬁer factors weré adjusted.
Q0 ~  What would be the effect of not including

the ADM when you have adjusted'the rest of the'figures?

A 'Wéll,.the effect is to useAa different divisor_
than you had. It would raise.the index in the locality in
which you used -- in Whighvyou were not}credited with the
‘pupils and it would lower it in the place that was credited
with the pupils, which means the peopie with thelhigher index

would get less State money and the people in thée lower index
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would get more State money .

'THE COﬁRT: 'Dr. Cochran,_suppose ?ou nad
County A and.County B and suppose the number of
pupils in County B were actually being taken care of
in the schools.in County A, but there is no contract
-=- you may have answered this.before but I am not
sure I am clear on it -- suppose your department
knew of that situation, if youjwill'e— well, of the
true facts, when it came to the time for payment,
.did you pay to County B,'whoee.pupils were{taken'
care of in.County A because there was noocontract,
although you knew the pupile'were actualiyﬁbeing

| educateg in County A? | _

THE WITNESSﬁ "~ In all probability,‘your'nonor,'
we'would pay the people who were educating tne |
children. But the'problem, you knoh; that I have in
understanding this question is, 1 can't 1mag1ne one
County assuming those costs, because there is always

_local costs in excess of payment, you see;'and_I
“just can't conceive of one County accepting another
County s obligation, and discharging that obligation,
_and asking for no compensation.

"THE COURT: I guess that gets back'to the
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question of your objection. It never happened.

SENATOR GRAY: I have 6ne'further question.

‘BY SENATQR GRAY:
| 0 . Is ADM an index of wealth?

A ﬁo,.Sir. It's one of five factors that is
utilized in é composite index, but only three of those -
three factors are indexes of wealth.

Q o So, the matter that vyou read, that the State
BoardAmay make equitable adjustments in computation of
indéxes, as well, does not include adjustments in ADM; does
it?

A Let me qualify that to this extent: if you
have got an X number of dollars in value and you have more
people to provzde for with those dollars, then 1t has quite
.an lmpact on that wealth, Now, youre changing -~ see, you

are dealing here with a unit cost.

0 You're not getting on my side.
A I don't have a side.-
Q You don't want to say the ADM for that parti-

cular year ought to be used to compute this thing?
A " No. I think it would distort it.
o) Look at your definition of composite index

now, and tell me what in there are indices of wealth?
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A You want me to read the entire thing?

o) No, just tell me what are the indices of
wealth in there? | | | . .

A The index says the sum of oné—fhird'is_the
index of wealth per pupil; That is simply ¢onve:ting wealth
to a unit value of wealth. |  >

o} ,‘ What are the indicés of wea;th?

y-N The indices of wealth are detérminedvby'

combining the following constituents --

MR. RYLAND: Your Homor, I think I have to
object to this. The Section speaké for-itSelf and
I don't see any pbintkin his feading from it.
| "~ THE COURT: He has been teétifying all morning
that in actuality what he doeéris whaﬁ hiS’Department‘
does. I will overrule the ijection. ' Go ahead.

THE WITNESS: Ali I;igh.t'.. - The -indexes of

_ wealth'are.determined,by'combining the foliowing

constituents index“elementéjwith'the indicated
weighting: (1) trué values of reél_estaté’and.public
service corporations as reportgdlby thé State Depart-
ment of Taxation for the'caiehd&r ye#r 1971 - 50%;
(2) individual income Ievél fo: the:calendar year

1971 as determined by Tayloe'Murphy Institute at the
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University cf virginia - 40%; (3) the sales for thé
calendar'year 19271 which are suﬁject to the State
general sales and use tax -~ 10%. Each constituent
index element for a locality is its sum per ADM no
periéds,'or'per ¢apita, expressed as a percentage of
the State averagé per ADM, 6r per capita for the same

element.

BY SENATOR GRAY: (Continuing)
Q - In indexes, as well, are real estate value,

sales tax value, personallincome in indexes; is that right?

A Those are the measures of wealth, yes.
o All édded together'give you the index of;
weaith?

A Relative to the number of children and the
 populati6n. |

Q Does the index of wealth have anytﬁing to do
_ with ADM? |

A 'I:don;t’seeahow'you,can count it as ihdex

of‘wealth if you don't convert to it what has been done with
the wealth. |

Q . . You don't see how a man's income ié without
determining;how'much he has to spend?

A Well, if you want to relate his affluence to
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somebody elses, then you would deterﬁiné -~ you need to.knoﬁ
what he needs to do with it.

0 'All I am trying to get is, now that'you have
read -- if you can adjust the indices of wealth. All.I ém
’trying to get is for you to agreeAwithvme that ADM is not
an index of wealth, it méy_be ah'index of cost relative tb
index of wealth as far as ability is concerned, but ADM is
not an index of wealth; is that right? _

A I do not COnsider.it aé'aﬁ index but, rather,

as a measure in this composite index.

.SENATOR GRAY: No furthef‘queétions.‘

THE COURT: Does anYone eise:havé anything?

MR. HEFTY: That is all.

MR, MATTOX: Nothing; |

THE COURT: ' Thank you, Dr. Cochran.

What do you want to do about the time?

'SENATOR GRAY: 3:30 will be ;11 right.

ATHE'CbURT:.'S:BO, if it's an agteeablé time.

MR. MATTOX: I inquire as to the next withessf
.We stillbhave Mr. Leﬁon sémeplace. , ‘; |
| MR. RYLAND: We have no furthéf_ﬁithesses.-'

We can break for the convenience of counsel.

MR, MATTOX: I think, your Honor, we can.
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Lermon - Direct
finish this afternoon, then.
THE COURT: We will put Mr. Lemmon on right
after lunch. . |

MR. MATTOX: 3:30, then.

NOTE: There was a lunch break until 3:30 p.m.

WILLARD L. LEMMON, being first duly sworn,

deposes and says, és follows:

_ DIRECT EXAMINATION
B"I MR. EDWARDS: |
Q  Mr. Lemmon, will ydu state your name, please,
and what.is your residence?
| A  Willard L. Lemmon. I live in Marion, Virginia.
o] | Mr, Lemmon, this case involves an Act of the
assembly in 1971, with respect to thevdistribﬁtioh by theA
State of Basic School Aid Funds for thé various school divi-
/ sions. Were you in the General 2Assembly at the time this |

1974 Appropriétions Act was adopted?
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A I was.
- Q ' How lcng have you been in the assemhly?
A  8ince January, 1968. |
Q ,Januery, 19682 |
A Yes, Sir.
0 What are your committee assignmentS?

A Tama member of the Appropriatibns Committee,
I am a member both in the House Education Committee and in
the House ApprOprlations Committee and M1n1ng and Mineral
Resources. v

Q As a member of the AppnepriationsrCommittee,
was anything, was any spec1fic assignment given regardlnq
'the Appropriations Act of ‘the 1974 session?

A Yes, Sir. I was made chairman of the

conmittee ~- of the Approptiations”Committee to look into
.the total school funding but, particularly, to look into‘
that part that has to do with the funding Standards of
Quality of the Basic School Funds. o | |

Q ~ Now, as a part of that a551gnment, were there .
any hearlngs -~ let me ask you -: what part did you play in
the Basic School assignment and in the distrlbution and
appropriation of money as related to the schools in the State?

A _.Te the schools in the Stnte? |

Q Yes?
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,.A |  Well, I'm not éerfaiﬁ I understand the
question. I was chairman of_the_sub~committee of the Appro-
priations Committee. Prior to that I have beeh a member of
.dthe,$ask Force that drew up -the suggestions_fbr the new
school formula. During my term on the‘assembly, i was
_chairman of the sub—committee on student funding.

| Q-. Now, we have'testimony in this case from
Dr. Knapp, of the University of Virginia.aﬁd Mr. Brown,
Economist.  There-are employed in the State Department. You
- are familiar with those two, is tﬁat right? |
A Yes, I am.
Q : Were you on the Task Force Committee that
Governor Holton had appointed to look into this matter?
| A | .Yes, i was. |
0 " what explanation, if any; was given to you,
and to your committee, with respect to this change in the
method of distribution from ADA, which had ¢hanged from

1970 up until 1974 to ADM?

SﬁNATOR GRAY: I object. That is hearsey.
MR. EDWARDS: :I'm simply asking him whét came
before thé committee with feferecnevto'these changes; 
. THE COURT: You can ask him. I thought the

question was, what was told hin?
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MR, EDWARDS: I beg your pardon? _

THE COURT' I theught the question was, what
had been told him?

I think you can ask him the things that the
sub—committee considered or the Task Force considered.

MR. EDWARDS: I withdraw the question.

BY MR. EDWARDS: (Continuing)
0 What did the Appropriations Committee consider

'in making the Basic School Aid distribution law in the 1974

session?
A - The entire law or the ADM?
Q ° Just the ADM chahges?
A It was the feeling of the Task Force and the -

Appropriations Committee agreed with that feeling, that
various school divisions-have to be proposed for a total
membership and we felt it Qas a much fairer way to fundbon
the basis of total membership which could or could not taﬁe'
edvantagevof sohooling rather than actually daily attendance.
So Qe wentoto ADM for better planning, for those eligible to
go to those schools. o | : |

Q | What year did you use for the ADM as far as
related to the composite 1ndex to determine ‘the ability, the :

financial ability, to pay?
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A | Well; speaking first of the Task_force, Ehe
Task Force was looking for a formula and did not specifically
go ihto years. ‘We were trying tp prOpose-a formula -- that
sort of thing -- so we did not go into specific years. When
the State Boa;d of Education in effect adopfed thé report
of the Task Force and when they suggested‘to the Governor
that the hew formula, as proposed by the‘Task quce,‘become
a part of his budget program, that part of the budget having
| to do with schools, the State Board of Education used the
year 1971 for all of the éomponents; The government made
the composite indéx, the Appropriations Committeé accepted'

that proposition, and the House later accepted it.

' BY MR. RUDY:

Q Now, there has been introduced'into evidence
here by Mr. Brown, a diagram relating to how the composite
index was:set,up.. I hand you the'first two pages which pur-
ports to be'a part of thé presentation to your committee as
testified to hére’by Mr. Brown. There is a reference to
.Coﬁnty"of Wise?
| A The new school funding formula was a véry
complex thing and any\number of questions constantly érose'r.
as to just what is meant, how it worked, and this sort of

thing. All of the members of the Appropriations Committee
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Were‘trying their best to understand-this'hew.formula. As

a result of this, the Appropriatiohs Committée specificaliy
asked Mr; Brown to prepate'an example of exacﬁly.how the
formula would work for one particuiaerounty}'.He'chose Wise

~ County to make that presentation.
- MR,  RUDY: If it please the Court, I want to
offer that as an exhibit. I think it's five.

THE COURT: Plaintiff's Exhibit Five.

NOTE: The above referred to document was

marked as Plaintiff's Exhibit Five for identification.

THE COURT: Have you seen this? |
SENATOR GRAY: I have seen it, your Honor..
I would like to object to it at this poiﬁt.

MR, RUDY:"I cite as éuthbrity.'73 Am Jur 2nd,
Statute 174. The testimony is és to whattook place
and as to what was looked at by the committee is not
admissible where the Staﬁuté is uncléar and unambi-
guous. | . _ | v |

THE COURT: That is the same objection. There
is an objection tq thié entire line'of'questioning.

SENATOR GRAY: I would like to state the
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State's specific objection on the ground that the
- opinions ofbindividual'legislators-as to~the meaning
of the statute ié immaterial. The Cqurt should not
listen to the opinion of bne‘legislatof as to what
was intended.by all legislators} It would open the
door for 195 legislators to testlfy.
THE COURT: That's assuming there is no
ambiguity. | | |
SENATOR GRAY: It doesn't matter whether it
is ambiéuous or not. It is peculiar that one parti-
cular 1egislétor -- because there is no p:oof that
thevoﬁher légiélators felt the same thing about this
matter. |
R THE COURT: All right., I will o§erru1e the
objection; I didn't understand that to be thé law_
"~ when there was an ambiguity, but vou may be correct.

I will overrule the objection at this point;.

BY MR. RUDY : (Cohtinuing)'

Q Mr., Lemmon will you explaln the exhiblt as
you understood 1t, that is before you? |

A Yes, Sir. BAs relates to Wise County or the
1éﬁtire Staﬁe? - - ‘ |

0] . Yes.
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A o All right. Of course,»to'uﬁderatand Wise

County, you have to look at the first two pages to see the
written, sort of the verbalizing of the formula.. What this B
ba51cally~does is that the County of_Wise does-use the infor-
'mation, verbalizing of the formula,'to try to work'this situ-
ation out. I think the. two things that would be important
is if you look about the middle of the page -- not quite the
middle of the page -- in a bracket, you will see a figure |

9,287, That would be the ADM of Wise County.

Q For what year?

A - 1971.

Q nght?

A If you look at the figure below that, a.

million sixty-seven thousand nine hundred and ninety-six,
f.hae-'w.-;s the ADM for the State, as a whole, for the year
1971. | R o |

Q Is that the ADM year, 1971 that the committee
used in making the appropriation?

A We used the formula as it had been drawn by

the State Board, using the 1971 ADM.

Q vvFor'the composite index?
Q- Now, were calculations made using the formula

of comp031te 1ndex of 1970-71 to show the committee or the
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members of their legislature how much money they would get
under thaﬁ formula? | |

A Yes. As you can well imagine, this was such
~a neW‘thing and so complicafed that there weré'many times
when new ideas wére throwﬁ out. So; I don't know how many
printouts had been made. The computer had been programed
with certain basic information and by changing dollar figures;
something like this to mean a change in each school division
‘allocation. So we had a number of printouts which came to
us itself. We were even considering the possibility of a
chahge in dollar amounts'in the formula. To my heﬁory, ﬁhere
‘was never a suggeétion'of a change in the formu;a,'itself,

only the dollar amount.

Q Were you given printouts?
A . We were given printouts, yes.
Q Did you see the composite formula?
A | Well, the entire fé:mulai yes, Sir.
Q- ' Was a change ever'médé with respect tp the

"ADM-at aﬁy time in the year 1970-71?

A~ No, Sir. ,

Q  What pért, if any, did this information play
in the committee fixing an amount for the Appropriation yéar,'
the first and second year of the biennium for the Basic School_

Aigd?
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SENATOR GRAY: Objection;fyeutenonor. I don't
believe he can testify to wﬁet part'%hie p1ayed in
the committee's action., R |

THE COURT: Well, he ﬁas.e %e@ber of the
committee. .. ‘.; | |
'SENATOR GRAY: I don't believe he can testify
as to the committee's actions.<

THE COURT: Was he a member of the comm:Lttee'>

SENATOR GRAY: Yes, sir.,' . o

THE COURT: I think he could i.wiil overrule
the objection. Go ahead.

THE WITNESS: Well, the committee first of
all, in effect,_adopted the foruuia in theory._ Then

. the question was to fit the dbilarsfie the formula.

But once the formula in theery is“adepted, then the
only thing you do from theu on is‘théequestion of how
much money you have got to put in. Whet I am trying
to say is, the Appropriations Committee suggested to -
the Floor of the House that the formula as shown in
the printout, whigh 1 understend‘hee been introduced
in evidence, be adopted. Auq.that'formula which they
passed out to all the HouSelef'ﬁeleQates on the day
we argued that, that prlntcut resulted from the

-formula being in the machine. The formula which we
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accepted, theoretically ~- I don't know if that

answers the question?

BY MR. RUDY: (Continuing}

o And you handled the matter, this Sectlon of
the Appropriation Act, dealing with this Basxc School Aid:
Fund, you-handled this as spokesman of the committee on the
Floor of the House? -

A Yes, Sir. 7

Q .Did you explain what had taken placé before
- your committee and the amounts that were used? |

A Yes} Sir.

Q Was.eaqh member of the Hoﬁse given'a copy of
how it would affect‘thaﬁ particular cémmittee?

A Yes, Sir.

THE COURT: Cross“ekamination, Mr. Hefty?
MR. HEFTY: I have_ none. |
SENATOR GRAY: I have a couple.--

THE COURT: Yes.
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CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY SENATOR GRAY:

0 Bill, you have a copy'-—b
A Yes.
Q Would you read a definition, Average Daily

Membership, the first definition in that on the basis of the
School Aid Fuﬂd?: ~ | ' |

A Yes. The definition, number one,.reads:
._Average'baily Membership or ADM. The Average Daily Member-
ship foé the first.seven (7) months.(or equivalent.) of the

school year in which state funds are distributed from this

appropriation.
‘Q ' | Now, would you'iook at the composite index
" @efinition? , |
A It says: The composite one-third, the sum

‘éer pupil in ADM.
| Q  What does that mean?

.A ' I can only tell what it means to me. Being
a non-lawyer; I will let the lawyers argue.aboutfthe rest.
I Eonsidef definition one, a definition. Definition three
is a definition. Definition-four is_a'definition.‘ I con-
sider definitioﬁ four as a definiéion.' However, we arrived
at a compositeiindéx ofllocal ability ﬁo pay. -

Q  How did you arrive at that when ADM means
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definition four?

)y The term is there, ADM.

0 " Don't you look at number.one as that being
what you said that meant? - - |
| | A As I say,.ﬁot being a lawyer, I would consider
them separate definitions. |

Q- Where did you get the definition of ADM in
number four? | |

A Certainly. Where I got it -- all of the work
I did on it was_based on the printouts which were based on
1971. 1t would'be_an almost impossible situatioh te use the
current year. |

Q@  All right, Bill.

.A' I couldn't have a formula here.
Q Look at the printout, Defendant Exhibit Four,

which was handed to the committee, as I understand, the

legislature, to tell them about the amounts of money they
~are going to receive, I'm sorry, it's Exhibit Number Three.

| iook at that, if you woﬁld, piease._ It talks
ebout ADM, what ADM doesvit refer to in columnvtwe?_
vAFI“' In thatiparticular column, it refers to ADM

in‘the,sehoel year. ‘That is the besis on which the moneyiev

| appOrtioned;f It is a basxs of the formula. | |

Q. - - Is there anything there that tells a different
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" AlM is being used in the formulia?

A I don't believe that is in the.printout.

o] Now, going back to the exhibit you had about
ﬁise County, the figure you used ;~ you have that exhibit
with you? o

A - Yes. |

Q I don't seem to be akle to find my copy. I

have to look over your shoulder for a moment.
Does that tell you what year ADM you used?

A | The exhibit was given to us as'é whole. And
if you will notice on page 2, it says; ‘Date for the school
yeaf 1970-71 was compiled by the Board 6f Education, the
statistics here in 1971, it goeé on to say -f

| Q Well, let's talk about the other population.
In other words, wher you looked at the exhibit as a whole,
you;found 16717 |
| | Would you look at the definition of Basic'.

Operating Cost, which was number three definition?

A  Yes.
Q _. Which 2DM would you use .in thatcné?
A That would be the school year for which you

are apporticning the money.
Q Were you surprised to learn the Board of

Education thinks that's. a third ADM, that's 71-72?
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A I will read it very quickly.

MR, MATTOX: 71-72.
THE WITNESS: I wasn't aware that the State

_ Board considered that another ADM,

BY SENATOR GRAY: (Continuing)

Q Do you think it unreasonable for a meﬁbef of
the legislature, looking‘at this Act, trying to keep up with
what is going on -- he reads the composiie index which is a
" brand neﬁ thing and wants to know how it is goihg tb affect
his locality. He has qot a growing locality and he reads
this, he is going to use ADM as a basis. I wonder if they
are going to havé it updated? He says, we're going to ﬁse
ADM and I wonder ﬁhich one -- 1 sgee it's definéd here on the
first page. EHEe reads the definition on the.firSt page and
" he finds it'sayS'current ADM.
| :WOuld_you think if is unreasonable for him té
think that? |

| A ‘-What he_is'interested,in is thevapportioned
amount of the money.

Q The‘composite index.makes a big difference
. too? |

A ~ Yes,
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Q When he reads.the composite index ihbusing
ADM, and then turns to the very Act to find the definition
of ADM, the current usage of ADM, is it un:easonable he
thinke that that's what iS'being done then? |

A To me, it would be unreasonable if he thought
about it because it would be improper to have a formula
based on the current year. A school division signs all its
contracts in July or before the school year starts in Sep-
tember. If the school division didn't know until the composite
index worked out if he didn't know what the 1ndex was or
funding was, I don'tthink he could operate.

o What did. you do about the sales tax you paid
him, wait until the end of the vear to let him know the sales
tax? |

A We did that for one Year."It didn't work out.

Q Isn't it true, in September of that year, they
' could find out pretty close to- what their ADM or what the
:State ADM is going to be?

A i can't give you the answer of that. I would
doubt it or we wouldn't use seven months period. We could
use the first of the year ADM if they knew that closely. As
a practical matter, you have to have figures you can'lookvat '
retrospectively rather than an unknown quantity. |

0 Do you have to have figuree that are five years
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0ld? .

A '~ My understanding is the committee had a long
debate over whether to use different years for income, sales
tax and property tax. The committee came to the conclusion
tﬁat the years should all be the same. It would prevent
statistical aberrations. There was question on that and we
decided they should all be the same.

Q But there is nowhere where I can read in this
Act that tells me the ADM in a composite index is a'different
-one, can 17?
A " I have ~- in just reviewing it thié ﬂorning,
I have not found_ahy, no. | |

(o Nowhere can I find ADM composite index means .
'something different? ‘ _

_ ’A " This is true. I was looking reeliclosely'

earlier today and neither can I find the Statewide ADM in

here. 1In other words, we were reIYing on the ptintouts'for

the Statewide figure. We were relying on the'printouts.for |

certain information that’ didn t actually get 1nto the Act.

| 'Q 'f Now, looking at what you have in the Bill,

if 1 wanted to amend this. Act to prov1de in that formula that

the composite index would be 1974 index, what would I have to
. -use in the language to say that? | M

A To make it say '74?
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o) Yes? .
_ A I wouid guess that right after the parenthe-
sis and the semi~-colon on thelfifth line, that it would be
specifiéally spelled out that it meant '74. |

Q Go back and look at the definition of ADM in

the first page. That one definition. If I wanted to amend

this-act what do I have to do? | .
A Well, as I mentiongd earlier, there are things

Ehgt are in the printouts'and in the formula in the IBM

ggdhingL>if you will, that are not in the Act.

Q Yes, Sir2. | | |

A We ﬁsed the érintogts! It said 1971. I'11
be completely honest with you, we ough | ify it. :

0 , ught to be changed?
A It probably should be.. o

Q But the citizens in Virginia who are inter-

ested in education and how it is being funded, they don't
have access-to-the computer. They have access to the Acts.
~ How do they know, in order to get you to amehd this law,
that ADM composite index paid a current_ADM?b‘Well; they'reéd’
. it, don't they think it is a current ADM? |

| | A I can't say for the aVerage person. I don‘i
know_what the others think. | o |

- Q There is noﬁhing in the Act that tells them

—————————
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ADM is anything but the current ADM?

A I agree with that.

SENATOR GRAY: No further questions.
THE COURT: Mr. Ryland, have you any more

questions?

BY MR. RYLAND:
o} Mr. Lermmon, is it your testimony that the
1970~71 year was used to calculate the appropriation which

appears in that Act?

A Yes, it was.
0 Exhibit One, to which we just made reference --
. A Yes, that -~

0 ’, Is that the printout which was'given to the
legislators when the Act was discussed? ‘ ‘

.A ‘ I'm almost positive it is. It is dated 3/3/74.
To the best of my memory, that is it. -

_ Q Does that show a dollar figure from each -
'locality -~ that will show how much each locallty will re-
ceive? . |
A Yes, it dees;' | _

0 | Was 1970-71 used,te celeulate that dollar

amount?
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A Yes, it waé,
MR. RYLAND: All right, sir, thank you.

THE COURT: Anything further?

MR. MATTOX: Call Dr. Tyler.

DR. JAMES W. TYLER, called as a witness by

the complainant, being first duly sworn, deposes'and says,

as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. MATTOX: |

Q ~ Will you please state youf'name,‘address and
age for the record? | | | | |

A My name is James W. Tyler, I live in the City
of Richmond, and I am fifty-four years old |
| Q | What is your present position and assignment?

A I am Deputy Superintendent of Schools of the
City of Richmond | | | |

Q Dr. Tyler, I hand you a letter dated January

26, 1976, from Dr. Little.
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MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, this is for the
purpose of identification. These letters are all
attached to the Bill of Complaint but haven't been

put in the record as such,

BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing)

o) - Will you explain to}His Honor what those %
_ letters represent? |
| A Your Honor, this letter of danuery 26, 1976 _i
from Dr. Little, who was then Superintendent of Schools in |
the City of Richmond, requests the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction to adjust the composite index for the City
of Richmond, based on incorrect ADM fiqures that were used :
. for the years 1970-71. It has three attachments, a letter
_from Mr. Adams to Dr. Kelly, who was Superintendent of
‘Schools- in Chesterfield County at that time. Attached is an
enclosure with that letter giving some 1nformation regarding
the cost, and on page 4, the number of pupils enrolled in -
ADM‘and ADA insCity schools that were residents of Chester-
field County. | |

MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, we offer that exhi-
'bit as Number Six, please. |

| THE COURT: All right, Sir.
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NOTE: The above entitled document was

marked and filed Complainant's Number Six.

THE COURT: Mr. Rudy, have you seen this?
MR. RUDY: Yes, Your Honor. '
THE COURT: Mr. Gray?

SENATOR GRAY: Yes, no objection.

BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing) ‘ v
Q | Now, we have}a letter dated March 16; 1976,
from Dr. Campbeil.to Dr. Hunter. ‘ |
| A Yes. This is a letter from the Superintendenﬁ
of Schools to the State Superintendent of Public Instrﬁctioné

abouththe same matter, with four enclosures, calling atten-

‘tion to the same problem.
MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, I offer‘these exhi-
bits as Number Seven.

THE COURT: All right. ' |

NOTE: The above entitled documents were

marked and filed: as Complainanﬁ?s Seven,
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BY MR.MATTOX: (Continuing)
. Q T hand you letter dated May 19, 1276, from
Dr. Hunter to Dr. Camplell; can veu identify this?
A Yes, this is letter from Dr. Hunter to Dr.

Campbell, requesting an’adjustmeht in the composite index.

MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, I offer that as

Exhibit Number Eight.
THE COURT: All right.

NOTE: The abhove entitled docunent is marked

and filed as Complainant's Number Eight.

- BY MR. MATTOX: (Contlnulng)
Q- Dr. Tyler, in the State Board of Education s
answer to the City’s petition -- the City's Bill of Complaint,
rather -- they calculate that the City has been underpaid
$1,071,391.00. Do ybu agree with that figure? |
A . Yes, we do. o |
Q : Dr. Tyler, how many payments d1d the City
School Board receive from the State Board in your school
year 1974-757 | | | o
| A 11 Payments.’
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Q- ' How many have you receivedin the school year':
74-76?

A 10,

0  Where is the 1llth payment?

A It is my understanding it is belng held by

the Court in escrow. v _

0. 'Dr, Tyler,.who had the fesponsibiiity for the !

_education of ail of the children within the area annexation

| ‘from‘Chesterfield County, January 1, 1570?‘ |

| A . The City of Richmond.

Q Was there any agreemenf between the SChool

Board of the City of Richmond and'the School Board of Ches-
vterfield County relative to who would get_credit'for the
scheol children ﬁhat were the responsitility of the City who %-

- .were educated in the County as far as ADM is concerned?

A ‘'Yes, Sir, there was.
o) Would you give it to His Honor, please?
A The agreement was that the school division

where the children resided would receive the‘payment'on the

'b}asis of ADA br those children, it was ~-

SENATOR GRAY: ~ Excuse me, Dr. Tyler, the
question was whether there was an agreement with

ADM?
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TEE WITNESS: . There.was an agreement with
ADA;‘ There was no agreement with ADM.
SENATOR GRAY: wWhat was the'agreement on
ADA? | |
THE WITNESS: The agreement on ADA was that
the school division wherein the children resided would

receive the State aid for those youngsters.

BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing)
9] Dr. Tyler, has the State Board of Education
adjusted any payments to the School Board of the City of

' Richmond'in’the fiscal year 1975-76 for errors that occurred

in 1974-75?
, A Yes, Sir, they have.
Q Where were the adjustments made?

 SENATOR GRAY: Objéction.. It's immaterial,
'If.it is not an adjustmeht of ADM, itfs immatefial
to the proceedings. |
- THE COURT: I will overrule.

- Go ahead. -

, BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing)

Q . Was an adjustment made?
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A Yes, Sir. The net amount, as I recall, was
$8,000.00. An adjustment for overpayment which was made
last year. | |

Q- There was an overpayment made ih'1974~75,
which was dedubted from the School Board of the City of
Richmond also for 75-76? | |

A Yes.

MR. MATTOX: 'That is all I have, Your Honor.
THE COURT: Mr. Ryland?
MR. RYLAND: We have‘np questions,‘Yoﬁr Honor.

THT COURT: Mr. Gray?

| CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY SENATOR GRAY: |

Q0 Dr. Tyler, who in fact, did get paid in the
calendar year or school year 70#71? Which locality in fact
did get the monéy fOrbthese'particular children who were in
the annexed area? _

A The City of Richmond.

Q - So‘fhat if there was an égreement'between
Chesterfield County and the City'of Richmond; Richmond did
get it; didn't they?

g
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A Yes, Sir.
Q - Wag there any agreement between them con-

cerning the composite index?

A No, Sir.

Q " Doctor, if Richmond obtained this extra
million dollars, or so, that it is élaiming in this pro-

ceeding, what will happeh.to that money?

A I don't know.
Q Will the School Board get it?
A It is my understandinq that it would.
e] It will not’go back to the City Council?
A No, Sir, It is my understanding since the

money would be coming from the State Division of Education,
it must be spent on education. |
. Q o In the last fiscal year? _

A No, it obviously can't be spent in the last

fiscal vear.

Q Tt will have to be re-appropriated?
A 'No, Sir.
0 - Dr. Tyler, in one of the earlier documents

that I think was filed with the Court, a statement was made
~ that Richmond had fully paid Chesterfield County the sum for
the education of all the children who attended County schools

-‘during the period that the children attended the calendar year.
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A That is correct from the City's point of viev
but I am sure the matter is under,iitigation and whether
‘or not in fact Chesterfield has been fully paid will be de-
cided by the Court. o
' Q And the amount in issue is semething in
excess of a million dollars? | |

| Ae - Yes. |
- Q - And one of the issues involved in that case
is whether the County should be paid on ‘the basis of ADA or
on the basis of ADM: isn't it?
" A | | Yes.

Q'_ What was the nature of the $8;000.00 correc-
tion you made? | | |
| ._.A' It was due to an error in payment of the
incentive fund for 1974-75. \

"Q It was not an error with respect to the
calculations of the ADM, was it? |

A - No, Sir.

MR. MATTOX: I have a question?

~ THE COURT: Go ahead.
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Tyler - Redirect ) R L B
| ' REDIRECT EXAMINATION |
BY MR. MATTOX: _

Q Dr. Tyler, in answer to Gray's éuestion, who
got paid for the 3,000 odd students that were the City's
responsibility,.taught in tﬁg County_schools,-you answered
‘the City got paid for the 3,000 students. Now, who got paid :
for the 515 students that were living in the County and
educated in the City schdols during the same pe:iod of time?:

A The County got paid.

THE COURT: Any more questions?
SENATOR GRAY: No further questions.
THE COURT: You may step down.

| Gentlenen, anything further?

MR, MATTOX: No, Sir.

o * *
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