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(ABSTRACT)
The research in this document provides a comprehensive investigation of public
K – 12 funding in Virginia over the time period from 1974-75 to 2002-2003. No previous
examination has been conducted for the Commonwealth of Virginia that has
comprehensively analyzed the data over the life of the current finance formula. Over this
approximate thirty-year time period, the trends in fiscal equity among school divisions
were determined. The purpose of this research was to provide a better understanding of
the current status of funding equity for the Commonwealth of Virginia and to document
information that could be used in future litigation concerning the issue of both fiscal
equity and educational adequacy.
To conduct this study, research studies and information pertaining to national
funding issues, as well as Virginia funding issues, were collected and analyzed. This
information, as well as prior litigation, was obtained from searches on ERIC, the
Internet, and Westlaw. Next, fiscal and student data were obtained from the Virginia
Education Association (VEA), the United States Department of Education, Bureau of
Federal Impact Aid, and the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) for the funding
periods from FYs 1975 to 2003. These data included information regarding state
expenditures, local expenditures, state sales taxes, federal revenue, and other fiscal

iii
and non-fiscal data pursuant to each of the approximately one hundred and thirty-five
school divisions 1 in Virginia.
TPF
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The study also provided an analysis of the evolution of fiscal equity litigation
during this time period. Further, the data obtained from the VEA and VDOE were
examined to determine whether the funding disparities among school divisions have
become more evident or less evident over this time period. In order to determine this, a
series of statistics were applied to comparable data to determine the level of fiscal
equity achieved by the Commonwealth for each of the selected fiscal years. The
Verstegen-Stevens Fiscal Equity Statistics software was used with permission to apply
the generally accepted equity statistics.

1

The number of school divisions in the Commonwealth of Virginia has changed over the approximate
thirty-year period due to merger and separation of school divisions.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
Historically, the funding of public education has been debated in regard to the
quality of schooling students receive in today’s educational system. At the center of this
debate is whether or not the funding school divisions 2 receive is equitable. Usually,
TPF

FPT

equity in school funding deals with the difference in resources between the high and low
capacity school divisions. In some instances, the issue of equity has dealt with the idea
of students having comparable success rates as measured by standardized
achievement tests wherever they may attend public school. 3 When state school finance
TPF

FPT

systems are challenged in court under this standard, i.e., educational outputs rather
than variance in educational inputs, such litigation is commonly referred to as
“adequacy” lawsuits. However, the concepts of “equity” and “adequacy” are intertwined
and cannot be completely separated from the discussion. The primary purpose of the
study is to statistically measure the fiscal equity of the Virginia school finance system
from FY 1975 to FY 2003 at five points in time, i.e., FYs 1975, 1989, 1994, 1998, and
2003.
Judicial systems have examined the funding formulas used by their states and on
occasion have mandated that states revise the funding formulas being used to allocate
state aid to local school divisions. The courts have made these mandates because they

2

School division is the common term used in Virginia when referring to a school system within the
Commonwealth. However, nationally, the term “school district” is used most often as the designation for a
school system. Federal statutes and regulations rely on still another term for the local school system, local
education agency (LEA). However, the term “division” will be used in this paper when referring to a school
system both nationally and in Virginia.
3
78 Ohio St. 3d 193 (1997), DeRolph v. The State of Ohio.
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have found that the funding formulae being used by their states were in violation of their
respective state constitutions. This was due to their state legislatures and/or governors
failing to meet their obligations that were contained or implied by their state constitutions
for funding public schools. A substantial number of state courts have found that their
state funding system was inequitable because the students were not being given the
opportunity to receive equal educational opportunities across school divisions. In order
to determine the issue of fiscal equity, the courts have utilized several resources to aid
in their decision-making process. A series of dispersion statistics, often referred to as
equity statistics, have become one of the resources presented to the court. These
statistics provide a portion of the evidence to aid the courts to evaluate the differences
in the levels of funding among school divisions within a state.
Research Design
In order to conduct an examination of the fiscal equity of state funding in Virginia,
an historical study was conducted. This was accomplished by doing a quantitative
analysis on the funding information collected from the Virginia Education Association
(VEA), the United States Department of Education, Bureau of Federal Impact Aid, and
the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE). Current expenditure data were obtained
for each school division, by source, for selected fiscal years. Additionally, state sales
taxes, revenues by source and line, plus non-fiscal pupil data were obtained for all
school divisions. The following data years were used to conduct this study: FY 1975 4 ,
TPF

FPT

FY 1989, FY 1994, FY 1998, & FY 2003. Fiscal year 1975 was used as a base line year
because the “new” funding formula (also referred to as the SOQ formula) was

4

This year represents the inception of the funding formula developed by the 1972-73 Governors’ Task
Force on Financing the Standards of Quality for Virginia.
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implemented due to the ratification of the 1971 Constitution for the Commonwealth of
Virginia, FY1989 5 was used because of a major restructuring of the FY 1975 funding
TPF

FPT

formula, and FY 1994, FY 1998, and FY 2003 were chosen as regular points in time.
Once these data were obtained, they were adjusted based on the following
arithmetic steps:
(Calculation of Adjusted Current Expenditure 6 (ACE))
TPF

FPT

Includes Disbursements for:
Administration
Instruction
Attendance & Health Services
Operation & Maintenance Services
minus Federal Funds (receipts)
plus Federal Impact Aid (receipts)

__________
+__________
+__________
+__________
- _ ( _______ ) _
+__________
U

U

U

U

In addition, the funds received by school divisions from grants were included in this
total. Equally important, the total Adjusted Current Expenditure (ACE) for each school
division was divided by the Average Daily Membership (ADM) for each school division.
By doing this, all children were considered, with each student treated mathematically
identical. This procedure was followed to ensure that these data for the selected years
were precisely comparable, permitting comparisons to be made among the school
divisions over the approximate three decades chosen for this analysis.
Two descriptive statistics of central tendency, i.e., the mean and the median,
were presented to summarize and describe the data. Further, the following equity
statistics 7 were reported for the five data years in order to describe the dispersion of the
TPF
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The formula used after FY 1989 often is referred to as the JLARC formula due to the substantial
changes recommended by the 1986 and 1988 JLARC reports.
6
See Appendix A to see the adjusted current expenditure data for FYs 1975, 1989, 1994, 1998, and
2003.
7
See Appendix B (Glossary) for definitions of each of the equity statistics mentioned and Appendix C
for a formula and explanation of each of the equity statistics mentioned.
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Adjusted Current Expenditures per the Adjusted Daily Membership (ACE/ADM)
distribution across school divisions over time. The specific dispersion statistics applied
were the: “Range, Restricted Range, Restricted Range Ratio, Federal Range Ratio,
Coefficient of Variation, Gini coefficient, McLoone Index, and Theil Index.” 8 In addition,
TPF

FPT

the “Pearson Product-Moment Correlation, Regression (r 2 ), the Slope, and the
P

P

Elasticity” 9 were used to measure the strength of the relationship between the fiscal
TPF

FPT

capacity of school divisions and the ACE/ADM. Overall, the statistics were designed to
accomplish the following: (1) show whether the state as a whole had maintained or
increased funding levels for public schools since the introduction of the 1975 SOQ
formula; (2) show through application of accepted equity statistics whether a higher
level of equity had been achieved since the implementation of the 1975 SOQ formula;
and (3) determine whether the 1975 SOQ formula was successful in achieving a high
level of fiscal neutrality, i.e., less of a statistical relationship between fiscal capacity and
ACE/ADM.
Microsoft Excel was used to manage the data and the Verstegen-Stevens Fiscal
Equity Statistics software, with permission, was applied to examine whether the
disparities in equity as they relate to funding have become more evident or less evident
over time. As the fiscal equity litigation has evolved in the courts, the statistical and
evidential materials also have changed. Notation of the changing analysis, including the
more recent “adequacy 10 litigation” was addressed.
TPF
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Kern Alexander and Richard G. Salmon, Public School Finance, (Massachusetts: Allyn & Bacon,
1995), 235.
9
Ibid, p. 238.
10
See Appendix B (Glossary) for a definition of Adequacy as it relates to education.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research was to examine the equity of funding for school
divisions in the Commonwealth of Virginia. In order to accomplish this, the previously
mentioned equity statistics were reported for each division from the five data years
during the period from FYs 1975 to 2003 for each school division in the Commonwealth
of Virginia. In order to conduct this study, research studies and information pertaining to
national funding issues, as well as Virginia funding issues, were collected and analyzed.
These research studies were obtained through ERIC searches, the Internet, and
previous related dissertations. Data were collected from the VEA and VDOE in regard to
the funds allotted to each school division by the Commonwealth. This information
provided the basis for the application of the equity statistics in order to determine how
the issue of equity had fared over time.
Significance of the Study
A comprehensive study has never been conducted that has analyzed the funding
data over the approximate thirty-year period of time chosen for this study, i.e., the entire
life of the Standards of Quality Formula. By using this period of time, the trends in equity
for school divisions in Virginia were determined. The results of this study could provide
information to help school and central office administrators, School Boards, Boards of
Supervisors, and legislators better understand the issues related to public school
funding. Also, the results of this study could lead the same audience to have a better
understanding of the state funding formula and how the legislation during this time
period has affected this issue. Finally, this study will paint a better picture of where the
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issue of funding equity resides for the school divisions in the Commonwealth of Virginia
and depending on the findings, this paper could serve as evidentiary information to be
used in the event fiscal equity and/or adequacy litigation occurs again. 11
TPF

FPT

Limitations and Delimitations
This study dealt only with the funding equity issues as they relate to the
Commonwealth of Virginia. The generalizability of the information cannot be made
precisely to other states since the technical adjustments described herein (page 3)
obviously have not been made by the several other state equity studies. However, a
national study that has attempted to analyze the fiscal equity among states was
conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics for the time period from 1980
to 1994. Virginia was found to have one of the most inequitable funding systems in
place. For 1994, Virginia ranked among the bottom third of the 50 states in the level of
equity provided, as measured by a combination of the Coefficient of Variation, Gini
Coefficient, Theil Index, Federal Range Ratio, and the McLoone Index. 12
TPF
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In another report analyzing equity, Education Week published “Quality Counts
2003.” This report analyzed funding information to determine the fiscal equity among the
50 states. Virginia received a score of 70, or C-, which resulted in a rank of 33 rd among
P

P

the 50 states, showing that Virginia was again among the bottom third of the 50 states
in the level of equity provided. This was measured by combining the McLoone index

11

29 VA. Cir. 324 (1992). Scott v. Commonwealth of Virginia.
See Appendix D for a modified table from the National Center for Education Statistics study (1980 1994), showing the results for 1994 for all fifty states.
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(12.5% of score), Coefficient of Variation (12.5% of score), a wealth-neutrality score
(25% of Score), and the state equalization effort (50% of score). 13
TPF
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Furthermore, in January 2005, Education Week published yet another report,
“Quality Counts 2005.” 14 This report again analyzed the fiscal equity among the 50
TPF

FPT

states, showing that Virginia’s rank had fallen lower among the 50 states. Virginia once
again received a 70, or C-, as a score, which resulted in a rank of 44 th among the 50
P

P

states in the level of equity provided. This was measured by combining the following: a
wealth-neutrality score (1/3 of the score), the McLoone Index (1/3 of the score), and
Coefficient of Variation (1/3 of the score).
This study primarily addressed the issue of fiscal equity among school divisions
through the use of equity statistics. As mentioned earlier, the concept of educational
adequacy is intertwined with equity of funding, and it is difficult if not impossible to
separate the two concepts. This study applies the equity statistics mentioned previously,
in order to examine the fiscal disparities among school divisions in the Commonwealth
of Virginia over an approximate thirty-year time frame. This study will not delve deeply
into the issue of adequacy as it relates to funding for the divisions in the Commonwealth
of Virginia.
Organization of the Study
This study is divided into four chapters. Contained in Chapter One is an
introduction to the study, the purpose of the study, the significance of the study, a
discussion of the limitations and delimitations, and the organization of the study. A

13

See Appendix E for a table obtained from the National Conference of States Legislature’s website,
showing additional state comparisons and scores for all fifty states from the Quality Counts 2003 report.
14
See Appendix F for a table from the Education Week website, showing additional state comparisons
and scores from the Quality Counts 2005 report.

TP

PT

TP

PT

Historical Analysis on Fiscal Equity in Virginia: 1974 - 2003

8

review of the literature is presented in Chapter Two, which provides an in-depth review
of the issue of fiscal equity associated with funding for public education, and the several
related court decisions. Provided in Chapter Three is the analysis of the data and the
results of the study. Presented in Chapter Four is an overview of the purpose of the
study, interpretations and discussions of the results, conclusions, and recommendations
for possible future studies.
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CHAPTER 2
Literature Review
After a review of the literature, it has become evident that the issue of funding
public schools is one topic important to everyone. Public education has been left largely
to the states to govern. The states can decide how to best operate the public schools
within their boundaries, as well as decide how to fund their public schools. Under strict
interpretation of the Tenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution, since education is not
mentioned as a congressional responsibility, both the authority and responsibility for the
maintenance of common schools falls to the individual states. The actual federal
influence on the nation’s public schools is not insignificant, however. The federal
government has influenced public schools through court cases, federal legislation, and
federal grants-in-aid. 15
TPF

FPT

Although numerous issues may be identified within the literature regarding
funding, the following factors were the focus of this examination. First, literature was
reviewed in order to obtain an understanding of the national context of funding and
equity in an effort to learn how the issue of equity as it related to funding has evolved
over time. Next, literature was scrutinized to determine how the issues surrounding
funding equity for public schools in the Commonwealth of Virginia have developed over
the time period of this study. In addition, the equity statistics that have been used by the
courts as a tool to aid in the examination of this issue also were studied. Finally, as
litigation in the courts evolved 16 , the concept of educational adequacy began
TPF
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The federal grant involvement in public education has culminated with the passage of the No Child
Left Behind Act, 107 th Cong., 1 st Sess., 2001, PL 107-110.
16
See Appendix G for a list of court litigation dealing with challenges to state funding systems,
particularly equity and adequacy challenges and the year the court gave its ruling.
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appearing. Educational adequacy was addressed as well, but only to discuss how the
two concepts, i.e., equity and adequacy, interact and relate to each other.
National Issues
In order for schools to be able to provide students with an appropriate education,
each of the several states need to provide the necessary funds to localities to aid in this
endeavor, but do all states consider education to be a fundamental right? The answer to
this question is no; however, regardless of how the courts have answered this question,
the actions taken regarding disparate funding systems have been mixed. This can best
be seen by examining the number of states where the state’s highest court has ruled
that public education is a fundamental right and comparing them with a like number of
states where the identical courts have ruled that education is not a fundamental right. In
some instances the state courts have ordered the state legislatures to restructure the
funding system while ruling education a fundamental right (i.e., Edgewood Independent
School District v. Kirby – 1987 Texas case). Other courts have ruled education a
fundamental right but declined to order the legislatures to restructure the funding system
(i.e., Scott v. Commonwealth of Virginia).
According to some scholars, many of the school financing systems, established
during the 1920s and 1930s, that are currently used by states are old and outdated. 17
TPF
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These funding formulae were established to support a minimal education. In contrast,
aspects of today’s society have changed, while the formulae have not. Deborah
Verstegen, while a professor at the University of Virginia in the Curry School of

17

Deborah A. Verstegen, “The New Finance: Today’s High Standards call for a New Way of Funding
Education,” American School Board Journal 189 (2002): 24.
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Education, stated that the “old finance systems, designed to support minimal education,
created a formidable barrier to teaching all children to high standards.” 18
TPF

FPT

Initially, plaintiffs who challenged disparate state finance systems filed their
complaints in federal courts, basing their arguments on the “equal protection clause” of
the Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. 19 With the exception of the 1971
TPF

FPT

Rodriguez v. San Antonio Independent School District case heard by the U.S. District
Court in San Antonio, these cases failed to convince federal courts to rule a state school
finance system unconstitutional.
In 1968, in the Western District of Virginia, the U.S. District Court in the Fourth
Circuit heard a case brought against the Commonwealth of Virginia. This case, Burruss
v. Wilkerson, was filed by parents of students in Bath County because they believed
that the funding system in place for Virginia at this time did the following:
creates and perpetuates substantial disparities in the educational opportunities
available in the different counties and cities of the state, denies children attending
public schools of the county, including plaintiff children, educational opportunities
substantially equal to those enjoyed by children attending public schools in many
other divisions of the state. 20
TPF

FPT

Further, the plaintiffs felt that this funding system not only failed to acknowledge that
school divisions would incur other expenses in order to operate the schools, but also felt
that it violated the equal protection clause of the fourteenth amendment.
18

Verstegen (2002). (Deborah Verstegen currently is Professor and Department Chair at the
University of Nevada, Reno).
19
U.S. Constitutional Amend. XIV, § “nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property,
without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.”
20
310 F.Supp. 572 (1969). Burruss v. Wilkerson. United States District Court W.D. Virginia found that
the funding system in place in Virginia did not violate the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment and dismissed the case.
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The U.S. District Court ruled that there was no evidence that the state intended
to discriminate against anyone by using this funding system. Further, the court indicated
that the citizens of Bath County shared part of the responsibility for the disparity of
funding because they did not “obtain locally, the moneys needed to be added to the
state contribution to raise the educational provision to the level of that of some of the
other counties or cities.” 21 Furthermore, the court held that it was their responsibility to
TPF

FPT

make sure that the funds were being dispersed in accordance with the law and felt that
the funds were not being dispersed in such a way that one county had an advantage
over another. Therefore, the court felt it necessary to dismiss the case.
However, in 1971, another case related to funding disparity was heard in the
California Supreme Court. This case, Serrano v. Priest, 22 was filed by public
TPF

FPT

elementary and high school students and their parents. They claimed that the current
funding system employed by the state violated the equal protection clause of both the
California and U.S. Constitutions. Furthermore, their argument was based on the fact
that the state funding system relied primarily on local property taxes, which caused
differences between the amounts of revenue received by some of the smaller propertypoor school systems when compared to some of the larger property-rich school
systems. 23 Serrano v. Priest marked the first time that a state funding system was ruled
TPF

FPT

unconstitutional based on both the state and federal constitutions. Following this ruling,
citizens and school systems began to file similar suits in other states as well.
21

310 F.Supp. 572 (1969). Burruss v. Wilkerson. The court accepted the now discredited states’
defense, which is widely viewed as the “blame the victim strategy.”
22
487 P.2d 1421 (1971). Serrano v. Priest. California Supreme Court found that the funding system in
place in California violated the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment because the funding
system relied on the local property tax. This reliance on the local property tax resulted in wide disparities
between localities when it came to school funding.
23
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Also in 1971, the three judge panel of the U.S. District Court in San Antonio,
Texas, followed the lead of Serrano and ruled that the funding system used by Texas
violated the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment in the case of San
Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez. In addition, the judges indicated that,
“…the current system of financing public education in Texas discriminates on the basis
of wealth by permitting citizens of affluent districts to provide a higher quality education
for their children, while paying lower taxes.” 24 Thus, the U.S. District Court agreed with
TPF

FPT

the California Supreme Court in Serrano v. Priest and stated that the Texas funding
system violated the rights of these students.
Two years later, in 1973, the San Antonio Independent School District v.
Rodriguez 25 case on a writ of certiorari was heard by the U.S. Supreme Court. The U.S.
TPF

FPT

Supreme Court ruled that the Texas funding system did not interfere with a fundamental
right. The basis for this decision was that education was not a right that was recognized
as one guaranteed or protected by the Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.
Furthermore, the court ruled that the funding system “did not cause these students to be
disadvantaged, nor were they a suspect class.” 26 The system being used by Texas
TPF

FPT

funded a basic education for all students within the state and allowed for the
“participation and control of the division’s schools by the locality, which met the purpose
set forth in the state constitution regarding education.” 27 Thus, this court ruling made it
TPF

FPT

more difficult for individuals to use the federal equal protection clause as a method of
having a state funding system ruled unconstitutional.
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411 U.S. 1, 93 S.Ct. 1278 (1973). San Antonio School District v. Rodriguez.
Ibid. p. 1294.
Ibid, p. 1278.

Historical Analysis on Fiscal Equity in Virginia: 1974 - 2003

14

The equal protection clause within the U.S. Constitution protects individuals from
being treated unjustly by a state. 28 In order for a court to determine whether an
TPF

FPT

individual’s rights have been violated by the state, the courts have the ability to use
several different tests in order to aid them in their decision, one of which is called the
“strict scrutiny” test. This test “has the strongest standards that need to be met and
when applied, the state’s actions need to be shown to have been done for a compelling
purpose for the state.” 29 Further, those individuals who may be affected by the state’s
TPF

FPT

actions could “be in suspect classes or have some rights placed in jeopardy if the state
can show, under strict scrutiny, that the legislation in place has the least impact on
protected classes while achieving the desired goal or objective.” 30
TPF

FPT

A second test, which is the opposite of the strict scrutiny test, is called the
“rational basis” test, which is ”used when the group of individuals is not from a suspect
class or when a right guaranteed them has not been violated.” 31 Further, “the court will
TPF

FPT

ask only whether it is conceivable that the classification bears a rational relationship to
an end” 32 of providing an education to these individuals. This test is the easiest for the
TPF

FPT

state to defend.
Finally, the third check is called the “intermediate test, which has a level of
scrutiny that is less than the strict scrutiny test, but more than the rational test.” 33 The
TPF

FPT

courts can apply this test if they felt that the “actions taken by the state did not affect an

28

Dora VanSlyke, Alexandra Tan, and Martin Orland, School Finance Litigation: A Review of Key
Cases (1994), 3.
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individual in a suspect class or affect any of their guaranteed rights.” 34 Furthermore, the
TPF

FPT

courts will need to weigh the evidence and decide whether the actions taken by the
state violate the rights of the individuals in question in order to achieve a goal of the
state. When San Antonio v. Rodriguez indicated that education was not a fundamental
right and that the system used to fund public schools was the responsibility of the
states, most legal challenges to state finance systems for the foreseeable future likely
will be in state courts.
In 1974, another case related to the issue of equity, was heard in Polk County,
Georgia, by the Superior Court. This case, McDaniel v. Thomas, was filed by parents of
children and school officials in divisions where the property tax base was low. The
plaintiffs believed that the Georgia funding system violated the “equal protection clause
of the state Constitution and deprived children in their district of an adequate
education.” 35 The Superior Court believed that the present funding system did not allow
TPF

FPT

students in the property poor school divisions the opportunity to receive an equal
education when compared to that of students in high capacity school divisions. Thus,
the Superior Court ruled in favor of the plaintiffs, determining that the existing funding
system was unconstitutional.
Seven years later, in 1981, the McDaniel v. Thomas case was brought before the
Georgia Supreme Court on appeal by the defendants of this case. The Supreme Court
believed that the current system of funding public schools in Georgia did have “some
rational relationship to a legitimate state purpose to provide basic educational funding to

34

Dora VanSlyke, Alexandra Tan, and Martin Orland, School Finance Litigation: A Review of Key
Cases (1994), 3.
35
248 GA. 632 (1981). McDaniel v. Thomas. The Supreme Court of Georgia found that the funding
system in place in Georgia did not violate the equal protection clause of the Georgia Constitution.
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children throughout the state.” 36 This court also felt that the adequate protection
TPF

FPT

provision of the Constitution did not “restrict local school districts from doing what they
could to improve the educational opportunities within their divisions, nor did it require
the state to equalize the educational opportunities between divisions.” 37 In addition, the
TPF

FPT

court believed that the current funding system did not violate the equal protection clause
of the Constitution. Therefore, the Supreme Court reversed the lower courts finding,
ruling in favor of the defendants and upholding the funding system in place.
In 1977, a case related to the issue of funding disparity was heard by the District
Court of Denver. This case, Lujan v. Colorado State Board of Education, was filed by
the parents of 68 school children and 16 different public school divisions within
Colorado. The plaintiffs claimed that the Colorado funding system created disparities in
the funding provided to local school divisions, causing the students to be deprived of
equal educational opportunities. 38 Based on the evidence provided during trial, the
TPF

FPT

District Court ruled that the school financing system violated the equal protection clause
of both the U.S. and Colorado Constitutions, thus finding the funding system to be
unconstitutional.
However, in 1982, the Lujan v. Colorado State Board of Education case was
heard on appeal by the Colorado Supreme Court. This court felt that the funding system
did not violate the Colorado Constitution, nor did it violate the equal protection clause of
the U.S. Constitution. The court based their beliefs on their interpretation of the
education clause within Colorado’s Constitution. The court said, that the funding system
36

248 GA. 632 (1981). McDaniel v. Thomas.
Ibid.
38
649 P. 2d 1005 (1982). Lujan v. Colorado State Board of Education. The Supreme Court of
Colorado found that the funding system in place in Colorado did not violate the education clause or equal
protection clause of the Colorado Constitution.
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“did not require absolute equality in educational services or expenditures” 39 and that the
TPF

FPT

state funding system was justified under the equal protection clause of the U.S.
Constitution because the “goal of local school control was a legitimate state purpose.” 40
TPF

FPT

Another case dealing with the issue of equity was filed in 1995 and brought
before the Superior Court in Lamoille, Vermont. This case, Brigham v. State, was filed
by parents of students, school divisions, and taxpayers against the state. The plaintiffs
brought suit because they believed that the Vermont funding system violated the equal
protection and education clauses within the Vermont Constitution. This court believed
that the plaintiff’s claims “based on the federal constitution were barred by the 1973
decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in the San Antonio v. Rodriguez case.” 41
TPF

FPT

Furthermore, this court rejected the plaintiff’s claim that the students’ fundamental rights
to an education were guaranteed by the Vermont Constitution, particularly Section 68.
This court went further, stating that Section 68 “does not provide any rights…..to
Vermont citizens.” 42 Thus, this court granted the motion of the state for summary
TPF

FPT

judgment. In response to this decision, the plaintiffs requested permission to appeal but
were denied. Two years later, in 1997, the plaintiffs renewed their motion of appeal to
the Supreme Court of Vermont and were granted the opportunity to present their case.
Upon consideration of the evidence for this case, the Supreme Court provided a ruling
that was in disagreement with the lower court. The Supreme Court believed that after
weighing all of the evidence and studying the “Education and Common Benefits

39

649 P. 2d 1005 (1982). Lujan v. Colorado State Board of Education.
Ibid.
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166 Vt. 246 (1997). Brigham v. State. The Supreme Court of Vermont found the current funding
system in place in Vermont to be in violation of the education clause and common benefits clause within
the State Constitution.
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Clauses of the Vermont Constitution that it was very evident that the present finance
system had fallen short of providing every school-age child in Vermont an equal
educational opportunity.” 43 In addition, embedded in all of the court’s discussion
TPF

FPT

regarding the importance of a student’s education, a “significant benchmark for the level
of educational opportunities for students at the turn of the century” 44 had been
TPF

FPT

established. Therefore, the Vermont Supreme Court ruled that the present funding
system violated the Vermont Constitution; subsequently several months following this
decision, the Vermont legislature passed a revised funding system which was designed
to equalize the funds received among school divisions throughout the state.
Over time plaintiffs have “challenged the constitutionality of the state funding
systems” 45 in numerous cases. Furthermore, the plaintiffs alleged that their individual
TPF

FPT

rights under the equal protection clauses of the state constitutions were being violated.
The underlying intent of these cases was to improve the equity in the amount of funds
received by school divisions;

46
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however, gradually the primary focus on equity in

funding began to lose favor by those individuals who were challenging state funding
systems.
In 1989, the trend began to shift from the issue of equity to that of adequacy. This
shift occurred because individuals claimed their particular state was “not providing the
quality of education that the state constitution guaranteed that each individual would
receive.” 47 Further, individuals began to claim that the funding systems violated the
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Overview and Inventory of State Education Reforms: 1990 to 2000 (Washington, DC: National
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education clauses within the states constitutions, leading away from the use of the
equal protection clause of the Constitution as a reason for litigation. In addition, the
issue of adequacy has been influenced by the “changing student demographics, higher
expectations placed on school divisions associated with state accountability programs,
and slow growth in state aid during the early 1990s ‘giving’ rise to greater competition
among education and other state functions for limited state revenues.” 48
TPF

FPT

A case that stands out as one that helped pave the way for litigation against
states on the issue of adequacy was Rose v. The Council for Better Education, Inc. 49
TPF

FPT

Kentucky’s Supreme Court ruled that the current system of financing used for funding
public elementary and secondary education in the state was unconstitutional. In
addition, the court stated that the Commonwealth of Kentucky “had not complied with its
constitutional requirement to provide an efficient system of common schools.” 50 Based
TPF

FPT

upon the Kentucky Constitution, the court determined that an efficient system of
common schools had the following characteristics:
one that is substantially uniform throughout the state so that every child in the
Commonwealth is provided with an equal opportunity to have an adequate
education, where the obligation isn’t shifted to local counties and local school
districts and where the General Assembly monitors this system to assure that
schools are operated with no waste, no duplication, no mismanagement, and
without political influence. 51
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Overview and Inventory of State Education Reforms: 1990 to 2000 (2003), p. 44.
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Further, the court established a set of guidelines that defined an efficient education,
stating the following:
an efficient education would provide students with the opportunity to develop
capabilities in at least seven areas, ranging from sufficient oral and written
communication skills to enable students to function in a complex and rapidly
changing civilization to sufficient levels of academic or vocational skills to enable
public school students to compete favorably with their counterparts in
surrounding states, in academics, and in the job market. 52
TPF
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This court felt that these seven areas were the minimum a student should receive for an
adequate education in Kentucky. 53
TPF
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Kentucky’s ruling in the Rose case has affected other states as well. Some
courts in other states, such as Alabama, Massachusetts, Ohio, and New Hampshire
have used the language from the Kentucky decision to guide them when making their
own rulings. 54 In contrast, other state courts have provided their own unique definition
TPF

FPT

of an adequate education. For example, the Supreme Court in Tennessee, in 1993,
ruled that the state must provide free public schools that gave individuals “the
opportunity to acquire general knowledge, develop the powers of reasoning and
judgment, and generally prepare students for mature life.” 55 In comparison, the courts
TPF

FPT

in New York stated that the state must provide the students with the “basic skills
(literacy, verbal, etc.) necessary to be productive citizens and that the students would
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have facilities that would provide them with the opportunity to learn.” 56 On the other
TPF

FPT

hand, there have been courts that have found the state funding system to be
unconstitutional, but decided to give the state legislature the opportunity to decide what
they felt was necessary to provide an adequate education. 57
TPF

FPT

The Rose v. The Council of Better Education, Inc. 58 is only one example of how
TPF

FPT

litigation began in 1989 to incorporate the concept of adequacy, although actually silent
on the precise term of adequacy, as well as equity, to aid in the battle against state
funding systems. Furthermore, this concept of adequacy, as shown by the above
mentioned examples from different states, will lead to problems when determining what
truly is adequate when it comes to state funding formulas because what one person
considers adequate, may be totally different from that of another person. Adequacy has
become an important component in future litigation when it comes to courts deciding
whether or not the state funding formula meets the letter of the law, as specified by the
education clauses of the state constitutions. 59
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During 1989 in Montana, several school districts brought suit against the state,
alleging that the current system of funding public schools was unconstitutional. The
Supreme Court of Montana, in Helena Elementary School District No. 1 v. State,
concurred with the ruling of the Judicial District Court from the County of Lewis and
Clark that the funding system in place was unconstitutional. The court based its decision
on the fact that the funding system violated Article X of the Montana Constitution, which
contained one of the strongest educational clauses in the nation. This clause provides
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“the people a system of education which will develop the full educational potential of
each person and the equality of educational opportunity is guaranteed to each person of
the state.” 60 The Supreme Court ruled that the state had failed to sufficiently “fund the
TPF

FPT

Foundation program, forcing localities to excessively rely on permissive and voted
levies, causing a failure by the state in providing for a system of quality public education
granted to each student under Article X of the Constitution.” 61 In response to this ruling
TPF

FPT

by the Supreme Court, the Montana legislature adopted a funding system that provided
more state funds to local school divisions.
Similarly, another case dealing with the issue of adequacy came from the South
Carolina Courts. In 1997, the Supreme Court of South Carolina heard Abbeville County
School District v. State on appeal. This case was appealed by forty of the less wealthy
school divisions within the state and their students because the lower courts had
granted the defendant’s motion to dismiss the case. The plaintiffs claimed that the
present funding system was inadequate, which violated the education clause within the
South Carolina Constitution. The Supreme Court felt that the education clause within
the S.C. Constitution “required the General Assembly to provide the opportunity for
each child to receive a minimally adequate education.” 62
TPF
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In addition, the court went further and defined what they believed to be a
minimally adequate education, which included:
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236 Mont. 44 (Mont. 1989). Helena Elementary School District No. 1 v. State. The Supreme Court of
Montana found that the funding system in place in Montana violated their constitutional guarantee to an
equal educational opportunity.
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providing students adequate and safe facilities in which they had the opportunity
to acquire the following: the ability to read, write, and speak the English
Language, and knowledge of mathematics and physical science; a fundamental
knowledge of economics, social and political systems, and of history and
governmental processes; and academic and vocational skills. 63
TPF

FPT

The court believed that the power to ensure that this occurred resided with the
legislative branch of government. Therefore, the court concluded, in 1999, that this case
needed to be remanded for further proceedings because they felt that a minimally
adequate educational opportunity was lacking for the students. 64
TPF

FPT

In some instances, cases litigated under the concept of equity may have been
more successful had they been filed under an adequacy claim. For example, in 1990, in
Lancaster County, Nebraska, the District Court heard a case filed against the then
Governor, Kay Orr, and other state officials. This case, Gould v. Orr, was filed by
parents who claimed that the Nebraska funding system denied their children the
opportunity for an equal and adequate education. They also contended that the funding
system “denied them (their children) equal protection of the law and uniform
proportionate taxation.” 65 The District Court ruled that education in Nebraska was not a
TPF

FPT

fundamental right and also believed that the revised funding system passed in 1990
“substantially altered the way the funding was provided, therefore rendered the plaintiff’s
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335 S.C. 58 (1999). Abbeville County School District v. State.
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244 Neb. 163 (1993). Gould v. Orr. The Supreme Court of Nebraska ruled that the Nebraska
Constitution did not guarantee equal funding for education, thus affirming the lower courts decision in
favor of the defendants.
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claim moot.” 66 Therefore, the District Court granted a summary judgment for the
TPF

FPT

defendants.
Three years later, in 1993, the Supreme Court of Nebraska heard the Gould v.
Orr case on appeal. The Supreme Court felt that the petition filed by the parents did not
allege that unequal funding was being provided by the state funding system, causing
the education received by the students to be unequal. Furthermore, the court ruled that
the plaintiffs had not demonstrated that the “education received by students in lowerspending divisions was in violation of the constitutional requirements.” 67 Based on the
TPF

FPT

courts interpretation of the Constitution, which did not guarantee equal funding among
school divisions, the court affirmed the lower court’s decision. However, the Nebraska
Supreme Court apparently left open the possibility for future adequacy claims.
Similarly, in 1995, the Supreme Judicial Court of Maine heard a case on appeal
dealing with equity of funding. This case, School Administrative District No. 1 v.
Commissioner, was filed by the 83 school divisions and students who alleged that the
funding reductions proposed by the state violated their rights to equal protection. The
Supreme Court believed that the lower court had applied the appropriate test, the
rational basis test, to aid in their decision in favor of the defendants. The Supreme Court
ruled that there was no guarantee within the Maine Constitution that the funding school
divisions received would be equitable. The Constitution actually contained weak
language, requiring “…the several towns to make suitable provisions, at their own
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expense, for the support and maintenance of public schools.” 68 Therefore, the Supreme
TPF

FPT

Court affirmed the judgment of the lower court because they also felt that the plaintiffs
had not shown that “the disparities in funding resulted in their students receiving an
inadequate education.” 69 Perhaps if the plaintiffs had filed an adequacy claim rather
TPF

FPT

than an equity challenge, they may have been more successful.
Another example of a case in which the plaintiffs may have been more
successful had they filed an adequacy claim occurred in Wisconsin. During 1998, the
Court of Appeals in Wisconsin heard the case, Vincent v. Voight, brought before them
by numerous students, teachers, parents, school divisions, board members, and
community members. These individuals contended that the funding formula at the time
of this suit violated both the uniformity clause contained within the education article and
the equal protection clause of the Wisconsin Constitution. Furthermore, the plaintiffs
believed that this funding system “failed to equalize access to the financial resources
among school divisions.” 70
TPF
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In order for the Court of Appeals to rule on this case, an evaluation of the current
funding system needed to be conducted. Based on this evaluation, the court was able to
determine that the state aid divisions received was distributed in three ways: 1) the
general equalization formula, 2) categorical aid, and 3) the state property tax credit
program. 71 This court felt that this three tier funding system was very similar to the two
TPF

FPT

tier funding system used in Wisconsin previously. The constitutionality of this two tier
68
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funding system had already been upheld by the Supreme Court in a previous case,
Kukor v. Grover. 72 Since the Supreme Court had ruled the funding formula
TPF

FPT

constitutional in the Kukor v. Grover case, the plaintiffs needed to convince the Court of
Appeals that the three tier system was different than the two tier system in place at the
time of the Kukor v. Grover case. The plaintiffs failed to distinguish the three tier system
from the two tier system and the court affirmed the decision of the lower court.
Two years later, in 2000, the Wisconsin Supreme Court heard the Vincent v.
Voight case on appeal. The Supreme Court felt that the students in Wisconsin did have
“a fundamental right to an equal opportunity for a sound basic education [which] will
equip students for their roles as citizens and enable them to succeed economically and
personally.” 73 Furthermore, the legislators had defined a sound education as one that
TPF

FPT

provided “proficiency in mathematics, science, reading and writing, geography, and
history, and for [students] to receive instruction in the arts and music, vocational
training, social sciences, health, physical education, and foreign language.” 74 The
TPF

FPT

Supreme Court also believed that the plaintiffs had failed to show that there were any
students being denied their basic education and indicated that the only requirement of
the Wisconsin Constitution was a minimum educational offering. The court agreed that
the present finance system neither violated the uniformity clause nor the equal
protection clause, and as a result affirmed the decision by the appellate court. Again,
the language used by the court leads one to believe that had this case been filed as an
adequacy case rather than an equity one, the courts may have ruled differently.
72
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More recently, in 2000, in the Shawnee District Court of Kansas, the Montoy v.
State case was heard. This case was filed by the parents of students who were African
American, Hispanic, and disabled, as well as two large school divisions. They alleged
that the funding system employed by Kansas violated their equal protection guarantees
and due process rights under the Kansas Constitution. They also believed that “the
[state] legislature was required to provide for the suitable finance of the educational
interests of the State under Article 6 of the Kansas Constitution.” 75 After examining the
TPF

FPT

information provided by the plaintiffs during this case, the District Court proceeded to
rule in favor of the defendants because they believed that the plaintiffs had failed to
provide claims that were adequate.
Three years later, in 2003, the plaintiffs appealed this ruling by the District Court
to the Supreme Court of Kansas. The plaintiffs believed that the lower court had “erred
in their decision by excluding certain claims, erred by failing to treat the dismissal of
their case as a dismissal based on a motion for summary judgment, and the plaintiffs
felt their claims were legally sufficient.” 76 The Supreme Court determined, after
TPF

FPT

considering the evidence provided, that the lower court had failed to allow the plaintiffs
the opportunity to “shift the theory of their case as the facts developed and that an
amendment to the plaintiffs claim would not have surprised or caused unfair prejudice to
the defendants.” 77 The Supreme Court also felt that the District Court had failed “to
TPF
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address the factual allegations of the plaintiff’s case and that there were genuine issues
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and remanded the case for further proceedings.
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of material fact not shown to be a sham, frivolous, or so unsubstantial that it would be
futile to try the case” 78 that the court did not allow to be heard.
TPF

FPT

In addition, the Supreme Court felt that the ruling by the District Court lacked
information that supported their decision. The Supreme Court believed that the
conclusion reached by the District Court, because of this lack of information, was
premature and made in error. Furthermore, the Supreme Court determined that a trial
court needed to “resolve all facts and inferences which may reasonably be drawn from
the evidence in favor of the party against whom the ruling is sought.” 79 Therefore, the
TPF
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Supreme Court reversed the ruling of the District Court, ruling in favor of the plaintiffs
and remanded this case for further proceedings.
In a much more recent case, a District Court in Texas, in 2004, ruled on West
Orange-Cove Consolidated Independent School District v. Neeley. This case was filed
by over three hundred school divisions, both high- and low-wealth, within the state of
Texas. They contended that the funding system violated Article VIII of the Texas
Constitution, “prohibiting the levy of a state ad valorem tax.” 80 They also alleged that
TPF

FPT

this funding system did not provide them with enough funding to provide all students the
“opportunity to obtain an adequate education, thus failing to meet the constitutional
standard for the general diffusion of knowledge.” 81 Furthermore, the plaintiffs believed
TPF
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that if they were going to be held to a higher level of student achievement by the state,
the level of funding provided by the state would need to be higher than the current 38%.
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Based on the evidence presented to the District Court, the judge ruled that the
current funding system in Texas violated the Texas Constitution. The judge used two
costing out studies to examine the current funding system. The judge, after examining
the evidence, based his decision on the following:
…the Texas Constitution requires a public school finance system that provides
divisions access to funds sufficient to provide a general diffusion of knowledge,
i.e., a constitutionally adequate education (Article VII) and within an equalized
system that still leaves districts ‘meaningful discretion’ to raise their tax rates in
order to provide local enrichment programs to their students, if they so choose
(Article VIII). 82
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The district court judge indicated that the Texas funding system violated both of these
Constitutional requirements. He stated that the ‘general diffusion of knowledge’
standard was one that needed to be flexible and have the ability to change as the
educational issues within the state changed. The judge concluded his findings by stating
“…this Court declares the State’s school finance system fails to provide an adequate,
suitable, and efficient education system…” 83
TPF

FPT

This ruling given by the District Court Judge ordered the state to halt the funding
system at the time of this trial. In addition, the judge gave the legislature until October 1,
2005, granting the state a stay, in order to allow them to design a new funding system
for Texas. 84 However, the state expressed that it was planning to appeal this decision
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to the Supreme Court of Texas, which at this time has not been ruled upon. The issue of
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changing the funding system is one in which the legislators have continuously debated
over the last couple of sessions, with no change to the funding system having occurred.
Virginia Issues
The responsibility for public education in Virginia falls upon the state. This idea
was evident as early as Thomas Jefferson’s day. In 1779, Jefferson proposed a bill that
supported the “…General Diffusion of Knowledge, to be accomplished by providing
three years of education to all children who were free, as well as electing an alderman
within a locality by a public election in order to establish school districts.”
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While this

bill failed to pass, a bill was successfully passed in 1796 that “left public education
solely to local initiative.” 86
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The issue of funding for public education did not actually arise until 1810. This
issue was addressed by the passage of a bill in Virginia establishing the Literary Fund.
This was the first bill ever passed “in Virginia to set aside money for public education.” 87
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This measure began as a way to fund schools in order to educate those children coming
from a poor home background. However, as time passed, various General Assemblies
began to propose changes to this fund, eventually leading to funds being provided to
higher education.
The issue of funding public education received a boost from the Virginia
Constitution of 1870. In this document, it was required for the “Superintendent of Public
Instruction to establish a plan for a uniform system of public schools.” 88 In 1902, the
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General Assembly was forced to “establish and maintain an efficient system of public
free schools.” 89 This responsibility placed on the General Assembly was further
TPF

FPT

reinforced in 1971 when the funding formula for state aid in Virginia was established.
Another funding measure arose in 1971, when the Instructional Costs Study
Commission was developed to examine the costs for instruction for public schools in
Virginia. This was done as part of the Constitutional revision process. Article VIII of the
Virginia Constitution, particularly Section 2, which deals with funding from both the state
and local levels, mandates that the State maintain a high quality education in Virginia
and provide support for the Standards of Quality (SOQ). 90 These standards are the
TPF
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minimum program requirements established by the General Assembly for school
divisions in Virginia. Further, Article VIII identifies the General Assembly as the body of
government that is responsible for public education in Virginia and the only one that can
alter these requirements.
The Instructional Costs Study Commission also made a recommendation to
change the method for the distribution of instructional funds to localities. In order to
accomplish this task, “the commission recommended changing from the use of average
daily attendance to the use of average daily membership as the allocation unit in order
to accomplish the goal of having the state assume more of the instructional costs.” 91
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Further, the commission made recommendations that other sub-committees examine
the issue of “quality education and revenue on local and state levels in order to
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determine an equitable base of revenue to apply to educational costs.” 92 It was thought
TPF
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that the changes in 1971 came about because of the responses provided by the courts
on issues that dealt with desegregation and funding between the state and locality.
Article VIII, which has been referred to as the education article, is comprised of
the following two sections:
Section 1. Public schools of high quality to be maintained.
The general assembly shall provide for a system of free public elementary and
secondary schools for all children of school age throughout the Commonwealth,
and shall seek to ensure that an educational program of high quality is
established and continually maintained.
Section 2. Standards of quality; State and local support of public schools.
Standards of quality for the several school divisions shall be determined and
prescribed by the Board of Education, subject to revision only by the General
Assembly. The General Assembly shall determine the manner in which funds are
to be provided for the cost of maintaining an educational program meeting the
prescribed standards of quality, and shall provide for the apportionment of the
cost of such program between the Commonwealth and the local units of
government comprising such school divisions. Each unit of local government
shall provide its portion of such cost by local taxes or from other available
funds. 93
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Initially, the proposed Section 1 did not contain the words “seek to” and as such,
placed a much stronger mandate on the General Assembly to fund public schools at a
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level referred to as “high quality.” However, due to the highly publicized 1971 Serrano
decision in California, which required the California legislature to completely revise its
school funding system, then Governor Miles Godwin led the Senate to insert the two
words “seek to” in Section 1. By adding these two words, the General Assembly has
much less responsibility to fund public schools at a specified level. 94
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Nevertheless, various representatives of the public have complained that the
Commonwealth was not fully funding the SOQ. Adding to this dissatisfaction with public
education 95 in the Commonwealth of Virginia was information being released about the
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disparity in funding between school divisions in Virginia. 96 In 1990, L. Douglas Wilder
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”with one of his first acts as the new governor of Virginia, created a Commission on
Educational Opportunity for All Virginians.” 97 His purpose in establishing this
TPF
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Commission was “to advise the Governor and General Assembly on how the
Commonwealth could further address and overcome differences in education programs
in Virginia public schools.” 98
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Over a year later, in August of 1991, this Commission presented its final report.
The final report included several recommendations, with one being that the Local
Composite Index (LCI) be changed in order for it to “more accurately reflect local fiscal
capacity.” 99 Equally important, is the fact that within this report, no mention was made
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regarding equal funding for school divisions. However, none of the recommendations
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made by the commission have been acted upon since the presentation of this document
in 1991.
Deborah A. Verstegen, while a professor in the Curry School of Education at the
University of Virginia, and Richard G. Salmon, a professor in the Educational
Leadership and Policy Studies department at Virginia Tech, have conducted several
studies together and have done a few at the request of other agencies, in order to
examine the issue of funding disparity. The following table (Table 1) lists the studies
they have conducted together, the year the study was conducted, and the type of
statistics used in each.
Table 1

Deborah A. Verstegen and Richard G. Salmon, Funding Equity Studies within the Commonwealth of Virginia or Other States
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Name of Study
Statistics Used in Study
Year of Study
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Virginia Education Finance Reform:
Have Excellence and Equity Been
Achieved?

Examines JLARC I & II and
discusses issues related to
these studies findings

1988

The Conceptualization and Measurement of
Equity in School Finance in Virginia

Equity Statistics a

1989

The Legislative Response to the
Court’s Mandate

Examines Kentucky Supreme
Court Case regarding funding
system in Kentucky

1989

Closing the Gap? An Equity
Analysis of Funding for Education
in the Commonwealth of Virginia

Equity Statistics a

1990

Assessing Equity in Virginia School
Finance: Cross-Time Comparisons

Equity Statistics a

P

P

P

P

P

P

1991

2001
An Analysis of Fiscal Equity
Equity Statistics a
provided by the JLARC system for
Financing Public Schools:
Commonwealth of Virginia
1987-88 to 1997-98
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
P

P

a
These statistics have been defined and will be used to conduct the examination of funding equity within the Commonwealth of Virginia over the
time period of this study.
P

P
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Further evidence showing the concern that has been expressed for how schools
were funded in the Commonwealth was evident in the action taken by the 1982 General
Assembly in Virginia. The General Assembly, particularly the Senate, established a
schedule to review the Elementary and Secondary education system in Virginia. The
House Joint Resolution sub-committee was assigned the task of examining the SOQ as
it related to funding and “recommended that an assessment of the method for
estimating the SOQ costs” 100 be done. Based on this recommendation, the Joint
TPF

FPT

Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) conducted an evaluation of the
SOQ as they related to funding education in Virginia. This examination resulted in two
reports: Funding the Standards of Quality, Part I: Assessing SOQ Costs and Funding
the Standards of Quality, Part II: SOQ Costs and Distribution.
The first report, Funding the Standards of Quality, Part I: Assessing SOQ Costs,
provided by JLARC dealt with the cost for implementing the SOQ within the local school
divisions. This report was provided as a response to address the issues of
accountability and fully funding the SOQ as they related to education in Virginia. The
second report provided by JLARC, Funding the Standards of Quality, Part II: SOQ
Costs and Distribution, focused on addressing how the funds were distributed in order
to support the SOQ. The main focus of this report was on improving pupil equity and tax
equity in the funding distribution process. 101 This information also provided suggestions
TPF
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for “seven alternate ways to fund education in such a way that would be more equitable
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for all.” 102 Further, this report provided “a small evaluative look at the effects of the
TPF

FPT

JLARC recommendations on the calculation and distribution of State funds for
education that were adopted by the General Assembly in 1988-89.” 103
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As shown above in Table 1, Deborah Verstegen and Richard Salmon conducted
a study at the request of the Virginia Education Association. This study was conducted
in response to the JLARC reports, as well as the major restructuring of the funding
system in Virginia. This investigation was performed in an effort to determine whether or
not the funding equity between school divisions had actually improved. In order to
determine this, funding data from the year prior to the General Assemblies changes
taking effect (1987-88 school year) were compared with the funding data from the two
years immediately following the changes to the funding formula (1988-89 & 1989-90
school years). 104 In addition, the equity statistics previously discussed in this study
TPF
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were used to examine the funding equity among school divisions during these years.
From the evaluation of the equity statistics, Verstegen and Salmon concluded the
following: first, it was evident that the funding equity between the high capacity divisions
and the low capacity divisions decreased from the 1987-88 school year (prior to
enactment of the changes) to the 1989-90 school year (following enactment). However,
there was some evidence indicating that between 1988-89 and 1989-90 a trend
“towards equalization of revenue per pupil” 105 had occurred. This conclusion was
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determined by examining the following equity statistics: range, restricted range, range
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ratio, coefficient of variation, the Gini Index, the Theil Index, the McLoone Index, and the
Federal Range Ratio.
Next, it was evident that those school divisions that were more prosperous had
an increase in the amount of funding they received when compared to the less
prosperous divisions following the enactment of the changes to the funding system.
Among other findings, they found that “approximately 70 percent of Virginia’s school
children had less revenue available for their education in 1989-90, than was available in
1987-88.”

106
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In addition, Verstegen and Salmon examined the relationship between the

ability of the locality to pay for their students’ education and the revenue the school
divisions received per pupil. Based on the use of relationship statistics, Verstegen and
Salmon indicated that the link between the school divisions “ability to pay and the
revenue divisions received per pupil in 1989-90 remained above identical levels for
1987-88.” 107 However, there were some improvements between the 1988-89 and 1989TPF

FPT

90 school years.
Additionally, in 2001, Salmon and Verstegen conducted another study at the
request of the VEA. This request was made by the VEA because they were of the
opinion that the time had come for another study to be performed because “ten years
had passed since the implementation of the new state aid distribution system.” 108 This
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study was designed to determine whether the funding equity between school divisions
had actually improved during this time period through the use of equity statistics. Data
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were taken from the 1997-98 school year and compared with data from the 1987-88
school year.
Salmon and Verstegen were able to conclude three things from this examination
of data from this ten year time period. First, it was evident that the difference in funding
between the high capacity divisions and the low capacity divisions had not changed
substantially over this time. Next, those school divisions having the highest fiscal
capacity “experienced a 16.6% growth in state and local revenues under the new
finance system, compared to 6.7% growth for the lowest fiscal capacity divisions.” 109
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Finally, the relationship between fiscal capacity and revenue per pupil grew stronger
from 1987-88, where 65% of the variance was explained, to 1997-98, where 76% of the
variance was explained by the regression equation. 110
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The changes put into place by the Virginia General Assembly in 1988 were
intended to improve the funding equity among school divisions. However, the evidence
provided from these research studies indicated that its objectives had not been
accomplished. Students in the low fiscal capacity school divisions are not receiving the
same quality of education as those students in the high capacity school divisions. Based
upon evidence provided by the equity statistics used in these studies, “the JLARC
system of school finance has not proven successful in raising the level of equity
provided throughout the Commonwealth.” 111 Furthermore, the research showed that at
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the time of these studies, the quality of a child’s education was largely dependent upon
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the wealth and income of their parents and neighbors, not on the wealth and income of
the Commonwealth. 112
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JLARC was again asked to examine the SOQ and the way they were funded in
regards to elementary and secondary education by the 2000 General Assembly. The
General Assembly introduced a language amendment during this session to allow
JLARC to conduct a study that focused on the adequacy of funding provided for the
SOQ, but this language amendment was vetoed by then Governor Gilmore. However,
JLARC proceeded with this study and identified several areas that had been recognized
by legislators and individuals on the local level as areas that needed to be researched.
By gathering this information, JLARC was able to identify several themes that they were
able to use to guide this study. These themes included the following:
determining the amount localities were spending above and beyond what was
required by the SOQ; how common this practice was among public school
divisions; could improvements be made to the current SOQ; were the SOQ being
completely funded by the localities; and what options were available for the
General Assembly to enhance the level of state support and what would be its
cost. 113
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The final report by JLARC was issued in February of 2002. This report contained
several findings, including:
localities that spent above and beyond the required SOQ had reason to be
concerned about the level of responsibility they bear; the SOQ as they currently
are need to be reevaluated to make sure that they are meeting the current
112
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educational needs of the Commonwealth; DOE needs to ensure that all localities
are providing sufficient local resources to meet the SOQ requirements; and there
are other actions that the state could pursue to enhance its support of elementary
and secondary education beyond the full costs of the SOQ. 114
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Further, this report identified items dealing with the issue of funding which needed to be
addressed and divided them into three tiers. They are as follows:
tier one funding issues dealt with the way the SOQ were being funded at the time
of this study and how to meet these costs; tier two issues dealt with the funding
that was related to instructional personnel and at-risk programs; and, tier three
issues dealt with those costs associated with teacher salaries and debt
service. 115
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In order for all three tiers to be funded during the 2002-04 biennium, an additional two to
three billion dollars would be required to support this initiative alone.
Further attempts have been made to address some of these funding issues
expressed within the JLARC Report during subsequent General Assembly sessions.
For example, the 2002 General Assembly worked on addressing some of the tier one
concerns expressed within the JLARC study. They included:
$24.9 million in FY2003 and $50 million in FY2004 to phase out the practice of
deducting locally generated revenues from the Basic Aid cost calculation and an
additional $4.1 million in FY2003 and $54.2 million in FY2004 to help restore
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72% of the prevailing cost of certain administrative support positions that had
been dropped from the SOQ cost calculation. 116
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In addition, Governor Warner presented a budget proposal for the 2004-06 biennium to
the 2004 General Assembly that included more than $1 billion in new money. This
proposal included enough money to cover the re-benchmarking of the SOQ, as well as
addressing some of the tier one concerns in the JLARC study.
This 2004 General Assembly session was one that included much debate over
the budget proposed by Governor Warner. Finally, after much discussion and lobbying,
the budget was adopted, providing one-quarter of a cent of sales tax revenue for public
education. This was estimated to be $167.0 million for FY2005 and $210.7 million in
FY2006. However, language was included in the 2004-06 Appropriation Act that stated
that “these additional funds are provided to local school divisions and local governments
in order to relieve the financial pressure education programs place on local real estate
taxes.” 117 This language allowed local governments to take the additional funding and
TPF
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use it to lower real estate tax rates for their particular locality. At this time, it is not clear
how this language may have affected the funding provided by local governments for
education. Reports have shown that some local governments shared this money with
their local school system, while others reduced their support to their local school
system. With all of the challenges facing school systems today (SOL, NCLB, and
demographic changes to name a few), it should be evident that school systems need an
increase in funding to enable them to succeed.
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The most recent court decision in Virginia dealing with equity and public school
funding was Scott v. Commonwealth of Virginia. 118 In November of 1992, students,
TPF
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through their parents, and several school divisions brought suit against the
Commonwealth of Virginia. The plaintiffs alleged that the funding system at the time of
this suit did not provide for equal funding for public schools in the Commonwealth of
Virginia as mandated by the Virginia Constitution. By not providing this equal funding,
the plaintiffs also alleged that the funding system created inequalities in the educational
opportunities that the students had, thereby causing the funding system to be
unconstitutional. 119 The plaintiffs contended that the students in the low capacity school
TPF
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divisions did not have “an educational opportunity substantially equal to that of children
who attended public schools in wealthier [high capacity] divisions.”
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In addition to these allegations, the plaintiffs believed that the funding disparity
caused by the Virginia funding system led to a disparity in the breadth and depth of the
educational programs offered students by school divisions. 121 The high capacity school
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divisions, because of the amount of funds they received, were able to have more course
offerings, as well as offer a greater variety of courses. On the other hand, if the schools
were in divisions where the funds were minimal, the courses offered were also minimal.
The plaintiffs indicated that the low capacity divisions were unable to pay their teachers
as well, spent less money per student, student achievement was lower, and the student-
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teacher ratios were higher when they were compared to comparable size and capacity
school divisions. 122
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The court responded to the plaintiff’s challenge of the state school finance
system that, in turn, was based on two articles of the 1971 Virginia Constitution. The
first article was authored by Thomas Jefferson and is a major feature of the Bill of
Rights. This article, Article 1 § 15, states:
free government rests, as does all progress, upon the broadest possible diffusion
of knowledge, and that the Commonwealth should avail itself of those talents
which nature has sown so liberally among its people by assuring the opportunity
for their fullest development by an effective system of education throughout the
Commonwealth. 123
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The second article, Article VIII, of the Virginia Constitution which addresses
education, concentrates on the issue of maintaining a “system of public education that
exists throughout the Commonwealth.” 124 This section of the Constitution indicates that
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education should be for all students meeting the age requirement, free for all students,
and should “seek to ensure that an educational program of high quality is established
and continually maintained” 125 within the Commonwealth.
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In addition, under section 2 of Article VIII, the Virginia Constitution identifies the
General Assembly as the body of government having the responsibility for establishing
the Standards of Quality (SOQ) for school divisions. These SOQs represent the
minimum requirements that school divisions must follow in order to provide students
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with a public education. Also, this section specifies how funds are provided by the
Commonwealth to the local school divisions, as well as identifying the responsibility of
the locality. 126
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In order for the Circuit Court to determine whether the funding system for Virginia
required equal funding among school divisions, the court needed to interpret the
legislative intent of the aforementioned articles. During this interpretation, the court was
able to examine the language used within each article to determine whether it was
ambiguous. If the language used within the article is “free from ambiguity, the courts are
not allowed to rely on legislative history or other extrinsic evidence, thus it is appropriate
for the court to examine these articles from the plain meaning perspective.” 127
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From their evaluation of these two articles, the court was able to derive several
key elements to aid it make the decision for this case. First, in its examination of Article I
§ 15, the court felt that the language being used was more of an account of objectives,
not a list of things that were required. 128 The court was able to determine this based on
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wording used within the article, such as the word “should.” The word “should”
represents an optimistic and hopeful viewpoint that something may happen, instead of
stating that it “shall” happen, which represents a mandatory type occurrence. 129
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Further, the court examined the phrase “a system of free public elementary and
secondary schools for all children of school age throughout the Commonwealth” 130
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contained in Section 1 of Article VIII. The court believed that the language used here
referred to any student old enough to attend school and meant that “education would be
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made available to all children in Virginia.” 131 Furthermore, the court believed that the
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language used within these articles made no mention of requiring funding to be equal
among divisions. “The only requirement within these two articles was that a funding
system would be established by the General Assembly and would be done in such a
way that this system would provide the necessary funds to meet the SOQ. 132
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When an individual claims that certain legislation violates a fundamental right and
is unconstitutional, the “strict scrutiny” test is normally applied. In Virginia, education has
been found to be a fundamental right protected by the Constitution of Virginia and since
this is true, one would have thought that the court would have applied the “strict
scrutiny” test to evaluate the constitutionality of the funding formula. However, the Court
believed that there was no requirement placed that the “strict scrutiny” test had to be
applied and there was no requirement in the constitution that the funding had to be
equal among school divisions. 133
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The only requirement in the Constitution was that the state provide the necessary
funds to meet the SOQ. At no time during the trial did the plaintiffs state that they were
not receiving a minimum education, nor did they state that the funding system in place
failed to provide for the SOQ. 134 Furthermore, the plaintiffs never alleged “that the
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Standards of Quality or Accreditation were inadequate to ensure the high quality
education mandated by the Virginia Constitution.” 135 In order for equal funding to be
TPF

FPT

required between the school divisions, the SOQs would have to be altered. For this to
occur, the General Assembly, which has been identified by the Virginia Constitution as
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the body of government responsible for establishing the funding system for public
education in Virginia, would have to undertake this monumental task, not the court
system. Therefore, the circuit court ruled in favor of the Demurrer of the
Commonwealth.
Based on the Circuit Court ruling, the plaintiffs filed an appeal of this decision to
the Supreme Court of Virginia in April of 1993. The basis of their appeal was twofold.
First, the plaintiffs argued that the Circuit Court was in error in their ruling that Section
15 of Article I and Sections 1 and 2 of Article VIII did not require equal funding among
divisions. Next, the plaintiffs felt that the Circuit Court was in error when they did not
apply the strict scrutiny test to the plaintiff’s cause due to the fact that education had
been found to be a fundamental right in the Commonwealth of Virginia.
In reviewing the plaintiff’s appeal and documentation provided, the Supreme
Court, in April of 1994, ruled that they were in agreement with the decision of the trial
court. The Supreme Court, after an analysis of the facts and arguments previously
presented, based their decision on several significant points. First, the Supreme Court
examined part of the funding system that dealt with the “state and local funds mandated
by the state aid system.” 136 These funds were made up of instructional and support
TPF
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costs necessary to meet the Standards of Quality. As stated previously, these standards
are the minimum standards that apply to all divisions within the state. Next, the plaintiffs
asked that since education had been found to be a fundamental right that the strict
scrutiny test be applied to evaluate the funding formula in place. As a result, the
Supreme Court found “that nowhere did the Constitution require equal, or substantially
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443 S.E.2d 138 (1994). Scott v. Commonwealth of Virginia.
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equal, funding for programs among and within the Commonwealth’s school
divisions.” 137
TPF
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Following the analysis of both the funding system and the Articles of the
Constitution that applied to education in the Commonwealth, the Supreme Court
recognized that the General Assembly was the body of government that was afforded
the responsibility of establishing the SOQs and the funding necessary to meet those
standards. The Supreme Court felt that the General Assembly had already achieved
this through legislation which had previously been enacted. Furthermore, “the students
did not contend that the manner of funding prevented their schools from meeting the
standards of quality.” 138 In addition, in the eyes of the court, Article I § 15, which was a
TPF
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part of the Bill of Rights, clearly stressed how important education was, but used
language that was aspirational at best and failed to place a mandate upon the General
Assembly. 139 Although it would be nice for the funding system to “eliminate the disparity
TPF

FPT

between school divisions, it simply isn’t required by the Constitution and any relief the
students are entitled must come from the General Assembly.” 140 Accordingly, the
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Supreme Court affirmed the decision of the trial court.
Summary and Conclusions
From the literature examined, it is evident that the issue of funding as it relates to
education will continue to be an issue that will be challenged periodically in the judicial
system. We, as individuals, are life long learners and education is important in preparing
individuals to become productive members of society. The funding provided by states
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should allow school divisions to provide the necessary tools to help individuals
accomplish their goals. The primary responsibility for determining the funding of public
education has been left to the states. In some states, it is a shared responsibility among
the executive, judicial, and legislative branches. However, in Virginia, according to the
Virginia Supreme Court, the General Assembly has nearly ultimate authority. The
Constitution does mandate that the General Assembly provide for a system of free
public schools throughout the Commonwealth, and the General Assembly has provided
for such a system. The Constitution also accords the General Assembly the ultimate
U

authority for determining and prescribing the Standards of Quality for the school
U

divisions, which authority the General Assembly has discharged.
Furthermore, the funding formulas in many of the states have been in place for
many years and have not been altered since their inception, while the demands on
public schools continue to grow (i.e., NCLB, Standardized Testing). Many court cases
have been filed against states in an attempt to have the funding system ruled
unconstitutional. These cases began by challenging the constitutionality of the funding
system based on the equal protection clauses of the state constitutions. This was done
in an attempt to improve the equity of funds among school divisions. Some of these
cases were successful in changing the funding system (i.e., Serrano v. Priest), while
other cases were unsuccessful in altering the funding system (i.e., San Antonio
Independent School District v. Rodriguez). The ruling in the Rodriguez case made it
more difficult for individuals to use the equal protection clause as a method to have the
state funding system ruled unconstitutional.
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However, a shift began to occur in 1989 in the way individuals attempted to have
funding systems ruled unconstitutional. The trend began to shift from claims based on
equity of funding, to that of adequacy. The individuals in these cases alleged that they
were not receiving the quality of education that they were guaranteed by their state
constitutions. An example that stands out as having paved the way for cases dealing
with adequacy was Rose v. The Council for Better Education, Inc. In this case, the
Kentucky Supreme Court ruled that the funding system in place was unconstitutional
because they believed that the state had failed to meet their requirement to provide an
efficient education for their students. This showed how litigation was going to begin to
incorporate the concept of adequacy, as well as equity, as ways individuals would
attempt to challenge the state funding systems in place.
The funding of minimum standards (i.e., Standards of Quality) is all that is
required by the Commonwealth of Virginia. The funding formula in the Commonwealth
has been used for nearly thirty years, although several modifications have occurred. In
addition, several studies have been conducted by Verstegen and Salmon to examine
how these modifications have affected the funding school divisions receive. These
studies showed that those modifications made to the state funding system did little to
actually improve the incremental equity 141 in funding among school divisions. These
TPF
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studies also showed that those students in the low capacity school divisions were not
receiving the same quality of education as those students in the high capacity school
divisions. It was concluded that the quality of a student’s education was largely

141
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dependent upon the wealth and income of their parents and neighbors, not on the
wealth and income of the Commonwealth. 142
TPF

FPT

Concurrently, society has made great changes and advances during the time
period of this study. Most recently, in 2002, the Joint legislative Audit and Review
Commission (JLARC) provided a summary of their findings to the Virginia General
Assembly after completing an extensive research audit of the system used to fund
public elementary and secondary education by the Commonwealth of Virginia. JLARC
made several recommendations to the General Assembly, including one which
addressed the LCI. JLARC recommended that the General Assembly consider altering
the LCI in order to include a “population density adjustment, update the weights given to
the real property, sales tax, and other revenue components, or take into account
median adjusted gross income for localities.” 143 These recommendations represent
TPF

FPT

substantial changes, and have largely been ignored by the General Assembly.
In studies using equity statistics to compare the equity of funding within all 50
states, Virginia falls among the bottom third of all states when evaluating the level of
funding equity provided to its school divisions. This was evidenced by the report
presented by the National Center for Education Statistics in 1994 and the “2003 Quality
Counts” report published by Education Week. Furthermore, in another report published
by Education Week, “Quality Counts 2005,” Virginia’s rank was shown to have fallen
even lower among the 50 states. When this report was published in January 2005,
Virginia ranked 44th among the 50 states.
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Educational funding will continue to be a topic that prompts debate among
individuals in society. This debate may focus on the concept of equity in regards to the
state providing more of the funds necessary to educate the students in local school
divisions. Based on the three reports conducted that analyzed the equity among the 50
states, Virginia’s rank has continued to drop in relationship to the level of equity
provided to its school divisions. In order for this to improve, the state funding formula will
need to be modified, taking into consideration recommendations made by JLARC in
2002 that were ignored, in order for the locality to begin to rely more on the fiscal
capacity of the state, rather than the fiscal capacity of its constituents.
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CHAPTER 3
Results of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the equity of funding for school
divisions in the Commonwealth of Virginia for selected FYs from 1975 to 2003. This
analysis was accomplished through the application of descriptive statistics, i.e., the
mean and the median, and the use of a series of dispersion statistics, commonly
referred to as equity statistics. Both fiscal and student data were drawn from the
following data years: FY 1975, FY 1989, FY 1994, FY 1998, and FY 2003. The specific
fiscal dispersion (equity) statistics employed included: Range, Restricted Range,
Restricted Range Ratio, Federal Range Ratio, Coefficient of Variation, the Gini
Coefficient, the McLoone Index, and the Theil Index, and measured the distribution of
per-pupil adjusted current expenditure distribution (ACE/ADM) across school divisions.
Finally, a series of relationship statistics, commonly referred to as wealth neutrality
statistics, included the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation, regression (r 2 ), slope, and
P

P

elasticity and were used to measure the strength of the relationship between the fiscal
capacity of the school divisions and the ACE. The results of this analysis were obtained
through use of the Verstegen-Stevens Equity Statistics software package and are
shown in Tables 2 and 3 below.
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Table 2
Application of Equity Statistics to Adjusted State and Local Expenditures, Commonwealth of Virginia, Selected FYs 1975 to 2003
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Equity Statistics

Per ADM
Per ADM
Per ADM
Per ADM
Per ADM
FY 1975
FY 1989
FY 1994
FY 1998
FY 2003
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Mean

817.20

2,976.50

4,524.24

5,339.91

6,372.94

Median

754.22

2,768.96

4,232.48

5,016.62

5,922.14

Range

1,199.49

4,132.67

4,237.52

5,755.14

6,958.58

Restricted Range

466.10

1,556.01

2,210.01

2,547.67

2,821.19

Restricted Range Ratio

1.7883

1.6965

1.6296

1.5968

1.5455

Federal Range Ratio

0.7883

0.6965

0.6296

0.5968

0.5455

Coefficient of Variation

26.33

22.97

19.77

19.63

19.39

Gini Coefficient

0.1378

0.1183

0.1043

0.1005

0.0956

Theil Index

0.0318

0.0243

0.0183

0.0179

0.0171

McLoone Index

0.8707

0.8999

0.9143

0.9174

0.9351

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Wealth Relationship

FY 1975

FY 1989

FY 1994

FY 1998

FY 2003

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Coefficient of Correlation

0.8259

0.8789

0.8632

0.8787

0.8689

Regression

0.6822

0.7725

0.7451

0.7722

0.7549

Slope

0.0248

0.0360

0.0256

0.0200

0.0298

Elasticity

0.5990

0.4794

0.3149

0.3843

0.3828

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Note: Verstegen-Stevens Equity Statistics Package by permission.
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Table 3
Adjusted State and Local Expenditures (Current & Constant Dollars), Commonwealth of Virginia, Selected FYs 1975 to 2003
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Descriptive
Statistics

Per ADM
FY 1975
(current)

Per ADM
FY 1975
(constant)

Per ADM
FY 1989
(current)

Per ADM
FY 1989
(constant)

Per ADM
FY 1994
(current)

Per ADM
FY 1994
(constant)

Per ADM
FY 1998
(current)

Per ADM
FY 1998
(constant)

Per ADM
FY 2003
(current)

Per ADM
FY 2003
(constant)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Mean

817.20

2,794.88

2,976.50

4,416.74

4,524.24

5,617.14

5,339.91

6,027.87

6,372.94

6,372.94

Median

754.22

2,579.49

2,768.96

4,108.78

4,232.48

5,254.90

5,016.62

5,662.93

5,922.14

5,922.14

Range

1,199.49

4,102.31

4,132.67

6,132.35

4,237.52

5,261.16

5,755.14

6,496.60

6,958.58

6,958.58

Restricted Range

466.10

1,594.10

1,556.01

2,308.92

2,210.01

2,743.87

2,547.67

2,875.90

2,821.19

2,821.19

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Note: Adjusted to FY 2003 dollars by CPI. See http://woodrow.mpls.frb.fed.us/research/data/us/calc/
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Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics are statistics that are used to describe the data being
presented. Two descriptive statistics that are not considered equity statistics are the
mean and the median. The mean is the average of all the adjusted current expenditures
per pupil. However, while the mean and the median do provide some limited information
regarding the assessment of funding adequacy, both have little use in the measurement
of equity. The mean values for the data years of this study, listed in Tables II and III,
suggest that there was an improvement in the overall level of funding over the
approximate thirty year period. This value increased from $817.20 for FY 1975 to
$6,372.94 for FY 2003. Further, when the results were adjusted for inflation, with all
years adjusted to FY 2003 by the C.P.I., the constant dollar value increased from
$817.20 to $2,794.88 for FY 1975. Thus, the difference in the mean value increase from
FY 1975 to FY 2003 between current and constant ACE/ADM was $1,977.68. However,
when using the mean, one needs to be careful because the mean is susceptible to both
high and low values within the distribution.
The median represents the value below which 50% of the adjusted current
expenditures per pupil fall. Thus, for FY 1975, 50% of the values fell below $754.22.
However, this amount increased to $5,922.14 for FY 2003. Therefore, approximately
sixty-seven school divisions fell below the median value of $754.22 for FY 1975 and by
FY 2003, approximately sixty-seven school divisions fell below $5,922.14 per student
for adjusted current expenditures per pupil. Additionally, when these results were
adjusted for inflation, the constant dollar value increased from $2,579.49 for FY 1975 to
$5,922.14 for FY 2003. As a result, for FY 1975, using constant dollars, approximately
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sixty-seven school divisions would have fallen below the median value of $2,579.49,
and by FY 2003, approximately sixty-seven school divisions would have fallen below
$5,922.14.
Dispersion Statistics
The first set of equity statistics that will be examined are those that focused on
the distribution at or near the ends of the data continuum. They measured the
distribution of per-pupil adjusted current expenditures (ACE/ADM) across school
divisions. The Range represents the difference between the highest and lowest values
for the adjusted current expenditures per pupil, thus considering only the extremes of
the data. For FY 1975, the state and local adjusted current expenditures per pupil in
ADM varied from a low of $469.27 to a high of $1,668.76, resulting in a difference, or
range, of $1,199.49. This range, between the highest and lowest per pupil adjusted
expenditures, continued to rise for each of the subsequent fiscal years of this study,
which showed that the range, as measured by state and local adjusted expenditures per
pupil increased to $6,958.58 by FY 2003. (See Chart 1 for a graphical representation).
When FY 1975 range values were contrasted to the other three fiscal years, FY
1989, FY 1994, and FY 1998, an increase in the range occurred as well. For FY 1989,
the range rose to $4,132.67, with a low amount of $2,043.49 and a high amount of
$6,176.16, showing an increase of $2,933.18 from FY 1975. In FY 1994, the range rose
again to $4,237.52. This value rose again for FY 1998 to $5,755.14 and continued to
rise for FY 2003 to $6,958.58. Furthermore, when the results were adjusted for inflation,
the range increased from $4,102.31 for FY 1975 to $6,958.58 for FY 2003 (see Chart 2
for a graphical representation). However, from FY 1989 to FY 1994, the value adjusted
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for inflation actually decreased from $6,132.35 to $5,261.16, but then began to increase
for the subsequent fiscal years. Therefore, based on the evaluation of this data, for both
current and constant dollars, the ranges continue to rise from one fiscal year to the next,
showing that the school division having the highest adjusted current expenditure
amount could spend more on a student’s education than the lowest capacity school
division. Further, this value demonstrated that the equity among school divisions was
decreasing during the time period of this study.
Chart 1 - Range Comparison

Adjusted State and Local Expenditures
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Chart 2 - Range (Current & Constant Dollars) Comparison
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Next, the restricted range is a value that represents the difference between the
95 th and 5 th percentile of adjusted current expenditure values. Again, this value only
P

P

P

P

considered values after 5% of the extreme values of the data set had been eliminated
from the comparison, i.e. the highest value at the 95 th percentile and the lowest value at
P

P

the 5 th percentile. By excluding these five percent values at both extremes, the
P

P

restricted range values grew larger from FY 1975 to FY 2003. For FY 1975, there was a
difference of $466.10 between the 95 th and 5 th percentiles. This difference continued to
P

P

P

P

rise for each of the fiscal years analyzed, amounting to an increase of $2,821.19 by FY
2003. (See Chart 3 for a graphical representation).
When the results for the other fiscal years were examined, FY 1989, FY 1994,
and FY 1998, the restricted range values increased as well. These increases were
$1,556.01, $2,210.01, and $2,547.67 respectively. Also, when the results were adjusted
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for inflation, the restricted range values increased from $1,594.10 for FY 1975 to
$2,821.19 for FY 2003 (see Chart 4 for a graphical representation). However, from FY
1998 to FY 2003, this adjusted value actually decreased from $2,875.90 to $2,821.19.
Thus, both the current and constant dollar restricted range values continued to increase
from one fiscal data year to the next, except from FY 1998 to FY 2003 for the constant
dollar comparison, showing that the equity among school divisions within the
Commonwealth of Virginia was decreasing.
Chart 3 - Restricted Range
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Chart 4 - Restricted Range (Current & Constant Dollars) Comparison
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The Restricted Range Ratio represents the value calculated by dividing the
adjusted expenditures per student at the 5 th percentile by the expenditures per student
P

P

at the 95 th percentile. Over the approximate thirty-year period of time for this study, this
P

P

value showed a continued decline. For FY 1975, this value was 1.7883 and declined to
1.5455 for FY 2003. This was true for the other fiscal years in between as well: FY 1989
– 1.6965; FY 1994 – 1.6296; and FY 1998 – 1.5968 (see Chart 5 for a graphical
representation). By examining this information, it shows that this value had decreased
over the time period of this study; thus indicating that an increase in the equity had
occurred over this time period.
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Chart 5 - Restricted Range Ratio
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The Federal Range Ratio represents the difference between the expenditures
per pupil at the 95 th and 5 th percentiles, divided by the value at the 5 th percentile. Over
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the five data years for this study, this value continued to decline. For FY 1975, this value
was 0.7883, declining to 0.5455 for FY 2003. This was also true for the other data years
between FY 1975 and FY 2003. The values were as follows for each fiscal year: FY
1989 was 0.6965, FY 1994 was 0.6296, and FY 1998 was 0.5968 (See Chart 6 for a
graphical representation). With the analysis showing that this value has decreased over
the time period of this study, it indicated that an increase in the equity had occurred over
this time period.
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Chart 6 - Federal Range Ratio
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The second set of equity statistics that will be examined are those that consider
all of the adjusted current expenditure values per pupil among school divisions for each
of the data years. These statistics, when analyzed, are not affected by inflation. They
are: coefficient of variation, Gini Index, and Theil Index and include a discussion of
each.
The coefficient of variation 144 is determined by taking the standard deviation of
TPF
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the distribution and dividing it by the mean of the distribution. For FY 1975, this value
was 26.33. This value declined approximately four percentage points by FY 1989
(22.97) and three more by FY 1994 (19.77), for a total decrease of approximately seven
percentage points. However, from FY 1994 to FY 2003, this percentage decrease
slowed further and was less than a half of a percent. (See Chart 7 for a graphical
144
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This value is expressed as a percentage.
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representation). The equity among school divisions was increasing, thus improving the
level of equity provided by the state. However, it is also evident that this level of
improvement leveled off between the 1994 fiscal year and the 2003 fiscal year, as
shown by the minimal decrease in the coefficient of variation value (19.77 to 19.39
respectively).
Chart 7 - Coefficient of Variation
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The Gini Index indicates how far the actual distribution of adjusted current
expenditures per pupil is from providing each proportion of students with equal
proportions of the expenditures (see Chart 8 for a graphical representation). This value
was 0.1378 for FY 1975. Over the next four data years, FY 1989, FY 1994, FY 1998,
and FY 2003 respectively, this value decreased by a total of 0.0422. The decrease in
this value from FY 1975 to FY 1994 was steady and strong, 0.0335 total. However, from
FY 1994 to FY 2003, this decrease was much more modest, 0.0087. As this value
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approaches zero, the equity among school divisions was increasing, showing that the
equity among school divisions in the Commonwealth of Virginia had improved. This
improvement was much more evident from FY 1975 to FY 1994, but appeared to flatten
from FY 1994 to FY 2003.
Chart 8 - Gini Coefficient
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The Theil Index is an overall measure of the variation in the distribution of the
expenditures across the distribution (see Chart 9 for a graphical representation). The
Theil value was 0.0318 for FY 1975 and decreased to a value of 0.0171 for FY 2003, a
total decrease of 0.0147. From FY 1975 to FY 1994, this value decreased from 0.0318
to 0.0183 respectively, for a total decrease of 0.0135, accounting for the vast majority of
the total decrease over the approximately thirty-year time period. In contrast, the
decrease in this value, from FY 1994 to FY 2003, was much slower, totaling only
0.0012. The decrease in values indicated that the equity in funding among the school

Historical Analysis on Fiscal Equity in Virginia: 1974 - 2003

64

divisions in the Commonwealth increased at a steady pace between FY 1975 and FY
1994, but as measured by the Theil index, flattened during the next nine fiscal years,
between FY 1994 and FY 2003.
Chart 9 - Theil Index
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The final equity statistic that will be discussed is the McLoone Index (see Chart
10 for a graphical representation). This statistic measures the equity of the lower half of
the adjusted current expenditures per pupil distribution only. When examining the
values for each fiscal year, it becomes apparent that from FY 1975 to FY 2003, this
value increased from 0.8707 to 0.9351. From FY 1975 to FY 1994, this value showed
that equity among the lower half of the distribution was increasing at a steady rate,
increasing by a total of 0.0436 points. Between FY 1994 and FY 1998, the increase in
equity that was shown by this value was rather minor, only increasing 0.0031 points.
However, this value began to increase at a more rapid rate between FY 1998 and FY
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2003, increasing 0.0177, almost six times greater than the increase between FYs 1994
and 1998. Thus, this value shows that the equity of the lower half of the distribution
increased dramatically during the time period of this study.
Chart 10 - McLoone Index
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Relationship Statistics
A series of relationship statistics, commonly referred to as wealth neutrality
statistics, which include the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation, regression (r 2 ),
P

P

slope, and elasticity, were used to measure the strength of the relationship between the
fiscal capacity of the school divisions and the adjusted current expenditures
(ACE/ADM). Information for each of these statistics is reviewed below (see Table 4 for a
representation of each of these statistics), with a corresponding chart for each wealth
neutrality statistic.
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Table 4
Application of Relationship Statistics to Adjusted State and Local Expenditures, Commonwealth of Virginia, Selected FYs 1975 to 2003
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Wealth Relationship

FY 1975

FY 1989

FY 1994

FY 1998

FY 2003

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Coefficient of Correlation

0.8259

0.8789

0.8632

0.8787

0.8689

Regression

0.6822

0.7725

0.7451

0.7722

0.7549

Slope

0.0248

0.0360

0.0256

0.0200

0.0298

Elasticity

0.5990

0.4794

0.3149

0.3843

0.3828

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation (R) specifies the relationship between
the ACE and the fiscal capacity of the locality (see Chart 11 for a graphical
representation). From FY 1975 to FY 1989, these values increased from 0.8259 to
0.8789. This shows a slightly stronger relationship between the fiscal capacities and the
adjusted state and local expenditures in FY 1975 and this slightly stronger link grew
stronger by FY 1989. This shows that there was a high positive correlation as well.
However, from FY 1989 to FY 1994, this value decreased, from 0.8789 to 0.8632,
showing this slightly positive relationship was weakening. From FY 1994 to FY 1998,
this value showed an increase yet again, 0.8632 to 0.8787 respectively, again showing
an increase in the strength of the positive relationship. However, this value again
decreased from FY 1998 to FY 2003, 0.8787 to 0.8689, showing a slightly weaker
positive relationship. From FY 1975 to FY 2003, the values increased from 0.8259 to
0.8689, which shows a high positive relationship. Overall, during the approximately
thirty-year time period of this study, the relationship between fiscal capacity and
adjusted state and local expenditures were volatile and inappropriate to speculate
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concerning patterns or trends. However, it is important to note that the relationship
between fiscal capacity and ACE/ADM is extraordinarily strong.
Chart 11 - Pearson r - Coefficient of Correlation
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The regression (r 2 ) represents the percent of variance between the fiscal
P

P

capacity of the locality and the ACE (see Chart 12 for a graphical representation). From
FY 1975 to FY 2003, the percent of variance explained increased from 0.6822 to
0.7549. However, between FYs 1989 and 2003, this percentage varied, by either
decreasing or increasing between the fiscal years used for this study. The biggest
increase occurred between FY 1975 and FY 1989 (r 2 = 0.6822 to r 2 = 0.7725). For FY
P

P

P

P

1989 to FY 1994, this value decreased (r 2 = 0.7725 and r 2 = 0.7451, respectively).
P

P

P

P

These values increased from FY 1994 to FY 1998 (r 2 = 0.7451 and r 2 = 0.7722), but
P

P

P

P

again decreased between FYs 1998 and 2003 (r 2 = 0.7722 and r 2 = 0.7549). Overall,
P

P

P

P

these values showed that from FY 1975, where approximately 68% of the variance in
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the ACE could be explained by the fiscal capacity of the locality, to FY 2003, where
approximately 75% of the variance could be explained. Identical to the coefficient of
correlation, the regression results are too volatile to be used to project trends; however,
the strength of the relationship between fiscal capacity and ACE/ADM is extraordinarily
strong. If one knows the fiscal capacity of a school division, he can be nearly assured of
predicting the ACE/ADM.
Chart 12 - Regression (r 2) Values
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The slope represents the magnitude of the change between the fiscal capacity of
the school divisions and the adjusted current expenditures (ACE) (see chart 13 for a
graphical representation). From FY 1975 to FY 2003, the value of the slope increased,
from 0.0248 to 0.0298, respectively. However, during the nearly thirty-year time period,
the values representing the slope fluctuated. These values reached their highest point
during the 1989 fiscal year (0.0360), rising from 0.0248 for FY 1975. However, from FY
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1989 to FY 1998, these values decreased dramatically to 0.0200, but again increased to
0.0298 by FY 2003. Although these values were volatile over the time period for this
study, the slope values were uniformly high.
Chart 13 - Slope Comparison
0.0450
0.0400
0.0360
0.0350
0.0298

Slope Value

0.0300
0.0250

0.0256

0.0248

0.0200

0.0200
0.0150
0.0100
0.0050
0.0000
FY 1975

FY 1989

FY 1994

FY 1998

FY 2003

Fiscal Year

The final measure of wealth neutrality is the elasticity statistic. This statistic also
measures the magnitude of the relationship between the fiscal capacity of the school
divisions and the ACE, as does the slope. This value is expressed as a percentage (see
Chart 14 for a graphical representation). From FY 1975 to FY 2003, the elasticity value
dropped from 0.5990 to 0.3828, respectively. This value reached a low during the 1994
fiscal year, dropping to 0.3149. This showed that the magnitude of the relationship
between the fiscal capacities of the school divisions and the ACE decreased from FY
1975 to FY 1994. However, these values began to rise from 0.3149 for FY 1994 to
0.3843 for FY 1997, but slightly decreased to 0.3828 for FY 2003. During these nine
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years, the magnitude of this relationship grew larger, showing that the relationship
between adjusted state and local expenditures and the fiscal capacity of a locality had
increased over the last 9 years of the study, similar to the slope.
Chart 14 - Elasticity Comparison
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CHAPTER 4
Summary and Conclusions
Contained within this chapter are several sections that provide an overview of
this study. The first section of the chapter focuses on a discussion of the purpose of this
study, as well as the methods used to conduct it. The second section of the chapter
provides a summary of the findings. The third section of the chapter contains the
implications of the study, with the final section containing recommendations for future
studies.
Purpose and Research Design
The purpose of this historical analysis was to examine the equity of funding
among school divisions in the Commonwealth of Virginia. In order to accomplish this,
funding information was obtained from the Virginia Education Association (VEA), the
United States Department of Education, Bureau of Federal Impact Aid, and the Virginia
Department of Education (VDOE). The funding information was acquired for each of the
approximately one hundred thirty-five school divisions, which included expenditure data
for Administration, Instruction, Attendance & Health Services, and Operation &
Maintenance Services for each of the following fiscal years: 1975, 1989, 1994, 1998,
and 2003. Furthermore, two different types of federal funds were considered within the
calculations done to perform this analysis. The federal receipt amounts for each school
division were obtained and deducted from the total expenditure amount for that division.
Further, the Federal Impact Aid amount for each division was added to the total amount
of expenditures for each school division within the Commonwealth. Following this, the
total adjusted current expenditure amount for each division was divided by the ADM
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figure for the particular school division to determine a per-pupil expenditure amount
(ACE/ADM). Performing this calculation on the data allowed for all children to be treated
mathematically identical. Additionally, performing this calculation allowed for the data for
each of the fiscal years to be comparable to the other fiscal years during the nearly
thirty-year time period of this study.
Once the adjusted current expenditures per pupil in ADM (ACE/ADM) were
calculated, the Verstegen-Stevens statistical software package was used to analyze the
data. This was done to measure the dispersion of the ACE/ADM for each school
division within the Commonwealth over the time period of this study. This analysis
provided both descriptive and dispersion statistical information, as well as wealth
neutrality statistical information. The dispersion statistics, Range, Range Ratio,
Restricted Range Ratio, Federal Range Ratio, Coefficient of Variation, the Gini
Coefficient, the McLoone Index, and the Theil Index, were used to determine whether
the funding equity among school divisions had increased or decreased over the time
period selected for this study. Furthermore, the wealth neutrality statistics, Pearson
Product-Moment Correlation, the regression (r 2 ), the slope, and the elasticity, were used
P

P

to measure the strength of the relationship between the fiscal capacities of the school
divisions and the ACE.
A review of numerous court decisions showed that individuals began challenging
public school funding systems used by various states based on the equal protection
and/or education clauses of their constitutions, stating that the states’ respective funding
system was unconstitutional. However, a case which made it more difficult to use the
equal protection clause as a method of having a funding system ruled unconstitutional
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by a federal court was the Rodriguez case from Texas. The U.S. Supreme Court found
that the funding system in place in Texas did not interfere with a fundamental right, due
to the fact that it was not one that was recognized as a right guaranteed by the
Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.
A shift began to occur in 1989 in the way individuals attempted to have funding
systems ruled unconstitutional. This trend shifted from the equity claim to that of
adequacy. The case that stands out as the one which paved the way for cases dealing
with adequacy was Rose v. The Council for Better Education, Inc. In this case, the
Kentucky Supreme Court ruled that the funding system in place was unconstitutional.
The court determined that the state had failed to meet the requirement of providing for
an efficient education for their students. Adequacy is a difficult concept to define,
relating to state funding formulas; however, it has become an important component in
litigation now and for the future on the topic of school funding.
Findings
The data from the five fiscal years for the Commonwealth of Virginia were
analyzed by using the Verstegen-Stevens statistical software package by permission.
From this analysis, it became evident when looking at the equity statistics, that the
disparities in funding equity had decreased over this approximately thirty-year time
period. Furthermore, it was evident when looking at the wealth neutrality statistics that
the relationship between the fiscal capacity of local school divisions during this time
period and the relationship to the ability to pay for a student’s education had grown
stronger, thus indicating deterioration in the standard of wealth neutrality.
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When examining the range and the restricted range, it was evident that when
only the highest and lowest adjusted current expenditure values per pupil in ADM were
considered among school divisions that the equity among school divisions had
decreased during the time period of this study. For example, the range increased from
$1,199.49 in FY 1975 to $6,958.58 by FY 2003. This value shows that in FY 1975 that
the difference between the highest and lowest adjusted current expenditure per pupil in
ADM was $1,199.49, but increased to a difference of $6,958.58 for FY 2003. When the
values were adjusted for inflation, the range increased from $4,102.31 for FY 1975 to
$6,958.58 for FY 2003. In addition, when five percent of the values were excluded
(restricted range) from both extremes, i.e., the highest and lowest values, the values
increased from $466.10 for FY 1975 to $2,821.19 for FY 2003. There was still a
considerable increase when these values were adjusted for inflation, showing an
increase from $1,594.10 for FY 1975 to $2,821.19 for FY 2003. This analysis shows
that the gap between the high capacity school divisions and the low capacity school
divisions grew over this approximately thirty-year period of time.
However, as other equity statistics were evaluated, i.e. Coefficient of Variation,
the Gini Coefficient, and the Theil Index, which considered all of the values throughout
the data set, it became evident that each statistic suggested that the level of equity
provided by the Commonwealth showed improvement. The Coefficient of Variation
decreased from 26.33 for FY 1975 to 19.39 for FY 2003. The Gini Coefficient declined
from 0.1378 for FY 1975 to 0.0956 for FY 2003 and the Theil Index declined as well,
from 0.0318 for FY 1975 to 0.0171 for FY 2003. This decrease in each value
demonstrated that the funding equity among the school divisions within the
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Commonwealth was improving. It also was evident that the increase in equity over the
time period from FY 1994 to FY 2003 has remained relatively flat (see Charts 5 through
9 for this information).
A final equity statistic applied was the McLoone Index. This statistic measured
the equity over the lower half of the distribution. The value of the McLoone Index in FY
1975 was 0.8707 and increased to 0.9351 by FY 2003. Unlike most of the other equity
statistics, i.e., CV, Gini Coefficient, and Theil index, the McLoone Index did not worsen
after FY 1994 and equity continued to show modest improvement through FY 2003. The
overall profile of the Virginia system of school finance was much different for FY 1975
than FY 2003. The combination of two statistics is particularly revealing: the CVs for
FYs 1975 and 2003 were 26.33 and 19.39, respectively and the McLoone Indices for
FYs 1975 and 2003 were 0.8707 and 0.9351, respectively. This shows a FY 1975
profile for Virginia that was a widely disparate state from top to bottom, with per pupil
variances existing among both high and low capacity school divisions. However, by FY
2003, the profile was much different. The profile now shows a state with little per pupil
variance among school divisions below the median per pupil adjusted expenditures,
with most of the variance existing among the high capacity school divisions.
The wealth neutrality statistics, Coefficient of Correlation, regression (r 2 ) and
P

P

slope, demonstrated an increase in their respective values overall from FYs 1975 to
2003 (see Charts 11 through 13). The Coefficient of Correlation increased from 0.8259
for FY 1975 to 0.8689 for FY 2003. In contrast, between FY 1989 (r = 0.8789) and FY
1994 (r = 0.8632), this value decreased showing that the changes to the funding formula
implemented by the General Assembly during the 1988 session may have slightly
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reduced the linkage between the variables of fiscal capacity and per pupil adjusted
expenditure funds, thus improving the standard of fiscal neutrality. This trend failed to
continue between FY 1994, FY 1998, and FY 2003, where the value increased from
0.8632 to 0.8787 and then declined to 0.8689 respectively, showing a weakening of the
fiscal neutrality, before showing a slight improvement. Overall, the values obtained for
the coefficient of correlation were too volatile to predict the trends for the fiscal years of
this study. However, it is important to note that the correlations were very strong. The
Virginia funding formula, which began in FY 1975, was far from fiscally neutral and in
FY 2003, still remained far from fiscally neutral.
Similarly, the regression (r 2 ) followed an identical pattern of increases and
P

P

decreases as did the Coefficient of Correlation. From FY 1975 to FY 1989, the value of
r 2 increased from 0.6822 to 0.7725. Then, from FY 1989 to FY 1994, the value
P

P

decreased from 0.7725 to 0.7451. Additionally, from FY 1994 to FY 1998, the value
increased from 0.7451 to 0.7722, but decreased again from FY 1998 to FY 2003,
0.7722 to 0.7549. This demonstrated an increase in the percent of the variance that can
be explained by the fiscal capacity of the locality, from approximately 68% for FY 1975
to approximately 75% in FY 2003. Identical to the Coefficient of Correlation, the
regression results are too volatile to predict any trends; however, the relationship
between the fiscal capacity and ACE/ADM is extraordinarily strong.
The slope provides the significance of the relationship between the adjusted
current expenditures and the localities’ fiscal capacities during this time period. From
FYs 1975 to FY 2003, these values not only increased from 0.0248 to 0.0298,
representing values that were volatile over the time period of this study, but also
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represented values that were uniformly high. Concurrently, the elasticity, which
measures the magnitude of the relationship between adjusted current expenditures and
fiscal capacity, decreased during the time period of this study and contradicted the
interpretation of the slope. From FYs 1975 to FY 1994, the elasticity values declined
from 0.5990 to 0.3149, which indicated that the magnitude of the relationship had grown
weaker, but then increased by FY 2003 to 0.3828, showing that the elasticity values
were volatile, being similar to the slope values.
In 1994, a national study was conducted by the National Center for Education
Statistics (see Appendix D) that analyzed the fiscal equity among the 50 states. This
study showed that the Commonwealth of Virginia ranked among the bottom third of the
50 states in the level of equity provided. This was shown by using the following
statistics: Coefficient of Variation, Gini Index, Theil Index, Federal Range Ratio, and
McLoone Index. A similar report, “Quality Counts 2003,” was published by Education
Week (see Appendix E) and Virginia was again shown to fall among the bottom third of
the states in regard to the level of equity provided, as measured by the McLoone index,
Coefficient of Variation, a wealth-neutrality score, and the state equalization effort. 145 In
TPF

FPT

2005, Education Week (see Appendix F) published another report analyzing the fiscal
equity among the 50 states. This report, “Quality Counts 2005,” showed that Virginia
had fallen among the bottom approximate ten percent of the states in regard to the level
of equity provided. This was measured by the following statistics: Coefficient of
Variation, McLoone Index, and a wealth-neutrality score.

145

The state equalization effort was defined as the percentage of funding provided for education by the
state and the extent to which those funds were targeted to the low capacity divisions (property-poor
divisions).
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Overall, as these statistics were evaluated (see Table V for a summary of these
statistics), it became evident that the funding equity among school divisions in the
Commonwealth of Virginia was extraordinarily poor when the SOQ formula was first
implemented in FY 1975. However, as time progressed and changes occurred to the
funding formula, we see through the fiscal years of 1989 and 1994, the equity of funding
among school divisions improved dramatically through FY 1994. Since the 1994 fiscal
year, it is evident that the equity in funding among school divisions has remained
relatively flat over approximately the last ten years of this study. Shown in Table 5 are
the values for each statistic for the time period of this study, illustrating that the equity in
funding has improved among the school divisions within the Commonwealth of Virginia
over the nearly three decades. Further, the correlation between local fiscal capacity and
adjusted state and local expenditures, already strong, grew still stronger, thereby
impairing the standard of wealth neutrality. Unfortunately, the quality of education a
student receives in the Commonwealth of Virginia is directly affected by the wealth and
income of his parents, his neighbors, his community and not the Commonwealth as a
whole. 146 The SOQ funding formula implemented in FY 1975, revised substantially by
TPF

FPT

JLARC I and JLARC II in 1989, was intended to reduce this relationship; but based on
the statistical analysis of this study, this goal was not accomplished.

146
TP

PT

See similar finding in Verstegen and Salmon (1990), p. 22.
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Table 5
Summary of the Application of Equity Statistics to Adjusted State and Local Expenditures, Commonwealth of Virginia, Selected FYs 1975 to
2003
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Equity Statistics

Per ADM
Per ADM
Values
Equity
FY 1975
FY 2003
Inc. or Dec.
Inc. or Dec.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Range

1,199.49

6,958.58

Increased

Decreased

Restricted Range

466.10

2,821.19

Increased

Decreased

Restricted Range Ratio

1.7883

1.5968

Decreased

Increased

Federal Range Ratio

0.7883

0.5968

Decreased

Increased

Coefficient of Variation

26.33

19.39

Decreased

Increased

Gini Coefficient

0.1378

0.0956

Decreased

Increased

Theil Index

0.0318

0.0171

Decreased

Increased

McLoone Index

0.8707

0.9351

Increased

Increased

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Wealth Relationship
FY 1975
FY 2003
Values
Fiscal Neutrality
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Coefficient of Correlation

0.8259

0.8689

Increased

Decreased

Regression

0.6822

0.7549

Increased

Decreased

Elasticity

0.5990

0.3828

Decreased

Increased

Slope

0.0248

0.0298

Increased

Decreased

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Note: Verstegen-Stevens Equity Statistics Package by permission.

U

U

The decision by the U.S. Supreme court in the Brown v. Board of Education case
said it best, stating:
Today, education is perhaps the most important function of state and local
governments. Compulsory school attendance laws and the great expenditures for
education both demonstrate our recognition of the importance of education to our
democratic society. It is required in the performance of our most basic public
responsibilities, even service in the armed forces. It is the very foundation of
good citizenship. Today it is a principal instrument in awakening the child to
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cultural values, in preparing him for later professional training, and in helping him
to adjust normally to his environment. In these days, it is doubtful that any child
may reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the opportunity of
an education. Such an opportunity, where the state has undertaken to provide it,
is a right which must be made available to all on equal terms. 147
TPF

FPT

This plainly shows how important education is in general and how great the implications
are for not only school children, but both the Commonwealth of Virginia and society as a
whole. 148
TPF

FPT

Conclusions and Implications
As a result of the data analysis, it was evident that the funding equity among
school divisions within the Commonwealth of Virginia had shown some signs of
increasing over the approximately thirty-year time period of this study. However, this
improvement, as shown by the results of the analysis, appeared to have been occurring
at a minimal pace since FY 1994. Also evident from the evaluation of the data was the
fact that the relationship between adjusted current expenditures per pupil and the fiscal
capacity of the locality has grown stronger. The funding formula for the Commonwealth,
since its implementation in FY 1975 and subsequent adjustments, was supposed to
“reduce the relationship between the [fiscal capacity] of the locality and the expenditures
theoretically to zero,” 149 however; this has not been accomplished as evidenced by the
TPF

FPT

results of the analysis.
The information obtained from this analysis of the data shows that although the
finance formula has been modified, these changes have not necessarily reduced the
147
TP

PT

148
TP

PT

149
TP

PT

347 U.S. 483 (1954). Brown v. The Board of Education.
Verstegen and Salmon (1990), p. 22.
Ibid, p. 21.
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relationship between fiscal capacity and adjusted state and local expenditures. Several
reports have been conducted by JLARC regarding Virginia’s school funding system.
Nevertheless, their most recent recommendations from the 2002 report have largely
been ignored by subsequent General Assembly sessions. For example, Jean Bankos,
former VEA president made reference to the 2002 JLARC recommendations in a
speech she gave to the VEA delegates. In this speech, she stated the following:
it is unacceptable that Virginia, ranking 14 th in per capita wealth, is not doing
P

P

more to fund education. Also, as a state, Virginia ranked 45 th in funding
P

P

education based on that wealth and at one time used to spend half of the state
budget on schools, but now spends less than a third. 150
TPF

FPT

In order for this issue to improve, legislators, particularly the General Assembly,
and government officials need to start taking the recommendations made by JLARC
more seriously and determine what adjustments to the funding system actually need to
be made that will help lower this relationship between the fiscal capacity of the locality
and the adjusted current expenditures per pupil. For example, JLARC, in their 2002
report determined the following:
that 75% of the variation in local revenues could be accounted for by three areas:
estimated true value of property per capita, adjusted gross income per capita,
and taxable sales per capita and when population density was included, 85% of
the variation could be explained. Thus, these findings indicate that if a locality
has a higher local population density, this could require local spending on other

150

Virginia Education Association (2003). This information was obtained from a speech to the VEA
delegates by Jean Bankos, former VEA President.

TP

PT
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local government functions to increase, leaving less local money available for
education. ” 151
TPF

FPT

Therefore, those localities that have a higher population density may be unable to
spend as much on education as other localities having a similar tax base. A possible
solution to this would be to provide these types of localities with a population density
adjustment to offset this situation. 152 This is only one example of a policy change that
TPF

FPT

could be made to aid in this situation. If more consideration isn’t given to these types of
ideas, those students living in the higher capacity divisions may be provided an
education that gives them access to a much broader area of study than those students
living in the lower capacity school divisions.
Furthermore, it was evident, when examining the Coefficient of Variation and the
McLoone index together, that the funding disparities in Virginia have changed.
Beginning in FY 1975, the statistical analysis showed that the per pupil variances were
spread out evenly among the high and low capacity school divisions. However, when
we examine FY 2003, it is evident that the variances among those divisions falling
below the median per pupil adjusted current expenditures have been equalized. This
showed that these school divisions, below the median ACE/ADM, were being equalized
at a level below the median for the state. Further, it was evident that the variance
among the ACE/ADM for the high capacity school divisions had been increased. This
indicates that the high capacity school divisions have more ability to provide the funds
necessary to educate their students than those divisions falling below the median
ACE/ADM.
151

Review of Elementary and Secondary School Funding, (Richmond, VA: Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Commission (JLARC), 2002), p. 130.
152
Ibid.
TP

PT
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In addition, the information provided by this study could be used by school and
central office administrators to help better understand the issue of funding public
schools. Furthermore, legislators can examine this information to get a better
understanding of how the changes that have been made to the funding formula have
actually affected this issue and whether these changes have helped improve the aspect
of equity. Finally, this document could serve as evidentiary information for future equity
and/or adequacy litigation in the event any were to occur.
Contrasted in Table 6 are the state revenue and local revenue totals for the fiscal
years included within this study. When this information is examined, it becomes evident
that more pressure has been put on the localities to financially support education for
their school divisions. During FY 1975, the state share of receipts was approximately
35%, but decreased to approximately 34% by FY 2003. This share had decreased even
more, to approximately 33% by FY 1994. This indicates that the localities in FY 1975
were providing a smaller amount of the funding for education than they were in FY
2003. Due to the fact that the localities’ relationship between fiscal capacity and the
adjusted current state and local expenditures had grown stronger during the time
selected for this study, those students attending school in localities unable to fund this
type of increase for education may suffer and may not receive the same level of
education as those students living in higher capacity divisions.
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Table 6

Comparison of State and Local Revenue, Commonwealth of Virginia, Selected FYs 1975 to 2003
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Fiscal Year

State
Local
Total
State % of
Local % of
Receipts
Receipts
Receipts
Total Receipts
Total Receipts
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

1975

414,116,449.19

753,829,721.05

1,167,946,170.24

35.46

64.54

1988

1,568,871,613.20

2,867,723,475.21

4,436,595,088.41

35.36

64.64

1994

1,895,168,926.06

3,816,962,324.48

5,712,131,250.54

33.18

66.82

1998

2,431,909,488.20

4,835,317,564.88

7,267,227,053.08

33.46

66.54

2003

3,295,408,702.76

6,328,527,046.53

9,623,935,749.29

34.24

65.76

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Recommendations for Future Studies
An historical study of this nature had never been conducted, prior to this, which
analyzed the funding information over the approximately thirty-year time period of this
study. Through the analysis conducted, trends were identified that related to equity
among school divisions. In addition, information was contributed by this study which
showed how the school divisions within the Commonwealth of Virginia actually faired in
reference to funding equity during this time period.
It is recommended that future studies establish a predetermined number of years
between the fiscal years. This study began with FY 1975 and then considered data from
FY 1989, FY 1994, FY 1998, and FY 2003. The first interval of time consisted of a
fourteen year time period. However, the time period between the other fiscal years was
either four or five years. By setting this time period to a predetermined interval, i.e., the
first year of each biennium, a better understanding of the equity of funding among
school divisions could be shown graphically through the use of the equity and wealth
neutrality statistics.
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Furthermore, it is recommended that future studies include data that is more
current. An attempt was made to use data from FY 2004. However, these data were not
yet available from the Virginia Department of Education. Therefore, the decision was
made to use information from the year prior to FY 2004 in order to conduct this study.
Finally, it is recommended that further research be conducted on the concept of
adequacy. Adequacy deals with the necessary funding required by school divisions to
ensure that students have the opportunity to meet the academic expectations set before
them. In order to determine whether these academic expectations have been met, an
analysis of outputs, i.e., SOL test scores, dropout rates, graduation rates, etc., would
have to be conducted to determine whether the funding received by school divisions
was adequate. The study presented here only focused on equity, which refers to the
level of funding one group of students receives when compared to another group. A
study focusing on adequacy could provide information that would allow individuals to
determine whether the current funding formula actually provides the essential funds
required to truly meet the expectations established for school divisions, as well as
improving upon the outputs mentioned previously, in order to educate our children.
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Equity Statistics
Range – This value represents the difference between the highest and lowest values of

U

U

adjusted current expenditures per student in the state. This only takes into account the
extremes, not the entire distribution. As this value increases, equity decreases.
Restricted Range – This value represents the difference between the values of

U

U

adjusted current expenditures per student in the state at selected percentiles, i.e. the
95 th percentile and the 5 th percentile. This value eliminates the upper and lower tails of
P

P

P

P

the distribution. As this value increases, equity decreases.
Restricted Range Ratio –This value is calculated by dividing the expenditures per

U

U

student at the 5 th percentile by the expenditure inputs at the 95 th percentile. As this
P

P

P

P

value increases, equity decreases.
Federal Range Ratio - This value is calculated by taking the difference between the

U

U

values of expenditures per student at the 95 th and 5 th percentiles and dividing this value
P

P

P

P

by the value at the 5 th percentile. As this value increases, equity decreases.
P

P

Coefficient of Variation – This value is calculated by taking the standard deviation of

U

U

the distribution and dividing it by the mean of the distribution. It is expressed as a
percentage. This value examines the variability of the distribution around the mean. As
this value increases, equity decreases.
The Gini Index – This value shows how far the actual distribution of adjusted current

U

U

expenditures is from providing each proportion of students with equal proportions of the
expenditures. This value ranges from zero to one. As this value increases, equity
decreases. In other words, as this index approaches zero, equity begins to improve.
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The McLoone Index – This value measures the equity of the lower half of the adjusted

U

U

current expenditures distribution only. This value is expressed as “the ratio of the actual
revenue for all pupils below the median relative to the total revenue these pupils would
receive if they were positioned at the median per-pupil revenue level for the state.” 153
TPF

FPT

This value ranges from zero to one and as it increases, equity increases for the lower
half of the distribution.
The Theil Index – This value is an overall measure of the variation in the distribution of

U

U

expenditures across the distribution. This value ranges from zero to one and as this
value increase, equity decreases.
Simple Correlation – This value is represented by the Pearson R measure. It

U

U

describes the linear relationship between two variables. 154 This value specifies a
TPF

FPT

relationship between the adjusted current expenditures and the fiscal capacity of the
locality. This value ranges from negative one to positive one and as this value
approaches positive one, the equity would decrease, indicating that the disparity in
funding has probably increased.
Regression – This value is determined by taking the simple correlation and squaring it.

U

U

This value ranges from zero to 100 percent and as this value increases, the level of
fiscal neutrality decreases.
Slope – This value shows the size of change between the dependent variable (adjusted

U

U

current expenditures) and the independent variable (fiscal capacity). As this value
increases, fiscal neutrality decreases.

153
TP

PT

154
TP

PT

Alexander and Salmon, p. 237.
Hiller, p. 38.
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Elasticity – This measure is identical to the slope, in that it measures the magnitude of

U

U

the relationship that exists between adjusted current expenditures and fiscal capacity.
This value is reported as a percentage, instead of an absolute value, and as this value
increases, fiscal neutrality decreases.
Adequacy – This term can be defined as the appropriate level of funding required for

U

U

each school division in order to ensure that the students have the chance to meet the
academic expectations set for them by the state in order for them to reach a prescribed
level of achievement. This differs from equity because equity refers to the level of
funding one group of students receives compared to another group of students.
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Range -

U
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Highest x i – Lowest x i

U

B

B

B

where x i represents the highest and lowest values of revenue per student in Virginia for
each of the data years
B

B

Restricted Range –

U

x i at or above which 5 percent of the pupils lie
- x i at or below which 5 percent of the pupils lie

U

B

B

B

B

where x i represents the revenue per student at the selected percentiles
B

B

Restricted Range Ratio –

U

(x i at or below which 5 percent of the pupils lie) ÷ (x i
at or above which 5 percent of the pupils lie)

U

B

B

B

B

where x i represents the revenue per student at the selected percentiles
B

B

Federal Range Ratio –

U

(The Restricted Range)
x i at or below which 5 percent of the pupils lie

U

B

B

where x i represents the revenue per student at the selected percentiles
B

B

Coefficient of Variation –

U

U

(

⎛ N
⎜ ∑ Xp - Xi
⎜ i =1
N
⎜
⎜ ∑ P1
i =1
⎝
Xp

) ⎞⎟
2

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎠

where X i represents the average revenue per pupil in division i, X p represents the mean
revenue per pupil for all pupils, P i represents the number of students in division i, and N
represents the number of divisions.
B

B

B

B

B

B

The Gini Index –

U

U

⎛ N N
⎜
⎜ ∑∑ PiPj Xi − Xj
⎜ i =1 j =1
⎜ ⎡ ⎛ N ⎞2 ⎤
⎜ ⎢2⎜ ∑ Pi ⎟ Xp ⎥
⎜ ⎢ ⎝ i =1 ⎠ ⎥
⎦
⎝ ⎣

⎞
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎠

where X i represents the average revenue per pupil in division i, X p represents the mean
revenue per pupil for all pupils, P i represents the number of students in division i, and N
represents the number of divisions.
B

B

B

B

B

B
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The McCloone Index –

U

U

⎛ J
⎞
⎜ ∑ PiXi ⎟
⎝ i =1
⎠
N
⎛
⎞
⎜ Mp ∑ Pi ⎟
⎝ i =1 ⎠
where X i represents the average revenue per pupil in division i, X p represents the mean
revenues per pupil for all pupils, P i represents the number of students in division i, N
represents the number of divisions, and M p represents the median revenues per pupil
for all students.
B

B

B

B

B

B

B

B

The Theil Index –

U

U

(

)

⎛ N
⎞
⎜ ∑ Pi Xi log e Xi − Xp loge Xp ⎟
⎝ i =1
⎠
N
⎛
⎞
⎜ Xp ∑ Pi ⎟
⎝ i =1 ⎠
where X i represents the average revenue per pupil in division i, X p represents the mean
revenue per pupil for all pupils, P i represents the number of students in division i, and N
represents the number of divisions.
B

B

B

B

B

B
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National Center for Education Statistics
“Trends in Disparities in School District Level Expenditures per Pupil”
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COEFFICIENT
GINI
STATES
OF
COEFFICIENT
VARIATION
Alabama
0.105
0.057
Alaska
0.327
0.151
Arizona
0.110
0.050
Arkansas
0.124
0.065
California
0.089
0.047
Colorado
0.097
0.055
Connecticut
0.133
0.075
Delaware
0.112
0.057
Florida
0.105
0.059
Georgia
0.148
0.077
Hawaii
**
**
Idaho
0.154
0.082
Illinois
0.176
0.097
Indiana
0.153
0.080
Iowa
0.082
0.045
Kansas
0.172
0.083
Kentucky
0.142
0.078
Louisiana
0.101
0.056
Maine
0.130
0.073
Maryland
0.127
0.060
Massachusetts
0.186
0.098
Michigan
0.161
0.085
Minnesota
0.162
0.077
Mississippi
0.098
0.055
Missouri
0.476
0.151
Montana
0.306
0.146
Nebraska
0.154
0.079
Nevada
0.095
0.030
New
0.151
0.083
Hampshire
New Jersey
0.126
0.071
New Mexico
0.107
0.055
New York
0.177
0.088
North Carolina
0.077
0.042
North Dakota
0.177
0.084
Ohio
0.187
0.100
Oklahoma
0.108
0.047
Oregon
0.103
0.052
Pennsylvania
0.184
0.100
Rhode Island
0.092
0.047
South Carolina
0.096
0.052
South Dakota
0.114
0.056

111

0.005
0.046
0.006
0.007
0.004
0.005
0.009
0.006
0.005
0.010
**
0.011
0.016
0.011
0.003
0.014
0.010
0.005
0.008
0.008
0.016
0.012
0.011
0.005
0.065
0.040
0.011
0.004

FEDERAL
RANGE
RATIO
0.380
1.324
0.432
0.531
0.271
0.372
0.495
0.298
0.382
0.724
**
0.505
0.644
0.476
0.284
0.643
0.460
0.422
0.514
0.415
0.719
0.633
0.557
0.328
1.071
1.276
0.569
0.181

0.011

0.565

0.890

0.008
0.006
0.015
0.003
0.014
0.017
0.005
0.005
0.016
0.004
0.005
0.006

0.474
0.240
0.721
0.259
0.547
0.687
0.288
0.316
0.721
0.247
0.321
0.436

0.917
0.948
0.891
0.952
0.918
0.892
0.924
0.949
0.907
0.949
0.943
0.927

THEIL
INDEX

McLOONE
INDEX
0.925
0.878
0.933
0.936
0.942
0.933
0.919
0.873
0.926
0.928
**
0.934
0.845
0.893
0.943
0.880
0.915
0.919
0.914
0.966
0.873
0.893
0.927
0.927
0.882
0.883
0.948
****
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Tennessee
0.134
0.074
0.009
0.511
0.910
Texas
0.118
0.059
0.007
0.401
0.932
Utah
0.097
0.049
0.004
0.299
0.936
Vermont
0.194
0.102
0.018
0.756
0.898
Virginia
0.154
0.081
0.011
0.488
0.936
Washington
0.092
0.043
0.004
0.301
0.956
West Virginia
0.056
0.031
0.002
0.207
0.955
Wisconsin
0.117
0.066
0.007
0.487
0.918
Wyoming
0.136
0.059
0.008
0.452
0.956
**One Unified District
****A McLoone Index cannot be determined as the school district with the lowest
instructional expenditure has a majority of the state’s enrollment.
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APPENDIX E
Table listing 50-state Equity Grades
Obtained from National Conference of State
Legislature’s website
(http://www.ncsl.org/programs/educ/ResearchReport.htm#Revenue)
and Published by Ed Week Magazine – “2003 Quality Counts”
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APPENDIX F
Table listing 50-state Equity Grades
Obtained from Ed Week Website
(http://www.edweek.org/ew/qc/2005/tables/17equity-t1.html)
Published January 2005 – “Quality Counts 2005”
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APPENDIX G
Listing of Court Litigation
dealing with the state funding systems and the
issue of Equity and/or Adequacy
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*Below is a listing of court litigation dealing with the Constitutionality of state funding
systems that have been or are currently being challenged in state and/or federal court.
Some of this litigation focused on equity, starting in 1969. Following 1989, the majority
of this litigation focused upon the issue of adequacy.

Year

U

U

Court Case Citation and Name

U

U

1969

310 F. Supp. 572
Burruss v. Wilkerson

1971

487 P.2d 1421
Serrano v. Priest

1972

203 N.W.2d 457
Governor v. State Treasurer

1973

411 U.S. 1, 93 S.Ct. 1278
San Antonio School District v. Rodriguez
390 Mich. 389, 212 N.W.2d 711
Milliken v. Green
303 A.2d 273
Robinson v. Cahill

1974

550 P.2d 178
Northshore School District v. Kinnear

1975

537 P.2d 635
Thompson v. Engelking

1976

276 Or. 9, 554 P.2d 139
Olsen v. State of Oregon

1977

585 P.2d 71
Seattle School District No. 1 v. State of Washington
376 A.2d 359
Horton v. Meskill

1979

255 S.E.2d 859
Pauley v. Kelly
58 Ohio St. 2d, 390 N.E.2d 813
Board of Ed. of City School Dist. of City of Cincinnati
v. Walter
484 Pa. 415, 399 A.2d 360
Danson v. Casey
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1980

606 P.2d 310
Washakie County School District v. Herschler

1981

248 GA. 632
McDaniel v. Thomas

1982

649 P.2d 1005
Lujan v. Colorado State Board of Education
439 N.E.2d 359
Levittown v. Nyquist

1983

279 Ark. 340, 651 S.W.2d 90, 11 Ed. Law Rep. 1091
Dupree v. Alma School Dist. No. 30 of Crawford
County
458 A.2d 758
Hornbeck v. Somerset County Board of Education

1987

361 S.E.2d 71
Britt v. North Carolina State Board of Education
746 P.2d 1135
Fair School Finance Council of Oklahoma, Inc. v.
State

1988

294 S.C. 346, 364 S.E.2d 470
Richland County v. Campbell

1989

790 S.W. 2d 186
Rose v. The Council for Better Education, Inc.
236 Mont. 44, 769 P.2d 684
Helena Elementary School District No. 1 v. State
148 Wis.2d 469
Kukor v. Grover

1991

311 Or. 300, 811 P.2d 116
Coalition for Equitable School Funding v. State of
Oregon

1992

29 VA. Cir. 324
Scott v. Commonwealth of Virginia

1993

851 S.W.2d 139
Tennessee Small School System v. McWherter
244 Neb. 163
Gould v. Orr
850 P.2d 724
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Idaho Schools for Equal Educational Opportunity v.
Evans
415 Mass. 545. 615 N.E. 2d 516
McDuffy v. Secretary of Executive Office of Educ.
505 N.W.2d 299
Skeen v. State of Minnesota
635 A.2d 1375
Claremont School District v. Governor (Claremont I)
1994

179 Ariz. 233, 877 P.2d 806
Roosevelt Elementary School Dist. No. 66 v. Bishop
256 Kan. 232, 885 P.2d 1170
Unified School Dist. No. 229 v. State
443 S.E.2d 138
Scott v. Commonwealth of Virginia
511 N.W.2d 247
Bismarck Public School District No. 1 v. State of North
Dakota

1995

719 N.Y.S.2d 475, 86 N.Y.2d 307
Campaign for Fiscal Equity v. State of New York
659 A.2d 854, 101 Ed. Law Rep. 289
School Administrative District No. 1 v. Commissioner
662 So.2d 894
Pinto v. Alabama Coalition for Equity
662 A.2d 40
City of Pawtucket v. Sundlun
907 P.2d 1238
Campbell County School District v. State of Wyoming

1996

678 A.2d 1267
Sheff v. O’Neill
680 So.2d 400
Coalition for Adequacy and Fairness in School
Funding v. Chiles
672 N.E.2d 1178
Committee for Educational Rights v. Edgar

1997

166 Vt. 246
Brigham v. State
713 So.2d 937
James v. Alabama Coalition for Equity, Inc.
703 A.2d 1353
Claremont v. Governor (Claremont II)
488 S.E.2d 249
Leandro v. State of North Carolina
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78 Ohio St.3d 193, 677 N.E.2d 733
DeRolph v. State of Ohio

T

T

T

1998

730 So.2d 934, 713 So.2d 1199
Charlet v. Legislature of the State of Louisiana
709 A.2d 956
Marrero v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

1999

335 S.C. 58
Abbeville County School District v. State
3AN-97-3782 CIV
Kasayulie v. State of Alaska
710 N.E.2d 798
Lewis v. Spagnolo
744 A.2d 1107
Claremont v. Governor (Claremont III)
558 Pa. 374, 737 A.2d 246
Pennsylvania Association of Rural and Small Schools
v. Ridge
3AN-97-3782 CIV
Kasayulie v. State of Alaska

2000

236 Wis.2d 588
Vincent v. Voight

2002

351 Ark. 31, 91 S.W.3d 472
Lake View School Dist. No. 25 of Phillips County v.
Huckabee

2003

275 Kan. 145
Montoy v. State

2004

NO. GV-100528
West Orange-Cove Consolidated Independent School
District v. Neeley
2004 WL 844055
Columbia Falls Elementary School Dist. No. 6 v. State

Historical Analysis on Fiscal Equity in Virginia: 1974 - 2003

122

VITA
Terry E. Arbogast II was born in Hanover, Pennsylvania, on July 17, 1968. In,
1986, he graduated from Fauquier High School, in Warrenton, Virginia. Following his
graduation, he proceeded to attend Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
(VPI&SU) and in 1990 earned a Bachelor of Arts degree in Education.
Terry began his educational career in the Fauquier County Public School System
where he taught Mathematics from 1991 through 1997. During this same time period,
Terry attended George Mason University and in the spring of 1996 received his
Master’s Degree in Educational Leadership. Mr. Arbogast accepted an administrative
position in the Giles County Public School System in 1997 and served in several
different administrative capacities from 1997 to the present. From 1997 until 2002, Terry
served as the Assistant Principal and Principal of Narrows High School. In 2002, he
accepted the position of Deputy Superintendent for the Giles County Public School
System. In addition, from 1999 until 2004, he served as the Giles County Division
Director of Testing.
In 2004, Mr. Arbogast accepted the position of Division Superintendent for the
Giles County Public School System and is currently serving in that capacity. He
received his Doctor of Education Degree in May, 2005. Mr. Arbogast currently resides in
Pearisburg, Virginia with his wife, Lynn.

