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

SCHOOL BOARD OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND
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 Virginia
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

v.
SCHOOL BOARD OF CHESTERFIELD COUNTY

Complainant

Case No.
D-9612

Respondents

Third-Party
Cross-Complainants

Third-Party
Respondents

i
i

II 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
1. The judgment of the Court is contrary to ~aw.
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,/ 2. The Court erred in ruling that. the term ADM (Average Dai lt
Membership) as it appears in the. 1974 Acts of Assembly, Chapter 68+,

!

Item 573, Page 1353, Section (a), subsection 4 refers to the 1971 I
ADM rather than the average daily membership for the school
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 as to the meaning of
the term which is defined in the Act itself.

S. The Court erred in hearing evidence of legislative intent.
6. The Court erred in holding that the State Board 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 effect to any chang
in ADM required by its interpretation of the Act.

8. The Court erred in ordeiing "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 err~d jon ordering "that the State Board of
Education recover from the School Board of Chesterfield the

Filed Sept 20, 1976
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VIUG1.l'iIA. :

\'1. E. Cl\.:"!"nELL, l.ndi\1i.~:ually and 03
~~lPC::l:.int:':ondmlt f)f' Pt1hlic In-;t.ructJ.oi1
and Cl"'l. ~ccr€:tary, State Board of
.., :1 t';.c:uca .1.00,

and

Respondents.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

* * *

as, and co.--::prisingth~ ba?ic school aid fund ar:ong ochool cUstricta

of the Cc::::tOn"l'~alt.lt in the r~Z1r.::cr provided by l~w.
I

2. TnatW. E. Car?bell, Superintenoent of Public Ir:~truction
Bnd 'hereinafter referred to os tl'1c Su:'crintcnccnt, is the chief

administrative officer of the VirgirJa rcparto~r.t of Education a~d
in accordance with the pro.'igions of S 22-140,Codo of Virginia

(1950), afl amended, tha Ztate Board of ~G~ca~on passes u?on pro-

r.u:::-crintc.nd~nt ccrt:fics tho u?port.lcr::\~t;r.t to the' CC:.:lptroller of
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3. That for '\:110 1974-1976 bicnnil.:.:.l the Gcr.cral 1\.f::Jc:m1}.

approprinted a. sum of 1':loney as tho bil!Jlc school aid fund, 'being

Ito':\ !)13, (..'hnptor 601, 14)7.1 ;\Ct3 of I\~L:nrJbly, to he npport.:.oncd

by tho s~"\to noard of ;.;ducation, <jl'J.i.iig ~ff.:ct to ~11 or tho pr!:'-

vi::dons c.:mtair.ed in Item 573, abovo cit.ca. Th~t, further, these

sa'\.d p=m,.i.:;ion~con;:;ti tt~.te n fOl.'Wul", ::c.r npportio;''U'icnt of the basic

ac.~loolaid fun,d,the applici'~tion of \~hich C:CPC:l~C.S upon (;,~t.a ori(Ji-

natllg in each school c:li'liuion..

4. That errotlC'cous data relevant. to tl~c schuol PO,F.u:':.ltion in

the city of Ricl'~ond \13S ~mployed for the purpose of i:.(;tormining

tho cnarc of the b.:l:;ic nchool aid fund to \'Jllicn the CO:,lplainant is

h3!Z and ,.•ill receive :-nc ::illion ScV'enty-or~o Thousand '}'llree llu..'1dred

Ninety-one Dollarc ($1,C71,3S1.CO) lsr;s t::lilll the.; f,l'iol17. t.C ,••••:,i.:h it

is lat,!fully entitled over the pcrioc of t.ho current bic.:l'~iUID#

being t.he £U.''l1 of $522,lES.OO for. the year 1~7t1:-7S rm.! $549#22~.OO

for t.n~ y.::ar l-:;.':,-./b. ~.ca cC;iQl.:lint:.nt'a EY':'1ibit I attachod hereto

5. That ascnrly as January 19'16, tl"c fuperintcmdcnt was

QdviEcd of the fact of thls said Cl"rOr and remedy was c'c>.manded,

but althocgh the fllperintendent does not ch~llcnge the validity

of the complainant' s true cntitlcnent, he has ,..'holly failed to

honor it even t!~ouJ'hit is the policy of t.he ~tate n.oard of

Educ~tion to correct crrorn Ul tile distribution of Stat~ echoo1

funds. See cO='IPla,inant.' G r:::hibits II and III attached h€:reto

nne. incorF.:>ratcd h~rC!i.~by referonce. :.breovcr, tho fuporinten-

cIen t hZ!s fc:.ilcd in the c.uts i.--::p,oEcd tlp:)n hL"".1by ~2.1-223.3 of
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the Code of Virginia (1950), as Dmcn~ca, to fo~:ard L~e com-
plainant's claim.to the Co~ptroller for resolution.

6. That there presently exists unoxpendod basic £chool aid
funds sufficient to pnytho complain:.:!ntits Im.;ful~ntitlc~j'\ent,

~hich ft4~ds will be o~~ended to other localities for school

purposes or in pursuance of law revert to tho- general fund of
the CO:nI,,:onweal tIl i.f not so e>..-pendadb1' the close ..:>f the biennium

ending June 30, 1976, with the rosult that this moneywill bo

lo~t to the educn.tional effort in the City of Rich.:-nond, and, in

consequence thereof, the complainnnt is wi thout Cl11 adcq'..tate remedy

at law and will Guffer irr~p~rablo.harm if the relief cought is
not gra."1tcd.

u:m:::::u::rO:1E, in cO:1siC::cr~tion of tho c;bo\To, tlle cor:tplairwnt

pra~'g that the respondents be tomporarily enjoined froI.1diEbursing

from tho b~:lSicschool aid fWld a swn sufficient to protect the

intorcst. of th<;! com?lai:i..:mt: ~nd, thereafter, that tho rC!J!?onc!~nts

h" o=der.:.J to :,-cco-,~~'\.ltc~thac::>::,:~?li.iin.:mt'G entitlement to hafJic

school aid !-unds for th~ cur.rent biennium and disburGo U1C eaid

fund accordingly, all prior to the end of t..•.'"h? la!Jt C1rlY of

JUne, 1976.

Respectfully nubmittcd,
Filed June 14, 1976

SCEOOL r.O~-:D OF Tar: CIT'l OF RIC!r-~CND
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S{:HOOL BOARD OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND,
Complainant,

v.
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION,
W. E. CAHPBELL, Individually and as
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 130AP.DOF 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 Respondents

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 to 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 Educat-ion is entitled
to recover the sum of One Million Three Hundred Nine Thousand,
Six Hundred Sixty-Three Dollars ($1,309,663) from the School
Board of Chesterfield County, such sum representing the amount
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 Chesterfiel ,

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 said children.
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 which could be ordered herein and is a

necessary party thereto.
3. The School Board of the County of Chesterfield admits

the allegations of paragraphs 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 for the purpose of calculating the

share of the basic school aid fund to which the School Board of

the City of Richmond was entitled by law but denies that such

error resulted in said school board receiving less than it

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

County of Chesterfield alleges that in deter~ining the share of
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the basic school aid fund to which the School Boards of the

several counties and cities of Virginia are entitled, the State

Board of Education employed an improper factor in the 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 entitlemen

should have been $5,848,301 for the school year 1974-75 and

$5,711,910 for the school year 1975-76 and the entitlement of

the School Board of the County of Chesterfield for school year

1974-75 was 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 sum, the result of the applicatio

of an improper factor in the formula has been an overpayment to

the School Board of the City of Richmond and an 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 to the Third Party Cross Bill, the

School Board of the County ~f Chesterfield adopts and re-alleges

its answers to the Bill of Complaint and denies that excess

monies have been paid to it by mistake by the State Board of

Education and denies that the State Board of Education is entitled

to recover any sumfram it or to withhold payment of any sums to

it.

CROSS BILL

1. The School Board of the Co~nty 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 "ADH" is defined.as nthe 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 funds a

"composite index of local ability to pay" for each locality is

computed employing 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 Boatd 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 Fund has been underpaid $398,82D for the
\

.school year 1974-75 and undercalculated for the school year

1975-76 by $718,677. (Se~ Exhibit A, B, C, ~nd D)

5. In applying the 1970-71 figures for ADM, the

State Board 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 composite 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 Chesterfield prays that the respondents be

enjoined from disbursing from the basic sc~ool ,ai~,fu~~_a sum .
,518 .::.\. c~~'(\J~\\\ CY..l....\

sufficient to protect the interest of the c~ ~ so
A

much .thereof as remains in its control, and that the respondents

be ordered to recompute the entitlement to basic school aid

funds of the School Board of the County 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 pleadings, the Complainant,

School Board of the city of/Richmond, shall be referred to as

"City Board"; The state Board of Education, Respondents, shall

be referred to as "State Board"; 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 seriatim,

viz:
1. The city Board has not found it necessary to verify

the alleged 2,765 city students attending County schools as

alleged in paragraph 1, but relies, upon the number used in

the calculations by the State Board in paragraph 2 of its

Answer to the Bill of Complaint, and its admission therein

that the City Board is due $522,169 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 Complaint that its action

is against the State Board to correct the mistake it admittedly

made that resulted in an underpaYment by the State Board as

set forth in paragraph 1 above. The State Board, in its

Third-Party Cross Bill admitted 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 matte~ between the State Board and the County Board --

not the City Board.

3. The county Board admits paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of

the Bill of Complaint.

4. The City Board categorically denies that the State

Board employed anirnproper factor in the formula for determining

composite. index. On the contrary, the city. Board relies

upon the Answer filed by the State Board on June 15, 1976

in this proceeding admitting that through error the city

Board was unde~ paid $1,035,378.
,5. The County Board neither admits nor .denies para-

graphs 5 and 6 of the.Bill of Complaint.

6. The City Board asserts that the allegation of

paragraph 6 is a matter between the State Board and the

County Board, as set forth in paragraph 2 above.
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CROSS BILL

1. The City Board denies the erroneous interpretation

placed by the county Board on Item 573, Chapter 681, 1974
1Acts of the General Assembly. The interpretation of

Average Daily Membership (ADM) placed by the County Board

applies only to the year in which the State Board makes its

distribution of basic aid.

Your Complainant has been advised by those who prepared

the formula for determining the amount of distribution that

there must first be computed a "composite index of local

ability to pay". 'the components to be used for this purpose

Rhould be related to the same period of time which was specified

by the appropriation act to be 1971. This included Average

Daily Membership (ADM) for 1971, and that the legislature was

so advised and based its 1974-75 appropriation 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 Depar~ment 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 whicr.
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 this case. See paragraph 2

of the Reply of the City Board herein to 'the Answer filed by

the County Board.

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

had "mistakenly paid to Chesterfield" $1,309,663. (Italics

supplied)

5. The city Board denies the amount paid to the city

for basic aid is correct. On the contrary, 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 filed'herein ::J:;lythestate Board on Jun'e 15, 1976.

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

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Now comes theCo~plainant,_ School Board of the City of

Richmond, and in answer to the State Board of Education's

Third-Party Cross Bill, by counsel, says as follows:

1. In reply to paragraphs 1 and 2 of the above Cross Bill,

the School' Board of the City of Richmond avers that it has been
advised and believes that it has no legal claim against the

ISchool Boarq of,Che.ster~ield County, but that its claim as

asserted in the initial Bill of Complaint is against the
,

State Board of Education for underpayment to the School BOard

of the City of Richmond of basic school.aid for the years

1974-75 and 1975-76.

2. As to the allegations contained in paragraph 3, your

Complainant states that allegations 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 funds beiQg

held in the 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:

(1) All monies now being held by the Department of Education

consisting of the basic school aid and incentive funds for the City

of Richmond and Chesterfield County in the total amount of Two

MiLlion Four Hundred Fifty-Eight Thousand Five Hun~red Seventy Dollars

($2,458,570.00) will be depoiited forthwith, not later than the

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

(2) A statement of account ~i11 be filed with this Order

which shows the amounts of the fund designated by the Department

of Education for the City of Richmond and Chesterfield County

respectively.
(3) The Clerk is directed to deposit the check for the

funds in a demand account at current interest rates at United

Virginia Bank. Said deposit is to be to the credit of the

Court in this cause.
(4) The funds are to be.held in escrow pending the deterrnina-

tion of the rights of the parties in this litigation and thereupon

distributed in accord with the final order bf the Court.
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(5) In depositing the funds pursuant to this Order the

Department of Education does not waive its right to any portion

thereof to which it may be entitled and does not waive any right

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 relation to that portion of the

funds the court deems them entitled to.
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30th June 76THE DAY OF 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 being 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. Kidd, Clerk of this Court, who is

appointed Special Commissioner for the purpose, shall, on behalf of

the Court, enter into a Repurchase Agreement with the Central National

Bank of Richmond for the investment of the sum of $2,400,000.00 in
Notesu. S. Treasury BXXXK ~HRxgHX~XXX~xx~2K~to be held by it in safe-

keeping subject to the order of the Court or Clerk thereof, and

that the remainder of the said fund of $58,570.00 shall be deposited

in a checking acco~nt to the credit of the Court in this caus~ in

the Central National Bank of Richmond until further order of the
Court.
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ORDER

This cause came on to be heard upon the Bill of Complaint

filed by the Plaintiff against the State Board of Education; r

upon the Answer and Third 'Party Crossbill of the State Board

of Education; upon the Answer andCrossclaim filed by the School

Board of the County of Chesterfield; upon the evidence offered

ore tenus, and was argued by counsel.

Upon Consideration Whereof, the Court is of the opinion,

for reasons stated in its written memorandum filed herein,
that the School Board of the City of Richmond has been underpaid

by the State Board 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 Board of Chesterfield County has been overpaid in

the amount of $1,309,663. 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 Education recover from

the School Board of Chesterfield the amount of $1,309,663.

And it further appears to the Court that the State Board

of Education, pursuant to an order of this Court, has caused

to be deposited on interest in the Central National Bank the.

sum of $2,458,570, to be held and distributed in accordance

with the judgment of this'Court.Said\sum consists of $1,352,507

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

and $1,090,423, representing Chesterfield's final 1975-76 I
payment of State aid monies, and $] r., 640 included by the Board .i

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
deposited as aforesaid 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 payment for basic school
aid and incentive payments.

The Court doth further ORDER that $15,640, included by the
Board of Ed~cation over and above the monies shown by final
accounting to be due Richmond and Chesterfield, and $55,045,
representing the balance of the funds deposited with the Court
for Chesterfield County, be returned to the State Board of
Education, and accordingly the Clerk of the Court is directed
to draw upon said funds for such amount.

The Court doth further order that accrued interest earned
on the 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
to the principle checks to the said parties.

And the School Board of Chesterfield County having signified
its intention to petition the Supreme Court of Virginia for a
review of th~ judgments her~dn it is further ORDERED that the
execution of this order be suspended for a period of four months
and thereafter during the pendancy of any application for review'
lh~reof by the Supreme Court provided, however, that should the
School Board of Chesterfield County fail to file its Notice of
Appeal or its petition for review within the time prescribed by la
the suspension of execution of this order shall forthwith stand
dissolved.

ENTER:
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Re: Case No. 'D-96l2
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 0t some twenty-three
square miles of Chesterfield County. .

At the time that annexation became effective there \tlere
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 Rnnexed area. Under these c~rcumstances it \Vas 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 .each 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
Appropria tions and the Serl'a'teFinance cornmittees .

The General Assembly, at this session, adopted the
recorrunendedcomposite 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 dity ~redit for 3,352 annexed
pupils for which the City claimed responsibility and promptly
brought the situation to the attention 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,

lIt 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. .
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the State Board found that there ,vas no practical way in \oJhich
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 Dointed out that if the claim of the Richmond
Board of an underpay~ent 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.)

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 und~signated 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.

RESPECTIVE POSITIONS ASSUMED
BY THE PARTIES

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

Richmond asserts that due to the State Board's error in
having failed to giye Richmond credit in the 1974-1975,
1975-1976 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 t!he 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 m3king 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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ISSUE'

The single, or certainly the principal, issue upon which
the solution of this case depends is Hhether the ADM (Average
Daily Membership) as it appears in the 1974 Acts of Assembly,
Chapter 681, Item 573, page 1353, Section (a), subsection 4,
refers to the Average Daily Membership of the State schools
reflecting such memberships in 1971, or whether it refers to
the Average Daily Hembership as defined in subsection 1 where
the term ADM is defined.

Is __t:h.~_l:an~u~~ of the Act Ambiguous?
It is the contention of Richmond that the term ADM as

used in subsection 4 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. If 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; Almo~d 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 instrl~ent, be it private contract
or legislative expr~ss~on, extrinsic evidence will be permitted
to resolve such ambl.gul.ty; the term lambiQ"uity"being defined
as language which is capable of more sens:s than one or which
is open for various interpretations. Ayrds v. Harleysville
Mutual Cas. Co., 172 Va. 383.
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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 legislat~re did not apply the definition which
they had assigned to ADM in Item 573(a), subsection I, to the
ADM which was used in compiling the "composite index" which was
used in 1974-1975 and 1975-1976. This situa.tion creates a built
in ambiguity confronting anyone attempting to reconcile the
provisions of Item 573(a)1 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, a~cordingly,
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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!Y2e 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 ~id for the period in question to clarify the ambiguity
which existed. That this type evidence was properly admitted
is clear. City of Richmond v. Drewpy-Hughes Co., 122 Va. 178.
Nor does the fact that this was the first time the State Board
had b~en called upon to co~strue the ~ct necessarily weaken the
weight of this evidence. Idem. In this regard the Supreme
Court has said in the Drewry-Hughes case:

.One reason for the rule is that the
?.J1J~~_rs-cha!"gecr-Wtth the dut-yor-~ryrn-&
0~~_)aws into effect are presumed to .have
familiarized themselves with all the con-
siderations pertinent to the meaning and
purpose ,of the ne\~ law, and to have formed
an inde endent, conscientious and com etent
expert opinion thereon. (Emphasis added.

At 193
This concept would be particularly applicable in the instant
case S1-nce a representative of the State had been a member of
the task force which fonnulated 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. Even 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 Corrunitteeand of the Education Comrnittee 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 ab~lity to pay"
and was the chairman of the subcollunittee of the House Appro-
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priations Committee dealing with the preparation of legislative
language covering the basic school aid funds~ In 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
up0l} 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 .

.De lega te Lemmon's tes timony 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 con,struction which had been placed llPon
the language of the index by the State officials charged with

.responsibility of administering the basic school aid p'lan.

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 ,vas
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)1 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 ~ntirely separate an4 distinct contexts.
2

He stated that the use of the term in subsect1.on 4 was solely ,
for the purpose of arriving at a formula which~vas 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 subsec tion 1 ~\'asthe
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 i~ the task force work of creating the
composite index formula.

2It 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)1. 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. IS. _ 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 ..
economic data for all -the variables •

.The other A.D.H.- 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 stand)ard 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 averag~ 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 amatteL 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-
Item 573(a)4 -refers to the 1971 ADM and. that the 1971 ADM
should be used in computing the composite index of local
abi Iity to pay.-

SECOND~':ISSUERAISED- BY CHESTERFIELTI -

i..Jhile:,7:as stated at the outset,-othe above---issuewas thee
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_ brough.t.about by_-annexation,- and .:
that such "adju_stment". is not authorized .by:Itern 573, Section-.
C, subsection 5 ..-

This argument is tenuous for the simple reason that the
City's' clcfim 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 5l5-pupils of res.ident
Chesterfield families attending Richmond schools lay with
Chesterfield.

As a matter of convenience, Richmond and Chesterfield
worked out a mutual agreement3 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 "'-las 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
departm~nt 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 Pllrposes 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 ,vas the understanding between Richmond and Chesterfield
is further apparent from the fact. that tuition was actually
paid and accepted by each upon this. basis .. '\!hilethe record ..
is not clear on the P9int, 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
carne into being a completely new method ~f 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
rtnd grap~ically illustrated by plaintiff's exhibits nt~bers
6, 7 and.8.

Dr.- Campbell, the. state. superintendent: for 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 (Pl~intiff's Exhibit 8) in
this manner:

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 fiom the-City of Richmond attended:
Chesterfield County schools under the order of
a special annexation court, these pupils not
being claimed by the City ~f 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 .
,vnatsoever upon ADM. (See Tyler dep., pg. 7.) Ches terfie ld
argues that even conceding that Chesterfield and Richmond had
an agreement that the Scho.ol Division wherein the children
resided would get credit and school aid from the state based
upon ADA, that the agreement never was intended to apply to
A~~. .
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Fn. 4 - continued

This argument is completely without merit for three
reasons.

First: Chesterfield and Richmond actually paid and
received tuition:-P.aYIDentsfrom 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 nComposi teIndex'~ for -a given
locality;, the,.task force was interested in the total number of.
pupils for.whicn: th~t .particular locality .with'the help of state.
aid was required to furnish qU13-lity'.education- -irrespective of ..

'\vhether the figure was reached based upon ADA Qr 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 tapulated in 1974. In 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 q~estion were or were not actually
b~ing educated at Rich~ond'~ expense in 1970-1971-. We-
are not- really_ concerned~'I.vith-any"adjustment" at all
(although this term ,is us~d -iIi.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 ,;vhich
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 I.vhichit 'I.vasnot entitled \'vasdue to an honest
mistake upon the part of .-theChesterfield 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 (aL 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 ""ihomRichmond was _responsible and for 'I...,hichtui tion
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,
r---'

f
\/ I

_ F'- /' ii

( \(4-!-~~\'
Sands, Jr.



City Exhibit 4 -- From Page 24

Three Factors
This co~posite index weights the 1971 true value of real property

50 percent) 1971 taxable sales 10 percent) and 1969 personal income
40 percent. Each of the measures is stated in terms of 1970-71 ADM
and is related to the statewide average for the particular measure.
Personal income is used as a proxy for tangible personal property and
all other tax and nontax revenue bases. The weights reflect the weighted
average distribution of locally raised revenues in fiscal 1970.
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~tl~ on t~e latter tax source is not available, For an examination of the correlation between personal income and charges and ~isce11aneous revenue, see ''Measuring Locs1

~al Ca~acity to finance Public Education in Virginia," by Dr. John L, Knapp of the Tay10e-Mur?hy Institute, University of Virginia (February, 1973).
S~~ces of Data: '. ,

- Aversge daily ~c~bership is reported by each school division 3S part of their annual report subMitted to the State Pe~ar~ont of Education after the close
of the school )'(llr, Data for school )'car 1970-71 ".s cc::,pUcJ by thc Division of Educational P.esellrch,and Statistics during the Fall of 1971.

--~rabe Daily Y~~rsbip

True Values of Resl Property - An esti~te of the true or full value of locally taxed property (real estate and public service corporations) in Virginia is cade every ~JO year.
by the Depart~nt of Taxation, The 1971 data was publ1sh"d June IS, 1973 by the Research Division of that agency.

:,':"
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Personal Incoce'. The ~ost recent estimates of personal income by county and city are for calendar year 1969 and are found in the 1970 Census (Social and Econ~ic Characteristics).
Figurcs ycre not publishcd for towns under 2,500 population (Frie~, Cape Charlea, and Colonial Beach). but. they can be obtained for the ~gisterial districts
in which these towns are located. The Tayloe Murphy Institute at the University of Virginia currently publishes estimates for individual counties and co=hine'
areas based on info~ation 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 publish 1971 data for all counties and cities, including those nOW
reported in c~bined srea ••

Taxable Retail Sale •• A statement of taxable sales that.reflect.deposits of Virginia sales tax revenues in each city and county is published by the Depe' 7axation CD
the ba~is of each subsequent calendar quarter and year •. While no data is available for towns comprising separate school distric;' '.;ell,Cape
Charles, Colonial Beach, Saltville, and Poquoson), an estimate of the sales tax base for these divisions can be made by 1:lUltiplyi:, ..•.;).a popuutioo
t1l::esthe per capita taxable sales of the entire county in which the town school division is located. Where this is done. total tz.:",,;.:"~ sales for the
corresponding county are adjusted downward by 8 like amount to reflect the' independent town school division.

Population - An estimate of the population within each city. county. and town of 3.S0C).'persons and aver is made every year by the Tayloe Murphy Institute 111. conJunctioo
with the Bureau of the Census. Final population estimate. for July 1. 1!l71 were released illJune. 197).
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COMPOSITE INDEX F(,;~ )v'\ SE COUNl'Y

For fiscal year 1974-75, the GovC~~\~'J Task Force on Educational
r::,:;,,,ce rccomm~nded that the method fo~' C, \ C.llating a locality.' s ability
:''- ;';:'.y for public education be chang(',~ 1')~"l'"e:he present measure (true
". ',' of real property) to a composit.: I,',)b .. ~\7hichHould incorporate
~, .. ,'ci1•.•<=- or real propecty, personal {~'~i:\ •.•(' -"Inc! taxable retail,sales.
l ... :-",:'::'1" to illus.trate how this inde:-: j\ C\"':~trltcted, att;ached are two
e:.-:,i :<\:5 providing (1)' a handwritten ~lX~I" .. c>f the formula and the
cL:::-:::en::. variables involved, and (2) il,-r.:l ,tt l'~tical version of the
fon,TJU13 shO\~ing a preliminary calculat h.-0 ~. r>--~ index for Hise County.
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• 2

'/I/ .'

. r:;:)
Per cap~oeLte

.'

LOCAL
COXPOSITE
INDEX

~ote: The c~rosit. lndex is calculated for the ~ost recent perlod ln whlch all require~ uata are available. For the 1974-75 echool vear, 1971 data will be ueed •
•4, and .1) repreeent the average ahare of local revenueS gathercd f~(~real property taxcs, charges and miecellaneoue revenue, and the 1 percent loeal optlO\1
Pereonal inc~ figures are used in the above equation as a proxy for the tax baee ae.ociated with local ch.rg~s and mlscellaneous revenue 'because detalled
tax source ls not aval1able. For an. examination of the correlati~n ~etween versonal income and charges and ~iscellaneous revenue, see '~~aeuring Local

Public Educatlon ln 'J1rginia,". by Dr. John L •.Knapp of the Tayloe-~~Jrphy Institute, University of Vlrginia (February, 1973),

• The coroetants (.5,
•• Ie. tax, reepectively.
1n!o~tIon on the, latter
Fl.eal Ca;acIt)' to Fir~nce

Sou=ces o! Data:
True V.lurs of Real Property - An estimate of the true or full value of locally ta~ed property (real eetate and public aervice corporatione) in VirgInia 1s made every tvo year.

by the Department of Taxation. The. 1971 data wae publi.t.ed June 15, 1973 by the Reaearch Division of that agency.

AYe!.ge D.ily"~rsbip - Average daily me~berehip is reported by each school diviei~n ae part of their annual report submitted to the Stste Department of Education after the close
"of the ecncol'yeirr •...Data fot school yea'r'1970~71 w'li."cOt:pU,d by ,the'lJivision'of'Educatlo:lnl Reeearch aad Stntiatlcs during the Fall of 1971.



,Per'VD41 lnca=e '. The cost recent estimates of personal income by county and city nrc for calendar year 1969 and are found in the 1970 Census (Social and Economic Characteristic,'.
Figuree vere not published for towns under.1,SOO po?ulation (Frie~. Ca~ Charles, snd Colonial Bench), but they can be obtained fer the magisterial districts
in v~ich these towns are located. The Tayloe Murphy Institute at the University of Virginia currently publishes estimates for individual counties and cc--bined
areas based on information provided by the Bureau of Economic Analyais of the U.S. Depart~nt of Commerce. The most recent d3ta cover 1969, and a report for
.1970 viII be released in early spring, 1973. By early fall, 1973; 1MI is planning to publish 1971 data for all counties and cities, including those nov
reported in coobined areas.

Tasable ~etall Salea _ A statement of taxable salel that reflect depositl of VirginIa sale I tax revenues in each city and county is published by the Departcent of Taxation on
the basil of each sublequent calendar quarter and year. While no data is available for towns comprising aeparate school districts (i.e., Fries, Cape
Charles, Colonial Beach, Saltville, and Poquoson), an estim&tc of the s31es tax b3se for' these divisions can be made by multiplying the town's pepulatiOD
tices the per capita taxable salea of the entire county in which the town Ichool division is located. Where this ia done, total taxable sales for the
corresponding county are adjusted downward by a like amount to reflect the independent town school diviaion. . .

Populatloe _ An estimate of the population vithin each city, county, and town of 3,500 perlons and over il made every year by the Tayloe Murphy Inltitute in conjunction
with the Bureau of the Censul. Final population estimates for July I, 1.971 were released in June, 1973.
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Ca1eullltlllll of the c~podte' .tn~el! for "he Count.

The Per Capita Compo.it. Index
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:aleulation or the C~nssit~ Index for Wise County

Th~ Loeel Composit~ Index

•

1:66 x hveraS! Daily Meftbership Composits Ind~l +
2

E:33 Per capita Composite tnd;xt Local COIIll'ol1t.
Index
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2
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Compoal.te
Index
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.265

+
2
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Local
• Compoal.te

Index

/
Local COIIIpo.1te

, Index

Local Composite Index

•..
;"' .'
., '.

Source., C~nve.lth of YirRinia, Department of Taxation, '~eti~ted True (Full) Value of Locally Toxed Property In Virginia Counties, Cities, and Town. Constituting ~prel.1 School
Dhtrictl - 1911 (Real Estate and Publlc Service' Corporation)", (Richmond: Department of, Taxation, June, 1973); COIl'Il:lonwealthof Virginia, State Board of Education', Annual R'F"n of the
5.r.~!-t.-~e"'t of P-Jbllc Jr..truetlo,", J970-71, (IUch ••ond: Department of Education, December, 1971) pp.30Z-305; Department of C"""",ree, Bureau of the Census, Census ,,( ?c,"ubrl"n: lQ70

,C-< -,~, l ~~<!a i .~~:,«,"",,:,1. Ch.1racterloti.s. Final Report PCP) -Cke Vir!j1nia (",•• hington, D.C.: Gover=ent Printing Office, 1972) pp. k60-471; C=on"ealth of Virginla, Deparcent of
:'7~tlcn, la",!c ,al-s In V!rglnle Ccuntl •• and CitIes Based on Retail Sales Tax nevenuee. January thru December 1971, (no date); Cnlvereity of Virginia, Graduate School of Buslnee.
"'mlnl.tutton, rayloe I'.urphy Inetltute, "Eatll:l3tee of the ~opulotion of Virginia Countlee and Citieo: July I, 1971 ond July I, 1972," (Charlottesville Tayl0<0-!1urphy Institute, June, 1973);
V,,1verairy of Virglnl.a, Craduate School of Buetne8S Admln19tratlon, Tayloe-Murphy Instltute, "I'opu1atlon of Incorporated Towne of 3,500 and Over, 1960, 1970 and E.til:lllte. for July 1. 1971.-.
(Charlotteevl11e:, T.yloO-~rphy In.titute, December, 1971).
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301 NORTH NINTH STREET
RICHMONO. VIRGINIA 23219

-~ ,'.. ~

January 26) 1976
' ....

o
<
"~

'..-Dr. \-1. E. Campbell,'
Superintendent, of
Public Instruction
,State Department of Education
Richmond) Virginia 23216

Dear Dr; Campbell~

"

In reviewing the appropriations from t3~ State to Richmond
Public Schools ) '-Iefind that an incorrect l-..:J~':: figure for 1970-71
was used in the calculation of our composi~~ index. This error
occurred due to failure t~ consider studen~s attending Chester-
fieldCol;lnt}- public schools for \.;hichthe Ci.t.y of Richmond paid
tuition. The enclosures provide the prope:;:.-inforr.tationfor
determining t.headjusted Aml. This adjust:::l::!:ltin ADN 'Will be
consistent ~lith t~e adjusted ADA which was ~sed as a basis for
pa~lent of State aid for 1970-71.

Since the co~posite index: has a subs-=~::ial effect on our
basic State aid appropriation and the incc::::::.vefund, j.tis
requested that you recOUlpute this figure i.:: soon as possible •

.In reference to State Superintendent' ~ ~~-eUlO'. No. 7764) fot;
the reasons 'stated in the above paragraph: = ~ould suggest that
we delay settleoent of the incentive func. ?E}":lcntfor 1974-:75
until the matter, regar,ding the composite in::e:<,is resoived .

....
We have discovered an err9r in the State Report for 1974-75

regarding the amount of funds supplied fr~ local sources. Docu-
menta~ion to correct this error 'Will be sub=itted at a later date.

Please let me hear from you regarding this il-:lportantcatter.

Very truly yours,

At/} f.r-},%ft~
l~o~ns C. Litifc' ,
Superintendent

enc/3
cc: lolL".}'. Brent Sandidr,c

bc: School no.lrd Nl.~r.tl>~rs Asst. to City }!3r. 'f"lcott
"•."-''" r., '0., At" t. " (~,"O"1<-
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': June 18" 1971' ,
I' ,
I

,!'

, '

'. "

, !

"i'
,,

'.
, i

, , , ';"

'0/0
"

....

',' '.
,',

"

Dr. Robert F. Kelly~ Superintendent
Chesterfield County Public Schools',

":Chesterfie14~ Virgini:;>-23832

"

'.. ,

, ..:. ' .

•...
,',

ill' .•••••••

"

" Dear Dr. Kelly:
f'." ,

, '

The enclosed statement i.s om: e'sthnatcc1 bill
for the 533 Chesterfield County studct:lts \-1hoattended
the Ri,chmondrublic Schools in 1970-;71.,' The ~~:1unt of", '
the hill Has based upon the er.timCltcd cost of:,operati.on
of. the rezulnc day schools less the reimbursable rev~llue:.
and 'las prorated on the, basis of ADA,. . ". ,

"

"

, . 'If further. infoTin.:'1tion5.s ,needed,). please feel
free to ,call. W~wou1d appreciate ~eceiving payment
by Jun~ 30,) 1.971. "

'. "-0,

,,

.. '.
: ,

, .
'.',.,.

," '"S,incere1y) " '

~
, '

"

- ....•
,.... .,

' ...

. '

....
- ','

.'....
L.' P., Adams: '
SuperinteJildent, ,

..- .'
.' .. :.

:,', " "
, ,

','

, '.'

:- .•.. :.~

'-, :.

"

"

'. ':-

' .. '.. :'. ..• '~~:

: ".

..' .

'. '.
".' '.

,',

....
, .
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"

, ' '

, "
. ....

, ,

, "

, '

: .'

, ..... '
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", "~ ,
" .'

~, '-

, ' ,

"

, , .,

,Encl.

: .',

, .. ~ .'

',','" LDA:kt'". ,.

"

"

" '. ,
, .

.. . ' .

"

, '

,..... ,"

", .;
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....•

, .

.' ."

, ' ~
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164)650
5)000
6)OO~
62,000
20)000
9,OnO.

, ,

,'.

$
137,000
21:1'5X3
'.9,800
79,084.
661,800
I.I~,9Jli
l.5~OOO , ' '.
51,371"

,10t.,532
688,000.

.." ..
!

, .,. 1,333 ,!)3~\..' ..'

52)000
162>26lt

, 1~?li7)303 .,

~ 1,200,964
2[.,878,676
2,956,811
70l.,030 .

. 3,392,636 .
, 1,71,3,171,

219 9[,5

, '

RIcmrO~D SCHOOL DIVISIml CHl~GEAJ>LE TO CHES" ERFIELD
I I

ESTIWu'Jm TUITIO:~ BILL, TO CiLESTERFIEfn com:TY FOR. ',mE.
I ~\ FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1970 -11

Driver Ed~~~tiou
Guidance Counselors and
. 'Psychol'ogists
In-Sor' ..; •...n r»-;],.; T'~ nCO" ._ .•.•...•".':. e.L" .... :..A. ••• _ •• .",>

" Stlpervision
Pupil Transportatio~
Special Education
S~peTvising Principals
Teachers' Sick Leave'
-Educational Te1eiision
Textbooks
Vocational

.. Tot .•.•.!
Education
Statn Reve ~

. '

Feder~1 FVnds: '. .
rublic I"'.....~.1 89-10 'T.- tlc r'

Public ~~W 89-10 Title III
Lo~ai 'Funds: '.' '.. .'
T.uition - Re;{ular Day School .
(fu:Glu(lj.t'l.'( Chc3terfield County
Stu Ed' (5) .Sale of nstruct:ional Haterial'

.'XCX;ltbO ks - I,o!';t and Foun.d .
Rcnt
Nis clIGneous
Sal(~of. E<luipment f< SuppliesI '.fotal Loc"l r-cvenue..

'J\o t"y. Rc\,cnw: . ' .'
t~ET-lSf n:/{f E~) COST 01:'OPERATIO);-

l~EGUJ..AK DAY 0CllOC\LS

State }'unc"'t.s:

Estim~ted Revenue Applicable to
Ches tcrii,eld County Stu2en_~:i

EstiITztcd Gxoss'Cost
AdminiGtration
Instructi.on
Other Instructional Costs
Coordinate Activities
Operation of School Pl&lt
Haintenance of School Plant
Fixed Char.ges.

Total

ESTIHATED NET COST OF crr
COUl-i"'IY AS '.fUltIO~ F~R t9\f-

.! ,"
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. 1~84.1
45>149

'lClrlJ.. ESTnIRrED TUITXO~ ClIAJlGElillll TO CUr;STEIO!IKLD COmITY
FOR TIlE YEP~ 1970-71 .•••••..•••.••••••••••• ,.••••• '''o ••••••••••. ~,,~., •••••

: '. : ,

Chestcrficld C"ounty.Pupils:
Enrollment ••'_.•••••••••• ~••.•••••.•••••••••.•

,I At11'l •.•.•.••.•.•.•.•.•.•.•.•.•.•. 10 10 •• 10 •••••••••• 10 •••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••

ADA ••••••••••••••••••'•••r .. ~ 4 •••• ~

I ' •

[
' " ,

, - ,

Ratio b~sed on ADA:
1

;

i'
1

[,
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-.eltcstcrjicld, VirgiNia •. 23(13.'2 ~ (703) 718-N05

7Jr. }:oba/ J. Kd/II ()1)it'isioH SfJpaiJilcm!cill

August 3, 1971

~~. L_ D. Ad~, S~?erinteDdent
~c-.,..,q:t.d Public Sd100ls
:::::.z :.crth ninth St:reet .
•~~3=c~d)Virginia 23219

'.

- .• ~

",
. .•.....

•. :. J:" ...:... , .
.. ..,." ..~.. . ,- .

•• • 0 co- ._. ~."", ••••• ~~., ••••• :.. '"_ •

'Lhe 1970..,71 attendance da.t:z =or Rich::ond reBidents ill the Chesterfield
~ty Public Schoois is prov~~ beloy. ~\l1datu is based on 180 teaching
£zys_

>....ar ~. Adams:

Crade K Crades 1-7 Grades '8-12
Total

Grades K-12

Aggrega te Days
~ership' , 265,736 6031'292

.Aggregate Days
Attendance 30,095 249,2/,8 278,.580' .557,92/•.

Average Daily
i!ecl>ership 184.0 ..1476.3

•
.1691.3

Average Daily
AttendatlCe 167.2

Iv1
1384.7 1547.7 '3099.6

. .Sincerely, _

jJ~ .([.Ul~""
ThO;j.:lS R. I'ulGhu;:l .
Director of Research

TRF/mcv
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RICf{AIU) C. Il.O:nEB
• .., •• C.••.••• "CNOC •• .,
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'1 '" I

RICHMOND.VIRGINI ••••Z3219

1'lal'"ch .16, 1976 ~ .

i PLAINTIFF'S
i EXHIBIT
1 -ai-sv0~
"~

.'

.. ':

Our people are ready to provide additional information to your
office:or the ,State Board as you might consider appropriate and desirable.

We are hereby requesting full payment of the Richmond City entitle-
ment from the State Basic School Aid Fund for fiscal 1974-75. This is
the sam~ matter which'\le,have discussed with .you earlier and which was
referenced by Dr. Thomas C. Little in his letter of January 26, 1976.

As you may know, the difference between our entitlement and actual
~receipts under State Basic Aid for 1974-75 is due to the composite index
for Richmond which is used in the formula. The membership component of
this index should have been 50,004 students rather than the ~nadjusted
membership which was used (Exhibit A). This 50,004 membership would
have given a composite index of .590 (Exhibit B). This index ~epresents
an entitlement of $8,883,384 for 1974-75 •. Our actual receipts under
State Basic Aid, totaled $8,361,215.

This means an additional $522,169 (Exhibit C) is required for full
payment of our entitlement in 1974-75. Some arguments for counting
.tuition ~ichmond pupils in ADM are included in,Exhibit D~

, I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

•

Dr. H. E. Campbell
Superintendent of
.Public Instruction
State Department of Education
Richmond, Virginia 23216

Dear Dr. Campbell:
....•

"

-
"

,~ .Resvectfully, .. .' ,

ilL./of .;4'"_ ' ,t' '''. ,.\~ . I.:A.:r!~Lv./f.,;,?(!l f4 ~~~ . ....
Richard C. Hunter.
Superintendent

..

Your prompt attention to this important matter will be pighly ap-
preciated. .. , ,

.'

" 'I

enc/4

bG _ H.l~ C-:~J ••.:y - ely //J.rr ~ "¥I:c.
jbL ••."t n"Jf!~'."" lJ •••d'I':..f o!,,,e..
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lli.<:llt\lOl.lrl ~,;Ch(jOJf~ (Lr'.tt"r- ()~ .Tlln~ 1':1. ; ")}.;.,
to ])1:. Kplly froil\ l{r. 1.•'1;>,,;:.5)

,

' •• l,es;.: Hi.clu~)ond St-uclE~nts {h'l~r. G 2.~lr;, (j'/"~r: 'i~j

YeaTs of Age (64/.8~ ADA. 3tate ~2?0Ct
19,0-"11)

Adjusted ADM 1970-71

(0 .
_-"----...J.....
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RIcm;O~iD, VIRGINIA
. '.' 1974-76 BIE~~IUN

ADJUSTED }ffi}illE~SHIP

, ,
.'. . ~"

"

0:: Composite Index of todd Ability. to Pa'.l
= AmI Compos'itc'Index'
= ,Per Capita Com?osite Index
= True Value of Real Estate and Pub1iq Service Corporations
=.' Average Daily,Nel>lbership , ..
c Sales SubjeCi: to State Sales and Use Tax
0:: Population
0:: Individual Incoille
0:: Local; peL) means Local or,Ric~~ond ,Population,.
'" State; P(~) means Virginia Population'

Terms
z
x -
y

AD}!
S
P "

" "":!=
(L)
(S)

Z 0::

X ".,..

•.Data
At>N(L) , = 50,004 AnN(S).. peL) 245,200 'pes)0::

RE(L) , 0:: ~1,956,810,000 ,RE (s)
I(L) = ~1,104,871,200 ,I(S),
seLl .= ~723,745,696 S(S)

.~Fornula
.50 (.667 X + .333 Y)
"5'(RE(L)/Ami(L) -:RE(s)/AD~!(s) ) +
.4 (I(L)/ADN(L) -:I(s)/r\DM(S) ) +
'.1 (S(L)/ADM(L) -:S (S)1AD:-I(S))

y.= .5 (RE(L)/P(L) -:RE(S)/P(S) ) +,
.4 (I(L)/P(L) -:I(S)/P(S) ) +
.1 (S(L)/P(L) -:S(S)/P(S) )

c 1,067,966 .
=' 4,719)600
0:: $40,902,351,000
=, $18,492,705,798'
a $7,933,749,775

.,', 0".. ,.
" .

"

....
,

X """
Calculation

.5 ($1,956,810,000/50,004 -:~40,902,351,OOO/1,067,966>, + " '

.4 (~l,104,871,200/50,004 -:~18~492,j05,798/1,067,966)'+,'
.~.~ ($723,745,696/50,OO~ ~ $7,933,749,775/1,067,966)

X "".5 (39,133 ~ 38,299) + '
.4 (22,096 -:17,316) t
.1 (14,474 -:.7,429)
•5 (1.02) + .4 (1.28) + .1 (1.95)
.51 + .51 + .20
1.22 '

.X CI

X 0::

X ""

"

" .

.';

y ""

y=

Y ::
Y =Y •.•

.5 ($1,956,810,000/245,200 ,-:'$40,902,351,000/4,719,600) + '
~4 ($1,104,871,200/245,200 ~ $18,492,705,753/4,719,600) +
.1 ($723,745,696/245,200 -:$7,933,749,775/4,719,600)
.5 (7,961 ~ 8,666) +
.4 (4,506 ~ 3,918) +
.1 (2,952 -: 1,681) .-
"5 (.92) + .4 (1.15) + .1 (1.76) .
.1~6.•.• 46 + .18
,1.10

Z = .50 (.667 X 1.22 + .333 X 1.~0),
Z = .50 (.81 + .37)
z = .50 (1.13)
Z EO .590 (C():.lilO~it~ Ind~x - n.icht:.ond)
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RIchmond Public Schools
STATE BASIC APPROPRIATIO~

.. AD'JUS'"L-1ZXTS '
,19~4-75

•

" Standards of Quality
'Average Daily Nembership
,~er Pupil Standards of Quality Program

,'Of

",.

, '4 ,""

1,006
x $300

522,169

319,800

$

$20,886,791
(12,323,207)

$ 8,563,584

38,729
x $681

$20,886,791
x ,590

.... ',
," ..... "

$26,600,823
, (5,720,032),

,
i
I'
I.

. I

I,
i
I .
\.
I
I
I

I
!

i

!
I
I

. I

I
I
I
I

I
!.
I
I
I
I
i

'.- '.1,'

j"
t $
i

i'
I.
:.1".:$ B,563~584
I' .I.' 319,800

'" .;I.: $ B,883,384I .. ' .
.' I . ,
i .. (8,301,215)
!
I

.•..

....

. ,,

..

, "

,. ,

"

..
Total. Compensatory Funds (2)

I

Compensatory Funds.
Eligible Students
Allocation Per Student

Tot~l State Basic.

Requir~d'Local Effort

State Share Standards of Quality (1)
..... - .',

Less Actual Receipts

Additional Payment Due

Basic'Less Sales Tax
Com?osite Index

"Basic Less Sales Tax
Less: Required Local Effort

',State Basic kppropriation
(1) State Share Sts:ncards of Quality

, (2) Compensatory Funds

.Basic Operations Cost
Less: State Sales and Use Tax

. ,.



'.- App,51 .,

,.

.
JUSrIFICATIO~.¥QR ~Ou~TI~G tUITION PL~ILS IN ADM

(1970-71) ,

. '
Although tuition pupils were not counted in most of the State ADM for

1970-71 in determining the c~posite index of ability, there are some
cOffi?elling reasons for counting such pupils attending Chesterfield County
schools from the City of Richmond. (Tnose attending 'Richmond schools from.'
Chesterfield should, of course, be counted in ADM in Chesterfield for the same
reasons) •.;

.' . ARGlJMENTSFOR COllli'TING TUITION PUPILS IN ADM.

.i: :.',•..
1•. T:.'1E",.3352 pupils from the City of Richmond "'lereattending Chesterfield'

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

3.

'5.

• 6.

7.

8.

The true value of real estate and public service corporation property
in the annexed area where these pupils lived was attribut~d to the City
of Richmond in computing the composite inde~.

Sales subject to State sales and use taxes from the annexed area were
attributed to the City of Richmond in computing the index •..
The population from the annexed area was attributed to the City of.
Richmond in computing the index. .
Individual income fro~ the annexed area was attributed. to the, City of
Richmond. in computing the index.
l~ereas in most school divisions the n~ber of tuition pupils is
insignificant, in the City of Richwond and the County of Chesterfield the
number was substantial. Counting tuition pupils, in ADM in Richmond rathE"r
than'in Chesterfield would result in an estimated.increase in the basic
state aid appropriation for the biennium in excess of $1,000,000.

These students were counted in Average Daily Attendance on ~hich basis
State matching funds were distributed in 1970-71 •

.:•.

JlVl
,2/23/76
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I,Ji.:lirnond Public ~.choo/:;. ....,

301 NORTH NINTH STREET
Richmond, Virginia 23219

.~~AT~ BASIC 1975~76
ADDITIO~AL Fu~~I~GREALIZED
WITH ADJUSTED CO}fi>OSITEI~~EX

Y.ay 27. 1976

Old Index
STA..\'DARDSOF QUALITY .

.Adjusted Index

Average Daily Membership
Standards Per Pupil Cost
Less: 1975 Sales Tax
Basic Cost of Q?eration
Composite Index
Local Share

Basic Cost of Operation.
Less: Local Share
State Share - Standards

COMPENSATORY FUNDS
Students Below 12th Percentile
Per Student
Total Compensato~

TOTALS
State Share - Standards
Total Compensatory
Total Basic

DIFFERENCE
Adjusted Index Total
Less: Old Index Total
Difference'

37,592
x $730. .
$27,442,160
( 5,473,276)
.$21, 968,884
x .615
$13,510,864.'

$21,968,884
( 13 ,510,864)
$ 8,458,020

1,918.8
x $300
$ 575,640

$ 8,458,020
575,640

$ 9,033,660

37,592
x $730
$27,442,160

( 5,1.73,276) .
$21,968,884
x .590
$12,961,642

$21,968,88l•
( 12,961,642)
$ 9,007,242

1,918.8
x $300
$ 575;640

$ 9,007,242
575,640

$ 9,582,882

$ 9,582,882
( 9,033,660)
$ 549,222.
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May 19~ 1976

..
Dr" Richard C. Hunter, Superintendent
Richmond City Public Schools
301 N. Ninth Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Dr. 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 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 ChesterfieJ-d County ADM. As a result, the Chesterfield
composit~ 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 information.

However, we ha~e some complicating; factors that do not permit
the Department of Education to resolve this matter. First, the
composite index for both Richmond and Chesterfield was established
on the basis of ADM figures supplied by the respe~tive superin~
tendents in the annual school report for 1970-71, which was the
base year for establishing ~he current composite inde~. The
Department of Education had no reason to.question these figures
and our first knmvledge of the situation stated above ,vas in the
form of a letter dated January 26, 1976 [rom Dr. Little, the
former Richmond superintendent. Further, the Department of
Education has no funds to indemnify.the City of Richmond for
the current biennium. I recognize that your letter claims reim-
bursement only for the 1971~-75year but the fact remains that
the current year would also be involved.

In addition, the question remains relative to the status of
the entire annexation proceedings. We have no information regarding
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Dr. Richard C. Hunter, Superintendent
Page 2
May 19, 1976

the intent of the annexat;i..oncourt and indeed \'lhetherthe court
acknmv1edged the composite index fonnula and its possible effects.
Consequently~ \Ve submit 'that the issue may be subject to inclusion
in the final settlement between Richmond and Chesterfield to be
ordered by the annexa tion court ra ther than one over -\vhichthe
"Department of Education has jurisdiction.

You may be assured of our sincere regret over this lnatter
and we aclGlow1edge 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 for each locality was not

. readily ascertainable at that time) particularly in view of the
fact that the use of the composite index in the distribution of'
State funds to localities was new 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 Riclli~ondmust necessarily affect
the composite index :for Chesterfield. While I see no way of
resolving your request at this time, I do not wis1:J..tc?'block. .
further discussion~ If you and Dr. Sullins wish 'to meet with
me, please advise.

"Instruction

\;rEC/lc".
cc: Dr. Howard O. Sullins
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DISTRIBUTION OF BASIC STATE SCHOOL AID FUND *"
1974-75 (ESTIMATED)

~1arch13. 1974



REO Lec EXP •• 50C X ~(~PC5IT[ INOEA X TOTAL COST - ~ALcS TAX
CC~Pl~~ATCRY FU~GS PASEO ON 300
SOQ ceST BASEO eN 48.0C PuS.

03/03174 CO"'PAIlISONOF 1913-i4 AND 1974-15 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA - PART Z PA ••E

COuNIYlTe~N
CR C I TV
1

1'H4-7S
ACI"
2

1913-14
, lOCH

EXI'
3

,1914-75
R[I,J, Lee.

l:XP AT 6/11
PER PUPIL

4

A140UNT 2: OF
OF INCREflSE

INCREASE COlS/
COL4-COU COU

5 6

1914-75
SO~ STATE
SHARE
AT 681

1

MAXII"LJM
LlIC'A'\.

INCREASE
PROVISION

8

i'~74-7 5
e.OMPl::N-
SAlORY
FUNDS
9

l'i14-7S
TOTAL

STAT!: AID
10

1973-74
GENERA!-

STATE AID
11

AMT OF t J~
CHil"4GE-CH/.;4':;t:
'COL10-COll21
COllI Cot 11
12 lj

5"79~012 '

978,693

9.900
30,90C

13.200

19.200

22,800

71,.400

36.000

31.200

17,700

46,500

49.8UO

,.60300
'58.200

922.386
4.369,541

4.01,2,343
1.12e.411

1.21'),852
26.400' 2,140.675

2,24~,2uO
.-j3.9bO _. "-746'.6'jT-

740,457

7.10
139,876

IB.S 1
365,095
, 12. '.>1

1B,359
1.3l-

7,659-
.61-

12.425-
780~92i 4.1D

812,931 32~00G
. .. 4. 30(::l;'S'05~... 98.56-

61.800 ~,23B.70~-
3.783.786 4.~2-

3,631,101 152,079-
320,~11 15.51

370.697 49.786... ~8-;Too---.-._- --Z-,'3i'b-,03/;""'-- ".'-',- ._-- 9.34
2.532,283 . 216,249

..398.662 1.70-
391.883 6.779-

1,3')4,106 10.61
1.4~8.5q7 144.4~1

21-0300" . , .,''1,004;124 24.(,l
1.251,1,72 247.348

3.246~244 1l.39
3.680,884 434.61,0

631,198 46.13
291,18A

1.1,9-
327,204-

1.15
81.1,"1

5.117
108,525

.8l-
6,lB:1-

11.bj
113~~H2

12.13')

40.580

350.132

706,557

,899.586

376,148

793,731

1,479,997

1,961.328,

1,224,172.

1,179,193

.3,61,.2 ," 11

1,1"4.072

2.493,583

3.606,484

3.573,507
364,)97

2,06••,083

2.222,800

1,07".505

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.co

.00

.co

.oc

.00

3.64

13.00

10.96

12.20

26,276

15,790
109,461"

112.10"

312,068

228,353

586.670

634,950

371,759

450.114

29'),652

688,596

57tl,51l0

638,167

1,434,362

1,139.467

1.10B,205

1,816,800

1,132,829

2,641.288

2.H2.084
1.036,847

180.984

12,296.913

<;'18,,144

685,491

79 ~,104

599.60B

2C2,077

924,143

612,332

191,79"
i,"0,98S

1,t.21,560

1,20'J,40B

,408,583

2.232,551

2.750.971

880,169
1.9b4,7H

4.344.83b

1,970,016

29~608.621

b,lCO

~,S15

1,800

1,217

1,065

5,320

7,297

2,365

3,425

),135

9,H9

1,lS0

4,485

5,154

2,1181

10,600.
22,020

11,lOO

.
i

A"'ELIA

APPO"ATTex

BATH

ULilliGTC/'\

ALLEGI"Al',Y

A"HERST

ALCEI".\RLE

AuGUSTA

ACCO"'ACK

BLAND

B:{UNS'"ICK

BUCKI"(;~A"

BEOFCRC

BOTETCLRT

CHARLES CITY

CA"'PE<Hl
CA~CLI!\E

CARRell
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REC LCC EXP , .50r x CC~POSITE INDEX X TOTAL COST - SALES TAX
CO~PE~S'TCRY F~~CS e~SED ON 300seQ CCST ~ASED eN 48.CO POSe

OH03174 CO'-'PARISONOF 1973-14 AND 1974-75 ESTIMATED fINteNCIAL DATA:" PMT 2 PAGE 2

CCU'1\ T\' I ICI,N
OR CITY
1

1974-75
'CI'
2

1973-:74
LOCAL
EXP
3

1974-75
REO LOC

EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL

4

AMOUNT , OF '
OF INCREASE

INCREASE COLSI
COll,-COl3 COL3

5 6

1974-75'
SOQ STATE
SHARE
AT 687
7

MAXI"'UM -.-1974:..15-.-- ,., ._, ----
LOCAL COMPEN- L974-75

INCREASE' "SATORY TOTAL
PROVISION FUNDS STATE AID

8 9 io

1973-74
GENERAL
STATE,AID. Ii' -

AMT OF
CHA:~GE
COLIC-
COLli

1,2

t JF
CHA"IGE
COLl21
COlli
13

.63

.07-
1.946-

l.n
45,415

2:>.55
202,400

9.44
82.952

43.86
208.768

11.87
135.933

(.11-
5.950-

21.56
162.825

14,152
4.81

21,.726
4.15-

1.294.677-
5.74

71,162
1.18

9.095
49.8~

187,708

475,775

640.29S

376.474 -

'755.087

375,938

529,552

274.511

780.635

917.912,

962.0l0

1,50,875

7-;614.226',
7.5')6,350

6.9UO

14.700

19.200
21.000

28,200

17.400

214.1'10
34;'806---' 1.158.698

1.394,O~7

13.200

iO.400

564.11\2
36-~'90b- -i;'649~015

2.647.069
2,308.377

2.353,7Q2

10.800

626,520
1,306.66i

1.461.586
44~100 ,- "-2.z'H.Yi'6'

2.247,478
S14'~~49

539.075
268.800 31.223.012

2Q,Q28.335
. 29~ 100 . ".,' .,. 1"~239".86r

1.311.024
771; 540-' -

'15.600
,14',160

3.300

,-,'75.600

12~600

1.187.,.543.,"ii.600 '-879.oia

25.392

664.11,3

553.382

903.212

767,435 -

5~4,228

940.430

521.675

438.275

1.248,595

1,16ll.343

1.433.386

1,359.297

2.203.378

2.332,792

29.659,535
1,281.924

.07

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

,.00

3.58

1.00

2.57

11.69

14.28

1.696

9.160
336

2e.l92

19.744

58.313

115~449

265.227
557.354

5011.057

880.375

542.967
878.269

338.813

64Y.623
431,682

860,032

'136.780

170.840

1.126,450

1.621.092

1,344,633

1.502.381

2.724.090

7,Oll2.649

45.427.895

507.721

742,235

499.041

411.938

650,317

256.(167

2~6,470

169.144

1.097,l]j

1.229. lli4

1.'H8.398
1.422.447

1,353.743

1.727.2Ie

1.0'18.258

8.842.143

94.978.008

1.365

1.825

2,e45

2.475

2.C60

1,630

5,200

2.080

3.525

177

1.895

6.760

6.755

6.800

4.1CO

4.8CO

24,354

119.486

FRAIi",UIi

OIN •••.ICCIE

t;LCl.CE~TFR

OICKE~SCN

ESSEX

FREDERICK

GREEf';e
GREENSV ILLE

FLUVANt-A

GCCCHLIINU

FAIRFAX,

GILES

FLOYD
fAUCUIER

CLARKE

CULPEP,ER
C~~eERLAIIoC

CRAIG

CHESTEPFIELC



REt Lce EXP # .5CC x LC~PCSITE INUEX X TOTAL CCST - SALES T'x
CC~?E~S~TCRY f~~CS SA~EC eN 300
soc CCST eASEC ON 4S.CO PGS.

.45

t OF
C!'IA '~;;E
COLl21
COlli

13

PAG[

9,904
3.25

11,188
1.4~-

43,442-

-AMY OF
CKA'IGE
COLiO-
COL 11

12

261,744

5i9~ 110

943.123

344,145 .

226,9'18

1'<73-74
GENERAL

STAn A10
11

742,780

355,340

644.04S

.3? ~-'~.6b--'36f~458

407,999
2;224,901

2,234,1111

1,043,518

422,244
1,895,538

2.01'.!,105 .
, i,-144-,5i9--.-

1,606,14'1
1,174,444

1,372,'15'1

11.12
267,221

4.86-
150,638-

3.75-
327,35Z-

. 3.18-
201,51'3-

iOO,328 62.23
1~2.760 62,~32

...~99:.it31.- 31 .69
1.316,146 316.11~.--Of, 38Q, 5'9'1' _.- 4: b9
1,~46,405 56,808
,_.- 119;947 12.'l~-

95,902-
42.31

'16,168
--' i~69-
6,118-

22.69
18.099

6.'i1
122,567

2S.10-
538,380-

16.90
1911,515

10.64
100,395

43.')9
223.610

5S.8A
146,255

2,583.159
2.870,386

3,100,163
2,94~,52'5

8,720.561
6,3~3,21S_. _ ..,---5,334,-137 .
5,132,622

1'174-75
TOT AL

STATE AID
10

8,400

35,70.:1

46,2;)0

15 ;300

410100

1,800

li;306

f2,t.OO

7,1\00

-40,500

3'1.300

35,.700

18,300

'15,1>00

2,lC\)

40,500

1'<14-15
COMPEN-
SATORY
fUNDS

9

99,900
. .- 6'if,700-

9.0'13

Ill,liS

295.194

MAX lI'li;;;' -
LnCAL

INCREASE
PROVISION

8

631,445

315,366 '

343.040

414 ~444

2,188,611

1,025,218

127,180

1974-75
SOC STATE
SHARE
AT 687,
1

1,331,1l59

8,293031 S

2,R32,710

2,B11,886

,4.768,128

1-(,0,660

,1,275,646

1~i,'12,805

.00

.00

.00

.CO

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

4.22

5.92

.od

.CO
10.22

17 .06

11.55

54,312

212.928

356,532

302,945

AMbu~T % OF
OF INCREASE

INCREASE COL5/
COL4-C0L3 COL 3

5 6

441,662

8~1,516

552,041

632,035

676.899

348,563

436,5'H

634,781

697,913

151,301

1,.341,401

418~751

1 !250! )86

1,110,061

1,176,605

2,'i26,815

11.452,673

1974-75
RE"l LOC

Ext> AT 687
PEa PUPIL

4

CO~PARISON OF 1973-74 ANO 1974-75 ESTIMATED FINA~CIAl DATA - p~~r 2

803,957

509,24U

603,892

684,850

661,365

431,875

930,302

189,507

'438,oeo

19B-74
LOCAL
EXP
3

1,287,095

48'1,812

7,113,712

1.399,,634

,1,461,105

2,623,870

l'hOS9,7-tlJ

n,SSC

tv, .170

1,390,

2,741

2,318

3,750

1,150

1,355

4,740

2,215

12,729

34,449

7,1~0

10,160

1'l74-75
Ae'"
2

caul', T"rITC~N
OK C lTV
1

KING ~LEEN

LC\JCOl:1',

LCUISA

"AGISel',

MAT"EIooS

"ECKLE"'8uRG

MICCLEHX

KING "ILUA'"

LANCASTER

KING GliCRGE

HIGMLAI\C

HEr>;RIC(

HENRY

HAII<CVER

HIILlFAX

03/03114

,.;..

11St:E.Cf ,WIGHT

JAMES CITY
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SCC CCST BASEC C~ ~e.co pas.

03/0317" COl"PA~ISON OF 1973-74 A"ID 1974-75 ESTIMATED.FI~A~CIAL DATA - PART 2 PA(;[ "

COl.NT'rITCI.N
CR C lTV
1

1974-75
ACI'
2

1973-74
lOCAL
EXP
3

1974-75
KEQ lOC

EXP AT 687
PER P'UPll

.4

A"MOU:-lT ~ OF
OF INCREASE

INCREASE COL51
COL4-COl3 COU

5 6

1974-75
501,) STATE
SHA~E
AT 687

7

MAXIMUM
U]CAl

[~CREASE
PROVISION

8

1'174-75
CO~PEN-
SATORY
FUNOS

9

1974-75
TOTAL

STATE AID
10

1973-14
GENERAL
STATE AID

11

AMT OF
CHMlCE
COUD-
COL 11
12

~ LlF
CHA~.GE
COL 121
COL 1l

13

350.33E'

986,:;07

949,945

207,100

80o,L94

4050120

642,387

446,253

18.56
148.538

44.23
154,950

16.53
157,039-_... 61.37
225,140

7.64
75.475
. 55.81

.358,539

.. - - .. 1.99

23,478
2.26

31,395
11.28

622,282582;4.7C;.--- -- .. -9.74-
56,739-

18.64
75,516

8.0'1-
159.206-

li.79-
1.467,.108-

1.46-
42,301-

~.33
17.252

8.• 49
31,877

8.61-
552,938-

19:34
229,979

15.33
485,781

27.05
476,919

505,258

948,832

591,986

525,131

224,352

L,106,q~4. __
366,8,,'6

4840130
6,425,619

5,872,681
1,186,963

1,418,942
.- - 3, t'68,821
3,654,6011

1,763,281
2,240,200

..1,063,782

6,30::>

2,700

,4,800

12,300

17,400

16,200

15,300

19,500

25,200

24,900

21,000

43,800

29,100

115,800

460,636
1,96a,670

1,809,464
126,600 'i2,439,456

10, H2, 348
36,900 2,896,491

2,8540190

1,000,92615,000.' _.. .._.__.-1,18'0;496 .-
1,203,974

1,392,202
1,423, ;':;7

5,515,098
6,13.7.•38Q

.---<j,900

7,244

2 •.863

63,291

103,371

213,884

975,726

.576,686

1,089,:;34
._00

.00

.00

10,845,748

.00

.00

2,211.100
.65

1,789,964

.00

1,395,242
.00

4~1 ,430

5,828,a!!1

.GO

.00

.00
515,33.

.00
443,'188

.00

.00

6.62

10.39

19.16

10.35

19.74

96~608 1.181,730

90,749 392,445

41,955 216,689

16.580 3,597.008

216,775 2,603,406

108,129 1,293,'~.~
2,660,256

1,920 521,763

3,050 612,B91

902,994
2,t90 608,909

593,068

591,037

2,535,144

405,228

723.504

3,075 700,988
1.527.713

3,639 1,145~417.
923,860

1,530 376,429
692, H6

1.109,881

657,485

1,713 476.152

3,796 1,019,868
564,436

3,570 672,565

2,C90 681,786

1,165 4"7,1~3

7,160 1,315,100

1,550 418,"40
6,200,221

4~992 1,168,655
15,368,7Bi

3,~35 910.943

6,C50 1,243,743

14,600 2,459,519

36,171 10,630,981

19~719 5,828,881

10,668 2,551,724

t\ll SC1\

NCTTCWAY

NCRTHAfoIPTCII.

PATRICK

PRINC[ I.ILL1AI"

ORANCE

PACE

PI TTSYlIIANIA

"lEw KEt\T

PRINCE ECWARC.

PRINCE GECRGE

RAPPAt'AI\NCCK

PCW"ATA~

PlJLt.SKI

QICHfoICI\C

ROCKeR !tGE

RCCKIl\Ct-AI'
RUSSELL

'lCAII.CI<[



~EC Lee E~P , .5CC x CC~POSITE INCEX ( TOTAL COST -_SALES TAX
CO~PE~SATCRY FUNC~ BASED ON 300 .'
sec CCST BASED eN 48.00 POSe

03/03174 CO~PARISON OF 1913-14 AND 1974-75 ESTIMATED FINANCI~i DATA - PART, 2 P.\GE 5

CGU;.;T'tlTC\oiN
CR CITY
1

197'.-75
AC'"
2

1973-14
lOCAL
EXP
3

1974": 75
REI" lOC

EXP AT 681
PER PUPIL

4

.AMO'U.NT t' OF
OF INCREASE

INCREAse COl5/
COl'o-COL3' COU

'5 6

1974-15
soc STATE
SHARE
AT 681
1

MAXI"'UM
LOCAL

INCREASE
PROVISION

8

-1"97i,'':'75
COMPE.N-
SATORY
FUNDS

9

1914-75
TotAL

STATE AID.
10

1973-14
GENERAL

STATE AID
II

AMT CF
CHAt-lGE
COL 10- '
COL 11

12

:l'; OF '
CHA~GE
COLl21
COllI

13

14,314
28.60

382 ,~1l
10.87-

203,710-
1.21

28,458
21.56-

52,288-
29.43

231,556
5.15-

247,343-
9'.09-

80,443-
6.72

261,146
28.41

188,102
4.11

185,037 '
1.58-

28,841-
4.1'i

118,35R
10.58-

16,004-
4.02

5,663
2.86-

'2,774-
, 15.11-

101,414-
8.21

ll,452

8.H
178,908

17.]6
232,153

138,491'

140,828

91,052
-671 ;'012 ,.

94,278

1109,943

13~t302

569,598

146,491

151,306

3,000

17,100

20,400

804,421
~8,900' 3,885,035

4,146,181

9,481

51,53~

48,119

112,315

25,800 801,1~e
1,0410,7010

4&,200 10,300,779
166!~4!_ 4,053,436

,- 'I i;' <j6if-s 84';8flit'

21~660 2,03&,345
2,215,253

20,~00 1,136,908
1,569,Obl

21,bOO 2,686,111
9.,373 2,700,~85- ~ ._.. _-_..... 36",90C)'--"._' ..... '-It'13-7~'385

1,119,Fl5b
26,400 1,873,969

1,670,25~
33,300 2,360,629

7,.21L_,.., 2,389,081Tit-;loo-.' .,--" '242,510-
116,122 190,222

94,278

5b4,198

143,'091

1,183,398

148,143

135,302

829,704

2,889,269

3,906,199

1,018,904

3,840,689

182,034

1,595,140

2,348,570

1,548,b61

2,578,512

,1,682,956

2,187,653

'0,045,741

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.CO

2.19

8.80

14.98

1l.52

10.40

15.8a

10.23

12.10

14.16

29.55

27,916

21,207

195,826

168,814

224,871

163,690

138,609

160,538

161,80B

21,311

345,19B

231,110

e2<;,800

613,2~9

1,2"6,042

1,003,162

1,896,418

2,092,230

76,107

598,404

1,.640,836

1,293,902

1,1.64',511

583,411

1,294,051

1,284,105

915,95';

45,464

401,'026

203,329

804,529

1,127,168

3,(;06,122,

83,440

1,415,965

1~.l1f,9i:3

1,600,821

450,373

1,531

365

514

205

Cl53

1,145,496

1,477,176

914.441

I,D3,519

2,520

4,850

2,856

7,C09

1,340

8,410

6 •.960 '
,i~-138.qOj

9,350

5.015

5.290

5,140

4,leo

,9,7P5

3,625

YORK

WYTI"E

WARREN

TAZeloELL

WESTMCRELAf\C

WISE

S IAFFeRe

CAPE C"A~LES

FRIES

POuUOsCt~

liASHIi\GTCti

sceTT

COLCNIAL BEA'"

SOUTHAI'PTCII;

SURRY

S"'YTI-'

WEST PCI~t

sussex

SPOTSYlVA~1A

SHFNAI'\CCAt'



LUI II I U_ I

REQ lCe. EXP II .5CC x c.OMPOSITE INUEX x TQ.TAl COS! -_..S.ALES TU
CCMPENSATCRY FUNes BASEC ON 3~O . ....
SOC CCST BASED ON 48.CO POS.

03/0311 •• COMPARISON OF 1973-; •• AI\O 1974-75 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA - PART 2 PAGl b

COUI\T'l'/TC'ftN
OR CITY
1

19710-15
AOM
2

1913-710
lOCAL
EXP
3

.1974-75
REu lOC

EXP AT 687
PER PUPil

4

AMOUNT . -i OF
OF INCREASE

INCREASE eel5/
COl4-con COL]

5 6

1974:'75
SOQ STATE
SHARE
AT 687

7

.MAX1p.iuM"- '.i'f74-75
lOCAL COMPEN-

INC.REASE SATORY
PROVISION FUNDS

8 ')

1974-75
iUTAl

STATE AID
10

. .. - - -'.AMT -Of
1973-74 CtiANGE
GENERAL COLIO-

STAIE AIDe Ol 11
11 12

i JF
CHANt.E
COLl21
COllI

13

»
"0
"0
0)....

.53

531,467

28"1.601

362,786

636,234
4,800

897,710

291,"50

292,151

588,857

304,4;'3

489,113

~,-~-(":';r'''')6-..
2.883.0(,)

70L,

3"S /. t • :.~,

c. ,; :"

33 7 ,746
t.,104,932

10110,755. . . - ..- . _. j-i 6. 258-.

2,767,11'3
1,l37,0~2

5,823
98.72-

371,458-
7.45-

41,377-
7.97-

42,354-
15.44-

56,019-
1.69

197,056
587.890 30.~3-

406,055 181,835-
-1.-64)-.277-._. - ..50-

1,635,094 8,183-
275.454 b.Ob

16,6~7

2,400

5,100

4;ebb

3.000

6.000

6,JU()

9,900

6,:100

11 ,100

16.200

78,600

306.767
132,600 11,653,841

11,850,8"17
6;300

.._. 4;500

5~4, 72',
i,310,u~o

1• 355. ~'J 'v 3
.. 180~6.(>"O. 8.759,6";

9,782,1.>90
_.-- - -6.•i)"oo-... _..

35,397

72,815

583,757

289,151

399~755

"83,H3

304,)67

298.123

9~6,897

551,724

696,239

296,049

1.099,655

3.88,735-

1,153,896

1,3270143

1,058,452

9~602,090

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.co

5.10

1.43

5.23

18.42

.13.92

19,243

...--4,662

3U7,218

629,931

486,196

10154,558._. ...-, ...

1,335,844

8,145,481

896,701

367,97 S

1.433,229

249,042

614,366

459,99i

332,679

...1.05.~,902.__._ .•.
2, Cf3Ci;$74

1,634,868

3,936,1H9

2,43.5,.267

331,034

928,'nl

2,683,475

2,634,477

717,278

4,406,470

6,195,961
5,401,176

--.425,31l6
275,710

10.411,616

16,383,8A2

1,025

1,340

1,130

1,775

5,367

1,87 ••

1,071

b,800

1,500

2,479

2,765

1,203

9,652

3.0"2

3,910

2,220

15,895

32,639

25,812

EI'lPORIA

HA!'PTC'"

LEXINGICN

FAIRfAX CITy

BEOFCRC

fALLS CHJRCH

FRAI\KL H.•CI TY

HARRISCI\Rl,RG

HOPE'ftELL

DRISTCL

ALEXAI\CRIA

FREDERIC~~l!URG

GALAX

eHARLCTTESVILLE

CHESAPEAKE CITY

Cli FlO. FCRGE

COLCNIAL ~EIG~TS

COVINGTCN

OAI'\VILLE



REO Lce EXP •• 500 X CCMPOSITE INDEX X TOTAL COST - SALES TAX
CGMPcNSAYOR-'" -fUNOS- Bi'-SED--orrioo- - -------- ------- ----- ---.--.-----
SOQ CCST BASED ON 4B.00 POSe- - -

03i03/'!•• PAGE 7

COUN tv ITCIoN
OR CITY--C-.

1914':75
ADM
2

-~ 19'-'-/;-75--- Ai~ti"UNT ---i--:- or---- "iq14---15----MA-xf~u"M-H74=75- -------- -.------. ---. --AHf:-OF
1973-74 REO lOC OF INCREASE SOQ STATE LOCAL CQMPEN- 1974-75 1973-74 CHA~GE
LOCAL EXP- A-1'6(31 fNCREASECOL51 -SHARE INCREASf-~- -SAlO~Y -- TOTAL .--- CENERAL COllc-
EXP PER PUPIL COL4-COL3 COL3 AT 681 PROVISION FUNDS STATE AID STATE AID COLlI
3----- -4- -- S- 6- 7 - -ff -- - ----9-- . TO- ----IT --12- -

l JF
CHA:-.::iE
. COLl21
COllI
13

.91
.00

4,151

4,436

4,4CO

--5-.912,'7""3 -.-- -----
10,320 3,292.788

IlARfi NSV IllE

NE\oiPGRTNEwS

PETERSeURG- .

NCR TON

WILLIA)tSBURG

SALEH

SCUTH ..ecs TCN

SUFFCLK

.t-YNtHBl)lfG

- VIRGIN!~ BEACH

-. -:N"ClRfo[i< - - ---.

--- WINC--'~ESTEj:l-

-----56~'1(jO----- ---- --- 2;"12-6;019----
2.750.7~9 24.780

991,818 -9,9-0() --- 1,058,134 5.33-
1,369.653. .ob 1,001.118 56i416-

12,517,~38 9~238,366 15J,300-- 8,376~536 - 12.12
__ ]~_,J_99 1.112,765 . ~OCi 9.391,666 1,015.130

-2i--;-i5f;302------ ---- --- 13; f3!f;oi,2" .------sa7~6bo-- -----12-;""53-7".647-------- - --7.11
47,616 13,403,456 .CC _ 13,525.642 967,995

i22~8i6 ----34.01.2---- 411,783 - "-.800' - 421,973 ".28
1,205 256,828 15.26 23.461 440,044 18,071

--]-; 503.244'-- - - -. - ----- --- --- - ---.--- t~621~413~-- --- ----- 69";3'06 - - - --- - 2-,5-96;164- .. - -- - 3.86
9,308 . ?_,~2.J.!~_~ . ._;00 2,690,773 100,009

PC'RTsMCGfi<-- - --- - - --.., - ----6;7T9-~-i3f" -:. - --e;668,149- ----- --------T6if;306--- -----8, 5060102--------- - - 3.19
23,100 4,876,172 .00 8.771,049 270.947

--.----'6-qa-;"(17r---------. ---- ,675.640 -.---- -5,"10"{)-----------661,7I0.----. - 2.88
Z.110 575,545 .00 680,740 19,030

30,943,819 - 9,238,997 --- --'")19.S0()" 7;794.600 - - - 22.63
43,090 14.758,397 .00 9,558.791 1.164,197

-- ROANO-KE ----.---.---------. -'9;-233-;28'( --- --------. ----.----- --S,OoT,(HIi- -- - -8'1;3(j"0--- ---4-;b7ir;nr------ --9.08
17,600 5.316,730 .00 5.094,318 424.161

'-T,500,(f04 '--23,2U,_- l,22r;329 1'0-;500 --- -1;215,896 1.31
4,771 1,523~230 1.55 1,231.829 15,933

425,083 "-19~851 47i,455 -'-7;200- -----481,716 ~43-
__ 1,6~2_ 444,934 -4.61 479,655 2,061-

"i ;'75-8-; 125- ------- ----- ------- - -- •.- ------ - i;-125~ 504'. ------- -~--6~-600- ------ ------l;'lj9-~-85I --_.-- -- - .68-:-
1.403,718 .00 1.132,104 7,741-

2,531,190 4,098,447107.100 4~036,416 4.1~
.11,100 2~459,069 .00 4,205,547 169,131

11.046,9861,479.008 ... 1'5,q00t360115~ 50(i' 17.754,S44 • 5.24-
49,~OQ _ 12,52~_.~~4...______ __ _.1.3~3~__ . _?48!,61B 16,824,478 930.066-

-Y,1Z:a,-5-12-- i;-228~-lo2 --- '--To;500 - --. 1;099~3fi'- - 12.6'7
1,384,882 .00 1,238,602 139.288

- 707,925-'- 2.100"11.6'-720 98.16-
725 402,924 .00 2.700 144,020- _
-- 2-,05-3;-5"55-- - _.. ----------66-'r,815 '---o~900 --684,883 - - 1.i9-

3~715 1,490,878 .CO 676,715 8,168-
... - --,--452;-274;'125-" --- -----S-~-63b;J.7t . - -----j12,937,-3-0~r------ ------ ..5-;r63-;O~------31t;T9_r,'>7---- .-:--- .97

1.073,298 304,664,518 1.25 2,786.289 320.886.594 3,095,037

-. --_rJ:. ffil1l!L ~ ;)Jj!.Jt80 _ ._
---.-_.-~fdi/J5~n.&__.3JtJ8~lfS _

- --~J~L" .tS7f; y /,f) :--

:d~ ~~~!..3j~59~.:;;~S

TOTAL MINUS.
- TOTAL PLUS

13.9140,694,,-
IT.06~,731



App.63

Defendant's #2
1974-'/0 !'.ppropriationsAct

'/1-75

State ~ Funds 5.512,591,.225
(P. 84, b.l]

Supplemental Skills
Development (Compensatory) 5,163,000

(P. 85, b.5)

Maximum Local Increase
Provision 2,786,290
.(P. 86,c.2)
No Loss Provision 13,974,700

(P. 86, c.3)

Sub.Total =.::;~,515,215
Special Education 21,328,675

(P. 84, b.2)

Gifted and Talented 1,100,000
(P. 85, b.3)

Vocational Education 14,123,090
(P. 85, b.4)

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

General Adu1t
Education 522,500
(P. 86, b.8)
Incentive FlUld 3,831,145

(P. 86, b.9)

Total 377,030,125

75-76
$329,295,060

9,293,400

1,159,605

9,137,650

348,885,715
25,9:~0,385

1,440,000

16,812,635

1,609,500

623,500

8,285,900

403,647,635



.. App.64

Defendant's #3

DISTRIBUTION OF BASIC STATE SCHOOL AID FUND

.1975-76 (ESTIMA.TED

March 13, 1974



REO Lee EXP •• 5ec X-C[~PCSITE INDEX x TOTAL COST ~ SALES TAXCC~PE~SATtRY F~NCS PASEC ON 3eo
SCC cosy 8ASEC eN 48.LC pes.

:: OF
CHAj(;E
(.(;L 121
COLli
13

PAGE 1

AMT OF
CHM,GE
COLlO-
COlli
12

631r198

978,693

1973-74
GENERAL

STATE AID
11

i,940,761

I,059,CJ34

2,023,826

1,128,411
2,140,675

111,2it°
3,783,786

608.425

988,899

805,036

2,456,237

2,257,382

3,934,471

1975-76
TOTAL'

STATE AID
10

4,086,009

1,163,,449

83,700

64,800
23,760

55,620
_ ,2,_123,58,8

34;560

41,01,0

56,160

31,1160

2.'~90,384
6f,020

47,520

i33,9.710

871,2~()
"--il1;Z40"'-' 4,300,"505

14.54
286,67':>

26.55
515,476

19.55
207,136

5.01
29,413

4.92
99,762

11.')5
9C.305

'>7.40-
4,189,265-

2.H3,872,492 88,7C6
il,31,0 320,911 23.44

- -"'" 3~~.! I ?.L 75 , 2 b 1-69',660-"- 2~-j'(6;034--- " 'lb.44
,2,697,O~4 381,020

---6;480 398,662 2.16
407,331 8,669

1,354,106 17.~8
1,5y_3_",S~U,_,_ -239,491

'-4ij~140 I,004rl24 -,- 33.08
1,336,418 332,294

3,246,244 21.19
6811,227

56.6f.
357,701

6.48-
283,538-

13. IS
14l3,")u7

11.65
249,709

74-6;637" 7.81
58,3-i9

18.87
184,756

13,,672
163,485

MAX-I/ofUM"'1975:'76
LOCAL COMPEN-

INCREASE SATORY
PROVISION fUNDS

8 9

1975-76
SOQ STATE
SHARE
AT 730
7

3,800,551

l,56CJrl17
1,2i17,278

947,859
3,832,884

1,131,589

1,207,086
2,342-~864
744,016-

384,832

1,242,410

3,767,732

5.36
5.36

2,391,437

396,326

5.41

5.19
2,066,844

5.31

836,670
7.10

5.15
5.44

8.98
5.41
5.16

5.37

,5.61
,'2,627,394

5.40
5.30
5.31

,5.37
20,510
92,988

16,163

78,699

34,040

23,374

20,848

6},685
35,498
97,763

174,960

86,251

4i,184

i5,674
30,737

31,739

6:h;880
143,558

34,245
327,432

AMOU"4T t OF
OF INCREASE

INCREASE COL51
COLI,-COL3 COL3

5 6

609,)17
311,326

1tl86,904

3,441,337

668,990

1,73,548

1,510,525

21,8,863

2,784,846

,3,92,607
1,825,817

1,201rl5,2
724,094

1,914,563

COMPARISON OF 1974-75 AND 1975-76 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DAfA _ PART 2

672,41,2
2,669,516
1,123,098

823,168

1975-16
REC LOC

EXP AT 730
PER PUPIL

4

611~"I,09"
12,930,853

586,670

3,266,377

2,641,288

295,652

1,434,362

450,174

634,950

578,580

780,984

688,596

371,759
1,-732,829

228,353
1,139,467

1,816,800

1,108,205

1,036,li41

638,161
2',342,e84

1'174-75
REC;; Lac

EX? AT 681
PER PUPIL

3

1;217

1,800

4,485
1,065

7,297

5,320

6,100
9,575

3,7/,0

2,655
9,~39

1,750
2,e81

10,600
22,020

5,154

11,200

1975-76
ACI'
2

ALBE~ARLE

ARLlNGTCh

AI'HERST

AI"ELI A

ALLEGHA~Y

APPCMATTCx

ACeCfoo'ACI<

AUGUS TA

CCV,T'tIT Cwl\
C~ CITY
1

03/03/H

BATH

REOFCR(;

BRUNSI.ICK

CARCLII\E

,B,LAND

8CTETClRT

CA"'PBHL

C"'ARLES CITY

CARRCll

CHA;lLCfTE



REO LCC EXP •• 5eo ~ CG~PUSITE INDEx X TOTAL COST - 5ALES TAX
CC~PE~SATCRY FUhCS eA~EO O~ 3eo
sec CCST eASEC eN 48.00 pas.
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Ct:UNTY /TC\oIN
OR CITy
1

InS-76
ACf'
2

1914-75
REC LOC

ExP AT 6el
PER PI.:PIL

3

1975-16
RE" LOC

EX? AT 130
PER PUPIL

4

AMOUNT ~. CF
OF INCREASE

INCREASE COL5/
COL4-COL3 COl3

5 6

1975-76
SO~ STATE
SHARE
AT 130
7

MAXIfo'UM
LOCAL

INCREASE
PROVISION

8

1<';15-76
COMPEN-
SATORY
FUNOS9 .

1975-16
TOTAL

STATE AID
10

1913-74
..GENERAL
STATE AID

11

AMT OF
Ct1A~GE
COLIO-
COLLI

Ii

PAGi: 2
: QF

CHA'~~E
COLl21
COL 11
13

155,087

475,715

376.474

271,.,511

640.295

1.145,079

2,308,317

568,545

736,809

602.716. _ ..... --Z,649.oi5

832,173

971,330
_. I ..

484,431

.}12~~58 --1.158~698 ..

1,348,04lJ

1,030,428

2.811.261

8,014,992

5,940

28,080

36,720

37,800

1'9,440

.26,460

1.265.6R,?
"38;880

22.680

2.4'11,11>4...
34.560 985,143-

483,840

.- 'i';,460

6.Q4
1,.60,766

29.R5
.108,493

13. ')6
38..347

29.H
338,3as

1.48
-649.80~ 9,511

>50.760 lt306,t>i.2" 19.21,.
J!~,5_~!p~-,-251. 512'79,360 2,23'3,-326--,-- .. 7~62
~.403.836 170,510

31,320 51~,34~' 12~99
581.200 66.851

. 31.223,612 1~64
31,736.919 513.967

.._....- '5-i~3'80- --- '-'-f;-23(i~'8'b2---" .. , 13.29
1.404,746 164.884

17t',540' 7.85
60.633

6C,.10
226,302

6.34
168,252

8.17
188.187

28.47
28v,539

17.71
151,350

.54.116
261,034

11.11
.202,961

6.16
33.043

29.42
222.243

4,311

lO,.76t.

5.31

5.41 .

50,336 1,231.122
5.37

61,229 991,~48

i3,050 808.413

1.77

5.44

5.49

87,957 2,459,364

41.649 100,089

5.41

35,163 583,336

5.28

5.2<;
26,801 950,870

14,029 542.085

5.34

72,470 2,750,841

34.482 626.622
10.18

44.4i6 1,501,414
~.~6

4~.262 2,324,456
5.50

29,358 549;880

i49,687 i,352.366

9,414' 306,~18
.::S.51

"83';057 i',434.44.3'
'i. '53

393,803 7,938,912
5.5U

35.214 461.751

2,440,831 31.253,139

219,256

6CO,6117

928,024

'H4,864

572,325

373,295

~O,!, 4-4~

926,531

1,181,619

1,709,049

9tl7,116

'6'n,627

1'80. :!'5~..

1,St!5,438

50A,051

557,354

265,221

936,180

2,,873,771

6tl4,786

1,411,103

454,132
431,682

649,623

542,961

657,413

338,'813

S,6tl,032

e18;209

l,126,45U

l,621,lJ92

1,344,633

47,868,732
2,124,'090

110,i!40,

1,'50Z,38l

7,082,649

45,427,895

H7

1,365

2,475

2,645

3,630

6,e.co
2,060

6,755

.3,525

2,e80

1,825

6,760

1.630

5,2eo

. 4.8CO

24,354

129,486

GRAYSCf\

GILES

f.Rt.NKLlN

GREEJIOSI/1LlE

GLCLC~SHR

GCCCHLtf\C

fRECE~ICK

FLOYD

ESSEX

GREENE

fLUVA""A

FAIRFAX

Dl~ftICCIE

fAVCUI[R

CRAIG

CHESHRFlElC

CU.I.,PEPE'!1

cu;..:eERt.~NC
DH~-KE,"'S(N



REC Lce EXP II .5CO x (c!,peSlTE INOEX x TOTAL C.OST ,-:.SA..LES..!!'X
CC~PENSAT(RY FlNCS eASED ON 300 -
seo CCST BASED eN 48.ce POSe

03/03114 COMP~RISON OF 1974-75 AND 1975-76 ESTIMATED FINANCIAL DATA - PART 2 PAGE 3

.81-

::o~121
COllI

13

18.')j
478,790

1.J,-
34,218-

2.20
1'l2,66~

AMT OF
CHA:;GE
COlIO-
COlli

12

100,328

739, 'It,.7..

9'l9,431

344,145

12.46
72,710

41-
415,926

11-
161,5~O

':> •.
~v.682-

~2. i',s
119.27 ..\

36T,-i;5'8------- - 6. ua
22.001

~O.72
105,752

13.56
257.237

- 19.65-
421,615-

25.81
303,260

17.98
16'l,66'l

53.10
275,1:>18

66.68
174,561

7.21
160,727

12.20
41,968

4. '37
127,200

5[9,110

943,123

1973-74
GENERAL

STATE AID
11

1,895,538

1,174,444

2,906,466

383,459

689,265

794,788

3115.711

4360311

'346,211

3,061,949

1,415,357

3.005,945

8,913,230

1.551,107

5.290.207

1,477,704

2,385,634

1975-76
TOTAL

STATE AID
10

3,780
113,038

12.900 - -

32.940

14,04()

73.980

15,120'

28.080

0:>,160

64,760

12,900

'22.680

-14,040 .

105,300 2,583,159

2tl52,775
- Hi. 740- -- 'z, i44;529

1,722,1l34

1975-76
COMPEN-
SATORY
FUNDS

9

18 ol80

136,962

MAXII'UM
LOCAL

iNCREASE
PROVISION

8

.. _....-. - ."...- '--22,-[40 .-- .- -_._-_..

109.258

332,2,31

361,319

666,585

435,857

421.191

358ol71

1975-76
SOu STATE
SHARE
AT 730
1

1.490,627

1,403,724

1.6;2,094

2,079,875

1,019,852

,766,708: ...

2,302,474

2.969.406

5.15

7.62

5.24
5.51

5.35

5.56
5.35

5.17

'i. '06

5.17

5.44

5.33

5.40

5.33

5.44

5.40

5.20

5.78

12.60
8.097

18.640

23.263

38.838

32,798

65.48'7

61.146'

35.004

29.'018

23,864

45.947

26,134

69,7fl7

223.057 2.983,505

308.174 5.029.585

607,750 8,733.410

132.781

AMOUNT ~ OF
OF INCREASE

INCREASE COl5/
COL4-COL3 COL3

5 6

159.396

736.751

B97,463

367.203

459,860

667,579

581,459

711.90~ ....
293,625

465,526

666,)91

5C4,.891

2.754.060

1.411.194

J.' 315~ ~73
1.171.207

2.'029.514 .

1975-76
REO LOC

EXP AT 730
PER PUPIL

I,

151.301

697,913

348,563

436','597

6H.781

851.516

552.041

441,662

632,035

1,176,605

2,926,815

1.2500386

I, 11O"~061

1,]~1.407

471lt757

1974-75
REO LOC

EX!> AT 687
PER PUPIL

3

540

7,150 1,237,180

1,355

1,150

1,875

4,460

4. ''00

1,443

3,750

2,741

2.318

1,390

'0,247

8,850

6.2iO

10,160 3,149,872
11,452,673

12.729

34,449 12,C6~,423
2,445.866

U,at6

.2.215

1975-76
41,;'"

2

CCUI\T'I'/TCwN
OR CITY

1

HANCVER

HALIFAX

JAI'ES CITY

HEIIoRICC

ISLE OF wIGHT

HENRY

HIGHLA"D

KING GECRGE

KING CHE'"
KING hllLlAIo'

LCUOCUI\

LCUISA

"'I Cl,;Lf; SEX

lAf'iCASTER

lEE

Io'AThclooS

lUNE/'i8lRG

Io'E(KLE"E'URG

"'AOISC'\



'lEe LCC EXP II .5CC x C[,"PuS I.TE INDEX X TOTAL '9ST - SALES TAX
CCI'PENSATCRY FUNDS eASEO.ON 3eo
sec CCST eASED eN 48.eo POSe
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i975"':76
COMPl:'II-
SATCRY

FUNOS
9

COL.f'tT'rITCwN
OR CITY
1

1915-76
ADM
2

1914-75
REQ LaC

EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL

3

1'175':'76
REI.: LaC

EXP AT 730
PER PUPl L

4

AI~OLfN T ~ OF
OF INCREASE

INCREASE COL51
COL4-C0L3 ceu

5 6

1975-76
SOQ STATE

SHARE
AT 730

7

MAXll"UM
LeCAl

INCREASE
PROVISION

8

1975-76
TOTAL

. STATE AID
.lCi -

1973-74
GENERAL

STATE AID
11

AMT OF
CHA'~('E
CCUO-

COLlI
12

1; Cf
CrlA~GE
COUll
COllI

13

»
"C
"P
O"l
00

98lh301

350,338

800.294

949;945

1,1118,963

1.763.281

6,425,619
512,169

536.755

483,304

2,380,336,

2.'110,788

1,460.,253

3,892,7,)7

1,129,072

1,011.271

6,227,242

1,177.040

236,808
4"860 ..

42.660

78,840

52.380

11,340

31.320

29,160

1.212,455
48;600.1,392.202

'22.140

1,513,704
iOj~680'-'. . .-3;i68,821

o. 8,640

1•.073,197
.. '.27;{)OO~--" .... _. la80~it-96

Z6.n
210.<; 17

53.20
186,417

23.90
227,095

73.02
261,919

14.21
140.765

67.15
431,410

1-.18
91,"')59

4.88
68,051

5~515,098 - 18.83
6,554,154 1.039,056

.---17,820---- ..-- '._.'582."4-70--. 3.62-
561,326 21,144-

- 405.12019.29
78,184

1-.96e"6.70 2.2'1-
1,923,433 45,237-

-i27 ~'8il6-.-- .- . '"ti, 439.456 ---6.17-
11,670.765 768,69~-

66.420 2,896,491 .48
14,297

14.33
29.708

14.77
65.936

3.08-
198,377-

27.30
324,741

22.83
723,886

34.98
617,055

26,413

48.919

101.783
221\,161\

507,329

543.506

4i2,on

525,415

607,2.25

982.111

1,888,3H

1,145;720

1,471,044

2,742,585

3,789,027

1,362,074

1,106.932

6,148.402

.1, 245,~S5

ll,442,81l5

5.38

5.37

5.34

5.51

5.4!!

5.50

5.97

5.31

5.40

6.14

5.27

'5.30

'5.43

'5.38

'5.30

').29

i.0.1I7

14.28

19.937

26,705

31.570

25,546

22,510

64,224

65,732

32,304

49,491

96,060

61.878

62.630

136~219

132.392

193,841

.27.632

319,521

755,925

768,625

501.698

960,434

4.n, S88

440,950

6~1 ,213

)96,36.6

644,'467

S~'l,3~5

1.5011.941

1,309,475

1,232,87'l

2,687,943

2,591,911

6,148,402

2.459,519

681,786

476~152

1,168,655

1,315,(00

447,183

910,943

521,763

376,429

700,988

1,145.,41'1

l,()19,868

672,565

2~551,724

418,440

5.828.l!81

1.165

2,090

3.570

2,690

1,713

7,160

4,'192

1,530

3.050

l"q~C

l,;.tl7~

6,C50

14,6CO

36,171

19,719

"lHSC"

RAPPAt-AI\I\CCK

ReAli/eKE

PULASKI

PRIr>.iCEWILLIAM

PCl<HATAN

PRINC!: GECllGE

RUSSell

PRINCE ECI;ARC

~CCl<BRIDGE

RCCKII\Gt-AI'

NGRTi"AliPTo,

NCR I t'Ufi' 8 £"Rtil.NO

l>.lCTTti.AY

CltAI\Cf

.NEIoi KEI\ T

.PAGE

PAtRICK

PlTTSYLVAf'tIA



~E~ LCC EXP •• 500 X CC~POSlrc INDEX X TOTAL COST - SALES TAX
CC~PE~SATCRY FUNeS BA~~D ON 3CO
sec ceST 8ASED CN 48.CO POS.

; Jf-
CHA •• GE
COLl21
COL Ii
13

PAGE 5

97,052

140.828

i5i,306

138,491

1,336.QOB

2~036,345

1,873,969

2,686,171

2,360,629

.- 67 f, 0 lor.' -
99,'-66

910,,!04
-3,877,877

142,563

156,794

159.369,

605,014

1,839,083

1,744,715

112,929
... 807.148

1,118,698

3,141,379

4.239,335
'1.829,945

1,910,138

.1,668,518

5,400

3,240

36,720

47,520

59,940

?,80.2_ •.692
66;420 1",-337,385'

46,440

88,020.'

31,860

93,420

. 1l~,160

15.53
316,464

24.79
331,61:;

4.33
116,519

37.5J
501,698

0.88-
129,194-

7.44
175.879

53.42-
129,581-

38.59
311,550

4.300,779' 2.26-
4.203,360 97,419-

..21,220-' -'-"--. - '-88'4-;-864-_ ..., . 4.28-
846.917 37,947-

'~,885,035 12.35
4.365,379 480,344

662~oa2- 37.51
248,402

9.31
361,'-58

4.37
80,1<;13

11.28
311~,569

5.77-
8,743-

11.33
15,966

7.4R
2,414

9.83-
65,998-

15.07
20,878

15,162

87,549

74,161

12.211

156,129

823,697

5<;15,294

14",563

'99,466

873,684

151,394

1,631,798

2,303,129

2,714,503

1,772,663

1,682,093

1,072,258

4,046,039

4,265,148

1,878,278

3,047,959

-2,476,568

6.10

8.18

5.28

7.64

5.49

5.32

~.50

5.37

5.51

5.39

11.52

10.69

22.01

.5.51

53,370

1,506

4,084

19,059

76.743

8,912

12,491

129,0<;12

lC5.050

103,777

128,3(H

144,<;161

32,507

138.546

114,912

31,335

'189,021

OF 1974-75 AND 197~-76 ESTIMATED FIN~NCIAL DATA -;~ART 2

I:;~;:;EIN~~~nE s~~~~F~E I:m:~:...u~f-l; ~~~~;-....~~~i;~:.m;~~
COl4-COL3 COl3 AT 730 PROVISION FUNDS .STATE AID STATE AID COLli

56 7 8 9 10 11 12

873,601

834,195

1,423,149

170,720

28,877

1.506,276

629,73<;1

244,201

1,38<;1,155

1!861!,288

711,864

1,372,828

2,041,379

1,829,857
. . . _.- -.- ..•.

64~,7..66_

1,434,588

1,056,532

COMPARISON

1975-ui
REO LOC

EXP AT 730
PER PUPil

4

'2,2070142

80,191

27,371

829.800

345,798

231,710

598,404

1.429,533

76,107

161,808

1,284,105

1.294,057

613.259

1,764,511

583,471

1,640,836

1;-293,'Joi-

1,896,418

1,2<;16.042

1,003,162

2,092.230

1974-75
REI.:.LOC

EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL

3

4,300

365

514

5.140

5.015

.205

6,960

1,340

5.290

3.625

9".785

2.520

9.350

4,850
8,410

1.531

10.245

.2,856

1975--76
AOM
2

03/03/110

WASHINGTCN

Sl'!YTt-

WARRE~

SOUTt!A"'PTC~

SPOTSYlVANIA

S TAFFCRC

SHE~AI\{;CA'"

SU~RY

S\;SSEX

COU~TY/TCiiN
OR C lTV
1

TAZEWELL

SCOTT

WESTI"CRELAfIIC

WISE

WYTHE

YORK

CAPE C"AALES

COlCfIIlAl f!EACH

_ESTHI"'T

FRIES

PO(;;UOSCN
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1975-76
SOQ STATE.
SHARE
AT 730
7

CCUII.nITCIoN
OR Cin
1

1975-76
110M
2

1974-75
REO LOC

EXP AT 687
PER PUPIL

3

1915-76
REiJ LaC

EXP AT 730
PER PUPIL

4

MWUNT ~ OF
OF INCREASE

INCREASE COL51
COL4-COL3 COL3

5 6

!'!AX IMUM"
LOCAL

INCREASE
PROVISION

8

1'975-76
COMP!:N-
SATO"Y
FUNDS,
"9 .

1975-76
TOTAL

STATE AID
10

1973-74
GENERAL
STATE AID

11

AMT OF
CHANGE
couo-
COLl1
12

1 ,!J~
CH:",Ci:
COLl21
COllI
13

»"tJ
l'......•.
o

362,786

531,467

581.e<io

3i6; 258"-.-,

636,234

2CJl,450

897,210

1,256.980

8;759,692

2,767,183

10310,050

8,640

310,107

432,826

520,445

625.013

420,12CJ

587,227

325,119

54.58-
1,510.468-

11.56
33,72~

10.76
9q~,~96 96.586

-,. 541,570' ... 7.23
3'1,651

10.72
140,590

. 19.22
1,684,618

.. 388;-602 -- .. 8.26
32,121

1,136,417

1.450,640

1,256,715

5.400

I.!~R!.425
8~'640

4,320

9,180

8;100'

5.400

10,flOO

29,160

.31-
l,2?3.q13 3.967-

17.820 631~151 19.24
.!_':~..z.Y?-6 121,4756'0-;-480" '2~sifo";-436'- _. , 6.04
3,q~1!1~1 174,131

n;340 289.601 17.16
339,323 49,122

1;i04.932 6.64
73,493

97.69-
367.61f1-

1.75-
11,221-

2.~6-
11,022-

10.31-
37,450-

d.O.>
937,203

26.37-
155,064-

i~643,2i1 . --- 5.6b
93,140

12.,7
34,653

51,840

'325.080
10,444,370

10, 8'0'0" .. _.

14i,4s0

11,340

325,336
238,680 11,653,841

12.5CJl,044
11; 340

16.430

29.512

304,707

321,016

421.486

509,645

615,833

409,929

313.839

581.827

1.158,445

1.215.401

734,806

3.006.687

311,553

12,3'52,364

10.119,290

.1.398,800

5.38

5.44

5.33

5.41

5.49

5.47

5.49

5.35

5.31

5.39

5.40

5.45

').27

5.36

5.21

5.46

5.27

5.54

13.60

1t,898

26,596

25,718

57,290

56,'343

63,408

396.937'

106,813

350,571

512,792

493.776

282.905
33.863

34.894

103.589

20.411

290,925

142,245

436,982

15.035
290,805

349,096

664.,82.5 .
142.415

838~422

407.629

1,111.190

7.732,781

1.124,554

2,825,890

2.104,779. .

5.692.101

2,776,122

.1.161,821

486,196

387,218

468,058

275,770

249,04'2

1,053,900

1,43'3,'229

7,335.844

1,154.558

1.997,966

1;06B, 211

629,931

2,683,415

5,401.176

2,634,477

8,145,481

1,071

1,874

2,479
•5,295

1,340

2,765

1,025

1,130

2,220

5,367

1,500

3,970

1,203

3,C42

6,800

.1,775

32,t39

15,895

25,812

riCPEl'ELL

LHINGTC"

H:'I"PTCII.

FRAIIIKLlI\ClTY

GALAX

FALLS C"URC"

I'R[DER ICK $i"URG

FAIRFAX ClTY

CCLON IH H IGH'rS

"AIlRISCNeURG

eECFGRe

ALEXAI'iL:IlIA

C 1I FTC~fCRGE

CHESAPEAKE ClTY

8RISTCl

BUENA VISU

CHARLCTTESV ILLE

E/'lPCRIA

COVINGTCN

.DANV ILLE _



-J ~ __ ' _

REC lCC EXP •• 5ec x LC~?OSITE INDEX X TOTAL COST - SALES TAX
CC~PE~SATCRY fU~CS 'eASEC O~ leo
SOQ eCST BASED ON ~e.ec POSe

03/03/14 COMPARISON OF 1974-75 AND 1975~76 ESTII'ATEO fINANCIAL -DATi - PART Z PAGE 7

CCU"'TYITC"N
CR CITv
, 1

1975-76
ADM

2

1974~75
REC LOC

fl(p AT 687
PER puPIL

3

1'l75-i6----A~OUNT 'COF-
REO LaC Of INCREASE

EX? AT 730 INCREASE COL5/
PER PUPIL COl~-COL3 Cel3

4 ., 56'

1975':'76
SOQ STATE
SHARE
AT 730

7

-~AX I p'uM"'-i9'J5-76
LeCAL COMPttJ-

INCREASE SAfORY
PROVISION FUNUS

8 9 '

1915-76
TOT Ai..-

STAre AID
10

1973-74
GENERAL
STATE AID

il

A'MT OF
CHANGE
COUO-
CaUl
12

~ OF
CHA~Gc
Call 21
COLlI

13

.34
7.B8

214,956

9,137,657-
31,509,109

146,720

2,726,019
1,058,1'34

'4.860

2,940,975

TUTAL MINUS
" . TOTAL PLUS

4,llbO

9, i8Q

17,820

12,960

102,060

124~740

In,780
4,515,726

~15;900 ' lJ,75~,5'4
17,381,216

lil;900' ,,,

1,061,838 3,704
275,940 8,~76,536 19.38

10,000,494 1,623,958
697;6-ffo -. i"2,-s-Sl,-64i' ~-_.- - 15.55

14,511,512 1,953,865
8,640 421,973 7.23

452,515 30,542
i~590,764 11.26

2,882,670 291,906
'.'-'---li;506;102'.-- -.-. .,9.58

9,322,242 816,140
" 661,710 9.10

. 721,969 60.259
575,640 7~794,600 32.00

10,289,385 2,494,785
---"[57,14Cl --- _.- -_ ..4~67Ci", is"--. --, _. 16.40

5,436,429. 166,272
- ia,960 1,215,1\96 ,7.34

1,305,292 89,396
481~Jli' 5.e9

510,122 28,406-Tl,S8-0-- .. ,-- .. _. i~f3'i,8SC- _. . -- 5.03
1,1~7,294 57,443

4,036,416 11.86
479,310

2.09-
373,328-

. 19.52
214,12'3

96.68-
141,860-

684,883 4.~7
7~,8,~~3.7 33.454

9~2'n;400-~-' 317,791,557 7.04
140,163,009 22,371,452

297,85,!,

1,159,607..'

4~7,162

705,917

712,789

1,286,392

1,185,414

1,295,142

5,279,289

9,127',302

4,322,946

9,713,745

16,767,462

5.29

5.21

5.13

5.39
329,7'10,002

5.93

2.838,915
5.J8

1,044,018
5.26

9,724,554
5.26

.. _.po.13~813-,832
5.14

433,681
10.97 10,194

2,757,930

72,087

28,11)

136,457

257,936

405,899

68'f,444

"176,997

31,,646
5.50

758,364
5.14

289,li3
5.44

81,146
:5.33

23,267
5.23

74~719
5.32

134,699
5.48

1,174,675
9.38

75,597
5.46

.20,655

Fc.ste" H#lt-"c 1,~.tIf,S',o
1(;t~/Ft(hdS :13 OJ 7.s~/1'i~

'specialFult4J 1,.- tG3/12()
,Ge",r;/ Fq,,*,.s, J?. 'J, J.?~/)tz

-...c/- '

3.292,788
10,320 3,469,785

1,369,653
4,151 1,441,740

7,712.765
29,799 8,1l1h664

13,403,456
47,H6 14,092,900

256,828
1,205 285,eOl

2,621,474
9,308 ,.2,!.757,931

4,876,172
23,700 5,134,108

575,545
2,110 607,191

14,758,397
43,,090

5, 3i6~730
15',5.16,761_ ..

17,600 5,605,843
1,523,230

4.771 1,604,376
444,934

1,622 468.201
1,403,7is

4,4CO 1,478,437
2.459,069

11,100 2,593,768
12,525,994

49,600 13,?00,669
1.384,882

4,43tl 1,460,479
,402,924

725 423,579
1,490,878 80,356

3,715 1.571,234
• 304,664~57e 18,073,430

1,073,298 322,738,008

NCRfCllC

RICH"C~C

MAR TI NSV Il LE

NEWPCRT "'EIIS

NCRTCN

RADfORC

RGA~CI<E

V'IRGIf'\1ABEACH

SCUTH BCSTC"

PCRTSI'Cl.Tt1
PETERSBURG

it IlU AI'SfH;RG

STAre TCTAlS

S~LEM

STAl;NTC'"
SUFFC(I'

"I"'CHE:STER

'lVNChBLRG



('7/07/7f, flAGI= 1
1 f17 •• _'~ 1 ':J7{.-7<:

Cr)U~TYIT"W'J C""'\~'"'l" IT" t~; ') c: 'J( ~ '~lU~JT 'IF C'Il.Io.]SIF t "J 'IE '( r"i,~~Gr: FRr)~ A~nUf\jT OF (HA"lGl' 1=1'0"1

1° CtTY USt\lG 7~-"71 Af)'" R\SlC 1\(1) uStN':; 74-7<; AI)'" COLU~~ 2 RI\SIC AI!) COL\n"l 3
1 ., 3 4 5 (, 7

ACC-J'1AC'1( Cl' ~.1?1.7~Q .8~ .CI- 2,1~4,n1 17,,>"ij. -
AU~"~AqL[= . 1.1Q 2,':\'3?,'521, 1 ' ro, .1)0 2,5<:6,154 224. ~26-..
ALLI=GHANY

.., .. 1,213,119 .~1 •I'll 1,122,391 9,272-. ."

AIol!=Lt :\ .q9 1'.j4.459 .qC; .C4 636,275 21,~16-

A""H[qST .n ?tl9~,398 ."9 .04 2,214,417 <2,179-

APP')'~ ,"ITT OJ( .1'l5 Q6?,Q61 .1'5 .D 1.021,312 63,351-
•

AC;:LT"Jr.Tf)~ 2.~c- 4.31',4,621 2.'1 •... .M 4,364,621

AJGUSTA .!l5 4.1Q9,4?4 .fI" .ne; 4,246,841 57.419-

f\ATH 1.'"'1 3'i6,752 •Q9 .~2 363,826 7,.)74-

f\fl)c[lPI) .P.l .,,'i11.78(' • I'll .0" 2,531.78:J

f\LANI) .78 41'3,6'.:2 .73 .O'i 424.542 1;j,94"- »..
"'C

Rr'lTFTOllIH .~6 l,'i2Q.3QQ .83 .01 1.569.157 39.758- "P
"'-J

RPU"J'iWTCK .7? 1.16:',352 .76 .04- 1,126,79Q 3~.562 N

AUCHll'l.~f\j .(;7 3,6f,4,Q'"'3 .66 .('1 3,691.<100 2",997-

~lJCK IW;f.~A~ .l'l3 ~??,("'23 .9=' • r. 3 1.(,07,644 24,621-

C!I'~Pqr:lL .B5 4.f)57,443 .75 .10 4.774,964 117.521-

CAIHlL TNr: •en 1.?7C,426 .92 .1') S 1.28'1.364 1'3.938-

ChRP'JLL .J,~ 2.285,94Q • bC, .02 2.296,64~ 1C.697-

r.4A~L~S CTTY .SQ Bll.717 .59 .()(' 811,717

C"~RLOTTF 7" 1,It.Q,S4C .6A .02 1,16~,9,,3 17,413-'.. .
.._._--._. __ ... - .__ .._- .._,.---- - . ... _--_._-- -- ---_._-_ ..

CHFSTE"I= I I=LD .°1 A,?<11.?~(. .q4 .en q.?)!",57(, 239,2°2- .•••...•••• ,a_ ••.

~ It fYt {JILl I7t,73~'" 0m
CU~I(E 1.2~ (.51."4'\ 1.24 .Q4- 429,12~ "1,9?2 ~I m'")(!.';.". ;6
Cr:!lI~ .14 '112.4!1 .6Q .05 32'.•,679 17,261- ;;... ~~....'l. -iZ

~
ClJL Pl:Pc~ 1.r5 1, ,+1" 1 .or 3 1.('12 .G3 1,4(.5.246 43.343- III

CUI.I~qL!lf\J,) . .71.. "(,3.61~ .71 .0'> 671.QP? Q.'V 9-

f) , r.K c'J c; mJ .7'i 1,'ih4."") .77 .02- l,<;3q.~f-'1 2(. , f'> 3 <l



f)1/()7/76
Pt.G~ "-!.~74-7::; 1Q7'.-7')

<:rUNTY /TrJWN C(1'~!lOSIT:: IN,)EX AM"UNT OF CO"'POS ITf I"lf)EX (!-lANGE FROM AMOUNT OF CHANGE J=ROM
O~ CITY U SI'~G 1('-71 Am••- BASTC b.lD IJSTNG 14-15 ADM COLU"IN 2 BASIC AID COLU"':~ 3

1 ~ 3 4 5 6 1
I)T\lW10Dll: .'57 2,21)8,317 .157 .00 2,298,311
f$SD 1.(:2 58B,(n" .Cl~ .(\4 612,258 23,328-
~AIRFAX 1.21 30,19C,2CCJ 1.113 .03 31 ,3213,320 538,111-
~aUQUIE~ 1.36 "1,H7, ~S2 1.36 .O~ 1,377,662
FLOYD .12 90(),73C' .69 .<'4 909,539 8,809-
FLUVAN"lA 1.e8 580,7R2 1.06 .02 593,113 12,391-
l=PANKlTN .6B 2',853,913- .66 .02 2,867,898 13,985-
FREDERICK .81 2,651,183 .73 .08 2,B28,OC'2 116,819":'
GIH:S .Jl9 1,299,406 .89 .00 l,2QQ,406

GlOUCFSTER 1.~9 - 9?4,636 1.04 .05 974,254 49,!>18-
GOOCHLaND 1.14 641,341 1.13 .01 64R,562 7,221-
GRAYS'JN .62 1,220,243 .64 .02- 1,202,783 11,46C »

"C

---GRH"F ._- .._ ... .68 --- ,>14,536 .60 .08 640,152 26,216- ~
-....,J

;) WGREF"JSVILLE .72 964,823 .71 .01 972,250 7,421-
HAL IHX .59 2,q95,4~9_ .60 .01- 2,974,610 2(',fl29
HANOVER 1.C3 3,441,182 .93 .10 3,548,917 1':7,135-
HENRICO 1.16 8,683,54;:1 1.11 .OI~ 8,"93,542
HENRY .13 5,53~,345 .72 .1)1 5,543,575 13,230-
-HIGHLhN!') .97 .. " --. - - - 142,555 1.1e .13- 124,824 17,731
1SL E OF WIGHT .99 1,324,279 1.01 .02- 1,298,'357 25,422._- .. _-------_ .. _. ._------"--- .... _--- _.-. -- ._-_ .._--_.~---._-- ..... --..:.-_......:,... -.:.._._--- _ ..._.....:.--- -- _._ ..._---
JAMC:S CITY .88 1,'.54,('133 .flO .~'3 1,555,493 101,lt6f)-

-~l( 1NG GEORGE 1.(15 .-773,721 .90 .15 fl(,8,21~ 34~491-
KING QtJFEN l.C'; ~27,12? 1.1)3 .02 333,844 6,722-
KING WTLLIA~ 1.09 402,563 .98 .11 449,737 47,174-
lANCASTFR. 1.21 447,';99 1.'30 .C9- 3Q1,495 50 tl04
lFC: .51 2,2fl6,6f-2 .49 .')2 2,'316,817 3'),155-



C7/(17/76 PAr.E 3
"~7:'-7r, 1974-7'5.

CnU~:Ty/TOW~ r.r)v,P('~,r T c: INf)1=X A'4i)II';T CO'-1Pf1SITE I ~[)EX (HAI\lr.EFP.OIol At-lOUNT OF CHANGE FQO"l

1R CITY USING 7-:'.,.71flO~ BASIC A: USING 74-75 AD;~ COLU"lN 2 BASIC ~IO COLU:~~ 3

1 , :3 4 5 6

LClUf'lOllN 1.S5 ~,"(n,l ~I"
1.37 .18 2,264,654 167,530-

LOUISA .7'3 ....1.'146, 7r, q .75 .03 1,378,866 3?t!.0:-
_.__ ...... ----_. .- .. -.- .-

LUNENBURG .7:) 1,052,124 .69 .01 1,0.60,076 , ..:.
MADISON .93' .7.01,4p .90 .03 720,640 19,228-

"'ATHEWS 1.05 192,235 1.18 .13- 339,710 52,525
~- .-.__ . -- - ---. ---

MF.CKLEN'3URG .76. 2,324,2<'7 .78 .02- 2,305,795 1.;,4l ,:

- - ~HDOLESfX'- 1.17- 361,962 1.18 .01- 357,785

MO'HGO"lERY .QO 3,034,5';7 .81 .(\9 3,213,237 178,680:-

NELSON .79 916,881 .84 .05- 879,659 37,222

NEW KENT .86 ';76,608 .73 .1~ 641,644 65,036-'

"lORTHAMPTON .71 1,1')66,843 .71 .00 1,066;843
.. -- ....

NORTHUMBERLAND .Cl5 581,057 1.C3 .08- 537,929 o :.i ) •. .:: .., »'
"C

NDTTOWAY .~C 1,041,876 .79 .01 1,050,5e8 8,632- l'
......•
.J:::-

ORANGE 1.08 1,~8C',285 1.06 .02 1,1~3,222 22,937-
-,.

PAGE .Cl3 1,258,586 .90 .03 1,269, 942 11,356-

PAntCK .75 1,',88,869 .71 .04 1,503,169 14.300-

PITTS'lLVA~IA .5" 6,324,697 .59 .01- 6,280,972 (,_.,.25

POWHATAN .°6 I)B1,2('1 .74 .22 823,2P 142',006-

PR P~CI:EDWARD 1.31 -427,2"6 1.13 .13 479,592 52,386-

PRINt:E GEORr,E .79 1,930,113 .71 .02 1,956,516 403-
------ .. --------- _ .. ._ .... - ._-----_._---"'._.

PRINCE \"ILlIA"l .q~ 12;122,931, .85 .14 13,18';,795 1,66~.d59-

PULASKI- - .14 3,1)4Q,I22 .68 ~Cf:, 3,093,236 4'" .-
'H1PPAH A!\I~-lOCK 1.'35 242,3(-13 1.34 .Cl 243,410 1. !.O:

..

RICH~O~D .°3 501,135 .94 .01- 5C2,421 .4,714

ROANOKF. 1.(.1) 6,~84,16b .en .1')9 6,284,166

~QCKAQ'tor.,= .79 1,(.12,845 .80 .01- 1,401,357 11,488



07/07/76

COlJNTY/Tr)WN
OR CITY

1

ROrKINGHA~
RUSSEll
SCOTT

SHJ:N~NOr)AH
SI4YTH

SOUTHAMPTON
SPOTSYLVANTA-
STAFFORD

SURRY

SUSSEX
TAZEWEll

WARREN
. WASHINGTON

WISE'
WVTHI;
VORK

CAP~ CH~~lF.S
COU'!": thL BE~CH

1074.-7"
r.O"'POS IT~ INDFX
USI"'G 7r-71 AnM

?

.72

.~5

.72

.64

.91
- .86

2.Nl

.74

1.25

.82

.53

.72

.72

AMtlUNT OF
RASIC .\10

3

2,~90,185

2,291,656

I, "45 ,312

2,473,696

_1,126,462

237,801
qFll,~23

2,()/'I5,196
2,387,172

141,346

1'174-75
CI)"IPOSITF INDEX
USING 14-15 AD~-

4

.84

.53

.68

.69

.79

.79

2.00
.83-'

.62

1.20

.83

.84

.11

l~n

CHANGE FR.OM
COLU'4N 2

5

.01-

.03

.02

.04

.05-

.12

.07

.00

.09-

.02 ..

.05

.01-

.03

.02

.01

.01

~C5-

AMOUNT OF
BAS IC ;\10

6

3,516,l96

2,446.131

2.322,8S4

1,692.247

2,495,385

2.341,144

2.531.297

231,801

4,587,474

931.595

895,330

4,181,669

2,015.921

2,912,432

141,346

144,242

CHANGE FROM
COLUMN 3 -

7

30,333

55.352-

46.875;;'
21.689-

62.288

72.821-

101.683-

20.596-

18.413-

1,418

82.865-

10~135-

24,660-

1,935

. - ..:._.....:.- _._" _.-_ .. ;-~_':"'-'-_._--_.-:-
FPlES .45 980149 .54 ____.9_9- .9f3.,149

poounSON
SALTVILLE
WEST POINT

ALEXANO~Ih

OEnF"lPO

RR I STnL

.77

.5)

1.22
1.77

1.13

.A7

785,932

149,336

.65

.10'

1.29
2.00
1.24

.89

.12

~20-

.23-

.02-

808,615

196,l53

-131,892

2.783,826

1.314,156

22.683-

14,121

11,444

U,SIC

23,300



C')U'H V IT:) WN
~R C TTV,

CHAP LOTTES V IllE
CHESADEAK!: r. lTV

CLTFTO~ FORGE

COlO'HAl H!"IGHTS
COVINGTON
DANVILLE

FHPFAX ClTV

FAllS CHURCH

I=RANKlIN CITV
F~EDERICKSI3URG
GAlAlC .

HAMPTON
HARRISO'lRURG

LEXINGTON

LYNCHBURG
MARTT"lSVIll J;

- . . " ....._.~-_ ..
NO P,Fr)ll<

PETFR.S"URG

PORTS"'OUTH
PIIDF"PO

!O:-r~-7::
(o,",pnSIP= It-.:O~X
USING 7"-71 Ar)t.I

2

."'5
!. Y3'

.• 72

•95

.97

.77

1.1')

1.15

A'I')U"H f')F
t\AqC .\to

"3

.1,314.3PQ

401'1,127.

1,262,225

665,531

168,355

629,456

520,4240

35(',567

-11,431,014

585,266
1,52C,4(}5

282,'169

412,6~2

!' ,443 ,391

IQ74-1')
c...~PIlSITE IN:lE'(
U~rNG 74-15 AO'"

4

.75
1.46

.85

•99

1.4'3

2.0/)

.87

1.16
1.24

1.21

1.14
.64

.82

CHANGE FRO~
CQLU'lN 2

5

.(10

.13-

.02

.02'-

.00

.04-.

.07-

.07-

.14-

.00

.02,'

.08-

.05-

.02-

.03-

.02-

.09-

.14-

.06-

.03-

.1~-

.<.'3-

.C1

.1')-

.01"'-'

AMOUNT OF
BASIC AID

6

552,0'54
1,314,389

10,Z49,C86

393,390

1,262,225

640,555

2,850,622

333,269
1,042,453

368,355

629,456

520,424

350,567
11,431,014

585,266

1,506,800

2,711,282

l,C48,094
9,318,240

412,6B2
2,524,947

8,443,390

656,Cl~

PAG!: "f
CH!\NGE FROM

COlUtoI"I3
7

154,900-
6,737 .

24,976

6,665

13 ,6C5

Z5f>,961.

.21- 7,628,675
-f( 7IS?1/ '8)7'

732,540

'?q(, .19 (



('"7/07/"76 PAGE b1"~!.-7~ 1''174-7';
UIU'HY /TOWN Ul"1Pf')SIF f'lrlEX A'~lU'H DC .n'~Pf) SIT E fN1E1C CHANGE FQ.OM M1ClUNTDF CHANGE FQ.OM')R CITY US! Nr, 7~-:71 Af)~ '3ASfC Af::) 'S ING 74-75 AD~ COLUI1N 2 BASIC AID COLU"1~ 31 2 3 4 5 6 7
Q.N"J'lKE 1."'1 4,S1rt3~4 1.11) .12- 4,561,121 68,663
SIILE"1 1.10 1,218,5~5 1.0R .02 1,245,351) 26,845-
SlJUTH BOSTO"J .97 468,259 .99 .02- 465,389 2,870
STAUNTON 1.11 1,112,031) 1.2(1 .09- 1,112,035.
SlJFFOLK .7'; 4,296,217 .14 .01 4,329,130 33,513-
VIRGPHA BEACH .91 18,740,536 .84 .07 18,140,536
WAYNESBORO 1.e6 1,098,615 1.1e .(\4- 1,09Q,615
WILLIAMSBURG 2.00 133,651 2.CO .OC 133,651
WINCHESTER 1.?B 6R3,644 1.42 .04- 683,644
STATE TOULS loCt' ??8, 36~',. 397 1.!>O .00 ":'40,945,664 2,585,261- .»

"0::'
..•....•
..•....•



"'/"7/7fo

t:GIl';ry /Ttl,,,,,~
")P C TTY

!

1Q75-7':>
C (1~onS"T TE ["J"lEX
IJS[/Ilr, 71'-71 Af)\l

')

~'). ,-

.89

.71

.8<;

2.r."

,.13 ::;

.~1

.'13

.86

.72

.61

.'1"\

.97

I.""
.74

1."'<;

.15

A/.\n'I~!T OC
RAsrc ,un

3

1,,346,211

4,364,621

2,'>('(',922

441,6'')('

4,H1,414

1,298,"95

q,le7,6f>~
, > > .;i '> ~;

4?2,r:.,,!7

1,';29,227

1,774,f>43

lQ7C,-'6
CO'lP,)STT': TN"lEX
USI"IG 75-76 AD"!

4

• 8 '3

.A6

.74

'. Al

1.0!)

.85

.73

.80

•78

.64

.~"

.75

.92

• 61

.70

• Q('

"HhNGF. pn'4
C()LU"!~~ ?

5

.01-

.("3

.~4

.11

• C'J .

.01

.('4-
..

.f''5

.06-

.' .03

.1C

.01

.1')2-

.05-

• r: 7

.'11-

"','OUNT OF
fl,AS[C AI!'

6

1,366,694

2,395,143

1,157,641

4,364,621

4,411 , 603

378,012

2,''>15,753

465,674

1,l8~,793

4,140,262

1,"16,616

1,32S3,2fl1

2,41'5,C79

1'" , 016 , 5(' 2

PAGE 1
CH.\'\jG': FQO'"

COLUM"l 3
7

280,572-

2C,483-

17,'531-

1'3,157-

3.110-

95,169

18,074-

91,364-

57,138

. BR,9A1-

26,3'33-

193,493-

30,186-

11,060-

11,472

628,942-
~:':'j' --'/ .<' ':'1 )

28,"145

41.,,353-

1Q,'519-

».
"'C
~
.....•
00 .

i' ./ .•. I



C ~!J'l TV I t~IoI'l
,,~ rlTY
1

I •• C

107'i-76
rn'lpn51 Tt: INI)El(
USI'IG 1)-71 AI)'"

2

.57

1.21
.1.16

1.C'3

.89
1••JQ

1.14

.62

.72

.73

.00

1.r 5.

1.0';

1.7.1

.51

A ""olU~JT OF
BASIC AID

~

?,461,704

629,631

32,369,706

1,549,39't

':134,517

646,901

1,443,476

-:l74,462

691,975

1,320, ';64

151,113

~42,626

476,7°3

7., 629, Qe 8

107<;-1"
Cf1MPl)SIrr INO!;X
USINr; 7'5-76 AD'"

4

.OQ

1.18
1.32

1.05

•66

.71

.88

1.15

.64

.11

.61

.12

1.14

.Oq

1.31

" Ii :\NGE FRr'l"
COLU"'tl 2

'5

.co

.04

.~4

.03

.02

.01

.05

.01-

.02-

.09

.01

.02-

.10

.02-

.01

.17-

.o~

.1">

.1"

.1'')-

.03

AMJUNT OF
BASIC AID.

6

2,467,104

1,643,114

667,4C5

3,C8lJ,952

1,456,169

684,256

1dC 1,813

72i1,946

1,021,743

3, 191 ,41' 3

3,942, .'6A

5,702,')81

126,733

1,'>15,48C

1,689,418

342,626

471,342

4~'.,128

PAGE .1-
CHANGF. FR()M

COLUM'I 3
7

1,212,289-

93,120-

2~,'500-

20,498- .

40,383-

12,693-

51,792-

18,1"ll

44,390-

7,716-

44,480

175,991-
216,740

21,261-
24,380

IC3,995-

44,540-

59,1 v;

51,568-



~
":.7/('1'1/71> PAGr: 3

1975-76 1975-16
r"'JU\ TY /T"WN CO"lPOS ITr: tN!JI'l( A"I'1UNT 01' Cn"';P'lSIT~ INI)EX ('HNGE FRn •..• ~:~OUNT OF CHANGE FQO:-1,~CTTV UST"IG 70-71 AD~ RASIC hID USING 75-76 AD'~ 'COLU"IN 2 BASIC AID COLUM'lI 3

1 ~ 3 4 0; 6 7

L8Ur''JIJI\l 1.55 2,'97.124 1.2') .27 3,187,105 '1,0139,991-

V'\JI5A _--a, 7.8 ._._L-~6.,7.44 .75. .C3 1,521,636 34,..8-92-

L IJ'~I' "l"lIqG .7') 1,149,730 .69' .01 1,158,320 8.,590-

"1t\~ISO"l .93 739,761 .cn .o~ 75"3,064 13,303-

"IAT!-l:::WS 1.05 431,739 1.19 .14- 370,325 61,414

"'IC(KLr:N~U~G .16 2,555,366 .79 .03:" 2,495,223 60,143

'.q ')T"L F SC: X 1.17 394,4Q9 1.1'J .01- 39'),059 4,430

""IIJ:l:G""Il:QY .90 '3,252,327 .81 .Oq 3,513,432 261,105-

'JFLSOIIJ .79 990,077 .85 .On- 942,416 47,661

r-,o l: \J '(PH .A6 625,<)3r, .73 .13 696,090 70,154-

'l"'?T\.H"IPTI'J'J .71 1,143,~~3,. .73 .!)~- 1,126,490 17,313 »...- ....•_- _. __ .

IIJn~HHIJ •.•qC:QL ~~lf) 52,312 "0
.95 S35,5t:'2 1.04 .09- 583,190 l'

1,UH, 816" 00
'l'JT T '1',0/ ~ Y .A!' 1,l62,S5(1 .78 .02 19,166- 0

'"'0.'\1;" 1.1C8 I,UH,iJ95 1.05 .03 1,21R,205 37,110-

P.'\G[ .93 1,339,543 .90 .C)3 1,311,376 31,833-

p .'T~.T CK .75 1,494,31Q .71 .04 1,517,196 22,818-

PTTTSYLV~"lU .58 6,Q27,'1)4 .6'" .C2- 6,167,'i38 60,196

Pf",I'~ AT AN .96 771,664 .72 .24 938,945 167,~81-

P? T'Jr.!:: Ef)W!\1 !) 1.31 l)~3,6~P 1.13 .18 601,992 70,354-

OD.I~::': G!:JRr,c: .79 2,146,49'5 .76 .03 2,l9R,846 52,351-

PO J 'Ir: c: WTlLl'\"1 .99 1~,"I41,l14 .95 .14 14,817,2C6 1,176,092-

PIJL!:SKI .74 3,243,043 .67 •()7 3,321,409 A4,366-

oJ/of' ':J '\ H AN'I'J(l( 1.35 244,743 1.37. .I)?- 241,117 3,626

"II r ,~."''1'Jt' .03 '<;']4,?1° .0<, .':'1- 52C,C5C 14,869
') ,...~'.: II( J: 1.00 <',?fl4,lt,6 .01 .00 6,653,528 369,362-

oJ"'r I( .\Q I ')r, ~ .79 1,<;Zl"C11 •91 .02- 1,5(,1,429 24,584
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O~ CITY USI% 7')-71 ADM RASIC AI!) USINr. 75-7b ADM COLU'-1N 2 BASIC AID COL U'~N 3

1 ~ "3 4 ') " 7

qllC:'~AVI sra .7<; C;<?5.156 .7'5 .Ot' 595.156

CI-lA"LOTTIOSVILLC: 1.31 ___~ __,J2.C_, 116__ . ._._--- 1.50. .17- 1,314,389 3'),747
--------

CHESAPf6KE r lTY .72 11.227.457 .69 .01 11,482,986 255,')29-
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:lhNVILLF. .97 2,~51',622 1.01 .10- 2.'1'5(',622.
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I=REC'EllICI(SElUPG. 1.41 520.424 1.49 .0'3- 520,424 »
r,AUX 1.23 35~,c;67 1.29 .C6- 350,'561 "C

l'
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N
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H'lP(=Io/e:ll .04 1,777.440 .Q2 .02 1,81",317 32,9-,)7-
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1353

* * *

Basic school aid fund $377,030,125

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

1fA4 ... a. D1.efinitiOns
"Average daily membership", or ."ADM"-the aver-

tJ) /) Jvl A~/" fj- . ---. age daily membership for the first seven (7) months
1'.1-' IF l ~.: ~.~A . _ IJ. IJ (or equivalent period) of the school year in which

(./-/~. _~ ~ State funds are distributed from this appropriation.~ ~-7"p2. "Standards of Qualicy"-operations standards for
_. .. U-v.. . grades kindergarten through 12 as prescribed by the

Lj ../'J .. :" . . State Board of Education subJ'ect to revision by. th.e
~fA. fr.ft.2'. . . 3. General Assembly.
~ ef(4~ "Basic operation cost"-the Statewide cost of the .

aggregate personnel standard divided by the num-
ber of pupils in Statewide ADM plus, a sum per
pupil in ADM, as computed by the Depamnent of
Education, for other operations costS in programs. . .

$403,647,635
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not funded by State and/or Federal categorical aid.
The cost includes, in addition to provision for per-
sonnel standards, provision for driver education, li-
brary materials and other teaching materials and
teacher sick leave; also, general administration, free
textbooks, operation and mainrenance 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 other 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-gpy"-an index
figure computed for each locality. The composite
index is the sum of YJ 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-
50 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-l0
per centl Each constituent index element for a 10-'
callty 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.

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 capiraJ outlay items and debt serv-
ice will be calculated.

b) From the amOunt calculared ill Paragraph a.6.a)
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 ga~oline tax refunds, tuition from
another county or city. other paymenrs from
another county or city, and payments from

--lVto'1974

'First Year Sd:ond Year
(\
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other State agencies and others, all as stipulated
by the State Board of Education.

c) From the amount calculated in Paragraph a.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
a.5. of this item.

1355

First Year SecondYear

7. A locality whose expenditure in fact exceeds the re-
quired amount from local funds may not reduce its
expenditures as defined in Paragraph a.6. 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 below,
each locality shall receive:

1. a State share of the basic operations cost. which
cost per pupil in,ADM is established for the fiscal
year 1974-75as $687 and for the fiscal year 1975-76
as $730, from general and special f.unds; the costs
include $482 for personnel standards and 5205 for
other costs in the first year. and, $505 and 5225,
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.
State sales and use i:ax returned. 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 S640 the
first year and S680 the second year. Also, no lo-
cality may receive a greater sum for "~o 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 includes
$312,591,225the first year and $329,295.060the sec-
ond year from the general fund, and the appropria-
tion in Item 574 from special revenues: .

2. an additional State payment for each pupil in ADM
who is enrolled' in a program of special education
apptoved by the" Department of Education. The'
specific amount to be allotted 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. .
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For this payment the appropriation includes $21,-
328,675 the first year and $25,990,385 the second
year from the general fund.

3. aq. additional State payment for each pupil in ADM
who qualifies for, and who is enrolled in a program
approved by the Department of Education for
gifted and talented pupils in academic abilitY and/or
in the arcs. The payment during fiscal year 1974-75
shall be $30; and during 1975-76, S40. The number
of pupils for whom reimbursement to a locality
shall be made shall not exceed 3% of the total num-
b~r of pupils in ADM in the localitY.

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-time 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
D~partrnent on the basis of the individual program.

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

5. an additional State payment for each pupil in ADl\l
who is selected, in accordance with criteria of. the
Board of Education, for and who participates in a
6fth- or sixthcgrade supplemental skill development
program in reading and mathematics, approved by
the Deparmlent of Education. The payment for
each year of the biennium shall be 5300 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 5300
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-
referenced tests). The amount of reimbursement in
1975-76 for a school division shall not exceed 5300
times the' number of 1972-73 fourth graders who
scored at Or below the. twelfth percenrile. national
norm, on the Science Rese:uch As:odates Achieve-
ment Tests of Reading (and/or criterion-referenced
tests) plus 80 percent of those who participated
in the skill development progrem in the prior }"ear.

For this payment the appropriation includes 55.-
163,000 for a maximum of 17,210 pupils (fifth. grade
low achievers) in ADM for 19H-75 and $9,293,400
for a maximum of 30.978 pupils (fifth- and sixth-
grade low achievers) in AD,\I for 19i5-76.

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.

(VA., 1974

First Year SecondYear

, i
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FU'llt Year Sec:ondYear

For this paYll,lent the appropnatIon includes
$1,609,500 the fust year and $1,609,500 the second
year from the general fund.

7. 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 Corr.ections.

8. an additional State payment for general adultedu-
cation programs. The State payment shall be for
60% of a fixed cost-per-student or cost-per-class.

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

9. an additional, inccntive 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 2Yz% of such ex-
cess expenditure in the first year and 5% in the
second year .

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

c. Conditions
I. 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.

2. 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 YJ of the difference between 10% and the re-
quired local 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 Yz 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 fmid. .

3. No loss provision. No locality shall receive from
the total of. Paragraphs b.l., b.s. and c.2. of. this
Item and Item. 574 during either year of the cur-
rent biennium a lesser am6unt than it received for
the last year of the previous biennium from the
State-fund appropriations for Basic School Aid,
. Supplemenral Basic School Aid, Driver Education.
Teacher Sick Leave, and Mainraining Libraries and
Other Teaching Materials in ~blic 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 A.DM during either year of the current
biennium.

To provide this assurance the appropriation in-
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.

S. In the event the Statewide number of pupils in
ADM exceeds the number estimated as the basis
for this aPP'ropriation, each State share and required
local share shall be reduced proportionately so this
appropriation will not beexc~eded.

In the event the Statewide numb~r 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 computations of indexes of
wealth for localities affected by annexation, unless a
court of competent jurisdiction makes such adjust-
ments. Also, the true valuation ~pplied 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 It, of the' total true values of real
estate and public service corporarion 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 S 22-163. Code of Vir-
ginia.

(VA., 1974

First Year Second Year
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* * *

DR•. J0H!...,~,:, NAPP,a ,d tness c:alledby

the plaintiff, f,irstbeing duly sworn, testified as followst
DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. MATTOX:

o Dr. Napp, will you state your name,
residence, and your occupation for the record, please, sir.

A My name is John L. Napp. I am employed
as an economist. My ~itle is Research Director at the
Economics Study Center at'Tayloe-Murphy. Institute .at Colgate
Graduate School of Business at the University of Virginia •.
Myres.idence is in Charlottesville, Virginia.

Q Your age, pleaae,cir?
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A My age 1s forty"
Q Would you, for the record, state your

educational background.
A My educational background ia a B.A. in

Economics fr~ the University of Colorado~ I have a Master's
Degree in Economics fran Duke University and a Ph.D. in
Economics from the University of Virginia. And my speclalty :is
Public Finance. And my career -- Do you want it, essentially'?
I have been employed as a Professional Economist all my life"
I ftrst worked as an Economist with the Federal Reserve
Bank of Richmond and then went with the State Government ..
And for a number of years, I was with the Division State
Planning of Community Affairs, Chief of Reserve, and later
Deputy Director of that agency before I took my position in
Charlottesville inl973.

o 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
Force, and I was asked to come over from the Division State
Planning of Community Affairs.

Then they completed their report. in
December of 1972, and I went to the Tayloe-Murphy Institute
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i,n January of 191'3. After I joined the Institute, I COI1'-

tlnued to work with the Task Force, and I prepared a study
enti,tledAmerica' 5 Local Fiscal Capacity to Finance Public
Education in Virginia.

When I was with the Tayloe-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.

o Did your work result in the language
used in the Act of the General ASsembly for the distribution
of basic school aid?

MR. GRAY: Objection, if Your Honor

please •.
THE COURTs 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. Number 2.. This is
the first line of questioning which I perceive is

.to be intended to try to show by evidence what the
language of the Act should be construed to mean.
And the Suprene Court of Virginia ha,s said many
times, and I will cite you a most recent case that
I have come across on that point. 'That is

'.Portsmouth against Chesapeake, 205 virg inia.
I will cite 'this for the Court. "We have many
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times said that where the language of a statute
is free from ambiguity, its plain meaning is to
be accepted without resort to the Rules of
Interpretation. In that situation, Wt! take t.he...•
words as written and a resort to extrinsic facts
to determine their meaning is not perrnittt:d,
Upon this principle the plain meaning of a statute
cannot be affected by resoJPltto its Leqislativc.
history. "

THE COURT: Well, on this partic'.llaI
question, I will overrule your objection. He
merely asked whether he furnished information to the
Legislature for such acts as they wanted to make
out.

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

THE COURT: All right.

BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing)
Q

A

Go ahead.
Yes. I believe the information that I

worked up in conjunction with Mr. Brown, another Special
Consultant, 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 CO,URT: I sustained the objection.

He can testify if he furnished it.

BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing>
o 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 different interpretation of the
language of the Act.

And the Court has said that where 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 whole line of test~ony?

I am going to permit h~ to testify to
this, and I will rule on that after his testimony
is completed. I will consider ,1.tat that time.
The Supreme Court certainly should have'it in this
record.
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MR.MATTOX:I have the lew of the
.\

other side •.

BYMR.MATTOX:(Continuing)

o Dr •.Napp

THECOURT:But it's understood that the.

obj ection goes to this whole line t)[ testimony.

MR.MATTOX:Yes, sir. I understand

that"

BYMR.MATTOX:(Continuing)

Q Wouldyou explain to His Honor the

factors used in the canposite 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 real

estate. Another is the taxable sales. Another is personal

income. The fourth is population, and the f.1fth is A.D.M.,

average daily lDembership. And.I think you have that in the

presentation in the form. But in essence, what you do is

take these three variables, that is the taxable sales, the

true value of real estate; and the personal i.ncome, and you

standardize them because if you do not standardize them, that

is put them in terms of populat.ion or A.D.M.I then you are

comparing one very large area with a small area, and the



App.96

Napp - Dir.Gct

dollar figures are not c.omparable in this fashion. And it

was our intent all along in our recommendations to
standardize them with a variable for the same year.
That is that the true value of real estate would be stan-
dardized baaed on population or A.D.M. for the same year for
which you had real estate. The same thing goes with taxable
sales, and the same thing with personal income., The reason
why 1971 was used for the appropriations of the General
Assembly, which convened in 1974, was that in 1974, the
most recent data that you had for personal income was for
1971, and also the most recent data you had for true value of
real estate was 1911. And since it I s imperative that you
standardize with the same year, this meant that all variables
should be for 1911.

o Which, of course, includes A.D.M?
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was the year for which we had data for the three tablesf
taxable sales, personal income, and true value or real

10.

estate. The other A.O.M. that is used in the formula is once
you have developed the composite index of local abilit~l 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. And
the first year was the A.D.M. for the first seven months of
'74, '75, and for the second A.D.M. for the first seven months
for '75 and '76, and I am told that they 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 composite 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 ex:.'.lmple,
on the part that is based on true value of real estate, you
would be creating the denominator assuming A.D.M. went up in
the locality, and you would not be changing the numerator.
So that would make the area in which A.D.M. went up qu.ite a
bit look relatively less able to finance education, whereas
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in actuality if yeu had later data, say four of the true
value of Jreal estate, that might have' gone 1J!-"; also. Usually

property values do go up from one year to another. If A.D.M.

had gone up qulte a bit, this would be indicative of a larger

growth in the tax the true value of real est.ate pays.
Q Proportions of money efther by the

State or locality, whatever the case may be, then would
depend to some extent to t,he composite index, wculdn't. it?

A You mean the amoun~ received by a

locali.ty? Right.

MR. MATTOX: That is all r have

for this witness, Your Honor.

exan\ine? .

THE COURT~ Do you want to cross-

MR. RYLAND: Your Honor I this might

be a good time to get our proceedings straight as
to the order, of who goes when. Our preference
would be to go last. They have a certain clatm
against Chesterfield, and w'e do not fully know what

argument they are going to bring up. We would
appr ec ia te tha t opper,tun i ty •' .

MR. GRAY: I think t,he reason is a

little odd that they are asserting against us.
THE COUPT: We.c~n pr.oceed by t.he way

they are listed in the procee(H.ng~.
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MR. GRAY: It is understood that \>'eare

running our object.ions t.o the whole line of
test.imany.

CROSS-E~~INAT!ON
BY MR. GRAY:

o
Appropriation Act?

A

Dr. Napp, you are familiar with the

Yes.

o How many times vasA.D.M. used in the
sect.ion dealing with basic school aid? Do you know?

~ The whole section on basic school aid?
o Yes, sir.
A I don't know.
Q Do you have a copy of that.?
A Yes, I have got it.
o Would you look under Definition Numher

3, Basic Operating Cost.s, the Sta~e-wide cost..
A Yes.

o Basic Operating Cost is defined as a
State-wide cost of the Act Personal St.anda.rddivided by the
number of pupi.ls in St.ate-wide A.D.M. Which year is t.hat
referred to?

A In some of our staff work ~hat we did --
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This is just on memory -- but let me see. We were doinq
this in '72~ I think the actual coot figur~s that we had were
for '70, I71.

Q Can you tell me what it means tha t. the

Act the Legislature adoPted? Looking at this, they said
number of pupils in State-wide 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 based it on the same year. 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 'de originally

derived.

A Yes.

Q And the whole purpose of it ls to

di,stribute State monies?
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Yes.
o And this definition says th~t in this

bas.1.e school aId fund A.O.M. means the A.D~M. for the seven
months of '74, if you distr1buted any '74 money. Isn't
that what it says?

A It says -- As I see 1t f the 1ast part
of the formula 1s after you have arrived at the standard of
quali.ty cost, you multiply t.hatA.O.M. based on t.heseven
months of the fiscal year that you are talking about and t.hen
subtract the sales tax, and that is the A.O.M. that they are
talking about.

Q So you think that A.D.M. definition
doesn't really mean what. it says. It.is for the purpose of
distributing money, but not for computing composite index.

A Yes.

o But that is not what 11:says.

A The last part i.ndi.catesit pretty
clearly.

Q Doesn't the last part of the sentence
indicate a period ()ftime for the first seven mmths of a
period?

A

o
A

Q

It says that.
Anything about appropriations?
The second part does.

Does the word purpo~~ appear in there?
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A

second part says~
Q
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No, but I am just saying what the

Can you tell me why the first ttme that
the term A.D.M .•is used in the Act after the l,egislature
defined it? You say it doesn't mean what the Legislature
has defined it to mean.

I said it means what it-says, that
they defined it as for the purpose of distribution of the
funds~

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

A I think in retrospect everyone would ~
to have ~his Ac~ wri~~en s li~~le bi~ more Cle~rlY. ;if'
is not the A.OeM. that is being ~sed in retrospect. I

Q You would like to re\\Tite the language.
All right, sir. What does a sum per pupil in A.O.M. iri
the next line in.Paragraph 3 mean? What does it mean plus
a sum per pupil in A.O.M. capacity quoted by the State

Department of Education or other operation as cost funds?
Is that the same year? Is that '71?

A I go back to the original work, and I
can't speak for the entire Act because it was a joint effort
of Legislature and members of the Task Force, and it advised
area consultants, and I was a consultant on it. But what

we did -- and I have said before -- is in th~ original work,
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and I believe this was in the fall of 1972, a N'ation1l1.Report
was put out 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
year that we had was '71. Those costs would have been com-
puted on the basis of A.O.M. in '70, '71. Now, what the.-----~'..,
Legislature did with that later in determining the s'tandard

-------_ ..--_._---._---_ ..~-_._-.--. -.- .._.~- --...,-.-._-"~--
quality cost, they wanted to use '74, '75, and '76 in

",~._ 4. • •••• --. , •• -_.~ __ ._.~ •••• • •••• • • ._,_. ~_ ••• _

another matter.
r--'---'--""

A

Did they use '73 or '7l?
I think they used our basic work and

then applied some overall percentage increases to allow
increases in salary.

THE COURT: Did I understand from your
testimony that your Task Force or the Task Force
updated the 1970, '7l?

DR. NAPP: I believe they did, but
Mr. Brown is going to talk. He can properly
address this point.

BY MR. GRAY: (Continuing)
Q Well, 6nywaYr under Paragraph 3r you

think they are talking about AsO.M. for '71. Is that
r~qht?

A Well, I am saying if they may have had
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another' :te,:'l'::- data .in computing this, they 'vmuld have another
ye~r of da't.a~ They may bave used '72, '73. 'In computing

this cost, t,heyused A.sD.M •. , and they used cost for the same
ye~r. They didn't use separate A.O.M.'s for a later year.

Q I.et's argue about the pronoun.. They

A Let me say this. I used and Mr. Brown
uGed the cost, eay .• for '70, '71, and A..O.,M.' for '70, '71.

"They" meaning 'Nhoever. put together the final language for
the Appropr ia,tiens~.ct and the work. that went into it.

o Thank. you. Now, you have indicated
that you would take those three factors, sales tax, real
estate value and personal income -- And that was information
in '71.. Is that the right time you were doing this?

'1>. I said that is what my reconunendation
would have been; yeE.

Q And you have indicated that to do
otherwise, it would kind of distort 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 year, using
an old A.D.M. will distort badly in that respect, would it
not?

A Well, that is a hypothetical question.
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toYell,Doctor, "-1ha t you are tryinq to
arrive at in this composite index is the local ability to
meet it.seducational needs?

their tax.able sales, doesn't that di,stort your answer?
/1' A Yes. The hypot.hesis is so unrealistic.

18.

Wc,uldn't it?

Noo Because! think we are saying, in

Right.,

One year without increasing any of

Q

A

A

Napp -Cross

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

Well, let's see if it is. Suppose I
go with an index codifying it properly and you go with the
results you get from that. 00 you st.ickwith your defini-
tion?

A Yes.,

o Now, let's take the years -- Suppose
a locality has a sharp decrease in population, particularly
in the school age population. It can do that without losing
its taxables, can it not?

A It could.
o It could and it does, does it not?
A

variable saying if I have variables as I brought out to
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Isn't; the one variable th!l one variable

with the fact: of h::)'~l much they have to spend, that is the

f5lct.~r for. the year in which they are spendi.ng the money,
v

nU!ilber of children they have to educate?
• u r,;(',This 1.8 a non-

ian t t. it?

A

And that can vary without the inoome

factor varying" can It not?
It could ..

Q And a L~Jislature could determine that

MR ..MATTOX: I object to these

question.s because I dontt see any connection
beb1een what Drw Napp testified in direct and what
the queation i,snow or on cross-examination.
I think Mr. Gray has to be limited to cross-
examinati,:>n on t:he basis of his direct. He is

not Mr. Gray'sv>dtness ..

THE COURT: ! will overrule the

objection.

BY MR. GRAY: (Continuing)
o

':.'.. \ (: £: j
Does this hapP€'D in a. !'lUT'.:.ber of tests

that .the school education population is moving out?
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Yes.

Wouldn't it be.that a Legislature could
determine that we want to use that one positive factor, the

e. (. '" t C/,' C~/ 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--_ .....---~--------- - - --.._---------~

that wasn't our
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.

o Doctor, if the Legislature did define
A.D.M. as meaning the membership for the first seven morlths
of the school year in which the money is being distributed,
that is what they did do, didn't they?

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

MR. GRAY: That is all the questions
t have, Your Honor.

THE COURT: All right.

CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY MR. RYLAND:
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Dr. Napp, do you happen to knowwhether

the 1912 Appropriations Act defined A.D.M. or not?

A

Q

1912?

Yes. I just wondered if your study had

. before it the 1912 Appropriations Act.

A Well, we have got a couple of things.

1 - '12 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 may recall. I think

that is the first year of revenue sharing. There was in

addition to the formula in 1914, whieh was the first year

of this formula. I am hazy about when the State went over to

A.D.M. Fora lonq time, they had used A.D.A.

o But your answer is that you did not
"

knowwhether the '12 Appropriations Act defined A.D.M. or

not?
A

o
No, I don't.

Do you knowwhether the composite index

was added to the def ini tion in the '74 Act?

A Yes. That was the first time the

composite index was used.

MR•. RYLAND:I have no further
I

questions.

MR.MATTOX:I have one, Your Honor.



~.japp

App.109

REDIRECT E~~INATION

22.

BY MR. ~..ATTOX:

Q Do you know how the State Board

int~rprets the formula to operate how it should be an
AeD.M. question? Do you know how they interpret the law?

A Yes, I do ..They are using the ~74,.
'76 biennium. They ar~ ~5inq 1911 total population.
They are using 1970, '71 A.D.M. They are using 1971 true
value of real estate, 1971 taxable sales, and 1971 personal
income" And in my V;i($iNt tha~ is the way it was intended

to be done.
.HR" MATTOX: That i8a11 I have,

Your Honor.
MR. GRAY: I have just one question.

Of course my objection is still runninq.

RECROSS-EXAMINATION
BY f'..R. GRAY:

Q

A

o
A

You say the State Board is usinq 19711
That's right.
For all purposes"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 composite index.

A Yes, sir. For the allocations to the
localities, they used a standard of quality costfiqure
for each year and they multiplied it by the A.D.M. for the
first seven months and the locality for that particular
year. So that the first year of the biennium would be

\

'74, '75, second year, '75, '76•
Q .So that it distributed for the actual

number of children there in A.D.M. for '74, '75?
They used '75?

A

Q

the Act?
A

o
distribute the money?

Yes.
That is really the way it's defined in

Yes.
Then they used the '74 figures to

A No. When they defined the index , they
were~using '71 variables and the only omission is on the
A.D.M.

o
A

Honor.

But they did leave it out, didn't they?
Yes.
MR. GRAY: That's all I have.
MR. MATTOX: That is all I have, Your
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THE COURT: Give me those five
'variables agitil1 •.

DR~ NAPP: The true value of real
tSstate, t.hat is its market 'value; personal income,

and taxa.ble sales to the state. They are the
three ec()nomic cases. By the way ,the State

Department of Education does it by A.D.M. fOJ:' the

full year 1910~ '71, and by population as of July

1, 1971, and I should ha\re said when I gave you the
three economi,c variables, that each 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
document, please?

MR. GRAY; It's beyond 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 int.roduce it..

MR. MATTOX: t-]ou~d you identify t.his,

please, and it will be marked as City's Exhibit
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Number4, School Board, City 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.MAT'l'OX:Turn to Paqe 24 and read

the first paragraph.

MR.GRAY: Is that dated February,

1973?

DR. NAPPI That's right.'

MR.MATTOX:Would you read the first

full paragraph on Page 24?

DR. NAPP: Under three factors?

MR.MATTOX:Yes.

DR. NAPP: This composite index states

71 true value of real property, fifty Percent.

1971, ten percent. In 1969, personal income . forty

percent. Each of the measures is stated in terms

of 1970, '71 A.D.M. and is related to the State-

wide average daily membership for the particular

.measure.

l:'ersonal incOID.eis used for tanqible

. personal property and all other taxes, and non-taxes,

revenue based.

MR.MA'l'TOX:Your Honor, I thought this
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document might assist the Court a little bit.
THE COURT: Thieis Defendants'

Exhibit Number 4.

NOTE: The above-illentioneddocument 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: lou didn't use 1971?
DR. 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, ~r:'~.I~as
- ..---_ •.... --_ ..--"
using them. Now, I do point out in a section in
that report of statistics that I ~pected 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

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, so I wasn't concerned about the
allocation formula as suche I did spe1l out in
there a rough idea of how a formula would work.

~m.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?
MR. MATTOX: While we are in this type

..of posture in the case, may I respectfully suggest
that Mr. Brown testify next? It will be along the
same lines that Dr. Napp ha4.

THE COURT : That is perfeetly agreeable
with me. All "right. Are there any objections
to that?

MR. GRAY: Weli, Your Honor, I don't
know what the man is going to testify to. This



App.115

.\5 tr,~: third tiM8 t_~Ht they •...'.,C'.nt. ~,.. ~~ave the.. "' .."

cake ~nd eat: ' . tC'0. 'l~h~~lhb.'1f'.: to have motions:,t,

f.:r ~ummci.ry juagment, but they ,.,ant to put the

evidence in first. That ~trikes me as just a little
bit odd.

~."P.MATTOX: Your Honor, if Mr. Gray

objects, we \Jill go back to the pleadings.

~1P,. GRAY: vlell, I just think it's

odd.
~m. MATTOX:Well, some of -my witnesses

have other £.f>]age,'\ents so r was just suggesting

this.

H"R. GRAY: In that sense, I will with-
jraw the objection.

TrIP COURT: It ooesn't matter to me how
\<Jeproceed. r think I unc1erstand tha t the

vitness has another commitment and ~1r. Mattox

would like to release hi.m.
Mr. Rr.own, do you have any commitments?

MR. BRONN: I am serving as a staff

~emberacro~s the street.
MR. MATTOX: Mr. Brown is the next

witness I propose to call when we get to him.

THE COURT: ~~el1. let's take a ten-

minute recess before we ~ut him on.
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29.
. .. . . ... - .. '"".";:. .

NOTE: '!\. short recess is had, whereupon-

the hearing is resumed, Viz:
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STATE OF V!RGINIA,
CITY OF RICHMOND, to-wit:

I, Mary L. Harvell, a Notary Public for the State
of Virginia at Large, do hereby certify that Pages 1-30 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 that I am neither related to nor employed
by any of the pa,rties, witnesses, or counsel in this 'l':latter
and have no interest in the outcome thereof.

Given under my hand this 6th day of July 1976.

1"1y Comrni3sion- Expires:
r'1iuch 5, 1930.

," '; / Qx \l 1 1'. ;.,. / /') , () IMi.' V.I6,H'j (.fiv' '~-,"-rJ'.Ll.:L.~OR i L..I'HA . ELL, Notary PuOfiCfor the
State Jt Virginia at Large
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RICHARD D. BROWN, awltnes8, called by the

plaintiff, first being duly sworn, testifies as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY 1,m. MATTOX:

Q Mr. Brown, would you please state your name

and occupation, age, and your place of residence.

A 1'1y name is Richard D. Brown. I am a. senior
economist for the Division of State Planning and Con~unity
Affairs. I reside in Richmond and I am 30 years old. I h~ve
a B.A. degree from the College of William and ~/1aryin
economics, and a Master of Commerce from the University of

Richmond.
Q Mr. Brown, did you participate 1n the study

dealing with the composite index? You have been 1n the court-
room this morning and you heard Dr. Napp. Did you participate

in those studies?
A

A

Force.
Q

Yes, sir, for the Governor's Task Force.
Were you an advisor?
I was an economic consultant for the Task

Would you explain to His Honor your role in

the preparation of the composite index?
A Well, I Rerved on the staff to the Governor's

Task Force and worked in cooperat1onwith John Napp at the
Tay loe-Murphy Inst i t utf~ 1n developinF~ both the f;";;r'Tr.u13 c;!1dth~
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, composite lndexfor distributing funds. Later on I was on
loan to the Department of Education and served as a consultant
to them in explaining to the General Assembly the workings of
the formula.

Q Would you explain to His ~onor the formula
as you understood it and the formula you presented to the
G~neral Assembly?

A ,The forrnula--
MR. GRAY: Excuse me, Your Honer, may it be

understood that this is under the same objection?

A

THE COURT: ,The same objection, yes, sir.
The formula, as we derived it in the

Governor's Task Fo~ce 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 locality. 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
,index of physical nbilit~ to pay.

Q The composite index, you explained that all
the factors therein had to be the same year?

A Yes. In the TaskForce all the data, except
personal income which we didn't have the '71 figures on, so we
had ~C) use •69 personal 1n~ome, were the same ln try-''.1 "0
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develop estimates of what this progr3m w0uld coat. When I
later. appeared before the House AppropriatIons Com~ittee the
';;omposite index contained all 171 fiGures. 7he income data

hecame available in December of '73.
So, in 1974 when yo~ presented this to the

General Asse~fuly all the factors going into the composite ind~x

were 1971 factors?
i\ Yes, for til(' most part. The ;:;'tate ;30al~J had

to make estimates for their budget re~uest and since we didn't
}lave the '71 f1.gures unt :U. December of 173, of course their

budget request and what Wa.B. in the budget 'Nas based on t!,e

bud~et as submi tte>d by t:h(~ Governor and tr.at \f/as based en 169;

but, that was chnnged to' 71 i~1 the Ho'..lsC ApPI'opr1.at ions

Committee.
Mld you appeared before the House fl.pprenrl~-

t10ns Committee?
Yes, r did.
MR. MATTOX: Your Honor~ for the purpDse of

identl fica tlon I "rould li \:e to ident i fy t his as City I s

ExhlbitNo. 5.
THE COURT: All right.
I hand youaeopy of City Exhibit No. 5

~hlch appears to be an e~planatlon of the formulh. Who

prepared this explanation?
This is an exp lanation 0 f t :';(i c~Ol71rOf; 1te
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inde~. I prepared this'explanation and it was one of the
exhibits! gave to the House Appropriations Committee in
explaining the educational formula before them.

r '.

Q ' So. you explained this to the House Appro-
.r ", •

priations Committe,e,and the Educational Committee?. '. ." ;. .' . ' ....

A No~"!'lotto the Education Committee. I
explained to the House Appropriations Committee and to the
Senate Finance Committee.

Q ,Poes'that explanation of the composite index
indicate that 1971'data would be,used?

A ','It'does 1,nfootnotes. Now, for true value
of' real property it says '71; average daily membership, '71;
I believe it does say '69 personal income. I think I make.~
reference to the fact that the report for '70, which again
should be-- I'haVe in the last sentence on personal income,
"By early fall of 1913 the T.M.1., Tayloe-Mu,rphy Institute,
had planned to publish 1971 data for all cities and counties."
So, everything in here is "71 except '69 where I make reference
to the '71 income.'

Q nu~. 1n fact did you use '71 income?
l4R. GRAY:' Who do you mean by "did you"?
MR. MATTOX: In his explanation to the

Finance Committee.
MR. GRAY: All right.

A Yes. This document was off of ear~1er work
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that I ~a1 begun for the ~a5k ~orce ~o that is why the f ~~I.- ,...•

35.

i:li,~Ome was in there 'when I c.xplair.ed. this to the H~')use Appro-

p!'latior:.s C'o:nml t t:,,:e; ;:;~ c~ou1'se, by that t,ime we had f 71

income arid I used f71 income.
Mr. Brown, what othe~ services did y0U render

the Apprcpriations Commi~tee other than to explain this to
them? Did you run computer printouts or computer CCHr,put;;tions

based on '71 A.D.M.,personal property tax, a~d so cn?
1le raj": :.3 number c~ pTofSram 3.1tern~t.1 ves

with ~ary1ng c03tS and varying types ofothei programs outside
of the basic school aid, because they are all relateJ 1n the
respect that some of the appropriations depend on what 1s
approprjated in the other items; the total amount.

~owJ we ran literally about a hundred
proGrams .of different nl ';:;ei'nA.tl ves on ';:;his. All the prc'.SJ'E\.ms

~sed have as their base a local comp6site index which was

J8sed on '71 f1zure3.
Q When you ran a composite index) that no~tlon

:;f your computer \"lork, was ~hat amount 0 r money used so far as

{OU know .inthe work of the Appropriations Committee in coming
:ut with the amount of money tobeappropriated?

Do you mean what's 1n the Appropriation Act?
Q

A

Yes.
Yes, that was one of the progr~ms.
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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 formula, 'determines the state and local split for each
locality. Now, the state's share--it's in the Appropriation
Act--is just a sum of what all the individual school districts
get.

So, if you change the composite index in any
- -----_. __ ."~ .• __ .- ••__ .- ... ~- --- - ----~- ._ .• -~---_._-- •• _--•• #-., •

way with any type of data from the data that I used, of courSe--_._-,---_ .._.~._-".

you would get a different ind~~ ~~r,ey_~~y locality in the
state. It would just be by chance if it worked out one locality
.._"-'-

had the same index. I would expect that you would find a
significant difference in the index and of course you would
find aslgnificant difference 1n the amount of distributions
among the localities. Where those distributions are added it
would probably change the state total.

Q In order for the amount of money appropriated
to be distributed according to the formula, you could not
change the formula; in other words, what the Legislature
intended to do, assuming this is correct, would not be carried
out?

A I would testify that the amount of money
they put into the-Appropriation Act is based on 1971, and yes,
if you ~hange the index It would chan~e that amount of money.
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Q

A

So~the appropriation would notbe--
It would be strictly by c~ance if it worked

out that the line items in the Appropriation Act matched what

you would get.
Q Why did you use the '71 figures in this

composite-index formula?
A It was the latest data we eQuId get. As I

referred to earlier, we didn't get the '71 income data until
December of 1973 which was right before the General Assembly
~et. There was no way that we could get ~arlier figures on
that; as for tru~ value, '11 was the most recent data available.,- -

We did have '72 data on taxable sales, and we did have some
later data for A.D.M. population" the only estimates that we
had were the final census for 1971 and estimates for 1972.

Q So, the indices 1n the ,formula all have to

be 1.n the same year?
MR. GRAY: If Your Honor please, I didn't

object before but he is leading the witness.
THE COURT: Don't lead him, Mr. Mattox.

Q_ Is it your view that all the indices In the

formula should be, compiled 1n the same year?
MR. GRAY: Objection.
'THE COURT: The otjectlon is sustained.

Q

A

Why did you use 1?71 data?
He used 1971 beca.use it was ,thE"' latest V,,'a:r'
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that we could get consistent data for allf'ive variables across
the board.

Q

A

'>Thydid you use '71 A.D.M.?
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 ranks the
localities' ability to pay. relative 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 toone another on their
ability to pay.

Q Going back to Exhibit 5 again, did you
present Exhibit No. 5 to the Appropriations Committee?

A

Q

A

sir.

Yes.
And you explained it?
Yes, we went over it.
MR. MATTOX: Answer Mr. Gray's questions,

CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY MR. GRAY:

1

Q

A

Q

A

Do you have a copy of the Act?
No, I don't.
Are you familiar with it?
Pairly familiar with it.
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Q How is A.n.M. defined in the Act for

purposes of the basic school-eld formula'?
A I think the only A.n.M. that 1s mentioned

1n it is A.D.M. tor the first seven months in the school
year of the dlstfibution; something to that extent.

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

A Yes.

Q And this definition tells you which years
A.n.M. is to be used; is~'t that what it does?

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

doesn't exactly say that but--
MR. GRAY: May I approach the witness?
THE COURT: Yes, sir.

Q Read the definition and see if it limits
this.

A "Average daily membership or A.D.!';~.: The
average daily membership for ~he fi~st seven months or equiv-
alent period for the school year in which state funds are
Ustributed from this 'appropriation."

Q Th~t tells you what year to use, doesnft it?
A. . Ye$~ 1t .does.

Q tt doesn't say to' use it for the PUrpOS'2f; of
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No, it does not.

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

A

Q

it?

A Yes.

Q How did 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 it done at the time you were
working on the Appropriation Act?

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

1

,I

I

A At that time they were just switching over.

annually.
Q And they are based on sales in the locality?
A

Q

The relationship of the assessments to sales.
What kinds of assessments? Assessments made

by the local taxing body?
A Right.
Q How often are they made 1n thelocalit1es?



R. D. Brown - Cross

App.128

41.

A The law requires general reasses~ments once
every six years for the counties and once every four years for

the cities.
Q So, some of the localities' assessment data

maybe six'years old that ~ou are using?
P.

Q

A

Q

Yes, because it was the assessment as of--
As of the day the assessment was made?
It was the assessment for this year, right.
So, if they hadn't reasses~ed you would have

six-year-old values, is that right?
A Yes, in 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

A

Q

Who?
The Department of Taxation.
You said they use the assessments that the

10calit~e6 provide?
A On its assessments, yes.
Q And 'then they make some comparison with

respect to recent sales?
A 'night.

Q How recent are the sales?
A The ~alesare taken durin~ that year, '71t

whatever year the study is published for. All the snles are
durin~ that year. It is a relationship of the a~~essrnent~ to
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Department of Taxation are for 1971. The Department of Taxa-

You are using assessments from the localities which may be six

tion in computing that figure may use data or assessments that

42.

No. The true values as published by the

So, all the data you have isn't -71 data?

The point I am trying to make, Dr. Brown,

A

Q

Q

R. D. Brown - Cross

sales during that year.

years old?

know if they make any sort of adjustments to .them.

were done in the past. As I say, I don't know. ! am not
particularly involved with publishing those papers, so I don't

1s that you use the most current information you have but it
isn't all 1971 information; is it?

A To my knowledge, it is.
Q Well, you know that the assessments from

every county in this state were not done 1n '71, don't you?
A Yes, I think that is true. Th~ reassessment

is not.
Q What is the factor in all of this that 1s

regarded as the most important factor as far as the locality
is concerned in all of this formula that you are trying to
work out?

A The most important factor for what?
Q

A

Well, to the amount of money that they get.
Are you talking about theforrnula or the
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composite index?
Q

Assembly takes.
A

In all of this actton that the General

I think that the common thread that runs
t.hrough it~ that sets the program costs and ~t lenst is a
factor in the composite index, although not the most important
factor in the composite index, is A.D.M.

Q Now, the Legislature after you had presented
all these studies .didn't use 1971 A.D.M. for the purpose of
distributin~ the money even under the view that you had stated?
They didn't use it in '7~. ~fuen they got around to giving the
localities some money,-which A.D~M. did they use in determinin~

how many shares would be .given?
A

Q

A

Iri the '73-'74 school year?
'74-'75.
In '74-'75, determining how much the program

should cost the locality and how much would.be split between
the state 'and locality, they used '74 A.D.H.

Q And what you have tried to do in the formula
is come up wi.th what I think Dr. Napp described as a roup:h
index of the localities' ability to pay; is that correct?

A Yes, but the important part about the index
is that it 1s relative; 1n other words, it is not just an
absolute measure. 'F.verylocality 's abill ty to nay 1s determlneC
byrelatin~ the~r tax per capita to A.D.M. and what the averare



App.131

R. D. Brown - Cross

is for the state.
Q But if it has a drastic change in its A.D.M.

the formula would give you a false est1mate of its ability to
pay in the more recent years, wouldn'i it?

A No, not if the tax basis changed; you
couldn't make any estimate.

Q I didn't say that. The number of students
in its schools change?

A All you could say is that-- You can't .make
any conclusion if just the number of students changes. Are
you saying the tax basis is going to be held constant?

Q If all the factors remain the same but the
A.D. r.1. changes.

A All you can say is that over a period of
time the ability to pay, of that locality, would ~o down.

Q The 1971J appropriat.tonyear, it will go down
that year if it has a thousand more children to educate, won't
it? Its ability to educate each individual child will be
decreased, will it not?

A If you use that A.D.M. including the index?
Q No, sir, if you use A.D.M. 1n expendine the

money. If it has the same tax revenue coming in and if you
have a thousand mere children to educate, it has less per child
to educate; doesn't it?

A That is right.
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Q So, on the expen<ilture side of the formulat

A.D.M. is the factor; isn't it?
A A.D.M. "is the factor that determines the

total program costs to be split between the state and localities.
Q Doctor, do ytiu still have that definition of

A.D.M. in front of you?
A

Q

Yes.
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
give you credit for when they work out this formula in 1974,
and you read that definition, how many children would you
think you were going to get credit for in that index?

A" I would think that the average daily member-
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:

i
i,,
!

--

Q Dr. Brown, when you testified before the
committee did you present actual figures to the committee of
the total pror,ram costs?

A I presented'them computer runs, yes. We
went over the computer runs"of what the appropriation to each
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individual locality would be.
Q How specifically did you go over the

computer runs with them?
A We went over the formula, I ~ues3, a couple

of times because there was a great deal of confusion. It was
something that was new, at least in its classification. We
went over construction of the index and the explanation that
was already presented to The Court and the data that was used.
I did go over an example of Wise County as to how the appr9-
priation in that program would be; how much money they would
get. We went through that step by step and calculated it by
hand.

QWhat 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 components?
A Yes, I believe so.
Q Did you explain to the committee that you

were using the figures for 1971 in all five components?
A Yes, sir.
Q You were workine at this time for whom?
A I was working for the Division of State

Planning but I was on loan to the Depa~tment of Education
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during the time of the General As~~mbly; assigned by the.
Secretary of Finance.

47.

Q Did you advise the Department of Education as
to what the computer runs that you had run for the committees
were and what the composite index consisted of?

relate?

A

Q

A

Yes, I think we hashed that out.
In the composite index, do the factors inter-

Yes, to the extent that actually what you are
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 index.

Q If they are interrelated, can you take them
for a different year, one of the factors that goes into the
index, and not affect the validity of the index?

AIt would certainly change the results of
the index. Like I say, if you use '74 data you could substi-
tute it in for any variable, it wouldn't have to be A.D.M.
The question you have to keep in mind is, does it really.~ .__ ._-
relate to that localitil.'s ranking at that pa.rti_cul~.!"_.U.me..,..
since that is a source of your consistent data. I would say

."

it would be less correct economical~y:.~g_..g.9 J;hat .•....You. could._._ .. '-'-'-'--_.~--..,----'-------'--'---""-'~.'
build ~n index that.':lay, butJ,JL:te.rlTl~...t.hat_.J,.t.).'.l0. relative

•••• __ •• " ••••• 'e •••• •• _. •••• __ • __ ••••• - --- ••• _._ •• _-_._ .•• _. ". - •• --.----.----
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opinion?
A \olell,it would cha.nge the distrIbution

I ,'.
•: 0 •

What affect would you have on the index ifQ

R. D. Brown - Cross

index and you are ranking the localities as to their ability

to ?a..~.~~.?ne point in t~_~_~ '__~~., __E._~~_r:'t think it would be
correct in my eyes.'

you used current A.D.M. with the othe~ '71 factors, in your

substantially. I don't have a computer run on it and I can
only guess as to what would happen. Since those localities
that are losing A.D.M. would be divided through by a smaller
denominator it would make them seem to be more wealthy and
able to pay for education. In contrast, the Ibcality that is
gaining substantially in A.D.M., its ability to pay would go
down.

Q I refer you to City's Exhibit No.4, the
Appropriation Act. In the composite index of the local'
ability to pay where A.D.M. is used--

A

Q

A

What page?
It is on Page 2.
Okay.

Q How would you think A.D.M. is being defined
if you were a legislator at that point?

MR. GRAY: If Your Honor please, he has
answered that question for me.

MR. HEFTY: He has answered 1n ~egar~ to .the
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MR..HEFTY: That is all I have •.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. MATTOX:

Q Mr. Brown, you answered the question of Mr.
Gray a moment ago aridMr. 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, 'readtha~'being the definition 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 is what yo~ answered. N~~. if you were this
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.
hypothetical legislator that Mr. Gray had you be awhile ago)
would you read the definition and read nothing else in the Act?

A

Q

No, I don't believe I would.
And when you got to Para~raph ~, composite

index of local ability to pay, would you know then that you
just were not going to get paid on A.D.M.?

~. GRAY: Objection, if Your Honor please.
MR. MATTOX:- You were the one that started

this.
MR. GRAY: If you 'ask him the question and

not tell him the answer.
THE COURT: Go ahead. You are inquiring 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 if I was a legi~lator

I would have to read the whole Act plus I would probably need
much more explanation before I understood the workings of that
formula.

Q

testified?
A

Q

Were you in the courtroom when Dr. Napp

Yes, I was.
Do you agree with his use of the term A.D.M.

so far a~ it lsused in this Act?
A As to the A.D.r-toto determ1.~ the program
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costs for the year that the distribution is made,e.nd the A.D.M.
use in the composite index as being 1971; yes, I do.

~m.MATTOX: That is all I have.

RECROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. GRAY:

Q Mr. Brown, look at the composlteindex and
tell me if in each instance, wouldn't it ~e1ate the population,
wealth, or whatever they relate to? Do they tell you what year

they are talking about?
AThey do in each instance except A.D.M.
Q They don't do it in A.D.M.?
A No, sir.
Q As a legislator, where can I find out which

A.D.M. they are talking about? Do they define the first thing

they do in the Act?
A There is a definition in the Act--
Q What does it define?
A A.D.M.
Q Hhen you come to this definition of A.D.M.

1s there something on this page that says to strike what we
said before, we don't mean what we said on the preceding page,
Re are talking about another A.D.M.?

A \vell,.I .think this 'wastaken along with my

explanation of this section.
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Q Did you stand in front of the Senate and
House of Delegates and explain it?

A

Q

A

No, sir, I didn't.
I believe you indicated that--
Excuse me,Vou said in front of the total

House and the Senate; no, I did not.
Q Well, you have got the Act up there, you

have got the whole appropriation and all of the basic--
A

into Item 573.
I have got the first two pages where it goes

Q . You don\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. 5 to The Court.
A "In the event that the statewide number of

pupils in A.D.M. exceeds the number estimated as the basis for
this appropriation, each state share and required local share
shall be reduced proportionately so that the appropriation
will not be exceeded."

Q So, the Legislature understood that the
numbers that it was dealing with were not sacrosanct; that is,
.these numbers were going to change and it tool~preca_~~~ons to
see that it would not be exceeded; did it_pot?

A As far as the program costs, yes. We had to
..._----------_.:-,--, .._- --------_._--

estimate the A.D.M. for the future years.
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Q You have indicated on Redirect Examination
that if you changed and used a different factor than the 1971
factor you might distort or get a false impression of the
locality's ability to payor ranking at that particular time.

A Yes.

Q And what particular time did you mean by

"that particular time"?

rnade?

A

Q

A

At 1971.
For what year was the appropriation being

'7~-'75 and '75-'76.
Q And theexpend1ture which the Legislature

was trying to help meet \faS for the children going to school?
A Right.
Q So that if that factor changed between '71

and '74 the comparative ranking in '71 really has very little
to do witti its ability to pay in '74, is that ~orrect?

A Well, the ranking i3 relative so it doesn't
change as much as absolute figures do. If you are twentieth
in the state at one period of time in the ranking, usually in
those terms you 'don't change as fast over a 'period of time as
you \'louldif you are taking what your true value of property

1s.
Q Do you have any localities whose A.D.M. is

increasing fai~lyrapidly?
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A

Q

YeA, I suppose so.
Do we have localities whose A.D.M. is
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A In one program. There are two sheets to .
the p~ogram. I am sure you are familiar that a computer does
nome work internally and it doesn't always spit out each step
it goes through. On the complete program of one year's
appropriation, the complete program of that is the calculation
of the composite index and the distribution with the index
used internally in this distribution.

Q What I .•.tant to kno\'7ill,what numbers as far
as A.D.M. is concerned did you show to the Legislature when
you talked about A.D.M. and showed the~ figures?

A I 3howed two A.D.M.s. I showed '71 in the
calculation of the composite index and '7~-'75A.D.M. in
determining the program 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
like I say, we worked through the example of Wise County on
computing the index. The figures were available from the
Department 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 available to them.
Q That was the A.D~M. as reported by the local
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locality can publish future years; that 1s our projections of
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division to the State Board, is that correct?

56.

So, each locality reported their A.D.M. and

Yes, as far as '71 A.D.M. Now, of course,

Yes, I believe in the August survey, if I

I understand a.boutthat. I am just talking

A

A

Q

Q

about the '71 A.D.M.

could look at?

am not mistaken.

l>lhatthe A.D.M. would be'.

th[;t is the information that the Legislature looked at or

A The '71 A.D.M. i3 published from what the

~I individual localities turn in to the Superintendent. It is
published in his report and it was available to them.

Q That 1s what they acted upon, you think?
A As far as the corripositeindex ..

MR. GRAY: I have no further questions.

BY MR. HEFTY:
Q For the ~omposite-index formula t6 be

relevant, is it more important for all of the figures to be
in the same year than that the A.D.M. be current in terms or
the composite-index formula?

.,
MR. GRAY: Well, if Your Honor-please, ,
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think he should let us know relevant to whom; to an
economist or to a legislator.

MR. HEFTY: To an economist.

A I would think that you would find the general
concensuS ls that it should be computed on one consistent
period of time. To be theoretically correct, and if you have
those two options, I would think the economist would get
consistent data rather than mixed data.

Q What' "'laSthe f1rst year that the composi te-
ir'dex formula was put into the Appropriations Act? .

A It was put in by the '74 session for '74-'75
and '75-'76.

Q Do you know if the other seven-month
definition of A.D.M. was put 1n 1n'74 O~ '757 Or, was it in
a previous appropriations act?

A No, other than that they used to distribute

on A.D.A. and they then switched to A.D.M.

A.D.M.?
Q Do you know what year they switched to

A I believe it was '70-'71.
MR. HEFTY: I have no further questions.
MR. GRAY: I have nothing further.
THE COURT: In making. up your composite

index, do I understand thatt~e A.~.~. is the only
var1dble and that the other components ar~ ~onstant?
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M~. 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

. ----------------.
but, yes, it was explained to the House Appropriaticns
Committee and the House Finance, as it came by the
Governor's Task Force, that all data would be
consistent '71.

THE COURT: Including the A.D.M.?
f4R.BROWN: Including the A.D.H.
THE COURT: All right. Thank you, you may

be excused.
MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, on this same problem

we do have one other person who might be able to shed
some light on what transpired before the Appropriations
.Committee.

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 yotistate your name, a~e,
residence, and you~ current assignment.
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session. The C'Hnmittee Chairman, Delegate Lane, assigns and
pr~pares a schedule in which certain items of House Bill 30~-

C. F. Jones - Direct

started looking through our tapes on Thursday afternoon artd
spent that time and Friday reviewing our tapes of the 1974

I
I
I

I
,I

A /

60.

Yes. Based upon the Chairman's request I

,I

I
I
,1

1

at this particular time this came forth from the Governor's
Office with a certain number of items--would be discussed in
a two- or three-day time frame depending upon the rtumber of
items selected.

The first day would be d~voted to a
representative from the Governor's Office of the budget, John
McCutcheon or Ed Crockin, and their presentations would relate
to the items contained in the House Bill 30 under discussion.
They would give some history as to what possibly the agency
requested and what some of the reasoning behind the action
taken in the Governor's Office was; sometimes to lower and
sometimes to increase.

The second day, the second or third days,
would be generally related to the agency heads themselves
being offered the opportunity to talk about the items being
reviewed. The agency heads, agency personnel, other legis-
lators, and also interested public organizations have a chance
to speak.

The tapes cover basically a two-day period
on discussion of the school formula. Now, there are other
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tapes, I believe, which run subsequently to this date of the
ltthof February but I just have not had time to review all of
-the tapes in detail. Mr. Brown's prcisentations relating to
this document, which I just glanced at, were made and the tapes
are there.

used--
Q I~ it clear th~t the 1971 A.D.M. was to be

MR. GRAY: Objection, if Your Honor please.
MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, I know this may be

unusual. The tapes are across in the Capit~l. We
could get the tapes over for Your Honor to listen to
them, but it would seem to me that it is something
that might not be necessary. 'Mr. Jones has listened
to the tapes and this may be a little out of the
.ordinary, but he referred to f.tr.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~ Gray would 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 Indulgenc,e to let Mr.
Jones say what was en the tapes.

THE COURT: Well, I can't perm1 t him to
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number four, you don't know who was there to listen
to.~tI obJect.

testify as to what were on the tapes over the objec-
tion unless that is agreed on. The tapes themselves
might or might not be admissible but I don't think
this witness can testify to what he heard on that if
there is an objection.

MR •.MATTOX: Do you object?
MR. GRAY: Number one, it is hearsay.

CA."--,-~Number two, any testimony he would give would be
-~~.- hearsay testimony. Number three, it is improper and

~~ ~

THE COURT: I will sustain it on the first
two points.'.

MR. MATTOX: That is all I have.

CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY MR. RYLAND:

Q Mr. Jones, do you know if there was a
definition in the 1972 Appropriations Act?

A I believe there was. I just haven't gone
back that far, but my recollection is that there was a
definition contained in the '72 Appropriat~ons Act which is
similar to the one in the '74 and also the .'76 Acts.

Q Does the '72 Appropriations Act have a
composite-index definition in it?
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A No, I do not believe it does.

Q The composite index was not used in 1972?

A Nor '73, as amended, either.

Q Do you know the first year that the composite

index appeared in the Appropriations Act?

A For the 1974-'76 biennium.
Q And that definition in the '74"",'76Act still

retained the old definit10n of A.D.M.?
MR. GRAY: Objection, unless he really knows,

the Act. They speak for themselves and we don't need
a witness to tell us what they say.

THE COURT: Do you know?
MR. JONES: Yes, sir. The definition in

'74 is 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' '74 Act was in fact based on a '70-'71 computation?

A Mr. Ryland, there is a considerable gap, as
Mr. Brown alluded to a little earlier, between the lump-sum
figure that you will see in the certaln subsections of the
Appropriation Act with the computer printouts and the expla-
nations that went along with it.

The members of th'eAppropriations Committee
and also the remairiing members of the House of Delegates, I
believe, were supplied with up-to~the'-m1nute and up....to-date



C. F. Jones - Cross

App.151

64.

printouts just as this appropriation bill was reported out of
the Appropriations Committee and onto the floor of the House.
My recollection is that there was quite a bit of discussion in
various sessions about this new type of approach for funding
the standards of quality. One of the main items of discussion
was the omission from the Governor's recommendation of
provision for incentive funds,which after deliberation was
recommended by the Appropriations Committee and was actually
inserted, which would necessitate a change from the original
printout to the subsequent printout. There was a reduction
from the recommended S.O.Q. costing of $890.00 down. to, I
believe, $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 discussion on the
proper placement in the funding provision for compensatory
funds for slow achievers. My recollection again is that there
was very little questioning posed to Mr. Brown as ~o the
concept of determining the composite index of wealth for a
locality having all the items of the same time frame. All the
variable elements in there, I believe, have previously been
stated that there were basically five ele~ents being from this
same time frame; in fact, my recollection is that on the tape
there is a specific question by a member of the Committee to
Mr. Brown asking if these items were in the saJnetlme frame,
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Thank you.. I have no further

I have nothing further.
Mr. Jones, I have a few more

MR. RYLAND:
questions.

MR. MATTOX:
MR. GRAY:

questions.

BY MR. GRAY:
QYou talked about the figures that the

legislators had before them, and w:ha.texactly was this that
they had? Did each legislator look at a sheet of paper and
this is what the locality is going to get in doll~r~?
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A There was one printout, Senator, which would
indicate the basic share; the state share of the basic aid and--
what each locality would receive. I'm not sure of all the'----_.-~,--._~..•.~.--~.----_ ..-_ .....- .,,-"'-' ......•.... ,"- ,'.- _.~.•... "'.

other bits of information that were in there fo'reach locality
but a number of illustrations were provided and they were also
told that if there' was any confusion e~isting about what their
locality would receive, 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 computed on the basis
of A.D.M. for '7l?

A

Q

That is my ~nderstandlnh.

As reported by _~?e__~?~..a:_~..~.~!~,?o~.o~_~yisionto
the State Board of Education?

'~'--"'---.----------~.'-~'--'_.-.
A

Q

index was?
,..--

A

Yes.
So, each locality knew what the composite

-------_.__._._--_._-------

This information was contained on the
printout, y~s, sir.----- ..

Q The Chairman of the Appropriations Committee
represented the City of Richmond, did you say that?

A No, I said he is a representative. He is a
d ~e of the City of Riohmond.

was?
Q And he would know what the composite index
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A

Q

He had a tabul~t1on, yes.
And of the amount of__~Ol:l,~Y .tJ:u;t would brinE!:

. "..,--' ._--_ .•..•~..,.._ •.. ,'-~.",- .•..~..-~,...,

to the City of Richmond?-----
A

matter.
Q

Whether or not he asked for it is another,

For what purpose was A.D.M~used in the '72
Appropriation Act?

A Senator, I am not that familiar with'the '72
Appropriation-Act; that was before my time. I have simply
started to find out if the~e was a definition of the average
daily membership in there. Beyond that, there was a completely,
different method of providing funds.

Q Well, the composite index wasn't in there.
A That is true.
Q That was brand new for 197~?
A '7~, that is correct.
Q And rnoneywas distributed on A~D.M. in '72?
A 1do not know.
Q was it distributed on A.D.A.?
A I do not know.
Q' You don't know?
A No, sir.

MR. GRAY: I don't have any more questions.
THE COURT: Thank you, sir, you are excused.

• * • • *
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WILLIAM H. COCHRAN, called as a witness by

the Commonwealth, being first duly sworn, deposes and says

as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. HEFTY:
Q Dr. Cochran, state your full name and address

for the record, please?
A My name is WilliamH. Cochran, C-o-c-h-r-a-n,

2321 Conti Drive, Midlothian, Virginia.
Q Dr. Cochran, what is your present position?
A Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction.

Q And would you state briefly your educational
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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 the
department; that is where final responsibility does not re-
.sidewith 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?

A 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 basic school aid formula
is the foundation program whereby the State puts most of the
money by which it supports the education 6f 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 basic school aid formula. Now, every State has
a foundation program. , Virginia's Basic School Aid Fund is
what you call a weighted equalization formula. That is, it
attemp~s to establish the need of localities 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 divide it
by the total number of children and send everybody that
number of dollars for that for each child.

The equalization formula is somewhat different.
Virginia's program has two components, essen~ially 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. ~or example, in Virginia some localities
are six times as able to support education programs as are
others, so there is need for an equalization formU~a. The
composite index att.empts"t~ put equalization into it. The
fact that the distribut.ion is made on a current year's ADM
makes it a current. formula to that extent. In other words,
you receive money on the number of pupils that you have in
the current year, alt.hough your relative ranking with t.he
ot.her localit.ies is based on composit.e index.

Q When was the first.year ADM was used as a
basis of distributing school aid?

A We have shifted from ADA to.ADtolin 1972 for
the support of education.

Q lihenwas the composite inde~ first used by
.the state Department of Education?

A . The composite index was first utilized in
1974. It was written into the 1974-76 appropriation.
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o What are the components of the cost index?
A There are five. Actually, of the composite

index, three indicate wealth and the true value of real
estate and public service corporations. The income level
of that locality and the return of the sales tax; that is,
returned on the basis of where it collected. In other words,
a one cent tax is returned on the basis of where it was
colleoted, initially. These three things are related to the
State average and so, their relative rankings for that part

that locality. Now, they divided on a weighted basis, then,
again, two-thirds on the basis of ADM and one-third on the
basis of per capita.

o How has ADM since you have been in the State
Department of Education been defined by the State Department
of Education in the composite index?

SENATOR GRAY: May it please the Court, 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: Yes, 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: (Continuing)
Q t~at happens to the formula if you use 10

current ADM in the composite index formula with the other
'71 figures?

A It becomes distorted. It does not give you
a picture of relative acts within that year. It extends
it over multiyear period and distorts the result.

Q When ADM is defined in the Appropriations Act
as current ADM, what is that used for by the Pepartment.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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Q 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 paying 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.

Q Do you feel a composite index isa different
formula than the paying formula used by the State Board?

SENATO~ GRAY: Objection, your Honor.
THE COURT: The same objection?
SENATOR GRAY: No. I don't think it's rele-

vant what he feels something is ina definition.
THE COURT: I missed the question. What was

the.question?

NOTE: The court reporter read the last
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.
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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.

Q The Appropriations Act of 1974, 75~76 biennium,
and ask you to look at Item 573?

A Yes.
Q Can you tell me what the numbers in the right-

hand column, Item 573 are?
A Yes. This is the general appropriation for

the Basic School Aid Fund which includes all of the monies
that are included in this item. Now, the figures that are
listed, here, in the right-hand column of $377,030,125.00

.for the first year and $403,476,635.00 for the second year.
QDid 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 good bit of input. We originally
submit, as you may know, to the Department of Education or
the Board of Education officially presents the budgets to
the Governor in August of the odd-numbered years. This
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-r

budget is then reviewed and scrutinized rather closely by
the budget office -- the Governor's budget office and
very often in my experience it has been revised. In these
revisions, we work closely with the officials of the budget
office. They ask us what the figures of this would be or
that would be in different cases. So it is necessary for us
to go back and make different calculations, using revised
figures. Now, the Governor from this, then recommends a
budget to the legislature. \~en 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 tilispart of it, they
again may suggest certain changes or ask what the figures
would be of other cases. We provide information by way of
running the basic school aid fund back through the computer
and show what the impact would be on the different counties,
cities, towns and state. So, our input 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 show you what is marked as Defendant's

Exhibit One.
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MR. MA~TOX: Has that been introduced?
THE COURT: Was that introduced into evidence?
l.1R. 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 Distribution.

MR. HEFTY: Exhibit Number One. Yes.
This is submitted, The Distribution of Basic

School Aid Fund of 1975-76, Estimate of March 13,
1974.

NOTE: The above referred to document was
marked as Defendant's Exhibit Number One for identi-
fication.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing)
Q What was the use made of this?
A This was the computer run that was 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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Q Do you have 74-75 in there?

A It is not here.

48.

MR. HEFTY: The one you have, your Honor, is
74-75?

THE COURT: 74-75.

MR. HEFTY: That's the one we would like to

put in evidence at this time. There is another one
'75 and '76.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing)

Q This was one by the Department of Education?
A Yes.

o And it was run at your request?

A Well, yes. The request generally comes from
a member of.the Appropriations staff to the Department of

Education. We just pass the request on the computer.

Q Turning to page 7, can you explain what the
figure in the column _.-itis about the middle of the page,

for 74-75 Standards of Quality State Share, at the bottom,

of $3l2,937,305.00;.whatthat is and how it was arrived at?

A 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



" .. ' .

.:::": .. :_.::.r.:.~.::,_._-:'. ,..•...•....•.

Cochran - Direct .

App.166

49.

share. Now, column 7 is the state share or the amount of
money that would need to be appropriated for the state to
support education at a unit cost of $687.00 per pupil. Now,
you'll note that the total 9f that column is $312,937,305.00.

Q Did that figure correspond with any figure in

the appropriation?
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 is 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 school divisions by Court. This amount is
$12,248,880.00, and when you add those two, you get a total
fund needed of $314,186,185.00. Now, there is a deduction
of Special Fund, penciled inhere. This deduction 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 of Education under pro-
visions of the Highway Safety Act. Actually, the money comes
from a dollar and thirty-three cents assessment on each
driver's license that is.issued and it is ear-marked in law
as being a certain amount that would go 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 of the material an item of
57 if I can find it --

Q That's on page
A That is found on page 155 and it comes under

Apportionment One. It is the final paragraph. Now, you'll
find that throughout the Apportionment, 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 of
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. Willyou
explain to the Court what this represents?

A Yes, Sir. This is an item, a variation of
these figures that make up the $377,030,125.00 figure. The
$312,000,000.00, ~s 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
the 74-76 biennium, there was, in effect, 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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Supplemental 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 being below
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-
vision 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 locality 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-
tance for that year and that increase by providing 50% of
the money that would be needed over a 7% increase'. In
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.
The third figure, No Loss Provision figure --

this is $13,974,700.00. The formula also provides that no
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

Icome from the No Loss Provision.
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Q Are the rest of the items listed in this

exhibit set out, perse, in the Act?

A Yes, Sir, they are.

52.

l

Q And do any of them have anything to do with
ADM at all?

A No, Sir •. They are not paid on the basis of
total ADM, no.

Q And is the total at the bottom 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 Defendant~ Exhibit

One. Was ADM used by the State Departmen~ of Education?

A In this formula, the first thing -- the way
variations 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 in which you 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 first by the average to
find the average salary. And then we divided by the AD,H
,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 instructional
costs in education. This was called Costing Out the Stan-
dards of Quality and it was in this way that the $687.00 was
established. I miqht add that as my memory serves me, we
established at $710.00, but it was reduced from $710.00 to
$690.00 by the budget office, and then to $687.00 during the:
legislative deliberation,s on it. So, $687.00 was established
there" and actually, we did it from aggregate costs divided
by numbers of pupils that people had durinq that year. The
year happened to be 71-72.

o As far as the composite index goes, in
,figuring out the totals in Defendant's Exhibit One, was ADM
used to figure out the composite index?

A The 1970-71 ADM was figured was utilized

in the composite index.
o And that is the basis of the ,figures in

Defendant's Exhibit One and Two?
A Yes, Sir. That is the basis on which these

figures were calculated.
Q Hr. Cochran, I show you Defendant's Exhibit



Cochran - Direct

Three?

App.171

54.

THE COURT: Before you get off of Exhibit One,
though, we have Exhibit Two. Down at the left-hand
corner you are using 1914-15 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 '11, 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 rural
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 sales tax will be
much greater percentage wise in the Cities and
suburban areas than will be in the rural areas.

THE COURT: So, this figure does not feature
in your composite index?

THE WITNESS: No, Sir. This figure is 1%
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returned on school age children who live in the area.

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 the circled

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 bienrtiumand
it was -- when it was given to the Appropriations Committee
so.they could see what the experience would be in each County
and City .using the factors that were included herein.

QCan 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. This is the column -- column 7
again is the state's 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 need 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 general fund appropria-

tion necessary of $329,295,062.00.

Q And can this amount be found anyplace in the
Appropriations Act?

A Yes, it is. It is under item 573. It is in
the column to the right, under the second year of the biennium

-- I beg your pardon, it is included in that-- 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 again to Defendant's Exhibit
Two, would your testimony apply as well to the 75-76 year,

things 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 column,
Basic School Aid Fund, page 1533, the amount of $403,407,635.00.

It is the total amount needed to fund the Basic School Aid

Fund with all its components.

QIri the 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 at these

figures?

57.

A The composite index was used for a two year
period of time and we do that. We figure the composite
index with the intention that it would stay unchanged unless
a locality is involved in annexation during that time, but
it would sustain unchanged for a two year period of time and
,the importance of this to a local school division is that
they are able to plan on the basis of knowing their composite
index would be the same for that period of time. The only
variable they have to deal with in order 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
figuring 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)

Qls Defendant's Exhibit Four, in fact, that
calculation?

A Yes, Sir, it is. It results in amount of
basic aid $340~94S,664.00.

Q If you used Chesterfield's formula of using

current ADM in composite index, would there have been suf-

ficient money in either years' appropriation to fund the
basic schooling.

A The shortage in the first year would have been

$2,585,267.00 and then the second year to have required a

total of $365 ,069, ~67. 00, which would have left us a deficit.

of $3,877,~S8.00.

Q Can you tell us where you are getting those
figures from?

A Yes~ Sir.

Q 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 carries a series of head-
ings. But it would come from page 6 of each of these calcula-
tions.

Q Okay. Dr. Cochran, how important is it for
a school superintendent, before the year begins or'during the
year, to be able to estimate the amount of State aid he is
going to receive during that year?

A I'd say it is highly important and critical
•...,..-----------_._------' --:-_ .._:._----

'in many cases.
.._,._----.... ..

Actually, a school budget comes from four--- .._-_ ..._-----~..,- ....~~.---_.__ ..:..---_._-- ..-..-.__ .'-_._ .. '-.

sources. The Federal' fund which, normally accounts for 10%~.---
or less; the State fund,,'which, Statewide,wouldprovide
,about 35%; and local funds which would provide from 55%
'Statewide. That leaves percentages will vary widely de-
pending on the practice within a local school division and
the educational aspiration of the people in that community,
as refelcted in this quarter. .But in this, theState-- the
local superintendent knol'1she needs to know such things as
where the money is coming from outside, so that he will know
what his picture has to be out of local funds. Now, the
fourth thing that I mentioned was other funds, which are a
very small part of a local school budget. But the super in-
tendent needs to know -~ you see, he makes an estimate of
-------,------'------ - ---._----------- - - - ._-- ---._'-'" .. _._-----~_._,,- - :.

how much money he will receive from Federal sources and from
, ---'-_.----------._-- _. __ ._~--'~_._- ~ -- ---_.---------

State sources so that he can present his local counsel of
.-------_..:.-----_ ...-
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Board of Supervisors with their local funds. Once this bud-
get is made, if the state or Federal funds are running behind,
then he certainly needs to be aware of tilis so he can alert
the people and the community and he can make variations in

his operation~ But it is extremely important that he be
able 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 1971 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 make an excellent esti-
mate because the only variaple 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
on a monthly basis, but if need be, he can have it reported
in anyone day on what his ADM is at that time.

o If you change the formula and interpret it as
required current AnMs to be used in the composite index, how
does .this affect his ability toestirnate?

A It would pretty largely destroy it in that he
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would never know it -- what his compo~ite 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.

o If yqu are able to estimate .the ADM for pur-
poses of ADM on how many pupils you.have -- now, if he can
estimate that under the formulas , why can,'tyou similarly
plug his estimated ADM into his composite index and figure
out his composite index?

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 composite
index.

o When is the earliest in 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 Looking again at De£el1dant's.ExhibitFour,
which shows what the composite index would be and the changes,
monetary changes, if he used the current ADM in the composite
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index formula, are there monetary changes in most cases?
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A Yes. In the majority of the cases there are
monetary changes.

o From a superintendent's stand~int, 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.

o 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)
o Was this one of the reasons that you, as an

Administrator in the Department of Education, interpreted
the Apprqpriations 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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wasn't it in addition to this other objection?
I sustain the objection.

MR. MATTOX: It is a leading question, as an
Administrator what he did.

THE COURT: He can testify what he did.
SENATOR GRAY: He testified what he did, he

testified on that.
MR. HEFTY: I am askin~ the reason he used

to administer the school aid formula, using the '71
ADM?

THE COURT': I think that is all right if you
ask the reason. All right, go ahead.

THE WITNESS: Certainly, this,is an important
factor in any assistant's -- as a school administra-
tor, it is essential that a,local school superinten-
dent know this information.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing)
o Next, Dr. Cochran, turning your attention

again to the Appropriations Act, and turning your attention
to A3 on the first page of the Appropriations Act, can you
explain the concept of the basic operation cost which is
defined there?

AYes, Sir. The basic operation cost is that
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cost which is determined as being necessary to having in
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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 nuwber
of pupils to bring out a unit coot. 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 •

.Q What ADM has the State Department of Education
been using to interpret this section?

A Well, we divide the aggregate costs by the
number of pupils there are during the year in \'lhichthe cost
was determined. In this case it was 71-72.

Q And in both years biennium?
A The cost~ you see here, when this basic opera-

tion cost is determined, then it is revised for each year and
an inflationary percentage is added to/it to project it for-
ward. So, you really establish the cost in effect in 71-72.
I believe it was the year we divided here, and then we pro-
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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Q Why did you not use the definition of ADM
that is found in A-l to interpret this Section?

A This appeared to be the logical way, the only
logical way to determine unit costs for that particular year.

Q And why is that?
A Because you are dealing with total expend~-

tures and you are dealing with the number of people for whom
those total expenditures were utilized •. So, if you want a
unit cost, then it seemed logical to put them in the same
unit.

Q Why can't you use current ADM to do that?
A You are talking about costs from one year

related to a number which wase,not there during that parti-
cular 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 Is the ,def~nition you used in ADM in Section

Three also a different definition. that you used for the
composite index?

A Yes, Sir. It is,,from a different year.
Q So, as a matter of fact, you are using three
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ADNs to interpret the Appropriations Act?
A Yes, Sir.
Q What input does the Department of Education

receive in interpreting an Appropriations Act other tllan
the Act itself?

A Do you mean what assistance we receive from
other people in administration?

o Yes.

A When we have questions, we normally will go
to the budget office and talk the matter over. If 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
first year this biennium -- for example the sales tax that
it was based on that the formula was based on-- was
written !n for the fiscal year iriwhich 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
know precisely how much sales tax each locality would receive
until after the year was over. We had to take the iniative
.to the extent that \oledecided to estim.ateon the basis of
peoples' receipts from sales tax ibr the first tenrnonths.
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.We attempted to estimate what the total sales tax would be
for the year and we went ahead and distributed 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-
sequent 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,
when the legislature carneback into session during the next
fiscal year, we pointed out this problem to them and they
changed the language which allowed for the year of the sales
tax to be listed as a'calendar year rather than a fiscal
~ear, and so we eliminated the problem in the second year.

o As an Administrator, do you feel the Appro-
priations Act is a difficult Act to administer?

A Yes. It is a difficult Act to administer
because you consistently run into things that could not be
anticipated. For example, a 5% reduction became necessary
this year because of economic adverse conditions 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 amount of money, which was
$730.00 per pupil. It could be appliediagainst 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 impact on the
localities within the State determining 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.

o Chesterfield alleges that because the 74-75,
75-76 ADM wasn't used in the composite index, it has been
underpaid $398,820.00 for 74-75 and $718,677.00 for 75-76.
In your opinion, in fact, to use the current ADM in deter-
mining the composite index to the last two years, would you
agree with those figures?

A Yes. I would agree with the figures and
those figures would indicate, of course, the amounts that
would go to both Chesterfield and Richmond.

o Did you re-compute the amounts of the 75-76
composite index figures used?

A Yes, Sir. In 1975-76 Chesterfield would
have received
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SENATOR GRAY: On Exhibit Four?
I-iR.HEFTY: These are 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 Department of Education 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 under the original formula of $489,490.00.

MR. HEFTY: Do have any obj.ections, Hr. 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 figures Chesterfield

originally alleged in their complaint?
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A No, Sir. These are figures that were calcu-
lated by the defendants when we calculated -- re-calculated
the formula last for all the school divisions.

QIf you used the current ADM in the composite
index, did you calculate how much Richmond would owe the
State Department of Education?

A Yes, Sir. Richmond would have received
$7,000,000.00 during 1974-75. Richmond would have received
$7,579,824.00, which is $781,391.00 less than they \"ere
scheduled to receive under the original interpretation.
During the second year, 1975-76 Richmond would have received
$7,071,194.00, which would be $1,392,245.00 less than they
were scheduled to receive under the original interpretation.

MR. HEFTY: Your Honor, do you have a copy
of 75-76 or 74-75?

THE COURT: I have Exhibit Three.
MR. HEFTY: It is Exhibit Four. There should

be two of them with that. 74-75 and 75-76, they go
together.

THE COURT: Yes. 74-75 is Exhibit One, isn't
,it?

MR. HEFTY: Yes.
It is this language.
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MR. HEFTY.:
THE COURT:
MR. HEFTY:
THE COURT:

then, right.?
MR. HEFTY: Yes.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing)
Q We pave deposited certain monies with the

Court in excess of $2,000,000.00. Does the StataBoard have
a claim to any of that amount regardlessof 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
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checking the figures, we found that -- I'm not sure which,
in Richmond's or Chesterfield's -- it was over-calculated
by $15,640.00.

Q 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 composite index formula, as Chester-
field alleges -- if Chesterfield's formula as to its composite
index, as I said, claims 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.

Q I'm sorry -- not with the composite index -~
but with the 3,000 pupils who were originally credited to
Chesterfield. If that distribution were in favor of Rich-
mond and against Chesterfield, would Chesterfield have to
pay more money than Richmond would get?

A Yes. The way the formula works, it would
affect the composite index of both localities and the amount
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of .money would not be the same. In fact, if Chesterfield
County's index were raised, it would mean that they would
be entitled to $1,309,633.00 less during the biennium and
Richmond would be entitled to $1,035,378.00 more during the
biennium, which would mean that the state would receive
$274,255.00, or the difference between those figures as ~
return.

Q

'~~;

',,"
\

Changing to the other part of the case, 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 foundation than that.

BY MR. HEFTY: (Continuing)
Q As the claim, by Richmond against Chesterfield,

what is that claimbased.-- or against the Department ,of
Education?

A Well, the claim is based -- you go back here
into March of 1971, at which time the composite index was
put into effect, to become effective July of -'74. The

" ;.

Department of Education knew this was a I)CW formula, knew
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the composite index was a new experience for the 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 infor-
mation to each of the localities as to how their composite
indexes were calculated, 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 information that we gave them, very carefully,
and to notify us if there were changes that should be made.
I point this out because the Department at that time -- we
utilized the reports of ADM that had been ~ade by the locali-
ties for 70-71. Now these were their figures, but they were
unjumbled figures at that time. We knew that across the State,
between many localities, there are pupils who are traded. By
that, I mean, it may be more convenient for pupils. who live
in one County to go to schools in another County, and the
second County would work out an arrangement whereby they were
paid by the first County for the difference. nut we do not
maintain records on this as long as we pay per pupil cost to
only one locality. We are not normally concerned with this.
We did realize there could be an impact from this in the
composite index. We asked the localities to respond to us
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on this ~nd we had a response from some lO.or 12 localities
that, yes, they did have such arrangements. They did, in
fact, affect the ADM figure. We investigated each case that
was brought to us, checked with the other involved locality
and made changes. We felt those changes were acceptable.
Now, the 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 students
from _.anotherlocality and educated them in your system, but
the other .locality paid your local cost, and you got your
stated cost from the Department of Education, then our assump-
tion was in ADM they belonged to the people who paid the
local cost. So we made our revisions. There were a number
of revisions at that time on thosebaises. We did not at
that time hear from Richmond or Chesterfield. If we had, we
would have investigated, in all probability, if it had been
established at that time that Richmond;was assuming the local
cost, then we probably would have included them in Richmond
ADM rather than Chesterfield.

Q Why would you do that?
A Because they were being paid for by Richmond,

in that particula~case, if they were indeed paying the local
cost.

Q 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 Jll.ct? .

A Yes.

MR. HEFTY: No further questions.
THE COURT: All right. Gentlemen, it is

12:25. I believe we had decided to recess for lunch
at this time. I expect cross-examination would take
some time, won't it?

MR. MATTOX: I have very few.questions.
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 too long.

THE COURT: Go ahead, counsel.

CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY l-1~. MATTOX:

Q Dr. Cochranl, a moment ago you said you had a
meeting at Technical Institute at Richmond?

A Yes.
Q Do you recall the date of that meeting?
A I believe it,was March 13, 1974.
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Q Was Mr. ~Ulkinson there, Public Instruction?
A Yes.

Q He was at that meeting and information was
supplied to those that attended were represented by ,the
school districts throughout the state?

A Yes. They were given the computer printouts
that were issued .at that time. They were given information
relative to .the calculation of the composite index aridinfor-
mation as to what figures were used for the composite index.

Q In the calculation for the composite index,
was it indicated that 1971 ADM was to.be used?

A Yes.

o Do you have any information -- do you know
whether or not the Richmond School Board assumed the local
cost for the 3,000 odd children that you referred to that
were actually educated in Chesterfield schools in 1971?

A I have either asked nor received that infor-
mation, personally.

Q 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 opportunity to examine the

1977 forms that were required at that time to be filed by
all school dist~ts 'relative to ADA and ADM?
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A 'lc~s. That information came from the Supe,t'in-

tendent's annual report.
Q Do you have anyreason to believe that either

Chesterfield or Richmond did not fill out the forms as the
instructi-onsrequired?

A No, Sir, they were certified as being correct.
Q. Did those forms i.nclude the tuition students?
AMy memory is hazy on that subject but.I be'"

lieve the tuition students are provided in the final annual
school report.

MR. MA't'TOX: A second, your. Honor.
THE COURT: Yes, Sir.

(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 to that was dis-
tributed to the various representatives of the school dis-
tricts on March 13, 1974?

A Yes, Sir.
Q All right. If you could have that here after

the break, I would appreciate it.
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A New, the computer printout \"i11 not shmv the
exact figu,res that were introduced as evidence for two
reasons: one being the 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 legislative 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 local funds.

Q What I am really interested was ADM being used?
A ADM was being used for distribution of money.
Q But not any composite index?
A There was more than the printout given at that

meeting. There was information given relative to the index
calculation, also.

o I 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, please.
THE COURT: Objection sustained, unless he

gives a basis for his opinion •
.HR. RUDY: May it please the Court, he testi-

fied on that point. There was no objection. He
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testified the ADI1\,'as credit.ed with the tllition.

SENATORGP.AY: ~vhat he does I do not obj ect

to but what he thinks, I object to.
THE COURT: Sustained.
MR. lv"JAT'l'OX;I have no further questions,

your Honor.
THE COURT: All right?

BY SENA~OR GRAY;
.Q Dr. Cochran, you have just said in reply to

a question of Hr. Mattox, at the last moment of the legisla-
ture some changes came about that caused changes in the sales
tax figure?

A Yes.

Q Did that change anything on Exhibit Four?
-- not Exhibit Four, I'm sorry, on Exhibit One-- One and
Two?

A Yes, Sir. It has an impact on those figures,
yes.

Q You mean, those figures that the legislature
relied on weren't what they finally relied on?

A Those figures were correct as given to the
legislature at that time. Those figures what you are looking
at, isa computer printout and it is a second part. Now, as
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I indicated before, when you multiply the number of pupils
you have in ADM by the unit cost", which for that year was
$687.00, as I recall, you get a total net in order to offer
Standards of Quality Education Program. From that total net
is deducted the sales tax that is received by localities.
The one cent that goes back to localities on the basis of
school aid to children.

Q Yes?
A Now, after that is deducted, the remaining

net is divided roughly on a 50/50 basis between the State
and localities.

Q Yes?
A Now, what happened following our presentation

of these figures to the Appropriations Conunittee -- 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 Cf 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 increase the State's need for money for an Appro-
priation here, and the locality's need for an appropriatfpn,
yearby $7,000,000.00 each.

\

~Ir Q Did
rV $14,000,000.001

I

!
they appropriate that additional

\
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A No.
0 They made the change but didn't come up with

the money? So they carne up with a deficit?
A Yes.
Q They changed 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 •.
Q But it fs your theory that all the figures

should be of the same year?

A No, Sir. You are talking about -- there 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 the other sales
tax, the one cent that goes back on the basis of how 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 application of the
index, but it is not a part of the compo~ite index.

Q Well, it is one of the ways you determine how
much money the home local gets to meet its needs?
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Yes, sir. It has an affect.
It is not in the same year that all the other

A

Q

figures are?
A No, Sir. The next year following, they

changed it back to the way it was before.
a All right. But at least, then, these numbers

that we came to -- finally appropriated -- are not sacrosanct,
we built a defioitat the last minute?

A Yes .•

a You were.asked when you made the distribution
of the funds -- did you actually use ~he.ADM --as defined
in the Appropriations Act-- and I believe you answered that
"Correct?" your answer was "Yes, that you did?"

A The distribution of money?
a Yes?
A Yes.
o . You answered that, as you distributed 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 composite index was and how many pupils you had during
that current year.

a When you tried to find out what the ADM for

\
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We operate on an estimated basis from July

a locality was in '74, did you have any difficulty with the
definition in the Act?

A I'm not sure I understand your question.
o How did you determine in 1974 -- how did you

determine how many children you should credit the County
with?

A

until March.
o Right?
A And as of March 3l,which is the end of the

seventh month, and they reported at that time how many actual
pupils they had, then we adjust, so that the total payment
was correct on that basis.

O. On the basis of that year's ADM?
A Yes.

Yes.
Is there any law that tells you to do that?
Yes. That is in the definition. ,It is in

the Act.
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Q That definition is in the Act?
A Yes.

85.

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.

Q 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~- will you
get down to the third definition, "Basic Operating Cost.lI

If you don't use ADM for the current year, why that calcu-
latiPn?

A No, Sir.
Q And the first time the material appears in

the Act, after it is defined in the Act, you use something
else?

A Yes.
Q And then you get down to the composite index

and, of course, you don't use it there? Look down at the
bottom of number four, definition number four. Which ADM
did you use?

A The composite index would use 70-71.
Q You used 70-71 throughout the composite index?
A Yes.



App.203

Cochran - Cross 86.

o Which ADM did you use in the Basic Operating
Cost?

But for the Basic cost, you used 71-72 ADM?
Right.
And for the distribution of funds, you used

Yes, Sir.

The one for the year 71-72.
So, for the composite index, you used ADM for

o
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; any at all?
A It is not a part of the composite index. The

basic cost is the amount of money that you are going to
fund per child.

o Fund per child?
A Right.
Q The,composite index determines your ability

to pay that cost?
A That's right.
Q So what you~have done, is taken what it costs

in 71-.72and compared it with their ability to pay in 70-71?
A Well, what we have done is taken what it costs

A

o
70-71, right?

A

o
A
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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 w~s an infla-
tionary factor.

0 I think the reason you said you used 71-72 was...

because this was the best information you had?

A No, Sir.
0 Most recent you had, 71-72 for basic cost?

A At thattime those were the last exact costs

figures that we had.
Would you look at Exhibit NUmber One please,

Yes; Sir.
And look at column number two, and tell me

Column number two is ADM, 67576 •..
What is column number three?
1974-75, Required Local Expenditure.
What are we looking at?
I have something differ~nt
I'm sorry, let's get on 74-75 estimate, please?
All right •.
Exhibit One, what is column three of that?
It is the local expenditre for 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; in
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.

Q But at the time that you drew this up and
ran through the computer, you knew what they had spent in
74-75, didn't yo~?

A No. The first runs of this prior to the
budget, prior to the legislature arriving, are done on an
estimated cost.

o How about this one right here, what is it
done on?

A At the time this was given out, I guess this
was a final figure.

Q 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.



Cochran - Cross

Ann ?ne:

89.

Q 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 a~ update.
Q with an estimate 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 per iod of about a year.

Q Since you had the 73-74 local expenditures,
why couldn't you have used the 73-74 ADM?

A In what application?
.Q In all applications, any application? Why

do you have to go back to ?l?
A We went back to '71 on the composite index

because we did not have true value of real 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 value, which

could be six years old in some cases: is that correct?
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A I'm not prepared to answer that; I don't know.
o Yo~ 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.

o The only ADM it shows on this computer print-
out is the years"74-75 ADM; is thatright?

A Yes, Sir.
Q 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.
o Now, is there anywhere else in this Act that

ADM does not mean current ADM?
A You mean is there another application of it?
o Yes. I mean, is there anywhere else in the

Act you don't use what the legislature said ADM means?
A I don't believe it's referred to in another

place, but it may be.
a well, when it talks about -- page 1357 -- it

talks about additional incentive fund for $687.00 a year in
the first year of the biennium, the second-- what is the
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second year of the biennium?
A That would be 730.

91.

Q Sir, $730.00? But which ADMdid you use in

making that payment?
A We used the same ADM as it cost the year the

costs were incurred, which was the current ADM and the
current costs.

Q So, in that appropriation, you took the
current cost for that year and the current ADM for that year?

A I might say the problem that is raised here,
you can't determine this until after the year is finished.

Q How about under the item dealing with voca-
tional program, which ADM did you apply there?

A Well, these are categorical programs, in that
the amount of money a locality receives would depend on what
programs they offer, how many people they have in each class,
and that sort of thing.

Q But when you determine -- when you pay them
additional payment for each pupil in ADM ~- you use ADM of
what year?

A The same year. The application is a basic
part of the current year.

Q You use current year ADM for that.?
A Just as you do for the cost.
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Q New, you talked about an item had to be added
on to the budget to take care of the maximum local increase?

A Yes, Sir.
Q As I understand it,' a locality is not going

to be required to come up with so much if their increase is
more, than 7%, you'll give them help; is that in the formula?

A. Well, anything of this kind will take away
from its equalization, but the impact of this is to assist
normally th.epoorer localities.

Q Very commendable, but itdistorts the equali-
zation fonnula?

A Once you have set equalization, 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?

/1. 'l'hatis correct. bfcourse, this matter has
been in litigation, you know, across the country. It is a
matter of degree. I think people have judged -- I think
Courts have judged on how much equalization you have; for
example, if I pointed out there~s a need, the affect of this
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formula would improve it to about a two to one basis, so it
sometimes doesn't reach true. equalization.

Q When you figured out these cost figures on the
. ,

basis of 71-72 figures, you said you talked about salaries --
teachers, that is one of the big items of cost?

A Yes, Sir.
Q Would you change in the ADM from one year to

the next, the number of teachers you have to have?
A Well, what you do when you' establish a cost

is find out what the actual cost is, or should be, per pupil.
Now, this is one reason that in projecting it forward, you
put in an inflationary factor with it. This takes care, or
hopefully takes care, of an increase in the salary range.
Obviously, if you had more pupils, you would have to add
more teachers.

Q This inflationary thing doesn't take care of
increase in the number of students?

A No, Sir. We rely on that directly on the basis
of current ADM.

Q But you .donot change in cost per student?
A No.
Q And is the converse true if you are losing

students, you would need less teachers?
A Yes, Sir, that should be true~ It doesn't
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always work'out that way.
QDoctor, a gre'at 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 use the 70.-71 ADM irithe composite
index, how many months of the calendar year 1971 got plugged

into 'the formula?
A Well, there we took the '71 ADM. We used the

ADM for the total year.
Q For the first seven months?
A No, Sir. It came from the appropriation. It

cw~e from the Superintendent's Annual Report.

Q "Thich was made up at what time?

A Made up in 70-72.

Q Made up a yea,r later?

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 report, Which is due in the Department of

Education in September.
Q That is in the year you determine that average

ADM for the whole preceding year?
A Yes, Sir.
Q Not for the first seven months?
A v.lel1,at the time t.beDepartment 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 becoming increasingly
difficult to make all your calculations fo1~owingthe closing
of school in June and get the checks out before July 1. 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 school age population.
That is a part of the funds received by the locality that
go into meeting a need for that year; is that right?

A That's right.
o And when'the locality gets its mOrleyunder the

sales tax, what school age population is used, the current
year or 1971 year?

A That is based on the triannual census and this
census is updated once during the three years. At that time
we were using -- it would have been the '71 census which was'
taken in "71, '74, and '77.

o But it doesn't necessarily have to be the same
year as the ADM you use?

A No, Sir.
Q So, use a different facto~ than that?
A Yes.
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the '69
taken.

Q NO'l;,1, when you went to the legislature, a.ll
these ;:)riginalcomputations were made, I belielre, the per-
sonnel income figures that were being used were the '69
per~onnel incomes, weren't they?

A Dr. Knapp testified to that, I believe. Qf
course, he provided them.

Q And he worked out a formula to use the '69
personnel incomes and the '71 true valuation, and so on?

A I believe he did that on a tentative basis
for a period of a few months until it was available.

Q But you could use the formula without using
happily, he got the '71 until the final Act was

It would go on to the '69 figure?
A I would think '69 was the latest figures he

could take. The whole thing would be improved.
Q I think the whole thing would be improved

including the '69 ADM?
A Yes, Sir.
Q All right, Sir. What relevance does the '69

ADM have to the cost of education in localities in1974?
A Well, it has relevance to that locality's

relationship to the other localities in the state of Virginia
to each other as far as their relevance.

Q It had relevance in 1969 for that fact?
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A Yes.

Q It may be totally irrelevant in 1974?
A Quite possibly •
.Q Quite possibly. As a matter of fact, Doctor,

in these new computer runouts, you ran on Defendant's Exhi-
bit Number Four, it will show a rather substantial reduction
in the amount of State aid Richmond would receive with the.
1974 or 1975 ADM used; is that correct?

Yes.

Yes. We only change the one factor.
Change theone factor?

But all of the other f.actorsremain the same,
That's correct.

And conversely, there are many localities on
here who would use more a~sistance?

A
Q

do they not?
A

Q

A
Q

A Yes.

Q So that the change in ADM very definitely
affects the relationship of the locality's ability to pay,
does it not?

A Well, if ADM changes and everything else
stands still --but the assumption has been made, I think,
that if the number of pupils goes out, then the wealth factor
goes up.
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Q ' Tha.t is a fine assumption. ..Doctor,do you
haver the figures in it of composit.e1ndex calculations for
the current year biennium?

.'A Yes, Sir. '
Q Would you tell me, please,' if "you have them,

-whether '''Richmond'staxable valuationhav,e 'gone up or down?
A I'm sure ",they have, gone ~p.
Q But their ADM has gone down?

,
A Yes. Which, in effect, will raise the

composite index. .....•.~

Q That,means, they will have to-put up more
money locally?

A Yes.
Q And reduce the amount of ,State ,aid'they get?

.' ,
'-,

__or,'

. .<~. ',.,
A Yes.
Q The 'assumption you made the ADM goes up when

the valuation goes up, doesn't hold true, does it?
A No. Nothing of this kind holds true in every

.~:.case.
,,' Q You talked about the importance to the School

Superintendent of knowing what his money was going to be?
'A That's riqht. ... -"".'

Q Do you have a school Super.intend~ntwho lives
• ~ .. ' ,,' :" , ."{. ...•.•t ..•' .: .~.

in an area that is '''cC;nstarttlyincreasing and rather drastically

".'



'App.216

,.,

Cochran Cross 99.

increasing its ADM -- would it be bettet f?r.him to know at
, ,

one point in time that he is going to recei~e a small amount
of money, or would it not be better for him to know later on
he is going to get more money?

A As far as intelligent planning is concerned,
he is better off in knowing those factors.

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 dollars 'but if
he doesn't know what those dollars are, he is fated not to
spend them until he finds out whether they are cQming.

Q Doctor, how soon after school ()penl;1,do
school divisions in this state make their first report to
the Department of Education as to their enrQllme~ts for the
year?

A We receive one as of September 3o. " '
Q So as of September 30, the School, Superin- '

tendent who wants to know to determine what his population
in every school division in the State is; at that time-he
can?

A Yes.

o And that is not going to change drastically
in the year?

, ,

A It has changed from 6 to 10,000 pupils.
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Q For the whole state?
A Right.
Q How many students?
A Approximately a million and nine.
Q So you can make a pretty good estimate of

what his ADM, or the State ADM could be at that point,
couldn't he?

A I could figure his ADM -- he would not be
able to figure his change in valuation if you only improve
iU3 ADM.

Q Just talking about ADM, he could have a
.pretty good picture of the statewide ADM as of September 30?

A Yes.

Q Not until September?
A He would have to wait until he eould get a

good estimate in September.
o You gave us a result of the defendant's

difficulty with respect to the.sales tax because you were
supposed to distribute it on the basis of the fiscal year
and obviously couldn't know until the fiscal year was over
what the actual figures would be. You estimated what those
figures would be and made allocation and then justified them
later; is that right?

A Yes.
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Q ~tere it appears that $252,000.00, $572 dash,
they would get an increase of that amount?

A That's right.
Q If there is no dash, that means a decrease of

that amount?
A Yes, Sir.
Q And you will notice in column five, where

it shows a change in the index --so it prints inversely.
Now, with respect to the figures concerning Chesterfield and
Richmond, there are penciled in 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-
jus ted this computer printout to take care of the reductions
required Statewide and these figures are 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
figures, they have not beeft prorated. When you run this and
go above the amount of an appropriation, you have to go back
and prorate it. We did prorate it for these two localities
because they were the only two in question.

Q In the normal course of administe~ing throughout
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this litigation, if litigation in the administration of this"
the number of students ultimately in ADM in the State had \
been more than the legislature estimated; in other words,
if the figure calculated, that you were going to need more
money than was appropriated, what do you do?

A We prorate all of them.
Q And the Act tells you to do that, does it

not?
A Yes.

SENATOR GRAY: Excuse me, one moment?
THE COURT: Yes, Sir.,
SENATOR GRAY: If your Honor, please, if we

can reserve the right to recall the Doctor 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 components have to be within the same
period of time because if anyone component is not of
the same period, .thatwould 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 t.oyou later than
70-71, that the fly in the ointment was the question
of the real estate value -- you have to relate back
to 70-71 for your real estate valuation and that
meant you have all the other components -- all the
other components would have to relate back, so you
have a distortion?

THE WITNESS: Yes, Sir. It ti,es it all back
to the last year you can get the latest thing.

THE COURT: All right.
Any further? Mr. Mattox?

RECROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. MATTOX:

Q Dr. Cochran, when an error has been made in
underpayment or overpayment, for any reason, what does the
Oepartment do about it?

A Well, prior to the problem that we had with
the sales tax, with the incentive fund, the practice was
never to correct an error in the prior year. ,The reasonbr
this is the money 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.



App.222 .

Cochran - Recross
..::.~... ~..

105.

If those audits indicate that they have reported people in
ADr>1 who should not have been reported, and therefore ''Iehave
overpaid them, then they pay us. We colle6t. But if they
made errors the other way, which would require payment from
us, we do not pay them. 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, It do you mean one
biennium or another?

A I mean to the same biennium.
Q Are you telling the Court that the Board makes

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
75-76?

A Yes, Sir, other than the incentive payments,
which has come in after the last couple of years. That one
year of the sales tax, that's not been the practice of the
Department.

Q So, that's been tough for them, hasn't it?
A It has be~n, yes.
Q If you .overpay someone, he's lucky?
A No, Sir. We collect it, get it back.
Q You get it back? So you try to do what the
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Act tells you 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: I'm afraid, your Honor, that
opened up more for me. That left me confused.

RECROSS EXAMINATION
BY SENATOR GRAY:

QWhat 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 received
additional State funds which they did 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, Doctor, tell me -- and let t sget a\-7ay
from the definition, from the book which tells you 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 at a particular
,----------------~--~---------._..-'-_._-"._----_._-.-._._- ._: ..

time.
----

Q Now, with respect to children in an annexed
area, we have been talking here about 3,000 children, where
were those children in ADM according to that definition?

A According to that definition, they were in
school in Chesterfield County.

,._-~~
Q And they were in ADM in Chesterfield County;

..__ .-----_ .._.-_._---------

is that right?-_._----:--,
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 that child goes. Now, when we get into

Q I don't want to interrupt you before you
finish, but please tell me where in the Act I can find
this?

A I don't know 'that you are going to find the
authority just in that Act. It is administration.



App.225

Cochran - Recross 108.

SENATOR GRAY: All right, I am through.

BY MR. MATTOX:
Q Doctor, will you explain to his Honor how a

student can be an ADM inane system and an ADA in another
system?

A Well, it would not happen -~ now, it happened,
~- it could, I guess. At this particular time, we were
paying -- a unit of payment was ADA. Now, for that reason,
the ADM was an unjustified figure. The ADA was justified
because we wanted to make sure we paid the proper locality
the unit cost for that child. Now, the reason we called the
school divisions together, as we did, was to make -- the
purpose was to correct the -- or adjust the ADM for those
the way it should be adjusted at that time. Now, in a
locality -- and I'll take Galax and Grayson County -- for
years many of the students who live in Grayson County had
attended school in Galax. Now, it has been cheaper for
Grayson County to pay G~lax 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, these children are really
Grayson County's responsibility and Grayson County is paying
•...rh~tever local costs' is involved for those children they send
to Galax. It is, in'effect, a contract between two school
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divisions, under which some of th,emhand.le ~e children.
Now, in a place like the City of Fairfax or the City of
Salem, both of those Cities. are school div,isi~ns by law,
by legal definition, but neither of them ope~ate 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 pay a certain amount per pupil to ~he
Counties to educate them. That is where the confusion
arises, here, I think.

o When you talk about ~DM, it would appear
Salem had no children in ADM beca~se they had nobody attend-
ing their own schools. But, actually; th~¥'h.ave responsibi-
lity for, I woul.,dassume, approximately S,'OQO -- maybe
6,000 children. But they have cho.sen to discharge that
responsibility by contracting with Roanoke County to pay for
their education. In other words --

THE COURT: You mean ADA or ADM?
THE WITNESS: ADM in this case, now.
THE COURT: That is determined where the body

actually is?
THE WITNESS: Well, in this case we give

Salem credit for having 5 or 6,000 children in ADM
although, they do not run them in their 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?

THE WITNESS: Yes, Sir.
THE COURT: But they did not report any ADM,

did they?
THE WITNESS: I'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 long as we pay ADM on the child one
time and as long as the two school divisions are
agreed to it, .itdoes not matter to us whether the
payment goes to the County or. to the City. .If it
goes to the City, in a case such as we've indicated,
then it would subsequently go from the City to the
County and the City would add to that estimate pay-
ment for ADM and an extra amount for whatever their
cost was.

MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, I hand you a book --

BY MR. MATTOX:
Q

(Continuing)
Doctor, would you please identify it for the
.I .

record, not as an exhibit, 1970 .•.71 Annual Report? Will you
turn to page 5, please, and read 'tohis Honor what is on
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that chart, that is, chart table number 56 indicated number
of days taught, average 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 percentage 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.
Q 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.
o In ADA in 1971?
A Yes.

o Now, what did you do in 1974, when the Act
required that students be paid on ADM for 1970-7l?

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 pupils at
that point.

Q In any event the State Board had to make an
adjustment between the County and the City?

A Yes, S~r.
Q 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 vice versa, .what happens to the pay------- -_ .._-_ ...-._----_._----

ment that the State makes?
----_.__ ._--_.--------

"'."--- ...-..__ •..•... -_ ..-_. _ ....
A Well, as I indicated, we were willing to send

the payment to the treasury of either locality as long as
there is an agreement on it.

Q Suppose there ,i~...no agreement?
. ---. .- .... - ..

A Well, if there is no agreement, we send it
where the responsibility -- well, I don't know. You have

.-.-.- ••• ---- ••••• _ •• _, ••• , •• _ ••• - 0 __ ••• _-- •• __ •• - •••

raised a question which I don't think we have ever encountered.
Q That's the ADA you send it to, right?
A In a case you brought up -- a case where if

there were no agreement -- I can't conceive why a school
system would accept somebody else's pupils if they were not
told in advance they were going to.receive payment for it.
I can I t conceive a situation cif that kind.
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Q You can't answer the question, who you would
pay, then? Let's .say that five 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 the past but not what
he would do in the future.

THE COURT: That is well taken. I think he
has indicated he doesn't know what he would do under
those circumstances.

BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing)
Q Doctor, have you a composite index for

Fairfax City?
A With just the number of pupils that live in

Fairfax City and who attend Fairfax County school.
Q You 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 Fairfax County.
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MR. HATTOX: Thank you. That's all I have,
your Honor.

BY SENATOR GRAY:
Q Now, Dr. Cochran, as I understand, the

administrative practice has been with respect to the tuition
students, localities agree in advance, you 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. t(hat affect does it have
on the operation of a schocl, 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 this wolild be translated
to his receipts of funds from the State, and if he counted
on them and didn't get them, he would have a problem.

Q Is that part of the reason the Department has
said these adjustments are made in agreement in advance?

A Yes. We are talking here about an adjustment
only where the check goes. There is no obligation on one
locality to accept students from another locality unless the

Court involved
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Q Finally, Doctor, we have talked a lot about
what a legislator had to look at and what the committees
were acting upon, we have established the fact that on the
exhibits that were put before the Court, only indices
composite ADMs -- excuse me, ADMs that appear on that were
current year's ADM 74-75 for '76?

A . That is when distribu.tion is made.
Q t9hen the formula was calculated and the legis-

lators were told how they were being calculated, could each
of them find out whatthe actual ADM for his locality was,
the 70-71 ADM?

A Yes.

Q And when the Richmond legislator looked at
that, did he look at it unadjusted or adjusted for the
annexation figure?

A He looked at it unadjusted.
o When the Chesterfield legislat~r looked at

it, did he look at it adjusted or unadjusted?
A They were all unadjusted.
Q When he looked at the dollars his locality

.was expected to get under this formula, he looked at dollars
calculated 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. I

.THE COURT: Yes.

BY MR0 r.mTTOX :

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 particular time?,

A As I recall it, no.

0 Look at 11.-1, and see if there is anything

in there about that?
A The definition of Average Daily Membership

ADM, average dayof membership for the first seven months
for an equivalent period of that school year in which state

funds are distributed from this Appropriation.

Q So, in the Act, it doesn't say anything a.bout

the number of students on the rolls?

A No.
Q In defining ADM, if you were explaining in

terms of where they were going to school, how would you

explain the ADM for the purposes of where you were al10'--

eating 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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responsibility this year. And those children --unless they
have some sort of agreement or contract with some other school
division, then those children will appear on their own rolls.
But if there were some agreement of that k;L~d, then they
will be somewhere,else.

o Doctor, if you look at the Appropriations
Act on page 1356, under number five, would you read the
first sentence of the third paragraph?

A You said number five?
Q Yes.

. ,

A l358?
Q Correct. The first sentence of the third

paragraph.
A Any sum --
Q No.
AIn any event --
Q Yes.
A In any event --
Q The next. Third, under number five •
.A The State Board of Education shall make

equitable adjustments in the computations of indexes of
wealth for localities affected by annexation, unless a Court
of competent jurisdiction makes such adjustment. Also, the
true valuation applied for a locality shall include the true
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value of ~ny real estate donated by private company to the
locality in the calendar year 1972. If the true value of
such donation exceeded one-half of the total true valuation
of real estate and public service corporation's property
reported for the locality in the calendar year 1971.

Q Did you make the statement that the Board of
Education made an adjustment as a result of annexation?

A Yes. We made several adjustments of annexa-
tion.

Q In 74-75 was Richmond's composite index
figured by using 71 valuation of land in the annexation
area?

A Yes.
Q And in the other formula of composite index

ADloi?

A Yes. All those other factors were adjusted.
Q What would be the effect of not including

the ADM when you have adjusted the rest of the figures?
A Well, the effect is to use a different divisor

than you had. It would raise the index in the locality in
which you used -- 'in which you were not credited with the
pupils and it \'lOuldlower it in the place that was credited
with the pupils, which means the people with the higher index
would get less State money and the people in the lower index
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THE COURT: Dr. Cochran, suppose you had

119.

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 you will -- well, of the
true facts, when it came to the time for payment,
did you pay to County B, whose pupils were taken
care of in County A because there was no contract,
although you knew the pupils were actually being
educatep in County A?

THE WITNESS: In all probabili-ty, your Honor ,
we would pay the people who were educating the
children. But the problem, you know, that I have in
understanding this question is, I can't imagine 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 one further question.

BY SENATOR GRAY:

Q Is ADM an index of wealth?

A No, Sir. It's one of five factors that is

utilized in a composite index, but only three of those

three factors are indexes of wealth.

Q So, the matter that you read, that the state

Board may make equitable adjustments in computation of

indexes, 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 provide for with those dollars, then it has quite

an impact on that wealth. Now, you~e changing see, you

are dealing here with a unit cost.
o 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?
Q No, just tell me what are the indices of

wealth in there?
A The index says the sum of on~-third is the

index of wealth per pupil. That is.simplyconverting wealth
to a unit value of wealth.

Q What are the indices of wealth?
A The indices of wealth are determined by

combining the following constituents

MR. RYLAND: Your Honor, I think I have to
object to this. The Section speaks for itself and
I don't see any point in his reading from it.

THE COURT: He has been testifying all morning
that in actuality what he does is what his Department
does. I will overrule the objection. Go ahead.

THE WITNESS: All right. The indexes of
wealth are determined by combining the following
constituents index elements with the indicated
weighting: (1) true values of real estate and public
service corporations as reported by the state Depart-
ment of Taxation for the calendar year 1971 -50%;
(2) individual income level for the calendar year
1971 as determined by Tayloe Murphy Institute at the
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Relative to the number of children and the

University of Virginia - 40%; (3) the sales for the
calendar year 1971 ~hich are subject to the State
gene,ral sales and use tax - 10%. Each constituent
index element for a locality is its sum per ADM no
periods, or per capita, expressed as a percentage of
the State average per ADM, or per capita for the same
element.

BY SENATO~ GRAY: (Continuing)
Q In indexes, as well, are real estate value,

sales tax value, personal income in indexes; is that right?
A Those are the measures of wealth, yes.
Q All added together give you the index of-

wealth?
A

population.
Q Does the index of wealth have anything to do

with ADM?
A I don't see how you, can count it as index

of'wealth if you don't convert to it what has been done with
the wealth ••

Q You don't see how arnan's income is without
determining how much he has to spend?

A vlell, if you ,want to relate his affluence to
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somebody elsas, then you would determine -- you need to know
what he needs to do with it.

Q All I am trying to get'is, now that you have
read -- if you can adjust the indices of wealth. All I am
trying to get is for you to agree with me that ADM is not
an index of wealth, it may be an index of cost relative to
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 as an index but, rather,
as a measure in this composite index.

SENATOR GRAY: No further questions.
THE COURT: Does anyone else have anything?
MR. HEFTY: That is all.
MR. !4ATTOX: Nothing.
THE COURT: Thank you, Dr. Cochran.
What do you want to do about the time?
SENATOR GRAY: 3:30 will be all right.
THE COURT: 3:30, if it's an agreeable time.
MR. MATTOX: I inquire as to the next witness.

We still have Mr. Lemon someplace.
X1R.RYLAND: We have no further witnesses.

We can break.for the convenience of counsel.
MR. MATTOX: I think, your Honor, we can
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finish this aft.ernoon, then.
THE COURT: We will put Mr. Lemmon en right

after lunch.
HR. 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, as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. EDWARDS:

Q Mr. Lemmon, will you state your name, please,
and what is your residence?

A .~allard L. Lemmon. I live in Marion, Virginia.
Q Mr. Lemmon, this case involves an Act of the

assembly in 1971, with respect to the distribution by the
state of Basic School Aid Funds for the various school divi-
sions. Were you in the Genera1l-',ssembly at the time this
1974 Appropriations Act was adopted?
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A I ",as.
Q How long have you been in the assembly?

A Since January, 1968.

Q 3anuary, 1968?

124.

A Yes, Sir.
o What are your committee assignments?
A I am a member of the Appropriations Committee,

I am a member both in the House Education Committee and in

the House Appropriations Committee and Mining and ~~ineral

Resources.
Q As a member of the Appropriations Committee,

was anything, was any specific assignment given regarding

the Appropriations. Act of the 1974 session?
A Yes, Sir. I was made chairman of the

committee of the Appropriations 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.
Q Now, as a part of that assignment, were there

any hearings -- let me ask you -- what part did you play in
\

the Basic School assignment and in the distribution and

appropriation of money as related to the schools in the State?

A To the schools in the State?

Q Ye.s?
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SENATOR GRAY: I object. That is hearsey.
MR:. Em'JARDS:I tm simply asking him what came

before the committee with referecne to these changes ..
THE COURT: You can ask him. I.thought the

question was, what was told him?
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MR. Em'V'ARDS:

THE COURT:
I beg your pardon?

I thought the question was, what
had been told him?

I think you can ask him th~ things that the
sub-committee considered or the Task Force considered.

MR. EDWARDS: I withdraw the question.

BY MR. EDWARDS: (Continuing)
Q 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 changes?
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 was a much fairer way to fund on
the basis of total membership which could or could not take
advantage of schooling rather than actually daily attendance.
So we went to ADM for better planning, for those eligible to
go to those schools.

Q What year did.you use for the ADM as far as
related to the composite index to determine the ability, the
financial ability~ to pay?
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A Well, speaking first of the Task Force, the
Task Force was looking for a formula and did not specifically
go into years. We were trying to propose a formula -- that
sort of thing -- so we did not go into specific years. When
the State Board of Education in effect adopted the report
of the Task Force and when they suggested to the Governor
that the new formula, as proposed by the Task Force, 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 components. The government made
the composite index, the Appropriations Committee accepted
that proposition, and the House later accepted it.

BY MR. RUDY:
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were trying their best to understand this new formula. As
a result of this, the Appropriations Committee specifically
asked Mr. Brown to prepare an example of exactly how the
formula would work for one particular County. He chose Wise
County to make that presentation.

.~ HR •.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 docU$~t was
marked as Plaintif.f'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 point.
MR. RUDY: I cite as authority '73 Am Jur2nd,

Statute 174. The testimony is as to whattook place
and as to what was looked at by the committee is not
admissible where the Statute is unclear and unambi-
guous.

THE COURT: That is the same objection. There
is an objection to this 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 of individual legislators as to the meaning
of the statute is immaterial. The Court should not
listen to the opinion of one legislator as to what
was intended by all legislators. It would open the
door for 195 legislators to testify.

THE COURT: That's assuming there is no
ambiguity.

SENATOR GRAY: It doesn't matter whether it
is ambi~uous or not. It is peculiar that one parti-
cular legislator ~- because there is no proof that
the other legislators felt the same thing about this
matter.

THE COURT: All right. I will overrule the
objection. I didn't understand that to be the law
when there was an ambiguity, but you may be correct.
I will overrule the objection at this point.

BY MR. RUDY: (Continuing)
Q ,Mr. Lemmon, will you explain the exhibit as

you understood it, that is before you?
A Yes, Sir. As relates to Wise County or the

entire State?
Q Yes.
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A All right. Of course, to understand Wise
County, you have to look at the first two pages to see the
written, sort of, the verbalizing of the fo~ula. What this
basically 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 Right?
A If you look at the figure 'below that, a

I. . .million sixty-seven thousand nine hundred and ninety-six,
that was the ADM for the State, as a whole, for the year
1971.

Q Is that the ADM year, 1971, that the conunittee
used in making the appropriation?

A We used the formula as it had been drawn by
the State Board, using the 1971 ADM.

Q For the composite index?
A ' Yes.

Q. Now, were calculations made ..using the formula
of composite index of 1970-71 to show the conunittee or the
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members of their legislature how much money they would get

under that formula?
A Yes. As you can ",ell imagine,. this was such

a new thing and so complicated that there were many times
'tlThennew idea.s were thrown 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
change in dollar amounts in the formula. To my memory, there
was never a suggestion of a change in the formula, 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 formula, yes, Sir.
Q Was a change ever made with respect to the

ADM at any time in the year 1970-711
A No, Sir.
Q What part, if any, did this information play

in the committee fixing an amount for the Appropriation year,
the first and second year of the biennium for the Basic School

Aid?
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the committee's action.

SENATORGRA.Y: Obje9tion,YGti~ lIonor. I don't
'. l '

Ibelieve he can testify to wh~t part this played in
. I !

1,

THE COURT:
committee.

! I..Well, he ~as a member of the
, ~.

. ,
:SENATOR GRAY: I don't believe he 9an testify

as to the committee's actio~~ •.
THE COURT: Was he a memb~r of the committee?
SENATOR GRAY: Yes, $ir.

'!.' • ", .~.

THE COURT: I think heoould. I will overrule
the objection. Go ahead.

THE WITNESS: Well, the co~ittee first of
all, in effect, adopted the form~la in theory. Then
the question was to fit the doilar!?in the formula.
But once the formula in theory is adopted, then the
only thing you do from then on is the .question of how
much money you have got to p~t in•. What I am trying
to say is, the Appropriatj.op.f?Co~ittee suggested to
the Floor of the House that the f,ormulaas shown in
the printout, whiQh I understand has been introduced
in evidence, be adopted. And that formula which they

, : "

passed out to all the Hous~of Delegates on the day
we argued that, that printout resulted from the

. '.formula being in the machine. The formula which we
• ! /",~.. - .

" . "
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accepted, theoretically

answers the question?

BY !iRe RUDY: (Continuing)

r don' t k.nO~l if that

133.

Q And you handled the matter, this Section of

the Appropriation Act, dealing with this Basic School Aid

Fund, you handled this as spokesman of the committee on the
Floor of the House?

A Yes, Sir.

QDid ybu explain what had taken place before
your committee and the amounts that were used?

A Yes, Sir.
Q Was each member of the House given a copy of

how it would affect'that particular con~ittee?

A Yes, Sir.

THE COURT: Cross-examination, Mr. Hefty?

MR. HEFTY: I have. none.

SENATOR GRAY: I have a couple.
I

THE COURT: Yes.
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CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY SENATOR GRAY:

Q Bill, you. have a copy --
A Yes.
Q Would you read a definition, Average Daily

Membership, the first definition in that on the basis of the
School Aid Fund?

.A. Yes. The definition, number one, reads:
Average Daily Membership or ADM. The Average Daily Member-
ship for the first seven (7) months (or equivalent.) of the
school year in which state funds are distributed from this
appropriation.

Q Now, would you look at the composite index

definition?
A It says: The composite one~third, the sum

per pupil in ADM.
QWhat does that mean?
A I can only tell what it means to me. Being

a non-lawyer, I will let the lawyers argue. about the rest.
I consider definition one, a definition. Definition three
is a definition. Definition four is a definition. I con-
sider definition four as a definition. However, we arrived
at a composite. index of local ability to pay •.

Q How did you arrive at that when ADM means
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definition four?
A The term is there, ADM.
o Don't you look at nurr~er one as that being

what you said that meant?

135.

A As I say, not being a lawyer, I would consider
them separate definitions.

Q l1:leredid you get the def inition 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. It would be an almost impossible situation to use the
current year.

Q All right, Bill.
A I couldn't have a formula here.
Q Look at the printout, Defendant Exhibit Four,

I

which was handed to the conunittee, 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.

Look at that, if you would, please. It talks
about ADM, what ADM does it refer to in column two?

A In that particular column, it refers to ADM
in the school year. That is the basis on which the money~
apportioned •. It is a basis of the fQrmula.

Q Is there anything there that tells a different
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'. AD!'1 is being used in the fOI.-mula'?
i. I don I t believe that is in the printout.
Q Now, going back to the exhibit you had about

\~ise County, the figure you used -- you hav£ that exhibit
wi t., you?

A Yes.
Q ! don't seem to be able to find my copy. I

have to look over your shoulder for a moment.
Does that tell you what year ADH you used?

A The exhibit was given to us as a whole. And
if you will notice on page 2, it says: Date for the school
year 1970-71 was co~piled by the Board of Education, the
statistics here in 1971, it goes on to say --

Q 'i\Tell,let's talk about the other population.
In other words, when you looked at the exhibit as a whole,
you found 1971?

Would you look at the definition of Basic
Operating Cost, which was number three definition1

A Yes.'

Q \'Jhich,A;)Mwould you use in that me?
A That would be the school year for which you

are apportic~ing the money.
Q Were you surprised to learn the Board of

Education thinks that's, a third AD~1, that's 7l-72?
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A I will read it very quickly.

MR. ~~TTOX: 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 member of

the legislature, looking at this Act, trying to keep up with
what is going. on he reads the composite index which is a
brand new thing and wants to know how it is going to affect
his locality. He has got a growing locality and he reads
this, he is going to use ADl-1 as a basis. I wonder if they
are going to have it updated? He says, we're going to use
ADM and I wonder which one -- I see ies defined hereon the
first page. He reads the definition on the first page and
he finds it says current ADM.

Would you think it is unreasonable for him to
thin.1I;.that?

A llhat he is interested in is the apportioned
amount of the money.

Q The composite index ~akes a big difference
too?

A Yes.
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/Q When he reads the composite index in using
ADM, and then turns to the very Act to find the definition
of ADM, the current usage of ADM, is it unreasonable he
thinks that that '.swhat is being done then?

A To me, it \\'ouldbe unreasonable if he thought
about i.tbecause 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 index was or
funding was, I don'tthink he could operate.

Q What did you do about the sales tax you paid
him, wait until the end of the year to let him know the sales
tax?

A We did that for one year. 'It didn't work out.
o 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 C~l't give you the answer of that. I would
doubt it or ~e 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 look at
retrospectively rather than an unknown quantity.

Q Do you have to have figures that are five years
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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
that 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 11

A I have -- in just reviewing it this morning,
I have not found any, nO.

o Nowhere can I find ADM composite index means
something different?

A This is true. I was looking real closely
earlier today and neither can I find the Statewide ADM in
here. In other words, we were relying on the printouts for
the Statewide figure. We were relying on the printouts for
certain information that didn't actually get into the Act.

o Now, looking at what you have in the Bill,
if I wanted to amend this Act to provide in that formula that
the composite index would be 1974 index, what would I have to
use in the language to say that?

ATo make it say '74?
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A I would guess that right after the parenthe-
sis and the semi-colon on the fifth line, that it would be
specifically spelled out that it meant '74.

Q Go back and look at the definition of ADM in
tbe fjrst page. That one definition. If I wanted to amend
tbi& Act what do I have to do?

A Well, as I mentioned earlier. there are thinqa
that are in the printouts and in the formula in the IBM-
machine, if you will, that are not in the Act.
---

o Yes, Sjr?-A We used the printouts. It said 1971. I'll
be completely honest with you, we ought to specify it.-

.0 ~n really 6aiRk it ought to be changed?_
A It probably should be

o But the citizens in Virginia who are inter-
est,edin education and how it is being funded, they don It
have access to the computer. They have access to the Acts.
How do they know, in order to get you to amend this law,
that ADM composite index paid a current ADM? Well, they read
it, don't they think it is a current ,ADM?

A I can't say for the average person. I don't
know what the others think.

Q There is nothing ,inthe Act that tells them
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ADM is anything but the current ADM?

A I agree with that.

SENATOR G~Y: No further questions.

THE COURT: Hr. Ryland, have you any more

questions?

141.

BY MR. RYLAND:
Q Mr. Lemmon, is it yourrtestimony that the

1970-71 year was used to calculate the appropriation which

appears in that Act?

A Yes, it was.

Q Exhibit One, to which we just made reference --

A Yes, that --
Q 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.
o Does that show a dollar figure from each

locality that will show how much each locality will re-

ceive?
A Yes, it does~

Q Was 1970-71 used to calculate that dollar

amount?
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A Yes, it was.

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 your 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

A

What is your present position and assignment? !

I am Deputy Superintendent of Schools of the:

city of Richmond.
QDr. Tyler, I hand you a letter dated January

26, 1976, from Dr. Little.



Tyler - Direct

App.261

143.

r-m. M.~TTOX: Your Honor, this ,isfor the
purpose of identification. These letters are all
attached to the Bill of Complaint but haven't been
put in the record as such.

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 sb:.

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)

144.

Q Now, we have a letter dated March 16, 1976,
from Dr. Campbell to Dr. Hunter.

A Yes. This is a letter from the Superintendent
of Schools to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction :
about the same matter, with four encl,osures, 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 Complainant's Seven.
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BY MR.MATTOX: (Continuing)

Q I hand you letter dated Hay 19, 1976, from
Dr. Hunter to Dr. Campbell; can you identify this?

A Yes, t.his is letter from Dr. Hunter to Dr.
Campbell, requesting an adjustment in the composite index.

MR. MATTOX: Your Honor, I offer that as
Exhibit Number Eight.

THE COURT: All right.

NOTE: The above entitled document is marked

A Yes, we do.

BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing)

$1,071,391.00. Do you agree with that figure?

and filed as Complainant's Number Eight.

the City's Bill of Complaint,
they calculate that the City has been underpaid

Q . Dr. Tyler, in the State Board of Education t s
answer to the City's petition
rather

I

I

I

I

I

I

Q Dr. 'Tyler, how many payments did the City
School Board receive from the State Board in your Bchoo1

year 1974-751
A 11 Payments.
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Q How many have you receivedin the school year'
74-76?

A 10.

o Where is the 11th payment?
A It is my understanding it is being held by

the Court in escrow.
Q Dr. Tyler, who had the responsibility for the

education of all of the children within the area annexation
from Chesterfield County, January 1; 1970?

A The City of Richmond.
Q Was there any agreement between the School

Board of the City of Richmond and the School Board of Ches-
terfield County relative to who would get credit for the
school children that were the responsibility 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
basis of ADAmr those children, it was --

SENATOR GRAY: Excuse me, Dr. Tyler, the
question was whether the,rewas an agreement with
ADM?
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THE WITNESS: ' There was an agreement with
ADA. The.t'ewas no agreement with ADM.

SENATORGRAY: \~7hat 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.

Yes, Sir, they have.
Where were the adjustments made?Q

BY MR. MATTOX: (Continuing)
Q 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

SENATOR GRAY: Objection. It's immaterial.
If it is not an adjustment o!.ADM, it's immaterial
to the proceedings.

THE COURT: I will overrule.
Go ahead.,

r BY'HR. MATTOX: (Continuing)
QWas an adjustment made?
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Yes Sir. The net amount, as I recall, was
An adjustment for overpayment which was made

A

$8,000.00.
last year.

Q There vias an overpayment made in 1974-75,
which was dedu'cted fromt,he School Board of the City of
Richmond also for 75-76?

A Yes.

MR. lIfATTOX:

THE COURT~
HR. RYLAND:

THE COURT:

That is all I have, Your Honor.
Mr. Ryland?
We have no questions, Your Honor.

Mr. Gray?

CROSS-E~!INATION
BY SENATOR GRAY:

Q Dr. ~J1er, who in fact, did get paid in the
calendar year or school year 70-71? Which locality in fact
did get the money for these particular children "Tho were in
the annexed area?

A The city of Richmond.
Q So that if there was an agreement between

Chesterfield County and the City of Richmond, Richmond did
get it; didn't they?
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A Yes, Sir.
Q .Was there any agreement between them con-

cerning the composite index?
A No, Sir.
o Doctor, if Richmond obtained this extra

million dollars, or so, that it is claiming in this pro-
ceeding, what will happen to that money?

A I don't know.

It will have to be re-appropriated?
No, Sir.
Dr. Tyler, in one of the earlier documents

was filed with the Court, a statement was made

0

A

fiscal year.
Q

A

Q

that I think

Q Will the School Board get it?
A It is my understanding that it would.
Q 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.

In the last fiscal year?
No, it.obviously can't be spent in the last

that Richmond had fully paid Chesterfield County the sum for .
the education of all thechildren who attended County schools
during the period that the children attended the calendar ye~r.
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A That is correct from the City's point of view
but I am sure the matter is under litigation and whether
or not in fact Chesterfield has been fully paid will be de-
cided by the Court.

Q And the amount in issue is something in
excess of a million dollars?

A . 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 Ye.s.

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.



App.269

Tyler - Redirect
I

REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. MATTOX:

Q Dr. Tyler, in answer to Gray's question, who
got paid for the 3,000 odd students that were the City's
responsibility, taught in the County schoo1st 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 schools during the same period of time? '

A The County got paid.

THE COURT: Any more questions?
SENATOR GRAY: No further questions.
THE COURT: You may step down.
Gentlemen, anything further?
MR. MATTOX: No, Sir.

* * *
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