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ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY

900 SOUTHWEST FIFTH AVENUE
PORTLAND. OREGON 97204

June 30, 1975

Dr. Verne A. Duncan

Superintendent of Public Instruction
Department of Education

State of Oregon .

942 Lancaster Drive, N.E.

Salem, Oregon 97310

Dear Dr. Duncan:

This report concludes our study of students and
programs funded by State general fund grants to the school
districts for the special education of handicapped children.

The findings and recommendations in the report go
somewhat beyond the scope of work defined in our contract with
the Department of Education. We have elected to provide the -
extra information for two reasons:

1. In order to properly interpret the data presented
in this report, it is necessary to kncw the charac-

teristics of the systems from which these data were
developed.

2. We believe that the findings and recommendations
can be of significant assistance to you in complet-
ing the effective implementation ~f Senate Bill 157.
Of course, the report also incluc - the data speci-
fied in the contract.

Since the handicapped child program under Senate
Bill 157 is still in its infancy, there are bound to be numerous
problems and details which remain to be resolved. We have tried
to maximize our contribution to the success of the program by
identifying those problems which we observed and by making con-
structive recommendations as to how these problems might be

alleviated.
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\RTHUR YOUNG X COMPANY

Dr. Verne A. Duncan June 30, 1976
Department of Education Page 2

Some readers may falsely perceive a negative tone in this
report because the findings and recommendations tend to focus on
problems. On the contrary, however, we have a very positive
attitude toward the special education programs for handicapped
children as a result of this study. This attitude is enhanced
by the'effort presently being expended both in the legislative
and executive branches of State government in an attempt to ensure

that the new law is implemented successfully.

We wish to express our gratitude to the numerous indi-
viduals who cooperated and assisted in making this study possible.
We have been treated exceedingly well by everyone, both in the
State Department of Education and in the 30 school districts and
intermediate education distriéts visited during the study.

Yours very truly,

L M y/m‘f{é««ﬂmf
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this study was:

- to develop a variety of data regarding the number of
students, the costs, and the sources of funding for
programs supported by State general fund grants to
the school districts for the special education of
handicapped children; and

- to suggest two alternative formulas for State reim-~-
bursement of school district expenditures on behalf
of handicapped children.

These data and alternative formulas are intended to provide a
bas.s for decision making by the Department of Education and by
the Oregon State Legislature.

In addition to the data and information required by
the formal contract for the study, this report includes other
findings and recommendations that could assist in the effective
implementation of the new administrative procedures which were
developed pursuant to SB 157.

It is important that the reader understand the scope of
this study. Two other studies are underway which deal with differ-
ent aspects of the same subject matter, and these independent
efforts could easily be confused with one another.

The scopé of this study included the school district

and intermediate education district special education programs

which are eligible for State general fund grants-in-aid under the

Department of Education budget line item entitled "handicapped
children's programs (SB 157) general fund," for the 1975-1977

biennium,




This study excluded special education programs which
receive no funds from the budget line item identified above.
Programs in this category include the regional programs for the
deaf and the blind, federally-financed programs which are separately
established by the school districts (usually Title I or Title VI
programs), and programs which are excluded from receipt of Depart-
ment of Education funds by virtue of being supported by other
State agencies, such as the Mental Health Division (for example,
programs for the trainable mentally retarded).

The Task Force on Special Education is presently seeking
to determine the costs and funding of most of the programs not
covered by this study, including the regional and federal programs,
and other special educational services which are funded exclusively
by the Children's Services and Mental Health Divisions of the

Department of Human Resources.

Finally, the study entitled "state master plan for
special education in Oregon,'" while not charged with the gather-
ing of cost and funding data per se, is developing recommendations
for the design of a system to collect these and other data on an
ongoing basis, and is developing a plan to finance special educa-
tion services for all handicapped children.

B. BACKGROUND

The goal of Oregon's special education
Program is to restore the handicapped
child to full participation in the
regular school program without further
sSpecial education assistance. If this
is not possible, the goal then is to
minimize the handicap so the child can
function with as little special educa-
tion assistance as possible.

Special Education
Programs in Oregon,

Oregon Board of Education, 1971.
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According to the Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS 343.035),
the term "'handicapped children' includes all persons under 21
years of age who require special education in order to obtain the
education of which they are capable, because of mental, physical,
emotional, or learning problems. These groups include, but are
not limited to those categories that have traditionally been
designated: mentally retarded, socially or emotionally maladjusted,
emotionally handicapped, blind, partially sighted, deaf, hard of
hearing, spe=ech defective, physically handicapped or chronically
ill, extreme learning problems, learning disabilities, or indi-
viduals who are pregnant."

Special education and related special services for the
handicapped include 'special instruction for handicapped children
in or in addition to regular classes, special classes, special
schools, special services, home instruction and hospital instruc-
tion.... transportation, reader service, volunteer services to
enhance special education programs, special equipment, psychometric
testing, and such other materials and services as are approved by
the Superintendent of Public Instruction.'

The task of providing special education for handicapped
children in Oregon is carried out through an amalgam of agencies,
including the State Department of Education, the local school
distric:s, the intermediate educat.on districts (IEDs), and numer-
ous private agencies. Also involved in various ways are the
federal government and the Division of Mental Health, the Child
Services Division, and the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation
of the State of Oregon. The responsibilities of each participant
agency are defined in federal legislation, in the Oregon Revised
Statutes (ORS), in the Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR), and in
numerous contracts, agreements, and other documents established
for that purpose.

As might be expected, based on the number of partici-
pating agencies, the funding of special education programs for
handicapped children involves a network of direct and indirect

I-3
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grants, contract payments, interdistrict funds transfers, cost
reimbursement payments, and so forth.

Senate Bill 157 was passed by the Oregon Legislative
Assembly during the 1975 regular session. The purpose of the
bill was to expand the opportunities for handicapped children
to receive a proper education and, at the same time, to improve
the organization, administration, and financing of special educa-
tion programs. Chapter 343 of the Oregon Revised Statutes contains
the provisions enacted by the bill. - s T =T

SB 157 combined into one act the several existing
statutes pertaining to the handicapped child, mentally‘retarded
and emotionally handicapped programs. The types of expendituies
incurred for special education which are eligible for partial
reimbursement were expanded and also extended to programs serving
handicapped children heretofore ineligible for such financial
assistance. 1In so doing, the local school districts have been
given an incentive to provide educational opportunities to a
broader spectrum of handicapped students. Financial support for
increased services for the handicapped was authorized as were
other measures intended to protect the interests of handicapped

chilauaren.

SB 157 modified the '"formula' whereby the State Depart-
ment of Education provides financial assistance to school districts
and IEDs for handicapped child programs. Whereas previously, the
reimbursement formula in effect depended on the handicap of the
student served and/or on the mode of instruction, there is now a

single formula covering all programs.

Fiscal year 1976 is the first full year for the handi-
capped child program under Senate Bill 157. School districts and
IEDs desiring to receive special education grants from the ;State
must file the necessary claim forms by October 1, 1976.

1-4
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C. METHODOLOGY

To Jdevelop the data for this study, a sample of 24 school
districts and 6 intermediate education districts were visited.
These 30 districts accounted for more than half of the S:ate's
expenditures under the handicapped child program during fiscal
year 1974,

During the site visits, we interviewed district personnel
such as the directors of special education, business managers, and
in some cases, district superintendents. The purpose of the inter-
views was to obtain both general and specific information about
district special education programs. We collected budgets,
financial reports, State reimbursement claim forms, projected
activities and cost statements, proposed plans for special educa-
tion, statistical reports, descriptive program narratives, and
numerous other documents containing relevant data and information.,
Before leaving the district, we reviewed these documents with the
appropriate district personnel in order to fill information gaps,
clarify inconsistencies and develop further detail wherever needed.

Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 22-185 established the
"formula'" for claimable costs pursuant to SB 157. The claimable
items identified in the formula were used as a framework in the
development of cost estimates for each of the districts sampled.

We attempted to employ consistent cost definitions from
year to year, although this was difficult to accomplish in many
cases because c¢f interim changes in district record keeping.

These costs were developed for fiscal years 1975 (actual costs,
wherever available), 1976 (budgeted costs, modified in some
instances for known deviations) and 1977 (adopted or approved
budget, depending upon availability). Several of the 1977 budgets
failed to receive voter approval but were nonetheless used in this
study because they represented the most recent information avail-~
able.

I-5
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Estimated costs for fiscal year 1978 represent a simple
extrapolation of estimated fiscal year 1977 costs, on a statewide

basis, using recent cost inflation trends. The scope of this

study did not provide for the develorm: +led program and
cost assumptions that would be necewss -~ i “rmal forecast.
In fact, there is currently no actuat - wicerning the impact

of SB 157 nor the effect of the major new federal legislation
(Public Law 94-142); hence, a forecast of costs beyond fiscal year
1977 would contain substantial uncertainty.

D. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND REECOMMENDATIONS

This section presents a list of the findings and recom-
meridations developed in the study. .Supporting documentation and
elaboration of each finding and recommendation can be found
beginning with the page reference noted in the right margin.

'Page
1. Findings Reference

a. While SB 157 is clearly an improvement II-1

over prior statutes and can lead even-

tually to an effective funding formula
for special education programs, consid-
erable development and refinement of

administrative procedures is needed

before this objective can be achieved.

b. The attitudes of special education I11-1
administrators at both the State and
school district levels appear con-

ducive to successful development and
refinement of the funding formula.

C. We have found no clear statement of I1-2

the purpose and objectives of State

grants to school districts for special
education programs, and hence, lack
the single most important criterion
for evaluating the funding formula.

I-6 13



Page
Reference

d. Clarification is needed as to what I1-4

costs are réimbursable under QOAR 22-

185> and specifically how the amounts
are to be calculated. Without furt:
clarification, uniforwm and ac<nrate

reporting of costs cannot be antici -
pated.

e. Present school district data systems II-8

are generally inadequate for accurate

reporting of financial and statistical
information concerning special educa-
tion programs,

t. The cost and pupil data reported by 1I-10
districts on the fiscal year 1976 "
"projected activities and cost state-
ment" (PACS) contain numerous signifi-

cant errors and/or inconsistencies and

are not reliable for use except at a
very general level.

g. The State has no effective procedures II-11

for auditing reimbursement claims to

ensure that special education funds are

distributed in accordance with the

intent of SB 157; consequently, it
seems likely that a maldistribution

of these funds will occur this year
with a greater-than-warranted portion
going to the more aggressive districts
and to those whose errors are, fortui-
tously, in their own favor.

14
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Reference

h. The term '"'regular per capita cost," I1-12

which is commonly used by the State

Department of‘Educétion, does not

represent the cost of educating a

nonhandicapped ch*" 1. Further, if

limited to cost tion provided

with the reim ‘-se claim form,

NO MEANINGFUL COb. : sR PUPIL CAN BE

COMPUTED FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN,

2. Recomme:ndations

a. The state master planning study ITI-1
currently in process should give
priority attention to identifying

the specific purpose and objectives

of State financial participation in

the school district special education

programs.

b. The State Department of Education I1I-1
should decide either (1) to develop
an _effective procedure for auditing

reimbursement claims submitted by

the school districts or (2) to
abandon the approach to funding which

is based upon actual costs incurred,

Assuming that the decision is to
develop an audit procedure, then

c. Adopt a cost concept and measurement III1-3

technique which provides a more mean-

ingful estimate of the '"'true' excess

cost of educating handicapped children
in comparison with nonhandicapped
children.




Page
Reference
d. Develcp “he necessary financial and III-6
statistical record-keeping procedures
to support the reimbursement system;
incorporate these procedures intc an

instruction manual for school and

intermediate ~ducation districts.

E. SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL D.TA

Exhibit I on the following page summarizes the data with
regard to funding, costs, and children served in the special educa-
tion programs sampled in the study.

The exhibit contains the following information:

1. Table A - Cost by Type of Handicap Lo -

Total claimable cost, number of pupils, and cost per
pupil for several major classes of handicapping condition, fiscal
years 1975 through 1977.

2. Table B - Costs for Selected Cost Categories

Salaries and fringe benefits paid to directors and super-
visors of education and to their secretaries; cost per teacher for
itinerant travel; special transportation and supplies costs.

3. Table C - Costs and Daily Class Hours per Teacher
by Type of Program

Costs and daily class hours aggregated by major program
alt »rnatives, such as the special class, resource room, home
instruction, etc.

4, Table D - Sources of Funds

A breakdown of sources and amounts of funds for school
district and IED special education programs receiving grants-in-
aid under SB 157.

I-9
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5. Table E - Pupils and Teachers by Type of Handicap

Reported number of pupils served and teachers employed
(FTEs) for several major classes of handicapping condition.

6. Table F - Regular Program Data

A variety of data pertaining to nonhandicapped children.

The tables in Exhibit I were obtained by totaling the
corresponding data for all ¢ -' icts in the sample.

17
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FINANCIAL AND STAT‘ISTICAL DATA
SAMPLE DISTRICT TOTALS
PROGRANS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT I-A

A, COST BY TYPE OP mANDICAP? B, COSTS FOR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YRAR 1075 PISCAL YEAR 1977
CLAUNABLE  NUIBER OF  COST PR CLAMABLE  WUMBEROP  COSTFER  CLADWABLE  NODEROF  COST PER FISCAL YRARS
DICAP LSS POUS . MPIL _CONS . WBLS _ MBIL_ Costs FRNS PRI CATEGORY 1975 1976 1977
Bueable sentally ‘ dnindstrative 13,68 §1,061,300  §1,153,438
retarded $3,762,48 2,58 S48 § 4,076 2,10 SO § 43,08 1 2,00 Adnindstrative salardes and henefits 9813, §1,081,300 1,183,
Itinerant teacher travel cost perc
Extrete learniog teacher 209 24 3
probleas 2,600,204 11,5 W onmml 13,00 | 3,369,0 13,246 - %
Special supplies ¢
Spesch LIS 6,408 W Ll s W LM g zu P e Mpen TR
Buotionally diaturbed 1,165,420 8 1480 1,563,366 1,344 1,163 1,138 1,3 1,304 Tranaportation cost per pupll® o o %
Hosebound mn7 518 530 435,056 511 821 464,020 840 859
Other 869,564 1,08 _-oaman 128 - 308,423 1,385 =
SAYPLE T0TAL $10,548,600 24,704 bas sESm  mal s sLusml e |
Statewide esttmte®  $17,013,870 $21,794,000 $24,202,620
.8
C. COSTS AND DAILY CL4SS HOURS PER TEACKER BY TYPE OF PROGRAN D SOURCE OF FuNDS
COSTS BY FISCAL VEAR DMLY CLASS oS FISCAL YEAR lvii PISCAL YEAR 1976 FESCAL YRAR 1977
1YPE OF PROGRAK 1973 1978 1977 PSR TRACHER (8T, P B .. N PR MUY PERCENT”
Special class $3,842,223 § 4,410,300 § 4,845,075 5 donersl district’ $8,463,500 802 §1L,257.517 833 SLL3E3,7% 758
Resburce Toom L9 1,500,118 1,903,328 § Pedena] grants 83,8 0.2 3768 0.3 8,81 0.3
tinerant teacher 3,209,320 4,482,018 4,874,407 il Tition from other districts 61,181 0.8 4,7 63 43,50 0.3
fose fnstruction BLL5 BEMT 44,84 S8 spectal sucattior gnts LUTEZSS 187 24 19 Mo 2.
Nitioning 16,848 21,541 68,254 Other _nEs 0l ams 02 6,70 0.4
School peychologists 333,138 507,085 545,664 TOTAL §$10,548,600 99,9  §13,512,207 1000  $15,018,023  100.0
Puptl transportation 0,05 S35 588,51
Adninistration 813,685 1,061,300 . 1,183,435 1 Intludes local and fnternsdiate sources and SDE grants, excluding restricted grants-in-ald
pertaining to the special education of handicapped children.
Other Medg ML s ;
; Percentages nay not total 100 due to rounding,
L $l0,508,600 813,812,097 815,018,028
. T, FECULAR PROGRAM DATA
B, PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP
PISCAL YEARS
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977 i} 1975 1978 1971
PRI/ Pl ‘
. o AR LN Pptls () 25,7.8  206,196.8  202,784.0
ERS
HAYDICAP PUPILS RTI0 _PUPILS  TEACHERS  RATIO _JUPILS  TRACHBRS _MATIO Clagsroon teachers (°1E) N TR AT
Educable sentally
retarded (ADK) 2088 83 104 1863 1.1 95  LB6S 1896 g Teacher/pup] ratto 8.l 21 2.8
Btrene leamning : Yot operating cont per pupll” URLAR ' IR
. 148.7 8 . .0 , 5 } .
pobleas 11,510 o 1300 188 804 13,480 100 778 Tsportation cost g ppil - " "
Speech 84080 134 W1 9,040 1268 L1 9030 187 7.0 nistructions] suplies aad
Enotionally ofsturbed WO 6 M3 LM 53 21 130 83 232 equipeent cost per pupi $48 $83 $54

% Tncludes allocation of program administrative expense.

b Assumes that the 1978 ratio of sample costs to statewide costs holds for all years (computed from the Projected Activities and Cost Statements
" O by the districts),

°
4
H

>‘s

the districts surveyed,
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EXHIBIT I-B

ESTIMATED COSTS
FISCAL YEAR 1978

ESTIMATED? PERCENT OF
- CLAIMABLE SAMPLE
HANDICAP COSTS TOTAL
EMR $ 4,880,000 29,2
ELP 3,670,000 22.0
Speech 2,230,000 13.3
ED 1,970,000 11.8
Home 530,000 3.2
Other 3,420,000 20.5
Total Sample - $16,700,000 100.0
Statewide Estimate $26,940,000

Major Underlying Assumptions

1. Totallcosts increase at the percentage rate of the preceding
© 7 year.

2, The cost for each handicapping condition bears the same
proportional relationship to the total costs as in the two
preceding years combined.

3. The statewide estimate assumes that the fiscal year 1978
ratio of sample costs to statewide costs will approximate
the fiscal year 1976 ratio as computed from the Projected
Activities and Cost Statements submitted by the districts.

a Rounded to the nearest $10,000.
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II1. STUDY FINDINGS

A, FINDING: While SB 157 is clearly an improvement over prior

statutes and can lead eventually to an effective funding

formula for special education programs, considerable devel-~-

opment and refinement of administrative procedures is

needed before this objective can be achieved.

Senate Bill 1357 unites special education programs for
handicapped children under a single statute and uniform set of
regulations. This unification was a necessary first step in the
development of consistent and equitable programs for children
with special needs. The State's commitment to fulfilling these
needs is further demonstrated by the current activities of the
Interim Committee on Human Resources, by the work of the Task
Force on Special Education, and by the funding of two separate
studies to deal with the planning and financing aspects of
special programs.

From the standpoint of program financing, however, our
study indicates that much remains to be done. Thisfreport describes
the areas in which further development is needed and presents recom-~
mended approaches to the task,

B. FINDING: The attitudes of special education administrators

at both the State and school district levels appear conducive

to successful development and refinement of the funding‘

formula.

We have been very impressed with the positive attitudes
of special education administrators as demonstrated on numerous
occasions during the course of this study. They are interested in

I11-1




examining prcb‘ems objectively and in seeking creative solutions.
This healthy attitude provides good reason to expect that the
difficulties identified in this study can be resolved.

C. FINDING: We have found no clear statement of the purpose

and objectives of State grants to school districts for

special education programs, and hence, lack the single

most important criterion for evaluating the funding formula,

A funding formula which is well suited to one purpose
may be entirely unsuited to another. Therefore, it is essential
that the State funding formula be finalized only after defining
the purpose(s) which such funding is intended to achieve.

To illustrate, recent federal legislation encourages
the education of handicapped children in the "least restrictive
setting," that is, with maximum integration into the regular
school programs, consistent with the child's needs. Under the
former handicapped child law in Oregon, however, State grants to
school districts encouraged the opposite approach. The highest
degree of funding was provided to programs which isolated the
handicapped child in a separate "special class.'" ©0AR 22-185,
which established the State funding formula pursuant to SB 157,
no longer encourages the isolation of handicapped children. On
the other hand, neither does it specifically encourage the '"least
restrictive setting."

Numerous objectives are possible for State financing
of school district special education programs. Some examples of
different objectives and their implications for funding formulas

are:

1. To encourage the development of new programs for handi-
capped children not presently served or considered
underserved in a given school district (new programs
might be funded at a higher percentage of actual costs

incurred).

I1-2
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2. To encourage preferred approaches to providing special
education (for example, if it were determined that a
resource room model is preferable tc a special class
for serving children with certain handicaps, then the
State might provide a higher level of funding for the
resource room approach). .

3. To encourage maximum effort to attract federal funds
for the wsupport of special education programs (the
State might provide a higher level of support to
districts which receive federal funds).

4. To provide equity of opportunity to handicapped children
throughout the State (the disbursement of State special
education funds might follow an equalization formula,
perhaps similar to the distribution of basic school
support).

5. To encourage the operation of programs at the county
rather than at the school district level in those cases
where the school districts are considered too small to
support adequate programs on their own. (The IEDs
might receive proportionately higher reimbursement in
these cases,)

As these examples illustrate, the selection of objectives
is vitally important to the selection of a funding formula. It
appears to us that this relationship has not been adequately
recognized thus far in the development of the formulas.

The contract for this study required the developmeht of
two alternative approaches to State funding of school district
special educatiorn programs. The two alternatives are presented
in Section IV of this report. Lacking a clear statement of State
funding objectives, we were forced to bhase the development of
these formulas on other, less satisfactory, criteria.

II1-3
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" D. FINDING: Clarification is needed as to what costs are

reimbursable under OAR 22-185 and specifically how the

amounts are to be calculated. Without further clarification,

uniform and accurate reporting of costs cannot be anticipated.

The first requirement for an effective cost reimbursement
syster. is clear, explicit, and workable definitions of reimbursable
cost elements. These definitions must include a specific procedure
for calculating each element. Insofar as practicable, the proce-
dure should begin with data maintained in separate accounts within
the regular school district accounting system.

We find that the current definitions of claimable costs
are highly ambiguous and that no computational procedures are pro-
vided for any of the cost elements. The lack of clear definitions

and computational procedures will lead to inaccurate and inconsistent

reporting of expenditures by the districts and, consequently, to a

maldistribution of State special education funds among the districts.

Further, the reports cannot be audited in a consistent and objective
fashion without clear definitions of claimable costs.

A summary of ocur specific observations and questions with
regard to cost definitions follows. We indicate how we expect the
school districts to interpret the various cost elements in preparing
their claims for fiscal year 1976 if no steps are taken to clarify
the issues discussed. This expectation is based primarily upon
our review of the fiscal year 1976 ''projected activity and cost
statements" (PACS) with district personnel and upon our observation
that the instructions accompanying the claim forms are inadequate.

1. Salary and Benefits Costs

According to OAR 22-185, the salary of a supervisor or
director of speciai education is reimbursable only if that person
works "full time in supervising the special education program."

As a practical matter, very few directors or supervisors meet this
full-time requirement. In the larger districts, the directors of
special education generally supervise programs for nonhandicapped
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children, such as guidance and counseling, school nurse, able and
gifted, English as a second language, etc. In the smaller districts,
the directors act as supervisors on a part-time basis and as teachers,
testing specialists, etc., during their nonsupervisory time. If the
full-time requirement is taken literally, the salaries and ber=sfits

of the large majority of special education directors are not claim~

rble costs,

Most districts will probably claim the director's full
salary, although at least one major district did not record any
of the director's salary on its fiscal year 1976 PACS.

OAR 22-185 does not specify how to compute salary expense
for personnel who work part time in a handiéapped child program.
This omission is very significant for several reasons. First, the
claim forms make frequent reference to '"portion of salary paid,"
implying that a district can claim the full salary only for persons
who are involved with handicapped children on a full~-time basis.
Second, very few districts have any basis for apportioning salaries,
other than to guess. Third, unless the State specifies a procedure
for prorating salaries of part-time personnel, the school districts
will vary in the methods employed and, hence, in the costs réported
for reimbursement. Fourth, without a specific procedure and docu-
mentation requirement for apportioning salaries, the salary costs
which districts report are not auditable, and the State will have
little recourse but to reimburse districts on the amount they
report.

The school districts will vary considerably in how they
compute salary expense, some claiming full salary, some proratfng
(mostly on the basis of a guess), and some not claiming the expense
at all, '

, The claim forms state that teachers must hold credentials
"appropriate for the special education assignment,' but do not state
which credentials are appropriate to which assignments.

I I"5 ;"_':1,
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2. Travel Costs

"OAR 22-185 states that travel mileage expense is
reimbursable for "itinerant teachers, home teachers;, and aides
in providing instructional .wrvices to eligible handicapped
children.”" Thus, it would appear that travel expense is not
claimable for the director of special education, for the school
psychologist, for any other nonitinerant personnel, or for itin-
erant personnel in the case of noninstructional travel expense.
Most districts will probably ignore these distinctions and claim
all in-district travel expense for all special education personnel.

3. Supplies Costs

The administrative rule states that in order to claim
reimbursement for special supplies, school districts "muct be
able to show that they supplied eligible handicapped children
in excess of their regular per capita supply expenditure, "

How this is to be shown —- that is, the procedure for computing
and documenting the claimable expense -- is not described.

The definition is ambiguous as to whether the excess
cost computation should include the cost of all supplies necessary
for the instruction of handicapped children, including supplies
pertaining to the '"regular" portion of their education, or whether
it should include the cost of '"'special” supplies only.

Lastly, no criteria are given for determining which
supplies are ''necessary'" for the instruction of handicapped
children.

We suspect that school districts will vary in their
approach to claiming supplies costs, with most claiming the total
cost of "special'" supplies. including some noninstructional supplies,
but not including the '"regular'" supplies used by handiccpped chiidren.

11-6
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4, Contracted Services from Other School Districts

OAR 22-185 states that the '"providing school district
shall make the claim for State reimbursement for special educa-
tion services provided to nonresident handicapped children and
shall make an adjustment for the tuition charged to the sending
district."

The claim form, on the other hand, refers to the cost
of contracted services involving other school districts within
the same category as the cost of contracted services from public
and private agencies. This is confusing because the sending
district claims the cost for handicapped children served by public
or private agencies. Further, the claim form makes no statement
regarding tuition adjustments.

We strongly suspect that the-sending rather than the
providing districts will claim the cost of contracted services
although the claim will probably be limited to the amount which
exceeds the regular per czpita cost in the sending district.

The providing districts most likely will neglect to show tuition
received as a reduction in claimable costs, since the claim form
does not clearly require them to do so.

5. Contracted Services from Private Agencies

According to this provision, the district may claim
the cost of tuitioning resident eligible handicapped children
to an approved private school in the amount that the tuition
cost '"exceeds the regular per capita cost of educating nonhandi-
capped children in the resident district.” The method for cal-
culating the cost of educating nonhandicapped children is not
described. As discussed below under Finding I, the commonly-
used term ''regular per capita cost" is not the average cost of
educating nonhandicapped-éhildren. In addition, no policy or
procedure is stated regarding the claimable cost for pupils
tuitioned to private schools for less than the full school year.
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Some districts will probably claim the full cost of
tuition this year, but most will probably deduct the "regular
per capita cost,'" not the cost of educating nonhandicapped
children, in computing the claim.

6. Transportation of Handicapped Children

OAR 22-185 gives no guidance whatsoever as to how
special transportation costs are to be computed. Transportation
costs estimated on the PACS for this year varied widely among the
districts and often represented an amount second only to the
salaries and benefits expense. We suspect that this variation
in estimated costs was due to differences in method of computation

as much as to differences in the actual expense itself,

In the case of districts which employ regular vehicles
ou special runs to transport handicapped children, the estimated
costs will be quite arbitrarily determined. For example, in one
district, we obtained two estimates of current year transportation
expense. These estimates differed from one another by nearly 40
percent!

E. FINDING: Present school district data systems are generally

inadequate for accurate reporting of financial and statistical

information concerning special education programs.

Few districts maintain a complete set of special educa-~-
tion accounts on their books, even for the minimal number of cost
categories claimable under the former laws. In order to prepare
the reimbursement claim in prior years, district personnel usually
would turn to basic documents such as payroll records and vendor
invoices in order to develop the required information. Sometimes
reported costs would be mere guesses, unsupported by any documen-
tation. Worksheets are not retained by most districts, so it is
difficult, if not impossible, to verify many of . the claim amounts.
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The reimbursement claim might be prepared in part by
the director of special education, in part by a secretary, in
part by the business office, in part by the district transportation
office, and in part by the teachers themselves. AsS one might expect,
such a procedure is not likely to produce uniform and accurate
results. This is evident from the completed claim forms and pro-
Jected cost statements, in which errors or inconsistencies can
often be identified by cros<checking with other data sources,
such as budgets and financial statements.

With the new claimable costs under SB 157, the situation

has worsened. Since more costs are claimable, and since the

approved cost elements do not correspoend exactlyhto the spectrum

of school district accounts, it will be even more difficult for

districts to prepare accurate claims, Moreover, the State will

be less able to identify errors and, hence, to ensure a proper

distribution of State special education funds.

The district statistical data on pupils served are far
weaker, even, than are the financial data pertaining to special
education programs, We question the reliability of many statistics
reported to the Department of Educatiou. 1In one district in our
sample, the statistics of children served included resiGents of
the school district even though the actual service was provided
by the IED. 1In another case, almcst 50 percent of the speech
and hearing handicapped children served were not included in any
statistical report submitted to the Department. Another district
counted pupils served as of Japuary 1 and, hence, reported only
about two-thirds of the handicapped children actually served during
the year. The number and variety of these examples identified in
the study could fill several pages.
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F. FINDING: The cost and pupil data reported by districts on

the fiscal year 1976 ''projected activities and cost statement"

(PACS) contain numerous significant errors and/or inconsis-

tencies and are not reliable for use except at a very general

level.

We strongly advise that the pupils served section of the
PACS (fiscal year 1976) be ignored, since it contains large errors
or inconsistencies in many Jdistricts. Sometimes the data repre-
sent a full year, sometimes a pari year; sometimes an average
daily membership, sometimes a total enrollment; sometimes a count
of handicapped children served by school district state-financed
programs only, sometimes a count of all handicapped cﬁildren
served by all programs including federal and regional. Conse-
quently, interdistrict comparisons based on these data are mean-
ingless, as are comparisons of "actual" pupils served with esti-
mates of children who should be eligible for service.

The cost data on the 1976 PACS are also unreliable,
although not nearly to the same extent as the pupils served data.
The total costs estimated for the State as a whole, based on these
reports, may be fairly reliable. This is a subjective judgment
based on the impression we received from a close review of the
forms filed by 30 districts. The errors, though numerous, appeared
to be fairly rahdom; that is, there seemed to be no general tendency
for districts to overestimate costs rather than to underestimate
them, or vice versa.

We hasten to state that we found no reason to believe
that errors in the PACS represent an attempt to defraud the
Department. Rather, many errors resulted from unfamiliarity
with the forms and procedures, accompanied by inadequate instruc-
tions and unclear definitions of claimable costs. |

Typical errors in the costs represented on the PACS
include: (assuming that our interpretation of claimable costs
is correct; see Finding D above):
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- Inclusion of some costs of TMR programs and federal
Title I programs (an error of over $200,000 in one
district).

- Omission of aides' salaries (an error of over $25,000
in one district).

- Inclusion of travel expenses of directors of special
education and other personnel who are not, strictly
speaking, itinerant teachers, home teachers, or aides.

- Omission of costs of medical exams for determining
eligibility,.

- Inclusion of the full salaries for teachers who spend
only part of their time with handicapped children.

- Inclusion of salaries of teachers who are not properly
certificated.

- Exclusion of certain claimable supplies and equlpment
costs which are contained in bu11d1ng rather than in
special education budgets.

- Omission of tuition received from other districts as
a cost offset (an error of over $40,000 in one district).

It is important to realize that the claim forms this year

are likely to contain as many errors as the projected cost state-

ments. Of course, these errors are due in part to the fact that
fiscal year 1976 is the first year under the procedures developed
pursuant to SB 157. Nevertheless, as long as the definitions and
computational procedures remain ambiguous, the district data
systems remain inadequate, and the State has no effective audit
procedure, we expect that the error rate will remain unacceptabliy
high.

G. FINDING: The State has no effective procedures for auditing

reimburserent claims to ensure that special education funds

are distributed in accordance with the intent of SB 157;

consequently, it seems likely that a maldistribution of these
funds will occur this year, with a greater-than-warranted

portion going to the more aggressive districts and to those

whose errors are, fortuitously, in their own favor.

I1-11

32




As in the past, current Procedures for auditing district
reimbursement claims are minimal. The result is that nonobvious
errors in the claims are likely to go undetected and result in
overpayment or underpayment to the claiming district. It should
be emphasized that the lack of sound audit procedures is much
more significant now than it was in the past. Claimable costs in
prior years consisted of very few items compared to the claimable
costs under SB 157 and OAR 22-185. The supporting documentation
submitted with the claim form was never adequate, but is even less
SO now because of the larger number of claimable items. L

Further, although claim forms have, in the past, been
reviewed in Salem and corrected whenever errors were identified,
few if any field test prccedures were employed. Because of the
other problems identified in this report, namely, the lack of clear
definitions of claimable costs and the inadequacy of the data sys-
tems in many districts (for this purpose), it is difficult to be
confident that the claims or the PACS forms are accurate, even
with some field testing and correction as was done during this
study.

Our recommendations (pages III-1 through II1I-9) address
the audit issue and suggest alternative courses that the Department
might follow.

H. FINDING: The term '"regular Per capita cost,'" as commonly

used, does not represent the cost of educating a nonhandicapped

child. Further, if limited to the information provided with
the reimbursement claim form, NO MEANINGFUL COST PER PUPIL
CAN BE COMPUTED FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN.,

The net operating expenditures of a school district
divided by its total average daily membership (ADM) is referred
to as thewgregular per capita cost" and is often used to measure
the cost ofléducating a nonhandicapped child. Actually, however,
the net operating expenditures include the cost of educating both
handicapped and nonhandicapped children. Further, the district
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ADM usually includes some handicapped children who spend no time

at all in the regular program. Consequently, the "regular per
capita cost" is used incorrectly as the cost.of educating nonhandi-
capped children.

An adequate measure of per capita costs for handicapped
children is even more difficult to define. There is no natural
educational "unit," such as an ADM, which applies across all handi-
capped child programs. 1In fact, the ADM is appropriate only in
the case of a handicapped child who receive: essentially all of his
education in a special class. Such cases seem to be an ever-~
decreasing minority of all handicapped children served by the
school district special education programs. Thus, it seems appro-
priate to question whether a meaningful cost per pupil for handi-~
capped children can be computed from the data currently reported
by the school districts.

We caution against comparing so~called per capita costs
of educating handicapped versus nonhandicapped children, unless
more accurate measures of these costs are employed. The compari-
sons might be totally misleading ard could lead to inappropriate
decisions with regard to programs and financing.

The procedure which we favor for measuring '"'excess
costs,'" as described in Section IV of this report, does provide
what we consider to be a meaningful comparison of per pupil costs
between handicapped and nonhandicapped children. Unfortunately,
school district data systems are currently inadequate for use of
this procedure. Thus, it could not be employed to develop per
capita cost comparisons for this report, except in the example
calculation where assumptions were used in lieu of "hard" data.

We believe that the recommended measurement procedure
is feasible for the future, however, since required changes in
school district data systems should be manageable.
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III. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. The state master planning study currently in process should

give priority attention to identifying the specific purpose

and objectives of State financial participation in the

school district special education programs.

As discussed on pages II-2 and II-3, an appropriate
funding formula can be developed only after the purpose and
objectives of the formula are identified.

Item F in the request for proposal for the master

‘planning study stated that the contractor would develop ''a state-

ment of major goals and objectives of the program for special
education." To be useful in selecting and evaluating a funding
formula, this statement should be as specific as possible with
respect to the objectives of State financial participation.
Examples of possible objectives are provided above on pages
I1-2 and II-3.

B. The State Department of Education should decide either

(1) to develop an effective procedure for auditing reim-

bursement claims submitted by the school districts or

(2) to abandon the approach to funding which is based
upon actual costs incurred. ' o

We question whether school districts should be reim-
bursed on the basis of reported actual costs, when. the Depart-
ment has no audit capability to ensure that these reports are
consistent and accurate. Lacking this capability, the Depart-
ment can provide no assurances that the special education funds
are being disbursed fairly and in accord with stated policy.

If the Department chooses not to conduct at least a minimum
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level audit, then the school districts should be reimbursed on
some basis which does not involve the reporting of actual costs.
Legislative action might be required, however, since present
statutes seem to mandate reimbursement based upoen actual costs
incurred.

It is informative to consider the history of an analo-
gous situation from another field, namely, the reimbursement of
hospitals for service provided to persons covered by Medicare in
Oregon.

,A hospital which has been properly certified can claim
reimbursement for the "allowed costs'" of medical care provided
to Medicare patients. In order to obtain reimbursement, the
hospital files an annual cost report (in essence, a claim form).

When the Medicaré program was initiated about ten years
ago, hospital peo}le were quite confused as to how the cost reim-
bursement amount should be computed. Further, hospital data sys-
tems were generally inadequate to provide accurate information
for completing the c¢laim form. The result was that the cost
reports filed by hospitals were frequently unreliable.

The general process of Medicare reimbursement, as well
as the problems faced when the program was new, are strikingly
similar to the present status of State reimbursement for school
district special education programs.

In order that the Medicare funds might be disbursed
properly in Oregon, an independent outside auditor was hired
to audit all cost reports. This was a massive undertaking in
the early years. However, as experience was gained and the early
problems diminished, the audit procedure changed. At present,
the agency which disburses the funds conducts its own audits.
Moreover, it is no longer thought necessary to have detailed
field audits of each and every hospital cost report.
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During the years of experience under Medicare, the
agency has accumulated extensive data on the program. Indices
have been developed, based on these data, for use in screening
hospital claim forms. The indices typically represent "mormal"
ranges for certain reported cest elements. In-depth field audits
are normally conducted only for those hospitals whose claims
appear ''suspicious," that is, where certain reported costs lie
outside normal ranges.

In most essential aspects, the funding of special edu-
cation for handicapped children in Oregon presents problems which
are nearly identical to those experienced during the early years
of Medicare. The need for effective audit procedures is appar-
ent. For the special education program, the audit function could
be conducted as an extension of the present school district audits,
or possibly as a separate program within the Department, or by
employing an external auditor.

C. Adopt a cost concept and measurement technique which provides

a_more meaningful estimate of the "true" excess cost of educa-

ting handicapped children in comparison with nonhandicapped

children.

Our understanding of the term "excess cost" is that it
connotes the difference between the cost of educating a handi-
capped child and the cost of educating a nonhandicapped child.

Thus, if "x" is the average cost per pupil for handicapped children,
and "y" is the average cost per pupil for nonhandicapped children,
then the excess cost per pupil is simply "x" minus "y." The con-
cept is certainly straight-forward; the problem relates to the
definitions and measures of "x" and "y."

One dimension of the problem concerns the difference
between "actual" and "approved" costs. Under the former laws
pertaining to the education of handicapped children, the approved '
costs -- that is, the costs which a district could claim for State
reimbursement ~- clearly represented only a portion of the actual
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costs of special education. For example, the emnloyee fringe benefit
expense was not approved for reimbursement. The new definition of
approved costs comes much closer to representing the actual costs

of special programs.

We have noted, however, a lingering tendency to ignore
certain actual costs, such as the cost of space ren“ed for special
education programs. This seems to result from the confusion of
two separate and distinct questions:

- What does special education actually cost?

- Which of the actual costs are appropriate for reim-
bursement out of State special education funds?
The former question is technical in nature; the latter is primarily
a policy issue. '

Much time can be wasted in fruitless discussion, for lack
of recognizing the difference between these two questions. For
example, we have heard argument as to whether the expense associated
with inservice training for special education teachers is an excess
cost. This argument is futile since the question is a technical
one and can be answered only by taking appropriate measurements.
That is, one must measure the cost per pupil of teacher inservice
training associated with the education of handicapped children and
compare the result with the corresponding measurement for nonhandi-
capped children. Only then can one say whether inservice training
represents an excess cost of educating handicapped children. More-
over, what may represent an excess cost in one school district may

not in another.

The only aspect of this matter which can benefit from
discussion, since it deals strictly with policy, is: should the
amount (if any) of excess cost associated with teacher inservice
training be approved for State reimbursement? '

These policy issues are complicated by the fact that
school districts receive Basic School Support funds for handi-
capped children, ‘as well as special education funds. Thus, the
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question arises as to whether a given cost element, for example,
inservice training, is already reimbursed ocut of the basic funds
and, hence, should not be approved for reimbursement as a cost
of special education.

We maintain, however, that the question of which costs
are covered by Basic School Support arises solely because the
definition of excess cost focuses only upon certain '"special
services,'" rather than upon all services provided to handicapped
children by the schools. If the reader accepts the notion of
excess cost which was stated at the beginning of this section
(the difference between the cost of educating a handicapped child
and the cost of educating a nonhandicapped child), then it follows
that a new operational definition is needed which focuses on the
child rather than on a limited set of services. This new defini-
tion must include all costs of educating the handicapped child,
that is, costs associated with the regular portion of the child's
education, as well as the cost of special services.

We stro:gly suspect that much of the controversy con-
cerning what is or what is not an excess cost can be traced to
a lack of understanding of these concepts.

The definition of the term "pupil" for purposes of
computing per pupil costs'represents another complicating factor.
Average daily membership (ADM) has been the traditional measure
of pupils. However, this concept makes little sense for special
education programs, per se, except in those cases where the handi-
capped child is taught exclusively in the special class environment.
Consequently, the list of approved costs developed pursuant to SB
157 does not lend itself directly to a comparison of per pupil
costs between handicapped'énd nonhandicapped children.

Per pupil costs can be computed and compared, however,
if the following steps are accomplished. First, the cost of the
regular portion of the education of handicapped children must be
added to the cost of the special portion. Second, the school
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district ADM represented by all handicapped children served must be

calculated. The average per pupil cost can then be determined by
dividing the t6ta1 cost of educating handicapped students by the
school district'ADM corresponding to handicapped children served.
This per pupil cost figure can be compared to the per pupil cost

of educating nanhandicapped children, provided that the calculation
of t' .- latter specifically excludes the cost and the ADM associated
with handlcapped children, which it has not done in the. .past. A

procedure for these calculations is described and illustrated in
Section IV of this report.

D. vDevelop the necessary financial and statistical record keeping

procedures to support the reimbursement system; incorporate

these procedures into an instruction manual for school and

intermediate education districts.

1. Records Requirements

Once an appropriate cost measurement formula has been
adopted, the next step is to develop the financial and statistical
record keeping capabilities needed to provide the data. The objec-
tive is to support accurate and consistent reporting of special
education costs and students from district to district and from
year to year. Thus, a high degree of standardization is necessary.
Further, school district records must provide the necessary controls
so that reimbursement claims can be audited.

The following diagram depicts how the financial and
statistical records fit into the claim preparation process.
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Step one is to - develop an appropriate set of special
education accounts for inclusion in the district accounting system.
These accounts shouid have the following features:

- There would generally be at least one account for each
claimable cost item, depending upon the number of sub-
classifications desired (for.example, costs by type of
handicap). .~

- There would be a uniform set of criteria to be used by

all districts for the classification of .individual
transactions.
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- Adequate documentation would be maintained so that the
cost reports could be audited.

- Preparation of the reimbursement claim would begin by
transferring account balances to a worksheet; normally,
it would not be necessary to refer to payroll records,
vendor invoices, etc., to determine claimable amounts.

In addition to financial records, the districts also
nust maintain certain statistical data pertaining to pupils and
teachers. These data are required in order to:

- compute statistics on pupils served;

- calculate per pupil costs and reimbursement amounts;
and

- determine pro rata salary amounts for teachers and

other personnel who work part time in the special
education program.

These record keeping capabilities are described in
greater detail in Section IV of this report, which presents
alternative reimbursement formulas.

2. Instruction Manual

As discussed in Section II, instructions to school
districts for completing reimbursement claims and for maintaining
supporting documentation are presently inadequate. The cost defi-~-
nitions are frequently ambiguous, and computational procedures are
not provided. Until this situation is;remedied, the Department
cannot expect to receive accurate and consistent information on
the reimbursement claim forms and other required reports.

Minimally, the Department should develop a good instruc-
.tion manual for the school districts. The instruction manual
should include the following:

a. A general overview: purpose and nature of the
record keeping requirements.
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b. Clear definitions of claimable cost elements,
supplemented by lists of specific examples.

c. A list and description of special education
accounts to be used by the district, including
criteria for proper classification of transac-
tions.

d. A step-by-step procedure, complete with illus~
trative examples, for completing the reimbursement
claim. This procedure should be very specific and
include worksheets to facilitate computations.

e. Requirements for statistical data and records on
pupils and teachers; that is, specification of data
elements and forms, including examples of their use.

f. Description of documentation required to support
claims and other reports.

In addition to the training manual, we recommend that
the Department provide a training seminar for appropriate school
district personnel to explain and to reinforce the provisions of
the manual. We find that a manual is much more likely to be
understood and followed if supported by occasional training semi-
nars for the persons who will use it.

The instruction manual should be viewed as an absolute

requirement for an effective reimbursement mechanism based on

reported actual costs. Otherwise, we believe that the reported
cost and statistical data will continue to be unreliable, and

the State will have no assurance that the funds for school district
special education programs will be properly distributed.
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IV. ALTERNATIVE REIMBURSEMENT FORMULAS

A. INTRODUCTION

This section presents two alternative reimbursement
formulas, either of which could replace the current tormula for
State funding of school district programs for the special educa-
tion of handicapped children. The first formula is an "excess
cost'" approach which is based upon the cost concepts discussed
in Section III-C. The second formula is not an excess cost
approach; in fact, it is not based on actual costs incurred.
nor on any index measure of the added costs of special programs.
This second approach was selected because we believe that the

school districts should not be reimbursed on the basis of actual
costs incurred, unless the Department is willing to develop and

use mechanisms which will support an effective cost reimbursement

program,

A wide variety of formulas are used across the country
to disburse funds for the special ducation of handicapped chil-
dren. These formulas are identified under such names as "unit

support funding,'" "weighted per pupil reimbursement," "excess
cost formulas," "personnel reimbursement models," 'percentage
reimbursement,' and "straight sum reimbursement." Within each of

these categories, there is any number of variations on a general
concept. Generally absent, however, is an evaluation of the tor-
mulas in relation to specific philosophies of special education
and in relation to the objectives of State financial participation
in the implementation of these philosophies. Thus, other states

appear to share the problem discussed in Section II-C, where we

noted the lack of a clear statement of the purpose and objectives
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of State financing for special education programs in Oregon, and
the vital importance of such a statement to the selection of an
appropriate reimbursement formula.

Since we could not identify specific funding nbjectives.
we were forced to use other criteria to develop the altrrnative
formulas. For the '"excess cost" model, we assumed the following:

- that an excess cost approach is appropriate to the

pPhilosophy and goals of special education for handi-
capped children in Oregon;

- that the department desires a formula which is con-
ceptually sound, that is, one that actually measures
what it purports to measure;

- that the formula be based as much as possible on actual,
verifiable data, rather than upon opinions or subjective
estimates; and

- that the formula should be as simple as possible, con-
sistent with the other criteria.

For the second alternative approach, we assumed that the
State would be unwilling to develop the mechanisms necessary to
support an effective "excess cost'" reimbursement procedure, and,
hence, should use a method to disburse funds which is:

- exfremely simple and requires little cost or effort,
and which

- results in the distribution of special education funds

in a manner that is consistent with the financing of
regular programs,

B. AN EXCESS COST FORMULA

1. General Description

This is a formula or procedure for computing the excess
cost incurred by a school district in the education of handicapped
children. Please note that we have used the term "education"
rather than "special education." This usage is intentiohal; the
proposed formula takes into account the total cost of educating

the handicapped child and not merely the cost of special programs.
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In words, the proposed formula can be expressed as
follows:

The excess cost of educating handicapped children

is the actual cost incurred by the school district

in educating handicapped children MINUS the cost

it incurred in educating the same number of non~

handicapped children. *

Thus, if it cost $200,000 to educate 100 handicapped
children in a given school district ($2,000 per pupil) and
$150,000 to educate 100 nonhandicapped children ($1,500 per
pupil), then the excess cost is $200,000 - $150,000 = $50,000
($500 per pupil).

Under SB 157, the reimbursement would be 30 percent
of $50,000 provided that sufficient funds were available.

Under the proposed formula, the cost of educating
handicapped children includes district "indirect'" or overhead
cost (gengral administration, plant operation, etc.), "direct"
regular program cost (regular teacher salaries, supplies, etc.).
and "direct" special program cost (special teacher salaries,
special transportation, etc.).

The proposed formula provides a method for computing
the district indirect cost and the direct regular program cost
associated with the education of handicapped children. Indirect

* The proposed formula is similar to the cost computation
method advocated by Professor William P. McLure of the Colliege of
Education, University of Illinois at Urbana~Champaign. Professor
McLure's approach is described in "Unit Support Funding of Special
Education," presented at the Fifth Annual Invitational Conference
on Leadership in Special Education Programs, Minneapolis, Minnesota.
November 24-25, 1975.
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costs are assumed to apply equally to each student educated by the
school district, in proportion to the student's days of membership,
whether or not handicapped, Regular Program direct costs are
assumed to be proportional to the time each student spends in the
regular program., For example, a handicapped child who spent no
time in the regular classroom would incur no direct regular pro-~
gram cost; a child who spent half of the time in the regular class-~
room would incur halfl of the average direct regular program cost
per pupil.

The method of calculating these costs could be modified
without changing the basic overall formula, if the underlying
assumptions are unacceptable. However, any method must necessarily
be based on certain arbitrary assumptions. (For example, how does
one determine what portion of a teacher's salary to associate with
any given child? What portion of the electricity bill?) We pre-~
fer the proposed method because it is objective (that is, based
on a measurable quantity, such as time), uniformly applicable
among the school districts, and because the method is consistent
with other methods currently in use for the distribution of Basic

School Support funds and for interdistrict tuitioning.

The proposed formula for computing reimbursement to
intermediate education districts is somewhat different since the
IEDs generally do not operate regular programs. The difference
is described in Section IV-B~3 below.

The following detailed description and illustration of
the formula assumes that the school district is using the Program
Budgeting System, Handbook II. An analogous method could be devel~
oped using the traditional budgeting system, although this would
present some difficulties since there is no unique correspondence

between the two charts of accounts.



2. Details of the Formula

a. School Districts

Step 1 - Calculate the direct costs of special education

The current definition of approved costs is expanded to
include certain other costs, such as: inservice training of special
education teachers: professional dues, fees, and subscriptions: all
district reimbursed travel of special education personnel; supplies.
and equipment for the director's office (insofar as these expenses
support the special education program for handicapped children:
space rental payments; and the full cost of contracted services
for handicapped children. This expanded definition represents

essentially all of the direct costs of special education.

Tuition and/or contract payments received for services
provided to other school districts are subtracted from the total

direct costs to obtain net direct costs.

Step 2 - Calculate the equivalent regular program

average daily membership (ADM) for handicapped children

Most handicapped children receiving special services
also spend some time in the regular school program. The proposed
formula requires that this time be computed and converted to an
equivalent ADM for regular programs. Form A has been provided
(Appendix A) for purposes of recording the data needed for the
computation. This data includes the following informatioii on
each eligible child served in the special program: ;

- The number of days the child was enrolled in the school

~district (i.e., the number of days that the child was
counted in computing the overall school district ADM),

- The number of days the child was served in the special
program. '

- The average fraction of the day spent with special pro-
gram personnel on days when special instruction or other
special service was provided (example, one hour per day
equals one-fifth day).
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More than one line on the form is used for a given child
if a change in the child's program occurs during the year which
results in a significant change in the daily time spent with
special personnel. This is illustrated in the example below.

The equivalent regular program ADM for a given child
is calculated as follows:

Equivalent regular program ADM =

Number of days Number of days Average fraction
enrolled in the - served in b < of the day with
district special program special personnel

Number of school days taught in the district

Consider the following example: a child is enrolled in
the district for 160 out of 180 school days. After 30 days of
full-time participation in the regular program, the child is
removed from the regular class and spends 10 full days in a diag-
nostic and prescriptive classroom. Subsequently, the child returns
to the regular classroom but does not pParticipate in the regular
reading program. Instead, the child spends 1 hour per day, 5 days
per week -- 120 days in all -- receiving special reading instruc-
tion from a properly qualified special teacher.

The equivalent regular program ADM for this child would
be calculated as follows:

(a) Days enrolled in the district: - ’ 160
- Equivalent days in special program:
Special c¢lass 10
Resource room (120 days x 1/5) 24
(b) Total 34

Equivalent days in regular program:
(c) (a) - (b) 126

(d) Equivalent regular program ADM:
(¢) + 180 days 0.7




In practice, this procedure is greatly simplified because
an independent calculation for each child is unnecessary. The
total equivalent regular program ADM for all handicapped children
served is obtained by taking the sum of Form A, column 2 (days
enrolled in the district) less the sum of Form A, column 5 (equi~
valent days in spe01a1 programs), divided by the number of school
days taught by the district,

Data regarding the days of district enrollment for
each child should be available from the school district atten-
dance office., The data regarding time spent in the special pro-
gram should be contained in the child's file.

Step 3 - Calculate the district indirect cost per
pupil (ADM)

This calculation can be accomplished using'Form B pro-
vided in Appendix B. Lines 1 through 7 on this form are equivalent
to lines B.3 through B.9 on SDE Form 3046A, '"estimate of expendi-
tures and receipts for year ending June 30, 19___, for use in basic
school support fund estimates.'" We have defined indirect costs to
include the following accounts: general administration, school
administration, business office, classroom furniture, operations
and maintenance, internal and central services. New capital out-
lay amounts have been excluded from each account, per traditional

procedure,

District indirect cost per pupil (ADM) is then computed
by dividing the sum of these indirect amounts by the (unadjusted)
district ADM.
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Step 4 - Calculate the regular program direct cost
per pupil (ADM)

Form C in Appendix C is provided for this purpose.
The. calculation consists of adding the amounts in the "instruc-
tion" series accounts, the pupil and instructional staff accounts
under "support services,'" and '"payments to other governmental
units." ' Tuition receipts and special education direct costs are
subtracted from this total to arrive at net regular program
direct cost.

This formula for computing regular program costs includes
pupil transportation expense and instructional equipment expense,
in contrast to the formula commonly used by the State Department of
Education, in order to be consistent with the inclusion of these
items under direct costs of special education.

To express regular program costs on a per pupil basis,
an adjusted district ADM is used. The adjustment accounts for the
time handicapped children spend in special programs and is equal
to the total of column 5 on Form A (Appendix A), divided by the
number of days taught in the district. The adjusted district ADM
equals the total district ADM less this adjustment.

The regular program direct cost per pupil is computed
by dividing the total direct cost by the adjusted district ADM.

Step 5 ~ Calculate total cost and cost per pupil of
educating handicapped children (Form D, part A)

Total cost equals the district indirect cost PLUS the
regular program cost for handicapped children PLUS the special
program cost. Each of these elements is calculated as follows:

(a) Indirect cost = indirect cost per pupil (ADM)
(Form B, line 10)

X school district handicapped ADM
(Form A, column 3)
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(b) Regular program regular program direct cost per pupil
direct cost (ADM) (Form C, line L)

i

X equivalent regular program ADM (Form A
column 3 minus column 6)

(c) Special program = amount from Form 5164
direct cost

(d) Total cost for = (a) + (b) + (c)
handicapped
children

(e) Cost per pupil = (d) + school district handicapped ADM
(ADM) for (Form A, column 3) .
handicapped
children

Step 6 - Calculate cost per pupil for nonhandicapped
children (Form D, part B)

The cost per pupil for nonhandicapped children equals the
district indirect cost per pupil (Form B, line 10) plus the direct
regular program cost per pupil (Form C, line L),

Step 7 - Calculate the total excess cost and the excess

cost per pupil for handicapped children (Form D, parts
C-E)

The excess cost per pupil is simply the cost per pupiil
for handicapped children from step 5 minus the cost per pupil for
nonhandicapped children from step 6.

The total district excess cost equals the excess cost
per pupil times the number of handicapped pupils (ADM) from
Form A, column 3.

Step 8 ~ Calculate the district reimbursement amount

(Form D, part F)

The school district reimbursement would be 30 percent
of the excess cost computed in step 7 or a lesser, prorated per-
centage if funds are insufficient.
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b. Intermediate Education Districts

Since the intermediate education districts have no
resident pupils and receive no basic school support, their reim-
bursement amounts should be calculated in a different manner.

We recommend that the direct costs of IED programs for handicapped
children be calculated in the same way as school district direct
program costs. To these direct costs should be added an amount
for IED indirect costs. One way that IED iandirect costs can be
allocated is using the IED's ratio of direct costs for handicapped
child programs to the total direct costs of all IED programs.
Direct and indirect costs are defined in the same way, that is,
using the same accounts, as in the case of the school districts.

The total excess cost of an IED program is equal to the
total direct cost plus the allocated indirect cost for handlcapped
child resolution programs. Because IEDs have no resident pupils,
per se, and do not normally provide regular classroom instruction,

- .there is no way of computing a cost per pupil that is comparable

to the school district cost per pupil.

IED reimbursement would be computed by applying the
30 percent (or prorated) factor to the excess costs.

3. An Illustration

This illustration is based on fiscal year 1976 budget
data for one school district in the sample. However, actual data
were not available to determine the equivalent regular and special
program ADMs for handicapped children. Consequently, assumptions
were used to generate that information for application of the
formula. These assumptions were based upon the estimated number
of pupils served, as reported on the projected activities and
cost statement (PACS) submitted by the district, and upon ratios
of pupils served to special class ADM in the prior year,

The purpose of the illuétration is to demonstrate the
mechanics of the formula and to compare the resulting reimburse-
ment with estimated reimbursement based on the formulas in effect
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during 1974~1975, and with the reimbursement based on SB 157.
Appendix E contains completed forms and a narrative description
of the procedures employed for the illustration.

The State grant for this example compares to estimated
amounts under the former claim procedures and under OAR 22-185,
as follows:

Former claim procedures ; $ 50,800
Proposed alternative 60,181
OAR 22-185 101,968

These figures are based on the following assumptions:

- that the State would reimburse 44 percent of the claim-
able costs under the former handicapped child law (as
1t did last year) and would pay the flat grant amounts
allowed on the claim form for educable mentally retarded;
and

- that the full 30 percent of costs approved under
OAR 22-185 would be reimbursed.

The relative size of the grants under the three pro-
cedures pertain to the example only and are estimates. The reader
should not conclude, for example, that the grants to all school
districts under OAR 22-185 will be approximately twice what they
would have been under- former claim procedures.

In fact, for intermediate education districts, the
proposed procedure results in a larger reimbursement than
OAR 22-185, because indirect costs are included and because the
entire direct costs of special education are considered to be
excess costs (IEDs operate no regular programs).

The approved costs under OAR 22-185, which are to be
used for schooi district reimbursement this year, produce a larger
grant than our proposed formula for essentially one reason: 100
percent of the approved costs of special education are assumed
to be excess costs. That is, the full per pupil cost for regular
programs is attributed to each child, in addition to the special
program costs, even if the child never participates in the regular
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classroom. Or, from a different perspective, OAR 22-155 assumes
that if the special education program was disbanded and the handi-
capped children returned to the regular ciassroom on a full-time
basis, that no increase in regular program costs would occur.

One can engage in endless argument regarding the net
cost impact of initiating or terminating special programs for
handicapped children. We believe that no single rule exists which
can be applied to all school districts in all situations. We favor
the proposed formula because it appears to be the most "reasonable"
cost reimbursement approach that we have encountered, both from a
conceptual and from a practical point of view.

C. A_SIMPLIFIED FORMULA

As discussed at length in Sections IJ and III of this
report, we advocate the use of a reimbursement formula based on
actual costs incurred, provided proper controls are established
to ensure that costs are accurately and consistently reported.
Otherwise, there can be no assurance that funds are properly
distributed, and in fact, maldistribution of funds is a strong
probability. Consequently, if the State decides not to establish
appropriate controls, we believe that the time and expense involved
with administering the cost reimbursement program can be put to
more profitable use. This can be accomplished simply by trans-
ferring the special education grant funds for school districts
from the handicapped child fund into the Basic School Support
Fund. These funds could then be distributed to the school districts
in proportion ., the basic grant.

This recommendation is certainly not meant to be face-
tious. It offers the advantage of distributing funds for handi-
capped children in the same way as for nonhandicapped children,
and thus, is consistent with the philosophy of equality in oppor-
tunity for education. The potential administrative cost savings
are obvious. both at the State and at the school district level.
The funding mechanism could stiil be used to reinforce program
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requirements, since the portion of basic which would be associated
with special education could easily be identified and withheld, if
necessary.

Finally, everyone involved could be spared the effort
required to learn all of the definitions, forms, and procedures
which are essential to an effective cost reimbursement formula.
No new record keeping systems, computational formulas, or claim
forms would be necessary.
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V. FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA

This chapter of the report presents the data developed
in the study. One summary sheet is provided for each district in
the sample. Also included is an exhibit showing totals and aver-
ages for the entire sample. Finally, there is an exhibit with
projected costs for fiscal year 1977-1978.

In the presentation of findings (Section II), we described
limitations in current data systems for special education programs.
Unfortunately, these limitations made it difficult to obtain all
of the data required by the contract at the ‘level of accuracy that
might be desired. We did, however, perform certain tests in order
to imprcve the consistency and reliability of the data. These
tests involved a comparison of data obtained from alternative
sources and the resolution of inconsistencies wherever feasible.
Nevertheless, we cannot ensure that the data are without error,
although we have no reason to believe that any euch errors are of
sufficient magnitude that the data cannot be used as intended.
The following paragraphs identify matters of which the reader
should be aware.

A. CAVEATS

Salaries and fringe benefits for special education
personnel comprise by far the largest component of program costs,
However, because the definition of claimable salary expense is
ambiguous, particularly for personnel with a part-time responsi-
bility in relation to handicapped children, interdistrict differ-
ences in reporting salary expense are unavoidable.
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Many districts report transportation expense as the
second largest cost component. However, school districts have
not been provided with a specific formula for computing trans-
portation expense; hence, transportation cost differences among
districts may reflect variations in method of computation as much
as variations in actual cost.

The definition of claimable costs was considerably
expanded for the 1975-1976 school year. We attempted to identify
and include comparable costs for 1974-1975 but were unable to do
30 in all cases because the districts often did not maintain
separate records of nonreimbursable costs. In several instances,
we were forced to estimate certain cost elements in lieu of hard
data.

In many school districts, the same personnel provide
service to two or more primary handicapping conditions. In such
instances, we generally used the number of pupils taught or some
similar basis for allocating costs by type of handicap.

School districts do not maintain cost data by type of
program (special class, resource room, etc.), except in the event
that a single mode of delivery is used to serve a given handicap.
Whenever two or more programmatic alternatives were used to serve
the same general handicapping condition, we asked the director of
special education to characterize the program provided by each
teacher, and used this information as the basis for distributing
other costs.

Except when a supervisor of special education and/or a
secretary was assigned to a specific handicapping condition,
their salary costs were allocated in proportion to the direct
expenses associated with each handicap.

We place little confidence in school district reports
concerning the number of handicapped children served. This is
an area which requires considerable strengthening. Further,
there is no clear definition of what constitutes a "pupil, "
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except in the special class situation. Consequently, the "cost per
pupil" data should be viewed as rough estimates. At the time of
our site visits, most districts had not yet forecast the number

of handicapped pupils they expected to serve during the 1976-1977
School year. In most instances, therefpre, in order to compute
cost per pupil for 1976-1977, we assumed that the number of pupils
would be the same as in 1975-1976.

Projected cost data for 1977-1978 represent simple
extensions of 1976-1977 estimated costs using an average annual
rate of increase based on prior years' datz. With the concurrence
of our ad hoc advisory comnittee, we had originally intended to
use costs per pupil from this study, increased by an inflationary
factor and applied to estimates provided by the Department concern-
ing the total number of eligible handicapped children in the State.
This would provide a cost projection based on a "full service"
assumption. However, due to our concerns regarding the data on
the number of children currently served, and consequently, our
lack of confidence in the costs per pupil, we decided that an
extrapolation of fiscal year 1976-1977 costs would likely provide
a more reliable projection.

While we believe that the statewide estimates provided
in this report are the best currently available for decision
making, it is not possible to specify the potential error in these
estimates. The PACS used as a basis for the estimate contained
numerous significant errors, as described on page II1-10 of this
report. Further, there is no assurance that the sample districts
account for the same percentage of State reimbursement in other
years as in fiscal year 1976. Finally, the sample districts were
not chosen on a totally random basis because of the need to survey
districts which maintain the best available data. The nonrandom
selection process probably has a minimal impact on the generaliz-
ability of the total cost.data, however, because of the very large
portion of the total State expenditures accounted for by the éample

districts.
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The reader may note differences between certain data -
presented in this report and data from other sources, particularly
with respect to regular program pupils, teachers, and costs. These
differences are attributable for the most part to different defi-
nitions of terms. Our contract asked for data pertaining to non-
handicapped children, whereas most other statistics which refer
to '"'regular'" programs actually contain handicapped pupils, teachers,
and/or costs as well. Our data reflect adjustments made in an
effort to limit regular program data to nonhandicapped children.

Ad hoc assumptions were required throughout the analysis
of the school district and IED data in order to complete this
assignment. These assumptions were necessary because of missing
data elementss, missing or inconsistent documentation, and con-
flicting data sources. 1In every case, however, we attempted to
develop assumptions on a reasonable basis.

B. DESCRIPTION OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit II contains a list of the school districts and
IEDs which were included in the sample. The exhibit numbers
provided in the list serve as an index to the individual district
data which follows. These districts accounted for the following
portion of fiscal year 1975 State reimbursement:

Handicapped child 63%
Educable mentally retarded 48%
Emotionally handicapped ' 100%

According to the Projected Activities and Cost Statements,
the sample districts are expected to account for approximately 62
percent of the State reimbursement for fiscal year 1976.

Exhibit III-A presents the financial and statistical
data totaled for all districts in the sample for fiscal years
1975 through 1977. Exhibit III-B provides estimates of costs by
type of handicap for fiscal year 1978. The subsequent exhibits,
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IV through XXXIII, present the data for each individual district.
The format for these Presentations is as follows:

1. Table A - Cost by Type of Handicap

Total claimable cost, number of pupils, and cost per
pupil for several major classes of handicapping condition, fiscal
years 1975 through 1977.

2. Table B - Costs for Selected Cost Categories

Salaries and fringe benefits paid to directors and super-
visors of education and to their secretaries; cost per teacher for
itinerant travel; special transportation and supplies costs.

3. Table C - Costs and Daily Class Hours per Teacher
by Type of Program

Cests and daily class hours aggregated by major program
alternatives, such as the special class, resource room, home
instruction, etc.

4, Table D - Sources of Funds

A breakdown of sources and amounts of funds for school
district and IED special education programs receiving grants-in-
~aid under SB 157.

3. Table E - Pupils and Teachezs by Type of Handicap

Reported number of pupils served and teachers employed
(FTEs) for several major classes of handicapping condition.

6. Table F - Regular Program Data

A variety of data pertaining to nonhandicapped children.




C. MISCELLANEQUS INFORMATION NOT INCLUDED IN THE EXHIBITS

1. Criteria for Eligibility by Type of Handicap

Under SB 157, eligibility of children for special educa-~
tion has become the province of the school district rather than
the State Department, as it generally was in the past. Each
district has the responsibility to develop procedures for deter-
mining eligibility and for periodic reassessment. All districts
in the sample said that they intend to follow the eligibility
criteria defined by the State, without modification, in identi-
fying children to be served in programs offered by the district.
Most of the school districts had not finalized their intake pro-
cedures at the time of our visit, however.

2. Percent of Teachers' Time by Type of Activity

We were requested to provide percentage breakdowns of
special education teachers' time spent in administration, prepara-
tion, parent conferences, meetings, etc. With only a single excep-
tion, however, none of the districts surveyed maintain teacher time
accounting reports from which such information could be derived.

To obtain reliable information regarding teacher time utilization
would require the design and implementation of special data collec-
tion of data for the entire school year since teacher activities
tend to vary during the year. For example, diagnostic and pre-
scriptive activities, and conferences with parents, tend to occupy
a higher percentage of most teacher's time at the beginning of the
school year. Later on, most eligible children have been identified
and entered into special instructional programs,

3. Cost for Case Finding

An accurate determination of the cost of case finding
activities was not possible in this study. Case finding costs

"cannot be determined without a definition of the activifies which

comprise case finding and some way of measuring the time spent in
these activities. If case finding is intended to include child
identification, diagnosis, and prescriptive planning activities,
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then virtually all special education personnel are involved in

case finding, even secretaries who process the necessary paper
work. Moreover, school principals and regular classroom teachers
are often involved as well. Consequently, a literal interpretation
of case finding could bring in costs which lie outside the special

program per se.
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Page 1 of 2
SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
IN STUDY SAMPLE
SCHOOL DISTRICTS
EXHIBIT
NAME COUNTY REFERENCE
Portland 1J Mul tnomah IV
Salem 24J Marion \'
Eugene 4J Lane VI
Beaverton 48J Washington VII
North Clackamas 12 Clackamas VIII
David Douglas 40 Multnomah IX
Corvallis 509J "Benton X
Lake Oswego 7 Clackamas X1
Bend 1 Deschutes XII
Lincoln County Unit Lincoln XIII
Parkrose 3 Mul tnomah X1V
Reynolds 7 Multnomah Xv
South Lane 45J3 Lane XVI
Hood River 1 Hood River XVII
McMinnville 40 Yamhill XVIII
Ontario 8C Malheur XIX
Estacada 108 Clackamas XX
Hillsboro 7 Washington XXI1
South Umpqua 19 Douglas XXI1I
Klamath Falls 1 Klamath XXIII
Central Linn 552C Linn XX1v
Dayton 8 Yamhill XXv
Crowfoot 89 Linn XXV1
Milton~Freewater 31 Umatilla XXVII



EXHIBIT II

Page 2 of 2
INTERMEDIATE EDUCATION DISTRICTS
EXHIBIT
NAME COUNTY REFERENCE
Clatsop - Clatsop XXVIII
Douglas Douglas XX1X
Harney Harney XXX
Jackson Jackson XXX1
Multnomah Multnomah XXX11I
Union Union XXXIII
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FINANCIAL AXD STATISTICAL DATA
SAMPLE DISTRICT TOTALS
PROGRAS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT I11-A

{
I

FISCAL YEAR 1975

A 052 BY TIRE OF mNDICHP®

FISCAL YEAR 1976

PISCAL TEAR 1977

CLAMABLE

B, COSTS POR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES

CLATWABLE  NUMBER OF  (OST Pi NOBIR OF  COSTPER  CLAIWABLE  MWGBEROF  COST PER FISCAL YRARS
HANDICAP (0818 PUPILS RPIL 008TS PUPILS APIL 0818 WRILS | PUPIL CATEGORY 1975 1976 1977
Educable sentally g
Totanded $ 3,760,489 2,5 S48 § 4,007 6 213 $1,4 §4,231,088 241 2. Adninistrative salaries and benefits  $815,686  $1,061,301 $1,153,435
Itiherant teacher travel cost perc
Estrene learning : teacher 2 2 m
probless 2,690,284 11,831 PRk} 2,897,731 13,110 21 3,369,073 13,246 254
' Special mupplies ¢
. S 1706 8408 WL 9 WL 8 W Fetst et gt ind equtpaent - W
- Dctiomlly cisturbed 116540 784 LT LS LM Le LI 19 1,34 Transportation cost por pupil® 2 W oo
{
- owdoud m, 515 530 435,956 51 82l 464,020 540 859
 Other 863,560 1,0 = amyn 1o s 106428 138 -
r SANPLY TOTAL $10 5485800 24,79¢ $ ﬁ $13 512!297 27,411 § ﬂ $15,018,023 27,828 $ .54_0‘
- Statewdde estimte” 817,013,870 21,794,020 Su,222,620
?_
;
' C. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAM D, SOUACE OF FUNDS
(085 oY VISCAL YEAW TAILY CLASS HOURS FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 : FISCAL YEAR 1977
I o D 1976 1977 PER TEACHER (BST.) NOWT_ RET kW pmo’ aan PERCET
Spec 4l class 3,802,228 § 4,410,303 § 4,845,075 5 Conora] district! $8,463,50 802 S1L290807 833 61,383,756 738
Resource room 1,217,297 1,501,118 1,903,325 5 Federal grants 2,878 9.2 33,768 0.3 45,827 0.3
Itinerant teacher 3,208,320 4,482,008 4,874,407 41 Tuition from other districts 61,181 0.6 4,708 0.3 43,500 0.3
Hoe instruction 21,52 386,947 414,84 SOE spectal education grants 1,976,285 18,7 L4148 159 3,488,240 232
Tuitioning 5,848 6,547 68,254 Other B8 0.2 A 02 $,70 o4
School psychologists 333,138 507,065 545,664 TOTAL 810,548,600 99,9 $13,512,27  100.0 $15,018,023  100.0
Pupll transportation 420,025 553,571 568,574
Aduinistration 813,685 1,061,300 1,153,435 ! Includes local and internediate sources end SDE grants, excluding restricted grants-in-aid
pertaining to the epecial education of handicapped children,
Other ML ST R4 .
. Percentages nay not totel 100 due to rounding.
T0TAL §10,548,600 513,512,207 815,018,023
""_
‘ F. REGULAR PROGRAM DATA
E. DUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAD
TISCAL YEARS
PISCAL YEAR 1375 PISCAL YEAR 1976 RISCAL YEAR 1977 ITEY 1975 1976 1977
PRI/ PUPIL/ PURIL/
TEACHER TRACHER TEACHER Puptls (ADY) 205,987.8  206,09.8  202,784.0
..... "
HANDICAP PUPILS  TEACHESS _RATIO PUPILS  TEACHERS  RATIO PUPILS _ TEACHERS _RATIO Classroen texchers (FTE) B,910.9 8,079,0 8,908,
Educable mentally
retarded (A4) 2288 w082 107 L8063 100 95 L8169 186 9.6 Teachor/puptl ratto 2.1 nt 2.9
]
Extrene learning Yet aperating cost per pupil 81,117 $1,303 1,47
problens 11,531.0 148.7 7.0 13,1100 163.0 0.4 13,246.0 170.0 n9 Transportition cost per pupllc 48 5t -
Speech 8,408.0 113.4 .1 9,014.0 12,8 1.1 §,132.0 128.7 1.0 Instructions) supplies ad
Botiomlly disturted 40 6 M9, 130 B3 31 13m0 3 ;2 equipnent cost per pupd] e s &
69
-

? Includes allocation of program administrative expense.

mriman th

s{;}g\[(:by the districts),

Cy

A ruiToxt Provided by

ealan of the distriets surveyed,

G "2t the 1976 ratio of sample costs to statewide costs holds for all years (

conputed from the Projected Activities and Cost Statements

Rl



EXHIBIT III-B

ESTIMATED COSTS
FISCAL YEAR 1978

ESTIMATED? PERCENT OF
CLAIMABLE SAMPLE
HANDICAP COSTS TOTAL
EMR $ 4,880,000 29,2
ELP , 3,670,000 22,0
Speech 2,230,000 13.3
ED 1,970,000 11.8
Home 530,000 3.2
Other 3,420,000 20.5
Total Sample $16,700,000 100.0
Statewide Estimate $26,940,000
Major Underlying Assumptions
1. Total costs increase at the percentage rate of the preceding
year.
2. The cost for each handicapping condition bears the same

proportional relationship to the total costs as in the two
preceding years combined.

3. The statewide estimate assumes that the fiscal year 1978
ratio of sample costs to statewide costs will approximate
the fiscal year 1976 ratio as computed from the Projected
Activities and Cost Statements submitted by the districts.

a Rounded to the nearest $10,000,




FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
PORTLAND 1J
PROGRANS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT IV

4. 081 B TIPE OF NDICH 8. (0STS FoR SRLECTED COST CATPGORIES
FINCAL_YEAR 1975 FiSCAL YEAR 1076 FISCAL YEAR 1877
CLATNABLE  NUIBER OF COST PER CLAJMABLE  NUMBER OF (OSTPER  CLAIMABLE  NABER 0P COST PBR FISCAL YEARS
BANDICAR £os18 PPILS PIL 00818 PUPILS MPIL _.costs PUPILS ARIL e e
CATRGORY 1975 1976 1977
Bducable seotally
retarded $1,050,882 34 Sl 81,004,222 481 .15 81,182,3 41 $2,458 Aainistrative salartes and berefits $174.047 $257,063 §080,616
Extrewe learning R Itinerant teacher travel cost per
probless 80,68 3000 n WA 4,306 a uM 4,006 51 teacher it oo,
Speech 340,899 11 19 148% 1,692 10t 189,858 1,692 ut Spectnl mupplien and equipuent
' cost per pupil Ll §.99 .12
Emotionally disturbed 214,738 Y] 1,518 428,308 351 1,220l 463,568 351 1,32
Transportation cost per pupil 8l 118 114
Honebound 100 "2 137 33 126.174 ki 921 136,387 137 996
Otter mod WL w0 L o
i @39 B2 SdM SISm0 § 50 e L4 84
C. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAY D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
(0STS BY FISCAL YEAR DATLY CLASS HOURS FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1973 FISCAL YEAR 1977
TYPE OF PROGRAK 1978 1976 1917 PER TEACHER (RST. )} SOURCE ANOUNT PERCEN ANgURT -_‘ljf’/l(.’l'JN‘l'2 AKOUNT PERCENE
Specal class §1,377.543 81,583,402 81,732,750 § Ganeral thatriet} 2oL WY SIS 6.0 BT WD
fesource tooa - . - . Federal grants . . . . o .
Ttinerant teacher 706,222 155,281 1,663,m 4 Tuition fron other districts . - . . . .
Home ingtruction 93,533 116,428 127,93 WA SUE epecial education grants 306,550 0.l 524,600 4.0 82,471 2.l
Tuitioning - - - - Other - - - <
Schoo) paychologists 4,64 5468 69,184 WA i AT 0.0 SIS0 MO0 S0 M0
Pupil transportation 114,682 142,508 141,242 N/A
Adninistration 194,047 257,083 280,616 /A ! Includes Jocal and intermediate sources and SDE grants, excluding restricted grants-in-aid
pertaining to the spectal education of handicapped children,
Other 350 30,753 29 569 N/A 7
Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding,
TOTAL $2.517.071  $3,733,003 84,043 912
£ PUPLLS AND TEACHERS BY TYE OF HANDICAP T, BEGULAR PROGRAN DATH
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 TISCAL YEAR 1977 _ FISCAL YRARS
PIL/ 1L/ PRI/ ITRY 1973 1976 19
TEACHER TEACHER TEACHER
MAADICAP pens TOCIERS RO MPILS TRACHRRS MTIO  PUPILS TEACERRS RATIO Pupils (ADR) 2,42 6,12 5008
Classroon t
Blucable nentally sastoon tetchess (F15) i sl 23
rotarded (ADY) 590 58 .2 0N 3% 8 19 Teacker/pupt] ratlo 48 ud B3
Extreme learning Net opersting cost per woil
prokLes BN M 4N D W3 4N 0 s e L s
Transportation cost per pupil
Spoech LM% B8 L2 3 @3 1 B 43 T Wooow
d Instructions] supplies and
Dotiomlly disturbet” 103 M 12w b Ny oW oW W equipaent eost per pupil w8
Other - . . . . - - - -
T

[
(03t par pupi] wust b viewsd vith caution ae many codte for serving thess handicaps ary tncluded In districtide and Nreavide progrias
vhich are mu)tidisctpl{nary aad sarve pepils with & wide racge of handicapping couditiozs.

\)‘ L1 sot meaningtul as coot of dintrdcteide and avesside prograew are {ncluded hers. Students warved, other thao short~tery
E l C trentaent, yre {ncludad 1o sppropriste handicup category.

913, the fol1 cost of arsustds progTams vas ot nclubed. The portioss of thewe programs elfpitle for partisl refuburseasnt
9 OUK &2¢ ncluded 1n the sppropeiate haedicrp category.




FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
SALEN 24J
PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

FXHIBIT V

A, COST BY TYPB OF HANDICAP B, €878 POR SELECTED 08T CATRGORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1978 FISCAL YEAR 1876 FISCAL YEAR 1877
Clé‘l):lrgbl WH'?PEII}. sOF CO;L&ER CL@IIABLE WUIBER OF  COST PER  CLALWABLE  NUMBER OF  COST PER FISCAL YEARS
AARDY JVOSTS _ mPig o WRLL 0818 MPILS APIL >
L0 s RRL o cos  MRUS . RPIL CATEGORY 1975 1976 _1m
Wueable nentslly
tetarded SR W S S eR MR sl W fw Hdalatrativs eulrite ud breflts o0 g0 94,50
Extreme learning Itinerant teacher travel cost per
probless 26,425 M m 250,068 620 403 250,857 620 405 o oo "
Speech 181,166 Spectal supplies and equipwent
544 kKK 234,09 603 388 249,440 603 414 cost per pupil . 234 165 2,12
Buotionlly disturbed 30,905
f ) 36 858 61,29 20 m 67,51 20 0 Transportation cost per pupil 40 k! %
Homebound 2,13 82 - £8.010 8 - 71,31 B2 -
Other nE - W le . L R 7] -
oL WO L8 SIS AL LS S 6W L8 Las §_88
C. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAM D, SOURCE &F FUNDS
COSTS BY PISPAL YEAR BHLY CLASS OB _FISCAL YRR 1975 FISCALYEAR 1976 _ PISCAL YEAR 1977
TIOE OF BROGRAN 1975 1976 197 PER TEACEER (5S1.) e WUME . _MOWT .!’L.Lm UL .EER.EEL.;
Special class $407,39  § 507,620 § 463,961 5 General districtl $741,5 81,0 §1,082,94¢ 8.0 4 818,910 §7.8
Resource room - - - - Federal grants - - - - - .
Itinerant teacher 384,612 67,79 4835 45 uition froa otber districts - - . - - :
Hose instruction 2,13 41,13 49,265 - SUE spectal ecucation grants 195,450~ 19.0 141,751 12, 1,9 B0
Nitioning . - - - Other —l D D et
School paychologists 20,15 nB o A . 0L oW 00 SLIBLSE 1000 L0 10D
Pupil transportation 42,62 3,827 35,327 -
Adninistration 39,213 90,099 9,568 - ! Includes local and Sntersediate sources and SDE granta, excluding restricted granta-in-aid
pertaining to the special education of bandicapped children.
Other 302 2,385 2,350 -
t Percei.tages may not total 100 due to rounding.
TOML 817,004 $L230g0s 81230857
B, PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP 7, RECULAR PROGRAM DATA
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YRAR 1977 PISCAL YEARY
eI/ WPIL/ PUPIL/ 197 1976 1971
TEACKER TEACHER TEACHER T :
BARDICA PP TRACHERS RATI0 PUPILS TRACHRRS mATIQ PPILS TRACERS  _RATIQ Ppils (AN) A48 AW 2,
Bueable aentally Classroon teschers (FE) L0 Lo L8
250 . . 00 195 . W 1S . "
retarded (ADN) 95 18 103 108 Teaetse/pupil bl w1 ows 03
Leatnin
h;:ﬁﬁm' g 54 1.0 4.0 620 3.0 1.1 620 12.5 49.8 Het operatlog cost per pupll §,164 81,339 $1,5%
Speech 10 s 6B BA ad @9 115 482 Tranortation cst er puptl Wwooowm W
) 5. . ‘ Instructional supplies snd
Esotonally disturbed 3 u0 180 20 40 fs 0 00 0 .0 eqaent cost er pupl o W 6
0 ner - - - - - - ) ) )
Q '

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric
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EXHIBIT VI

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
FUGENE 4J
PROGRANS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

8. COST BY TYPE OF HAWDICAP B, COSTS POR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YRAR 1977
CLAIMBLE  NUBER GF  COSTPER  CLAMBLE  NUBEROF  COSTPER  CLAIGABLE  NUBER OF  COST DF., FISCAL YEARS
RARDICAP g RS UL wets . _RRLLS oL COStS PRSPPIl ooy T
Béucable aentally
retated Sansl 1% RO samae 1m0 gm smm 1w g Adatstrative salaries and benefits  ST2,00  SO0.607 386,382
Extrons learning Itinerant teacher travel cost per
problens 475,729 98 496 457,802 1,701 % 123,622 1,6% % teacher 230 206 206
Speech 172,28 ) 6 111 191,43 1,850 123 23,998 1,350 132 sz;t:lp::p::;ﬁ w emipeat 5.9 2,84 3,12
Enotionally disturbed 18,360 59 2,70 183,905 85 2,164 251,43 85 2,985 Transportation cost per pupil & 6 &
Homebound 19,21 2] 864 §1,533 . . 6,492 . .
Other L5518 Al L108 M4 18 ] I ST 316
o LS L@ s oo osee st osesan o g
C. COSTS AND DALY CLASS HOUAS PER TRACHER 3Y TVPE OF PROGRAM D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
£0873 BY FISCAL YEAR JAILY CLASS H0URS FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 877
WEOPGM 15 190 17 pTmom () o SE e JET o m g o
}
Special class $ 350,368 8 298,548 § 399,069 5 General district §$ 952,000 LYSVRE ) I K BT B § 939,91 60.4
Resource roon 18,157 68,079 28,025 5 Federal grants - - . . - -
Ttinerant teacher G088 BEE 661,760 4 Tuition {rou other districte - . - - - .
Hems instruction 18,227 HED 83,43 Wh §06 special education grants W 1 400,000 325 §56.000 3.5
Tuitioning - 12,000 13,200 Wi Other —— el et n
Sehool psycholopists - 53,266 52,867 WA T04L §1,159 997 1000 1,231 734 100.0 $1 655 971 100.0
Pupil transportation 10,413 26,495 3,110 WA e e
Adninistration 72,004 80,607 86,982 WA ! Includes Jocal and internediate sources and SOE grants, excluding restricted grants-in-aid
' pertaining to the special education of handicapped children,
Oth - 37,118 ] A
" — 8% ¥ ¢ Percentages nay not total 100 due to rounding,
TOTL SL159.997  sL.21734 81655 9M .
T, PUPILS AND TEACGERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP T, BEGULAR PROGRAN MTA
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1076 FISCAL YEAR 1977 PISCAL YEARS
I L Pl B W W8
TEACHER TEACHER ) TFAM%R .
HANDICAP jupnls TRACERS BATIO MPLLS TRCHERS MU0 BRI AR IO Puptls (AN N\ 078 20,78
(lassroom teachers (FTE) 861 93 93
Bducable mentally L] 13
setarded (ADH) 1308 1467 8.9 1165 15 18 1165 15 1.8 Teacher/pupld matio 1.8 0.1 w1
Extrese learning ting cost 5
oties o a ss 10 % e 14% % 1 Net operating cost per pupil $1,006  S1,436 81,580
St - Y T e L0 103 W4 Transportation cost per pupil 811 §12 815
b ; Instructional supplies and
Emotiorally disturbed” 305 5 g1 439 5 8.8 439 § 1.3 etulpaent cost per pupi W1 B0 Sl
Other

A Acr_1..

@~ *1on does not include claimable costs for homebound,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA

BEAVERTON 48/

PROGRA'S FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREY

EXHIBIT V11

4 COST BY TYPE OF NANDICAP
B, COSTS FOR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1979 PISCAL YEAR 1976 TISCAL YEAR 1977
CLATUABLE  NUNBER OF C0ST PR CLATNABLE  WUMBER oF C08T PER CLAIMABLE  WUWBER OF ST BER
WANDICAP losts_ _menms  _ PeIL_COSIS RS P Cosmg WPILS el _ msoALYBMS
1076 191
Educable mentally . CATRGORY 1979
relarded § 2081 132 sLam § 233 405 143 §1.632 § 261,34 3 §1,828 Adninistrative galarles and benefits 52334  $62.902 967,306
‘ Extrone learning [ Ttinesant te
acher travel cost per
problens 416,282 2,538 164 480.202 2,398 200 513,953 2,398 214 teacher 12 290 W
3
Speech 133,654 a2 165 145,846 o2 11 156,905 e 190 Special supplies ant equiprent
Botiomlly distubed .08 3 258 WL w0 Lew 1m0 1723 cost per pupil B3 1 1
- il
Honexound 8315 @ 1155 54,33 2 LW 8391 2 1415 Transportation cost per pup L
Other e - - w2 . ] 12506 - =
il SLUSTE 385 S M6 SLSE00 35§30 SLIM s s
(. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS KOURS PER TEACKER BY TYPE OF PROGRAY
D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
COSTS BY
_ — l;‘:m 1ER —— s s FISAL VBRI MSLVEAIE FISCAL YRR 19T7
7 .
UL PER TRACHER (151.) SORCE SONT_ PBT _MOND DT no  pEAT
Special S 1ir.244 S w07 ¢ 22872 H
pectal class Genere] dlstrict! 66 850 SLMEM  mo o sL0006 7O
Resouree room 434,521 495,621 329,669 5
. Federal grants . - - - - -
Itinerant 171,887 40,38 268,559 B
nerant teacher g i3 Tuition from other districts - - . - - -
o truction 46,007 60,478 64,851 -
s nstructio ’ SOE spectal education grants 150,020 1.0 160000 13,0 300000 2.0
Tuitionin - . - -
¢ Other = - " = -
School psychologlst , 94,63 101 236 -
0ol psychologlsts 104,793 852 1.25 i LOGKE 00 S0 W0 S0 g
Puptl transportation 31,470 32.000 32.000 .
Adninist 54,33 , 67,308 - . .
oladstration ’ 62,902 ! Includes local ang intersediate sources ant SIS grauts, excluding restricted grants-in-sid
Other 18,500 18,000 18,000 . pertaining to the special education of handiiipped children,
1
to rounding.
078 S1,016,766  $1.205.600  $1,300,362 Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding
E. PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP F. REGULAR PROGHAM DATA
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977 FISCAL YEARS
WeIL/ Rl PUPIL/ 1T 1975 1976 1977
TEACHER TEACHER TRACHER ' .
HANDICAD PUPILS TEACHFAS  RATIO. PUPILS TEACHERS  RATIO  PUPILS TEACHERS _RATIO Puplls (ADK) 002 2000 20200
Classroow teachers (F1E) 830
Fducable gentally dhers (08 ’ w M
retarded (A) 132 3 4.7 0 14,3 uon 14.3 Teacher/pupi] ratio 2.6 3.7 B.1
Ixtreae learning . Net operating cost per pupl SLall S 456 S1.613
roblens 2% ot w0 M w ws 2w o ws s '
Transportation cost per pupil 850 $64 $69
Speech 812 8 101.5 824 ] 9.6 8 § 91.6
Instructional supplies and
Bwotionally disturbed it 3 6.2 101 1 144 ()} 7 4.4 equipnent cosi per pupil $5 S64 o0
Other . . . . . . . . . :

2 qus not include 11 to 14 teachers who are not ELP certified,
LS

LRIC

18




NORTH CLACKAVAS 12
PROGRAXS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

PISANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA

EXHIBIT VIII

A C0ST BY TYPR O KANDICAP B, COSTS POR SELECTED COST CATRGORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISAL YEAR 1976 S L 1 L
CEE  WBEROF  COSTPER  CLAIMABLE A st P ot sk e FISCAL YEMRS
wwop  fws_mMs TR oFT8 — CatEGORY W sl
Biucable ;ntllly - u o 9B 150 L858 5297 643 150 §1,9 Aainistrative salarics and benefits  §29.641 %1842 W5.THT
retard . , .
Itinerant teacher *ravel cost per
“Eﬁﬁ.ﬁ""‘"’ Dok LM W W LW wg e L ur wekeher mooow
y 124,591 520 pa Spectal supplies and equipaent
Speech 92,801 519 v} 108,643 520 209 cost per pupll 4m 5.6 5,95
Paotionslly disturbed - . - ) Trangportation cont per pupdl % W 4
— 5% 0 m 0.8 5 4l 3,33 % W
Other 4.1 A — 43,3 i N - -
ont Y I R ) R A RS VR A R
C, COSTS D DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAN D, SOURCE OF FINDS
€318, BY FISCAL YEAR DALLY CLASS HOURS FISCAL YeR 1975 _ FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
TYPE OF PROGRAN 1975 1978 11 PER TEACIER (£ST) SOURCE L PERCEN ANOUNT PERCENT2 AHOUNT PERCEN72
Spectal class 150,51  §e7,0m 101,848 5 General strict’ §0,50 L0 SET065 820 SEETLBTE B4
Resource roon 54,604 164,894 184,183 $ Pederal grants 20,000 4.0 23,000 30 1,38 40
Itinerant teacher 51,604 305,42 352,48 45 Nuition from other distiicts - - -
Home instruction 17,553 28,181 30,592 - $O% epecial education graats 108,839 16.0 108,000 18,0 100,000 12,0
Tuitioning . 5,083 7,000 Other —_— - s .
School peyzhologists 40,147 2,678 2,54 N S99 LoD SIB0s 100 $ERD M
P41 transportation 15,200 2.912 3,400 e,
Adninistration 28,64 61,842 65,137 ] Includes local and intersediate sources and SOF grants, excluding restricted grants~in-aid
pertaining to the special education of handicapped children,
Other - - 1,300 [
~= 2 Percentages may fot total 100 due to rounding.
TOTAL $359,390 4718, 085 199,257
£, PUPILS AYD TEACHERS BY TiPE OF RANDICAP T, BECULAR PROGRAY DATA
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1876 IS YBAR 970 ISCHL YEARS
%%(Lék f?apcl}gn TPEUAPCIHLE«R 175 1975 1976 1917
WOl BPUS TROES RO PRLS TROES MO RPLS TCES RO Puphls (ADH) By nwWw o Naw
Bducable nentally Clagstoon teachers (FTE) S35 505 5505
retarded (ADN) 125 w6 U8 108 9 12,0 108 9 12.0 Teacher/pupdd ratio %.0 2.0 2.0
’“Si::ieli""‘"‘ om0 w9 LB w0 L 15 800 et operatiug cost perpuptl - qLa7 A gLSN
Speech 519 7wl @ 1 w3 om0 7 u3 Tf“fﬁgﬁft"‘°ﬂ cost per puptl 59 83 555
) Instruciional supplies and
Buotionally disturbed . - - . : equipnent cost per pupd] %1 LTI
Other - - - - - ‘
O

ERIC
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FINANCIAL AND STATTSTICAL DATA
DAVID DOUGLAS 40
PROGRANIS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT IX

4, COST BY TYPE OF HANDICAP

3. OSTS FOR SELECTED COST CATHGORIES

FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 977
CLUIMGLE  NOBEROF  COSTPMR  CLTWELL  WIBEROF  COST PR CLAIMDLE  USBER OF copsl']r ;sn FISCAL YRS
PURILS PPl CO3TS PpILY P COSTS WPILS PRI
———LNDICA"—‘—‘P """"'—COSTS e T S R e R CATEGORY 1975 1976 1977
Educable sentally
retarded s47.167 12 slig 88761 15 sL4s4 5188 458 H §1.63 Mainistrative salanes and benefits  §19.325  §36.703  $39,122
[tinerant teacher travel cost per
“;::;L:‘:"““ . ) . . . . . ) ) teather % 5 0%
) m 061 ) 31 Special supplies and equipment
Speech 62,058 20 239 13.176 20 st per pupil .01 N B
) 2,849
Motionally disturbed 69,845 kil 3,328 88,366 k] 2,455 102,561 ki ) Transportation cost per upil W08 Ueel 208
Homebound 8.910 kij 241 7,008 30 234 © 8.8 ki n
Other 30,813 i - 45,003 - . 43118 - —
L G & L@ S @ S s e sl
€, COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAM D.  SOURCE OF FUNDS
O — FISCAL YEAR 1975 F1SCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1971
< DAILY CLASS HOURS SOURCE WO PERCEN 2
THPE OF PROGRAN 1975 w6 197 pER TRICHER EST.J : ot RN gt e ey
General district $252,9%7 79.0 §302,634 9.0 . 82.0
pecial class g6 e S0,18 5 ¢ % d 90 S
. Federal grasts - . . - - .
fesource roon " " "
Tuition from other districts -0 . . - .
Itinerant techer 12.1% 66,138 63.925 45
SDE special education grants 69,827 2.0 79,000 2.0 75,000 18.0
Hose instruction 6,284 6,334 T.40 ) " f
Other . . . . . .
’m“lonlng 4.707 8.000 4320 b e - - - — e
0TAL $318.70 100,0 $381,634 100,0 $413 058 100,0
Sehool psycholoplsts 17,68 0,00 2,0% ) = et it :
Pupt] transportation 2),904 46 208 47018 - ] .
' ' N . Includes local and {nternediate Sources and SDE grants, escluding restricted grants-in-aid
Aduindstration 2,329 36.703 3.1 pertaining to the special education of handicapped children,
Other Lt 0 ——— " 2 Percentages nay not total 100 due to rounding,
0T SI8TM SBLEM  S413,058
E, PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF WANDICAP P, REGULAR PROGRAN DATA
ISCAL YEAR 1975 FIStAL YEAR 1976 FiSCAL VMR IOTT PISCAL YBARS
HpIL/ Ry PPIL - - o -~ m
AANDICAP WML THUBES WO WPILS TACERS MTIO MRS TRGES MIIO Puptls (AT} TAUS 7648 748
, . Classroon teachers (FIE) W6 BT B/LO
Educsble ~entally 1.5
retarded {AN) we 9 w2 w2 8 uy w8 ~ Teacher/pupt ] ratio B4 N4 M0
Extrene learning . i N . . . Net operating cost per pupil Sl SL300 509
probless N "
Transportation
Speech 260 4 65.0 220 { 35,0 220 4 85.0 ansportation cost per pupll 81,26 $48.50 854,79
) 6.5 instructional supplies and
otionlly dtstued” 2.7 4 540 B 65 Wy L S s s
Otter - - T ’
2 ime

ERIC
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EXHIBIT X

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
CORVALLIS 509J
PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

A, COST 3Y TYDE OF HANDICAP B, COSTS FOR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1975 F1SCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1877
CL&!)UA?LE HUIBE]R oF COPSUT PLER CLATWBLE  NIBER OF  COSTPER  CLAIWABLE NUKBER OF  COST PER . FISCAL YEARS
LS : }
HANDICAP 31! P Pl (08TS PUPILS R COSTS PUPILS MPIL CATEGORY 1875 197 18
Bducable westally Adaing
strative salaries and beoefits  $36,110 970 $50,286

retarted Sioe 682 R N L T el B0 W
N It::::::: teacherl travel cost per % nl u

problens 19,25 67 1,18 93,522 6 1,230 100,9% 6 1,39 pectal

. ecial supplies aud equipmeat
Spegea 56,998 181 K] 62,9% n 36 68,600 m 39 ¢o8t yer pupil 844 1T 1506
Bwotiom]ly disturbed 81,751 2 2,920 95,425 2 4,338 103,181 22 4,690 Transportation cost per pepil 310 499 28
Hosebound 6,030 14 41 11,9 )] 355 12,847 14 918
Oter 16,850 15 125 20,509 1 W 28,677 128 8
i $42,570 8 S04 %L [ .84 a5 [ ]
€. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAM D, SOURCE OF RuDg
C0S7§ BY FISCAL YEAR PISCAL YEAR 1975 PISCAL YEAR 1976 PISCAL YEAR 1977
DALLY CASS HOURS -

TIPE OF PROGRAM 1975 1976 1971 PER TEACHER (EST.) e SuRCE AROUST PERCENTZ Aoyt mcmz ANOUNT PERCEE
Spectal class $134,621 $157,586 316,987 5 Genera) districtl 210,302 18.9 352,646 8.5 §313,m1 8.1
Resource roon . - - - Tederal grants - - - . - o
Itinerant teacher 118,905 138,690 150,498 3 Tuition trom other nistricts 10,434 31 - - - .
Hose instruction 4,764 4,950 10.686 N:A SDE spectal education grants 61,784 18.0 54,880 1.5 70,750 15,9
Tuitioning . - - - Other | — —_— = — ——
School psychologists 20,405 2,800 2,54 NA 0TAL LI 1000 MUIN qwp  sMesu W
Pupil transportation 25,765 32.8%0 42,540 N4 e
Admingstration 38,110 46,570 50,298 Na ! Includes local an¢ intersediate sources and SOE grants, excluding restricted grants-in-aid

pertaining to the spectsl education of handicapped children,
Other ) - . WA 7
. Percentages may ot total 100 ¢.¢ t¢ rounding,
oL OIS S
E, PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF BANDICAP
P, REGULAR PROCRAN DATA
FISCAL YEAR 1975 ____FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
I/ 7 7PUPIL/ PUPIL L R
IR TR finiee . i s s i
<
__HANDICAP PUPILS TEACHERS PATI0  JUPILS TEACKERS RATIO  PUPILS TEACHERS _MATIO Ppils (4N) 1,60 1,55 1,450
Bducable nentally Classroon teachers (FTE) 18 36 kY
retarded (ADH) 49,5 4 124 9.6 4 9.9 9.8 [] 9.9
Teacher/pupt] ratio 214 21.2 2.2
Extress Jearning

probless 67 3 2.3 16 4 19.0 1% 4 19.0 Sei operating cost per pupil SLITL S5 815
Speech 18 3 60,3 1 3 3.3 172 3 5.3 Trangportation east par pupil $46.70 %5840 $65.80
Imtiomlly distured® 19,9 4 50 156 4 39 156 { 3.9 Instruetional supplies ang

equipaent cost per pupl) M4 85095 853,05
Other 135 5 180.0 13 5 184.0 1B N 184.6

AT,

ERIC
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FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
LAKE OSHEGO 7
PROGRAYS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT XI

A, COST BY TYPE OF HANDICAP B COSTS FOR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
FISCAL YEAR J975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
CLAIMABLE  NUMBER OF  COST PER CLAIGBLE  WUNBER OF  COSTPER  CLAIMABLE  NUMBER OF (05T PER FISCAL YEARS
NDICAP R HPILS WL O MRS WAL COSTE . MRLE DL - w5 %
Sducable sentally i %
et S 80,060 5 .60 a $2.97 S5 a .34 Adwinistrative salaries and benefits 25,630  §$39,347 942,208
Itinerant teacher travel cost per
Bxtrene leataing . teacher . . .
problens 140.812 63 207 164, J 587 280 187.602 587 320
Special suppli
Speech 10,432 17 2% ag 36 11938 1l 6 o p:':”;upff a0d equipeent wn sM 6w
Dotioaily disturded 41,827 Mo 0 B 18 385 £3,0% 152 4 Transportation cost per pupil 15 58 608
Honebound 2,48 6 406 4,284 [] 16 4,502 [ 750
Other a8 1w s IR B L
W Wl L S W WS4 W oW s
. COSTS AD DAILY CLASS ROURS PR TEACHER BY TIPE OF PROGRAK D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
COSTS BY FISCAL YEAR DAILY CLASS HOURS FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISUL YEAR 1977
meLOP MGy Mo e 17D DERTBACHR (B SougcE o _ BT MO g Mo seent
1
spectal class - - - - fieneral district §250,204 80,7 §316,153 83,7 586,948 14
Resource Toog" 21,146 §243,843 $257.390 5 federal grants . . . . . .
Ttinerant teacher - - - - {uition from other districts . . . . . .
Hose instruction 2,28 347 4,08 ik SIE spectal educatfon grants 59,767 19.3 6,500 163 1489 286
Tuitioning . - i Ocier —— — —_— =2
Schwol psychologists 45,668 64,638 89,486 WA 10TAL $006L 100 SIS 10 MOLTT It
Pupil transportation 8,885 2,918 2,579 /A
Adainistration 2,630 .47 42,208 VA 1 Incluges local and dntersedtaze sources and SIE granis, excluding restricted grants-in-aid
pertaining to the special education of handicepped children,
Other - J —— °
L Percentages nay not total 100 due to rounding.
g
L SR R W
£, DUPILS AVD TEACHERS BY TYP: OF BANDICAD F. REGULAR FAOGR AT
13
PISCAL YEAR 1978 FISCAL YFAR 1976 FISCAL YFAR 1977 FISCAL YEARS
AL Aot/ AL ey 09 _loe
TEACKER TRACKER TEACRER g
__WOue NS MO MO MPLS NGRS IO RPUS IVEE RTD Puplls (AN) ST 685 6685
Classroon teachers {ME) o
Tducable sentally %8 ] ol
retardad (ADK) 8.3 4 Izl 38 [ 9.7 B8 38 1.1 Teacher/pupil ratlo 5.0 2.8 Bk
Extreee learning Net operating cost per pupil 7
roblens W s ®m1 M B WA M 8 60 Lo SIS
Traasportation cost per pupil
Speech S SR RS | N S E BN S B oo
b Instruetional supplies and
Botionally disturbed . . eQuip.ent cost per pupil X
ther . - . - . . . ]

B

2 .
ToeTudoc integrated classes,

s ERIC
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FINANCIAL ND STATISTICAL DATA
BEND 1
PROGRANS FOR YANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT X1

A COST BY TYPE OF HANDICAP
B. (0SS FOR SELECTED COST CATBGORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977 -
CLATWABLE  NUMBER OF (08T pER CLATWABLE  SVABER OF (oSt PER CLAJMABLE  NUMBER OF (ST PER
TANDICAP COSTS PPILS WPIL (08TS PUPILS RPIL C0StS PPILS PURIL
Educable westally FISCAL YEARS
retarded § 84,354 8 039 sum 8 LN $104,365 § $1.656 CATBGORY W W
Ixtrese learoitg Mrinistrative salari benefits  $83,875 3| 25,170
otlens oo W™ M s wm 558 e salaies nd bnefts - $3615 30,08
Itinerant teacher trgvel cost per
Speech 11,468 0 o] 82,187 202 0 7,989 10 I tescher * - wow
Exotionally disturbed 41,508 60 692 18,116 40 1,203 50,636 {2 1,208 Special suppiies and squipment
cost per pupil 1.1 R 8.5
Hosebound 5,661 15 n 10.791 40 bali} 13,385 {2 318 g i
Transportation cost 1l 0 1
Other - ; - o 3 B - - . w <oSt per pup 101 4 I
TOTAL $304,035 858 s 8 $360,495 559 §_ 64 $388.751 584 $_866
= o
C. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAM g D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
)
| \
f
CO8TS BY FISCAL YEAR DALY CLASS HOORS __FISCAL YEAR 1915 FISCAL YEAR 1976 T5CAL YEAR 1977
TOEC FROGRA w15 1976 197 PERTEACHER (EST.) SUKE oot pumt _wonr mker _wowr sy’
Special class 3 64,971 $ 85,855 5 04,814 5 Genera] distrin:l1 $251,648 82.8 $304,495 4.5 308,251 8.4
Resource room 128.987 161,073 171,163 5 federal grants - - . - .
Itinerant teacher 64,682 76.869 82,294 4 Tuition from other districts - - - - - .
Home instruction 5. 140 10,092 12,510 NA SDE spectal education grants 52.381 1.2 56.000 13,3 60,500 15.6
Tuitioning - - Other I J— —_— o - I —
School psycholegists - - - - 0T 00035 loog  SBO4% l0 sl lood
Pupil transportation 6.380 2,800 2,800 NA
AMatnistration 28.875 23,306 25,170 N'A ! Includes locsl and interaediate sou: s and SDE grants, excluding restricted grants-in-aid
pertaining to the special education of handicapped children,
Other oo Wi 2
Percentages may ot total 100 due 10 rounding.
o Q0 e e
E PUPILS A%D HAYDICAP
TEACKERS BY TYPE OF A . REG(LAR PROGRAK DATH
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL
A — SCAL YEAR 1976 / FISCAL YEAR 1977 FISCAL YEARS
IL/ PPIL PUpIL
TEAHSR TRACHER e ITEA w5 e W
HANDICAP PUPILS  TEACHERS  RATI0  PUPILS  TEACHERS TEACHERS  RATIO
DICA TEACHERS  _MATIO  RUPILS HERS Viptls (AN 5,695 5,746 3,796
Educable mentally Classroon teachery (FTE) 28 80 0
retarded (AN) 5.1 143 54 4 13.5 2] 4 13.3
Teacher/pupd] ratin 2.9 198 2040
Extrene iearning
probleas 99 9.8 i 5 4.8 25 § 15,0 Net operating cost per pupil $1,160 812 51,582
Speech 22 5.2 202 4 0.5 02 { 53,0 Transportation cost per pupil 9 s m
Ewoidonally disturbed 60 40,0 i L %.1 g 15 90 Insiructional supplies and
equipment cost per pupil §#9.% %6300 S68.70
Othex I
™ -
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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EXHIBIT XI11

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
LINCOLY COUNTY UNIT
PROGRANS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

A (OST BY TYPE OF BANDICAY
8. COSTS FOR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
FISCA', VEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
CLAIMABLE  KUBER OF C0ST PER CLAIVABLE  NUMBEK OF  COST PER CLAIWABLE  VUMBER OF (ST PER
) £0STS PUPLLS PRI 00815 APLLS PIL £0sT8 RPILS PUPIL o TISCAL YEARS
CATRGORY w16 1977
Bducable sentally
retarded $ 94,126 # 2,02 S804 £ 2,500 8121389 £ §2.697 Muinistrative salaries and bemefits  §07 504 $22.070 3.5
Extrese learning Itinerapt teacher travel cost per
probless 91,33 m 41 116,509 21 548 132,493 w 610 teacher w6 s s
Speech 87.887 280 3 53,943 %0 193 48,104 80 1 Special wpplies and equipeent
cost per pupl 12 , ¥
Enotionally disturded - . - 13,517 100 ot %289 0 # PRT 1P $ 1% o elh
) Transportatios cost per pupil 847 895 .
Homebound 5.882 2 24 4.0 20 206 4,083 2 M
Other - - . . - - - - -
ML $279,230 362 S_491 $303,495 662 § =5{0£ $342, 312 662 §_5l6
€, (0TS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACYER BY TYPE OF PROGRAY D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
EAR FIECAL 978 FISCAL YEAH 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
CostS ot FISCHL 1) DALY (LSS HORS Smn
TYPE OF PROGRAY s 1976 1977 bR THACHER (S0, SOURCE SN T _MOWT R _meo pcor
Special class §84.3T  s100.24  SUL.029 5 General dstrict! $228,1% 81,7 $260.495 858 $299,312 7.4
Resource roon 83.048 110,144 123,388 3 Federal grants . - . . . -
Itinerant teacher 80,779 62,487 78,569 4 Tuition from other districts - - - . -
Home instruction 5,405 4,003 1,803 ¥A SIE special education grants 51,054 18.3 43,000 1.2 43,000 12.6
Tuitionisg . . . - Other [ by - - s
School psychologists . . . - 0L P90 W0e S04 Lo el 100
Pupil transportation 2117 4,25 . -
Aduinistration 2,384 2. 20,52 WA ! Tncludes local and intersediate sources and SOE grants, excluding restricted grants-ln-aid
pertaining to the specisl education of handicapped children.
Other ——— .o _——l - 7
- Perceatages say not total 100 due to rounding,
ML 9,00 S005 SR
£, PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAD P, REGULAR PROGRAN PATA
FISCAL YEAR 1075 FISCAL YEAR 1876 FISCAL YEAR 1977 FISCAL YEARS
PRI/ PIL/ ARy 17ER 1975 1978 o7
TRACHEF TEACHER TEACHER
HANDICAP PPILS TEACHERS  RATIO  PUPILS TEACHERS  RATIO  MUPLLS TEACKERS  RMATIO Pupily (Apw) 505 5.0 48
Classroon teachers (FTE) 250 %2 258
Educable tentally
retarded (ADY) {0 6 6.7 10 § 6.7 40 8 6.7 Teacher/pupt} ratio 0.3 19.2 9.2
Extrene learning , Net operating cost per pupil SL43 81553 §l,687
probleas 27 [] 3.2 A7 11 3.6 A7 1.1 0.6
Transportation cost per pupil 585 $120 3140
Spesch B 4l 8.3 80 31 90.3 w3l 0.3
Instructional supplies and
Enotionally disturbed - . -l 2 50 10 2 50.0 edulpuent cost per pupil w554 $85.32  §88.03
Other . . - - . . . . .

% In:luces nonclainchle federal funding - $30,400,

Qo . :
-vel budgeted.
E MC vel bu gete

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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EXHIBIT XIV

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA

PARKROSE

3

PROGRANS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILTREN

A, COST Y TIBE OF WADICKY
B.. OSTS FOR SELBCTED 03T CATBKORIES
Y15CAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YRAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
CUIKABLE  USBIR OF COST PER CLAIMABLE  NUMBER OF C0ST PER CLAIMBLE  SVABER OF (ST PER
wAICk oofs_ PRS_ RPN Qs RPLS _RAL Qs RS _PPL
FISCAL YLRS
Kducable entally o
retarded § 70.269 60 S1.171 $ 83,948 5 SL43 $100.7M P §1 679 CATEGORY 1978 916 1911
futrese learaiog Aduinistrative salares and benefits X110 S37.513  $40.870
problens 44,98 118 381 70.343 169 418 72.943 169 422 Itinerant tescher travel cost per ®
110 118
Speech 40.158 ™ o am W wm %M %0 m tescher
Special supplies and equipyent
Peotionally disturbed 95.804 5 1.742 122.517 3 2,188 138,780 60 2313 cost per pupil 12.14 16,64 20.99
Hosebound 4,660 2 388 3.133 R n 3,604 12 308 Transportation cost per pupil 8 104 100
Other 12,51 LA ) 12,087 A M 12,4 N 7k
TOTAL 5368431 ki) 2 §339,892 08 9689 404,384 581 $638
€. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACKER BY TYPE OF PROGRAN D SOUKCE OF FUNIS
C0STS BY FISCAL YEAR DAILY CLASS HOURS FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
TYPE OF PROGRA 1975 1978 1977 PER TEACHER (EST.) SURCE ANOUNT PERC&% AYOUNT DACET  _AKUNT DERCEH12
Spectal class §15.02  SML3Y $126.569 3 Geseral dinirict? §13.464 80 $204.89 ] 341,384 8
Resource roow 2.7 30,38 76,806 3 Federal grants - - - - . -
Itinerant teacher 14,950 104,627 133.934 4.3 Nuiton from other districts - - - - . -
Hose tnstruction 4103 3.3 3.321 i A SIE special education grants 54,96 2 55,006 1% §1.000 "
Tuitioning - - . N/A Other —t = — = = -
School psychologlsts - - - A 0TAL $268,451 100 $339,892 100 §404,384 100
Pupt] transportation 6,039 11,940 11,940 VA —
Adaintstration .10 3103 10,870 N I Includes I :al and intermediate sources and SDE grants, excluding restricted grants-in-aid
pertaining to the special education of haidicapped children,
Other 11,010 10,753 10,944 LK
== = = : Percentages nay not tota) 100 due to ounding.
TOTAL $268 451 $.39,892 $404,384 NA
E, JUPILS A¥D TRACHERS BY THPE OF HANDICAD F. REGULAR PROGRAN DATA
FISCAL YEAR 1875 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977 FIXAL YEARS
At/ MRIL PpIL ITEN 1975 1976 1971
TEACHER TEACHER TEACHER
RANDICAP PILS CHERS  BATIO.  PUPILS TEACHERS RATIO  PUPILS TEACHERS _MTIO Pupils (ADN) 5,105 4,8% 4,645
(lassroon 3 . .
Educable sentally teachers (FTE) 209 224, A7.5
retarded (AN) 80 [] 15,0 59 4 14.8 60 { 15.0 Teacher/pupt] ratio 44 218 24
Extrene learning Net operzting cost per pupil §1,40. §
problens 118 2.5 4.2 168 35 8.3 169 3.5 4.3 P g per pup: §1.190 A0l 1,554
Transportation cost per pupil $2.42  $9.0 $41.57
Speech 264 3 88.0 Y] 3 0.7 280 4 10,0 R
Instructional supplies und
Enotionslly disturbed 55 B 8.2 56 6 9.3 60 6 10,0 equipsent cost per pupil §9.31  §0.39 856,43
Other
O

ERIC
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FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
REYYOLDS 7
PROGRAVS FOR EANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT XV

A, COST BY NPE OF WsDIUAP

b C05TS PCB SELECTED COST CATEGORIES

FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 — FISCAL mgﬂﬁf
SABMBLE  WVBEROF Lot PER CLAARTT  UBEROF  COSTREA  CLATAMLE  WABRROF  00ST PR
RANDICAP COS1S PPILE MRl {081y PLPILS BPIL COSTS WPILS PUPIL FISCAL YEARS
Educable sentally CATEGORY 1978 e _19%
rearted T W S0 S Boooww saw ® N patnistrative salaries and benefits LI SB S.9M
E.'reme leatning
¥ § Itinerant iescher travel cost per
jrobleas 17,60 47 B2 l04x 4% m 155,302 1% %5 etcher %1 2w oW
. .
Speech 7,552 28 % i8.024 ] 18 61,91 0 258 Spectal supplies and equipeent |
Eotiomally distarbed 13,73 b4 1,250 TR 10 147 .11 % 1525 cost per puptl 148 1605 1646
Hoseboard 2,389 1 0 1,94 9 ) 138 a m Transprtation cost per pupil 7 9 9
Other RARIY = o T - — 8,108 = e
o WA W SU R ;L W
C. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAY D, SWRCE OF FUNDS
COMS BY FISCAL YEAR LATLY CL" S HOURS _ ISl YEAR 1978 TISGL YR 6 PISCHL YEAR 1970
TYPE CF PROGRA 915 1978 1977 PER TEACHER (EST.) SOURCE AU _pggc_z_nﬁ NOOY BPNEMC  AMOWT DEACES
Special class ~ $105,054 $135,977 $143,326 § General dmrlc!l ¥231, 50 9.0 342,459 91.0 $299,243 7.0
Pesource roon - 13,48 14,716 § Federal grants - . - . . .
Itinerant teacner 101,104 127.1710 150,383 q Tuition from otte: districts - - - - . .
Hose instruction 2107 7,200 3,070 . SOE special educatron granis 37,896 140 32,500 9.0 114,303 8.0
Tuitionieg 4,060 4,000 7,000 - Other T . T
Jchool psychologists 15,540 38,926 41,818 . oML 5269, 25¢ 1000 §475,269 100.9 §413,54 100.0
Pupt! transportation 8,478 12,000 12.000 . —
Adpinistration nm 35,30 .90 - 1 Jncludes local are intersediate sources and SUE grants escluving restricted grants-in-aid
pertalning to the special education of handicapped children.
Otter S w2 . )
' percentages nay rot total 190 due co rounc!ng,
L WL WA
E. PUPILS AND TEACHZRS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP
. RECLLAR BROGMM GAT:
FISCAL YRAR 1978 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
PRIl L/ PPIL/
THCHER TR RACEER ORI 11118 .
.. HANDICAP WPILS TEACHERS  RATIO  PUPILS TEACHERS  MTIQ  PUPILS IRACHERS WATIO ek 1615 1976 1977
Pupils (AY) 5620 6.1 ,
Bucable sentally J 5,989
retarded (Aow) §0 4 15,0 §8 § 136 88 5 i3.6 (lassteom teachers (FTE) 05 320 11
Extrene learning Teacher/pupi] ratto "
problens LI R R A B4 193 18
Net operacing cost per puptl $1,200 S, 8,
Specch W M0 M 3 &0 M 3 8 S sl
Transportation ¢.et per pupil 3 S5
Enotionally disturbed : 2 1.3 " 7 15.0 10 ? 15.0 per plp 80 55e 564
Instructional supplies and
Other - - - . . . . . s seiipreat oasi per pupsl 50 8 0

ERIC
==,
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EXHIBIT XVI

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
SOUTH LANE 4543
PROGRANS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

A, COST BY TYPE OF HANDICAP ' B, (0STS POR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
FISCAL YRAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 o HwYBRlm
CLAIMABLE  NUMBER OF  COST PIR CLAINABLE  NWUMBER OF  COST PER CLATUABLE  NUMBER OF 08T PER FISCAL YEARS
C08TS MRILS PPIL COSTS PUPILS PIL C0STS PPILS IL
RANDICAP LS WPIL__COSTS _WPMS  _ mpIL _CoSTS_PPILS PWIL CATEGOR s 9% 18m
Educavle sentally Mad
nistrative salarles and benetits  $13,924  §15,570  §16,498
mll'fied § 52,849 4] $ M4 $ 80,584 60 81,343 $ 81,406 60 §1 358 ' e .
Extresé learaing Itinerant teacter travel cost per
teacher 15 89 108
probless . “m § ) 1,80 7 664 1,04 7 1,080 - '
pecial supplies and equipment .
Spesch 15,205 53 300 141 50 358 17,33 50 W cost per pupll 1.0 2.5 1650
Iotiomlly disturbed 19,40 ] 1,182 18,998 5 3,800 12,20 5 24 Trangportation cost per gupil w ol 50
Tomebound 3,393 1 485 3,821 1 346 4,019 1 83
er Lm - - Lm - - % -
L e w e ome W & S 1 s
C, COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OP PROGRAM D, SOUHCE OF FUNDS
COSTS BY FISCAL YEAR DALLY CLASS KOV __FISCALVRAR 1975 . __FISCAL YRR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 2077
WOE AW g5 s _lm PR IO () _ooms v mmd _wop mor’ _wo  mor
ol chss ook SoLam  SEET 5 Gevna et L
Resource roon 3,34 42,64 73,429 § Federal graats ) ) i i ’ )
Itinerant teacher 14,834 16,7119 16,074 4 Tuition froa other districts 1,000 3 - - - -
fose Lustructlon R 2,65 2,718 WA SDE specis] education grants 3,002 4.1 29,900 17.4 30,900 15.7
Tuitioning - - - - Other N _ —_ —_— — —_
Sctool peychologists . - . - ' AL S 10 WIS 10 s 0
Pupi] transportation 3121 280 2,41 W
1 n-add
15,570 16,498 /A tncludes local and intersediate sources and SDE grants, excluding restricted grants~in-a
Matnistration 18,04 59 portalning to the special education of hendicapped children,
Other _l = = ) : Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding,
T $128,630 $172,348 $107,4%
E. PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP F. REGULAR PROGHAN DATA
FISCAL YEAR 1975 PISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977 FISCAL YEARS
‘ %pc%z : gg& gg&/ﬁ iy 975 - 1416 1971
k)
RAMDICAP POPILS TEACHERS RATIO  WUPILS TRACHERS RATI0  PUPLLS TEACHERS  RATIO Pupils (ADW) 3,459 3,03 3,4
Yhesble wntally Classroon teachers (FTE) W 13 130
retarded (A) 88 5 13,8 5 5 1.2 5 5 1.2 Teacher/pupdl ratao B.5 %.1 %7
Extrene learning Yet o
perating cost per pupll $1,06 81,207 §1,4M
probless ) 3 A3 0B 35 g4 5 35 a4 X ' .
et 53 | 0 o | o . , Transportation cost per pupil m $94 $100
. . . 5 50,0
, Instructional supplies and
8 .
Ewotionslly disturbed 8 1 8.0 5 5 10.0 5 5 10.0 eQuipoent cost per pupil $52.30 LT 86385
Other . . . .. . . - .
% Dy,

ERIC
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EXHIBIT XVII

FINANCTAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
100D RIVER 1
PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

A COST BY TYPE OF HANDICAP B.  COSTS FOR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
] FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
COST PER CLAIYABLE  NUMBER OF COST PER CLAIWABLE  NUMBER OF COST PER FICAL YEARS
" " e e
RPIL C0STS PUPILS RPiL C0STS PPILS PUPIL CATEGORY 975 1976 1977
$1.257 61887 1 81,50 65683 a1 sL.631 Adwinistrative salaries and benefits  § 826 8104 81,115
Itinerant teacher travel cost per
. . . N . R N teacher 382 400 480
. Special supplies and equipnent
111 14,533 [} 238 14,898 61 44 cost per pupil 17.1 20.95 1839
- - ° ° " " ° Transportation cost per pupil 221 28 294
294 , 12 3 237 1,022 10 102
S unw 105 _n $52,783 uz %
-
ER BY TYPE OF PROGRAM D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
M DALY CLASS HoLRS ISCAL VEAR 1975 FISAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEaR 1970
1971 PR TEACHER (EST.] SOURCE MO PR oM pHET s ey
1
$53,917 [ General district $45,462 7 865,132 844 §70.783 8.5
. . Federal grlnts‘ - - - . . .
14.464 L] Tuition from other districts . - - . . .
1,009 VA SDE special education grants 17,937 8.3 12,000 15.6 12,000 4.5
- - Other - - - . - -
o Wi 0TL WL M0 LI 00 U 0
12,038 NA
1,115 A ! Includes local and internediate sources and SDE grants, excluding restricted grants-in-aid
pertaining to the special education of handicapped children,
— 2 bercentages may not total 100 due to roundiog
.1
"
HERS BY {YPE OF HANDICAP F, RECULAR PROGRAM DATA
TISC AR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977 _ HiLyms
/ I . PUPIL ITER 1975 1976 1877
R TEACHER TEACHER
) MUPILS TEACKERS  RATIO  PUPILS TEACHERS _MATIO. Pupils (ADH) 361 3,05 3,098
Classroon teachers (FE) 148 154 154
40 34 1.8 40 34 11.8 ‘ Teacher/pupil ratio 0.4 20,1 20,1
. Yet operating cost per pupil S1,233 81,433 §1,542
Transportation cost per pupil 4
" . 6 6 | il per pup 38 $109 $129
Instructional supplies and
i ) . . . - equipnent cost per pupil 548,56 853,42 S50,

ERIC
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FINANCTAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
NeNINNVILLE 40
PROGRANS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT XVIII

4. COST BY TYPE OF HAYDICAP
8. COSTS FOR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1973 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
CLAIGBLE  SWBEROF  (OSTPER  CLAMABLE  WABEROF  COSTPER  CLAMGBLE  NOEEROF  (COSTPER
BANDICA _Costs  _meus AL _ COST RPILS PPIL £08TS wpLs PP FISCAL YEARS
Educable ventally CATEGORY L IC T 1 T 1
retarced vl : ) Sl . ) $ 23 ; ) Mninistrative salaries and benefsts  $18.930  $21.634 523148
Extrese learning
. - . Itinerat teacher travel cost per
probleas 18,68 76 5245 19,973 5 §392 0.5 il $422 tescher 0 20 W
Speech 2,672 un 988 701 k] m .87 ki 825 Special supplies and equipuent ‘
i ”
Botuonally dsturbed . . - pa 7 2 NI 7 ) cost per pupil BI% - wE B0
fonetound 5906 I3 I 4.0 ® % 5.4 2 256 Trassportation cast per ppll ! $od
ther JR - um s s lw —
L wz W SRR (PO N SR N R U
C. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACKER BY TYPE OF PROGRAY % SOURCE CF FUNDS
(0sTs BY PISC}§ JTEAR DAILY CLASS HOURS PISCAL YEAR 197 FISCAL YEAR_1976 ; FISCAL YEAR 1977
TYPE OF PROGRAY 1975 1976 1917 DER TEACHER (EST.) SOURCE ANOUNT PEHCE.\”IZ ANOUNT. PERCENT ANUNT l»’ERCE‘\"l'2
Special class . - . " Genenl district! 43,089 Hoosam 8 S T
Resource room - - - Federal grants - - - - -
Ttinerant teacher $29,473 846721 $49,776 4 Tuition from other districts - . . . - -
Hone instruction 3,768 2.784 3,078 SO spectal education grants 8,743 16 5,000 7 19,000 1]
Titioning - - - Other o -" — L, = =
School psychologists - - - T0T4L 1,412 Lop 574,131 1000 §79.305 10
Pupil transportation 175 436 456
Adninistration 18.930 21,634 23,148 ! Includes local and internediate Sources and SOE grants, excluding restricted grants-in-zid
pertaining to the special education of handicapped children,
Oter a0 LW 28 )
Percentages may not total 100 due to reunding.
T07AL 854,412 §74,13) §79,305
£, FUPILS AND TFACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP F. REGULAR PROGRAK DATA
FISUL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977 FISCAL YEARS
I WPIL/ eIL 1TEM 1975 1976 1977
TEACHER TEACHER TEACKER
EASDICAP WPILS TEACRERS  RATIO  PUPILS TEACHERS RATIO  PUPILS TEACHERS  RATIO0 Pupils (ADH) W 3w .20
(..assroon
Educable nettailv assroon teachers (FIE) 1492 BLI 14
retarded (AV Teacher/pupt] ratio 203 2.0 210
Extrene learning Ye! operating cost
) per pupil S1.162  S1.241 81,328
problems %1 6.0 8l I 5.0 8 L
Trasy“rtation cost per pupil 542.07  $39.40  $iL30
Speech n ! noo% 1 BIL B ! 3.0 ’
) Tasutional supplies and
Erotionally disturbed . . . 37 P A 2 7.0 equugnent cost per pupil $40.83  S4361 546,67
Other
¢ 3 L)

% Social worker,
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FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
CNTARIO 8C
PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT XIX

A COST BY TYPE OF AANDICAP 8. COSTS FOR SELECTED COST CATBGORIBS
PISCAL YRAR 1978 FICAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YRAR 1977
Cbéégl;ﬂ m:a sor coFerp IPLER CLATMABLE ’",’fﬁ“ sor COSTPR  CLAIMELE  MIBER OF  COST PR FISCAL VEARS
\ P
HANDICAP s MBILS  _ mBIL_coots WPILS PPIL — W W
Rucable nentslly
retarded 4,002 k(] 51.467 $49.887 30 51,662 48,561 30 8163 Madnistrative salaries and bevefits  $1529  S1.612 81,794
Extrene lesraiog Itinersnt teacher travel cost per ' N ot
probles 4,681 u ] 1,942 u 3 58 U " teacker w ¥
Speech . - . . . . . e Special supplies and equipwent
" ) ) cost per pupil 19,21 83 %
Eaotionstly disturbed
y 401 " k) 9,288 " 663 5,416 U Wl Transportation cont par pupll a TR
Bosebousd 4 8 50 5,56 8 % 58l 8 0
Other 1,50 3 ] L. 8 M 1,83 $ 8
0T $50. 956 1 S8 e 1 81,008 481,63 1 .
¢, (0879 AN DAILY CLASS HOURS PSR TEACHER BY TYPE OF PAOCRA D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
COS, B FISCAL YER TAILY CLASS AOURS ~JICLYBRTS | MISOL YENR 196 _FISCAL YgAR 1977
TYPE OF PROGAIN 1978 198 W pan TeachER (BST) SURCE N pmen et pew? _mowr prac
N————— —tr—. 1 —— —
Spectal class . - - - General dlatrict 5,02 B e 0.7 B0 196
Resource roos $40.989 46,929 5,767 5 Federal rants . . . ) ) .
Itioerant tenchar 10,05¢ Wels 1308 by Tultion frou other duntricts s 4 . . . .
Hone 138trtct!c AU 5,56 5,851 WA SE spectal educatlon graatt 14210 237 13,40 B3 160 0.4
Tuttiontng . - - : Other /R - : -
School. paychologiaty 20 424 - WA TOML U886 1000 VL3 1o SLEM oo
Pupil tranaportation 1,804 1,318 1,420 WA
1
Madnintesiion 1,5 1,612 174 WA Includes Local and Lnternsdiate sources and SOE grants, excluding restricted grants-ln-utd
pertaining to the special education of handicapped c5ildren,
Other . % - 28 H
— Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding,
0L 9056 ML NLEN . -
L PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF EANDICP F. HEGULAR PROCRAN DATA
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YRIR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977 FIACAL YRARS
PPIL/ R/ PPIL/ I
TUAIER TRACKER TRACEER 9 w1
EANDICAD MRS TEACKERS  MTIO PUPILS TACGRAS  MTIO QRIS TRACKERS  RATIO Popdle (ADW) 2686 2,866 2,666
T Clagercos teachers (FTE) 120 125 125
retarded (AW) 5.7 3 86 % 3 87 % 3 81 Teacher/mptl matlo n4e A3 203
Ixtrane learning
i y 4 py u 3 61 U 3 W Net operating cont per pupil 928 S0 SL1X0
bt . . . . . i i . . Trangportation cont par puptd i 1) U8
. , Tnstructional supplion and
Ewotiomlly disturbed 3 #61 u R A 46 equipaent cost par pupll 8L 066 8858
Other [N - X B 1 %0 5l 0o
1
R -
1 i

ERIC
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FINASCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
ESTACADA 108
PROGRAYS FOR HANDICAPFED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT XX

A, COST BY TYPE OF HANDICAP
B. (0SS POR SELECTED COST (ATRGORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
CLAIVABLE  SUMBEROF  rOSTPER  CLAIMABLE  SUMBEROF  CUST PER  CLAIMABLE  VUMBER OF  (COST PER
HANDICAP €0STS PUPILS Rl C08T8 PLRILS RPIL C0STS PLPILS PUBIL FISCAL SEARS
. o a1
Bducable meatally . CATEGORY Jas o e et
retarted § 52,980 8 S0 $60.21) 5 SLaw 870103 1 8132 Mutatstrative salaries and benefits  SIL93S  $13,420 $14.301
Extrene lesrning
. . Ltioerant teacher travel cost per
problens 58.347 150 39 73,595 192 w 80,371 12 57 tescher " 165 165 276
Speech 13,725 N 151 16,131 8 07 17,315 8 m Spectal supplies and equipeent s
i cost 8.69 8 3,61
Motioully distured 15 b W b1 Lol 1 618 et per il i
Transportati i1 8.47 .00 2.8
Homebouad 2.2 11 194 3,05 H 611 3.260 H 852 raasportation cost per PUp
Other . - . . . . . . .
o1 $142,868 n S4l5 SlLgs k1] S0 5100 0 560
€. COSTS ARD DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACKER BY TYPE OF PROGRAX D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
‘ 0:T8 BY FISCAL YEAR DAILY CLASS HOURS FISCAL YEAR 1978 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1971
TYPE OF PROGRAN 1975 1976 1977 PER TEACHER (EST.) SOURCE AWoUNT PEIICFM'2 ANOUNT PERCENTz AMOUNT _ PERCEN
Speeial class § 44,449 $ 50,313 § 58.613 5 General ﬂlsm‘ct1 §113,759 0.0 §150,974 88.0 §140.160 n.0
Resource room 56668 71,832 78,730 5 Federal graits - - - - - -
Itinerant teacher 7.416 32,852 35,12 { Tuition fron other districts 2,428 2.0 500 - 500 -
Home instruction 1,951 2,818 3,018 - SOE special education grants 26,681 19,0 30,521 12.0 50,378 26.0
Tuitioning . - - - Other et —r —— —_—— —_— e
School Psychologists - - - - L Sl L0 ST Moo $191,038 9.0
Pepi] transportation 449 700 1,206 -
Adninistration 11,93 13,420 14,33 - 1 Licludes local and dntersediate sources and SIE grant, excluding restricted grants-in-aid
pertaining to the spectal education of handicapped cnildren,
Other : —t — .
o y ! Percantages may not total 100 e to rounding,
TOTAL $142 868 $171,99 §191,038
E. PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYRE OF HANDICAR F. REGULAR PROGRAY ATA*
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977 . ISCAL YEARS
FUPIL/ PPIL/ PUPIL/ JTEM Jars 1976 1971
TEACHER TEACKER TEACHER T
HANDICAD PUPILS TEACHERS  RATIO PUPILS TRACHERS _MATIO QPILS TEACHERS _MATIO Puptls (ADM) 15m 1,657 N/A
Classroon teachers %
Educable sentally 4581008 s (FTE) i3 ] Nk
retarded (ADN) .7 32 102 304 3.2 9,7 3.5 3.2 10.2 Teacher/pup] ratlo 20.8 2.7 NA
Extrepe learning Net operatisg cost per pupil 5968 SLA¥ WA
problens 150 3.3 4.5 1 33 52 M2 33 3.0 .
Transportatisi cost per puptl §81 $ Y
Speech 9 1 9 18 1 8 8 I hi] e .
Instiuctional supplies and
Eeotionally disturbed 16 1 16 19 ! 19 2 1 3 equiprent cost per pupil §39,83 855,51 N4

Other .

E

O

RIC

s 04

% Excludes high school program,
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EXHIBIT XAI

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
HILLSBORO 7
PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

i

A COST BY TYPE OF HANDICAP
B, (0STS FOR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1978 FISCAL YRAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
CLAINILE  NUIBER OF COSTPER  CLAIMABLL  MUMBER OF (OSTPER  CLAIMABLE  MGUBER OF  COST PR
o upoe _ows WS WML G WIS ML S WS WL __shwms_
CATEGORY 1978 1976 1877
Edueable weatally
Totarded $ 56,711 4 .0 §e.6e “’ e STLIA 4 Sim8 Midnistratise sslaries and besetits  $23.650  528.0%0 §30,648
Extrese learniog Itinerant teacher travel cost per
proviess T TR O F YR | % as m ‘ rexcher " W % m
Speetd £.6% 3 20 12,687 i 0 19,344 3 w Spectal suppiies ¥5d eqlipuent
cost per pupil LH 3.8 4.3
Buwotionally disturbed . . - . . - - . -
Transportation cost per pupil 68 . .
Bosehousd 2% 2 143 1,3% 4 ) 197 4 “ per pup
e 2,331 = _ A = — Am - —
Yot g8 4 CRCO I - $ 35 ueM @ s_4ll
€. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS ROURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAX D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
]
i C0STS BY FISCAL YEAR DATLY CLASS HOURS FISCAL YEAR 197 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
TYPE OF PROGRAK 197§ 1976 19 PER TEACHER (E81,) SQURCE AROUNT PERCENT ANOUNT PERCENTZ ANQUNT PEHCWI'Z
Spectal class § 44,922 $ 53,917 $ 58,045 5 General distrml $ 79,363 51.0 $130,142 65.0 $121.799 ¢ 6.0
Resource roon . - . - Federal grants - . . - - .
Itinerant teacker 80,992 110,442 121,143 4 Tuition from other districts 46,230 30.0 39,500 2.0 43.000 20.0
Howe instruction 2 1,200 1,700 NA SOE special education grants 29,325 19.0 30,194 15.0 54,181 5.0
Tiitioning - 2,30 2,300 N/A Other . - - c -
School psychologists . - - L) oL Q3098 100 S0 o0 SIS 0L
Pupi] transportation 318 3027 3,128 /A
1
Aulntstratio 0 30,648 WA Includes local and internediate sources snd SIE grants, excluding restricted grants-in-aid
wE e o0 / pertaining to the special education of handicapped children,
Othe: 1,440 1,995 [
' LI = ' 2 Percentages may not tatal 100 due to rounding.
il 54018 S199.83  %I8.9%0
£, PUPILS AND TEACKERS BY TYPE OF FANDICAP
N F. RECDLAR PROGRAY DATA
FISCAL YRAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 . TISCAL YEAR GTT_ ‘,
I APIL/ mpLL FISCAL YEARS
TEACRER TEACHER TRACKER ITEN 1975 1976 1977
RANDICAP . IL§ CHERS  MATIO [IOPILS TRACHERS  RATI0  APILS TEACHERS _RATIO "
L _— I s e s - Pupils (ADY) 2,80 2.913 2967
Educable mentally
retarded () Y I T L I N R U I B R Classroon teackers (FTE) 65 195 10
Teacher/pupi] ratio , .6 7.0
Extrese learning P 2.9 ‘
problens 1 2 55.0 131 3 43,7 13l 3 437 Yet operting cast per pupi) - % SLOR
Sposch W+ WO M4 @S B 4 8 Murtation et ol B seur S040
Paotionadly disturbed - . . - . . " . " Instructional supplies and P
equipment cost per pupil 1 3
Other . . . .. . .. . o per pup N L) /A
O

ERIC
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EXHIBIT XXII

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
SOUTH UMPQUA 19
PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

oy -
- LANDIC ‘
— B, COSTS FOR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
" FISCAL YEAR 1978 _PISCAL YRAR 1976 SCAL YRAR 1977
CADMBLE  NUBEROF (0K oo CWADUBLE  NDIBEROP  COSTPER  ClAlwt  NIBEROP  COST PRR aL
HANDICAP (%S . JUPILS WPIL fogts PILS HPIL costs PILS FUPIL —
CATEGORY iy
Bucable mentally s w0
tetarded $12.24 5 0,0H2 813,00 1 $88 $14,20 19 $148 Malnistrative salaries nd benetits - - .
strene loaraing Itinerant teacher travel cost por
probless 1. Y u 1,69 i w1 i % teacher s 8 2P s
Speect 17.449 ) m o 1 9 198 1,20 D) 2 Spectal supplies and equipuent
cost per pupl! B2 sm 1%
Esotionally dlstarbed - - . . . . . N ' '
Trangportation cost per pupil 34 0 13
Honebound »7 1 129 - . . . . .
Other 4,008 8 868 410 ] [ ) 3 8
TOTHL $45,468 128 .36l W 168 1286 $53,6%4 18 ]
€, COSTS AND DAILY CLASY HOURS PER TEACKER BY TYPE OF PROGRAN D SOURCE OF FUNDS
COSTS BY FISCAL YiAR S FISCAL YEAR 1975 F150%, YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
————a s L H : L PR
TIPE OF PROGRAN 1975 1975 1917 PER JEACHER (EST.) o se . MO BERCANT o MIAAT _ponr PERCENT.
Spertal class 0044 Sl098  Sllde9 5 goneral dhstriet! §35,447 B $3.9% 16 M3EM 8ld
Resource roon - - . . federal grants - e - - - -
Itinerant teacher 2.8 0,362 3,958 4 Tultion fron other districts . - - . - -
fone {nstraction 38 . . Wi SOE spectal education grants 10,021 2.0 12,500 %4 10,000 18.6
Tuitioning . - . . Other — et 2 _—
Schonl psychologiats . - - - Tl MR J00 W% 00 NReM 00
fupll transportation 1.8% 2.072 1,76 A .
Aninisteation . - . . ! Includes local and internediate sources and SOE grants, axcluding restricted grante-ln-aid
pertadning to the spacial education of handicapped children,
Other. i . - 41
her . - - -4 v L Percentages may not total 100 due to reunding,
004 M6 ML SEn
?
I, PUPILS AYD TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP T, REGULAR PROGRAN DATA
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1877 FISCAL YEARS
PPIL/ WPIL/ el 1 W5 o6l
TRACHER TRACHER TRACRER
RANDICAP WPl TROCHES RATIO PUPLLS TOACRERS  RATIO UPILS TRACEERS _RATIO Puptl (ADN) 2000 328 203
Classtoon teachors (FTE) 9 118 118
Eductble sentally b b
retarded (ADV) 5,05 X} 8.4 5 K 8.3 5 § 8.3 Teacher/pupt] nato B2 18.9 189
Extrese learning Net operating cost per pupil .
problens ¢ 0w W8 4 & BE 4 'Y perating oot pir pip Sow o s S
Transportation coat per pupdl
Spetch ML W4 N L 88 A LG 88 P per pip oW W
) \ Instructions] supplies and '
Ewtionally disturbed . - - - . - - - - equipnent cost per pupll 3935 8512 85448
Other § 2 M3 9 I L % W

A \.'o1 hudget,

\‘ "
EMCR students integrated with the regular program are not included.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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FINAXCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
KLAYATH FALLS 1
PROGRAMNS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT XXII1

A, COST BY TYPE OF HANDICAP

8, C05TS POR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES

FISCAL YEAR 1675 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
CLAIMABLE  NUMBER OF "0ST PER CLATWABLE  NUIBER OF COST PER CLATWABLE  NUMBER OF COST PER FISCAL YEARS
pYl, -
HANDICAP osTs WPILS Pl CoO8TS PUPILS PUPIL Costs PUPILS PURIL CATEGORY 1975 197 9
Bducable nentally , A §
tardod $ 70,800 $ 8,083 % 1401 - 9 148 ninistrative salares and bencfit 14,450  $16,036  $16,036
1tinerant teacher t per
Extreme learning
problens e Y T m MW 1R 0 tescher L
Special supplies and equipment
Speech I, 176 101 28,503 193 43 3,99 199 170 cost per pupil 3.64 6.16 7.9
hotiumllz disturbed - - - - - - - - - Transportation cost per pupil 51 6 76
Honebound 134 2 67 2,800 2 1,400 2,800 2 1,400
Other ol - — R . — —_ - —_
0L 843,414 It .39 180,59 2| $.4%  Se0m 12 §,_448
(. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER B¢ TYPE OF PROGRAY D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
C0STs BY FISCAL YEAR BISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
DAILY CLASS HOURS
TYPE OF PROGRAN 1975 1978 1877 PER TBACHER (5ST.) UK WOWT_ PIRGRT MW T _hoow _pmen
Special class $ 59,559 $ 64,597 $ 66,787 H General dlstrlctl $110,783 .2 $156,31é 8.5 §195,582 82.8
Resource roon 49,185 52,191 51,989 5 . Federal grants - - 6,212 3.5 8,424 44
Itinerant teacher 16,615 4,41 29,899 4 ' Tution from other disteiets - - - - - -
Hone instruction 134 2,800 2,800 WA SDE special education grants 32,661 2.8 18,000 10,0 24,000 12,8
Nuitioning - - - - Other — et et e e
Schoo]. psyehologlsts - B 15,9 WA 0T 044 l000  SM0S 00 SHBO6 1080
Pupil transportation 3,500 4,500 4,500 ¥A
Adndnistration 14,451 16,036 16,036 WA ! Includes local and intersediate sources and SDE grants, excluding restricted grants-n-aid
pertaining to the special education of handicapped children,
Other - . - -
? Jercentages nay not total 100 due to rounding,
AL SMI4M  SlB0So0 188006 .
%, PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP F, REGULAR PROGRAN DWTA
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FLSCAL YEAR 1977 FISCAL YEARS
eI/ eI PUPIL/ ITHY W5 19 e
TEACHER CHER TEACHER
HANDICAP WPLS TRAGERS MTIO MPILS TEARERS MTIO PUPILS THAGHM BATIO Puptls (o) 306 2092 2%
(lassroom teachers (FTE)
Educable sentally 8 1M 104
retarded (AY) 0.1 5 121 89 5 4 sy § 104 Teacher/pupll ratto %3 oAl
Extrese learning Vet aperating cost per pupil
problens 202 3 67.3 160 { 40.0 160 4 40.0 ez gle s
Transportation cost per puptl
Speech w1 weo W 1 w0 W 1 10 e woowow
Instrictional supplies and
Enotionally disturbed - - - - . - - - equipaent cost per pupil U347 sg.02 95396
Other - - - - - - - - -
O

ERIC)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA

CENTRAL LINN 552C
PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EYHIBIT XXIV

A, COST BY TYPE OF BAKDICAP B. COSTS POR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
PI8CAL YEAR 1975 _ PISCAL YEAR 1876 PISCAL YRAR 1877
CWAIGBLE  NUWGEROF  COSTPER  CLATWBLE  NUBEROF (ST PER cutl!mu Nllnlmlsol? Oogjl; lpL“ FICAL YEARS
PUPILS PPIL 081§
o mip s o mens WL cofs  RPLE MEL BB B 2 CutESORY s W _m
Rducable mentally . .
Totariet 116,15 ; 8,350 18,41 5 3,600 20,285 . .50 Adainistrative salariee and benefits -
Itinerant teacher travel cost per
Batrese 1tarniog t
problens 12,890 [+ 286 15,148 i il 16,114 u 809 e § i s
Special supplies and equipment
Speect 3,000 15 W 5,565 22 §,000 % %1 cost per mpil ne wB s
Bwotfonally disturbed - - - - - - - . - Transportation cost per pupil 162 B 2
Boabosad . - - . - - - . .
Other - = — = = —_ I 2 —_
0L $9,685 & $ 508 $39,111 @ S8 4 4 §_946
C. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAY D, B OF TUNDS
Costg BY FISCAL YEAR FISCAL YEAR 1978 FISCAL YEAR 1076 FISCAL YRAR 1917
DAILY (LASS HOURS Ll
T{pE OF PROCRAK s lam pER TRACKER (381 OWE bW BT MO o bl JEQEN_?
1
poctal clusg S A SR 5 Gonersl tstrict I R VB (LA R R X1 2 A
[ — . . . . Fuderal grants - - - - . -
Itinerant teacher 15,880 0,713 9,11 { Tition fro other diatricts . . . . ; )
foss fontruction . . . . SOE specisl education grants 100 187 5,00 1.8 500 113
Tuitionlng 1,244 1,3 1,48 Wi Other U S S L S
Seool paychologists . . . . meo s 100 Mg 1m0 MO L0
Pupl] transportation 808 00 865 §A
Adalnlatration . . . . ! Includes focal and intermedinte sources and SOE grants, excluding restricted grante-in-aid
pertaining to the special education of handicapped children,
Ocir — — — ) 2 Percentages may not total 100 dus to rouading.
oA R N TN
£, PLPILG AWD TEACAERS BY TP OF ANDICHP . REGOLAR PROGRIK DATH
FISCIL YRIR 1975 TISCAL YEAR 1976 ISCAL YEAR 1971 — nxmwws
wPIL/ WPl WPIL/ il o W m
TRAHER TRACHER TRACEER Pl (o)
BADICAP PUPILS TEACHERS MATIO  BUPILS TRACKERS MATIO PRI TRACHERS _RATIO. P 99 o1
Classroon teachers (PTE)
Educable mentally " & #
Tetarded () LR T 1 o 1 4 Teacher/pupd1 natio 0o BS 183
Extrese losrning Net operating cost per pupil 1,503 1 5
problens £ 1 s W 1 w0 N 1w N A
angportatie: cost per pupil n3y 156
Spavch 13 3 50.0 ] 4 54,8 4] A2 5.8 ! slsk
Instructional supplies and
Paotionally disturbed efulpuent cost per pupil S0 M1 u0s
Other

ERIC
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FIVANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA

DAYTON 8

PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT KXY

A COST BY TYBS OF SANDICAP 5. (oSS FOR SELECTED COST CATECORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1978 PISCAL YEAR 1677 ‘
CLATIMBLE  NOBERCT  COSTPER  CLADMBLE  JUBER OF  COSTPER  CLADWABLE  NUIGER 0F  COStpeR _ FISCAL YEARS -
HANDICAP 0878 POPILS PRIL (0818 PUPILS PPIL Cogns PPILS PUPIL CATEGORY 1975 1976 1977
—_— _ ComecoRY . LR o
Bducable “““”Ya Audristrative ealurivs and benefits - - -
retarded - - - -
Itinerant teacher travel cost per
Entrene loarndng teacher $20 520 §N
probless - - - . N -
Spectal supplies and equipeent
Speech $5.264 {1 128 $5.903 kk} 87 6,217 kk] $188 cost per pupil 2.4 30 45
Ewotiomlly disturbed - - . - . . . . Transportation cogt per pupil . - -
Honebound . . . . . . . .
Other 2,197 1 - 2,289 A - % 4 -
L neo2 0 g oW Wooowe o3 W
€, COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAM D, §UpcE OF FUNDS
(0STS BY FISCAL YEAR DAILY CLASS HOURS FISCAL YEAR 1075 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1877
TIPE OF PROGRAK 1918 197 lon__ BER TRACHER (337 S0URCE NONT_ BUCHE MONT_ T oo TERCEIT
Special class - . - General distrlctl $,500 87.0 8,91 9.0 §7,586 89.0
Resource roon - - M Fedoral grants - - - . . .
b .
Ttinerant teaches §5,264 £5,903 8,207 2 Tuition {ron other districts - - - - - .
Home instruction - - - SUE special education grants 91 13.0 800 10,0 900 1.0
Tuitoning - - - . Other . — —_ — O
School paychologists - - - AL S48 loo sl W00 e 1000
fupdl transportation - - )
Aatnistration - . - U frctudes local and Internediate sources and SDE granta, excluding restrdeted grante-in-ald
ertaining to the special education of handicapped children,
other 2190 226 2,060 , p .E 0 the 5p pp
Percentages nay not total 100 due to rounding.
il TR R X ges my tadog
£, PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAR P, REGULAR PROGRAM DATA
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1077 PISCAL EARS
MPIL/ weIL/ PRI/ iy 1973 1976 1977
TRACHER TEACHER TEACHER |
HARDICAP ol TRAOERS MII0 PUPILS TBACSRRS RATIO  PUPILS TRACKERS  MTIO Puptla (ADH) 959 904 9§
Classroon teachers (FTE)
Educable nentally 83 L 8.5
retarded (AD) . . . . - .- - - Teacher/pupil ratto 2.2 b2l
Extrepe learning Net operating cont per puptl
problens - . - . - - e - - per pip 8,02 s 81,0
Transportation cost per pupil .
Spoech i 14 B 1 no B 1 8.0 0B per pip 4 87 864
. Instructional supplies and
Dotionlly distizbed - R . - eQuipment cost per ppll CEBE A
Other 1 1 i - - - - = - - ° b

Yammili 16D clains state reimbursement for the IR prograd,

Q
EMCar is half time,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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EXHIBIT XKVI

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
CROWFOOT 89
PROGRANS FOR RANDICAPPED CHILDREN

1 2
A v Y TYPE OF HANDICAP
T B, C0STS FOR SELECTED COST CATEGORIES
— FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
CLAIMBLE  NUSBER OF COST PER CLAIMABLE  VUBER OF  COST PER CLATVABLE  WWABER OF C0ST PER P
HANDICAD CsTs _RRIS UL COSTS _PPILS  _ WRIL cosTs WIS BUPIL ISCAL YRARS
all CATEGORY 1975 1976 .1
Educable sentally )
retarded $6,87 5 81,319 $ 6,000 H 81,200 $ 9,000 H $1,800 Muninistrative salaries and benefits - - -
Extrene learuing ‘ Itdnerant teacher travel cost per
probless 11,268 48 23 5,458 12 455 5,863 12 488 : teacher $315 $255 $375
Speech 3,634 1 23 13,644 3 455 14,655 30 488 Special supplies and equipnent
cost per pupil 29§90 §13,3
Botionally disturbed . . “ . - . . . .
. Transportaton cost per pupil - -
Hosgbound 110 2 35 3,100 H 1,550 3,100 2 1,550
Other — = — - = - —_ = — |
oML $23,909 it 303 w800 89 851 $32,518 9 8 6t
(. C0SPS A¥D DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TVPE OF PROGR4M
D, SOURCE OF RUNDS
costs Bt PLSL 1E4E DALY CLASS HOURS
TYPE OF PROGRAY 1975 1976 1917 DER TEACHER (EST.) FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
Spectal class . . - - ' SOURCE ANOUNT PERCENTZ ANOUNT PERCENTZ ANOUNT PERCENTz
Resource toon - - - - General dlstrictl $20,867 8.3 $26,202 92,9 $30,118 2.3
Ttinerant teacher $16,902 $19.102 $0,58 4 Federal grants - - N . . -
Hone tnstruction W e e ¥ Tubtion from other distriots - - : - - -
Tuitioning 6.897 6.000 9,000 WA SDE special education grants 3,042 12,7 2,000 11 2,500 1.1
School psychologists - - - Other I = - — — —_
Pupil transportation - - - . 0TAL $I,009 100 sA2e o SRE 100
AMninistration - - - - i
Other - - - - ! Tneludes local and intersediate sources and SDE grants, excluding restricted grants-in-ald
T pertaining to the specfal education of handicapped children.
202 432,618
TOTAL 23,909 S e 2 Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.
E, PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP : F. REGULAR PROGRAN DATA
PISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977 FISCAL YEARS
TP&!&I}/R TPEUAPCII:‘E/R %’lﬂlg 1B 1975 1976 1977
CRER
HANDICAP PUPILS TEACHERS _RATIO  DOPILS TRACHERS RATIO  DUPILS TEACHERS  RATIO ‘ Pupils (ADY) ) 26 12
Educable mentally Clagsroon teachers (ITE) k) 3 3
1
retarded (AN) - - - - - - - - - Teacher/pupi] ratio 22.8 0.7 0.7
h;ﬁ:ﬁeizmm 48 67 n 12 29 42.0 12 29 42.0 . e oprtin st el S S S
Spoh u " n % " 20 " i . Transportation cost per pupil 8 981 5102
' ‘ Instructiona} supplies and
botlonslly dlsturbed - - - - . - - : - equipment cost per pupil SN 645 4
Other - - - - - - - -

2 Students all tuitioned.

ERIC
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FINANCIAL uND STATISTICAL DATA
MILTON-FREEWATER 31
PROGRANS FOR HANDICAPFED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT XXVII

A, COST BY TiPB OF HANDICAP
B COSTS FOR SELECTED COST CATEGORLES
— PISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL_YEAR 1977
CLAIWABLE  WUMBER OF  COSTPER  CLAIWBLE  NWBER OF  COSTPER  CLADMBLE  WUWBER OF 09T PER
HANDICAP cost$ PUPILS PUPIL COSTS PUPILS MPIL C0sTs PUPILS PUPIL
I FISCAL: YEARS
Bducable mentally -

retarded $11,275 4 $2,819 $13,486 . 40a §331 $13,012 4Ua $325 CATEGORY 1975 1976 1077
Etrowe leareing Auinistrative salaries and benefits . - -

provlens ’ ’ ) Itinerant teacher travel cost per
Specch - . - - B . - - - tescher - - -

. . . . B . . . . Special supplies and equipnent
Bnotionslly disturbed cost per pupil §265.00 833,40 $32.58
Hosebound - - - ) ) o ) : : Transportation cost per pupil $155. 00 . -
Othr —_ : _ == - _ = =
0L 811,275 4 §2,819 $13,488 L1} 8331 $13,012 {0 8325
€, COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAM D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
COSTS BY FISCAL YRAR PISCAL YEAR 1875 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
—— DAILY CLASS HOURS e S ——

TYPE OF PROGRAN 1978 1978 1877 PER TEACHER (BST.) SOURCE  __MOUNT_ PERCEM! AMOUNT PERCENT2 AYOUNT PEI\CB!1'2
Spectal elass wed  med o 5 Genen] dhstrict! el B3 ST a1 $a0 63
Resource room : - - - Federa] grants - - - - - -
Itinerant teacher . - - Tuition from other distriuts (t 6.9 1,70 126 - .
Home instruction - - - SDE spectal education grants 3,920 .8 4,000 2.1 4,000 0.7
Tuitioning - - - Other . _ — — — —-—

‘
School psychologists - - - TOTAL S1L,213 0.0 813,486 100.0 813,012 100.0
Pupil transportation 620 - -
Aduinistration - - . - ! Includes local and intermediate sources and SOE grants, excluding restricted grants~in-aid
pertaining to the special education of handictpped children,
Other - - =
) ! Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.
T0TL $1L,218 $13,486 §13,012
B, PUPILS AND TRACHERS BY TYPE OF HAMDICAP P, RECULAR PROCRAN DATA
TISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 TISCAL YEAR 1977 FISCAL Y2488
MPIL/ PUpIL/ PUPIL/ 1TEM 1978 1976 1971
TEACHER TRACKER TRACHER
HANDICAP pils  TEACHERS RATIO DUPILS  TRACHERS  BATIO  WPILS TIRACHERS _MATIO . Purils (ADM) m 808 165
Classroon teacher

Bducable séntally . . achers (FIE) n K 3

retarded (ADD) 4 1 10 1 10 10 1 10 Teacher/pupt] ratio ul 5.2 3.9
h;::g’l:uning ) ) ) ) ) ] Net oparating cost per pupil w8 SLMT 8139
Spoech . . Transportation cost per pupil §45 847 801

Instructional supplies and
Enotionally disturbed . - - - - . . - . equipnent cost per ;- i} S8.05  s48ls  er647
Other . . .

% Includes all district children not able to function effectively full time in the regular program,

b2y “al class/resource Toom.

ERIC
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EXHIBIT KKVIII

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
CLATSOP IED
PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

A COST BY TVPE OF HANDICAP
' B (0818 FOR SELECTED C0ST CATEGORIES
PISCAL YEAR 1978 FISCAL YEAR 1076 PISCAL TRAR 177
CLAIMABLE  WOMBER OF  COST PER CLAMBLE FABER OF  COSTPER  CLAIMABLE  MUKBER OF  COST PER
HANDICAP COSTS PPILS PPIL C0sTS upILs RPIL £ost8 PpILS PUPIL PISCAL YEARY
Rducable aentally - CATEGORY 1078 lo76  _1m )
retarded $ 56,523 3 81,570 $ 64,087 0 §1,600 $ 83,285 | 40 $2,082 Mainistrative salardes and bonefits - - -
Extrene learning
[tinerant teacher trave} cost per
problens - . . - . - - . . teacher $145 888 $1,000
Spesch 57,514 Y 25 13,74 220 335 75,630 - 20 344 Special supplies and equipwent
BotiomLly disturbed . N . . . . i . . cost per pupil 10,35 1827 20,0
osebousd . . . . . . i i . Trangportation cost per pupil 330 169 178
Other - - . - - . . - .
0mAL 3114 037 253 .41 13711 20 § 530 $158 915 250 §.81
C, COSTS AYD DAILY CLASS HoUAS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAY D SOURCE OF FUkDS
C0STS BY FISCAL YEAR FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YRAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1877
e DAILY CLASS HOURS P
TYPE OF PROGRAK 1975 1976 1971 PER TEACHER (EST.) SOURCE ANOUNT PE;C-;N; AOUNT - PER(.‘mZ ANOUNT. PERCR
Special class $ 44,65 § 57,307 § 76,160 5 General dlltrlctl § 91,910 80.8 SU4,245 Y $120,739 6.0
Resoutce ro0m - . - - Federal grants . - . . . -
Itinerant teacher 57,514 73,74 75,630 4 Tuition fros other districts - - - - - -
fone {nstruction - B - - SOF special education grants 2,121 19.4 23,526 1 38,178 %.0
Tettioning - - - - Other —— —_— rr—— — — —
School. payehologiata . . - v TOTAL SUL0T 100 SBLIT 00 SlOlS 100
Papll transportation 11,81 6,750 112 WA ;
Adujnistration . . - - ! Includes local and dnternediate sources and SDE grants, excluding restricted grants~in-aid
pertaining to the special education of handicapped children,
Other - . . .
: Percentages nay not total 100 due to rounding.
ToTL $114,037 813,711 $158 915
E. PUPILS AND TEACKERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP F, REGULAR PROGRAK DATA
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 TISCAL YEAR 1977 FISCAL YEARS i
PRI/ POPIL/ PUpIL/ 1T 1875 1976 917
TRACHER TRACHER ‘TRACKER
HAXDICAP PUPILS CHERS  RATIO  PUPILS TEACHERS  RATIO  PUPILS IRACHERS  MATIO Puptls (ADN) - - -
Bducable nentally Classroon teachers (FTE) - - .
Tetended (AN u o3 (I A IS LK Tescher/pupi] ratho . . .
Extreme learning v , . . .
poblens i . . 3 . 3 . . . Net operating cost per pupil _
‘ Transportation cost per pupil - - -
Speech m 3.5 61,4 20 35 62.8 20 3.8 62.8 . o% BT PP
' thoms] supplt
Botionlly distushed . . . . . N . . . Instructionsl supplies and

eQuipment cost per pupil . . .
(ther . - - . . . .

ERIC | .




FINANCTAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
DOUGLAS IED
PROGRAVS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT XKIX

A, COST BY TYPE OF BANDICAD

FISCAL YRAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YRAR 1877

CLAIABLE  MNUBEROF  COSTPER  CLATWABLE  NUOBER OF  COSTPER  CLAIABLE  MUNBER OF  OOST PER

B. COSTS POR SELFCTED COST CATBGORIES

s

DICAP S PILS Pl
N oom L L Q9 WS MPIL GBS WPILS PN CATEGORY W5 9% um
Bucable sentally
’ A
retartd MM 1 S4B WM W wem wma xS fbetmie e teeits - S LU0 000
Bxtrese learning Itinerant teacher travel cost per
problens . . . . . . . teacher lagz 100 148
Speclal supplies and equipment
Spesch 2,971
Dt § 120 bl 3,613 1% ki) 43,863 120 38 cost per pupil 230 6531 s
Enotionally dlsturbed - - - N . . . R . . Travsportatian cost per pupt] 19 0 19
Homebound - . . . - . . . .
Other 116,871 u 480 188,45 u 4,00 252,028 4 5,362
0T sl M L weE LS %el Ll
t
€. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRAN D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
FISCAL YEAR 1075
C0STS BY FISCAL YEAR DALY CLASS OURS FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
TIPE OF PAOGRAM w18 1 1077 PRR TEACGER (BST,) —sar  _hew wEnt  _wowr et oy pmer
1
Spectal clast $198,910 a0 83T 5 Genersl dlatrict $0,000 823 s30T 860 S4T85S 628
Regource roon - - - - Fedemal grants 3,8% 11 4,496 0.9 6,021 1,0
Itinerant teacher 13,007 119,831 159,024 [ Tuition from other districts - . - - - .
Home instruction - - - M SIE special education grants 56,440 166 63,000 13.1 92,000 6.2
Tuitioning . . . - Otker —_— e —_—
Sehoo] psychologtsts - . - . T0NL OIS 100 MIET 100 S 00
Pupll transportation 32,209 35,483 35,483 A
Mednistration 24,45 31,200 40,048 Wa Y Inclutes Local and interediate sourcen sad S08 grants, excluding restricted grante-in-ald
pertaining to the specia) education of handicapped children,
Other 12,240 - - A
2 Percentages may not total 100 dus to rounding.
ol PO A0S S0
£, PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP F. HEGULAR PROGRAN DATA
PISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAL 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1077 PISCAL YEMRS
PPt eIl C WPIL 1975 1976 197
. TRACHER TR LH
TRACHER R0
BDICHP WRILS TACBN MU0 PPLS TDACHRS RATIO PP TRACHRS B Pupils (ADN) . . -

Educable nentally
retarded (ADK)

Extrene Jearning
probless

Speech
Beotionally disturbed

Other

13 3 10.3 146 3 e M 3 114

2.0 8.0

2.8 a 8.9 5.5 a 8 5.2

Classroon teachers (FTE) - - .
Teacher/pupil ratlo . . .
Net operating cost per pupil - . .
Transportation cost per pupil - . .

Instructional supplies and N
equipnent copt per pupil - - -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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EXHIBIT XXX

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA

HARNEY IED

PROGRANS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

A, COST BY TYPE OF HANDICAP B, Costs FOR SELECTED COST CATRGORIES
FISCAL YEAR 1978 FISCAL YEAR 1376 FISCAL YRAR 1877
CLATIMBLE  NUBER OF  COST PER  CLAMMABLE  WUMBEROF  COST PSR CLATWABLE  MABEROF  COST PRR FISCAL YEARS
FANDICAD 0815 PPILS PPIL 0878 PUPILS L (0818 PPILS PUPIL
——" | ———— m———— ———— —— CATEGORY 1978 1976 1877
Lucable nentall
wle y ) i . . . . . ; . Mudnistrative salsries aod benefits  $11,781  S2.9; 814,10
Ktrene learcing ‘ “iﬂ"gt teacher travel cost per
probless 2,19 5 (T B ] £ S 4% 3,03 8 $ s ad R R
12l supplies and equipment
Speech £,95 2% w 10,812 % %/ 11,866 5 I1H] Spectal gy Wipe
e : Cost per pupil I R R U1
Ewtionally disturbed - - - - - - . - . Transportation cost per pupil . . .
Fosebouad 1,768 3 589 2,53 3 751 2,383 3 9
Otter BN | L L 1 18 M P
0L 37,988 86 § 43 46,065 2 $ 5 49,426 92 § 5%
C, COSTS AYD DAILY CLASS HOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF PROGRA D, SOURCE OF FUNDS
COSTS BY FISCAL YEAR DATLY CLASS HOURS FISCAL YEAR 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977
TYPE OF PROGRAX 1878 1976 1077 PER TEACHER (EST. SOURCE AWOUNT lit:ltt:m‘2 ANOUNT PERCENTZ ANGENT PERCEN
Spacdal elass - - - . Gl hatrict’ 32,129 8.6 839,865 8.5 846,26 0.5
Resource room - 4 - - Pederal grants - . . . . .
Itinerant teacher 524,178 $30,39 92,30 { Tuition from other districts - . . . - -
Hone instruction 1,768 2.053 3,38 WA SOE special education grants 4,80 15.4 5,200 13.5 3,200 8.5
Tulttontng . - - : Other U .
School paychologists - . - . oL QLI 08 Megst L0 M8 1000
Pupil transportation - - - -
AMndnintration 11,78 12,991 14,142 W4 ' ! Includes local and {ntersedinto Mources and SDE grants, axcluding restricted grantreineatd 7
pertaining to “he spectel educacien of hendicapped onildren, -
Other _ 0 i (] - )
Percentages may not total 100 due to vounding,
L W MM e
B DUPILS AND TRACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP 7, BECUIAR PIOVRAK DATA
FISCAL YRAR 1975 ' FISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCAL YEAR 1977 FISCAL YEARS
eIy PpLL/ PplL TR 1975 1976 197
TEACRER TEACHER TRICEER
EADICAP WIS TCH B0 PRNS ICES AT PPLS TRICERS MO Ppdls (ADK) . . .
' Classroon teachers (FT5 . . .
Educable sentslly (rm)
retarded (ADN) - - - - - . . . - Teacher/pupd] natio . . .
Extrese learning Net operating cost per pupil - . .
problens I W RS R S WA N S WY, POALSIE cost et
Transportation cost per pupil - . .
Speech 25 4 62,5 2 4 62.5 % 4 62.5 " . e
Instructional supplies and
Enotionally disturbed - . . . - . - . . equipment cost per pupil . - -
Other

ERIC,
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EXHIBIT XXXI

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
JACKSON IED
PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

A COST BY TYPE OF BANDICAP B, (0TS FOR SRLACYRD COST CATRGORIES
PISCAL YEAR 1975 PISAL YRAR 1976 PISCAL YEAR 1977
CLAIMBLE mn upr 00ST PR mmmm FUBEROP  (OSTPER  CLANOBIX  NIBEROF  OOST PR FISCAL YEARS
os1s I WPIL 5TS PUPILS 00818 PRI WPIL _—
e eSS _We 0§ _WPOS e _ON _POOS. P CATRRN WS 13 um
wentall! :
e 0 sw s D . . . . ) Mainistrative mlartes 1ol beneflts 825,056 28982 831,30
Ttinerant teacher travel cost per
Batrese learad L
tr 23 - " s 3 ) . ] ] ) tescher 93 8 1,0
Special supplies and equipment
Speech 163,308 5 m nm,zsah ETH $ 1 R0608 985 (] cost per pupil B4 8T 108
Daotionally disturbed 49,966 2 1,123 . - - - . . Traasportation cost per pupil 120 8 L]
Honebound * Yo - - 7,85 - - 8,192 - .
Other .t e me® _m Lot s _gw L34°
0L se L % S0 L% s M Lo '
€, 0051 AND DAILY CLASS BOURS PER TEACHER BY TYPE OF BROGRA D RO O A
__ CoSSBYMISCALYERR gy clags HOURS PO YRR 978 MISOMLYRNR IO PISCLVEAR 1977
TIPB 0P PROGRAN 191 1976 1977 PER TRACAIR (85D, O | SRR | S M. R ;P!;m_"f. ot
sl cla? ) ) ] . Gl fetiett - SSSe WS Hls s SR T
Tesource Tooa’ . . - . Tederal grants - - - . - -
[ttserant teacher . . - - Tultion fron other districts . . . . : .
Hose {nstruction $ 800 7.5 3810 WA SO specia] education grants 91,965 0.5 95,820 19.1 165,720 84
Nittoning . 22,20 2,9 Wi Other e e 3 w2
School psycbologlats - - U520 Wi i WS 00 0Ll LM 1000
Rupt] tracportatton 20,442 7,590 19 L —e
1 to-ln-id
28,992 31,310 N/A Tacludes local and Sntersedinte sources and SOE grants, escluding restricted grants
AMn:nntion 2,36 : partainiog to the spectal education of handicapped children,
498,196 -
Oter .10 .10 == 2 Perceatages nay sot total 100 due to roending.
oM T 1 W R N '
5, PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPR OF HANDICAD P, RGULAR PAOGRAN DATH
Plscal YRAR 1075 FISCAL YEAR 1976 PISCAL VAR 10T ' : FIRCAL YEARS
f%’i’n ga’c%x TP%{H e 915 % _am
RANDICAD WPLLS TOACERS BTN MPIS monts B0 DPLS RS R0 Puptls () - - .
— Classroon tonchers (FTE) - - v
t t
returded (AN (30D V. . . . . Teacher/pupll ratlo - - .
k;:m:“nlnz “ 5 ms r ] ¢ . . ‘ et operatiog cost per pupdl . . -
Transportst] . - .
Spesch M5 100 850 M5 L0 89 985 14 B4 woriation cot pef ipll
e Instructions] supplies and
Bwtionlly disturbed” 20,6 28 13 - - - - - - equipnent cost per pupll
Other . - T A X T U R SRS - N (A
i

¥ tontraet serier. ' !

Beginsing with FY 1976, Some £N3. SLP. and ED students recelved sarvices 10 8 afxed Setting called an oducatlon resource conter. For this reason
clatuably costa for al) three haodivsps ave presentid in “other,”

t
Caleulation sxcludes clataable costs for nervices 10 atudents hob included in the pupt] Statistics.

\)‘ 0 profesas provided by Jackan 10 (nchuda 1LY wised DROrIn odes a0d & sepacsiion of Cosls by type of progran could be misleading. For this
E l C rnon, “special clamn.” “ramource roos.” tnd “itinerast tencher” prograss ars all presented as “other,”
.

'
AACKLITIEE ptunlog with FY 1976, momw DR, ELP, 1ad ED students ere mixed in a0 education resogrce center. Consequently, nenalnglul pupil/tescher ratios
nr for DR, ELP, and ED handicaps cannot be delersined sePrately aad have baen conbined And preseated us “other,”



FINANCTAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
NULTNONAH IED
PROGRAYS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT XXXI1

A 00T BY TYPE OF BANDICAP
A B. (O3NS FOR SELECTED COST CATBIORIES
PISCAL YER 1975 FISCAL YEAR 1576 FISCAL YRAR 1977
CLAIMBLE  WOSEROF  COSTPER  CLADGELE  WOBEROF  COSTPER  CLAIWBLE  WUBEROP  COST PRR
BARDICAP 00818 PPILS PLPIL CO87S PUPILS APLL (051§ WeLLS PRI FISCAL YEARS
- T CATRCORY
Bducable sectally ——tT 19 916 1
p . . . . . . . . - Mulslstrative silaries aog beretits  S66.67  $77,13 53,997
Ditrene loaraitg Itinersnt teacher tragel cost per
prodlens $ 71,80 110 $ 653 10680 10 $ o2 40,7 110 $ 9% teacher %8 T
Speech 16.928 52 364 - . - - . - Speetal supplies and equipsent
OBt per pupd1 2U wI 0%
Dotiomlly disturbed 174,513 % 2,2% 190,834 78 2,508 243,08 9 23,61 —
BpOrtation coat per pupl!
Honebouad - - -y . . . . . . per pupll 126 259 5
Other 20,58 - - 25,88 - - 4% - ey
014 $285 852 pi] L0 s 18 IR /X 2 $L852
C. COSTS AND_DAILY €LASS HOURS PER TEACKER BY TYPE 0F PAOGRAM % SOURCE OF FUNDS
COSTS BY PISOAL YEAR T T— . TIGCAL YRR 1075 TISCAL YEAR 1976 FISCHL YEAR 1077
19 OF PROGRAL 1978 1976 197 PER TRACHER (ESY, — i sewr et wn o we? s gt
. ! o T S
) clans S0 SUAME S35 WA Goner tatret B B0 w5 Mo gmau gy
etoutcs toon . . ) . Pedena] grants . . . . . .
{tizerant tencher 7,8 5,010 £8,246 WA Tuition from other districty - . . . ) N
foue Lnntrustion . - - . ol ehention grots MO0 w0 gaw nw o 100
Ttioning . . . - ot B B B 80 B 10
Sal pchologlats  10,9%6  183M4 19,696 . 01 U 10 s W00 wma g
24
Pupil transportation 23,428 48,165 55,200 - ——
1
‘ Includes local aad ntersediat
Aatniatration 13 83,5 . ermechate sources aid SOE granty el
66,67 ' pertaladeg to the spacin] education of hlndlclppgd cnlid:::lm“ GG g
Othe - 4,500 .
r 0 4,500 Pmennm BAY not total 100 due to rounding.
0N, TR 1
£, PUPILS AND TRACHERS BY TYPE OF BANDICAD 7. REGULAR PROGRAK DAMA
NS YERLTS DL TRIE PSRN ' TS0 YBigS
eIy mAIL Il 1R 1918
Ll et e o _uwn
BADICAP WPILS [ACERS MTIO pels TWOEERS MO PPLLS TRACERS BTIO, Puplls (ADN) . . ]
Classroon t - . .
ducable nentally weters (70
Tetarded (AN - . - . - - - . . Teacher/pupil ratto . . .
Extrens learning Het operats o . .
probless 110 8 %70 i BT 1w 3 %,7 perating cost per pupil -
Transportation cost . . .
Speech 52 1 20 - . . . . - P per ol
Instructional wupplies spd
Botionally disturbed % B 12.7 1 8 127 91 1 13.0 equipsent cmp:“ pu;:l . . .
Other . . . . . . . . .

4 Recelpts from local school districts for reimbursement of transportation,

[mc

28
4
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FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA

UNION IED
PROGRAMS FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

EXHIBIT XKXIII

A, COST BY TYPE 0P BANDICAP B, COSPS POR SELECTED COST CATRGORIES
PISCAL YEAR 1975 PISCAL YRAR 1876 FIS0AL YEAR 1977
CLUBLE  WOBEROF  COSTPIR  CLADUBLY  MABERCP  COSTPER  CLAIMABLE “":}n LSOP 008t PER FISCAL YEARS
BANDIGAP £0sTs WPLLS APIL o0s1s PUPLLS WPIL [iiE] ! PIPIL p— W-—__li'ls —
Rducable seatally
v 2.3 " 190 w7 8 .40 150,480 1 .0 Mafnistiative salaries and besefits  §24,36¢ 0,00 $22,91
Lstrene leursing Itiserant teacher travel cost per
prbleas B W 165 B W % ma n n et L
Spectal supplies and equipsent
Spoect 8,11 10 i) 2,8 m i 3% 100 a cont per pupll ws mE WB
Dwtionally disturped - - - - . - - - - Transportation cost per pupil 8 1,21 1,98
Hosebousd - . - - . . . .
Other —_ = _ —_ = _— : _ ¢
AL $190,733 K] S ssIn K] §.6B 266,58 k] §_m
C. COSTS AND DAILY CLASS povgs PER TRACKER BY TYPE OF PROGRAN
D SOUICE OF FONDS
£0STS BY FISCAL YEAR
o COMSBUTCH PR DAILY CLASE HORS FI8cHL, YRR 1075 PISCAL YRAR 1976 FIsoAL, YEAR 1977
1978 W 19T PER TRACKER (BT L
TERCE PG S 118 ————5-—5--“1  J0RCE W GET WO gmer AW
8 op,68  $103,246
Spectal chuss sl 8% Gonem] dlptriet! W 82 RIBIT B M B
Resource room ) : Pederal grante - - - - - -
8, 105,602 98,624 {
Itinerant teacher @ ) Nition frox otber districts ) ) ) i ) .
ow instruction : ) SE wpectyl ehationgrasts 00 18 A0 183 085 %1
Nitiondeg - ) Other s . LS.
WA " -
School paychologlts 8,95 9,940 11,190
” L WM M AT 0 Wi
Ppdl trensportation 14,77 /R um L
Mo am W -
Matndatration i ne 1 Ineludes locsl and nteraediate sources and SUB grants, Sxcladlog restricted grants~in-atd
other . . . - ssrtaining to the special education of Hadicapped children,
ML noogn sk e 7 percentuges 1y ot total 100 dua 1o roundieg.
F. PUPILS AND TEACHERS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP F, REGULAR PROGRAN DAY
TIS0L YRR 1978 moumas  _ RSLWRln 0L \BARS
PRI Rl L I 975l
TRACHER TRACTR TRACHER I m
__ WD NS RGN0 P8 TRACKEGS Bl EPLS TRACKERS  RATIO pils (AK . - .
Classroon tenchers (FTE) . . .
Educable sentally
rotarded (ATK) 18 6 3.0 B § B 6 3.0 Toacher/pupil satio . . .
Ixtrens learaing Yet operating cost per puptl . . .
problens 21 2 ms u { 802 W 3 80,3
Transportation cost par pupil . - .
pagch 1o 2 5.0 10 2 5.0 1Mo 2 55.0
Tostructionsl supplies and
Botiomally distarbed . - . - - - - - . ¢quipmat cont per pupil . . .
Other - - - - . . - - .
O

ERIC

0




APPENDIXES

132




v waog

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
942 Lancaster Drive, N.E.
Salem, Oregon 97310

District:

Fiscal year:

SPECIAL EDUCATION
AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS

DATA FOR CALCULATION OF THE
EQUIVALENT REGULAR PROGRAY ADY
FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Page of

PUPIL'S NAVE

EQUIVALENT
PRISARY | N0, OF Days | 0: OF DAYS | FRACTION OF | "o 0 oo

HANDICAPPING| ENROLLED | SERVED IN | DAY WITH | oo

SPECIAL SPECIAL
CONDITION [ IN DISTRICT PROGRAY | PERSONNEL! (£§02B?§)

(1)

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
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APPENDIX B
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION SPECIAL EDUCATION

942 Lancaster Drive, N.E. AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS
Salem, Oregon 97310

CALCULATION OF INDIRECT
COST PER PUPIL (PDM)

District:

Fiscal year:

Page of
ACCOUNT NAME AND NUMBER
1. General Administration
2300 $ - 500 (except 542 & 552) $ =$
2. School Administration
2400 $ - 500 (except 542 & 552) $ =$
3. Business Office
2510 +
2520 $ - 500 (except 542 & 552) $ =$
4. (lassroom Furni ture
2536 $ - 500 (except 542 & 552) $ =$
5. Operations and Maintenance
2540 $ - 500 (except 542 & 552) $ =9
6. Internal
2570 3 - 500 (except 542 & 552) $ =$
7. Central
2600 $ - 500 (except 542 & 552) $ =9
8. Total Indirect Costs $
9. District ADM o
10. Indirect Cost Per Pupil (8 + 9) $
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‘APPENDIX C

- OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION SPECIAL EDUCATION
942 Lancaster Drive, N.E, AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS
Salem, Oregon 97310

CALCULATION OF REGULAR PROGRAM
DIRECT COST PER PUPIL (ADM)

District:
Fiscal year:

Pace of

A. INSTRUCTION (K-12, Regular School Year)

Total Cost Less Student Activities
(Function*%*) (Area of Responsgibility**)

1110, 1120, 23, 24, and 25
1130, 1200

$ - $
Instruction Subtotal = $

B. SUPPORT SERVICES

1. Pupil (Function*¥) 2100 $

2, Instructional Staff 2200 $

3. Pupil Transportation 2550 $
Support Services Sub stal = §

C. PAYMENTS TO OTHER GOVERNMENTAL UNITS .

Total Payments less Transportation Payments
4100 $ 330 $
4200 $ 330 $
Net Payments $

D. SUBTOTAL Subtotal §
E. TUITION RECEIPTS (1311 + 1312 + 1313) Tuition $
F. NET DIRECT COST FOR RESIDENT PUPILS (D Minus E) $
G. LESS SPECIAL PROGRAM DIRECT COSTS (From Form 5164, $

line ) -
H. NET REGULAR PROGRAM DIRECT COSTS (F Minus G) $.
I. TOTAL DISTRICT ADM .
J. LESS EQUIVALENT SPECIAL PROGRAM ADM FOR g

HANDICAPPED CHILDREN (Form A, Column 6) ;
K. ADJUSTED REGULAR PROGRAM ADM (I Minus J) ;
L. REGULAR PROGRAM DIRECT COST PER PUPIL (H + K) $ ;

Q Form C | :l:;ﬁ




APPENDIX D
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION SPECIAL EDUCATION

942 Lancaster Drive, N.E. AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS
Salem, Oregon 97310

CALCULATION OF CLAIM FOR REIMBURSEMENT
FOR THE EDUCATION OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

District:

Fiscal year:

Page of
A, COST PER PUPIL: HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
1. Indirect Cost:
a. Indirect cost per pupil (Form B, line 10) $
b. District handicapped ADM (Form A,
column 3)
c. Indirect cost subtotal (a x b) $

2. Direct Regular Program Cost:
a. Regular direct cosf per pupil (Form C,
line L) $

b. Equivalent regular program ADM
(Form A, column 3 minus column 6)

c. Direct regular program cost subtotal

(a x b) $
3. Direct Special Program Cost (Form 5164)
4. Subtotal Handicapped Childreﬁ (1c + 2c + 3) $
5. District Handicapped ADM (Line Alb)
6. Total Cost Per Pupil (4 + 5) : $

B. COST PER PUPIL: NONHANDICAPPED CHILDREN

1. Indirect Cost Per Pupil (Line Ala)

&% &

2. Regular Direct Cost Per Pupil (Line A2a)

3. Total Cost Per Pupil (1 + 2)

&

. EXCESS COST PER PUPIL (A6 Minus B3)

C
D, DISTRICT HANDICAPPED ADM (Alb)
E. TOTAL EXCESS COST (C x D)

F

. REIMBURSEMENT (E x 30%)

!
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
942 Lancaster Drive, N.E.
Salem, Oregon 97310

CALCULATION OF INDIRECT

COST PER PUPIL (PDM)

Example
1975-76

District:

Fiscal year:

ACCOUNT NAME AND NUMBER

1. General Administration

2300 $_ 122,952 - 500 (except

2. School Administration’

2400 $ 650,037 ~ 500 (except

3. Business Office

2510 +
2520 $

4. Classroom Furniture
2536 $

5. Operations and Maintenance

95,013 -~ 500 (except

- - 500 (except

2540 $1,013,868 - 500 (except

6. Internal
2570 %

7. Central
2600 $

8. Total-Inditect Costs

9. District ADM

10.

9,491 - 500 (except

40,380 - 500 (except

Indirect Cost Per Pupil (8 + 9)

138

542

542

542

542

542

542

542

552)

552)

552)

552)

552)

552)

552)

APPENDIX E-1

SPECIAL EDUCATION
AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS

Page of

- - ¢ 122,952

4,055 — § 645,982

--8% 95,013

7,023 — $1,006,845

$ 9,491

I

1,000 - $ 39,380

$1,919,663
4,997

$ 384.16



OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION SPEC

942 Lancaster Drive, N.E.

Salem, Oregon 97310

CALCULATION OF REGULAR PROGRAM
DIRECT COST PER PUPIL (ADM)

District: Example
Fiscal year: 1975-76
Pa
A, INSTRUCTION (K-12, Regular School Year)
Total Cost Less Student Activities
(Function*¥) (Area of Responsibility**)
1110, 1120, 23, 24, and 25
1130, 1200 )
$ 4,811,709 - $ 208,806
Instruction Subtotal
B. SUPPORT SERVICES
1. Pupil (Function*x*) 2100 $__ 291,972
2. Instructional Staff 2200 $_ 377,335
3. Pupil Transportation 2550 $ 162,437
Support Services Subtotal
C. PAYMENTS TO OTHER GOVERNMENTAL UNITS
Total Payments less Transportation Payments
4100 $ - 330 $ -
4200 $ - 330 § -
Net Payments
D. SUBTOTAL . Subtotal
E. TUITION RECEIPTS (1311 + 1312 + 1313) Tuition
F. NET DIRECT COST FOR RESIDENT PUPILS (D Minus E)
G. LESS SPECIAL PROGRAM DIRECT COSTS (From Form 5164,
line )
~H. _NET_REGULAR PROGRAM DIRECT COSTS (F Minus G)
I. TOTAL DISTRICT ADM 4,997
J. LESS EQUIVALENT SPECIAL PROGRAM ADM FOR
HANDICAPPED CHILDREN (Form A, Column 6) . 135
K. ADJUSTED REGULAR PROGRAM ADM (I Minus J)
L. REGULAR PROGRAM DIRECT COST PER PUPIL (H + K)
Q
Form C 109

APPENDIX E-2
IAL EDUCATION

AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS

ge of
=$ 4,602,903
=$ 831,744

$ . . -—
$ 5,434,647
$ 78,300
$ 5,356,347

- $ 339,892

$ 5,016,455

4,862

$ 1,031.77



OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
942 Lancaster Drive, N.E.
Salem, Oregon 97310

CALCULATION OF CLAIM FOR REIMBURSEMENT
FOR THE EDUCATION OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

District: Example
Fiscal year: 1975-76
Page
A. COST PER PUPIL: HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
1. Indirect Cost:
a. Indirect cost per pupil (Form B, line 10)
b. District handicapped ADM (Form A,
column 3) 400
c. Indirect cost subtotal (a x b)
2. Direct Regular Program Cost:
a. Regular direc* cost per pupil (Form C,
line L)
b. Equivalent regular program ADM
(Form A, column 3 minus column 6) 265
c. Direct regular program cost subtotal
(a x b) -
3. Direct Special Program Cost (Form 5164)
4. Subtotal Handicapped Children (lc + 2¢ + 3)
5. District lLandicapped ADM (Line A1lb) 400
6. Total Cost Per Pupil (4 + 5)
B. COST PER PUPIL: NONHANDICAPPED CHILDREN
1. Indirect Cost Per Pupil (Line Ala)
2. Regular Direct Cost Per Pupil (Line A2a)
3. Total Cost Per Pupil (1 + 2)
C. EXCESS COST PER PUPIL (A6 Minus B3)
D. DISTRICT HANDICAPPED ADM (Alb) 400
E. TOTAL EXCESS COST (C x D)
F. REIMBURSEMENT (E x 30%)
Q 1410

of

APPENDIX E-3

SPECIAL EDUCATION
AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS

$ 384.16

$1,031.77

$ 273,419
$ 339,892
$__766,975

$1,917.44

|

$ 384.16

$ 1,031,77

$ 1,415,93

$ 501,51

$ 200,604
$ 60,181



APPENDIX E-4
Page 1 of 3

PROCEDURES USED IN THE ILLUSTRATION

To obtain the direct costs of special education (step 1),
we simply copied the total that we had actually estimated for that
district in 1975-1976. This amount was not adjusted for the cost
elements which we have recommended adding to the definition of
direct costs of special education; hence, the reimbursem.nt derived
in the example slightly understates the amount that would result
from full implementation of our recommendations.

In step 2 of the formula, rather than making up a list
of students with assumed data in order to complete Form A, we used
other statistical data obtained from the district to estimate the
following:

Number of handicapped pupils served 450
Equivalent regular program ADM 265
Equivalent special program ADM 135
Total district ADM for handicapped pupils 400

Normally, these student data would have been obtained from Form A,
as described above.

Step 3 consisted of completing Form B to estimate the
indirect cost per pupil for the school district in the example.
The dollar amounts were copied from “he official district budget;
in practice, actual amounts from the district's financial reports
should be used instead of budgeted figures. The calculation of
indirect cost .per pupil is straight-forward and should be apparent
from the example form (Appendix E-1).

Step 4, the calculation of regular program direct cost

per pupil, was accomplished using Form C. The_completed form is

shown in Appendix E-2. As in step 3, the dollar amounts were
copied from the appropriate budget>éccounts, although actual
rather than budgeted figures would have been used, had they been
available.
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APPENDIX E-4
Page 2 of 3

The computations to obtain line F, the net direct cost
for resident pupils, involve the addition of the expense categories
listed, less the amount of tuition receipts from other school dis-
tricts. Note that line F includes both regular and special program
direct costs.. Line G, the special program direct costs, was copied
from the estimate of claimable costs for the district in the example,
Normally, the amount would be found at the bottom line of Form #5164,
which is the current claim for reimbursement form.

Line H is the net regular program direct costs that
result. from subtracting special program direct costs (line G) from
the total direct cost incurred by the school district (line F).

Lines I through K calculate the adjusted district regu-
lar program ADM, which is defined as the total district ADM less
the equivalent special program ADM for handicapped children
(obtained from the data on Form A). The result is divided into the
net regulaf program direct costs (line H) to obtain the regular pro-
gram cost per pupil (line L).

Steps 6 through 8 are accomplished using Form D (Appendix
E-3). The average cost per pupil for handicapped children is computed
in Section A of the form, The figures for the computation are copied
as §ndicated from Forms A through C, already completed, The total
is obtained by adding the district indirect, regular program direct,
and special program direct costs.

Different ADMs are used in each of these computations.
Indirect cost is computed using the total district ADM corres-
ponding to the handicapped children served in the special education
program. This reflects the assumption that all children share
equally in the indirect or overhead cost of the district, whether
handicapped or not. 1In determining the regular program direct cost,
we used the ADM corresponding to the time that handicapped children
spent in the regular program. This is consistent with the methods
used to compute interdistrict tuition payments, and the '"flat gradt"
portion of basic school support, both of which assume, in effect,
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APPENDIX E-4
Page 3 of 3

that the cost incurred is proportional to the time that the child
spends in the program. The determination of the direct special
program cost does not involve the use of a pupil statistic; it is
obtained simply by totaling the cost categories identified with
special education resource utilization.

The total cost of educating handicapped children
(line A.4) is divided by the total district handicapped ADM
(line A.5) to obtain the cost per pupil (line A.6).

Step 7, the determination of the cost per pupil for
nonhandicapped children, is carried out in Section B of the form.
In contrast with the so-called ‘'regular per capita cost,'" this
cost figure represents the cost for nonhandicapped children oniy,
since the cost and ADM pertaining to handicapped children have been
removed. Hence, the amount on line B.3 prdvides a legitimate
basis for determining the excess cost of educating handicapped
children, as is accomplished on lines C through E.

In calculating the district grant, we assumed that
30 percent of the excess costs would be State reimbursed.

143




