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ABSTRACT 

This case study involves the analysis of sources 

of revenues of two budgets compared across time to 

indicate any change which may have some future impact on 

the Clarksville- Montgomery County School System (Tennessee ) 

Due to the availability of both current and historical 

data , the years chosen for comparative purpose were the 

budgetary years of 1968-69 and 1977-78. The study also 

provides a detailed description of sources of funding at 

the local , state and federal levels for the Clarksville-

Montgomery County School System. When comparisons were 

made o f the source of funding accounting the most of the 

differences was the increase of local funds . The decrease 

in state funds suggests that the change in funding formulas 

may not prove advantageous for the Clarksville- Montgomery 

County School System. The study points out the decrease 

in federal financial support which is of some interest in 

light of the new legislation which require and expansion of 

programs and the introduction of new expensi ve programs. 

In s umma r y , the case study see~s to indicate that local 

govermnents may have to carry more responsibility in the 

future. 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

It can hardly be argued that for a school administrator 

to successfully carry out his role within the organization, 

a thorough understanding of school financing is necessary . 

In order to understand the financing of a public educational 

school system , the legal structure should be understood. 

The Un i ted States doe s not have a national system of public 

education in which power over schools is concentrated at 

the national leve l of government. According to the 

Constitution of the United States, t here is no legal basis 

for a national s y stem of education . However, the Constitu-

tion of the United States includes the Tenth Amendment 

which states, "The powe rs not delegated to the United 

States by the Con s titution , nor prohibited by it to the 

states , are re served to the states respecti v ely or to the 

people ." The r efore , if the power and authori ty are not 

enumerated nationally in scope within the Constitution and 

not forbidden therein, they become state concerns. Courts 

have consistently held education is a state fun c tion . 

The reby , the Ameri can educational structure consists of 

fifty Ame rican s y stems o f education, o ne for each state 

rather t h an one national s y stem. 

Each state legislature ha s complete ?Ower in providing 

a school aQministrative structure to p r ov ide for the 
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e d ucat i onal needs o f i ts populous, sub j ect t o the limitations 

o f th e state and federal consti t utions. Th e state, for 

examp l e , ma y create o r abol i sh school s y stems at will 

either with or without the consent of the people liv ing 

within t h e area of the s y stem. State legislatures have 

chosen to delegate e ducat i onal authority for the operati on 

o f schools to l ocal governmental bodi es. The relationship 

of a state and its local school s y stems can be determined 

t o a degree by t h e e xtent of fi n anc i al support provided by 

the r e s pective governmen t . 

The f i nancing o f pub lic sch oo l s in Tennessee is a 

cooper at i ve e ndeavor i nvolving s tate , federal and l ocal 

fund s. The a mount o f mo ney s upp l ied by e ach is depende nt 

upo n a number of factors such as t h e fu ll- t i me equiv al e nt 

a v e rage d a i l y attend a n ce, level of training and e xperien c e 

of te a che rs, i nvolv emen t of matching feder a l fund s, parti ­

cipation in fede r a l p r ogr ams , loca l e conomic a bi l ity , and 

d e s i r e fo r impr oved educ a tiona l oppor tunities. 

Ove r t h e ye a rs, s t a t e s h a ve s ought a method by which 

dis t r i but i on o f funds to l oca l s c hool s y s tems may be 

a ccomp lis h e d o n an equitab le ba s is . Recently , t h e 

Te nne s s ee Sta t e 's fundin g f o r mu l a has und e r gone s ome 

cta nge . The p re s e nt formu l a us e d in al loca t in g dollars 

to l ocal educati onal age n c ie s, s pec i f i cally ident ifie s 

cl a s sif icati on s a nd le ve l o f fund i ng . The e f fe c t , i f a ny , 

t h e p r esent f or raula wi _l ha ve upon the leve l o ~ s upport a s 

the Mi nimum Found at i o n of ye a r s pa s t i s of s ome degree of 
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uncertainty. A comparative study whereby the conversion 

of dollar amounts to percentage amount may give ins ight 

to the effect on the overall financial support/structure 

to the local school system . In order to make the comparison 

between the present formula funding and the fo r m of funding 

of the past, the financial documents of an eight - yea r 

interval have been selected for this study . Percentage 

allocations to b udget categor ie s may be comp ared to determine 

if there are any affects on a current financial situation. 

A. THE PROBLEM 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study was to compare the effects 

of the new formula funding of public education in the 

Clarksville - Montgomery County School System. More speci -

fically, answers were sought to the following questions: 

(1 ) What are the differences in the percentage of sources 

and amounts of revenue for schools in Montgomery County? 

(2 ) What percentage of the estimated educational revenue s 

are derived from state, local and fede ral sources now as 

compar2d to t~ose derivec in 1968 - 69? 

Delimi tat ion s 

Thi s study wa s limited to the Clar ksville - Mon tgomery 

Coun~y School System . The study also was limited to t~e 

19 6 8- 69 school budce t and the 1977 - 78 school budget . Thi s 

study was limited to the following sources of data: State 

- i:;, d · · Clarksvill e - Ylontgome r y County Department o~ ~ uca~ion , 



School Sys t em a n d p rofessional journals. 

Signif i c ance o f the Study 

Th is study was d esigned to p rovide a frame of 

ref e r e nce f or school administrators, school board members, 

a nd o t h er persons interested in the financing of the 

Clark s vi lle-Montgomery County Schools. This study will 

be d eemed i mportant because a sound program for financing 

e ducati on i n Clark s v ill e - Montgomery County requires current 

f actual k nowledge o f all source s o f in come f or Clarksv ille-

Montgomery Co unty Sc hools. A f acsimile of t h e Clark s v ille-

Montg ome r y County budget for t he ye ars 1968 - 69 and 1977 - 78 

wi l l be in c lud ed fo r c omparative ?Ur p oses, general info r mation 

a nd r efe r enc e . 

B. BASIC ASSUMPTI ONS 

Thi s s tudy i s bas ed on the s e a ss umptions: 

(1 ) Budget - ma king i s t h e mo s t con c rete of educati ona l 

p l anning and s hou l d be ac c ompli s hed through part i ci­

pa t i on of instructional , non- ins truc tiona l , school 

oo a r d , administr a ti ve and lay ?ers onnel . 

( 2 ) Relation s h i p s e xi s t ~mong t h e factors of income, 

schoo l age popu lat ion , s chool enro llment, full - time 

e qu i va lent a verage d a i ly atte ndance , school revenue , 

and expenditure of fund s. 

( 3 ) Ch ange s i n a ny o f t h e f~ct o rs o f inc ome , schoo l age 

11 · erage dail v attendance , populatio n , school enro menc , a v - _ 
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school revenue , and expenditure of funds have signifi­

cance for decision-making . 

C. ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 

The first chapter includes a statement of the nature 

and significance of the study, the problem , limitations, 

and the organization of the study . Chapter two is devoted 

to describing the revenues derived from Tenne ssee State 

Support Programs for the financing of public education in 

the Clarksville - Montgomery County Schools . Chapter three 

describes the educational tax revenues supporting e ducation 

in the Clarks vi l_e-Montgomery County Schools . Chapter four 

desc ribes the revenues derived from federal programs giving 

support to education in Clarks ville - Montgomery County . 

The final chapter will include any changes in the percentage s 

appropriated by the new method of formula funding . 

D. LITERATuRE 

The bibliography as listed in the case study provided 

the au t ho r wi th hi sto r ical da ta pe r tinent to t he s tudy . 

The autI'-ors are widely known t o be expert s in t h e area of 

school fin ance. The books and major emphases used fo r 

the backgrounc study a re annotated below . 

Cubberl v , Ellwood P ., Seate School Funds a~d Their 
Ap~ortionment , New York : 3ureau of Publicati on s, 
Teache rs Co llege , Columbia ~niversity , 190 3 . 

The author was aG e arl y advocate of the flat 
grant , a pl2~ for apporc · oni~g r evenue s by t he 
state t o local sc, .oo _ d~ st_ict s based on c he r..umber 
of ?Upi _s enrolled and / o r t he number of pe rs onnel 
emplo:_,ed . 
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Ga r vue , Robert J ., Modern Pub lic School Finance, Florida: 
Florida State University , The Macmillan Company, 1969. 

A description of local, state and federal systems 
of finan c ing public education and wa y s in wh ich current 
educati onal government develops educational as well as 
financial policy is d iscussed in Chapters 3, 5, and 6 . 

Keppel, Francis, The Necessary Revolution in American 
Education, New Yo r k : Harper and Row, 1966. 

An analysis of federal expenditures, listed by 
states, for local school s y stems in support of national 
educational policy is describe d in Chapter 5 of the text. 

Morrison, Fred W., Equalization of the Financial Burden 
of Education Among Counties of North Carolina, 
New Yor k : Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, 
Columbia University , 1925 . 

The author believed that local people pursued 
local interests and therefore p roposed full state 
funding , t hi s is similar to flat grant s except it 
does not allow localities to spend an y extra funds 
for education above the state mandated amount . 

Mo r t, Paul R. , Reusser, Walter C., Public School Finance, 
New York: McGraw- Hil l Book Company, 1951, 1960. 

The authors reputation in school finance is 
nationwide . The s pecial reference of interest in 
thi s text was t he weighted- pupi l unit method as 
a measuring stick in dete r mining educational need. 

Strayer , George D. and Robert M. Haig , The Financing of 
Education in the State of New Yor k , The Educational 
Finance Inquiry Commi ss ion, New Yo r k : The Macmillan 
Company , 1924 . 

The authors developed a Minimum Founda tion Pl an 
which considered the local school di strict's ability 
to p a y . Such a plan wa s to make all districts equally 
able to support a l eve l of education expenditure . 
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Chapter 2 

AN ANALYSIS OF THE EDUCATIONAL INCOME FOR 
CLARKSVILLE-MONTGOMERY COUNTY SCHOOLS-­

TENNESSEE STATE SUPPORT PROGRAM 

Each state is individually responsible for the 

development, adoption, and support of its own financial 

program for the support of public education. The methods 

by which each state attempts to meet the financial require­

ments necessary to support the educational needs of the 

state h a ve been categorical described as flat grants, 

equalization grants, and nonequalizing mating grants. 

While such categorization is obviously an over simplifica­

tion , some basic understanding of these methods are necessary 

in order to fully understand and appreciate the current 

Tennessee Foundation Program and the programs effect on 

the financing of the Cla r ksville - Montgomery County School 

System . 

Those states which adhere to the flat grant generally 

follow one of t wo methods for fund allocation. Me t hod one 

has gene ra lly been referred to as the "uniform fla t g rant 

p rocedure ." The uniform flat grant procedure is a method 

whe r eby t he state revenues are allocated on the ba sis o ~ 

a flat amount per child or per t e ache r. Method two is 

often re f e rred to as a "variable flat g ran t." Thi s 

procedire is more s ophi stica t ed in that weight is given 

to factors beyond ~ne contro l of t he board s of education. 
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Thus, various programs o r different educational levels 

would recei ve mo re funds than other programs or g rade levels . 

The equalization type g rants differ from the preceding 

mentioned flat grants , in that the equalization t ype of 

funding take into consideration the variations in the tax 

paying ability of the local districts . Equalization grants 

ma y also differ from the flat grant , in that consideration 

may not be g iven to the variations of needs for the student 

population. However, if the equalization program under 

consideration does, in fact , take in consideration the 

var iations in needs, this tas k is us ually accomplished by 

mea s u r e s of needs such as unwe i gh ted, weighted, percentage , 

or guaranteed valuation method . 

Ye t still another method under the general rubric of 

finan c e is the nonequal izing matching grants. Those states 

which adhere to the nonequalizing matching grants require 

the local s y stems to match fund s received on a dollar-for­

dollar basis or same proportion thereof in financing the 

s y stems. The nonequalizing grants do not take into consi -

de rat ion the variations ~n tax paying ability at the 

8 

local level . Thus , since no tax pay ing abil~ty is considered, 

the districts remain at some relati ve status hence comes 

th e term nonequalizin g . 

Since 19 55, Tennessee has us ed a Minimum Foundation 

Progra .. whereby the y supported current ex?end~tures , capital 

out_a y s and sup9ort programs for specia_ ? 1 rposes . Theore-

tically , the equalization plan wa s calculated b y determini ng 



t he educ a t i onal need of each s chool t ' f s y s em on a uni o rm 

bas i s up t o the level prov i ded i n the Foundation Program, 

t ran s lating t h i s in to a dollar cost f or t he p rogram, 

determi ning each sch ool d istrict 's tota l p r ogram 

cost and finding t h e d ifferenc e betwee n total cost and 

l ocal s h are b ased up on tax pa y ing ability . I n actual i t y , 

the c ost o f t h e min imum program was computed by addin g 

a llotments for the following: 

1 . Superintendent's s a lary 

2 . Salary for s y s tem- wide pos itions 

3 . Salar ie s fo r t e achers and p r inc ipa l s 

4 . Travel e xpense 

5 . I n structional ma terials 

6 . Pup il transpor t ation 

7 . Op e ration a n d ma i ntenanc e 

8 . Spec i al programs 

Allo t ment s were carefully delineated a s to numb e rs 

and amount s . 

As a r e sul t of comp l i c a t i ons with in the Mi n imum 

Foundation Pro gram , in ~a y 1977 , the Tenne ssee General 

As s embly enacted "The Tenne s s e e Ed uca~ion Financ e Act 0£ 

1 977 " e stabl i sh i n g a ne w p r o c e dur e f o r th e fundin g of 

educati o n f o r t he public s c hoo l s, grade s ki n de r gar t en 

through t welve . This act provided for the f unding o f 

e d uc at ional pur po s e s other t ha n c urrent ope rati on o f 

s tuden t t r an s po r tati on . In a s epara te a ct , the Genera 

Assembly al s o e n acted a new f o r mu la outs ide t he St ate 
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equalization p lan, The Tennessee Foundation Program, for 

allocating state funds for student transportation service s. 

The Tenne ssee Education Finance Act of 1977 utilized a 

we i ghted pupil approach to distribute state funds. Cost 

differentials were used for academic, vocational and special 

education . All calculations were based upon the nQmber of 

Full Time Equivalent (FTE) students who were multiplied 

by an appropriate weighting factor. Such a procedure gives 

more mone y for the length of time that students spend in 

more expensive programs . Handicapped students' costs were 

calculated with other students and separately as their 

p r ograms are more expensive . Weighted Full Time Equi valent 

Average Daily Attendance (W/ FTE/ ADA ) i s changed to a dollar 

value when it is multi p lied to each district 's base fi gure. 

This dol lar figure i s expanded by a factor based upon the 

average expe rienc e and training of certified per sonnel 

with t he di stric t . The in s tructional programs, cost 

differential s (FTEADA Weighting s ) for the various programs, 

the training and experience facto r and the e s timated 

funding base allocation pe r WTTEADA included in t h e 

f o undation p rogram for _9 77 - 78 are as follows: 
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Pr ogram 

Regular Academic 
Grades K-3 
Grades 4-6 
Grades 7-8 
Grade 9 
Grades 10-12 

Vocational Education 
Agriculture (1 2 months) 
Vocational Home Economics 
Health Occupations 
Trade & Industrial 
Related Trade & Industrial 
Office Occupations 
Distributive Education 

Special Education 
Add on Weighting per 
Handicapped Pupil 
Identified and Served 

Cost Differentials 

1977 - 78 

1. 20 
1.00 
1.10 
1. 20 
1. 30 

2.62 
2.10 
2.10 
2 . 48 
1. 84 
2.04 
2 . 04 

1. 07 

In 1977 - 78 the base support level was $318 per WFTEADA . 

Tennessee applies the principle of the Foundation 

Program to the distribution of state support for capi tal 

outlay pur poses o n an equalizing basis, that is, propor­

tionately larger amounts pe r pupil are di stributed to school 

di str icts in counties with the least local tax paying 

ability than in counties with highest local tax paying 

ability . The p rocedure is as fol lows : 

(1 ) The cost of the foundati on p r og r am for capita_ outlay 

f o r each count y , including the cities and s pecial 

school districts therein , and for the state as a 

whole is c omputed on the basis of pe r capita amount 

pe r p upil Ave r age Daily ~ttendance (~DA ) during the 

preced ing year . 
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(2 ) It is as s umed but not requir ed that forty - two and 

one half percent of the aggregate cost of the program 

for the state will be a v ailable locally in support 

of the foundation program for capital outlay . 

( 3 ) The amount of funds which each cou nty , including the 

cities and special school districts therein, shall 

be assumed to have available locally for the support 

of the p r ogr am is calculated by applying to forty - two 

and one h a lf percent of the program the county 's 

percent of the total assessed property valuations in 

the state . The amount t h us determined is subtracted 

fr om the cost of the capital outlay program from the 

county and the remainder is the amount of state capital 

outlay funds which the county including all local 

educational agencies t h erein is to receive . 

( 4 ) The law provides, h owever , that no county or school 

di str ic t shall recei v e less state capital outlay funds 

t hat is received during the 195 0- 51 school y ear . .rm 

additional amount of moni es in suppl emental aid wil l 

be distributed to counties becaus e of this "guarantee" 

in the law . Thi s r e s ults in certa i n inequitie s in the 

per pupil distribution of t he se funds . However , a 

special p rov ision of t h e _ 967 Tenne ss ee Gene ral Assembly 

prov ides ~hat no c o unty s h all r eceive mo r e state capital 

o utlay funds annually per pupil in a v erage dai l y 

ht recel· vect· ~n fi s cal _vear _ 960 - 6 1 . atte n d ance t.a was ~-

12 



Ca p i t al outlay re v enue p rov ides fo r expe nditures t hat 

re s ult in the acquisitio n o f f i x ed a s sets o r additions to 

f i xed a ssets . An e x ample of this ma y be an e xpenditure fo r 

land or ex is t ing b u ilding , improvement o f g r ounds, cons true -

tion o f bui l dings, additions to buildin gs, remodel i ng 

buil d ing s, f or t h e p u r c hase of initial equipment o r the 

purchase of student transportation e quipment. Capital 

outlay expenditur e s may include insta llment o r l e ase p a yments 

on p r operty which hav e a termi nal date and result in the 

acquisition of p r operty . 

In add itio n t o t h e b road p r ogram of state support f o r 

c urrent operatin g an d capi tal out l a y pur p oses, Te nnessee 

p r ov i de s s eve ral special aids to l o cal sch ool s y stem . 

Spe cial a i d s are prov ide d f o r t e x tbook s , h i ring substi t utes 

fo r t eachers who are ab sent becaus e of i llness, t~e d e velo p ­

ment of voc a tional edu c ation, a s t ate - wide educa tiona l 

televi s ion ne t wo r k , adul t educati on a l p r ogram, student 

t r ansporta tion s e r v i ces, school food s ervice s, and dri v e r 

educati o n . 

The Textbook Program 

Tennessee app r op r ia t e s r evenue for purc ha s ~ng and 

repairing tex t book s for Clar k s ville - Montgomery County School 

Sy st em . This a mo un t i s dete r mined o n t he ba s i s of $7 . 50 

pe r pupi l i n ave r age daily attendance the preceding s choo l 

yea r plus a pp r oximately $12 . 5 0 per pupil in c rease , if an y , 

in average dail y attendance for the immediate past schoo l 

.c • hoo l "ear :)r.::>ceding . ye ar over that 0.1. tne sc. 1 ~ -

1 3 



Vocat ion a l and Technical Education 

In addition to the Tenne s see Foundation Program alloca ­

tions, a special state appropriation is made for vocation al 

education as defined by the State Board of Vocational 

Education pursuant to the Federal Act s . This special state 

a pp r opriation, along with a federal contribution to Tennessee 

f or v ocational education , is used to stimulate t h e develop ­

ment of vocational comprehensiv e education programs and to 

help p a y t h e higher per pup il costs incurred f o r certain 

types o f vocational education . 

Ar e a Voca t ional - Technical Schools 

14 

The General Assembl y of Te nnessee authoriz e d t h e State 

Bo ard for Vocational Educat ion t o l ocate , establish, 

c o ns t r u ct , and operate a state - wide s y ste m o f are a vocational -

te c hni c al schools , and r eg i ona l te c h n ical sc hools. Th e area 

voca tiona l-technic a l schools p r ovi de o ccupational t r a ining 

o f le ss - t h a n - co lleg e g r ade pr i mar i l y fo r out o f schoo l youth 

and adults. Howe ver, s e c o n d a ry s tudent s have a ttended these 

sc hool s fo r h i gh sc hoo l cred i t . 

Sick and Pr ofe ssi o nal Le a ve for Teac her s 

The state p r ov i d es r even ue to partial ly reimburs e 

loc al schoo l s y s tems fo r s a l a r ie s paid to s ub s t i tute t e ac hers. 

Under the s tate s upported s ick , personal , or p r ofe ssional 

leave ?lan , a l ocal sc hoo l s y s tem is req~ired to p a y the 

full c ontracted s alar y to a teac her ~ ho i s ab s ent becaus e 

~ · o r ~uthor i zed le a v e fo r a limited numbe r of da y s. or il~ness -



The state constitution is limited to one - half of the 

salaries paid to substitute teachers but not to exceed 

greater than half of the total amount expended for salaries 

of all substitute teachers. 

Educational Television 

The Tennessee Educational Television Act, passed by 

the 1963 Legislature, authorized the State Board of Education, 

through its executive officer, the Commissioner of Education, 

to locate, establish, construct, and operate a state-wide 

educational television network . 

Student Transportation Services 

An allowance for the cost of pupil transportation 

to local educational agencies p rovided students in grades 

K- 1 2 who l i v e one and one- half ( l½ ) miles or more from the 

school to which they are assi gned . All public local educa -

tion a gencies operating an a pproved tran sportation s y stem 

are elig ible for state assis t ance. The e x cept ion to 

d istance o f home t o school is for physically handicappe d 

child ren. All 95 c o unty school s y stems par t ici? ate p lus 

20 city and special school di stricts. Local e ducat ional 

a gencies are not required by state law t o furnish transpor ­

tat ion services. 

Schoo l Food Serv ices 

Fun d s a re p r ovided to lowe r the c o s t o f meals for all 

students, to ? r ovide fr ee o r r educed - price meal s fo r s ome 

studen ts, t o p r ovide fre e milk , an d to i mp r ove food servi c e s 



through the purchase of equipment for storage, transportation 

and p reparation of food. Public Law 91 - 248 provides funds 

to states on a matching basis annually . The federal share 

is approximately ninety -four percent (94 %) of the total 

state / federal funds for school food services. 

Driver Education 

An allowance is provided for local educational agencies 

to offer driver education as an elective one-half unit 

course to students, age 15 and above. The program designed 

and coordinated by the State Departments of Education and 

Safety is funded through fines for moving traffic violations 

and additional appropriations from the general fund. Local 

educational agency participation in this program is optional. 
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Chapter 3 

AN ANALYSIS OF THE EDUCATIONAL INCOME FOR 
CLARKSVILLE- MONTGOMERY COUNTY SCHOOLS 

As p r evious ly stated , the c o st of the bas ic program 

is shared be t ween the state and the local school s y stems . 

During the 1977 - 78 school year, it was e s tima ted s tate 

support for f i nancing schools in Montgomery County is 52 . 2 

percent of the total budget . Montgomery Co unty 's financial 

support to the educational program for the school y ear 

19 7 7 - 78 is e s timated to be slightly more than $7 , 459 , 335 , 

which represents 39 . 5 percent of the total general purpose 

fund budget . 

Under the major heading , County Re v enue s, some elev en 

categories are listed . Of these eleven, only six are 

r evenue - 9roducing categories . Ta x ation at the local le vel 

has continued t o be l argel y s y nonymous w~ t~ 9roperty and 

sales taxation . The property tax is a producti v e source o f 

re ve nue in loc al tax structure . In 19 77 , property in 

Montg omery County was assessed at $1 23,12 8 ,42 0 . The tax 

rate p er $1 00 is $3. 00 . Of this amount, $1 . 43 has b een 

des i gna ted arbitrarily for support to financin g t h e 

educational program i n ~ont g omery Cou~ty . 

It is estimat e d during the 1977 - 7 8 school y ear t h at 

c ounty p roperty tax co l l e ction s wi l l amo un t to $ 2 , 00 3 , ~SO. 

Thi s amo ~t r e9 r e s e n t s the p a yme n t of _axe s to t he trustee, 

l a t e 11 t i 
5 

circui t c o urt cler k tax coll e c tions, t ax co e c _on , 



pick up taxes , a nd in terest and penalties on delinquent 

taxe s. The $2, 003 , 850 represents 28 . 7 percent of the total 

revenues collected fo r public education in Montgomery 

County. 

The most p roducti ve source of revenue in the local 

tax structure i s the sales tax . In recent years, the 

public ha s become aware that property taxes can no longer 

suffice as the total means for financ ial support to public 

schools. Therefore , other sources of taxation have been 

introduced from time to time to adequately fin ance public 

schools . In Montgomery County it i s estimated t he local 

sales tax wil l produce $4 , 500,000 during t he school y ear 

of 1977 - 78 . An i ndication of our rising economy would be 

to compare the 19 68 - 69 estimate which was $900 , 510 to the 

1977 - 78 e s timate which resulted in an increase of $3,599,490 . 

These two revenue producing taxes comprise 94 . 5 percent 

of the tota l local effort in financing public schools in 

Mon tgome r y County . 

The third revenue pr oducing tax which i s significant 

to financial s upport of local schools is the wheel tax . 

This tax produces income through the sale of a ten 

dollar sticker to motorists residing in Montgomer y County . 

A priv ate act l evy ing a privilege tax upon mo tor driven 

C Unty Wa s e nacted by the Ge~eral vehicl e s in Montgomery o 

Assemb l y in the State of Tenness e e in ~ay o f 19 67, to 

become ef f ective in March o f 1968 . 
~h is act was designated 

i n t he Hou se Bill t o be s pecifica_ ly f or pub lic education . 
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It is estimated this source of tax revenue will produce 

$385 , 00 0 annually which is 5.5 percent of the total financial 

support for public education. 

The fourth revenue producing category is the privilege 

tax, licenses, fines, and fees. Revenues from these 

categories are collected through the county court clerk's 

office. Examples are Ad Valorum tax, licenses for the 

privilege of maintaining and operating businesses in 

Montgomery County, fines which are levied due to non-payment, 

or failure to comply with local laws, and fees which are 

collected for the purpose of offsetting the expenses incurred 

by the office of the county court clerk in providing public 

services. It is estimated this category will produce 

$65,000 during the 1978-79 school yea r. This figure 

represents . 09 percent of the total local financial support 

for schools in Montgomery County . 

The fifth category is the state income tax. It is 

estimated this tax will produce approximatel y $17,310 for 

public education . As compared to the total budget, this 

is not a significant source of revenue and, therefore, does 

no t warrant furth er explanation . 

The sixth category , entitled in mobile home tax, is 

a l so considered to be insi gnificant as a revenue producing 

item, th e refo re, revenue estimates were deleted in the 

1 978 - 79 budget . This category does no t warrant furt her 

exp lanat i on . 
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Chapter 4 

AN ANALYSIS OF FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR THE 
CLARKSVILLE - MON TGOMERY COUNTY SCHOOLS 

The history of pub lic school finance in the United 

States began with the adoption of the Ordinance of 1787 , 

implemented by the Ohio Act of 1802. This federal aid 

to education provided grant s of land for public schools . 

The use of the income from the land was unre stricted as 

long as it went to public schools. Federal aid to 

education h as never been ar gumentative and is nothing 

new , although aid is frequentl y discussed as an encroac hment 

upon states' rights in the admin~stration of public educa­

tion . 

The Constitution of the United States doe s not mention 

education specifically . The federal government has taken 

the position , however , that the general welfare clause 

provides a legal basis for a ve sted interest in education 

by the national government . 

The Smith- Hughes Act of 1917 was the fir s t federal 

fiscal support for local schools . This act p rovided funds 

to establi sh p r ograms for the training of students in 

vocational fields . It also provided for the preparation 

· lt i'ndustrial subJ·ects and home of teachers in a gricu ure, 

economics . Since the Smi th - Hughes Act of 1917 , many other 

h oort of public education . acts have been enacted for t_e sup. 
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Probably , the most significant step taken in federal 

support to education was t h at of the adoption of the National 

Defense Education Act of 1958. The act contained ten titles, 

each of wh ich provided specific support for education. 

Originally , one billion dollars was appropriated for a 

period of four years to be used at all levels of education. 

Since that time , federal aid to education has been expanding. 

With the passage of the federal Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965, a breakthrough toward a general-type 

of assistance to both public and private schools, it appears 

that the state and local educational governments have gained 

a full - fledged partner committed to public education. 

It is estimated that federal financia l support made 

direct o r indirect to the Clarksville - Montgomery County 

Schools is 8 .3 percent of the general purpose school fund . 

Unde r the major heading, Federal Revenue Through State, 

funds are designated by specific titles which in turn 

regulate and spec ify the purpos e for which the funds were 

appropriated. Contrary to some beliefs , federal funds 

cannot oe manipulated to suppliant local or state effort . 

The Elementarv and Secondary Educati on Act, Title I, 

P . L . 89 - 10 and P . L . 93 -3 80 provisions of this act focuses 

upon compensatory education . The act provides financial 

dl· stri·cts for programs to meet special assistance to schoo l -

educational needs oft e educationally depri ved c h i ldren 

in low-income areas . 
Funds may be used for instructional 

l · ~ortable cla s srooms and 
equip ment a nd mater ials, sa arieS, ~ 
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for the administration of the programs . Equipment and 

materials must be suitable for educati' on of h t e educationally 

deprived children . It was e stimated during 1977 - 78 an 

amount of $695 ,7 32 wa s a lloca t e d to this category . 

Title VI - B of the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act , P . L. 9 3-38 0 captioned Library/ Learning Resources 

provides f unds to local educational agencies to be used 

for guidance counseling, testing, instructional materials 

and b oo k s fo r libraries. Di stribution to school systems 

is based upon three criteria: (1 ) local t a x effort 

participation of 15 percent available funds; ( 2 ) 

cost children re quiring 2 0 percent of funds; ( 3) 

high 

total 

enrollment in public and private schools - 65 percent of 

funds . 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act , Title VI , 

captioned Education of the Handicapped , P . L . 93 - 380 and 

P . L . 94 - 142 p rovides funds to be distributed to local 

educational agencies to support special education prog r ams 

and re lated service s for the ha ndicapped . To r e ceive s uc h 

funds , school s y s tems must have ongoing programs de signed 

to locate , identify and s erve handicappe d children . The 

1977 - 78 allocation wa s $21 , 000 used to rei nforce ongoing 

prog rams fo r the handicapped . 

P . L- . 91 - 248 commonly k nown The Food Service Prog ram, 
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as the school lunch program, p r ov~des fu~ds to local education 

Cost O f meals for all s tudents . It 
a gencies to lower the 

r educed- price meals for s ome students , 
also p r ovides f re e or 



and p r ovides free milk according to certain provi s ions as 

outlined by a federal agency . Funds derived from this 

program may be used to purchase equipment for food storage, 

provide transportation food produc ts and in the preparation 

of food . In general the financ i al assistan ce to the school 

lunch program i s to improve food s ervices. Funds are 

distributed according to rules and regulations of the U. S. 

Department of Ag r iculture, a s approved by the State 

Commissioner of Education . 
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The Comprehensive Education Training Act makes provisions 

for training and skill development . Under this act, 

occupational training can be provided for unemployed youth 

and adults who need training to obtain full - time employment . 

The training programs are conducted in schools also 

on- the - job- facilities of cooperating agencies or organizations . 

This program is a cooperative venture with the Tennessee 

Security Employment Department and the Vocational Department, 

State of Tennessee . The 1977 - 78 allocation to this program 

was in the amo unt of $ 65 , 000 . 

The Adult Basic Education Program prov ides funds to 

initiate p r ograms of instruction for all indiv iduals who 

ha ve attained age sixteen and who se inability to read and 

write the English language. The purpose o f this act is to 

· r he causes of poverty of which make a n ef fort to eliminate~ 

illiteracy is a chief cause . The p rogram purpo se is t o 

· t s 11 c h individuals with a rais e t he l evel of education o ~ 

l . k 1 to become depe nden t upon view o :: making t hem less .i ,"e _y 



o t hers. The p rogram i s another step forward to making 

these individuals better able to meet thei· d 1 · r au~ re s pon-

sibilities. The 1977 - 78 budget allocation to this category 

was $26,510 . 

Under the major heading , Federal Revenue Direct, 

funds are designated by specific programs and title s wh i ch, 

in turn , regu l ate and s pecify the purpose for which the 

monies were app r opr iated. 

Federally Impacted Areas receive funds directly from 

the fe deral agency to local education agencies through 

P . L . 874 to supplement education . Thi s finan c ial as s istance 

is a result of Federal acquisition of real p roperty which 

results in the reduction of a tax bas e . Funds are available 

to eligible school s y stems when communities experience 

s udden and sustained growth in schoo l population as a result 

of parents employed on non - tax a ble federal property . The 

1977 - 78 budget allocation to this category wa s $984 , 08 5 . 

Revenue Sharing funds are in lieu of p roperty tax 

allocation . These federal funds assist l ocal gove r nmental 

agenc i es in financing and providing pub l ic services. The 

amount allocated to the 1977 - 78 school budget , $587 , 66 3 

r epresents a pp ro ximately $ . 61 cents of the $3.00 tax rate 

per $100 . Thi s in turn suggests a $2 . 04 s hare of the tax 

rate for the support to financing t he educational program 

in ~ontgomery County . 
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Chapter 5 

SUMMARY OF FINDI NGS 

The p revious chapters detailed a breakdown of the 

various sources of funding for the Clarksville - Montgomery 

County Schools. While those dollar amounts presented 

would give the reader some insight in respect to the actual 

cost of operating the schools, they would not be sensitiv e 

to an y change s which might have occurred as the result 

of the change in the method of funding or a differential 

impact of the fund i ng sources on the total budget . Even 

tho ugh both ques t ions (f ormula fund ing a nd source i mpact ) 

are perti nent t o the p racticing admin i s t rator, on ly the 

lat t er will be addressed in detai l whi le t he former will 

be d i s cussed more br iefl y . 

In o r der t o ass e ss t he so urce impact of t h e t wo me thods 

for funding , a comparison cou l d be made by t a k i ng each me t hod 

and fi gur ing t h e amo unt allocated fo r any g i ven year. 

Howe ver, an alternate method of ass e ss ing th e s ource impact 

would be to compare b udgets which are s epara ted b y time . 

The f irs t method o f compar i son has t h e a dvantage of a ss e ss i ng 

an immediate e f fe c t but i s not sensit i ve to c ha nges in the 

s o urc e s ac r o ss time . The second method of c ompar i s on, 

howe ver, i s sen s it i ve to chang e s a cro ss time b u t is co nfo und e d 

in refe r e n c e t o immediate e ffec t s. 

r e sts wi t h makin g both co~far~son s, 

2 5 

While the op t imal s o lutio n 

s uc h a o r o cedure wo ld be 



beyond t h e scope of the paper . 

In view of the abov e li'mi' tati'ons h t e scope of this 

chapter wil l be limited to the method of comparison (second ) 

whi ch would reflect trends over time . This information 

would be important in terms of planning, budget projections 

and p rogramming in the future . Without the knowledge of 

any trends of funding sources, t he administrator might well 

p lan programs that exceed the fiscal capabilities of the 

district or either fail to capitalize on revenue that may 

become a vailable. In either e v ent, the administrator ma y 

move the operating policy of the district from one of 

reacti ng to one of acting base on the knowledge of the 

funding sources. 

When an effort i s made to compare budgets from separate 

years one p roblem often encountered is that of inflation . 

Even though there are sev eral indexes developed a nnually 

which estimate the rate of in f la t ion , the valid~ty of sch 

i ndexe s are often questi onable. Furthermore , these indexe s 

differ among themselves on the content with whi c h each 

address. Some indexe s addres s only service s s uch as 

Other indexe s transportation , recreation and medica _ cost . 

addre ss good s such as hou s ing , clothes, and food . While 

still others attemp~ to integrate both services and good s . 

Thus , if an inflation rate wa s employed to equalize the 

· between the budget s wou ld be 
budgets any comparison maae 

specific to that index . 
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In order to eliminate the restriction placed on a 

comparison between budgets by the inflationary estimation, 

all dollar amounts within a budget could be defined relativ e 

to t h e total budget . Such an operational procedure would 

allow for comparison to be made between the relative 

percentages of each funding source . Thus, the relative 

percentage that was allocated b y a funding source in one 

year could be compared to the relative percentage allocated 

by that same source in another specific year . 

Due to availability of both current and historical 

budgetary data, the years c hosen f or comparative purpose of 

this study were the budgetary y ears of 1968 - 69 and 1977 - 78 . 

An inspection of Table 5.0 indicates the total amount 

allocated for each of the respective years. Although the 

actual dollar amount is quite different, the point of 

interest is the relative percentage of the local, state, 

an d federal allocation that is of i n terest. 

TABLE 5 . 0 Budget Allocation 

1968 - 6 9 

$6,872,2 69 

19 77- 78 

$ 8,8 86,430 

· f or each budget was deri ved by The l ocal allocation 

· of Tuition , Other l ocal s umming t he budget c ategorie s 

Reve n ues, Co unty Revenues (Budget Categori e s I, II, III, 

VI T v d v s ee Append i x) • _I , I .-:: , a n ,,,, ; The t o ta. l local 

f und s fo r t he 1968 - 69 a nd 19 7 7- 78 allocat ion fr om t he loc a l 

$7,45 9 ,3 3 5 res pecti ve l y (see Table ye a r s we re $ 2,5 88 ,44 0 and 

S . l ) . 1 do ~lar ci f ference be t we en While the a ctua -
the t wo 



budget years was great ($4 , 870,835 ) compar a t ively , the actual 

pe rcentage represented an inc r e as e of app r oxima t ely 188 

percent . Howeve r , the re lative percentage of loca l 

contribu tion for the budge t year s of 1968- 69 a nd 1977 - 78 

was 37 . 60 per cen t and 39 . 50 per cent re s pe c tively . 

TABLE 5 . 1 Budget Ca tegor ie s for Loc a l Inpu t 

I. 
II. 

III. 
VIII . 

IX . 
X. 

Tuition 
Othe r Revenue f r om 
Loc al Sourc e s 
County Revenue s 
Sale of Schoo l Property 
Miscellaneou s 
Internal Tran s fer s and 
Refunds 

1 968 - 69 1977 - 78 

$ 17 , 300 $ 6 , 000 

1 ,1 00 175 , 000 
2,538 , 540 6,971 , 235 

6 , 500 21 , 500 
5 , 000 - 0-

20 , 000 285 , 600 

$2 , 588 , 440 $7 , 459 , 335 

The sta te al location for e a ch of the budget year s wa s 

derived by summing the budget categories of State Revenue s, 

State Capital Outlay Revenues and Surplus (budget categories , 

IV, V , and XII , see Appendix ) . The total state alloca-

tion received for 1968 - 69 and 1977 - 73 budget yea rs was 

$3,311,569 and $8,173 , 286 respecti vely (see Table 5 . 2 ) . 

The actual dollar improvement was $4,861,7_7 or 147 percent 

improvemen t . The relative pe rcentage of state input for 

the 1968 - 69 a n d 1 977 - 78 budget yea~s was 52.5 percent 

and 52 . 2 pe rcent respectively . 
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IV. 
V. 

XII. 

TABLE 5 . 2 Budget Categories for sta t e Input 

State Revenues 
State Capital Outlay 
Re s erves & Surplus 

1968 - 69 

$3 , 141 , 081 
170 , 488 

- 0 -

$3 , 311, 569 

1977 - 78 

$7,948,913 
224,373 
160 , 366 

$8,336,652 

The federal allocation for each of the budget years 
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was also derived by s umming t he app r opriate budget categories. 

The categories approp r iate for the federal allocation are 

Federal Revenue s Through the State , Fede r al Revenue s Direct , 

and Re s erves and Surplus (Budget Categorie s VI , VII , and 

XII, see Appendix) . The total federal allocation for 

the budget y ears 1968 - 69 and 1977 - 78 was $972 , 260 and 

$2 , 433 , 258 respectively, (see Table 5 . 3 ) . The actua l dollar 

difference was $1 , 460 , 998 or 150 percent increase . The 

relative percentage of federal funding for the 1968 - 69 and 

1977 - 78 school y ears was 9.8 and 8 . 3 respectively . 

VI. 

VII . 

TABLE 5 . 3 Budget Categories for Federal Sources 

1968 - 69 1977 - 78 

Federal Re venue Through 
State $296,248 $ 861 ,5 10 
Federal Revenue Direct 676 , 012 1 ,5 71 , 748 

$972 , 260 $2 , 433 , 258 

l 5 . ~- wi ll indicate the relative An examination of Tab e 

. each budcet by source of funding and percen t age s within J -

. pe r centage s for e ac h category the net difference between tne -

of funding . . . , . ate an in crease in the percentage These aata inaic · 



o f l o cal effort relative to the overall 
budget for 1977 - 78 

school ye ar . Conversely a decrease was noted in both state 

and f ederal effort. 

TABLE 5.4 Comparison of Between/ Within Budget 
Categories by Budget Years 

1968 - 69 1977 - 78 Difference 

Local 3 7. 7 % 39.5 % + 1.8 
State 52.5 % 52 . 2 % . 2 
Federal 9.8 % 8. 3 % - 1.5 

The source of funding accounting for most of the 

differences was the increase of local funds. Such an 

increase would suggest that local governmental units are 

n ow financing relatively more of the cost of education 

than y ears in the past. The obvious decrease in state 

funds wou l d suggest that the modification of the old formula 

funding wa s not advantageous for the Clarksv ille-Montgomery 

County Schoo l Sy stem. The a b o ve statement s eems e specially 

true in light of t h e stability of enrollment between the 

two budge t y ears contrasted . It is also of interest to note 

t he Federal Gove rnment is payi n g relati vely less b y 

the standar c s set forth in this paper for comparison . This 

funding i s also p articularly interesting in light of the new 

federa l l eg islation which requir e mo re expensive p rogr~~ s. 

If a summary i s made of the p re v i ou s fundings, some 

overall patte r n s eme rge . It seems tha t the modification 

of the formula for state f und ing is more r e strictive for t he 

Clarksville- ~ontgomer y County School Sy S t e m. This is an 

30 



obviou s result of an attempt to better equalize the state 

allocation over all the school s y stems within the state. 

Thus s ome s y stems may wel l reap the windfall of t h e 

attempted equalization . 

The increase noted in respect to local input indicates 

that local governmental agencies will have to carry more 

responsibility in the future. In order to better meet 

this responsibility, the local governmental agencies may 

well have to reevaluate the existing revenue generating 

source of property tax and devise better methods for local 

financing. This proposition seems highly likely, in that, 

the stru cture of the educational s y stem is not likely to 

become less complex and therefore less expensive . 

31 



APPENDI X 

32 



/\N/\LYSlS O J: ' CJ.:: N J, IU\ L PUHPOSE SC IIOO L FUND INCOME 
S II O WlN G SOUf<CE OF FUND S FOR 'I' II E YEARS 1968-69 AND 197 7 -78 

De::;c ri[)Lion 

I . Tu Lt ion 
( 1) Day Sc hool Tuition 
( 2 ) Ad u lt Education 
( 3 ) Summer Sc hoo l 
( 4 ) Tota l Tu ition 

IJ . Other r<.ev e nu e from Loca l So u rces 
( l ) I nvestments Earni ng s 
( 2 ) Re n t from Sch ool Property 
( 3 ) Tota l Oth e r Loca l Sou rces 

II1 . Co unty Reve nu e s 
(1 ) Coun ty Property Taxes 
( 2 ) Coun ty Tr u stee I.ate Co llection 
( 3 ) Circuit Cou rt Clerk 
(4) Pick-u~ Taxes 
( 5 ) Intere st & Pe na l ties on 

( 6 ) 
( 7 ) 

( 8 ) 
( 9 ) 

(1 0) 
(ll ) 
(12 ) 

De l inque nt Taxes 
1n Li e u Payme n ts Fe d . Proper ty 
Privlleyc Taxes , Lic e n ses , 
Fine s a nd Fe es 
Whee l 'I' a x 
Mobil e !to me Tax 
Local Sa l es 'I'ax 
State Incom Tax 
Tota l Co unty Revenues 

1968-69 
Income 

1 , 500 
8 00 

1 5 , 000 
1 7, 3 00 

1,000 
1 0 0 

1 , 100 

1 , 34 6 , 17 1 
2 9,000 
17 , 0 00 

1 , 500 

3 , 5 0 0 
109 

30, 0 00 
21 0 , 0 0 0 

7 5 0 
9 00 , 5 1 0 

- 0-
2 , 53 8 , 5 4 0 

1977- 7 8 
Income 

-0 -
-0-

6 , 000 
6 , 000 

17 5 , 000 
-0-

175 , 000 

1 , 89 6 , 8 5 0 
46 , 500 
53 , 000 

1 , 5 00 

6 , 0 0 0 
-0-

65 , 000 
3 8 5 , 000 

75 
4 , 5 00 , 000 

17 , 310 
6 , 971 , 2 3 5 



Descripli o n 

lV . S t a t e Re v e nue s 

V. 

VI. 

(1) Eyu a lizing Punds 
( 2) Te xtbooks 
( 3) Sµe c ia l Ed ucation 
( 4) Sick Leave Fund s 
( 5 ) Re g ul ar Vocational Sa la ries 
(6 ) Ar e a Vocat ion a l Contracts 
(7) Adult Basic Ed u cati o n 
(8) Driver Educati o n 
( 9 ) Vocational Part B 

(10) Vocational Work. Study 
(11) Vocational Adult Coop 
(1 2 ) School Food Service 
(13) P upi l Transportation 
(14) Re i mbu rsab l e Vocational Travel 

State Capita l Ou t l ay 

F e d e ral Re ve nue Th ro u g h State 
(1) F und s for Pu rch as e of Equipme nt 
( 2 ) NDEA Title III 
(3 ) NDEA Title V 
(4) MD1'A 
( 5 ) CETI\ 
(6 ) Ad u lt Basic Education 
(7) Milk Progra m 
(8 ) Sc h o ol Lunch 
( 9 ) Br e akfast 

(10) ESEA Tit l e I 
(11) ESEI\ Title I V 
(1 2 ) ESEA Title VI 
(l 3 ) P . L . 87 4 

l968 - 69 
I n co me 

2 ,8 69 ,1 58 
62 ,098 
12,3 5 0 
13, 5 00 
48,180 

115,795 
15,000 
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

5,000 
3,141,081 

170,488 

30,000 
30 ,000 
14 ,000 
62 , 248 
-0-
-0-
45,000 

11 5 ,000 
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

296 , 248 

l977 -78 
Income 

7, 230 , 8 00 
112 ,4 6 4 
-0- I n c lud ed TFP 
70 ,000 
-0-
-0-
-0-

8,557 
152,040 

1,150 
22 ,437 
47,658 

303,807 
7, 948,913 

224,373 

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
65 ,000 
26,510 
55 ,000 

635,000 
80,000 

695,732 
69 , 944 
21 ,000 
33 ,87 5 

1 ,68 2 ,0 61 
low rent housing 
Title I Program 



De s c ript i_ o n 

V [ I . 

VITI. 

I " /\ . 

X . 

XI. 

Fed e ra l Re v e nue Direct 
(1) P. I. . 874 Fe d e ra l Connected 
( 2 ) P . L . 8J S Constru c tion 
( 3 ) Proj ect Transition 
( 4) !-I e adstart Proyran1 
( 5 ) Rev e nue Sharing-Federal 

Sa l e 
(1) 
( 2 ) 
( 3 ) 
( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

of Sc h oo l Proper ty 
Real P rop e r ty 
Equjprnent 
Insurance Recove ry 
Damayes Recov ered from 
Individuals 
Tota l Sa l e of Sc hool Prope rty 

Mi sce ll a 11 ~ous 

Internal 'l'r a ll sfer s a nd Re f unds 
(1) Indirect Costs 
( 2 ) Ref unds 
( 3 ) Sa J e of Mater i a ls 
(4) Other-Gas for Other Co unty 

Ag e ncies 
( S ) 'I'ola l I 11 tcrnal Transfer s & 

Refunds 

To ta l Re ve nue s 

19 68 -69 
Income 

465 , 966 
115,046 

19 , 000 
76 , 000 
-0-

676 , 012 

2,000 
4 , 000 

500 

-0 -
6 , 500 

5 , 000 

-0-
10 , 000 
10,000 

-0-

20,000 

6 , 872 , 269 

l977 - 78 
I n come 

984 , 085 
-0-
-0-
-0-

587 , 663 
1 , 5 7 1 ,7 48 

7 , 5 00 
10 , 000 

3 , 000 

1 , 000 
21 , 500 

-0-

30 , 000 
119 , 600 
100 , 000 

36,000 

285 , 600 

18 , 886 , 430 



XIL . Rese rv e s a nd S urplu s 
(1) Unappropriated S urplus 
( 2 ) I~escrve for P . L . 815 
(3 ) Heserv e for Heads ta r t 
(4) CHS House Proj ec t 
( 5 ) MCI IS House Projec t 
(6) Te xtbooks 
(7) State Food Service Reserve 
(8 ) State Driver Ed ucation 
(9) In s uranc e Ded uctib l e 

(10 ) P . L. 839 Project 
(11 ) Tota l Reserves a nd Surplus 

XIII. Tota l Availab l e Funds 

205 , 743 
43 , 383 
23 , 600 
-0 -
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0 -
-0-
-0-

272,726 

7,144,9 95 

1, 523 , 334 
-0-
-0-
13 , 186 
31 , 503 
29 ,20 6 

8,402 
21 , 949 
60 ,000 

100,80 9 
1,788,389 

2 0, 6 74,819 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

37 



BIBLI OGRAPHY 

Cubbe r l y , El l wood P., State School Funds and Their 
Appo r tionme n t, New Yor k : Bureau of Publications, 
Te achers Co llege, Co lumbia Univ ersity , 1905 . 

Garvue , Robert J . , Modern Public School Finance, Florida : 
F lorid a State Uni v ersity , The Macmillan Company , 
~969 . 

Kepp e l , Francis, The Necessary Revolution in American 
Education, New York: Harper and Row, 1966 . 

Morr i son, F red W. , Equalization of the Financial Burden 
o f Ed ucation Among Counties in North Carolina, 
New York : Bureau of Publications , Teachers College, 
Co lumbia Univ ersity, 1925. 

Mort, Paul R. , Reusser , Walter C. , Public School Finance , 
New Yo rk: McGraw- Hill Book Company , 1951 , 1960 . 

Straye r, George D. and Robert M. Haig, The Financin~ of 
Education in the State of New York, The Educationa l 
F inan ce Inquiry Commission, New York : The Macmillan 
Company , 1924 . 


	000
	000_02
	000_03
	000_i
	000_ii
	000_iii
	000_iv
	001
	002
	003
	004
	005
	006
	007
	008
	009
	010
	011
	012
	013
	014
	015
	016
	017
	018
	019
	020
	021
	022
	023
	024
	025
	026
	027
	028
	029
	030
	031
	032
	033
	034
	035
	036
	037
	038

