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Background Information for State Funding of Local Education

The State’s responsibility for regulating and financing public education has evolved gradually
over the past two centuries. In 1796, the General Assembly adopted legislation which left
public education solely up to local initiative. The first State-mandated uniform system of
public schools commenced in the 1870-71 school year, just after Virginia’s readmission to the
Union. In 1902, the State constitution was amended to require that the General Assembly
“establish and maintain an efficient system of public free schools.” The most notable early
response to this charge was the development of accreditation standards for high schools in the
first decade of the twentieth century. As a response to intense interest in desegregation issues,
Virginia expanded its role in public education in 1971. Article VIII, §1, states:

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.

The Standards of Quality developed by the State Board of Education are the primary vehicle
for fulfillment of this charge. The Standards of Accreditation serve as a means for the State to
assess local school districts’ adherence to the requirements set forth in the Standards of
Quality. The State has standards governing the scope of the curriculum which must be
offered, graduation and standardized testing requirements for students, the average and
maximum sizes permissible for various types of classes, the types of auxiliary instructional
programs or services which must be made available to students who need them, and the
minimum level of school-based administrative support which must be provided.

Those who revised the State Constitution in 1971 believed that it was important to provide for
a significant shared commitment by both the State and local levels of government to provide
adequate resources in support of the education system’s program quality mandates. The
primary sources of State funding are “Basic Aid” and the sharing of revenues comprising 1%
of the 4.5% States sales tax (or, about 22.2% of all sales taxes collected). In addition to these
sources, there are other programs which address specific objectives or provide “categorical”
support for particular types of student need. The Governor’s proposed budget for the 2000-
2002 biennium lists the following categories of State aid for local education:

Basic Aid

Sales Taxes

Textbooks

Retiree Health Care Credits
Enrollment Loss

Remedial Summer School
Maintenance Supplement
Lottery



Lottery Hold Harmless
At Risk

K-3 Primary Class Size
At Risk 4 Year Olds
Early Reading

SOL Materials

SOL Remediation
Additional Teachers
SOL Teacher Training
Dropout Prevention
Truancy

Health Incentive
School Construction
GED Funding

Math Remediation

The issues addressed in this report pertain primarily to the Basic Aid program, a revenue
source which is anticipated to provide $178 million in funding for the Fairfax County Public
Schools in Fiscal Year 2001. Sales tax revenues are projected to be $107 million, and the
other sources listed above bring the total to $320 million. The SOQ funding amounts to about
56% of the total, and sales taxes account for another 33%.

Foundation Education Program

After the landmark Constitution revision was made in 1971, the Board of Education setup a
task force to recommend ways to calculate the cost of implementing the Standards of Quality,
so that, in turn, the State’s commitment could be determined in a reasonable fashion. A major
policy dilemma arose early in the process. How should the cost of compliance with the
Standards of Quality be measured? Should funding be based on the minimum financial
commitment necessary to meet the standards, or should the average cost incurred by local
divisions take precedence? In an opinion issued in 1973, the Attorney General of Virginia
offered the following thoughts to guide the process:

...the Standards cannot be prescribed in a vacuum but must
be realistic in relation to the Commonwealth’s current
education needs and practices.

... The General Assembly should take into account the actual
salaries being expended by the local school divisions and the
actual pupil-teacher ratio existing within the school divisions
in estimating the cost of the Standards of Quality.

These views comprise a philosophical bent commonly referred to as the “prevailing practice”
theory. Under such an approach, costs of compliance with the Standards of Quality could
most reliably be determined by examining the actual costs incutred by the districts being




called upon to comply with the Standards of Quality. Readers interested in viewing the entire
text of the 1973 Attorney General opinion may find it in Appendix A.

Some influential policymakers have argued over the years that the “prevailing practice”
approach would cause the State to inappropriately subsidize local operating inefficiencies or
programs driven by “local aspiration” to provide services above and beyond those
contemplated by the State. In addition, if average costs or staffing levels were used as the
basis for State funding formulas, then districts with below average costs or staffing levels
would receive windfalls. For example, if the State paid half the instructional costs for a
program typically requiring 2 teachers being paid $40,000 each, then the State share would be
$40,000 per district. If a particular district operated the program with only I teacher, and paid
a salary of only $30,000, then the State share of $40,000 would exceed the entire cost of that
local district’s program, causing a windfall which some policymakers would view as

inappropriate.

The General Assembly factored in the arguments from both the “prevailing practice” and the
“local aspiration” camps when the Standards of Quality and their underlying State funding
formulas were developed. It was decided that the Standards of Quality would serve to
prescribe the “minimum foundation program” that all public schools in Virginia must meet.
Research into prevailing local practices was conducted by the Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Commission (JLARC) to serve as a backdrop to the process of defining generic

funding formulas.

The staffing formulas have been fairly consistent for the past 15 years or so. A significant
change in the funding formula for salaries was made in the late 1980s, when the State agreed
to incorporate a “Cost to Compete” provision designed to acknowledge the tendency of labor
costs in Northern Virginia to far exceed the norms of other regions. The amount of the
adjustment is 9.8% for instructional personnel and 22.75% for noninstructional workers.

The tendency in recent years has been to develop additional State programs which provide
separate funds (usually earmarked for specific uses) outside the Basic Aid package. Some
examples include the K-3 Primary Class Size Initiative, the Additional Teachers Program, the
School Construction Program, and the SOL Materials, SOIL. Remediation, and SOL Teacher
Training Programs. The reader should bear in mind that while these earmarked supplements
serve desirable ends, their proliferation adds considerable complexity to the task of evaluating
the extent to which the Basic Aid package reflects the resources necessary to comply with the

Standards of Quality.
Summary of Premise for Standards of Quality Funding

The basic premise which has evolved is that the costs used in State funding formulas should
relate to the expenditures required in order for most school divisions to provide for a high
quality educational program with the breadth articulated in the Standards of Quality. The
premise is that most school divisions would experience difficulty complying with the
Standards of Quality if they spent less than the amounts identified in the State formulas.




Salary Computations Underlying State Funding Practices

Each year, all local school districts must submit a report to the Board of Education showing
total teacher salaries and positions. For purposes of this report, guidance counselors and
librarians are counted as teachers. A given district’s average teacher salary is determined by
dividing the cumulative teacher payroll by the number of positions. This average teacher
salary data is then used by the State to serve as the basis for deriving a financing formuia
which has “prevailing practice” as its foundation.

When State officials were originally engaged in the task of defining the teacher salary to be
used in funding formulas, the “prevailing practice” versus “local aspiration” arguments
loomed large. When asked to define the expression “realistic current practice,” the Attorney
General responded in 1973 that this was properly a task for educators, but he went on to
express the opinion that a minimum teacher salary scale exceeded by every school division in
the State would “not reflect current educational practices in the Commonwealth.”

On the other hand, there were numerous objections to the idea of using a statewide average
salary. There is no inherent reason why the statewide average would reflect the minimum
cost necessary to ensure a reasonable likelihood of compliance with the Standards of Quality.
In fact, if the statewide average became the base, and school divisions were required to pay
that salary in order to achieve compliance, then the entire process would become a self-
defeating exercise in continual cost escalation. Each year, the low-salary divisions would
grant large State-mandated pay raises, thereby significantly raising the statewide average and
setting the stage for the process to be repeated ad infinitum. The end result would require that
a number of school divisions pay higher salaries than necessary.

In addition io the philosophical dilemma posed by use of a statewide average salary as a
funding benchmark, the Department of Education noted that the extremely wide variation in
salaries from one district to another created implementation complications. For the 1979-80
school vear, for example, it was found that “approximately 45 school divisions were
represented reasonably well by the statewide average, but nearly two thirds of them were not.”

JLARC staff were called upon to examine this dilemma. There were 15 different statistics of
central tendency considered. It was decided early on that two key objectives would be for the
benchmark to serve as a reasonably “good fit” for as many of the widely varying school
districts as possible, but that the measure should be “stable” as well (i.e., not impacted
inordinately by a few extremely high or low districts). The statistical approach determined to
best meet these objectives was a “linear weighted average with a weight of five on the center

value.”



In order to develop comprehension of this approach in lay terms, consider a state which has 9
districts, with average teacher salaries ranging as follows:

District Average Teacher Salary

1 $24,000
2 25,000
3 30,000
4 335,000
5 40,000
6 45,000
7 50,000
8 55,000
9 80,000

In order to discount the importance of the districts with the most extreme pay practices, the
ones toward the middle are counted extra times. District 5, with the median salary of $40,000,
is counted 5 times. Districts 4 and 6 are counted 4 times each, Districts 3 and 7 are counted 3
times, Districts 2 and 8 are counted twice, and Districts 1 and 9 are counted once. The
average teacher salary, as computed in this linear weighted fashion, is shown below in relation
to two more commonly understood averages, the median and the arithmetic mean:

Linear weighted average $40,960
Median 40,000
Arithmetic mean 42,667



A diagram portraying this methodology is shown below:
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In the example above, there were wide ranges in salaries among the 9 districts. These
disparities could be due solely to differences in philosophy or availability of local tax
resources. It is likely, however, that these differences reflect regional variations in living
costs and labor markets. Although no population or enrollment data was provided, it is not
difficult to surmise that District 9, with its $80,000 average, is likely to be in a large
metropolitan area, while District 1, with average teacher pay of $24,000, is probably rural. In
an article titled, “Public School Teacher Cost Differences Across the United States:
Introduction to a Teacher Cost Index,” by Dr. Jay G. Chambers of the American Institutes for
Research, local cost of living differences were found to play a big part in determining teacher
pay. The Bureau of the Census has reported that the Washington metropolitan area has a cost
of living 25.4% higher than the national average, whereas the cost of living is 7.5% below the
average in the Roanoke metropolitan area. Furthermore, Dr. Chambers found that highly
competitive regional labor markets for teachers could boost pay by as much as 8%. He found
that teacher pay would go even higher if the local unemployment rate was unusually low.
Fairfax County’s rate is about 2.5% below the national average. He found that teachers in
metropolitan areas with populations over 1 million were paid much more than their peers in
other settings. Dr. Chambers determined that districts one standard deviation above the mean




in land values could expect to pay 4% more for teachers, and a locality with a high population
growth rate could expect to pay 1.6% more. For those not well versed in statistical theory, to
be “one standard deviation above the mean” is to be higher than roughly two thirds of all the
school districts.

In short, Dr. Chambers found that teachers in the heavily populated, rapidly growing areas of
a state would normally be expected to command the highest salaries. Yet it is also true that
heavily populated, rapidly growing areas of a state would need to employ far greater
quantities of teachers than rural areas would. This means that a typical teacher is apt to work
in a large metropolitan area, so that the prevailing teacher salaries in large metropolitan areas
probably reflect reality better than the salary in the median district.

In order to understand this point, reconsider the previous example of the state with 9 districts.
The data shown previously is repeated here, with a column added to show the number of
teachers employed by each district:

District Average Teacher Salary Number of Teachers
1 $24,000 10
2 25,000 10
3 30,000 10
4 35,000 100
5 40,000 100
6 45,000 100
7 50,000 500
8 55,000 500
9 80,000 1,000

In the previous example, the “average” teacher was said to be paid $40,000 (median), $40,960
(linear weighted average), or $42,667 (arithmetic mean). In that example, the number of
teachers working in each district was unknown. Now it is clear that nearly all the teachers in
the state work in Districts 7, 8, and 9, the three highest cost districts. In fact, the median
teacher is paid $55,000, far more than the previously computed averages. The weighted
average salary of all teachers in the state is higher still, at $62,356. If the state had a 50% cost
sharing commitment with the localities, it would need to pay an average of $31,178
($62,356/2) to actually pick up half the total tab. If the linear weighted average of $40,960
were used as the basis for the funding formula, the state would wind up paying for only 32.8%
of the total teacher payroll, well below the 50% level.

The patterns for pay and position fluctuations in this example were deliberately extreme, in
order to facilitate illustration of the problem. Nevertheless, although to a lesser extreme, these
same patterns prevail in Virginia. The chart, “ANALYSIS OF TEACHING SALARIES IN
VIRGINIA,” portrays the student enrollment, number of teaching positions, and average
annual teacher salary for each district in the state with respect to the 1996-97 year. The school
divisions are shown in order ranging from the lowest average teacher salary to the highest.




ANALYSIS OF TEACHING SALARIES IN VIRGINIA

FY 97

Division

Hightand
Cumberland
Page
Rockbridge
Brunswick
Mecklenburg
Middlesex
Lexington
Buckingham
Warren
Buchanan
Greene
Dickenson
Rappahannock
Lunenburg
Petersburg
Halifax

Essex
Carcline

King and Queen
Carroll
Grayson
Bedford
Prince Edward
Lee

Floyd

Craig
Southampton
Russell
Charles City
Dinwiddie
Campbell
Appomattox
Westmoreland
Northampion
King William
Henry

Neison
Mathews

Average
Daily
Membership
March 31, 1997

368
1,214
3,518
3,015
2,563
5,023
1,345

663
2,225
4,640
4,923
2.391
3,090
1,045
2,097
6,127
6,343
1,658
3,700

289
4,013
2,286

10,204
2,604
4,148
1,917

722
2,881
4,588
1,038
4,095
8414
2,339
2,043
2,432
1,660
9,047
1,992
1,302

Number
of
Teaching
Positions

39.50

99.00
267.75
278.67
200.00
415.98
113.50

40.00
183.99
317.14
450.00
209.00
234.00

79.67
160.55
470.00
532.70
133.50
275.00

82.33
322.90
193.25
716.56
205.67
371.05
145.00

58.38
221.95
348.50

84.00
283.50
610.80
170.22
147.00
180.30
131.00
730.64
167.07

96.31

Average
Annual

Teacher
Salary

26,078
26,818
27,981
28,205
28,357
28,802
28,715
28,863
29,095
29,190
29,325
29,371
28,376
29,553
29,684
29,739
29,007
29,918
29,937
29,959
29,976
30,022
30,119
30,128
30,164
30,186
30,262
30,294
30,349
30,356
30,407
30,457
30,517
30,530
30,554
30,605
30,661
30,677
30,718

Computation
of
Average
Teacher
Salary in
Virginia,
Weighted
Average

1,030,081.00
2,654,982.00
7,491,912.75
7,859,887:35
5,671,400.00
11,897,859.96
3,259,152.50
1,154,520.00
5,353,189.05
9,257,316.60
13,196,250.00
6,138,539.00
6,873,084.00
2,354,487 .51
4,765,766.20
13,977,330.00
15,931,458.90
3,994,053.00
8,232,675.00
2,466,524.47
9,679,250.40
5,801,751.50
21,582,070.64
6,196,425.76
11,192,352.20
4,376,870.00
1,766,695.56
6,723,753.30
10,576,626.50
2,853,464.00

- 8,620,384.50
18,603,135.60
5,194,603.74
4,487.,910.00
5,814,426.20
4.009,255.00
22.402,153.04
5,125,206.39
2,958,450.58




ANALYSIS OF TEACHING SALARIES IN VIRGINIA

FY 97

Division

Colonial Beach
Franklin
Greensville
Louisa

Bland

New Kent
Lancaster
Powhatan
Madison
Nottoway
Wythe
Montgomery
Amherst
Charloite
Shenandeah
Accomack
Amelia
Fluvanna
Patrick
Frederick
Rockingham
Fredericksburg
Gloucester
Botetourt
Northumberland
Staunton

Alleghany Highlands

Washington
Goochland
Richmond
Portsmouth
Sussex
Lynchburg
Suffolk
Manassas Park
Waynesboro
Galax

King George
Harrisonburg
Tazewell
Augusta

Average
Daily
Membership
March 31, 1997

679
6,778
2,694
3,857

897
2,154
1,617
2,960
1,889
2,504
4,334
9,087
4,694
2,211
5,298
5,384
1,808
2,683
2,633
9,907

10,373
2,132
6,541
4,572
1,585
2,911
2,985
7,521
1,832
1,287

17,752
1,532
9,331

10,500
1,612
2,975
1,247
2,807
3,652
7.848

10,791

Number
of
Teaching
Positions

50.00
468.08
219.00
293.85

76.00
157.27
118.95
210.50
140.30
187.57
341.03
734.862
328.76
152.40
3985.50
432.42
127147
205.91
196.97
731.11
792.94
209.69
447.00
343.50
108.50
246.83
237.10
555.48
1568.55

89.13

1,306.94
120.35
726.22
738.57
118.42
224.47

89.56
210.04
304.85
567.50
786.26

Average
Annual

Teacher
Salary

30,815
30,842
30,848
30,868
30,916
30,933
30,960
30,882
31,041
31,110
31,247
31,251
31,285
31,338
31,392
31,400
31,425
31,486
31,489
31,539
31,566
31,586
31,666
31,702
31,718
31,722
31,771
32,010
32,202
32,262
32,322
32,333
32,477
32,583
32,626
32,685
32,744
32,782
32,804
32,816
32,909

Computation

of
Average
Teacher
Salary in
Virginia,
Weighted
Average
1,540,750.00
14,436,523.36
6,755,712.00
9,070,561.80
2,349,616.00
4,864,832.91
3,682,692.00
6,523,816.00
4,355,052.30
5,835,302.70
10,656,164.41
22,957,609.62
10,278,681.40
4,775,911.20
12,415,536.00
13,577,988.00
3,996,317.25
6,483,282.26
6,204,358.03
23,058,478.29
25,025,844.04
6,623,268.34
14,154,702.00
10,889,637.00
3,441,403.00
7,829,941.26
7.532,904.10
17,780,914.80
5,137,829.10
2,875,512.06
42,242,914 .68
3,891,276.55
23,585,446.94
24,064,826.31
3,863,570.92
7,336,801.85
2,932,552.64
6,885,531.28
10,000,299.40
18,623,080.00
25,875,030.34




ANALYSIS OF TEACHING SALARIES IN VIRGINIA

FY 97

Division

Franklin City
Scott

Giles

Buena Vista
Culpeper
Pittsylvania
Martinsville
Hampton
York

Pulaski
Chesterfield
Qrange
Spotsylvania
Richmond City
Hanover
Hopewell
Smyth
Faugquier

Isle of Wight
Prince George
Danville

Wise

Bristol

West Point
Bath

Newport News
Stafford
Charlottesville
Poquoson
Norton
Williamsburg
Virginia Beach
Radford
Albemarie
Winchester
Chesapeake
Surry

Norfolk
Roanoke City
Covington
Manassas

Average
Daily
Membership
March 31, 1997

1,785
3,838
2,544
1,064
5,238
9,293
2,818
23,866
10,884
5,129
49,566
3,757
15,958
26,990
14,638
4,103
5,275
9,030
4,729
5,480
8,160
7,680
2,468
766
860
31,191
17,326
4,263
2,430
771
7,609
76,265
1,534
11,220
3,269
35,461
1,233
35,677
13,081
950
5,828

Number
of
Teaching
Positions

138.89
301.86
18421
87.60
413.50
668.17
234.50
1,684.80
731.28
379.10
3,469.41
293.25
1,122.76
2,502.46
1,003.00
312.50
414.18
724.10
342.40
365.50
605.07
548.95
216.61
65.00
85.00
2,091.00
1,188.66
442 .94
162.13
57.70
556.43
5.190.48
117.12
858.15
281.93
2,343.50
113.00
2,617.61
1,093.05
80.65
419.05

Average
Annuaf
Teacher
Salary

32,936
32,941
33,040
33,055
33,099
33,119
33,341
33,377
33,448
33,484
33,529
33,579
33,701
33,850
33,880
33,946
34,097
34,119
34,142
34,178
34,473
34,644
34,694
34,725
34,791
34,860
34,935
34,944
35,108
35,244
35,577
35,633
35,636
35,702
35,732
36,128
36,158
36,216
36,402
37,151
37,240

Computation

of
Average
Teacher
Salary in
Virginia,
Weighted
Average
4,574,481.04
9,943,570.26
6,416,698.40
2,895,618.00
13,686,436.50
22,129,122.23
7,818,464.50
56,233,569.60
24,458,853.44
12,693,784 .40
116,325,847.89
9,847,041.75
37.838,134.76
84,708,271.00
33,981,640.00
10,608,125.00
14,122,295.48
24,705,567 .90
11,690,220.80
12,492,059.00
20,858,578.11
19,017,823.80
7.515,067.34
2,257,125.00
2,957,235.00
72,892,260.00
41,525,837.10
15,478,095.36
5,692,060.04
2,033,578.80
19,796,110.11
184,952,373.84
4,173,688.32
30,673,373.30
10,073,922.76
84,665,968.00
4,085,854.00
84,799,363.76
39,789,206.10
2,896,228.15
15,605,422.00




ANALYSIS OF TEACHING SALARIES IN VIRGINIA

FY 97

Division

Roanoke
Henrico
Clarke
Colonial Heights
Salem
Loudoun
Prince William
Arlington

Falls Church
Fairfax
Alexandria
STATE

Average
Daily
Membership
March 31, 1997

13,863
38,178
1,824
2,764
3,900
21,611
47,733
17,430
1,471
142,237
10,152
1,085,716

Number
of
Teaching
Positions

1,102.74
2,555.56
115.62
220.90
287.25
1,473.63
3,132.28
1,683.97
127.42
10,512.50
959.35
30,426

Average
Annual
Teacher
Salary

37,279
38,096
38,088
38,421
39,442
40,118
40,385
41,868
42,933
43,603
43,604

Computation
of _
Average
Teacher
Salary in
Virginia,
Weighted
Average
41,109,044 46
97,356,613.76
4,404,890.76
8,487,198.90
11,329,714.50
59,119,088.34
126,434,482.20
70,504,455.96
5,470,522.86
458,376,537.50
41,831,497.40
2,859,376,845.90

The median district average teacher salary was $31,891, compared to a a weighted average
teacher salary of $35,553, 11.5% higher.



On the second page of the chart, Allegheny Highlands and Washington County are bolded to
reflect the median pay levels in the state. Notice that the first page of the chart, where the
lowest salaries are, is dominated by rural districts with small enrollments and staffing levels.
Indeed, nearly two thirds of the districts in Virginia have enrollments of less than 5,000
students. In terms of faculty size, the 13 largest districts in the State (ranked by enrollment)
are dominant, representing over half the total teachers in the State:

# of Teachers % of State Total Rank in Average Salary

1. Fairfax 10,512,50 13.1 2
2. Virginia Beach 5,190.48 6.5 21
3. Chesterfield 3,469.41 4.3 42
4. Prince William 3,132.28 3.9 5
5. Henrico 2,555.56 3.2 10
6. Norfolk 2,617.61 3.3 15
7. Chesapeake 2,343.50 2.9 17
8. Newport News 2,091.00 2.6 27
9. Richmond City 2,502.46 3.1 39
10. Hampton 1,684.80 2.1 45
11. Loudoun 1,473.63 1.8 6
12. Portsmouth 1,306.97 1.6 63
13. Arlington 1.683.97 2.1 4

Totals 40,564.14 50.4% 22

In other words, half the teachers in Virginia work in 10% of the total districts. All of these
districts rank above the median district in terms of teacher salary, and many rank in the top 20.
Northern Virginia has long been known for its high cost of living, but even large districts in
other regions of the State tend to pay salaries well above those of the rural districts.

Overall, the chart indicates that the median district teacher salary was $31,891, compared to a
weighted average teacher salary of $35,553, 11.5% higher. This is true even though the large,
high growth districts tend to have lower average teacher experience levels than other districts.
In the chart, the total teacher payroll in the State is shown to be $2,859,376,846 as of 1997. If
the State paid for 55% of this cost, its share would be about $1,537,000,000, assuming for
purposes of this discussion that all teaching positions were recognized in the funding formula.
If the median district salary of $31,891 were used as the basis for State funding, however, the
State share would be $1,411,000,000, or $126 million less.

The State does make a special adjustment in its funding formula with respect to the Northern
Virginia districts. This adjustment is referred to as the Cost to Compete provision. It raises
the State funding for instructional positions by 9.8% with respect to Northern Virginia
districts. This adjustment falls well short of the 25% cost of living premium which prevails in
the Washington metropolitan area. Furthermore, before distributing funds the State makes
further adjustments to reduce funding. These adjustments are designed to provide far greater



State support to go to localities judged to have relatively little wealth to tax in order to pay for
their public schools. Unfortunately, the State’s formula to measure wealth makes no
allowance for the very differences in cost of living factors that gave rise to the need for a Cost
to Compete provision in the first place. There is no acknowledgement that a dollar in Fairfax
County purchases less than a dollar in Halifax County. Thus, the upward adjustment reflected
by the State’s Cost to Compete provision is more than offset by the reductions driven by

wealth measurement.
Other Instructional Salaries

The State also provides funding support based on the “prevailing costs” for principal and
assistant principal salaries. The approach used is the same as for teachers.

State Pay Raises

The “prevailing cost” salary data for school districts tends to lag. For example, State funding
in the current period, Fiscal Year 2000, is based on data reported for the 1996-97 year. The
Fiscal Year 2000-2002 biennium will rely on cost data from the 1997-98 year. Since salary
data being used runs 3 or 4 years behind, this can create an understatement of the salaries
being used to calculate State funding. This understatement is sometimes mitigated by Salary
Improvement appropriations which may be introduced and approved by the General Assembly
to increase the funding with respect to a particular fiscal year. The Salary Improvement
appropriations used to take effect on July 1, the start of the fiscal year. In 1992, the
implementation date was pushed back to December 1, so that only 7/12 of the raise money
which would have been granted to localities was distributed that year. In 1996, the date was
pushed back further, to January 1. This means that a Salary Improvement measure has only
half as much impact in the year of implementation as one would ordinarily think. An increase
of 5.90% took effect on January 1, 2000, so funding for localities increased by 2.95% with
respect to Fiscal Year 2000.

If a school district’s average salary is below the linear weighted average prevailing cost
calculated by the State, then that district must grant its teachers a raise equivalent to 2.95% on
a full year basis in order to qualify for the additional funding. Since Fairfax’s average salaries
for teachers and administrators are well above the State averages, no action is mandated as a
precondition for receiving the funds.

The Salary Improvement appropriation granted by the General Assembly for Fiscal Year 2001
is 2.4%, effective December 1, 2000. The total increase in funding with respect to the full
fiscal year amounts to 1.4%.

Comparison of Actual State Linear Weighted Average Salaries to Pay in Fairfax

How far below Fairfax’s pay levels are the State calculated figures? The chart,
COMPARISON OF PROJECTED FY 2001 STATE FUNDING PER POSITION TO
ANTICIPATED FCPS ACTUAL PAY,” displays this information with respect to the various




instructional positions. The 9.8% Cost to Compete adjustments the State makes for Northern
Virginia districts are reflected in these figures. The average salaries for Fairfax employees in
Fiscal Year 2001 will exceed the funding provided by anywhere from 13.6%, for elementary
assistant principals, to 35.9% for instructional aides. Elementary teachers will earn §8,477
more than the State recognizes, or 21.8%. Secondary teachers will earn $10,722 more than
the State recognizes, or 25.8%, even after the State has applied a factor to account for the

geographic cost of living difference.
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