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educational services in special need
program areas such as early child-
hdod, vbcational, bilingugl, compen-
and exceptional child edu-
cation, the selection of an appro-
priate = funding mechanism  has

“emerged- as a prominent jssue in

finance. Most states initially

such Sservices as supple-

school
viewed
: tal programs and began funding

. lative recognition for needed change

_Florida,

them through. separate categorical
appropriations according to (1) a
flat grant basis, (2)- excess cost
reimbursements. (with “the state
funding warious percentages of the
éotal), or (3) classroom or teacher
uppott grants.
1 .

A number .of states have re-
Cently attempted a new approach to
funding the special needs of stu-
‘dents - by establishing a
based on ‘the relative costs of serv-
ing different. types of students.
-This distribution model, designated

. @s the weighted pupil approach or
has been

pupil weighting - system,
implemented most extensively in
Utah, and ‘New MexXico,
where the drive to broadly equatize
the financial support of diverse
program needs . Was

mentation ¢f the reforms _
‘three states, from' the ‘initial legis-

to the actual fine tuning of .the Sys-
tems. three and four years later. As
-applied policy research, the empha-
sis has been on generating informa-

<

N\
As state governments have .
“increasingly attempted to expand

formula -

‘tion useful to these considering or’

implementing a weighted pupil ap-
proach. o :

- An overriding'- concern has
been to keep the report short and

2

5° considerable.
" This _ study focuses on the imple-
in those

e/

. an
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yet comprehensive. The lat-
nda has somewhat precluded
mer intent. There wds simply
ndance of
‘to be discussed. The follow-
view should serve to guide
to those areas of most in-
‘to them. ~

usefut,

apter 1 presents the concep-
amework for the development
prehensive _ weighted pupil
systems. The disjribution model is
placed in context . nationally; and
the practice in other states ofwfgnd-

ing according to differential student

need is deseribed. A brief over-
view of: the three subject states'
pre- and postreform finance systems
completes this introductory and
background chapter. '

The goals of policy research
are discussed in Chapter 2, and the
research methodology and sampling
procedures are reported . Chapter 3
begins by examining, the political
and social forces that led to the
reform and describes  the process
and rationale for establishing the

various weights. Subsequent adjust-'

ments and respondent rsuggestions
for changes are presented.

’ ¥

The critical technical options
that account for weights differing
from state to state are explained in
Chapter 4. These include (1) defin-
ing the unit to be funded, (2) ap-

. proving (the unit, (3) determining

the count, (4) establishing units,/
(5) setting the “dollar valte, "and
(6) _pres r‘?&ng the  purpose for
whidh the dollars may or shall be
spent.~ This "nuts-and-bolts" chap-

-ter should be particularly useful ‘to

those seriously considering estab-

tishing a weighted pupil system.

vd

7

¢

-

information that



L

-tional,

. ings

‘e

- Further . formula adjustments .
based on district differences are
the subject of Chapter ‘5. Sparsity
factors, cost of living indices, and
adjustments for varylng teacher
training and experience are dis-
cussed. as they operate -in pupil
weighting states.

Chapter 6 analyzes shifts
the distribution of formula funds
since the reform. Growth of wvoca-
bilingual, and ,exceptional
child educatlon programs are plotted
for’ pre- -and postreform years, and
compared with the' overall state ed-
ucational ‘finance picture and growth
in the basic program. Additionally,
pre- and postreform revenue earn-
in - special programs are com-
pared for the sample districts, .and
emerging - hypotheses relating "dis-
trict earnings, size, and assessed
valuation @er pupil are’ further ex-
plored. S

Alterations in district and state
management roles and r‘esponsibQ-
ities since the reféorm are the focus
of Chapter 7. State and local per-
spectives, . based on oup appraxi-
mately, 22?(5 interviews, are present-
ed, replete with numerous:, direct

_quotes from well-informed and per-

ceptive respondents.
f >

.The many issues  associated
with funding exc:eptlonal child edu-
cation arg puiled together in Chap-
ter 8, since this program area
one of considerable cdncern to many
state policymakers, part:cu!arly with
thé advent of Public Law 94-142,
Different incidences of children. be-

ing served in the various exception- -

~ al education programs are' compared

for “the sanmiple districts in each,
state, a difference which served as
a fundamentgl assumption in estab-

Jlishing a weigfited pupil. system.
The growth aof the 15 programs
<

&

..{n .

’

“tion,
" Florida,
-the; growing literature in this area.

" ses,

e .

- 7

in Florida and Utah and the 3 pro-
grams in New* Mexico is analyzed,
and implicatiens  are discussed. Nu-
merous lmplementatlon issues, iden-
tified. By distritt exceptional educa-
tion director respondents, ate ‘also
diScussed.

Chapter 9-concludes the report
by focusing on two areas of analysis
of interest ."to pol:cymakers, ana-
lysts, and implementers. Theg first
part of the chapter analyzes .the
weighted pupil systey as a model
for distributing st " educational

‘dollars and proposes a framework

that may be applied to other dis-
tributional practices. Discussed next
i6 the often overtooked,. yet ctitical,

process that begins after a bill be-,
comes a law. Nine implemgntation
issues are presented for cofsidera-
‘relating the experjencé in
Utah, .and New\ Mgxico with

-~ As we gathered information for

this comprehensive study, a number
of individuals contributed- signifi-
cantly. We appreciate the time,_ and
the willing@nd thoughtful respon-
of the 'more than 200 individ-
uals we interviewed. Our in-state
consultants, Heber Fuller in Utah
and Harry  Wugalter and Al
Clemmons in New Mexico, assisted

- in acquiring muth of. our data and

, - were

,to the ‘numerous

invaluable in facilitating our”
interviews and in reviewing the ac-
curacy ‘of this report in relationship
to their states. Additionally,,
through - their enthusiasm, we came

" to fully appreciate the beauty of the
_ people and the

land in Utah and
New Mexico. Of coﬂr‘se,»we were al-
ready familiar with Flomda
& ! o .
We hope this report responds
inquiries we have

received and that it will be useful

to those with the responsibility for
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1. THE WEIGHTED PUPIL SYSTEM: THE NATIONAL-

[N

Much of the scheool finance re-
form across the. nation that took
place
on minimizing the fiscal support
inequities among" districts which
'have existed for years. While many
states are yet seeking ways to re-
move inequities due to local weafth

isparities, three states, Florifla,

furthér equalization beyond the ini-

tial objective’ of providing equal
dollars per ¢hild. Having first
achieved the goal of substantial

interdistrict equalizatiorr; they rec-
ogniZed a need to adjust for. con-
siderable variations in incidences
of student program needs and their
widely varying costs.

. The states assumed that' it was
a state function, in equalizing edu-
cational opportunity, to guarantee
differential dollars to districts in

. accordance with each district's own

*

. example,

educational burden. For
in Florida one very poor
district has six times as high a
percentage of mentally retarded
children to educate as another dis-
trict; therefore, the educational

unique

i burden of that district is consider-

ably greater.

In addition" to the burden con-
fronted by districts in providing

higher cost exceptional child serv-

de-
associated

there. were differential
and thus costs,

ices,
mands,

-with providing wvocational services.

“Some districts needed .to provide
high-cost wvocational education to

in ‘the .early 1970's focused .

prepare students for locally avail-.

able jobs. One state wanted- to put

-
a

_11

>

"ND STATE CONTEXT

more resources into the primary
grades, feeling that a-.greater in-
vestment there would be most cost
beneficial. ~Another state put more
resources into secondary education,
feeling that the highest cost  pro-
grams existed there.

To respond to differént_needs
and: policy preferences, each of .the
states adopted a schoo! finance. ap-
proach known as the weighted pupil
system. This approach simply dis-
tributes so many dollars per stu-
dent; with each student "earning"
an amount based on. his or her spe-
cific needs. Educational needs- and
Costs are determined in relationship
o each other,: and ratios, or
weights, are generated. As one
legislator-respondent sagely noted, -
"The concept-is very simple and
logical; the defails are more chal-
lenging." This study focuses on
the many details related to adopting
and implementing a weighted pupil
system, but first it is important to
present some hackground informa-
tion that plac#s the weighted pupil
reform in .its appropriate. national
and state context. -

- .
‘National_View of Weighted Pupil

Systems

Currently, 21 states appear to
fund students directly according to
at least one need differential.
Maine, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, .
Oregon, and Penhsylvania use a
weighted system to fund only ele-
mentary and secondary students
differentially. lowa has established '
weights for funding education needs

.

..
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\tl_t_éh,
ave developéd the most congrehen—
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“tional children,
personnel. ‘were allocated on a for-
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s " Flotida, ;idaho, lllinols, in-
diand,/ /Miinnesofa, Montana, Ne-
ré$§a,!, Nevadd; New Jersey, . New
e&} . New f)rk, North Dakota,
enngssee, Utah, and Washington,
ich’ weight students by two or
‘A Jactors,'(,to‘adjust for density,
Ty, g;"ade level, wvocational,

or exceptional education needs.
) statesl‘*-‘-siﬁth Carolina and
th Dakota, dve .enacted pupil
for future imple-
mentation. iNo two pupil weighting
systems -are’ ‘alike; each state has
used-the approach to meet its own
unique'pur;{’gses and needs, 4

. This study focuses on Florida,
and New Mexico since they

sive weighting systems. e em-

" phasis has been on generating .in-

formation useful to policymakers® in
the states that currently: use pupil
weights ta fund one or more pro-
grams, as well as those who might
be- considering implementing a
weighted pupil system. '

State Background

Florida

Prior to its reform in 19734

Florida's Minimum Foundation Pr

gram was distribute® according to
instructional upits based on vary-
ing pupil-teadher ratips related to

different educational programs. Ap- .

plications were made by school dis-
tricts to the State Department of
Education for units fgr kindergar-
ten\ vqcatiogal, adult, and €Mep-
Additional support

mula basis related to numbers of in-
structional units.
small categoficals were allocated pri-
marily on a grant application basis.

P ptional students oniy. Fifteen
3

(% .

Numerous other -

-

"Currently Florida supborts 1.6

million students in 67 school dis-
tricts. Students 'in grades 4
through 9 are weighted at a ratio
of 1.00, having a wvalue of $822 in

fiscal year 1977-78 (see Table Jg.1).
" Primary ..

school students receive

approximately 23° percent more and -

high school students 10 percent
more than ‘this base through
weights of 1.234 and 1.1 respec-
tively. '

-
139

Eight. programs for full-time

for some mentally retarded students
to 4.00 for deaf students. A ninth
program, for the profoundly retard-
ed, was begun during 1977-78. In
addition, seven part-time programs
for children are available. In those,
values range from a low of 3.00 fgr

0

gifted children to a high of 15.

for hospitalized an4 homebound
children. ' ‘ *
/
Florida . has also emphasized:

vocational education as a separately
weighted program area. Full-time
equivalent students at six different
pregram cost levels are supported
by weights ranging frgm 1.17 to
4.26. A limited numbergdf adult ed-
ucation programs are also support-
ed. The ‘combined effect of this
weighting is to produce approxi=
mately 2.0 million weighted full-time
equivalent students (WFTE's). Since
the incidence of need or demand for
the services funded varies from dis-
trict to district and from school to
school (school sites are really the

basis for earnings and accounting

in. Florida), a significant variation
in dollar suppont- per child occurs.
Clearly then, an elementary school
with-a large number of exceptional
or handicapped children would gen-

)

- “exceptional child needs are sup-
ported for students having mental,
physical, .or emotional ha aps.
They are given weights frof 2.30. |

LN
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‘ : T e | TABLE 1.0 ¢ [ - .
.‘_ . ‘ . . .. . A ~ ) YL wt o - .
FLORIDA "EDUCATIQN ‘FINANGE PROGRAM' PUPIL WEIGHTS
he ) ) ¢ N ’ . “
- L oLl . 9.
Progra'm' e 27T
\ 'Gr‘adas K- 3K ( ’ e | ‘ v N 1234 -
‘ Grades49 T C Lt S S N 1.00
S ~Gr’ades 10 2. ., LT T U R [

F-%II Ttme E,xcept‘ional Students - e

oL Educable mentallw retardéd EI Lot e T 230 90 W
. Trainable merftally retarded I Lo 3.00 . ,
, .- . Severely' & profoundly r‘etarded A 4.95 . T,
. ,;,',' Physically handlcapped e, - 3.50 ' .
. ' . Deaf Lot S . 4.00 Y

'_ Visually handncaﬁped ) ., T e 3.50
.~ Emotionglly disturbed - o - - 3.70
TR Sociairl)z/malad;usted T Yo - - R ' 2.30 &
.-, spkcific learning disability Lo " .- 2.30 ‘
L . .Part-Time Exceptional.Students . ' b - S
. Physical therapy . =~ .. i B
Speec therapy _ )
Visually handlcapped
Emotivmally . disturbed = - L. ...
Specific learning disability ’
Hospitalized and homebound e
Gifted .
L] X ’ ‘ A
Vocational-Technical '

voc £d | 7. ‘ .
Voc Ed I T ' ' :
Voc Ed I _ SN

‘ Voc Ed IV - - ) ,

£ « Voc Ed V * . o ~
Voc Ed VI - _ -

. Adult Programs

. * ’.é‘ - . .
Adult basic and high school _ 928
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‘erate several
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hundr dollars more
per “child” than "a middle school with
fewer exceptional .children .and lim-
ited voca.tlonal offermgs

Once the number of "WFTE's
per district. is estabNshed, one ad-+
ditional- calculation is penformed _to
arrive at the distrlcts .entitlement.
An _adjustment based on a cost -of
living
each - district s
yearly studnes,

made.
adjustments with a

range of plus or minus 8 percent

are the pattern No other Just-
ments are currently made.. in' 1973
-only, as a
form, an
was calculated

funded.

in most states, the portlons )

of the base earnings borne.by .both
- the state and the local district are
based on local wealth. The
quired “ local effort of 6.3 mills in
cach Florida dlstrlct provides from
about 10" perceht to 90 percent of
the valuer per WFTE. The state
pays the balahce. Additional un-
equalized millage ‘up- to 1.7* more
mills wmay be Ie\/led for operating

purposes by the local school board.

Utah _ .
Prior to itS"reform in- 1973,
Utah's Basic School Program was

aliocated
units:

-according to distribution
(approximately classroom

‘units); based -on average daily at~-:

tendance (ADA). Applications were
made to the State Board of Educa-

tion for units for vocatlonal and
 exceptional child education. Addi-
tional distribution units were

awarded for administrative and.sup-
port personnel at a rate of one per
nine distributional
programs..

tively ' small

By

Numerous other rela-
categoricals were dis-

)

index factor ‘established for
., Based on .

plitical "‘condition for re- -
ded equalizing leveling
and -

re-

units earned for )

~

¥

| trtbuteé euther accordlng to dis-
~ trict apphcatlons or prorated among

L
~

_basic,
categoties.
. mined as "necessarily existent" by a

* T

¢ B

P

o di |s’tr|cts -

| Currently, over 30Q, OOO pubhc

student$- in 40 ‘school districts are
. supported under the recent reform
act.  Pupil we»ghtmgs ave been
. established in“two areas%where true
cost differentials were apparent:
special education and. vocational

education (see Table 1.2). Utah has
established 'a base weight-or factor
.of 7.00 for all grade levels. District

weightings adjust for small schools

and staff costs.

Fifteen special education cate-
gories have been set, of which
.-eight provide supplemental support
in “regular classrooms and -
provide - substantlally higher sup-
port (up to a 3.09 weight). for
students in. full-time self-contained
classes. The number of qualifying
students is multiplied by the weight
factors (.50 to 3.09) to establish

the base for furtHer entitlement
calculation. : -
Vocational programs are also

separately ‘- funded. Full-time equiv-
alent student units in five program
areas are multiplied * by
weight factors of .from .4 to 1.4 to
derive supplemental
upits (WPU's). Two adjustments are
made to the total WPU's in the
exceptional,
Small schools, deter-
multi-staged set of size and grade
level categories, are, identified and

of 21 classsﬁcatlons These sch oI
by school extra WPU's "are added

"a district's count.

An additional adjustment is
made for professnonal staff training

and experience. An added cost fac- -

14 -

seven -

~ .

add-on’.

weighted pupll N

and vocational

‘-earn supplemental WPU's. under one :

Coay
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TABtE 1.2

‘UTA'H MINIMUM SCHOOL PROGRAM PUPIL W IGHTS

f

Pr‘ogram . T B ;

'+ Grades K-,12 | B o .

Full<Time Handicapped Programs: -
&ducable mentally” retarded °
Trainable. mentally-retarded
Emotionally disturbed ’
Deaf . .

Motor handicapped - -
Homebound & hospitalized j.

Multiple handigapped

‘Part-Time Handicapped: Programs (add on)

Educable r§1ntally retarded
Trainable mentally retarded
Learning .disabilities
Emotionally disturbed : Cooe
Hard of hearing '

-Speech & hearing therapy

Motor handicapped " : . s
Visually impaired . '

Vocational (add on)? o .

Agriculture o

Business : e

Distributive ~ . Lt
Home ecanomics '

Technical & industrial

N

1977 977

1

2.
2.

2

2

1
2

— -, -—"d ) -
,

.00

28 °

33 -
50

88~ -
.80 -
.78

.00
.00
.00
.00
.60 .
.50
.20
.60

.40

.50

.

I

L 5‘3‘03« e

.20
60 °
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" ports.. - Staffing

. education’

- Supplemental
. “tributed by the Chief “of Public

. .

L L,
tor ranging’ from 1.00 to 1.70 with-
in & matrix of -5 educational levéls

" 'and . 11 'years of experience i$ ap--
" -plied: to the staff,of each district

‘and multiplied by one-fourth of that
~district's -‘WPU's. This provides for
a portion of the extra- salary costs
of those districts having. relatively

‘'greater .numbers of teachers high.

on. the salary ‘index. 'The total

WPU's ‘for .a district are then multi--

plied by the . guaranteed - base

amount ($683 in fiscal year 1976-77)

to determine ‘the -total entitlement,
which is funded jointly . by locatl
property taxés and state appropria-

tions. The Jdocal share.is the yield .
from 28 mills." The regislature pro-
" vides the balance. lAdditionally, up.
_ may be
. levied . locally for_any purpose by

to .10 unequalized mills

referendum.

e
v

New Mexico'

N . 1 . .
Pgior’ to its reform in 1974,

New Mexico's ‘basic support aid was

‘distributed according to a staffing
ratio formula based on 12 categories ' -

to cover
tive,

instructional, adfinistpa®™
and maintenance needs.
ferentially funded -staff .units were

~ allocated to districts in accordance””

‘with their 40-<day membershig re-
salary units for
. and ‘“exceptional child
required approval 'by
the state based upon the district's
submission of a planned program.
funds were also dis-

vocational

School Finance based on district
rieed. :

»  Currently, New Mexico recog-
nizes the varyihg needs of some
275,000 students in 88 school dis-

. tricts by weighting grades 4.to 6 at

a- factor of 1.00, primary grades at
1.10, and grades 7 to 12 at 1.25

" (see Table 1.3). _

if- .

<

.cation 'weights.

R
New Mexico ‘als¢” provides. for
three exceptional or..spetial edu-
The first is a
weight of 20.0,

. funding for’ 20 students to "be as-

..

sisted by itinerant .teachers in" re-

soyrce rooms. This was a progran

weight, not 'iaffe‘éted. by -stude‘c‘ﬂ‘

count directly,
at the .1976 _
allow, a local district option to shift

and was- modified

"to ; an  allocation " based on a .12
thus -
avoiding certain - program - approval

weight’ in ‘grades ‘1 to 3,

and accounting . procedures.  Two

‘other .full-time student = weights
exist: for the moderdtely handi-
. capped, a weight of 1.9, and for

the, severely handicapped, a weight

of ‘3.'5‘. .

To the amoupts thus- earned,
New Mexico employed- &n- add-on
‘weighting system by providing an
extra weight ef .5 for: eligible bi-
lingual students to be spent within
that. program boundary
for fiscal year 1976-77 to .3) and
an add-~on weight,of .8 per full-time
equivalent vocational student.
The separate .funding of wvocational
programs was majntained until the
1976 amendments, when it was ab-
sorbed into the value afsthe bésic

- secondary student unit. ? :

Beyond having established the °

total number of weighted students,
two significant additional calcula-
tions are made which can  sub-
stantially alter a district's basic
earnings. The first is the staff
educational training and
ence (T&E) index.
are multiplied by 25 factors of as
law as .75 for -teachers with less

than a, B.A. degree and,fewer than .

2 years of teaching experience to as
high as 1.50 for* teachers holding a
post-M.A. degree and 15 .years of
experience.. Thus, districts< with

16 .-

"which ‘provides:; ’

legislative sessjon to-

(reduced, . .

experi~ -~
Basi¢ earnings .-



_ | | TABLE 1.3 e
U ' ' . |
NEW MEXlCO SCHOOL FINANC.E PROGRAM PUPIL WEIGHTS
: - Y
\ . &£ . ‘s o . .
o, . . . -
Progi“am " . o, S 1977
'Kmderghﬁen - " T 713 *
. Gradgs 1-3 : S ) 1.1 7
Grades-4-6 . . * . RN - . N
. Grades 7- -12 o 1.25
. .7 Full-Tiple. Special Educatipn..,.- ?
. . P . N 4 '." . . e
C-Moderate - -~ - - . .- 1.9
. D-Severe - ' ; .3.5 . ,
¢ - Par:t-Time Special Education )
: A/B Resource reom | 20.0 or .
-, or itinerant- teacher G 1-3 ADM x .12,
' Bilingyal S R

A
-
Note: 'While not funded as such, aII special education
students are dlagnosed in one of the following nine
areas and' prescribed for ‘service in A through D

3

’ ~ seryice patterns. ‘ \
’ , Behaviorally disordered Mentally handicapped -
* "Communication disordered - Multiple disabled -
Gifted _ ’ Physically impaired
Hearing mpaired .7 Visually impaired

- M v
D

Learning -disabled

N
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low or high T&E factors will receive

“less or more per:child; "however, no -

* district will be:computed withaa fac-:
tor less than 0.95. ' o

++ The secondfadjustment is based’
on three sparsity measures. The
“student membership (ADM)g in each

& v

eleméntary, , junior high’, "and senior -

high school is ‘reported aloeng - with.
- the district ‘totat ADM. By formuia,
- low population ,schools and. districts
" can earn supplemental pupil unijts
-and eommensurffe Funds,’
of which has amounted to up to a-
65 percent add-on -in certain situa-
tions. While currently .applicable i})
only ope district, -a  third factor,
- rural”.isolation, was 'added in 1976.
It provides funds where geographi-

.cally large districts necegsarily  op-
erate remote, but large, - high

schools. S

. All of ‘the above factors are
used to dgtermine the number of
.units  for each district. For the
1976-77 wyear that number was
multipjied by the base amount of
$800. " From that amount a required

local effort is determined by adding '

togegher essentially all* nonstate
revenue geceived by the district, .
including a- local. millage levy of
aboyt |9 mills and 95 percent ' of
- Federal .Public Law 874 funds. That
sum is subtracted from the state
entitiemen} to determine the level of
'the;state‘_guararg‘tee. No additional
tocal . levies fom operating, purposes'-'}

b -

the value -

-

“significant differences

-systems.

P - /4

-

are allowed; thus, New Mexico i$ .

clearly the most equalized of the

) states ‘except Hawaii..
" - ’

" Summar
\K*X.

_ " From - these’ brief ovérviews . it
JIs xlear ‘that each<eof the :states has

\

developed its. dwn unique . pupil
weighting system and that there’are

mentary - education’ higher,
weights secondary higher, and one
weights them ‘equally, One state
has only 3 categories of ekception?
alities, while the, other states have
approximately 15. . Vocational
cation is weighted- according to 6
categories, 5 categories, -and  not
at all. Teacher training and exper-
ience are important adjustments in
two of «the states "and not utilized
by the third,  .which is the only
state to 'use cost of living adjust-
ments. Two states include sparsity
factors, oné* does not.- A ‘bilingual
weight exists in one state but not
in the other that also has a large
Spanish-speaking population.

Thus, it should be recognized
from the beginning that there is
no single "right" pupil weighting
system. "Rightness" is. related to
local educational and political fac-

~ tors and, most partlcularly, to that
.combination of concepts. and facts "

which will gain at least 51 percent
of the wvotes in the legislature.

.1

o

&

among - the -
One state weights ele-4 " . -
-one. .-

edu-~ -

-
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2. THE RESEARCH APRROACH AND M%IHODOLQGY,
' . - oLt LAY i .

This study of a welghted pupll
approagth  to  school
funding is ‘research related to the
making and mg!ementatlon ofv policy.
fn conducting policy research it s
important to clarify the purfpose and
usefulness of ‘that reSearch before
developing the research desngn for

'the purpose ..should direct the in-

.systems,

‘weighted

quiry. We -identified three prnmary .

objectives in studying pupil weight-
ing systems, and ‘they were used
as criteria for formulatlng our re-
search approach.

-

1. Policy research shoutd gen-
erate information that is useful and

-of _interest to people in policymaking

positions. The research must at-
tempt to answer quéstions policy-
makers might as}k .
' In the case of pupil w;eighting
many .state policymakers
have expressed interest ‘in Ieéfipmg
more about this system as they‘'geak
to refine their educational allocation
formulas according to the differghti-
ated needs of students. During the
course of our vyear's research we
received numerous requests from
states seeking information abolit the
pupil approach. Three
states, South Carolina, Tennessee,
and- South Dakota, have
rated pupil weighting systems into
theit school finance reform fegisla-

“tion. during the 1977 sessions. Many

other states will be examinifg pupil

: weightin% systems as a part of their
Section studies. In addition,
policymakers in the thtee states

studied have indicated their interest
in receiving feedback and sugges-
tions for improvmg thenr systems.

incarpo->\

¢

’

P

want *to  know
generally "how well this-'new ap-
proach is working. They want to.
kKnow if the legislative intent is bé-
ing accomplished,.
centivies are being created. ‘Since all

Policymakers

" finance approaches havey their as-

1

sociated "games," some pallcymakers
are. mter‘ested if lggrning the rule®
of this new ‘gamg. Some" are inter-
ested in the "nuts and bolts" .of how -
the system works in the three states

- studied. Many want to know which.

weights are coirect.

Special interest groups are in-
terested in how various populations

‘are faring, for example, .exceptichal
.Children,
tion,

cities, wvocational educa-
isolated areas, and state de-
partments of education. Obviously
there 'are numerous questions that

have been, and could be, raised by

interested persons. We have tried
to explore the most significant of .

. those areas in order to generate in-

formation useful to those who shoul-

- der the responsnb:llty for delivering

education resources equitably, and
we hope this report will assnst in
that importantjob.

g addition to. pursuing.\queg-
tions that policymakers would ask,

it is important in policy .research to

generate knowledge regarding how
policy- decisions are made, for in
some_ legislative. climates the “best
decisions have no chance of passihg.
T refore, we sought to ex;&lore the

ics of.. enacting the weighted:
pupil reform in each of the three
states. Such knowledge of the sig-
nificant issues and dynamics should
be of value to _policymakers under-

and what new in- .
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takmg a Welghted pupil system in

thei P state.

L

2. The research should con-

“tribdte to’ the growing._inquiry intd
educational finance equity issues
and to researgh in the field of edu-
_;nona! administration in the siates

CAIL three X states, Utah, New
" Mexico, and Florida, have been im-
plementing’ their reforms. during ‘the

past three years, allowing sufficient .

time for the study of their impacts.
These states provide good examples
of a major innovation in school fi-

nance--the extensive development of -

systems of funding districts accord-
ing to differential student needs
and costs. This has become a signi-

ficant issue in the important se-
quence of school finance Feforms
and. equalization efforts. Finally,

the three states, while sharing ‘the.

extensive use of weights, differ in
several ways that contribute to the
development of a significant compar-
ative study of state decisionmaking
styles, policy preferences, and ad-
‘ministrative - pr‘oceduresf

oA LY
»

3. The research should clamfy

the implementation options exarci
by the states and bwild "upoh §

growing field of, study of policy i{

plementation.

;mof scholars . (most
notably Pressmah and Wildavsky,!

Bardach Hargrove,, and Williams
- and Elmore‘) ha
the study of Jmplementatlon is the

"missing link" in policy analysis. By
> studying . the three .cases,. of the

states' that extensively use pupil
wenghts one should be able’ to. learn
from both théir simjlar andXtheir
different perlencqs "~ Implémenta-
tion challenges "have. been analyzed
and related to the accounts of other
- governmental . ‘experience addressed

4. - .

3

pomted out that

-

0
Q-

in the g?‘owmg implementation, lit- -

erature. From" this collective ex-
perience, practical .recommendations. -
regarding critical implementation

issues are offered in a companion
publication, A Policy Guide to
Weighted Pupll Education Finance

Systems. ) N

The basic essu ptuon here is

‘that - policy resear should not -

merely focus on descr‘sptté/ns, rela- °
“tionships, or.causative tors; but

. «should. seek to generate. mformatnon—
"useful ‘to policymakers and imple-
Menters in making better judgments

regarding future courses of actlon '

The ResearcH Methodologg

The basic reseaprch methodbl -
ogy used to respond to the objec-
tives descr‘lbed above was to
develop comparatlve case studies of

the estabhshment, 4mp‘lementatnon,
and tmpact of the’ pupil weighting
systems in Florida, Utah, and New
Mexnco

. Comparative case studies have
often. been used when investigating .
new territory or when limited cases
exist. Such was our’ situation, since.
only Florida, Utah, and New Mexico
have " extensive pupil weighting sys-
tems. that are innovative and of long
enough duration to analyze Botk,
in  presenting an argument for
"achieving realism and significance"
in gowvernment studies? ‘asserts that
- case studies .are "excellent instru-
ments for the exploration Yof nbw
and unfamiliar areas of government
attivity....They can yield important -
scientific, value by . discovering
owledge which .is as yet .unap-
: tiated, undifferentiated, unre-
searchable, unaccounted for, . or
unknown by existing theory ‘and its
more - closely , attached methodolo-
gies."® ) .

>

-2



" significance

e sequently

- complex

- viewing

.
- -

In presentmg the case for the
of comparative  case
- stadies, Williams explains:

Given, the
meth@dologies, and the current
- ' state of knowledge, itYwould
‘ appear that comparative cdse

studie;/ of specific policy de--
. cisiong . aimed at imvestigating
the linkages " among input,

search,

limitations of other -

process and outpyt variables .’

might be. éxtremely fruitful.
Not only might exploratory °
studies of this nature generate
' hypotheses that could be sub-
tested in larger,
more  quantitatively orjented
studies, ¢but they might also
help clarify our thinking about
theoretical  variables central
to: the study of policy making.
Such case studies could be’
comparative in the
studying the same detision
in a number of’ communltles,
different decisions m the same
community, or both.S8

~ Pincus, in grappling with the
issub  of
innovation in the public schools,"
concurs that we have little system-
atic, comparative documentation of
the implementation of
He explains:

L

b

"incentives for ,

innovations.

>

others."?
sense of =

in’ keeping with Fesler's
dlscussmn in "The Case Method in
Political Scnence" :

"The effective case study is- a

blend of fact and inference,
of research and creative
writing. The scholarly case

writer starts with documents,
moves on to’ interviews, and

‘talents to bear on the recrea-
tion of the reality -of a-course.
of' administrative events in
which human beings as well
as rational ideas were the
movung parts.

lnundated mth data, the case
writer “must’ sieve out a multitude
of unessential details and look more
deeply. into some matters than.

‘case study re-
differs from a

Comparative
search, however,

- single case study in that one must

-

*

two master

arguments based on unsys' :

tematlc observatien  supple-
-mented by, a few case studiés,

. . need fo be rejected’” or con-
~firmed by more - systematic

! case studies. . Suth  studies

effective. strategies . for devel-

) opment and immementatlon
The usual
and
interviews
in our

documents
extensive
employed -

rélevant
conducting
have been

\
.

‘2

procedures of re- '

re- '

"weighting systems.

can point -the way. to more-

’
.

2

carefully structure research ques-
tions ‘and data needs prior to inter-
viewing so that compar‘able informa-
tion gan be. gathered in the various
interview  situations. Therefore,
interview _instruments
wefe developed; one for state-level
respondents, and one*for- district-
level respondents. Approxnmately
20 ~ respondents weré identified in
each” state who were ipvolved at
the state .level in the formulation
or " mplementahon of . the pupil
They included-
legislators, legislative !staff - mem-
bers, one. governar, governors'
staff m&mbers, the three chief. state

*

in the end brings his creative *

school ..afficers -and state education

departmept . staff mem ers,  chief
educational finance officers, “acade-
micians, . and representatives of

school board associations, statewide:
teacher -organizations, and super-:
intendent orYanizations. (See the

. appendix for a list of respondents’.)

-
- [}

1

>
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. conducted,

+Tables 2.1,

In

-

sic data considered for. the dss-

erer to .$tudy the im- 7
pact a implementatio of the / o ict selection.
weightéd pupil ‘approach; it was. ' y ,&

. @ssential to "¢onduct extensive loca k

district interviews. To

decide
where district interviews would b&%

we - sought to locate!
repr-esentative disgicts, conSidering
district size and wealth as well’

. geographical distribution. Each of
the three states has. a; relatively,
-small number of district
.67; New Mexico, 88; and Utah, 40);°
our sample distmtts represented ap-'

dent population in each
used categories shown on

state,, W’e
¢
in selecting’ ‘%@ﬁcts

(Flomda, _

low=

zfj %onaHy« aimed at guaranteeing

i
,l

—proximately 50 percent of the stu-, J

THe s di-
c-
.cess to many of the state's most
knowledgeable partncupants and. ob-~
servers of the reform: process im-

plementation and impact. ‘Six dis-

sample selection wa

_trict staff positions were identified

as most important to gaifiing an in-
forma ive and

f cer; (3) a school board
4 (4)- - & principal;
‘and (6) the director of

[

ing matrix ucation. '
~ ’ ‘1 r: ?
¥ &{ 3’ ! L A, Ny )
- )‘.( - .
/ ”f Lo \
3 | j
L - B | Q
. M “ - R -
‘ °‘ K v.l
. 2 :\‘ ! '
!’ . 1 - { "1
. wealthy ""‘_.‘ ”/ § i Poor '
_‘,;/ . ._l I A
L . ‘ \. : ) : . e ;;"!Y. \ 4 . <
* arge L s Moy s
rge — ~ ~ ‘03":'_{' - .
[ 3 f L I ‘)
¢+ N
- ¢ s N :
Medium . s, . LA ‘ ha - :
‘ ’ !
Small L ) -

IS . | 1
o
¢ '

In Florida ‘we selected two dis-
tricts from each cell, or 12 dis-
tricts.. However, Utah and New
- Mexico ,each had only oné district
that codid- be considered large;
therefore, only nine districts were
selécted in each of those two states.

2.2, and 2.3 show the

state
g and a na-
conference.

superintendents' meeti
~tional  school. board

repr‘esentatme per=-
(1) the superintendent,’
admlnistrator, (2) the fj~

(5) a

.
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Florida

- County
_ Districts-

Broward
Dadé.

Duval
Hillsborough

Palm BeaChj
Sarasota
Brevidrd

_ 'Alachua

- Charlotte

Collier =
Gadsden
Levy
Sample

State
Sample %

-

TABLE 2.1

»

SAMPLE FLORIDA SCHOOL D/léﬂirc-rs
. I. - . . "- . .

~ 1974
Tax Rolig

Uriweighted
1975 FTE

Property Wealtl:{

per FTE .

N (in mulluons)

- $10 '878
16,463

. 3,887

. 3,443

5,201 ¢

2,361
1,924
749

663
~ 1,578
143
125

$47,415

$81,275 .

58.34

143 -
269

1M
115

74

25 -

58
23

6
13
10

4

—

1

852 .
,601

53.22

.

¢
G

Jn thousands)

-

(in thousands)

~

5

$ 76.07 .

61.20
35.02

29.68 -

70.96
94. 44

33.17.

32.57

110.51
121.38

14.30"

31.25

-+$ 55.65

$ 50.77

©  Source: }Dls‘trlct School System--Pupil and Fmanc:al Data,
: State of -Florida, 1974- 75
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TABLE 2.2- : e
T |
SAMPLE UTAH.SGHOOL DISTRICTS

k Utah = 1975 Unwéighted - Property Wealth .

-

School ' - Tax Rolls 1973 per Member
Districts (in_millions) = Membership {in. thousands)

. ~ . . B

’ Granite $. 388.9  ° 161,266 "7 $6.35
" . ™~ salt'Lake - 406.1 126,524 - 15.31
: -+~ Jordon : 367.9 34,603 - 10.63 - .

 Weber 126.3 19,331 6.53 -

Davis 2253 ; 35,025 , 6.43
- ' xEme.ry - 492 - . 2,0b1 ) 24.59

Grand 23.9 1,794 13.32
Washington 40.7 4,851 8.39
Kane . 7.4 920 ™. 8.04
Sample “ $1,635.7 186,315 $ 8.78
State $2,823.0 . 308,263 - °$9.16
‘Sample % 57.94 . 60.44 - .

Source: Annual Report of% State S'u'perintenden't,
' ‘ . . Utah, Public School System, 197'5-76.

’ { }% . «
- - » N




TABLE 2.3 -
. ~J
‘ SAMPLE. NEW~MEXICO SCHOOL DIS_TRICTS-
New Mexico 1975-76 Unweighted - Prdperty Wealth ™
. School ¢ - Tax Rolls - _ 1975 per Membership
- Districts " (in_milliops) Membership (in thousands)
Albuquerque. $ 912 79,811 « . $-11.42
Hobbs 1391 7,029 19.79 ¢
Carlsbad - 150.3 6,363 . 2%‘«.63'
Gallup | 89.0° 11,631 .65,
Alamagordo . 53.6, y . 8,044 ¢ 6.66
- Eunice: , - 28 747 ©150.94
Artesia 188 .9 3,265 " 57.86
Pojoaque - - 5.3 1,318 4.01
" " Espanola - 14.3 5,708 . 2.51
" sample $1,575.6 123,912 $12.72
‘State $3,745.7 b 265,374 . $ 141

Sample § 42.06 T . 46.69

- Source: © Public School Finance Statistics, Néw Mexico =~ - :
~ . Department of Finance and Admin*istr‘ation, Public .
School Finance Division,  1976. :

o
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‘handicapped,

. Y0 Y

# ' ' :
. Generally,. the tooperatton and in-’

terést of. respondents in .the study -

Data Analysis &% ‘

In addition to the intervy ws,
basic stite and local “finance %data
were collected over time, beginning
pripr to the reform. Additionally,
unweighted and weighted student *
memberships were collected for the
same years. Measures of local

~ wealth (assessed valuation per mem-

ber)
Figures
the -

were likewise ¢collected.

indicating participation in"
various programs (visually
vocational education

) * . - -
. - .
- . ‘

A, etc. ) were obtained for the, same
pemod., .

«~ -was High, and many -of those we inx. . * A ~ .

. tervigwed indicated ‘considergble in-. The extenswe data collection

’ ‘tere ‘ih reading the report. Table allowed -us_ to- analyze trends In

1 2.4 shows the {'espondent& by type. doﬁ\f and ‘program memperships.
T N TABLE24A;_

e T PUPIL WEIGHTING STUDY RESPONDENTS 7 - .~.-
o - .. BY'TYPE : o

vyt . : . , B -

State Florida Utah New Mexico - Total .
Legislative - . 8 -9 .6 23
Administrative 1. 8 6 _ - 25
Interest Grbup . 4 .. © 3 4 1 )

. ) <

District S
Chief Administrator 14 10 0 - 34
Finance Officer —_ 13 9 6 28
School Board 8 "6 . 6 20

“Principal ', 10 8 _10 28 .
Teacher . : 8 10 7 25 .
Specual Education B 7 6 23
Total | %g:- £ 86 70 - 61 217

?ﬁ?‘* Coo ? . '

The analyses .of such .data are f:iis-
cussed in Chapter 6 and Chapter 8.

" . ” e

To analyze the multitude of
data obtained through apptroximate-
ly 220 lntervnews, it was determined
that an issue by issue analysis and
presentatlon would be moré appro-
priate and useful than arr analysis
of each state separately.™ There-
fore, rather than developing singu-
lar state case studtes, “the report
has been organized around a com-
,parative approach to key issues.

)

P en

dt .

¢ .
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-

30 J‘HE ADOPTION OF A P

+

The process of adopting a
school fijnance reform law is 3 polit-
ical process. It is an open, force-
ful exchange of ideas made up of

. facts and beliefs molded with widely

~

* used

" térations

varying " constituent ’interests in

mind. This study provides. an op- °

portunity to view that process from
the beginning of the recognition of
3. peed for passage of a law ‘through

the law's implementation. This chap-

ter analyzes five stages of that
process:

- 1. An  examination’
more ‘general political
forces that set the
form; «

' of
and social
climate for re-

-3
ucational reform goals relating to
the’ pew distribution mode! and their

. evolytion from ‘existing .dissatisfac-

tions- with present systems;

3. - The process and wrationale

4. . The adjustments and al-
made to' the . weighting
structures since original passage;

concerns of
those. seeking further changes of

- the weights.

Through this hls.torical sweep,

“

which will pass "oyer many critical

‘issues covered in more-detail ‘in: lat=-
it is anticipated that .

er chapters, i
the rationales and logic of the key
state decisiorimakers will be clarified

the

An exploration of the ed-.

in the establishment of the -
~weights in the reform laws;
» -

UPIL_WEIGHTING .SYSTEM -~
IN FLORIDA, UTAH, AND NEW MEXICO

$e

and serve as a perspective for eval-.

" uating the welghted pupil approach

and relating it to current - local, -

state, and_ national school finance

' concerns.

'The Political Forces That Preceded
. the Reform- : . .

The' determination” of the dis-

. tributional mode! called a weighted

" states.,

"ahd factors relating spec
- the weighting system,

pupil approach was part of a wider
education finance reform in all three
Where possible we have
tried. to focus on the poN{L;al forces

ically to
recoghizing

- its_relationship to the .entire reform

patkage. The six elements of the
reforms can be grouped and pre-
sentéd under topical areas identified
by previous researchers on the pol-
itics of school finance reform. Joel
Berke, in . Answers to Inequity,"

presents five factors upon which:

we have built, and JoAnn Kruger,
in _her analysis of the New Mexico
reform,” presents a sixth, which

" we found appropriate for all three

»

- states.

Our research examines all
six: - .

An earlier internal” needs

.- . study; ,
... B. Some external' influences;
"~ C.’ ‘A surplus of funds;

T D, Key. pqgitical' leadership;

E. Aésembliﬁg a package of

L measures; and

F. The existence of expeft
. ' and ir‘wo}ved staff. .

17
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. This discussion is not intended :*
to bé an exhaustive study of the

politics of the reform, but is meant
- to ‘provide some background knowl-
edge of the development of the sys-
tem. ~

An Internal Sthy )

Each of >the three states had a

study commission related to the re-
form, but the commissions had dif-
ferent impacts and inputs into the
pupil weighting decisions. Florldas

- Governor's .Citizens' Committee on'

Education, under  the able - leader-
ship of Fred SchMtz, was responsi-
- ble for preparing the logic and ra-

tionale of .Florida's far-reaching re-.
form,- but. the impetus for adopting
a pupil weighting system came from

Senator Robert Graham, Chairman .

of the Senate Education. Committee.

Graham, - familiar with the weighting ’

concept as used by the state's com-
-munity college. system, informed the
Citizens' Committee . cansultarits gof
his preference, and the study,
Improving Education ‘in Florida, ¥
presented the weighted pupil ap-
proach, thus endorsidy the Iegls-
lative met!atlve

In 1972 the Education Cammit'-
tee of the legislative council in Utah
directed the establishment of the
Utah School Finance Study Commit-

tee, which was to study the ex-

isting formula and to recommend
alternatives. The director of the
study, Dr. Percy Burrup, a spe-
cialist in school finance at- Brigham

Young University, was assisted by

individuals on loan from a school
“district, the state - department of
education, the Utah Educatiom As-
sociation, and the
Committee of = thg leglslature
Prompted by the ithen recent
Serrano decision*® and the results
of the recefjtly completed National

[

. Educafional
Study Comnittee .recommended the .
adoption of the weighted pupil con-

School Finance *in the

Budget-Audit’

fluenced by the NEFP,

Finance Project, the

cept. That recommendation was ac-
cepted by "the education family," as
offe legislator described all of the
parties to the legislative process  of
reform. I[nfluenced by the presence
of the Mormon Church in Utah, the
legistature strove for consensus and
deemed that the weighted pupil ap-
proach was’the,most equitable allo-
catlon model. One less idealistic
respondent commented, "We spent a
lot of money on the study and had
to come up with somethlng "

. The 'action in New Mexico be-

.gan in the Governor's = Advjsory
- Committee for School Finance, whn;.)ﬁ

was composed of 32 members, ir
cluding ~ lay leaders, educators,
and legislators ‘from the Leg:slatlve

‘School Study Committee, a perma-

nent joint committee of the legisla-
ture. The group, which was headed
by the challenging leadership of
Harry * Wugalter, Chief -of Public

office, served as a forum’ for dis-

‘cussing the “alternative of using a

weighted pupil’ approach. The
weighted pupil approach was cham-
pioned in the legislature by two
participating, members from the
Legislative School Study Committee,
Senator Robert Wood and Repre-

sentative Bill Warren T

&
External Influence -

- The influence of the ﬁational-

Educational Finance Project (NEFP)
was cited in both Utah ahd New
Mexico. As each of these states de-
veloped: its’ own unique

worthy that Florida legislators did
not consuder themselves to be in-

which was
%

e
e o0

.(o
Q.
K,

overnor's-

set of"
~weights, the NEFP study served as
a frame of reference. It is note-

A
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coordinated out of the University of
Florida. One prominent legislator
explained, "NEFP work was not too
wel -raccepted." This referred to a
- Special Florida NEFP study that was

based on a different concept of es- -

. tablishing student count, costs, and
weights "than. legislators had - in-
tended. Each of the states worked
independently on
weighted pupil system, with no
.communication between Florida and
Utah in 1973 and with little inquiry
from New Mexico in 1974. :

Another  external influence
cited in Utah'was the Serrano court'
decision rendered  in neighboring
California. " In Florida, the influence
of the Rodriguez® case heightened

concerns for all aspects of equali-

zation. Although decided by the
U.S. Supreme Court just -before the
legislative session, it failed to
dampen the Feform fervor evident
there-.One legislator explained, "A
lot of states dropped out with the

Rodriguez decision, but we stuck .
with- it beca it was morally cor-

" rect. We s‘%q a lot of people
inte  doing at's right." While
neither case dealt” with pupil

weighting systems,. the Texas and
- California concerris:sfor "equalization
- were clearly pefceived to have been
moving factors’ in the general reform
in Utah and Florida.

[4
.

Fiscal Surplgg;

Bach of the three states had a
fiscal surplus;. at the time of the re-
form. In New Mexico, one observer
estimated the surplus to be around
$65 million; in Utah, the available
surplus was close to $80 million;
and jn Florida, $130 million. Since
‘the adoption of a pupil ‘weighting
system served' to redistribute pro-
portional dollars received .by dis-
tricts, the infusion of new dollars

developing a .

-

.ers.

t .

certainly contributed .to the initial
support of the reforms. Combined
with "hold harmless” provisions, the
surplus allowed most districts to be
"winners." T

Key Leadership -

More than any other factor,
the presence of committed and able
leadership accounted for the adop-
tion of a pupil weighting system and
the other reforms as well, For ex-
ample, one observer . of the Florida
reform stated that ™"between 1969:
and 1974 'was the 'Golden Age of
the Florida Legislature.' There were
bright, "able people 'who would sup-
port things. because they philosoply-
ically belleved in them." In each
state there were key individuals in
strategic positions who. championed
a cause because they believed it to
be morally right, and who also
could orchestrate various interests
into a coalition of support for re-

form. In New Mexico, supporters of

bilingual education joined forces
with those seeking increased aid for
isolated schools in. large, sparsely

rRppulated districts. In  Florida,
supporters of wvocational education
and special education united to

achieve greater benefits and guar-
anteed state support. Utah's broad
participatory model involved various
interest groups in making the re-
form, and such key legislators as_
Senator Warren: Pugh and Senator
Omar Bunnel were strong support-
Ther strategy in each of the
states was similar: involve your po- .
tential opposition in designing the

reform. .

Rather conspicyously ~absent

‘from the key reform leadership were
. state department of dducation (SDE)

personnel. The most SDE support
occurred in Utah where a depart-
ment employee was loaned to the

[
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- systems,

:
study committee. In New Mexicp,
"the state board didn't take a posn-
tion." In Florida, top state depart-
ment personnel who opposed -.the

change were told by a key législa- -

tor, "The' train is leaving the sta-
tion; you-:can either get on or be
left behind!" Once the reform and
pupil  weighting model were
deemed inevitable, however .some
state department of education per-
sonnel offered assistance in.deter-
mining- needs and relatlve weights.

A Package of Reform Measur‘es/

A . number of our respondents
commented on the importance of a

“total package of reform measures in

order to gain broad-based support.
One Florida legislator’ advised,
“"Better to go- a total package than
piecemeal." A prominent New Mexicb
legislator phrasede it this way: "It
takes a lot of gobbledegook to get.
something passed.™
\ .

_ In all states there were a con-
siderable number of trade-offs with
pupil weighting and district welght-"
ing decisions. In Florida, high pri-

mary grade wejghts were balanced
to provide a higher base value.
(See Chapter 5 for .details.) Dis-
trict* supplements in the form of
sparsity factors and teacher ex-
periefice units were critical to re-
form passage In Utah and - New
Mexico. Beyond -the weighting,
there were accounting and auditing
-advisory committees
school reports, local control issues,

~ refinancing of transportation, capi-

tal outlay, and diverse categoricals
which produced patterns of shifts
of meney and control that were only
partially ufderstood by all but a
few expert observers. The patterns
of - "gobbledegook" produced a pat-
tern of dollar figures on the -bottom
line of the printouts which everyone
understood and which entouraged:

A

* Florida

and - office.

. 3
w?

substantial majorities of support for

- final passage.

An Expert and Involved Staff

In proposing a ‘pupil weighting‘

system in each of the three states,

the existence of expert and involved

resource staff was critical to* suc-

cessful resolution and passage of:
reform. The technical aspects as
- well as the policy alternatives as-

sociated with implementing -a
weighted "'pupil approach require
the assistance of highly competent
staff, and/or consultants. Also, the
age , of computer simulations has
greatly influenced
tics, and the battle of _computer
printouts .was evident in" each of
the three states. In New Mexico,
Professor Jim Hale at the Univer-
sity of New Mexicarand his graduate
student, Larry Huxel,
staff to the Public School Finance
Division and provided the needed
expertise. - Hale had been recently
involved in  the Rosmiller-NEFP
study.
ther legislative analyst's office and
Gary- Harmer, ‘on loan from the
Utah Educatiom Assqciation, served
as technical staff to the study
group. Providing .such support for
legislatdors were the staff
director of the Senate Education
Gommittee, Jack Leppert; a budget
apalyst for ihe House Appropria-
tions Committee, Dave Lycan; and

legislative poli- -

served as '

In Utah, Heber Fuller from

Marshall Harris from the Governor's

—

Dissatisfactions With the Old System °
and Goals for_a. New Pupil Weighting -

System

The questign” that
when a new system is proposed re-
lates to-problems associated with the
old system. Why is there a high
level of interest in developing a hew

" methode of dlstrlbutnng dollars? A

é

c
30 : |

emerges

—



.humber of goals were identified by
the key state-level proponents for
change who were interviewed.

- 1. To distribute funds accord-
ing to different student and district
needs. ' .

- " All reSpondents agreed that

this was a major motive for reform
and recognized ‘that under their old
systems. district" earnings were not
always related td specific student or
district-special needs. A fairly com-
mon sentiment in, each state was well
articulated: by a Utak legislator, “we
‘need to get an objective system for
distributing dollars according to
-needs and remove the discretionary

power" from the State Department of-

Education." A +New Mexico respon-
dent explained * that "staffing ratios
* just can't be adjusted to meet dif-
ferent needs." There was in*all
states a general acceptance of the

premise that the educational burden:

varied from district to district, de-
© pending. on the nature of the stu-
dent population and geographical
and other factors, and that it was
the state's responsibility to compen-
sate for these differences. Equal
dollars per student were deemed in-
adequate and inequitable. The dif-
ferences in district responsihility
for educating exceptional children
are demonstrated in Chapter 8,
 where service incidehces are com-
pared for the sample districts in
each. state (Tables 8.1-8.6). The
- perception of considerable "variation

of burden, due to this one clientele -

alone, is clearly substantiated by
the; data- ' ' v .

" 'By establishing and funding’

- ratios, or weights, based on dif-
- ferent program costs, in many in-
- stances the states were onsciously
establishing district incentives to
serve high-cost students and to

L

+ heed programs.

. serve them more efficiently within

reasonable program cost ranges. In
Florida, for example, generous vo-
cational weights were intended as an
investment -in economi¢ development
" by - encouraging - districts ‘to offer
High-cost, technical,
programs.

2. To focus directly on the
student. . -

JA number of legislators com-
mented on their intent' to focus at-
tention on the individual needs of
the students by their changes in
the finance formula. One Florida
legislator noted that the education
committee, during and since the

" reform, had been “focusing on the

needs of the children rather than
the working conditions for employ-
ees." There was a general hope
that this refocus. would also occur
"at the district and school levels,

Nearly all of the respondents
in both Florida and Utah agreed
that there was politica! mileage to
be gained from changing the unit
to be funded from a-teacher or
classroom unit to an "innocent’ child"
unit--these two states' had both ex-
perienced forceful teacher strikes.
Most importantly, there was an in-
tent to relate -educational finance

skill-related -

-

discussion$ to the various program~

needs of children. ‘ _

3. To guarantee the equaliza- _

tion across districts of the burden
“of funding the high-cost, special

. The weighted pupil distribution
approach in the three states was
viewed as a legislative tool that en-
abled the state to share the cost of
disparities . in district educational
burdens due to varying incidences
of  high-cost students. In these

SR
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highly equalized states, a funda- -

mental question was where the re-
" spomsibility rested _for prowdlng
high~cost exceptional and wvocational
programse-at the state or the dis-
trict level? It was deemed unfair
that districts ip these states,. with
their limited capacities to raise ad-
. ditional local dollars, should shoul-
der the responsibility of. supporting
high-cost programs that were man-
~dated or encouraged by state “law.

Legislators desired that : the
special needs slice of the state rev-
enue pie became more significant,
those funds should be distributed in
the same manner as the basic pro-
gram doltars. The special need pro-

grams became viewed as entitiement:

rather than supplemental programs.
The weightéd pupil unit was to be
jointly funded by state and district
in . accordance with the understood
“principles of a foundation program.
1t was an important and broadly
held belief -that distritts were to
meet student needs for exceptional
child. services .and vocational pro-
grams wnthout placing differential
‘burdens oh partlcular school sys-
tems.

4. To make the system, of fi-
nancé rational, logical, and more
generally understandable. }

‘One  Florida legislator ‘:ex-
claimed, "You can't expect the pub-
lic to have faith in a system they
don't understand! We had an abid-

ing distrust of the old formula.’

.Under this system,  allocation of
units is ‘aboveboard; dotlars follow
the students based on their need."
Under 'the staffing ratio, feacher,
or classroom unit approach’ it- was
. difficult to relate dollars towpecmc
educational needs or objectives. In

. New Mexico, the old.-formula was

criticized, as '"non-data based, hav-

.

ing no validity." A Utah respondent
explained that Ythe distributional
.unit dldnt relate to the cost of
anythmg

-

When asked if a goal of the

- pupil . weighting appfoach .was to

simplify the system, about half saw
that as an initial objective. Eighteen

..-respondents thought it did in fact

simplify the state finance mogdel, six
disagreed, and one suggested, "It

‘was, the impossible dream." A Utah

respondent added, "The general
principle is easier to understand
not the, detalls " -

Several [egislators commented
that with a weighted pupil system
for allocatmg the state's educational
dollars, it is possible to see the to-
tal educational finance picture (and

. on one sheet of paper).

5. To_give local education
agencies more decisiontmaking au-

thority.

Along wnth state department
prior approval of categomcal grant
gunds for such programs as kinder-
arten, exceptional child, and voca-
tional education, often went program
stipulations that tied the hands of
local administrators. -Staffing pat-
terns, room size, curriculum, and,
in one case, even carpeting were
regulated. In’" contrast, the pupil
weighting system was based bn stu-
dent entitlement, and a lump sum
‘was- intended to be allocated to-the
local districts- for local management .
within broader program guidelines.

" Given that lump sum, districts .
were then theoretically free to make’
local decisions. regarding space,

staffing, curriculum, class loads,
“etc. How the funds were spent
within programs- became -a local

choice. In two states, however,

~



. decisionmaking.

N

<
*

expenditures be made ‘on the pro-
grams that 'generated those dollars,

i.e., there were regulations gov-
- erning where the dollars: could he .

spent. In.New Mexico, there is no
requirement that ddilars be . spent
according to the Categories in which
they are earned, and, when inter-
viewed, 12 of the 13 ‘respondents
thought local: decisionmaking had
been greatly increased. In Florida,
where ' there is a requirement that
80 percent of ddllars bé spent ac-
cording ‘to the program earning
areas, 8 of 10 regpondents®still felt
. LEA's” had been given greater deci-
sionmaking authority. Only in Utah,
which requices 100 percent expend-
* Hure of special education dollars by
the program that generated those
funds, did most respondents (5 to
4) feel that local
-authority had diminished.

. ‘It should be noted, again, that
there are two important issues here.
One is where (on which program)
the dollars may be spent. The sec-
‘ond is how (within the programs)
the dollars may be spent. Appar-
ently the first issue often dominated
the respgndent's own sense of de-
cisionmaklng authority. °
_ 6. To_involve the legislature in
a_greater_educational leadership role,

Many legislators and most state
department. respondents
that an original reform intent ‘was to
expand the educational
rolé of state legislators. State-level
respondents in both Florida and
New Mexico,
" legislators, thought . that during
- ‘recent years the legisiature had be-
come more involved
In New Mexico, 7
of 10, and in Florida, all respohd-
ents believed. this had happéned. A

there - were requirements that . local

decisionmaking " *

thought -~

policymaking . -
many of whom were '

in  educational -

. &
. ‘S . hd

——

"number of ré’époridents : pointed out |,

that legislators are now. more in-
volved in making major educational
policy decisions related tb

- PFiorities, whereas under the pre-

Vioug system they had focused only
on- special projects, rarely viewing
the total picture. .

An contrast, five of eight pe-
spondents
that a goal was tg involve the legis-
lature in a greater leadership role.
That ceuld be attributeq to the fact
that legislators in Utah' have tradi-

~tionally played an educational lead-

‘

ing system,

many legisla-

ership role; in fact,) ]
themselves, educators.

tors - are,

The President of the Senate is a

school  administrator, Also, Utah
singularly has retained numerous
relatively small special-purpose cat-
egorical programs, and in each ses-'
si6n the legislature has reportedly
focused more attention on those and
on new programs than on the over-
all finance system, .

7. To help clarify the system*
of accountability. )
. - .

+

Only in” Floria was this goal
identified. There the pupil weight-
as part. of a reform
package' designed to make the edu-
cational system accountable even
to the extent of linking -expendi-
tures to achievement, was associ-
ated with the overall goal of clari-
fying a system of accountability.
The new money for education would
not likely have. been forthcomigg in
Florida except as a part of a gen-
eral accountability-oriented reform.
Schoobs; through their staffs, were
expected to .open up to the public.
Additional money was intended to
impm\,;e educational services, not to

-

state .

H

in Utah did not think,

pPay more for the same services.

The President
Mal'lqry Horne,

of the Senate,
was adamant-on the

23



accoqg\tabslnty issue, and his critical
support was insured only when new
‘program- cost accounting require-
ments and a reformed manageément
information system at state and local
levels were promised and then man-
dated ‘in the finance reform legisla-
tion. .
- ‘ \

The Process and Rationale Related
to Establishing Weights :

Given the multiple goals and
-agepdas - for
weijhting -system, the legislators'
foremost task was tosestablish a set
of weights approprsate to accomplish
the purposes desired in thir state.

Categories used for establish-
ing weights included wvarious . com-
binations of the following: -

A. Age group/grade level;
B. Specific ptrams (voca-

tional variations);

C. Student characteristics
(compensatory, bilingual,

and exceptional classifica-

tions);

D. Geographic characterlstlcs' .

(sparsity, cost of Ilvmg),
and

~

}

E. Staff characteristics.

it .is noteworthy that no state has
adopted-. the ‘procedure of weighting
the wvarious basic academic subject
areas differentially,

a procedura\
that is common practice in higher

education.
: In ‘establishing weights, legis-
lators reported using three basic

-

enacting a pupnl .

&

they (3) used weights to encourage
ang support state priority programs,
thus, 1in effect, .increasing the
“"costs! (or, more accurately, -ex-
penditures) on particular programs.

Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 dis-

‘play for reference the weights es-

tablished in Florida, Utah, and New
Mexico, respectlvely, at the time of -
the reform and changes that Have
occurred subsequently. One should.
be -cautioned not to- compare the
weights of the three states, for
they represent different wvalués 'in
each state. There. are numerous
technical " - considerations, for in-
stance, how students are’ counted,
attributable expenditures, hours of
service, that explain the futility of
interstate comparisons (expﬁned in
Chapter 4)

Age Group/Grade L'e\/"l\

Both Flomda and New Mexlco

" supported the basic ‘programs in the

grades by weighting "the .early
grades and high scheool. In Florida,

‘the primary grades received the

high weight becausg- legislators--
especially the Speaker of the House
--believed ‘'strongly in the, impor-
tance of early schooling. S New
Mexico, the high school progfam was
originally weighted at 1.4 "because
that's what tHe study team said it
should be." The .study team mem-

. bers simply cited the NEFP study .

as authornty for their recommenda-

tion.?” eUtah set all the grade. levels _ .

at the basic’ .weight of 1.0, thus
- avoiding poligy’ confllct/over which

" age group of children ‘should have

a more expensive program..

approachtes. They either (1) at- Specnflc Programs--VocatlonaI
tempted to base weights on current Wenght

expendetures, or .(2) sought expert -

_advice in speculating what exemplary Vocational education weights

progsams should cost. In some cases

*were'c\reatei as an incentive to

'
P -




TABLE 3.1 T

‘ ' - -
FLORIDA EDUCATION »FINANCE PROGRAM PUPIL WEIGHTS ,
1973 AND CHANGES ‘BY 1977 .
Program . ' 1973 / Changes by 1977 |
_ Grades -3 | ©1.20 1.23% . - !
Grades 4-10 . 1.00 ) ‘ 1.00 ‘
Grades 4-9 -1.00
Grades 11-12 ‘ ~ 1.10 S .
Grades 10-12 R _ - 1.10 - , )
Full-Time Exceptional.Students , e - :
Educable mentally retar'ded - 2.30 . . S '
: Trainable mentally . retarded - 3.00 ' S ‘ -
& Severely & profoundly retarded 4.95 .
- Physically handicapped 3.50 - -
Deaf . ' . v 4,00 - /
Visually handicapped 3.50 ‘ .
Emotionally' disturbed 3.70 ~ >
Sacially maladjusted 2.30 ' : N U
Specific learning disability . 2.30 :

. . . )
Part-Time Exceptional Students .
Physical therapy ) - . 6.00 ‘ )
Speech therapy . 10.00
Visually handitapped : "10.00
Emotionally disturbed ; 7.50 . -

Specific learning disability 3 7% -
Hospitalized and homebound -' 15.00 p
Glfted N . o 3.00 . ,
‘ . " . /
' Vocational-Technical ~ _ I‘
) "y
“Voc Ed | (highest cost programs) 4.26
Voc Ed Il ) | 2.64 .
U Voc Ed I{l , ~ 2.18 R
Voc Ed IV~ . - 1.9, . - ‘ ,
Voc Ed V . , 1.40 = . ' ' .
Voc Ed VI (lowest cost programs) 1.17 © . e ;
_'Adult Program‘é ;
Adult basic and high school 1.60. - 1.28 )

- Community service -1.30 deleted

as




TR S TABLE32 R

e ¢

UTAH MINIMUM SCHOOL PROGRAM PURLL WEIGHTS

. , . 1973 AND CHANGES BY 1977 ¢
. Program - 1973 ' " Changes by 1977
. Grades K-12 1.00 .
- Full-Time Handicapped Programs - _
" Educable n;entally retarded . 2.28
Trainable mentally retarded v 2.53 Co.
Emotionally. disturbed . 3.09 ' “
Deaf . - 2.50
Motor handicapped 2.88
Homebound & hosp:talnzed 1.80 - . Lo
Multiple handicapped * 2.78 , L
. .
. Part-Time Hand:capped Programs
(add on)
Educable mentally retarded .70 B 1.00 .
Trainable mentally retarded 1.00 '
Learning disabijlities 73 1.00
Emotionally disturbed ) 1.10 1.00 -
‘Hard of hearing 1.60 o o
Speech & hearing therapy . - .30 : - .50
Motor handicapped 1.20 .
Visually impaired > 1.60 ’ N
Vocational (add on) o .
'Agriculture 1.20 :
Business - .70 .80
Distributive .50 .60 .
Home economics :30 - .40
Technical & industrial 1.40 1.50
, . N
? ¢
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.*'  TABLE 3.3 . '
-NEW MEXICO SCHOOL FINANCE PROGRAM PUPIL WEIGHTS .
P 1974 AND CHANGES BY 1977 .
Program ‘ 1974 Changes by 1977
Kindérga'rten ' 1.1 1.3
: Grades. 1-3 1.1 .
. ' Grades 4-6 1.0 S ¥
Grades 7-9 r 1.2 : 1.25
Grades 10-12 1.:4 . < _
Full-Time Special Education o
" C-Moderate . 1.9 -
D-Severe - 3.8, : 3.5
Part'-Time Special Education et .
A/B Resource room - 20.0% . .+ 20.0 or
or itinerant teacher 7 G 1-3 ADM*x .12~ |
E Vocationa)  « o e -  deleged I
Bilingual - " 5% .3
- N - R

< . '
Note: While not funded as such; all special education
students are 'diagnosed in one of the following nine

areas, and services for them are prescribed in A
through D service patterns.

Behaviorally diserdered Mentally handicapped
Communication disordered -, Multiple disabled
Gifted, 'Physically impaired

N Hearing impaired - Visually impaired

Learning disabled '
L) ' : :
Note:  The A/B weight of 20.0 1s not-a pupil wgigh}.
" * These are add-on weights. ' | o ‘

¥ Grades 7-12. ‘ . 4




districts.. to offer these higher cost
classes. While chemistry, physics,
art, "and band are also quite costly
per student, school boards have
long been under considerable pres-
sure from local power structures to
support such offerings. Vocational
programs, on the _other hand,
whether in trade school centers or
as a paft- of comprehensive high
schools, were socially unpopular for
many years

in Florida, partially in reaction
to the dropout problem and partially
in recognition that modern business
and industrial growth is dependent
on highly skilled human capital,
some school boards in the last dec-
- ade ' have attempted to provide the
necessary training. From 1969 to
1973, special wvqcational education
classroom units were legislatively fi-
nanced in increasing numbers and
.were allocated to the districts by

the Division of Vocational Education.

The units were all of the same val-
ve, however, and districts often

were not offering the kind of high--

cost programs that would prepare
sufficient students for well-paying
jobs upon graduation. Clearly it was
not reasonable to expect school
boards to train welders or refrig-
eration equipment repairmen at
$3,000 per student when the. pro-
gram was receiving $670 (an 18-
student unit at $12,000) and the
schools could offer shorthand, book-
keeping, or mechanical drawing at
$400 per student (and still get
$670).

To address this problem, legis-
lators Graham and MacKay directed
that a study of costs by course of-
fering be conducted durmg 1972,

and that' the results be used to de- :

velop between 3 and 20 cost cate-
gories. By very early in 1973, six
vocational cost categories had been

-

\‘L 98,_ .

™
- :

" ministrator said,

established. Both direct and indi-
rect costs, supplies, and equipment

replacement estimates. were in-
cluded. Once those 'dollar figures

_ were compared to an estimated base

student support figure, ratios or
weights were easily derived. This
effort was credited by a number of
persons interviewed as sparking the”
commitmgnt of the legisiature to a
weighted pupil system.

In Utah, the five vocational -
areas are weighted according to
broad subject zones. While individ-
ual courses (in agriculture or -busi-
ness have widely varying per stu-
dent costs, the weights developed
represent average costs by subject
as determined by the 1972 study
committee. A leading vocatidnal ad-
"I pushed, for 10
cost categomes," but in the end
the 5 -program categories, looking
very much like those established by
the U.S. Office of 'Education report- °
ing categories, emerged in the -pro-
posed bill. A’ prominent Utah legis-
lator repoxted to us that the issue
"was  so technical | didn't eel |
should decide." Thus the system

' most easily understood was the most

convenient to adopt.

The details of how the’ counts
are madle, and what goes “into the
tosts from which the weights are
generated, explain the range of dif-
ferences in- the vocational education
weights when Utah and Florida are*
compared. Utah's weights are¢ add-
ons, which means that a child still.
earns a basic 1.0 weight even while
in a wvocational . education area
course. That is not so in the Flor-
ida FTE count system. Furthermore,
weights in Utah were designed Lo
cover direct costs only--prlmarnly
salaries--while all costs were count-
ed in Florida. Third, in Florida a
student's hours in courses count.

B ¥
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. executive,

" centers.

< h

One enrolled’ for three hours would
earn three times as much as one en-
rolled for one hour, while in Utah
time in the course is not fiscally
significant. Fourth is the issue of
state policy expression.
seeks to provide specialized voca-
tional training related to industrial
development plans, it could encour-
age and financially support addi-
tional enroliment in selécted high-
cost special-. skills programs. This
strategy was . followed
where weights were grouped' accord-
ing to costs rather than subject
area. -

New Mexico's vocational weight
was determined by a third method

and represented a third state policy.

As the law was originally passed in
1974, all courses were lumped to-
gether apd a single weight assigned
as an add-on supplement. It was
unclear where the value originated,

“but the .8 represented the 1.8 sin- -

gle weight less the 1.0 basic weight

as reported” in the NEFP study® '

findings and: as used
study simulation computer
Likewise, the .8 appears, and was
reported, "as generating an amount
equivalent to that in the prior cate-
gorical system. In any case, many
interviewees reported considerable
legislative, and district
dissatisfaction with the. way the
State Department of Education ad-
_ministered the vocational program,
and considerable support in the ex-
ecutive branch for a system of post-
secondary area wocational trdining
Those two forces, then,
had considerable impact on the
down-playing of wvocational educa-
tion in secondary schools and the
subsequent folding of the wvocation-
al weight into a more extensive sec-
ondary weight of 1.25 for grades 7-
12 (Table 3.3). ‘

in the pré-

If a state: - only in New Mexico.

in Florida

runs.

L

A}
- ‘
L .

Student Characteristics

Bilingual --Bilingual education
was created as a weighted program
By most. ac-
counts it was created primarily for
political reasons, to gain the sup~
port of the largeSpanish-speaking
population. The weight of .5 for
primary grade students enrolled in

~any program locally defined as a bi-

lingual program was casually arrived

-

at. Likewise,; in Florida a weight of .

.5 for compensatory education was

passed in 1973, but due to Depart--

ment of Education . assertions that
the program was  unadministrable,
the wvalue appropriated to support
the” program was allocated as. a part
of the basic distribution.
weight' had been established by
backing into it from the rough esti-
mates of the“total sum that certain
legisiators thought could\be justi-
fied on the floor. N~

W

Exceptional -~The process by
which weights were established for
exceptional child programs is the
most " complex. While weightings in
special education programs direct
the distribution of only about 10
percent of the .program funds in-a
state, ’ it is- als6 the area that at-

‘tracts the most attention and con-
1Y .

*

troversy. .

That -

in all three states the setting
of weights far exceptional .child ed- .

ucation was conducted
through reference to the education~
al delivery system and teacher case
loads previously used. -Still, many
of the persons interviewed did not
understand -the process or the con-
ditions associated with* establishing

initially -

the weights. Nearly a dozen persons’

-
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from ~ all. - states. cynically stated,
"They guessed at them." At least
five otherwise knowledgeable per-
sons in Utah asserted that the
weights came from the WEFP study,

: 85 did two persons in New Mexico

where their delivery system model
does not ewven closely resemble the
NEFP report. One prominent Utah
legislator suggested that the weights
were only "an educated estimate."
In fact, however, key persons
in both Florida and Utah explained

- 1o us how they made detailed -efforts

- were

 then to weights,

£~

to replicate existing average pyro-
gram costs. While direct costs only
were counted in Utah, and indirect
costs as well were counted in Flor-
ida, initial weight recommendations
empirically: determined.
best records of program expendi®
tures in- selected Utah districts
were closely examined, and dollar
averages per child per program
w‘ere‘ég\feloped and then converted
to ratio weights. In Florida, the
student-teacher ratios used to. qual-
ify for classroom units under the
prior system were , arithmetically
converted to per $tudent values and

~ The final full-time special edu-
cation weights came. into being as
described above, with two excep-
tions. In New Mexico, the moderate-~

ly handitapped or "C" classification
_weight  of §
3 through program costing

1.9  was. developed
and con-
version “methods.'
ing to a prominent specialist in spe-
cial education -in New Mexico, the
severély handicapped weight ("D"
category) of 3.8 developed "because
it costs twice as much for D's and

3.8 is -twide 1.9." In Florida, two

- .partétime programs were set at 7.5,

and three full-time programs were
set at 2.3. These were "adjusted"
to be the same to eliminate - any

N

4

"

The

However, accord- -

e

—afiscal incentive in the diagnosis and

placement of children.- Previoysly

- . Calculated weights replicating exist-

ing costs in> full-time programs for
the educable mentally retarded
(EMR), those with specific learning
disabilities (SLD), and the socially -
maladjusted (SM) had not been iden- _‘
tical, and the "adjustments" were

_clearly policy judgments seeking to

neutralize any possible influence
slightly  diffegent . weights .would
have on placement, recognizing that
delivery systems and teacher ‘case
loads were similar. -

Part-time resource rooms ‘in
Utah and Florida are supported
through individual * student weights
tied to the *diagnosed condition or
program need of the child. While the
general descriptor classifications are
somewhat similar, the weights are
far different. This is because Flor-
ida counts only full-time equivalent
(FTE) students while Utah counts
enrollees. For ex@mple,,in Florida

‘the weight for speech therapy is

10.00 while in Utah it is now .50.

In Utah the weight covers added

costs only. e, _
New Mexico's system is based

on delivery methods rather ' than
specific handicapping conditions.

Resource rooms for students with
- needs  for

‘speech, sensory, or
physical therapy, as well' as for
those with mild learning problems,
are funded. Regulations provide
that a teacher may have an enroli-
ment load of 18 to 24 students, and
20 times the base value is allocated
to that resource program. This is,
in its effect, .like a classroom unit
system, and was established and
weighted with that conceptual sys-

. tem in mind. The weight of 20.0
~-should be viewed as a teacher or

classroom weight, student -

weight. -

not a

40
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Staff Characteristics - S three-year high schdols who had
. A : 10th and 11th graders in the same
- ln Florida_there was an abarn- courses, and -extended .the 1.10

donment of the concept Qf teacher/  secondary weight to cover,all three
classroom units having -varying val- grade levels. At the same time, the °
ues depending on- the training and Driver Education category was
.experience of the teacher filling the - folded inte the basic program, but
‘unit. There, funding students was - .there was still a:net gain of over
deemed . to be contrary to the.use of “$2 million to the high school pro-
teacher factors. In contrast,-Utah °~ grams: Also in that-year, which
and New Mexico established systems - was a recession year, concerns over -
.in which. both student and teacher spending at a per FTE rate of 1.6 -
'. weights could be used together. ~and - 1.3 in two adult prqgrams
They are among 17 states that cur-: prompted the legislature to cut in
‘rently utilize teacher tralmng and ‘half'. and then delete the community
experience (T&E) factors in comput- service , program and to cut the-:
. ing district earnings. Recognizing  %adult hngh school program student
teacher experience and the school . weight to 1. 28--still more than the
dlstrlct's expectatlon to pay staff on regular -high :school weight.

-

. &~

~ A salary index or scale, and believ-*
- ing that the incidence of high-=cost .

While .. the direct wenghtmg -of teachers 'varies by district within

Geegraphicah Charatteristics

pupils is a significant attempt at the state, made "teacher weights" a
program cost, equdlization, inequali- political necessity in those states.
ties due to variable costs: among- (Chapter .5 explores the details of
districts for delivering ‘those pro- their systems.)" -

‘grams were often found' to exist. X
Thus, additional adjustments, in the Alter‘atlons of Welghts Since the

5

form of distpict weights were used. - Reform
Utah and New Mexico are. among 26 .
states .which incorporate sparsity ' Each state has made a few
factors into their formulas. Florida changes in its weighting structure
is unique among the states with 'its during the years since origiral pas-
_ District Cost Differential--the appli- - sage. There are stories behind each
~ cation of factors usually: between “action representing legislative policy
.80 and 1.10--to adjust for the decisions related to the’ wenghted
" range. of approximately 20 percent pupil approach.
in purchasing power which was de- X _
termined from the results of a com- In 1975, Florida p ped more
~  plex economic survey. These dis- money into its early chilorél\ood edu-
‘triet weights, gwhile not the focus cation programs by adding .034 to
of this study{ represent powerful. its primary weight of 1.2." While
political issues heing considered at that seems like a small amount, it
the same time pupil weights were added nearly $10.3 million to the
"being developed. The details of the early grades. The .034 was.arrived
:,v* operation of the district- weights are . at, in fact, because it represented
" examined in-Chapter 5, where their the weight necessary to-spend the
relatlonshlp to the. wenghted pupil $10.3 million that had beeh squeezed

approach is discussed. by the House from other budget

. . areas. Florida also comsidered the
pleas: of the many principals af

-

-

. . . 0y °
o . - o e iy
had i ’ L)
. . [
: 4
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- ing patterns..

In 1977, the Florida legislature
provided for a.. conversion to

weight of a previous grant applica-

tion categorical amount used ' to
underwrite the costs of educational
services: for the severely and pro-
foundly
aged. This was done after a de-
termination that $4,100 per child
would be appropriated,- and with
the belief that fairly accurate esti-

mates of &hildren eligible were in.

hand. The derived weight of 4.9
was set, not iff the substantive la

but in a proviso in the appropri

tions bill late in the session.

- The Florida Stéte Department

of -Education, ‘under a legisiative
mandate in 1977, prepared a sophis-
ticated report of expenditures' by
district, by program, -and pointed
out an aiternative weighting system
that would replicate average district
spending patteris.” No legisiative
action, however, was taken. Appar-
ently a number of issues were unre-
solved; they were related" to  the
cost accountirg system and district

expenditures, and whether weights

should be based on existing spend-

In " 1976, " Utah made a few
changes
weightings. After hearing testimony

~that a few part-time resource room

programs. were '"not. paying their
way," but wanting to avoid getting

into lengthy studies and testimony, -

~ the Utah legislature changed three
" weights. They were "rounded off_to

simplify the math" and to remove

any placement incentives. The pro-

grams were all weighted at 1.0, as

showr.in Table 3.2, and the issue

was put to rest.

. There have
rounds-~of testimony afd discussion

in Utah regarding the basic grade

L L

PR [}

P

retarded ' and brain-dam- °

_ter. v

in the special_ education

= student

been periodic’

*

-
A A

weidht of 1.00. High school advo-

. cates point out that,the equivalent

of T.25 is being spent there, while -
primary school people urge that

. more attention be given to the early

grades. Since Utah has no program

- cost accounting system to- collect

expenditure data at the different
grade levels and since such data,
even if available, apparently would

® not impress those who would advo-

cate a, change in the status quo,
the matter has been dropped each
year. In addition, there is a strong
feeling among key legislators that
such an issue should be a local mat-

New Mexico, while only having
10 pupil  weighted categories,
changed 7 of ‘them in -1976. Two
céusins--graduate students at the
University of New Mexico--completed
cost analysis dissertations evaluat-
ing the New Mexico veights. Joseph
Garcia studied the sic program
weights' and distirict weight adjust-
ments, and Placido Garcia examined
the relationship of expenditures to
weights in special education and the
bilingual and vocational areas. While

~ those were thorough and competent

academic products, ‘there were alle-
gations that the data submitted by

- districts were_inaccurate. (In fact, .
' some respopdents in our sample dig-

tricts reported they were very care-
less in the data they reported - to
the Garcia ‘cousins, not thinking
studies® would influence
law.) Nevertheless, the legislature
and the Chief of Scllo_ol Finance,
Harry Wugalter, wgre_anxious fo re-
view their actions of two years ear-

. lier. What emerged was a mixture of*

the Garcias' findings, ~ Wugalter's

‘recommendations, and- legislators’

“sense, of ‘what_seemed right." Their.

[}

policy decisions were (1) “kinder-
garten ought to cost more" and (2) -

~ "we should not spend that much on

e



“high  schools plus vc;cational educa-

. W

tion." Thus, the funds supporting .
vocational offerings, ' "which ére
locdl matters," were folded into a

“new grade 7-12 weight that raised

the weight of grades 7=9 and re-

.duced the weight of grades 10-12.

_of 20,

Further adjustments were made

"In special education. The A/B re-

source rooms were growing, yet lo-
cal districts resented reporting them
to the state. Therefore, an option
was provided wherehy districts
could take the classroom unit weight
if theit program was ap-
proved, or merelxy add a weight of
.12 -onto their grade 1-3 count,
making the primary weight 1.22.

-Since many more gradé 1-3 students
are

in resource trooms, and since
many districts chuld increase income

‘and' avold state controls, many dis-

>

. merely

tricts have adopted this option.
Second, the D category of severely
retarded as reduced from 3.8,
amid considerable protests which
are still heard. The Garcia report
showed that Albuquerque was only
spending 3.2 times the base weight,
which brought the state average
down to 3.5. Legislatures, while not
always respansive - to data, either
did so respond in this. case, or
iet the data support their
bagic beliefs. Likewise, the bilin-
gual weight was reduced because
of reports that the money was
being wasted and that "there were

_bilingual chairs and file cabinets alf

over the ~p!‘ac:e N

The A{!equacy of the Present

much, -

Weig hts * 4. \

"When‘nobody is screaming too
then it's- fair, and- the-
screaming has about stopped." This

- comment. from a top legislative ap-

propriations -staff person seems .to
sum up- the general feelings in all

(3N
Cs

L4

“not troubled with this issue,
the districts. are free to spend all

~

LI

rthk\é states. With the exception of
perhaps a few state department
personnel iy each state, there gen-
erally was overall support for pres-
ent weights as amended. With
change, however, has come a new
way of looking at issues, and an

A major incentive {10 consider
change. seems to be the desire to
seek some empirical truth. Especially

. in Florida, in the.Department of Ed-

ucation, there has been considerable
interest in changing the weights to

- underlying desire for yet- further -
"~ improvement is always reappearing.

reflect the ratio¥ that represent dis-

trict expenditure patterns over re-
cent years. In other words, there
*is -a strong belief by some that the
weights should be set to reflect the
average spending choices made by
local school bdards. Others strongly
disagree, saying that instead dis-
tricts should be forced to spend 100
percent of their “earnings by pro-
gram on those programs (instead of
the 80 percent current Florida re-

quirement). That is the case.in
.Utah, where all special education
funds ‘'generated _ through the

weights must be ¥pent on those

programs. New Mexico, where no
expenditure .records are kept, Js
and

earned income as they piease. -

Several Florida respondehts
also spoke of the desire to raise the

‘basic 4.0 weight for grades 4-9,
citing § shortage of support dollars
at those levels. When it was pointed

. out to them that some program has

to be the base, they logically redi-
rected their desires to increasing
the dollar value of the base. One
respondent persisted, .however, and
suggésted that . all . the weights
should be raised. In all three
states, a small but significant num-
ber of those interviewed did not




.source teachers

. .

Py

seem to fully graspg the ba.;.ic under-
lying concept of weighting. The¥

did not understand that weights do.

not generate _more money, but that
they distribute a fixed sum among
programs.

While specific exceptjonal edu-

.cation weight changés are discussed

further in Chapter 8, in Florida
there was concern over some ‘part-
time weights that
produce, sufficient funds to support
an itinerant teacher." Since part-
time program teachers of the visu-
ally handicapped and some other re-
spend much time
preparing materials’ and counsaling
with parents and other teachers, it
was often suggested that the weight

. for those programs should be raised

to compensate for time not spent
with students and thus not earning.
funds. . .

- In Utah,
gested
fundin

restructuring  vocational
along the Florida .model by

“grouplng by cost categories instead
of subject areas. Several desired.a

gifted weight, as well as a compén-
satory education classificatiqn .
There were some concerns that clals

loads in several resource rooms for

the handicapped had to be 'too high
for . effective treatment and that
many of those.. weights should be

raised above the present 1.0, the

proble being that service for one-
half hour a day generates the same
amount as three hours of service
daily; that is, there are no funds
generated for more intensive service
as there are under an FTE system..

In New Mexico, there was con-

~ siderable cancern over bilingual ed-

ucation. Rd#ther than adjust +the
weight further, sewveral prominent
policymakers suggested they would

‘Support its abolition as. a category
unless program ftandards were es-

- .-
-

"simply do not -

some persons sug-’
" Th

© While

‘tablished. Continued concerns over

the A/B special education resource

- room weights also-'were voiced. Four

persons suggested abolition of the
A/B categories altogether, and two

suggested the weight was too gen-.

erous. A few vociferous concerns
over  vocational education: were
raised. Regarding the désire. for

some reinstitution of separate voca-
tional funding, one person said in
frustration, "I don't know what to
do .about it, but we need to do
something," C

Conclusion--Establishing and

. Adjusting Weights

‘What can be learned from the
experience of establishing weights in
Florida, Utah, ‘and New Mexico?
Legislative goals should be ad-
dressed; what the legislature 'is
seeking to accomplish in moving to
a weighted pupil -system should be
clearly interpreted through the in-
eentives created by. the weights.
first task is to focus on
determiriing what special needs, or
programs, should be weighted.
vocational and exceptional
child education are obvious choices,

other possible weighting oeptions
(e.g., bilingual,  compensatory,
sparsity, cost of living) often in-

valve political “considerations related
to winning over half . the votes.
Once programs have been identified,
careful thought should be given to
exactly what costs the weights

would be intended to cover. Numer-

ous technical considerations -related
to' defining, approving, and count-
ing the units, setting the value of
the base, and establishing expendi-
ture requirements and limits must

.be addressed (disq.ussed in Chapter

4).

-

Three distinct approaches to
establishing ratios, .or setting
. r

14
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weights, have been used. The three
can be used concugrrently and in an
overlapping way to make the out-
come a reasoned consensus. Simply
put, the methods are: (1) replicat-
ing existing expenditures, (2) us-
ing  professional program special-
ists' judgment, and (3) establishing
state -priority spending (or invest-
ment) areas.” No matter which ap-
“proach is used, or how they are

combined, the goal is to establish

the dollar cost per student required

to enable a school district to sup--

S

%

-

port that student in a quality. pro-
gram. Ratios _of thes¢ costs to a
base value become the. weights.

The collective experience of

" the three states provides the oppor-

tunity to genera\lize' about weighting
processes that may be helpful to

other states. Interested readers are

urged to -consider carefully the
practical issues addressed in Chap-
ter 4 and in our companion publica-
tion, A _Policy Guide to Weighted
Pupil Education Finance Systems. '

"y

i
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formula_ differences

t

"« 4. TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS IN ADOPTING AND
: ADMINISTERING A WEIGHTED PUPIL PROGRAM,_OR
- ‘ WHY WEIGHTS DIFFER )

As already discussed, weights

*have been derived differently to
Jmeet varying purposes. Beyond the

most fundamental issues of establish-
ing the program areas and delivery
systems to be supported, there are
basic computational alternatives that
states may select for the administra-
tion of the fund .allocating process.
This chapter highlights the critical
among three
states and the issues that should be
well understood. by those involved
in the adoption, administration, or
evaluation of- pupil ~ weighting sys=

tems. -
N\

Due to varying-state policy de-
cisions, weights in the three states
are set differently so that their ap-
plication will generate appropriate

-furids and provide positive incen-

tives compatible with the intended’
purpose of the general finance re-
form. Especially
definitions and conditions deter-
mined for. the following six critical
areas: .

»

1. Defining the unit to be

funded; _ -

. 2. Approx{igg\tr‘:e unit for
funding; - - | _
3. 'Counting the units;
4. Establishing limits on the
units approved; e L
5. Setting the dollar value of

the base; and _ |
6. Prescribing the purpose..

for which .the dollars may or.shall
be spent.- ’

[

important are the

t

~ Defining the Unjt
: N

* combination

.management of the fiscal

*

-

-

. r
The different approaches used

- by the states represent alternative

to the
system.
These very fundamental and. critical
areas must ‘be resolved separately in
each state. The significance of their
varieus impacts should be under-
stood By persons-involved. iy estab-
lishing or implementiqg pupil -
weighting formulas, -

policy judgments relating

M  Florida, full-time students
are defined as persons on the mams'
bership rolls of one er more scl?_:

Y

programs for 25 net hours per ®-

day week.
active members of .  one or
school

more
programs whose bhours total

Part-time students are

less than 25 per week. A fuli-time

‘equivalent student (FTE) is the
name of the unit that provides the
basis foi funding. An FTE is a
of full- or part-time

students in one of the state-funded .

programs (Table 3.1), which is the

equivalent of one full-time student.-

A fraction of an FTE is a student's
hours in a program divided by '25.
Several fractional FTE's thus make
a whole FTE. Precise counting of

FTE's takes place for one week each -
spring and fall. For example, if a -

student's school day is made up of
five 60-minute periods, each daily
class period would be gcounted as
1.00 hour. In each week, a student

© would cdunt as 5/2% of an FTE€ in-

that program. If a student were in

* membership 5 program hours per

day,’ then 25/25 or oné FTE would
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be earne&. Since only 25 net hours

per week may be counted for fund- *

ing purposes, and since some hours

earned may be’ in: programs that

“have higher weights, the law allows

districts to count a student's time in°

the

highest
first. '

weighted categories

3
Computerized class - schedule
. records exist for nearly all the stu-
dents in the state, and a file card
known ‘as the FTE #1 card is re-
quired for' each student. This is the
basis for the school report, and
““then the district report, and its ac-
curacy is confirmed as a part of au-

. dits' of -FTE reports regularly con- °

" ducted. The reports display two
measunes for each school, FTE's and
weigf\ted FTE's (WFTE's). For ex-

ample, a WFTE count generated by .

-one fuli-time 2nd grade student is
1.234, but a student who is in re-
gular 2nd grade classes 20 hours a
‘- week,

. abilities class 3 hours
would generate as follows:

. 20/25x1.234 5 .9872-2nd grade class
2/25x10.0

per week

]

.8000-speech therapy

3/25x7.5 = .9000-L.D. class
- 25/25 . 2.6872 Total

"+ Thus the 25/25 or 1 FTE is-con-
verted to 2.6872 WFTE's. Typically
the 67 ‘Florida districts produce a
WFTE to FTE ratio averaging 1.25,

.. with recent ranges extending from

-1.18 to 1.49. The WFTE is multiplied -

by the annual base dollar value of
the unit to determihe each district's
unadjusted funding entitlement.

.

- (WPU) is the basis for computing
district entitlements. All students
. who are 'in school 30 gross hours
r por week for a full year will earn

LI . -~

- one

speéch therapy 2 hours a.
week, and a part-time learning dis-.

. A/B~

In Utah, -a _weightéd pupil unit

.\
WPU. Half-day kindergarten-
-students earn .55 WPU's. Full-time
special ‘education students fay earn
from 1.80 to 3.09 WPU's depending
on which of the seven handicapped

programs they are enrolled in. The -

weights for - part-time -handicapped
pupil resource rooms and for wvoca-
tional programs are "add-on
weights," ‘and WPU's ara earned by
2 district in direct relationship to
the weight of the supplemental pro-
gram

gram membership and attendance are
maintained by each district. Addi-
tionally,: district supplements
sparsity factors' and teacher t?‘#aining
and experience are calculated in

units before determining a distr-ic;%%,.

total WPU's (see Chapter 5). THSt
number is then multiplied by the.
annual base value to establish a dis-
trict's formula earnings. . . -

In New Mexico, the program
unit (PU) is the basis for all enti-
tlement computations. Units are de-
fined in three different ways. Basic
units are the product of the grade
verage daily membership
times the appropriate
as are the full-timé C&D

for special education

ategories

"ADM. Early childhood and bilingual

units are calculated on an FTE ba-
sis, as was vocational enroliment un-
til it was folded.into the secondary
school weight” last year. _Thirty
hours per week. per year €quals one
unweighted FTE. A. third measure,
similar to a classroom unit, is used
.to generate the units -for part-time
special education. resource
rooms. Twenty PU's are generated
for- every approved program with a

case load of 18 to 24 students, ex- .

cept in. speech therapy where .by
rehulation 45 to 90 students must be
served per teacher to earn 20 PU's.

All basic ADM's and the special

N-
7.

. in which ,the student is en-_
- rolled. Daily records of both pro-

for

>



program FTE/ADM's are multiplied .

, ‘most needy.
WY Presently 'only three ,(A/By

by the statutory weight to achieve
a *total program unit count. Addi-
tional program  units allotted to the
districts .are based on three differ-
ent sparsity formulas and a.teacher-
training and experience index (see
Chapter 5). As in Utah, all the
part-time A/B . special education
units and the bilingual units are
"add-ons," as were the vocational
units. Even' though calculated by

.FTE and a modified classroom unit

method, no.deductions or offsets to
the basic program earnings are com-

puted as children leave programs * .
-students may be counted and funded -

for supplemental services.

more than once. ..

Approving the Units

approval in Florida is

given Igy local school boards in ac-

cordance with certain state board

policy guidelines covering age for

school’ entrance, grade level eligi-
Rility for certain wvocational classes,

and detailed criterja for the scréen- -

ing and placement of children .in
special education programs.

in such classes as vocational or
gifted-. programs without meeting
state criteria, they may not report:
those children on their FTE reports’
for funding. -

Utah, likewise, has a system of
program. appfoval operating primar-
ily in the area of handicapped pro-
grams. -District prevalence rates by

category are.set by the state board,"

and state department approval must

be’ received before WPU's in excess ,

of’ prescribed prevalences' will be
funded. Unit- approval i Utah, as
elsewhere, is done to ensure that

+ ¢hildren are'properly diagnosed and

served in acctordahce with their spe-
cial needs. and to see that the lim-

i

Al-
though districts "may place children

48 .

)

ited state resources are spent on

c,
and D) special education service de-

livery categories are funded in New
Mexico.¥Program approval for the
A/B resource rooms can be by-

-passed in those districts that have
elected to add a .12 weight to the
primary membership weight in lieu
of state A/B program unit approval.
With that exception, program guide-
lines and regulations are established
through, the state department. of ed-
ucation, apd children are diagnosed
as ,neediné1 services due to one or
more of the nine exceptionalities
listed in Table 3.3. ‘

Uniquely, in New Mexico,’ diag-
nosed pupils dre further prescribed
into delivery modes A/B, C, or D,
representing declining case loads of
90 down to 6, depending on the se-
verity of the handicapping condition
and extent of service time. The
processes used by the ggstricts are

prescribed by the state department,’

but actual classifications are done
locally.

The other weighted program in
New  Mexico is bilingual education.
Essentially no program or unit ap-
proval is required, and wide varia-
tlong of rict offerings of bilin-
gual education exist. The use of
this weighted program is apparently
unrelated to the. district concentra-
tions of Spanish surnamed popula-
tion and demonstrates what cbn
happen in the absence of program
unit approval. S

“ Thus all three states, to vary-
ing degrees, have established a set
of objective criteria, relating to-age,
program participation, and diag-
nosed condition, that students must
meet before they may be counted as
fundable units. Such criteria are in-

*

R
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tended to provide auditable partici-
pation- conditions a(k ensure that all

districts in -a state “equally ‘share th _,

the state's resources accordlng to

. student program need. ) ¢

&Countmg the Units .y

Paval

-

* . .‘8:
Countmg the}students to pe
funded can be-either a dompléex or a
slal;gll issue. One preliminary policy
issue confronted in Florlda‘(and re-
solved¢ differently in the other
states) was whether attendance or
#Mmbership should’ be a factor in
generating funds. The Florida legis-
éature, in an early policy decision
N ommltth voted to sw:tgs\'from
atte dance to a membershlp count.
The -isSue of whether' to take that

-coun® each hour of each:day, i.e.,.

900 hours per. year, pr to_sample
pernoduca‘lly was a lengthy conflict
resulting in the present method of
sampling for one week each in the
autumn and ‘i the spring for most
" programs. CHildren enrolled ‘ are
counted as members if they are in
attendance at least one. day during
the count period. . :

Student counts

measured in three ways. Unlike

" Florida, where a student has only to

be -present during thé two main
“count weeks,"
both a member and in attendance all
180 school days per “year to earn a
full WPU. While there was strong

local support for a simple average

daily membership (ADM), the legis-

‘fature sought to maintain 'a fiscal in-

centive for districts to push atten-
dance; therefore, average daily at-
tendance (ADA) is a continued part
of the new count system. The

counted base is now (ADA + ADM)

-divided by 2. This quantity, di-
.vided by 180 school days, produces
the WPU's when multiplied by the
- appropriate weight.

“or few wvocational,

in Utah are . now earnings are

a student must be .

L

The third way IS?tO make: mem—"

. bership counts 'in piﬁ“t -time handi-

capped and vocatie?al bgrams,
based on the days stucﬁ?@s are
scheduled - to. be sérved ervice
must be - planned for at ledst .one-
half hour on those -days. Students

enrolled., three hours per day are
counted the same as those in one-

“hour periods. ‘A student enrolled for

one hour each on three days, how-
ever, would earn three times the
ADM as one served three hours dur-
ing one day. The .‘use_of an FTE
count method has been considered to
alleviate this possible inequity.

Of special ingerest is Dtahs
phase-in methgd o countlng voca-
tional units. Until 1977-78, one WPU"
was .computed for, each (ADA +
ADM) divided byj2 in grades 9
throug%his was added to the
WPWs th ere generated) by the

. five program weights,: then divided

by 2. Thus, districts that"had no
programs could
earn vocational dollars to build up
a program if they desired. This in-

. tarim provision was removed during

the 1977 legislative session, so that
related to the
five weighted- areas alpne., A similar
start-up formula was also used from
1973 to 1975 in distributing handl-
capped prqgram funds,

New Mex:c ' switclied totally
from an ADA caunt to an ADM count
of students. A membership count is
taken on the 20th, 40th, 60th, and
80th days. ~D|stricts funded units
are based on thé highest average
membership on the 20th and 40th
days qr the 60th and 80th days of
the school year. An FTE count sys-
tem is applied only to membership in
early childhood (primarily ‘half-day
kindergartens) and bilingual educa-
tion (usually a few hours weekly)
programs. Attendance records are
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not a part of the finance computa-

tidns. . o

)

Limits on_the Units Funded (Caps)

Limits on the numberr of units
to beé funded by a state are estab-
lished for several reasons. With
spring meetings of legislatures ap-
propriating for a future fiscal year,
some budgetary certainty is desir-

able and, in fact, almost necessary’

to both states and school districts.
School administrators reported their
support of the assertion that "it is
important to know ahead of time how
much money you're going to have."
State legislatures have minimized the

shifting of district enti ents, yet
encouraged districts m high-
cost programs, by guaranteeing
support for weighted programs to a
limit. These annudlly set limits, or
"caps" as they are commonly callied,
keep districts from expanding too
quickly in certain. program areas

and, when applied on' a per district

basis, keep one district. from taking
units 'thaf\ another district needs.
Also, caps'allow for the setting of a
per— unit value each year without
concern over whether that value will
be depreciated because additional
units are generated. Caps have

'.been set .either in the substantive

education law or as provisos in the
appropriations bill. :

In Florida, caps have annually
been set by law bath for special ed-
ucation programs and for all voca-
tional programs. They are based. on
estimated enroliments. The depart-

ment of .education administers .the

dollar caps by establishing district
student -yfnit caps. The department
is authorized to reallocate unused

‘units  to other . districts. While the

overall caps "in special education
have been ‘estimated high and gen*

N

f2

¢ -

- full-time special

5 - . .

erally not met, the vocational caps

have been met annually. Service ex-
tended beyond the caps by. dis-

* tricts, while not counted for higher

weighting, is funded at the weight
of 1.0. :

In special education, an hours-

of-service cap for part-time pro-
grams has been set in Florida. For

. the first two years of the program,

a limit of 7/25 of a week and, in

the two years following, a' limit of:

12/25 of a week could have been
earned ‘by any one student in the
high weighted - part-time resource

_Foom programs. As a. matter of pol-

icy, the. legislature wanted to en-
courage districts to bring students
out of regular classes into small tu-
torial groups for intensive help, but
some controls were thought desir-

“able. (Some enterprising budget of-

ficer could easily‘discover that it
would be better financially to earn
a- weight of 7.5 times, say, 20
hours per week for a student in a
specific learning disability part-time
program, than to earn 2.3 times 25
hours for that same student in a
program.) Rather
than impose program or class size
constraints that would interfere with

_ local management prerogatives, this

prevention sof .23 . fiscal jincentiwe
abuse was selected, and individual
student hour caps.were set. When
the cap: was raised from 7 to 12

- hours- per week much of the value

of the constraint was lost.

Caps have been strictly used
in Utah to provide substantial sta-
bility in distict estimates of re-
ceipts. Instead of ' student caps,

dollar .caps are used. The law now
_reads,

"...the total amount pro-
Vided...shall' not exceed (§__ ')
-.the funds provided shall be for

the following purposes and in the °
following amount." A fixed amount

-

a
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for -each major program and category-:

is listed. Under other provisions of
the same section: of law, increases
in enroliments are still funded, but
the wvalue per WPU for just that
program is accordingly reduced.
Such a provision prevents increases
in enrollments in one program from
depreciating the wvalue per WPU in
other special programs or depreciat-
ing the base value. However, within
<program areas, through the reduced
value option, one district's overen-
roliment can deprive another district
of its full wvalue program eanings.
Utah switched to using prior year
counts in exceptional education and
vocational education. This provided
«certainty of district income, but
could serve to inhibit necessary
growth.

. There are currently no caps in
New Mexico. Full funding of all pro-
gram membership: has been the case
since 1976. Additionally, this en-
-ergy-rich state. has provided sup-
plemental funds annually (about $10
million) to the Secretary of Educa-
fional Finance and Cultural Affairs
in the Governop's cabinet. These
funds are available if needed to as-
sure that unit requests will be fully
" funded. This is in part accomplished
without legisliativeé dollar or wunit

§

caps because the Secretary also has ..

prior budget approval
over local school boards.

.authority

Setting the Value of the Base

"Setting the dollar value of the
base of 1.0 is the most crucial ac-

tion a legislature takes year after
year. While there are many. factors
that influence this action, the total

amount qf money available for edu-
cation’ that year is the most obvi-
ous. Two ‘other major factors help
to explain the differences in a state
over time or between states. The

.grams,

first' is what s .included in thé
value of the *base. If considerable
tlocal management control and re-~

sponsibility are desired, most pro-

. grams previously . funded as cate-

goricals would: be included. Mary
special purpose, relatively smail
categoricals have been abolished in
Fiorida and New Mexicd, while they
still exist and are growing in Utah.
Also,  in Utah all social security and
retirement--repnesenting about $125
_per weighted pupil unit--are funded
from separate apfar'oprlatlons, while
the school boards in the other. two
states pay those expenses from
their base student earnmgs

In addition to inflation'factors,

annual adjustments of the valye of .
-the base may reflect the. ratio of

unweighted units to wenghtéd units.
If weighted units increase as more
_chuldren move into "high-cost pro-
more new money may be
necessary to support the new
weighted units.
’may be going into education, that
growth may not be reflected in ad-
justments to the wvalue_of the base
unit. The inverse, ¢f course, would
be true™during a decline in ehroll-
ment in the high weighted . pro-
grams: N ‘

-~

Consequently, an examination
of the state base figures alone does
not adequately reflect comparative
levels of support. While Flérida and

New Mexico had base, values of $764

-and $800 respectively, and Utah's
base value was $683, no direct con-
clusions of funding appropriateness
should be drawn. This is especially

true if comparisons- are made with ~

states in which considerable income
isy derived ‘beyond the formula--if,
for instance, additional local or
state dollars .are depended upon for
local district operating. funds. ‘

9]

While -more money’

4
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Prescribing Expenditures

For a great many years most

! states have required schéol districts

to report their expenditures of cat-
egorical grant funds. In® some
states, this, has been done after re-
ceipt of the funds to determine
whether a refund is due. In other
states, it is done after the district
has expended its own funds to de-
termine eligibility for reimbursement
by the state. Many states, inciuding
the three states of this study prior
to their reforms, have required that
funds- received for certain functions
(e.g., salaries, supplies, equip-
‘ment) or for types of personnel
(teachers, supervisors, aides, coun-
selors, custodians) be spent in di-
rect relationship to the categories
for which- the formula funds were
earnéd. By consolidating the fund-

ing systems to provide a total enti--

tlement per child many of the old
controls were 'lost. While more local

decisionmaking.:regarding how funds

.were spent was intended by the new

_laws, both Florida and Utah lawmak-

ers were not willing to allow com-
eté freedom on the question of
ther the funds earned by child

or\ school or program could be free- .

ly- used by the districts.

. ) ©
, Both Florida and Utah began.in
1973 the development of new pro-
gram cost accounting and reportihg
systems.. While. Florida's system is

.more detailed than Utah's (it pro-

vides for the attribution of both
schoal and dijstrict .indirect costs
by teacher, by child, or by . space
both allow for the en-
forcement of expenditure require-
ments set in law,

_In_ Florida, 80 percent of the
‘total - dollars earned by each pro-
gram category should be spent on
that program,

- programs are

district-wide. In .

© Utah, 100 percent of the special

education and wvocational education
earnings must be spent within each

. of the.two subject areas: exception-
education.. Flor-

al and wvocational
ida's law provides that all indirect
expenditures be charged to every
program, while in Utah dnly certain
direct costs are charged to the
part-time programs.

Prescribing expenditures in-
volves defining which costs, full or

add-on, the dollars generated by

the weights are intended to cover.
All of Florida's weights are "full-
service," as are those given the
full-time special edudation programs
in Utah. The part-ti students ir
special education and vocational
"double-counted” in

Utah, so that a student- earns the

- regular base weight plus the weight

of any special or vocational*program

that applies. That additional

cess .costs of certain programs,

must be accounted for in the part-

time- Utah programs. A clear under-
standing of these differences is es-
sential te any evaluation of the ap-
propriateness of the weights from
state to state. ' :

sum, -
which is inkended to cover the ex-

'The enforcement. of these r-e-'

',quirements has just begun with the

1976-77 fiscal year. Partly for polit-
ical; economic, and technical rea-
sons, no district in Florida has ac-
tually lost any funds, although a
few have failed to meet all the ex-
penditure requirements. The de-

partment of education has secured.
‘compliance agreements from ‘the few
on the .

erring districts. In Utah,
other hand, strict enforcement has
begun, and several districts have
had funds withdrawn by the state
department for failure to comply
with the expenditure requirements.
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such

‘progranms.

in both states there is a high
degree of awareness of the expendi-
ture requirements, angd. polncymaker‘s

_believe such mandates -are an impor-

tant section of their laws for twe
reasons: (1) legisiative intent re-
garding fair -differential support
ratios  should be followed, and (2)
requirements substantially
eliminate any "profit" incentive to a
district to oversubscribe a program
or to carelessly enroll or place

children in& high income vyielding

In New Mexico, no district
spending requirements exist. The
accuracy of their weights overall is
important only so far as total income
to a district is concerned. The
weights are -only intended to gen-
erate dollars, not.direct spending
in any ‘way. Indirect influences
were commonly reported however.
Such words as "moral obligation"
and "internal pressures" were re-
ported by many to describe the
reasons for their perceived adher-
ence to spending patterns in ac-
cordance with. earning patterns. No
program cost accounting system ex-
ists, and no records are kept to
test the districts'’- presumptions.

summary and Conclusions

The six technical
ered in this chapter are particularly
important in any. examination of the
concept of pupil weighting. Any
state amending or adopting a distri-
bution formula or associated regula-
tions should review the impacts of
the choices made by these three
states

- One can understand why the
weights are so different from state

to state by computing alternative

program earnings. For example,
take the case of a speech therapy

- while the Utah student is.

areas cowv- -

5o

‘student in Utah where the weight is

.50 and one in~Florida where the
weight is 10.00. Presume that both
students receive intensive articula-’
tion training for 1/2. hour daNy or
2-1/2 hours weekly. ’;eir earnings
are computed as folloWs, presuming
.a fictitious value of $700 for the
base to simplify the variables:

‘Utah - 2-1/2 hr. = 1.0 PU'x .50 =
.50 WPU x $700 = $350 . -
Florida - 2-1/2 hr. = .1 FTE x 10.=

1.0 WFTE x $700 = $700

The results show that, given
the same service, the Florida stu-
dent ' earns . double the amount
earned by the Utah student al-
though the Florida weight is 20
times greater than the Utah weight.
. The first and fifth sections of this
chapter help explain the difference.
Of greatest significance is the fact
that pupil counting is not on an
FTE basis in Utah as it is in Filor-
.ida. The difference "in final eagrn-
ings can be explained becausd the
Utah dollars cover only direct add-
on costs, while the Florida dallars
must cover all scheool and district
direct and indirect costs. Also, the
Florida student“is not earning the
base value in the regular program,
Speech
therapy teachers in both states op-
erate quality programs, .and they
are perceived to be well funded.

In _addition %o alerting policy-

makers to be especially cognizant of *

the ‘'working of the variables in use -
in these six technical areas,  this
“example also rilustrates why weights
qscannot be compared at face value
from state to state. One of the first
questaons often asked by persons
examining weighting is,- "What are
the weights in other states?" Actu-

. ally, this should be asked tast, if

at all.

v rd
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5. SCHOOL DISTRICT AND SCHOOL WQGHTSH AS A‘&JUSTMENTS

o

Reformers in Florida,” Utah,
and New Mexico realized that ad-
justments beyoend pupil weights were
required because "it costs different
amounts to deliver the same services
to the same .types of students. in
various p;arts of the state."

> . These states have incorporated

into  their formulas cost-of-living
differentials, small-school weight-~
ings, sparsity units, staff training
and experience adjustments, or staff
weights. In the national literature,
these and other similar adjustments
are discussed under the terms "cost
-of education indices” or "geographic
adjustments." "District and school
weights" is the all-encoppassing
term used here, as opposed®to pupil

weights, even though Utah.and. New
Mexico actually use pupil units to °

compute these adjustments. This
chapter presents. the different ways
the states have used district and
school weights or adjustment ratios

. % as a part of! their effort to equalize

p s
N

their funding systems. .
2 .

v

Cost-of - Liviii Adjustments

_ Florida -is the obly state in" the
natjon that attempts |to equalize the
purchasing power of| its schoal -fi-
nance fund distributibn through the
direct application of |a set of eco-
nomically derived * '
Each year since 1972 the legislature
has supported a markdt basket sur-

vey of the costs of hqusing, serv-
%ly needed

ices,” and goods presu
by a middle class wage earner to
maintain a comparable standard of

[

4

ost - factors."

. Systems.
even, with ratios of about 1.0, and

TO PUPIL WEIGHTING’ENTITLEMENTS .

living in different regions of the
state. The results of the survey
are annually quantified by setting
new ratios for each school district
rarnging usually from about .91 to
1.09. Each year the legislature has
adopted . the ratios, usually -with
only slight modification, and each
district's foundation formula fund is

.adjusted upward or downward by
. multiplying

80 percent of this
amount by .the adopted ratio. The
full amount is not factored because
it is presumed that basic costs for
utilities, equipment, and some sup-
plies do not vary regionally. A fun-
damental purpose of the adjustment
is ,to allow school boards to be
equally competitive in their -salary
schedules based on[a salary's .local
purchasing power. S

The effect of the application of

these cost ratios has been rather *

constant over the years since 1973.

. The three wvery large districts of.

Dade, Broward, and  Palm Beach
have regularly earned 5 to'7 per-
cent supplements, and a very few
small districts, - primarily in the re-
sort areas of the Gulf coast, have

likewise benefited. The otl'tr large _

generally have ‘ broken
the refmainder of the 'state's dis-’
tricts have a deduction from - their

preliminary  entitlement. On the av-

-erage. each wyear about $25 to $30.

million & added on’ to the high~
cost districts' earnings, and a like
or somewhat larger sum -is de-
ducted from others. Some state ana-

lysts’ agsert that the application of

these  ratios _thus°_“cost_s nothing."

[4

-
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N political -

! It “has, however, a;gst ﬁlenty in
debate, court actions, and il will.

Qpponents to the process argue that'

it -is inaccurate and
Strong economic,

inappropriate.
educational, - and
arguments continue to be
waged in Florida on both. sides of
the ‘issue; with thé possible excep-
<tions of property’ tax and reapprais-
‘al issues, this-is the most contro-~

versial part of the massSive package

of educational finance and manage-
ment reforms enacted in recent’
vears. While general agreement ex-

* ists. on the desire’to recognize dif-

ferrences in the cost of diving and
in a district's .
dissatisfaction ., with the current
techmque is expressed freely in the
losing districts. Continued ill will
toward individual legisiators and re-
formers persists, and occasionaly
overall concerns with the adjust-
ments cargy over to the entire fi-
nance formula.
dnrectly cost 42 school boards need-.
ed funds to wage a four- year legal
battle unsuccessfully seeking -the
elimination of this element of the

law. . , ~ ..E

'« When examined in the political
acontext, however, the cost-of-living

. 'differentials can be viewed quite

positively. A political reality was
‘that the property-rich districts of
‘the southeast, particularly massive
Dade County, would not otherwise
have benefited from the some 150
million new ddllars available for ed-
ucation in 1973, That region- had
.most *soundly  supported. the state
referendum for the corporate income
tax, which was funding the increase
for education. The area had used
local property  wealth to fund its
traditionally higher . galaries,  and

that source was now being largely

tapped by the state in its equaliza-
tion efforts. Three of the five key

_legislative leage_rs for state reform

- -~ 4

purchasing power, -

- add-on factor

Furthermore, it has .

public education was fixed,

. Cre

Y

were from Dade County, in control

of key colmmittees, and. simply
codildn't support a costly .reform’
. without some local increases. In ad-

dition, there are, in fact, gemerally
recognized regional differences in
the cost ©f living, and while oppo-
nents of the use of the cost-df-
living factor argue that it produced
imprecise ratios,.it is generally rec-
ognized that it comes far closer to
equalizing school diskgict, and thus
school staff, purchasing power than.
any other available objective meas-

ure. )
4

A third supportive view is that
using  a range of factors from about
.97 to 1.09, as opposed to a limited
only, provides the
available funds (from adjustments to
negative factor districts) to increase
the base valu& of one unweighted
student substantially. In fact, the
issue of whether to use a negative
and additive adjustment, or singu-
larly an' additive adjustment, which
would have been easier for the
lower. cost districts to accept, was
one of the few critical issues be-
tween the Senate and. the House at
the final conférence table in 1973.
Since the total amaunt of money for
based
on available funds, the issue boiled
down to whether the valué of one

.FTE should be $573 or a higher:

$587 funded from low-cost district
deductions. The prevailing logic. and -
votes held that - it was better to give
presumed future ,percentage in-
es on $587 than. $573, and that
the many districts ~ with factors in

. the range-of .975 to 1.00 would un-

derstand that it. made np difference

“whether they started wnth $573 and
stayed ~ there, or started with $587

and had .it reduced. The prevailing
logic erred or at least was uncom-

Mmunicated. ¥
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.. The negative view !‘39‘3'-"““9“‘?

. cost-of-living - differentials . was
fueled by those persons in échool
districts- who were incensed at hav-

Ing a deduction made from their .

“rightful entitlement." “we earned
that money and then they took it
away! was the prevailing sentiment.
Legislators, - legislative staff, and
some Department of Education per-
sonnel attempted to explain what
and why the adjustment operated
as it did, but to little avail.

A second concern of the oppo-
nents wap the study itseif. Al-
though s@me 200 items were costed
and weighted in proportion to their
utilization by consumers, the study
has never been conducted in every
district of the state. Statistically
sound projection techniques were
used to estimate the appropriate
factors for most of the very small
districts, but what is statistically
"sound has - little impact on commonly
held beliefs. Many defenders of the
methodology conceded to the most
effective criticism. In many small
districts, services and goods priced
elsewheré were not available at
home. When people in a small dis-
trict given & factor of .91 have to
. drive to a large city in a district
with a factor of 1.0 or higher to
shop, they. come to dislike the fac-
tor system. The emotional saying
coined by Dr. R. L. Johns in sup-
port of "the Jlow-cost districts--"|t
supports the cost of high living,
not the high cost of living"--was a
rallying cry for the losers. ' Fur-
thermore, the long promised, but
never funded, sparsity factor has
dampenéd belief in a sincere legis-
lative desire to fully equalize pur-
chasing power, 7 s

Even "the educators in some of -
the large districts with additive fac-
tors "have expressed concern over

a
-

)

~

r

this' Florida experience,

\

..r;; *

>

. T ..

another problem--fluctuating factors -
- from vyear “to- year. When a_ large
district sych as Dade, with a $250

million budget, sees its factor drop

frorg about 1.075 to 1.055because

of local price reductions.in a period

of unemployment, the system "loses"

- $% miltion from the. preceding year's
supplement level ' committed to re-
" curring expenditures. -

&

In summary; the attempt to

'equali‘ze purchasing power through

cost-of-living adjustments has been
an exceedingly controversial pro-
cess. It is not surprising’ that other

states have not sought to replicate -

> even
other aspects of the Florida law may
be admired nationally:. The fact. re-
mains, however, that without it,
there would probably have been no
reform in Florida in 1973. The po-
litical experience of that state
should be recognized by any state
seeking similar adjustments.

Sparsity and Small_School Weights
'. .2
In -both Utah and New Mexico,
a supplement of . pupil units is
earned by school districts having

. small and necessary schools in re-

motg areéas. ; Each :state utilizes a

different formula approach with dif-.

ferent impacts. Tables 5.1 and 5.2
presenf _the formulas. In both
states,» extra ‘or: "phantom ' pupil
units" are generated and added 6n

- to :the previously computed weighted
‘pupil units. While about one-half of

the states nationally provide  ,some
sparsity *supplement, - these two
stales are among the most generous.

though”*

¢ o

There is stfang political support for .

this system of- creating “extra pupil
units even in the large districts.
One often stated reason is that any
district,” however large, having a

small ‘emote -scheol is eligible- and
. o4 . \‘ .

R
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. TABLE 5.1
- UTAH SCHOOL DISTRICT WEIGH?g)Fo'RMULA :
: BASED ON SCHOOL SIZE ~ v
Elementary Small School Formula |
Multiply the number of kindergarten pupils in average daily attendance,

"by .55, add the number of pupils in average daily attendance in grades 1
through 6, and apply the sum to the appropmate school category below:

. ~ Average Daily Attendance oL Number of
. . By School Size' - Weighted Pupil Units
5to 13- . .. 27
13 to 21 ) 2 S 40
21 to 31 - :” . i 3 . i
31 to 51 : + (1. 4) (ADA minus 30)
51 to N + (1.2) (ADA minus 50)
- 91 to TN - 129 + (1.0) (ADPA minus 90)
o 111 to 165 149 + (0. 3) (ADA minus 110)

JUnlor ngh and Mlddle School Small Scheol Fdrmula

v

Average Dally Attendance b Number of 7
" By School ‘Size Welghted F‘up:l Units
. 0 tor 41 : ' : Number of pupnls multlplted by 2. 0
41 to 81 . 80 +(1.5) (ADA minus 40)
. 81+to 151 | 140 + (1.4) (ADA mmus 80)
) . 151 to 251 . 238 + (1.0) (ADA; minus 150)
- 251to 350 ot o 338 + (0.12) (ADA minus 250).
Senlor High Small School Formula:’ |
. ‘ Average ES*Ny Attendance . Number of _
-By School Size Weighted Pupil Units
: ‘ 0to76 Number of pupils multiplied by 2.0
- 76 to 126 150 + (1.6) (ADA minus 75)
126 to 186 - 230 + (1.1) (ADA minus 125)
186 to 251 ' 296 + (1.0) (ADA minus 185)
251 to 3715 < - 367 + (0.112) (ADA minus 250)
Slx Year Small School Formula (Grades 7- 12) ' <
Average Daily At_tendance ' . Number of
By School Size . Weighted Pupil Units
A\ 0 to 81 . j Number of pupils multiplied by 2.0
’ ' (minimum total weighting of 27)
- 81 to 161 . - 160 + (1.4) (ADA minus 80)
161 to 251 272 + (1.0) (ADA minus 160)
. 251 to 650 : ' 362 + (0.72) (ADA minus 250)
48 = - . '
2 | 5?
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according to the following equation if the school district

{

¢ e |
TABLE 5.2 - ~

, NEW MEXICO DISTRICT, WEIGHTS FORMULAS
BASED ON SCHOOL SIZE AND DISTRICT SIZE

School size adjustment 'program units are calculated 'according to one
or. both of the following ‘equations: :

~

Elemehtgry and junior high schools with fewer than 200 - -
students in ADM ) -

(200-ADM)-
200

x 1.0 x ADM = program units"
Senior high schools with fewer than 200 students in ADM

ZOg-ADM 'x 2.0 x ADM = program units T

School district size adjustment program units are calculated

\

has: feyver than 4,000 students in ADM:

4""0i:;)‘qu'()‘ﬁﬂ.A M x 0.15 x ADM = program units °
4 -

<

Rural isolation program units are calculated according to the
following equation “if the school district has 10,000 or more
students jn ADM and if  the senior high schools in the district
do riot qualify for additional program units under the school
size adjustment formula: '

) 4000 - _(district ADM)
. . ’ (number of high schcols)

x 0.2 = program units

™
Sw
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1t s readily noted .that,

‘sparsity factors,- as

.

PO ¢

so politically it seems quite fair.
Table 5.3 illustrates how operation
of the formulas affects: pupil- units.

-

ing. a few large schools, but fewer ™

than 4,000 students, earn a supple-
ment oh a sliding scale in the .form

o

TABLE 5.3

DEMONSTRATION OF THE APPLICATION dF

SCHO
IN UT
. . ‘ .
School Type School Size* .
i . . -
~ Elementary. 50 +31
Elementary 100
Elementary 150 11
.Senior High 100 90.
~Senior High 150 107
Senior High 190 111
Senior High 200 111
Senior High 300 66.

© * Note:

while the
formulas dppear quite complex, .they
result in a percentage supplement
that represents: a constant trend in-
versely related to the, increase in
school size. It is . disconcerting,

- however, to note that in New Mex-

ico a high schoal with 150 members
receives a- total of 225 unweighted
units, but a school of 200 members
receives- no sparsity supplement ard
earns .only 200 unweighted units.

District Sparsity Weights

New. Mexico has two additional
identified. in
Table 5.2. The first is galled a dis-
trict size adjustment. Districts hav-

Utah

9.d

.0

0
5

.0
.0
6.

.Changes to correct thlS inequity are
planned. '

SPARSITY FACTORS
H AND NEW MEXICO

Added Pupil Units Earned

& ’ hd

_ New Mexico
% L3 * %
(62) 37.5 - (75)
839) - 50.0 (50)
(7.3) 37.5 (25)
(90) 100.0 (100)
(72) 75.0 (50)
(58) 15.0 - (7.9)
(56) © -0- -0-
(22) . -0~ ° -0-

Utah uses ADA, New Mexico ADM.,

of extra student program unis. Ap-
p‘ly_ing the formula, three hypothet-

ical  districts! supplements wou
work out as foliows: it
. District Units Perceftage
Membership Earned _8upplement
- —~
3,000 112.5 3.75
- 2,000 150.0 7.50
1,000 112.5 11.25

The value of the pupil pr‘ogram\

unit is simply’ multnplied each year
by the supplemental pupil units to

determine the amount of the supple~

ment. The earnings .are intended to
help smey' districts pay for basic
central overhead costs in the super-
intendent's office. Some districts

39
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exceeds ]O,d

S .

" New” Mexico.

“t
&

gain incogie through this district

factor, ‘but not through- the school
size factor, and some, including a, -

few. large districts, earn dollars for
small schoels. Many districts gener-
ate funds bosgt)IE ways.

et T
5P ’

. A Second New Mexico district

'suppl'efnent, called a rural isolation

factor; was adopted for use begin-
ning with the 1976-77 fiscal year.

"It benefits oMy the Gallup School

District, an exceptionally large dis-

. trict "encompassing much of the Zuni

Reservation and much of that por-
tion of- the Navaho Nation located in
The formula adopted,
4,000 - (district ADM =+ number of

high' schools) x .2 = program Units,
; applies only where the high schools’

have more than 200 students, thus
earning no ‘school sparsity supple-
ment, and where the district ADM

Such- aftightly drawn’ provision
assisting a‘unique area's costs due
to geography, passihg two years af- _
ter- the Basic formula was adopted,
is. politically surprising. The-ability
of_dne freshman legisjator to gain .a

supplementsof about $250,000 for his -

district alone, without any. apparent
trade-offs, speaks wefl not only of
him, but.of.the entire New Mexico
legislature. The adoption of this
single disgrict rural isolation factor -
was a display of a continuing non-
provincial attitude and concern  for
the children of the entire state,
which .has enabled New Mexico to

e Total Program-

. - Dollars
e

New Mexico $295,085, 097

J/

66

<
&

take. a lead position nationally in .~
equalizing. support . for public -.+*
schodts* : ~

Another part of Utah's_formuta
acts' as a district-sparsity factor. It
“provides each district in the state
with 45 additional program or '
weighted pupil units (WPU's). The >
value of a WPU in 1976-77 was $683;
thus, each district ‘regardless %f
. size received .$30,735 to help cover
- basic central administrative costs.
This adjustment provided 45 of the ,
426 total WPU's and accounted. for
10.6 percent of the formula income
to little Daggett School District. It
provided more than 5 percent of the
" formula income to six other small
districts. Since all districts receive
an equal ‘number of WPU's, this fac-
tor receives” uniform political sup-
port throughout the state.
2

| Utah also provided extra funds ,
to two districts, Garfield and Mil-¥
. lard, which recently consolidated
schools within ' their boundaries. A -
bonus grant of 57 and 280 weighted
Pupil units was given them, respec-
tively.

While both 5tates' sparsity ad-
justments providee literal assistance
to districts and small schools, such -
programs are not particularly cost~ - .
ly. Abqut'3.5 percent of the formu-
la funds in New Mexico and 1.4
percent of those in Utah support
programs, as can be seen in the
chart below, based on the 1976-77

«_ fiscal year:

N [N

*

District and School °

ke

Program '0
Sparsity. Dollars “Percerntage
$ 4,507,117 R 1.41 ‘
$10,412,597 . 3.53
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Florida has a large number of

ryral schools and districts with low
.populations.
factors based on an exceptionally
detalted and well-done cost analy-
sis" have been studied, discussed,
and even put in legislation, but the
votes have never been therg to ap-
propriafe funds for sdch a program.
Too many, but not all, urban legis-
lators don't see themselves as
helped by it, and some rural legis-
lators either doh't -understand “the
issue or are basically against pro-
viding additional funds to education.

"A sparsity adjustment could have .

"been made a part of the reform
package in 1973, but with ‘recent
legislative attitudes it may be too
late," concluded one rural sympa-
thizer.

Professnonal Staff Training and
Experience Factors . '

When Flomda reformed its
school’ finance system in 1973, it
shifted from. a classroom unit to a
pupil unit system. In the minds of
most legisiators it was no longer
funding teachers but students. Un-
til ,1970, a significant part of .the
valge of the -classrocom unit had
been-. based on the training and ex-
perience (T&E) of the teacher, filling
the slot. Antiteacher sentiment in
Florida, which was due to the 1968
statewide. teachers
" strike, -plus the unending single-
purpgse drive of organized teachers

to achieve a state public- ‘sector col-,

lective bargaining faw, set the stage
.for the final . abolition of the T&E
factor. Unlike Utah and New Mexico,
- the 'teacher organization played vir-
. tually no part in the 1973 reform.
Additionally, the comments of con-
sultant - Mike Kirst, relating to the
T&E factor concepot went basically
. uncontested: -

1

Provisions for sparsity -

"walkout" or-"

o

All the studies | have seen on
education finance do not show
~ that college credits, per se are
in any way related directly to
" performance...it in effect dis-
torts - the state's priorities for .
" the devehop‘ment of higher edu-
cation....It is one of the most
complex parts . of a complex
formula....l don't see why it
should’ be kept ar'ound ?

Consequentliy, ‘any small remaimng
feeling that a T&E factor was neces-
sary was dispelled by a national ex-
pert on school ffinance The few
!egislators who continued to consid-
er the issue felt that it would be
unfair to distribute funds to the
traditionally rich districts that had,
through local supplements, paid
more for-: teachers with more experi-
ence and extra college degrees when
those funds could not go to other
districts” whose chlldren deserved
quality teachers also.* .
. In Utah and New Mexico, the
picture was altogether different.
Neither state had a T&E factor in

its previous. formula. Teachers'
groups were active\partsupants in
" the pre-reform _studies. They were

< concerned about the disintentives

for 'some djstricts, particularly the
poor. ones, to employ teachers with
above-average training and experi-

ence who would be expecting higher
_than average safaries.

There was

'.*Some reform reg:slators had hoped

that districts would find more tmag-

. inative ways to set a_teacher's tom

pensation than on an index base
on or influenced by a state T&E in-
dex, but ‘by 1977 all 67 districts
paid teachers on thae basis of an
adopted index based - on. trammg,
degrees, and experience

iy



teachers
. than "elsewhere,

also a general belief that the teach-
ing: force either was _or should be
stable in most communities. It ap-
pears to have been universally ac-

cepted in these two states that it .

was a proper state role, when
equalizing district resources, to
adjust for the unequal salary costs
some districts were. bearing because
simply ‘stayed on longer
There was also a
recognition that in the districts with
declining enroliment, new. and ' less
experienced teachers were laid off
first, thus abnormally escalating the

average salary level of faculty al-
ready being paid on an index.

~Utah and New ,Mexico became
the only states in recent years to
adopt a T&E index as part of their
furiding formula and the first pupil
Weighting 'states to do so. Now 17

states incorporate this element into =~

their finance systems.

Utah law established the index
shown in Table 5.4. Each member of
the professional staff of each dis-
trict is placed in the appropriate

training “level row and then in an.-:.

experience column. Each cell in the

‘matrix- is called a category. The-

faw then reads as foliows: .

Multiply the number of full-
time or equivalent professional
* .personnel in each applicable

' category...by the applicable
weighting factor. : '
Divide: the total (\wéighting

. factors) by the number of pro- .

- fessipnal© personnel included
. (above) and reduce the quo-
- \ C— Cad -'.
Total Program
Dollars
“Utah ’ $320,217,967
New Mexico $295,085,097

o

~

tient by 1.00 (producing an’
add-on factor).. S
Multiply the result by qpe-
fourth of the weighted pupil
units (based on all previous
and otherwise total computa-~
~ tions).

The use of "one-fourth of the
weighted pupil “units" is a simple
device to keep the program supple-
ments affordable. Even so, 24,186
weighted pupil units valued at $683
each’ were added on to the various
district entitlements throughout Utah
in 1976-77. N

In New Mexico, a similar index
is used (see Table 5.4). It starts at
.75 and goes up to only 1.50 at a
pace and level greater than Utah's.

{t also groups or. holds persons in a.

several year span, which tends to
centralize staff near the 1.0 cells in
the matrix. A clause ‘in the law pro-
vides that no district's T&E factor*
shall be computed at less- than 95
percent, thus further normalizing
impact of the formula. Therefore,
it is not necessary, as in Utah,
to multiply the average weight or
factor .by one-fourth to keep the
supplement affordable. The . New
Mexico computation is quite’ straight-
forward--one merely multiplies ail-
previpusly computed- pupil program
units by the derived average factor
from the training and experience in-
dex.
pupil program units valued at $8b0

~ each were used .to supplement dis-

trict earnings. o

~ The chart below compares the,
dollar impacts of the T&E factors in

' + Utah and New Mexico: L

T&E

Program
Dollars Percentage
$16,519,038 6.62
3.65

$10,773,282

“53

In 1976-77 some 13,467 extra -
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» o o " TABLE 5.4 )‘/ T
STAFF TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE INDEX CHARTS.
: * FOR 1976-1977 ', S

IN-UTAH AND NEW MEXICO . ' ‘
= " Utah Professional ‘Staff Cost Formula Index
~ Bachelorls - . Master's -

Years of “. Bachelor's - Degree Master's . Degree . - o ,
Experience _Degree. ° + 30 Hours .Degree -~ + 45 Hours Doctorate
1 1.00 1.05 1.10 1.15 1.20
2 1.05 1.10 1.15 1.20 1.25 -
3. 1.10 . 1.158 1.20 1.25 1.30 ©
4 1.15 7 1.20 1.25 1.30 ©1.35
5, 1.20 1.25 1.30 . -~ 1.35° 1.40
6 1.25 1.30 1.35 1.40 © 1.45

7 1.30 1.35 1.40 1.45 1.50 =
& 1.35 1.40 ©1.45 - ~1.50 1.55~
9. . 1.50 1.55 . 1.60
- 10 S % 1.60 1.85-
1 , NG . 170
New Mexico Training and Experience Index 3
Master's Post-Master's
Degree or . Degree or
s . . Bachelor's Bachelor's Master's Master's
-Years of Bachelor's Degree . Degree Degree - Degree
Experience _Degree +15 Hours +45 Hours  +15 Hours +45 Hours
- 0-2 .75 . .80 . .85 . .90 1.00
3-5 7 .80 .95 - 1.00 1.05 . 1.15
. 6-8 . 1.00 » 7 1.00 1.05 115 1.30 -
-+ 9-15 ¢ 1.05 1.10 ‘ 1.15 1.30 1.40

Over 15 1.05 1.15 | 1.20 1.35 ©1.50

[

—
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' Conclusion

il Ll

¢

-

All three pupil weighting states
have made entitlefient adjustments
to the pupil weights to meet unique
district costs. Issues relating to the
need for, or equity produced by,

JLhese adjustmgnts  are beyond the

scope of this research, but the de-
scription' has been ‘presented to in-
dicate how " such regional adjust-
ments are handled in pupil wetght-
" .ing formulas. It is politically impor-
tant to .recognize the existence of
considerable discord in Florida over.
its system, however sound the po-
litical and economic logic. In con-
*trast, in Utah and New Mexico, the
many individuals interviewed in con-
nection wlth this study expressed
virtually - concern with their
sparsity or staff training and exper-
ience . adjustments.

- states,

in these two:

N
o\

stétes, tHé°a‘djustments are directly

‘computed according to pupil units; -

thus all formula entitlements are
computed from this simple, under-
standable single unit base.

The sparsity adjustments and"
the T&E adjustments made the way
they are in Utah and New Mexico
are not particularly expensive; they
represent about 8 and 7 percent of
the totak formula allocation in those
respectlvely ~In ' Florida,
because deductions offset supple-
ments, no clear percentage of cost

is reflected.

. It is important that. all three
states inserted adjustments of these
types into their laws as they took
significant steps ‘toward providing
equal supRert to all children of the

~ state” in Peldtion to the costs of

meeting their educational needs.

I‘\
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6. SHIFTS IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF FORMULA FUNDS

% ,

~In the three states studied, - a
primary “rationale for adopting a
weighted pupil approach .was to en-
able the state to assume responsibil-
ity for., adjusting district revenues
to match the different student needs
of the districts. Specifically, the

weighted pupil approach (1) placed-

the wealth of the state as a“whole
behind the financing of special
needs, and (2) mov?" the determin-
ation of state finandial' responsibil-
Itles' from a grant application ap-
preach to ah entitiement system. As
a result of these equalizing meas-
ures, we would anticipate more ex-
tensive service of high-cost student
needs under the weighted pupil sys-

tem than under the prior methods of- -

financing. Therefore, it seemed -im-
portant to analyze the. growth of
participation in the high-cost areas
of exceptional, wvocational, and, in
the case of New Mexico, bilingual
programs. Since, in some tases, a

considerable number of new state -

dollars were added during the first
years after reform, it'is important

first to review the growth of for-

mula reveriues over time, from pre-
to postreform vyears. In this con-

“text the growth of separate weight-
~ed programs can be analyzed and

compared with the owverall revenue
picture. Suth growth can then be
seen in relationship to district vari-
ables of size and assessed valuation
per pupil, in order to relate district

~types to program growth patterns.

State Revenue Growth
Florida

. Table 6.1 depicts the growth

of the Minimum Foundation Programf\
Florida Education Finance Program' _

l ~

85

(MFP/FEFP), " . including requ:red -
local -effort from 1971 to 1977, with
the major reform occurring in the
spring of 1973. For three vyears,

.1972-75, the growth of revenues

was falrly stable and - ‘generous in
relation to mflatlonary increases.
However, the 1975-76 and, 1976-77
school years suffered from funding .

» increases below those needed to

keep pace with mflatlon This was

-due to the revenue declines related

to .the recession and the energy
cmsns which hit- Florida's m jor in-
dustry. of tourism especially hard.

Additionally, a major change' in
Florida's legislative I adersh:p
placed priorities for state " dollars:

-elsewhere than_ m edutation.y The

low level of suppqrt for edyéation
just following the reform probably
had a greater™mpact on district be-
havior and dcceptance of the reform
than any other phenomenon (see
Chapter- 7) .

Tables 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4 show
the growth of formula revenues : for
basic, exceptional, and vocatnonal
education. Chart 6.1 _illustrates
graphically the relative annual
growth of dollars for basic, excep-
tional, and wvocational educatlon
Clea“rl,y; the growth in the special
needs - programs - exceeded basic
growth as the weighted pupit system
facilitated this intended expansion. .
It is of interest that vocational edu-
cation grew 69 percent immediately
following the reform, while excep-
tional . education's -large growth did
not occur until the. following year.
This was due to the '"“readinessyrof
vocational education for the reform.

"The state department's vocational

education divisiopn had been asked

. by the legislature in 1972-73 to<
o !

-

£ Y



. ~ TABLE 6.1 |
. FLORIDA--GROWTH IN/BOLLARS
- OF TOTAL MINIMUM FOUNDATION/FLORIDA EDUCATION
I FINANCE FUNDS

1971-1977
State MFP/FEFP " Required MFP/FEFP -
Appropriations Local Effort _ Total ' 3 Change
197t-72  § 587,701,308 - $180,417,997 $ 768,119,305
Y 1972-73 697,345,900 - 227,896,418 - 925,242,318 20.4
%1973-74 830,000,000 - 324,000,000  1,154,000,000 20.5°
1874-75 -~ 976,051,559 487,682,520 1,463,734,079  ~  26.8
1975-76 ©1,024,030,651 546,078,096 - 1,570,108,749  7.37
-1976-77 1,070,047, 608 585,646,112 | 1,655,693,810 - . 5.45
Ny Source: ééfculated from Commissioner of Education Pupil_and ,Financial .Dafa, |
~ - 1971-75; Statistical Report: Florida Education Finance Program, i
g 1975-76; and Bureau of School Finance, Division of PUBlic Schoeols,
1976-77. o | o
o
‘) ¢
- ) )
‘1 .
\ ‘
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| TABLE 6.2 .
- FLORIDA--GROWTH IN DOLLARS OF BASIC PROGRAM FUNDS
(TOTAL MFP{FEFP LESS EXCEPTIONAL AND VOCATIONAL)

) 1971-1977
—_— : ' . _ 3 .
Total Basic Dollars ) % Change
1971-72 v § 670,923,296 |
1972-73 Q\ 783,961,216 .  16.8-
. 1973-74 ©, 937,791,363 ° . 19.6
- 1974-75 1,122,538,912 - 19.7
1975-76 1,204, 461,829 - 7.3
1976-77 ,257;159,512 o, 0. 4.4
. \\ X : | ’ ‘
o “Source: Calculated from Commissioner of Education Pupil and Financial Data,

1971-75; Statistical Report: Florida Education Finance Program,
1975-76; #Md Bureau of School Financg, Division of Pubklic Schoals, .
1976-77." ( \. |

L
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, . TABLE 6.3 | T
~ . FLORIDA"GROWTH IN DOLLARS . .
FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILD EDUCATION —~
1971-1977 ' :
MFP Unit . Value of % Growth Over
, Or WFTE " . , _Base Unjt = _Total Dollars Previous Year
197-72 3,785 $10,818.79 $ 40,949,120 N B
1972-73. o 4,395 | .~ 13,063.44 57,413,818 40.2
. = \ ! . . - - ~
. 1973-74 130,762 - . 569.03 74,407,500 29.6 :'&
@ 1475 178,476 . 72335 - 129,102,399 73S
1975-76 194,512 . 729.84 141,962,638 -  -100 - . *
1976-77 205,175 . '763.66 156,683,040 10.4
Source:* Commissioner of Educatnon Pupll and Fmancxal Data, 1971-75; | .
- Prafiles of Florida Schoal & istricts, 11975-76; and Bureau of :
‘, School Fmance, Division Publié Schools, 1976-77.
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-

C o 1971-72

1972-73

1973-74
1974-75

1975-76
1976-77

Source:

- . . . -
\ * - .
e N

TABLE 6.4 . )

FLORIDA--GROWTH IN DOLLAR$
FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

" 1971-1977 '

MFP .Unit © Value of - T o .- % Growth bverﬁ )
Or WFTE . Base Unit Total Dollars ~ Previous Year

5,199 $10,818.79 $ 56,245,889 o

6,420 - N 13,063.44 83,867,284 SR - A
249,198 T T 569.03 141,801,137 69.1 -
203,205  723.38 " 212,002,788 . = 49.6
306,484 .- 729.84 - 223,684,282 N 55
316,699 763.66 - 241,85_0,.;,58\ ., 8 8

+

Calculated from Commissionér.of Education Pupil and Financial Data, . "_
1971-75; Profiles of Horida Scheool Districts, 19/5:76; and Bureau
of Sclgool Finance;, Division of Public Schools, 1976-77. ' '




CHART 6.1, .
 FLORIDA — COMPARATIVE GROWTH PATTERNS
e .+ OF EXPENDITURES FOR -
- BASIC EXCEPTIONAL, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCA’TION |
- | | 19721977 - L

" % Growth L ’
Over Previous Year's . ‘ ' -
Do!lars ‘ _ « o

- 8 . T ) :

' 80 . ‘. Lo n. r
75
70.

%I Vocational &

&-
197273 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76.  1976-77 .

~ . 3
« »

{

Source; Calculated from Tables 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4. “Basic” represents the total foundation program

doliars less exceptional and vecational dollars. .
: . , .
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place all vocational courses into cost
categories in preparation for the
-weighted pupil system. Additionally,
many state leaders supported the
immediate expansion of vocational
education, and districts were gear-

ing up for the reform and expanded
offerings. - : -

it takes longer to expand an
exceptional education program. Chil=
dren have™o be diagnosed, parental
permission must be sought, and
placement takes tjme. Exceptional
child educators spent the first year
of the reform. finding unserved
students, recognizing that with the
pupil weighting _system the state
would underwrite the burden of
funding these high-cost programs--
that .exceptional education was final-

o

ly an entitlement program. The lo- .

cation of unserved needs and a con-
comitant ~ state assumption of. re~
sponsibility for funding forced a
raising qf-the caps for exceptional
education, resulting in expansion of
the program by 73.5 percent in

—%4 =73,

.ages of formula doMars going to ex-
ceptional and w~ocational education.
Special education has grown from
6.2 percent of the total formula
fund the year before the reform to
9.5 percent in 1976-77. . This in-
crease  corresponds to a national
" trenid, with' the state average na-
tionally going from 4.6 percent to

7.5 percent during the same years..

Florida's growth in vocational edu-
cation appears to be &nsiderably
ahead of the nation's, increasing
from 9 percedt before the reform
. to a‘lm‘ost 15 percent in 1976-77.

"The fact that these two pro-
grams currently constitute 25 ‘per-
cent of Florida's formula revenues

Tables 6.5 and 6.6, and Chart
6.2 display the mcreasmg percent-

means that an equalized distribution-

_ ous coptrols.

-

system, such as the pupil weughted
system, is nmportant

Utah t

\The growth of formula revenue
in Utah depicted in Table 6.7 shows
a controlled overall
slight increases .generally. There
was no greater than usual growth

in the yé'ar of the reform. Tables

6.8 and 6.9 reveal a similar growth
pattern for basic and.- exceptional
education.  Vocational education,
however, as. depicted in Table 6.10
and Chart 6.3, grew dramatically
immediately followmg the reform,
realizing a 61 percent inckedse. The
following year, however, *the caps
were tightened, -and the converg-

‘trend with

ence of the growth of all programs -

in Chart

by

by 1974-{ is illustrated
6.3. .

Utah's more coritrolled approach

to a pupil weighting system can be
seen by examining the percentage of

- total revenues givenn to the special

programs. Fable 6.11 shows a basic-
ally stable, or no growth, picture

the
on exceptional

legislature specified the limits
education, for Utah

.at the -time of the reform was al-

ready serving a relatively high per-
centage of students-in exceptional
education programs (see Chapter 8).

Although Utah's wvocational ed-
ucation nearly doubled (see Table

. for exceptional education, Eachr year -

6.12), as did Florida's, it still con-

stitutes only 2.6 percent &for direct

costs) of farmula revenues compatred -
to 15.3 percent (including indirect
illus~

costs) in Florida. Chart 6.4
trates the conscious policy of Utah
legislators, which was to implement
a pupil weighting system with rigor-
The results contrast
markedly with those. of Florida's

growth policies, nllustrated in Chart
6.2. -

63 .



‘TABLE 6.5 . i

FLORIDA--PERCENTAGE OF MFP/FEFP
FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILD EDUCATION

1971-1977
‘Exceptional Child’ MFP/EEFP
| Education Dollars _ Doltars* % of Total
971172 - $ 40,949,120 $ 768,119,305 5.3
©1972-713 57,413,818 . 925,242,318 6.2
1973-74 . 74,407,500 - 1,154,000, 000 .‘6.4
1974-75 129,102,399 1,463,734,079 . 8.8
1975-76 141,962,683 C1,570%8,749 . 9.0
1976-77 . 156,683,940 1,655,693,810 - 9.5

Source: Calculated from Tables 6.1 and 6.3. o

®

* Includes all categorical program funds.

-




. . FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
- 1971-1977

Vocational l;‘lFP/FEFP

Education Dollars __Dollars*
19n-72. $ 56,246,889 $ 768,119,305
1972-73 83,867,284 925,242,318
1973-74 141,801,137 i,154,ooo 000
1974-75 212,002,768 1,463,734,079
1975-76 223,684,282 1,570,108, 749

1976-77 - 241,850,358 1,655,693,810 -

TABLE 6.6

Source: Calculated from-Tables 6.1 and 6.4,

* lﬁcludes all cat'egori‘cal prograLm funds. -

. FLORIDA--PERCENTAGE OF MFP/FEFP

$ of Total
| 7.3
9.1
12.3°
14.5
14.2

14.6

4
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- o ~ CHART6.2 ,
. FLORIDA — EXCEPTIONAL AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATICN
REVENUES AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL MFP/FEFP
) 1971-1977 ‘
_ ' - ¥
o . % of Total - , .
' MFP/FEFP
. \\;_

16

15.

-t
see®
""""""""""""""""""
. s
.

14

13 ~ . ~
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1
10 | ) ;_:’

-
-
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-

( ...... " _ LA Exceptional

o ~ s )
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»

W

1971-72 1972-73 . 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77

Sourcé: Caldulated,fro‘m Tables 6.5 and 6.6.
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TABLE 6.7

UTAH--GROWTH IN DOLLARS OF TOTAL
SCHOOL PROGRAM FUNDS

1971-1977

. Local §__ta_§g’* ‘ .1_'5;1! . $_Change
5971-12 $58,517,248 $113,947,555 $172,464,804
1972-73 61,403,360 125,277,326 186,680,686 8.2
1973-74 63,847,146 140,785,367 204,632,513 9.6
1974-75 70,437,801 164,089, 771 234,527,572 14.6
1975-76 81,526,795 184,950,232 266,477,027 13.6

' 1976-77 1 88,387,979 216,408,013 '3oa,795,992r 14.4

* Staté revenues include sckial security and retirement reimbursements,
the minimum school program, and funds for 1971-72 and 1972-73 vocational
and technical education. - Transportation .funds are not shown in -this

column.

~-

.

! For. 1976-77, estimates basgd on Hodse Bill 89 are used. - -
: ¢
Source: Annual. Reports of thg State Superintendent of Public
Instruction, Utah State Department of Education, 1971-76.
A\
N
o
;
¥ r
*
. !
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. " TABLE 6.8 . ,
(el {

UTAH--GROWTH IN DOLLARS OF BASIC SCHOOL PROGRAM FUNDS
- (TOTAL LESS EXCEPTIONAL AND VOCATIONAL) ' f
“ | Total Basic Dollars o .i Change
\ T wne | $159,346,420 S
| 1972-73 | 171,567,671 : 7.7
» 1973-74 | 185,911,705 8.4
1974-75 | 213,106,325 | 14.6 _
1975-76 242,496,044 \ 138 I
' 1976-77 - 277,443,208 . 1.4 - I
Source:  Annual Reports of the State Superintendent of Publi¢+ i
, Iinstruction, Utah State Department of Education, 1971-76. -
d »
- .
o P &
S
L
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. - . TABLE 6.9

UTAH--GROWTH IN DOLLARS
FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN¥*

. 1971-1977
DiJ\;.ribut_ion Unit or ' V;Iue of - Dollars -

Weighted Pupii Unit Base Unit Allocated % Growth

gz S 1,092 .. $11,664 $10,635,468 ' .
1972-73 1,177 11,910 11,705,088 1 10.1
1973-74 26,045 S8 - 13,230,588 13.0
. 1974-75 27,453 560, . 15,373,684  16.2
. 1975-76 27,559 ‘ 621 17,114,139 11.3
1976-77 28,248 683 19,203,384 12.7

. “
"_- Source: Office of the Lyj'slative Fiscal Analyst, Utah LegislatureL

- \" . ’ 0- - -
* Excludes units to state institutions and training centers.

! Adjusted downward by 16 5% to account far indirect costs that
were funded by the DU system but nat by the WPU.

A




TABLE 6.10

UTAH--GROWTH IN DOLLARS ) .
FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

1971-1977
Distribution Unit or Value of - .Dbilar ~ .
. Weighted Pupil Unit Base Unit Allocatéd 3 Growth
w71-12 - 212.87 | © $11,668 $2,482,916
1972-73 286.14 . i£291o. . 3,407,927 '37.3
9T 10}807.52! v S8 540,20 . T
1974-75 10,799.22 * ‘ 560 6,047,563 10.2
1975-76 11,057.72 621 - 6,866,844 13.5
1976-77 80000 “ 683 s,osg,4oq | 174

Source: Annuat Reports of the State Supermtendent of Public
Instruction, 1§71 -76.




. . ' \J"‘"_.., T"\'
: -  CHART 6.3 = Ve
UTAH — COMPARATIVE GROWTH PATTERNS
\ - OF EXPENDITURES FOR
BASIC, EXCEPTIONAL, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
= 1972-1977

.

. ‘A
% Growth

Over Previous Year's ' .
Dollars ' \

70
85

55 .

]

45

]
L
ey

35

25.
20
‘15

10

N 1972-73 1973-74 1‘974-\75 1975-76 1978-77
- : .
L) . . }

" Source: Calculated from Tables 6.8, 6.9, and 6.10. Basic represents total less exceptional

and vocational dollars
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TABLE 6.11

UTAH--PERCENTAGE OF BASIC SCHOOL PROGRAM FUNDS
FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN PROGRAMS

1971-1977
H\andicappéd- L . .‘ Total School . .. s
_. . Education Dollars _ Progézam Funds B $ of Total*
1971-72 $10,635, 468 . $172,464,808 ° 6.2
1972-73 11,705,088 186,680,686 r 6.3
1973-74 13,230,588 . 204,63,513 } 6.5"
| 1972-75 ¥ . 15,373,684 Y esasz7,52 6.6
T 197576 17,114,139 | 266,477,027 - .6.‘4-;
1976-77 19,293,384 304,795,992 63
< S

" Source: Calculatéd from Tables 6.7 and 6.9.

. * This r'epresents direct costs only, in contrast to Flomda's figur'es,
which - include indirect, costs.
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1971-72

1972-73
1973-74

1974-75

1975-76
1976-77.

UTAH--PERCENTAGE OF BASIC SCHOOL PR
FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PRO

Vocational

Education Dollars

- TABLE 6.12 R

$2,482,916
3,407,927
5,490,220

6,047,563

6,866,844
8,059,400

é

-

!

1971-1977
Total School
Program Funds
| ;3172,464,sq4‘
- 186,680,686
;204,632,513
234,527,572
266,477,027
304,795,992

Source: Calculated from Tables 6.7 and 6.10. .

* This. represents direct costs onl

which include indirect costs.

b,

¢

N '
6ERAM FUNDS
GRAMS

N

$ of Total* .

1.4

BRR]

2.7

2.6
2.6
2.6

Y, in contrast to Florida's figures,

- 13
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¢ © CHART 6.4
UTAH—EXCEPTIONAL AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
- REVENUESAS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL SCHOOL PROGRAM FUNDS

R 1 971 . 977
' < ) A
. 0 . . _ - o
of Total ' )
- 8 -
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2 e -, Vocational
. 1
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A 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1.974-75 - 1975-76 1976-77
° .
Source: Calculated from Tables 6.11 and 6.12.
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New Mexico C

Along " #ith New ‘Mexico's re-
form came a 14 percent inggease in
(Tables .6.13 an
and, " despite the national recession,

.'G‘

6:74)

the state ever since ‘has been able,

to keep considerably ahead of ‘infla~

tion, due primarily to mineral and

‘tremendously during *1976-77. The

. growth was due to the legislature

removing the caps and the adoption
of Option, |1, which w
based (.M :x Grades
This "is discussed further
ter 8., : S

-3 ADM).
in Chap-
‘-

Bilingual educats 5n -(Table 6.16)

-

. experienced’ its greatest growth one

year
thoug@

following

d the ‘reform, even
there ‘wa

.reduction in the

.+ weight from .5 lo .3 per°FTE. New
T4 Mexich's. bitingusl program has ex-

*

" perienced, considerable difficulty due
to lack of a common~ definition and
philosophy of goals statewide. Some
see its purpose as achieving English
competency, others . as expanding

~Spanish or Native.American language
skills, while still others? seé its
purpose as creating a bilingual so-
ciety 'including teaching"’Spanish to
‘Anglos. Therefore, the program's

‘growth is difficult to analyze or re-
late to other variables, This prob-

lem is recognized internally,
new regulations are being developed
to identify and clarify the state's
intent. - : .

L

. oil wealth. Table 6.15 indicates that -
' exceptional ¢ducation programs grew

s formufa-.

‘

L

and*®

\Cﬁart "6.5 iﬁustrat'es the com- .

parafive growth of the special ‘pro-
grams. As Tables 6.17 and 6.18

- show, both exceptional and bilingual

education (though still’ small)' have

doubled in their percentages of the -

total , school * finance . program since
the ‘i:slm mentation of . the pupil
weigliti system.. : .
e e * :\ .
. . -
. J
' b

e

»

‘A

n."

State Shifts .in Revenue Distribution

‘e Several important’ research
§uestions about internal redistribuy-
tion emerged following the examina-
tion of " the owverall " pictures of
groewth' and revenue .shifts. Are

there discernible patterns of inter-:-

district revenue redistribution re-

. lated to the. implementation of .a pu-

- pil

weighting system? Do certain
types of  districts (j.e.,"
small, with high or low per pupil
assessed valuation) appear to bene-

* fit' more than others?

LR

' Related data have been ‘pre-
sented and analyzed for our sample

~ districts in eath state, thus gaining

/

»

a representative view which includes -

over one-half of each state's school

population. Where certain hypothe-
ses or redistributive patserns have -

emerged from this perspective, fur-

ther analysis 'using statewide data

was _ conducted. Initial attempts to
corrlate district earnings under the
old <categorical system and unhder
the pupil weighting system with se-
lected ° district variables such as
property wvaluation, size, and in-
come ‘would .not provide statistically

“‘significant correlations due to the

limited number of districts of each
type in the'sdmple. - ~

P'rinéipal di'fferencés in -fund -~
-distribution appeared to be due to

the prominence of service or policy
preferences )
(which intervene between available

“dollars and student need).¢In some

districts, for example, it is tHe pol-
icy preference of thefleadersQip‘ not
to progige much exceptional child
educatidh, or to place educable
mentally retarded children in I€ n-
ing ‘disabilities programs «to ‘avoid
chiarges .. of * racial . discrimination,
h} L e

large, -

of district personnel-

A

r .

-

75
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. TABLE 6.13

NEW MEXICO--GROWTH OF¢YHE T . -

- SCHOOL FINANCE PROGRAMX o \
| T 1972-1977 . o
Local Share ‘ State Revenue . Total % Growth
1972-73 - '$ 49,711,654 '$144,084,805@  $193,786,459
1973-74 - 47,293,808 ~ 156,467,731 - 203,761,539 9.1
. ) ’ : N P o ' ..  §
1974-75 - 51,301,043 181,867,716 233,168,763 14.4 ¢
i975-76  * 52,108,653 205,355,419 .. '257,464;,072  10.4
1976-77 " 55,827,973 - “®3g 113,597 203,941,570 1472
% In order to calculgfe growth over time, pre- and postreform sources of S
local “charge b evenue were calculated for all years at 95%. Those -
sources inclu ‘as "Iocal share" are: \ ‘
"' 1. local tax levy (Both district and county);
2. motor vehicle license fees;
3. P.L. 874; .
4. forest reserve-income; and - » o
© 5. regular voc'atnonal programs. ' '

o

Addltlonally, for 1972 -73 and 1973-74, state sources mcluded the Iater

consolidated ycategoricals of: L .
o A
-1.‘ specnal edugation; and . - ‘ & > f
2! supplemental distributions. , N
_— . . -
Source: Statistics: Public School Finance, Departn’ient of Finance and

e Administration, Governor's Office, 1972-77.

<o, .
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.




 TABLE 6.14 S
NEW MEXICO--GROWTH IN DOLLARS OF BASIC PROGRAM
(TOTAL SCHOOL FINANCE PROGRAM, DOLLARS

. LESS EXCEPTIONAL AND VOCATIONAL) - -
: : 1972-1977 | :
T : ‘
| Total Basic Doflars % Lhange
1972-713 - " $187,897,421 ) )

, 197374 q95.053,745 " . 4'3
97475 T ' 224.200,207 - 14.4
1975-76 - . © .246;56,7,291'- S 10.0

. 1976-77 | .2'74,,7\1§,13:5'{ o 1.4°

' ¢ %

o Spuréé: Statistics: Public School Finance, ~'Departmen't of Finanﬁe and
Administration, Governor's O ice, 1922-77. -~ S
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* . 'TABLE 6.15." .
NEW MEXICO--GROWTH. IN DOLLARS
GENERATED BY FORMULA FOR

~* EXCEPTIONAL CHILD EDUCATION .
- w . -1972-1976 o
v ¢ | : . '. -.-‘ ’ R 4.
- Number of Value of Dollars : % Growth Over
J Weighted Units Base Unit Generated: Previous Year
1972-73 «{ * . $5,889,038 ,
b [
- 1973-74 * x 7,807,794 132.6
. 1974-75 . 8,169 $602.501 8,939,356 - 14.5
1975-76 . 8,895 . 703.00 . 10,896,781 21.9
1976-77 £ " 15,856 ©800.00 19,223,449 76.4

Source:® ;Public School Finance Division, Dep'értment of .Finance and -
Administration, Governor's Office. . R
* | - a : . . . “ \ . ' .
* Because of New Mexico's numerous. staff categories prior to the reform,
these data were not computable as in the dther states. - -

t The value of the base unit for basic educglion was $616.50 during
> . 1974-75. This amount reflects a special ration- of the excéptional

t?&nn‘it value. ~ .
~Note:  A/B units were multiplied by 20 to cémpute ‘'unweighted unit count.

.




e o TABLE 6.16
NEW MEXICO--GROWTH IN DOLLARS ¥
GENERATED BY FORMULA FOR
- BILINGUAL EDUCATION g
| 1973 -1977 - 7 :
- | o
Number of _Value of -+ Dollars 3 Growth Over
Weighted Units Base Unit Generated . Previous Year
. 1973-74 - $ 699,082 °
1974-75 1,399.65 $ 616.50 862,884 . 23.4
1975-76* ’ 1,606, 355 £ 86.2
1976-77 2,428.95 800.00 1,643,165\ 1.0 -t
. ‘e ‘
i - Source: Public School Finance Dg&snon Department af Finance -and -
" F's

Asiministration, Governo Offlce . ,

* Data unavailable because of redistribution of appropmated dollars due
to district projections and serwce shifts.

S :

v
o ) :
2 * ’ =~
TABLE 6.17 )
NEW MEXICO--PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL SCHOOL FINANCE PROGRAM ‘
’ GENERATED BY EXCEPTIONAL CHILD‘UNITS ) -
1972- 1977 , _ .
¢ ~
» . - )
Exceptional Child Totat School . , -
Dollgrs Generated ‘Finance Program 3 of Total
. _ : . S é
- 1972-73 $ 5,889,038 $193, 786,459, 3.04
1973-74 7,807,794 203,761,539 383 .
1974-75 ©8,939/356 . 233,168,763 3.%' o
1978-76 10,896,781 0 . %57,464.072 ' 4. 2%
* T . . ‘:- +
1976-77 19,223,440 \% - 293,941,570 _ 6.54"
Source: Calculated from-Tables 6.13 and 6.15. . s '
. ) = y )
<’\/‘\ . . ) »
\ . @ . &
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% Growth o
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urce: Calculated from.Tables 6.14, 6.15, and 6.16. ’ o !
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] CHART 6.5
N'Ew MEXICO — COMPARATIVE Gnowm PATTERNS
OF EXPENDITURES FOR |
BASIC EXCEPTIONAL, AND BILINGUAL EDUCATION o
‘ o 1973-1977 -

&

Bilingual

_ » o
1973-74 1974-75 \ 1975-76 ' 197677



[}' .. D ) v i
Sy = TABLE 6.18 .
R 5 .
. NEW MEXICO--PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL SCHOOL 'FINANCE PROGRAM
. GENERATED BY BILINGUAL EDUCATION UNITS . b

1873-1977 .

Bilingual Dollars

. Total School

Generated *Finance Pr‘qgrarﬁ % of Total
97373 $ 699,082 . $203,761,539 .34
1974-75 862,884 .- ’ 233,168,763 .37 -
1875-76 1,606,35'5% ) 257,464,072 .62
1976-77 +,943,165 293,941 ,mc\ .66
| Source: .Ca!culated_'from Tableé 6.13'-.and.€_5.16. ‘ . o
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Fur‘thermore, many - small districts
Mtuitign~out” or contract for excep+-

tional child education services, thus
distdrting aggregate district serv-
ice data. :

x -~ ° A - <
Therefore, 'a more”. informal

vet more revealing alternate picture
of the impact of the. pupil weighting
system on district eabtnings has been
presented. The)percentages of tdtal
formula® at. the .sp'ﬁ'cial,
. weighted
Been  calculated for the year before
the reform and three .yedrs follow-

ing. the: . reform. Sample ® district
- earnings, - representing lange, me-
dium, agd small districts, ah high

and pow per-pupil assessed wvalua-

tipns, have® been compared using
bar_ graphs which fllustrate where

- the greatest gains have been made.

Where it appeared that certain types
of districts { behefited more . than

. others, those types. were compared

with the rest of. the .‘stij:e.

LI
-
- 1
- e A\l
- - .
- -

2
¥

.» Exceptional "Child -Educ#tion

- tive balis in
~ size differ
© possible s

ollars ‘
rograms\ represeqt have

AN

-?l.

The first part of this chapteg

occurred in exceptional child educa-
tion in both Florida and New Mexico,
with Utah having a stable situation.
Chart 6.6 illustrates the,growth in

.

Showed that considerable growth has

Florida in exceptional education as a )

percentage of the district's  total
formyta earnings for 1972¢73 ®and
1975-76." This use of "percent of
total" was selected for the compara-

&rder to adjust for

ht, enroliment shifts.
rt it appears, that
" ‘relationship between*

From this
there is li

.
*

of districts and -

-

iow assessed waluation and district -

. earnings for exceptional .education.

ne exception-+<Alachua County, the .

provides excepftional education serv-
- . &
tces for nunferous surrounding, pri-

marily agricultural districts; earn- *

ings are high here because the
segvicé district earns Mhe dollars.

<

"?ite of the University of Florida--~ \



o . CHART.6.6
FLORIDA SAMPLE DISTRICTS, 1972-1973 AND 1975-1976
. PROPORTIONAL GROWTH OF EXCEPTIONAL EDUCATION
« ASA PERCEN)'AGE OF msrmcr MFP/FEFP REVENUES

N~
» ~-
.

/ Districts-by )
Size and Wealth
La.rge . o
Broward (H)* : W
. Dade (H) o : _ VA
. Duval (L) T . L .
Millsborough (P Y ‘ ° .
Medium o _ N o
: Palm Beach (H) ~ - .
¢ Sarasota (H)® - ' w N
Alachua (L) #/ﬁ/f!/[!/////
‘ y Brévard (L). . W o
f / |
, - Small
\ Charlotte (H) : . _ 7 S _ i
" Collier (H) . Vo zrzznd = L ﬂ
- " Gadsden (L) | | . 7 : :
' . 7777, IR
. Lyt e . :
' . K B "
: ~ . Percent of _ L . - :
R . .' Total MFP/FEFP "~ O 2 4 6 '8_10°12 14

1972-73 Growth by 1975 76

e
Source: Calculated from Comm:ssuﬁrer of Educat:on Pupit and Fmanc:al Data,
1972-73 and Profilas of Florida-School Districts, 1975 76 Vo
* (H) High Per Pupil Assessed Valuatlon

- N "(L) — Low Per Pypil Assessed Valuation. o
;.f‘.. - ! ' ' . ’ t “
e .
F ‘s .

x

l‘.



( . There -does, however,
to,& be a..relationship between size
and djstrict earnings.’ Chart 6:7
explgres this relationship, using
statewidé data, .and shows that te
state’s “mings” districts with " .over

50,000 ents {unweighted FTE),
earn 10 percent| of their formula
dollars from excieptional education
ynits. This contAasts with those

districts having fewer than 50,000
students, which earn only 8.6 per-
cent qf their dollars from excep-
tional education units. It also is of
significance that this 1.4 percent
difference occurred with the imple-
mentation of theé pupil weighting
system, since both -were at 6 per-
cent the year before the r‘eforgw.

This shift indicates a p:"edic‘w\

table redistribution given the prem-
ise that with a pupil weighting sys-
tem, dollars follow need. Qur inter-
" views confirmed that-in most urban
areas studied there ‘is greater need
than in rural areas fgr..exceptional
child education, - for four reasons:

\ . C -
« 1. A greater density of handi-
capped children exists due to con-

centrations of people living in pov-

erty. ) - . ’

&

2. . People with - handicapped
children tend to moye. to: urban
-areas where there aré®more special
education - services and related social
" services. 4. ° :

3. Large schgol districts that
pioneeredw in  offering' exceptional
child  séfvices generally provjde
greater program options, and fheir
reputation has attracted more stu-
dents ¢ ) :

WM. Organized parental or pro-
fessional pressure to expand cer‘tain’

| J

appear & brograms,

T

'such as speech therapy
and learning disabilities, can drive
incidences up. ‘

| An additional exp:anaq{esub-
stantiated by our interviews%elated

this growth to the "entrepreneur-
of staff in" large districts.

hip"
ﬁge districts wusually have mare

diagnosticians in order to place more

children and highly skilled finance
officers: who develop. considerable
expertise in manipulating the sys-
tem. This skill is especially exer-
cised when there is *a statewide
shortfall of money; as was the sit-
uation in Florida in 1975-76 ‘and
1976-77. ’

i

It is difficult to determine the
relative influence of the factors as-

for exceptional education.
checks, however, on the entrepie-
neurship factor are being enforced;
they ‘include auditing placements
and program expenditure require-
ments.. These actions are reducing

L]

. sociated with large district earnings"
Several .,

considerably this' influence, so that -

the pupil weighting- system can more

clearly, function to place dollars
where the ‘greatest need is.
! ]

In contrast’ to Florida, ' Utah
hgs controlled growth, as shown
clearly in .Chart 6.8. The state-
wide increase was so small that
there . are no significant growth

patterns for exceptional edocatiof.
This would be’ anticipated because
of Utah's capping, *%hold harmiless,
and generally equal prorating prac-
 tices. "Noté' that-.Salt Lake City,
Utah's” only real .central city, re-
ceived more units before and con-
tinues to do so, after the reform.
With  ‘this regulation, the pupil
weighting system has not causéd

- any significant redistribution among

districts.

QO
sy

83"



| ~ CHART6.7- E
FLORIDA — DISTRICT SIZE COMPARISON .
PROPORTIONAL GROWTH OF EXCEPTIONAL EDUCATION
AS A PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICT MFP/FEFP REVENUES -
19721973 AND 1975-1976

» -

* | - ] .

” Large Districts *

over 50,000 ‘ -

unweighted FTE

. Districts ‘ e ..
under 50,000 A

unweighted FTE

. o . - ) . :_f".
State i,
. l. .
% of Total 0 2 4 8 8 10 12>
L W
1972-73  Growth by 1975-76 L
. 4
h . . .
Source: Based on calculations fromi Commissioner of Education Pupil and Financial Data,
1972-73 and Profiles of Flarida School ,gistricts. 1975-76.
“Includes in order of size: Dade. Broward Duval, Hlflsborough Pinellas, Orange, Palm
t _ Beach, Polk, and Brevard. -
4
.t - .ﬂ . . ' ®
;- . . ) .. . ) N | N
. ] v . ‘
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L. CHART 6.8 | '
.~ UTAH SAMPLE DISTRICTS, 1972-1973 AND 1975-1976
. PROPORTIONAL GROWTH OF EXCEPTIONAL EDUCATION
AS A'PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICT SCHOOL PROGRAM FUNDS

Large .

. Granite

Medium
Jordan (H)"*
Sait Lake (H)

Davie (1 EEEE———
Weber) .
Small
- Eméry (H) 777
Grand (H) 7
N

Kane (L)

Washington (L)

State

L P

% of Total ' o 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 -

R

* 1972-73 - Growth by 1975-76

Source: Calculated from Annual Report of the State Superi#;nd‘ of Public Instruction,
1972-73 and 1975-76, and data from the Officq of Legislative Fiscal Analyst.
*(H) — High Per Pupil'Assessed Valuation. .
(L) — Low Per Pupil Assessed Valuation.




student population

New Mexico's growth ‘more
closely resembles Florida's. Chart
8.9 'shows considerable growth in
Albuquerque, New Mexico's only
targe city, and Gallup, which is
New Mexico's third largest district,
the center of Navaho lands and
"geographically the largest school
district in the country," according
to local prevailing belief.

The apparent gain by large
districts is further analyzed by
Chart 5310, which 'shows a large

district ,percentage of total formula
revenues to be 8.1 percent com-
pared tp that of smaller districts at
6.1. This is a growth of almost 4
percent, compared to 2.5 percent
for smaller districts. -

As was pointed out in the first
Part of this chapter, New Mexico's
major growth in exceptional educa-
tion occurred following the 1976 leg-
islative session, when the legislature
removed the capy” and established
Option tl. Those/actions precipitated
a large outflow/of dollars "“for ex-
ceptional ' education" by allowing
districts to earn an amount equal to
.12 of their grade 1-3 units, and
required no state department ap-
proval of exceptional education pro-
grams. In other words, districts
would receive so-called exceptional
education dollars, but would not
have to operate programs, since in
New Mexico there is no state re-

-quirement that formula dollars be

spent on the children: that earn
them. Alternatively, even if the
money earned were spent on excep-
tional child programs, no reporting
or program controls or auditihg
from the state would track such ex-
penditures., This option then, which

'was selected by 39 of 88 districts,

relates. growth of dollars directly to
in grades 1-3.
Of the four large districts analyzed

.categories. In

. considerable

"earned, ‘'no

in Chart 6.10, however, only Las
Cruces chose Option tl. The others
could earn more under Option | be-
cause they had staff' to deal with
state requirements. This growth in

"dollars in the large districts, there-

fore, represents more actual expan-
sion of programs than might be oc-
curring throughout the rest of the
statg.

Interviews in New Mexico sub-
stantiated the higher incidence of
need for exceptional education in
the large districts due to a greater
density of poverty, a greater social
acceptance of programs for handi-
capped children, and additional
community and school services.

Vocational Educatiod.

Florida and Utah have devel-
oped different systems of weights
for funding vocational education;
Florida's system is related to cost
categories and Utalp's to Erogram
the Florida sample
as shown by Chart 6.11,
growth in wvocational
education .has occurred between
1972-73 and-1975-76. Statewide, vo-
cational education accounts for 15
percent of district formula earnings
in contrast to 9 percent before im-
plementation of the pupil weighting
system. It appeared at first that
districts with high per pupil as-
sessed valuation have - tended to
gain slightly more vocational dol-
lars. However, when further state-/
wide analysis was conducted, using

districts,

several levels of high assessed val-

dollars
significant difference
could be determmed

uation related to vocational

Anotsher means of analyzing vo-

cational education. distribution -is by

cost categories.> Table 6.19 shows
for the sample Florida districts the

94 ﬁ; \
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" CHART 6.9 =~

WEN
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NEW MEXICO SAMPLE DISTRICTS, 1973-1974 AND 1976-1977
PROPORTIONAL GROWTH OF EXCEPTIONAL EDUCATION -
AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DISTRICT FINANCE PROGRAM REVENUES

A}
L)

[N
Large
Albuquerque

n(ne'dium
Hoblé_n (HV) *
Carisbad (H)
Gallup (L)

Alamogordo (L)

Sﬁwall

~

Eunice (H)

‘Artesia (H)

.Pojanno/(L) L

Espancia (L)

S&t? \

% of Tota!
A

LI

.. .

¢

(AL

IS,

1972-73 Grohlth by 1975-76

<o
Source: Statistics, ‘Pub

E)

H

lic School Finance Division, Department of Finance and

Otfice of the State Secretary of Educational Finance and Cultural Affairs.
*(H) — High Per Pupil Assessed Valuation. - >
(L) — Low Per Pupil Assessed Valuatioh.
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"} C L ' CHART 6.10° ' | T
R EW MEXICO DISTRICT SIZE COMPARISON - .
K - . PROPORTIONAL GROWTH OF EXCEPTIONAL EDUCATION

’ ASA PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DISTRICT scnooLfL REVENUES . ’ ,
. - 19731974 AND 1976 1977 - .. ’
. : ¢ \ - : K
L{ge Districts * K o - ' C g .
| students ' d > . T
o . o t ) , ot v '
A > . _ * - )
: Districts 2 . S ,
under 10,000 . . )
/ stugents - , . . , ;
- PO . ¢ ' . .
. : \ . ' . * - . . . ) -
o . . . . . - . . ! \ff’i
. % of Total R © 2. 4 6+ 8 ~10 12 14 . . .];
haJRS , \._ A, ., ~; e . *
| m v
197273 “\Growth by 1975-76 T
4 ) _ : ' < i - - .
. .- .' “. . . . . . . .‘ . A ' . - ‘ §-~ - ‘ . ..
. f .. . ) . \ . . | - . .

_ Source: Stat:st:cs Pubms Sch an;ance Division, Department of Finance and - v L
AR ‘ - . Administration, 1973-74, ahd 1976- 7.7 Actual 4Q/80 Day Final Funding Printous, " .
. ' . Offlce of the State Sec‘ry of Educétnonal Finance and CuItUral Affairs. - .. N.
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F‘LORIDA SAMPLE DISTRICTS, 1972-1973 AND 1975-1 976 .
- PROPORTIONAL GROWTH OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
.~ AS A PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICT MFP/FEFP REVENUES
E -, ’.:: -. ‘.'.. DR - . n - - ‘ .
) . ‘u—ﬂm‘ ._ .I- ~\ h . t . . )
© yBroward (H)+ I,
L oggern - W77
', Duval( . .1l | |
¢ Musboousn 1) - V77777777,
.“ | | " o w".,- ";.,'

;- Medium

7 ramseacn o) (NN
o smieney N7
" Alachus (L) - WJ/M

-1 Brevard (L) i)
‘. ) . ) s . 7 " g
* smal R

", Charlotte (H) ¢

g _ Colller (H)

. > Gadsden (L)
" Lewy (L)
- -tsu_tc '
A - s-. oy - . o -.. ;’. . . - L)
%ofTotal | 0o ‘2 4 .6 & 10 12 14 18 18.
-m - S
ﬁ"r 197273 Growth by 197576 T

ukce Calcufated from. Commtssmner of Education Pupil and Financial Data,
T | - %" 1972-73 and Profiles bf Florida School Districts, 1975-76 .
. *(H) v High Per Pupil Assessed Valuation. . O
(L)~ Low Per'Pupil Assessed Valuation.: A
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‘TABLE 6.19 . S

FLORIDA-*PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL UNWEIGHTED- FTE. STUDENTS IN
' VARIOUS COST VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS L

1975-1976 N >
) voc | Voc Il Voc il Voc IV VocV Vec VI .
" weight . ~ (4.26) (2.64) (2.18) (1.69) (1.40) - (1.17) Totat
Broward (HY* .41 1.72 297 ¢ 34 105 .58 9.87
Dade (H). .73+ .1.33 = 2.53° 2.04 _ .84  1.04 8.5
Duval (L), T 89 1.9 .3.'34‘ .38 ' -.83  7.66
_ Hillsborough _(L).. 54 -1.15 ; 2.53 2.76 .74 1.2 8.95
“palm Beach’(H) .29 1.38 . 2.54  2.84 73" 1.33 RIN.
‘Sar"as.ota (H) . .24 1.97 3.64 . '1.75 o 1.24 ,:L 1.2 10: 76, °r_
Alachua (‘l_.)." A2 1.09 226,  3.44 ' 4.22.  1.63 8,96
Brevard:(L). - .00 127 . 2.M 1352 25 135 . 6.52
small o | -. ! |
“charlotte (%) Y 78 3.4, 4.23 129 ‘.94 10.75
.éollier .(H)! S VR 2147~  ._2.8.2 2.4 .47 . .70 9.01 -
) ,G_ad’é.deﬁ (L " a5 1.50 ree | 3.38 21 - 138
- Lewy (L) C0a 2.3 ji7é - 333 B 1.277  '8.88 ;"
'.s{a'te Avg” .49 1.5 2.6 ! 2.78 .:72 .08 9.23
"(H) - High per pupul assessed valuation. o _' . . . - ¢
(L) - Low per pupn assessed valuation. &" \P ﬂ~ .
R S ' N
- . v
(1 . L !
90 : T W98
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o r
percentages of total unweighted
FTE's in the various vocational pro-
grams. .~ This . table indicates that
among the sample districts those
with low assessed valuation have
somewhat lower percentages of stu-
dents participating in vocational ed-
ucation than- the -state. average.
Even with substantial equalization it
appears that the wealth differences
-are sufficient to impede some high-
qqst program growth. ..

-

This table also
among the sample districts the ex-
tremely high-cost programs, such
as Voc. |, are considerably more
prevalent in the: large districts. The
additional burden of providing these
high-cost, job related programs

rd
-

indicates that.

€

(i.e., aluminum welding, refrigera-

#tion equipment repair, and technical

electronics) was a major impetus be-
hind the pupil weighting approach
to funding vocational education.
Table 6.19 also illustrates the wide

diversity of vocational programs and

associated cost Jburdens that exist
throughout thé state and have made
the need for something like a-pupil
weighting distribution system ap-
parent. ) .

The growth of Wdocational edu-
cation in Utah is
Chart 6.12. In contrast to Florida,
it appears that districts with low

- assessed valuation have gained more

but fur-
not

education,
research did

from wvocational
ther statewide
bear this out.

illustrated by -



| : CHART 6.12 . -
. UTAH SAMPLE DISTRICTS, 1972-1973 AND 1975-1976
PROPORTIONAL GROWTH OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
v . AS A@ERQENTAGE OF PISTRICT SCHQOL PROGRAM FUNDS

L4

Lairg. e .

Granite’ .

.« Medi
: .~ Jordan -

= . SaltLake (H) w .

" Davis (L)

Weber (L)

{

»

77
Small ." “ .
ST
s . 7]

Kane (L)

. Washiﬁgton {L)

State

‘ -
* % of Total o 1 . 2 3 q 5 6

1972-73  Growth by 1975-76

. ? . R \
' Source: Calculated from hnnu.al Report of the State Superintendent of Pr\%blic
Instruction, 1972-73 and 1975-76, and data from the Ofi"e of the Legislative *
Fiscal Analyst. . .
*(H) — High Per Pupil Assessed Valuation. RN
(L) — Low Per Pupil Assessed ‘Valuation.
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7. THE IMPACT OF THE PUPIL WEIGHTING

N

* SYSTEM ON EDUCATIONAL DECISIONMAKING: *
' STATE AND LOCAL PERSPECTIVES

In comparing the experiences
. of Elorida, Utah, and New Mexico in
implementing a weighted pupil ap-
proach, our intérviews with state
and district actors and obsefvers of
the reform yielded numerous in-
sights Into decisionmaking proc-
esses. Many issues briefly ad-
dressed in this chapter could be
discussed in much greater "detail
and are worthy of further research.
However, our intent here is to ex-~
pose some of the numeérous issues
that ‘concern state and local policy-
makers so that one may be alerted
to some of the intricacieg, interrela-
tionships, and ripple effects of the
finance . reforms in Florida,
and, New Mexico. |Issues that
emerged from intervigws ‘at the
state level are presented first,
. féllowed by district respondent per-
ceptions. Chapter 8 expands on dis-
trict perceptigns of new incentives
established and other iSsues related
more specifically to exceptional edu-
cation funding and programs.

State Persgectiyes

. A sjgnificant portion of our
state fevel . interview instrument fo-,
cused on perceived shifts in the
roles' and behaviars of primary state
actors in educational decisionmaking.
Our interviews involved - approxi-
mately 20 key people in each. state
who shgred their perceptjons re-
garding changes in (1) legislative,

{2) interest group, and (3)+state -

department roles and pehavior.

Utah, -

Legiélative Behavior -

Two states, Fidrida and Utah,
reported that major policy -“decisions
are now being made by the Appro-
priations Committee rather than the
standing Education Committee. It is
probable that this haé been a func
tion of committee leadership as_well
as the new type.of formula, but
what is of recognized significance is
that a more understandable pupil
weighting formula allowed this shift
to oceur.

A number of respondents com-
mented that "thecomputerization of
the political process" had been
achieved. One Florida lobbyist ex-

plained) "You put dollars in; you
back out your program." A New
Mexico legislator stated, "There's .
not as much opportunity-do tinker

with the formula," and a Utah legis-
lator replied, "The pupil weighting
system doesn't need much legislative
maintenance time." A legislative
st@ff member commented, "There is
greater understanding now; with
only one bjll, the committee works

_more smoothly."

" A greater focus on the needs
of children and education in general
was identified as' part of the proc-
ess of developing the pupil weight-
ing system. A Florida legislator ‘re-

'called that "we are focusing on the:

needs of ¢children rather than the '

working- conditions " of .employees,"
referring to :the earlier classroom

a3
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approach. A New Mexico legislator
added, “"With. the development of
this formula we have a more clear-
cut view of the needs. in public ed-
ucation; we can see the total pic-
ture." Another respondent in that
state agreed that with the, allocation
process working itself out, "The
quality of pragrams is an issue
now." o

Legislative oversight of the im-
plementatidh . of a pupil weighting
system was .givert new prominence
by a few respondents, although not
clearly " defined or broadly under-
stood in any state.
Florida ex-legislator respgonded most
articulately: : -

-

If there is a governmental
overhaul by the
‘then the legislgture must moni-
tor the program and assume
.responsibility fqr its implemen-
tation. This is the key to suc-
cess. . This (pws) is the finest
tool for legislative policy mak-
ing, but it needs monitoring.
_The problem is that there
aren't enough ho put the
whole puzzle ogether . still
there (in the legjstature, or
on the right committees). Back
then (at the time of the re-
form) it was a life and death
issue; now, No one is too ex-
cited about assuring "its suc-
cess. ' : :

The use of.the words "govern-
mental overhaul" by the legislator
Jndicates a perception ang aware-
ness of the breadth of th
in ‘Florida that should not be over<
looked. ‘ .

Lobbying Efforts

Respon'&ents in all states indi-
cated g(\at lobbyists are now work-

oo

Onef prominent™

legisiature,

reform

s

.1 - -

&

... - With

ing . together with the” common goal
of increasing total revenues for ed-
ucation. A New Mexico legisiator re-
flected, "Everyone is .pushing  to-
dgether for more money rather than
special  interests * fighting each
other." A lobbyist for a teacher's
union stated, "We lookagat the total
dollars, and try to t that. in-
creased." : '

Y 3
~

Lobbyists must now understand

_the school finance formula. ‘A Utah.

lobbyist explained, -"It has placed a
greater knowledge requirement on
the lobbyist; you must know school
finance t%dbe able 'to lobby." A New
Mexico analyst related that "discus-

sions are more sophisticated; it has"™
" made the guys who are expert more

influential." Evidently more people

are .learning the logic” at least of
ap- .

the pupil ‘weighting system
proach. A Utah staff member ex-
plained, "Most people know how the
formula works; we have had more
housewives come in and present ad-
justments. This never happehed be-
fore."

“People - who have lost. out at

the lotal level are now lobbying at -

the state level for categerical fund-
ing." For example, in Florida before
the reform, supervisory positions
were funded directly by formula.
the
weighted- pupil system, "these posi-
tions were no longer protected by
the state, and many districts abol-
ished the positions. Partially .in ré-
sponse to this, there were unsuc-
cessful efforts to establish new
categoricals in the areas of musig
and art out of concern by those in-
terested that these programs were
not going to be looked after at local
levels by other administrators.

in contrast, in New Mexico,

where there is no requirement that

<

4
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implementation of a
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" reaucratic organizations,”

’
dollars be spent in accordance with
the ‘earning category,. it was . evi-
dent that lobbying has increased
at the local level. Since the district
receives a lump sum, the special in-

terests compete for resources at the
local level, yet work together to-get

that lump sum lrfcreased at the state .

Ievel

- State’ Department of Educatton
Rele

The lmplementatnon of a pupil
wezghtsng system impacts-greatly on

" the rolg of state departments of ed-
- ucation.

A Florida  legislator stated

a very important issue succinctly,

*"The state department of education

.become program audi-
tors - ins] of program consui-
tant®™ He added, "We didn't recpg-

_nize how difficult this would be to
_accomplish." Many respondents rec-.
ognized this fundamental shift. One

" {obbyist -said,
"~ at the state department as auditors;
they'vk had a leadership andx con- -

"We've never looked

suitant role." Making this consider-
able transition takes time. One state
superintendent commented, "It just
takes, time to get it (auditing) to-
gether, 2 to 3 years." A legislative
staff member in. one state recalled,
"The first year there was a poor
response to the auditing role; there
has been. a lot of foot-dragging."
Even in New Mexico, where ther'ea,is

‘no  tracking of funds to earning

categories, the state department re-
ported that their "monitoring has
increased." Apparently there : was
little forethought given to the mag-
nitude of changing so many job de-
scriptions- and basic role orienta-
tions of personnel within large bu-
and state
departments were generally slow. to
respond. However, once past ‘the

initial . shock, they are making prog-

ress slowly and consistently.
~ N ‘ N

L

trict leaders.

~ gram

ported that some persfnnel insthe
defartment of education "had- lost
considerable power." Actually, their
authority had changed fro#®discre-
tsonary power to regulatoery respon-
sibility. One legislator noted,
pupil weighting. system has taken
away ;ﬁe state department of educa-
tion's ' dis¢retion.™ Another stated,

In aff three states&r?it‘ wasg re-

"The Director of Handicapped has

never gotten over losing program
approvals." Since the pupil weight-
ing system of “funding is an entitle-
ment system rather than a grant
application approach, the dollars

follow need without prior, approwvals’

of specific program proposals or
“"collegialism" among state and dis-

In New Mexico, the state de-

partment of education lost its pupil

accounting function, which became
centralized in the Public School Fi-

‘nance Division of the Governor's

office. That office administers the
financing of public education. The

pupil weighting system necessitated
linking
nance.

s
’ ¥

An xmportant authority remain-
ing ‘with the state department of ed-
ucation, and gaining prominence as
other roles are ‘altered, is the set-

_ting of standards for program qual-

ity or accreditation. ‘Such standards
were reported to exert considerable
influence over districts, and to be
valuable tools for focusing on pro-
quality and improvement,
even if not dlrectly assocuatpd with

) fundlng

L

District Pers’pective‘s

As wgll as galmng state per-
ceptions of the impacts of, the im-

"The

~ shift occurred primarily "because a

student - counting with fi- .

plementation of the .pupil" welghtlng'
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system, we discussed
with over 150 district respbndents
including superintendents, finance
officers, principals, teachers, spe-
“cial education directors, and school
board members.: Given the diffen-
ences in ‘- implementation of the
weighted pupil approach, it is diffi-
cult to generatize findings from the
three states; however, some impacts
could be
states. The following discussion fo-
cuses OR representative district per-
ceptions of state/local issues, in-
ternal management changes, and
district pregram and personnel con-
sequences of the reform. '

(. .
Wstrnct respondents, engaged
in the‘'day to day activities of run-
ning schoc}ls, were generally hot too

analytical ‘in relating current prac-.

tice and decisionmaking processes to
specific aspects of the reform. How-
ever, we were able to provide some
linkages as we" learned a great deal
from their perceptions about the
concerns of district educators. We
have expanded: this discussion
somewhat beyond pupil weighting
impacts in order - to briefly cover
some additional, but |nterrelated,
issues such as school-based manage-

\—_ment and collective barg,ammg, re~

ah'zmg that the pupll weighting
system did not occur in a vacuum.
Direct quotes ‘of respondents have
been used often in an effort to re-
flect accurately ‘their perceptions.

State Versus Local Control

e

it was the intention of legisla-
tors in both Florida and New Mexico
" to give greater control to local dis-
tricts by funding special and voca-
tional education  through a pupil
weighting system rather than the
prevjous grant application *system.
* There was considerable ~confusion”

regarding this control issue in Flor- -

¥

the reform .

etermined for one or twod’

~control.

.ida.* Many -ﬁesboﬁdents .recognizéd

what one superintendent expressed,
"The pupil weighting syeem took
exceptzonal and, vocational out of the
hands of the state department of
education; the dollars came directly
from -the legisjature to the school
districts." While districts were gen-
erally reliefed -not' to have state
interventiod fn how programs should
operate, many felt the ‘state's en-
forcement p\%g%gram expendnture
requirements exert undue,
constraints on district managemen
options.

New Mexico district respond-
ents were generally fiercely inde-
pendent and favored strong local
One superintendent artjcu-
lated @&’ frequently Weld posture:

We don't worry about SDE‘ con-
trol; we had staffing patterns
before and’ we dndn'tdpay any
attention to them. We don't pay
any attention to the SDE now
either. We're not going to make
.any changes becausg of -a
funding formula. )

‘Since New Mexjco has no program
expenditure

equirements, local
school boards and superintendents
have only to face ;local pressure

groups and generdl dccreditation
standards in making expenditure

!

decisions. - 2

Cétegorical Versds .
Noncategorical Punding !

" Whether a state’ should earmark
state funds for certain purposes or

provide lump-sum or consolidated
funding is a continually. debated
issue. A number of pros and cons

were discussed by district respond-
ents. Unlike Florida and “New Mexi-
co, Utah still operates' a numbereof
grant application categorical pro-

A )



grams

,funding

While this

.grams.

in addition to the pupll
weighting system. This practice was
generally well received in the dis-
tricts as was explained, "Categorical
is good; it separates outl
what ‘is up for bargamnng, even
teacher unions support categoricals
to keep thmgs off- the negotiating
table." Utah ‘recently consolidated
five small categorical programs,
which gave local administrators more
leeway in offering Special ‘programs.
move was
and supported. by* the districts,
there was still support for the
state's protecting earmarked pro-

t Florida Mfolded in" numerobus
relatively small categoricals in es-
tablishing a weighted pupil system,
bellevmg that local districts should’
make more decisions regarding
special pfferings. Unforeseen was
the impact of a statewide collectlve
bargaining /movement and law which

would -alter the balance of power in
districts.
special

However, vocational and
education program dollars
ued to be earmarked by es-
expenditure .requirements.,

of

District . Rerceptions -
Legislature \Ehanges .

I Florida,

encouraged |

a 'number of close ~

observers and critics of the legisla- .

t e were found
ondents. A shared sentjment

was that the Florida-legislature as a

_body was |ncon§|stent ‘ v

' The legislative pattern is ~to
move forward, then fall back.

. Some dlstrlcts gét caught out

o
o

frant. Districts have Iearned to
sirvive by not moving' forward
too quickly.

Needless to s‘ay, most district re-
spondents . were extremely unhappy

among district

1 ]

. aceomptny the weighted pup

" ments."

L ‘ »

.about the state revenue shortfalls
followmg the reform. The lack of
staté' revenue and changes in the
legislative leadership caused many
district respondents to feel aban-
doed just when many changes were
.being required of them. Conse-
quently, parts of a well-intentioned
multifaceted refarm were never im-
plemented in some districts s

Pressures To Operata More
. Efficiently

* In Florida, where program cost
accounting and a management. infor-
mation system were establis to
ys-
tem, - numerous district, administra-
tors commented on how accountmg

‘procedures and data processing
-had changed. There was a much
greater awareness of and focus on
how, much programs cost. "The
weighting system is forcing people
to make careful -analysis and judg-
_Prior to the reform, pro-
gram costs had not been available,
ahd district administrators' decision-

with no. or little consideration for
operating ~an efficient system. Now,
exceedmgly ‘high-cost or inefficient
programs «are glaringly apparent and
demand attention. A decision may be
made to maintain a program for. edu-
cational reasons, but these new pro-
gram. expenditure -data assist in
making more cost-effective decjsions.
‘Said one finance officer, "With this
new system a district could operate
like a‘ private corporation; with""a
program budget -dollars - be
manaQEd n | v . LA
)

_ ca

in 'all three states, pressures
to eliminate extremely -inefficient
programs were realized by district
respondents - However, the other
-side of "the efficiency issue emerges
when addressing the. difficult issue

ad

.~ making relied on line item budgets .

F.

.
o:
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of providing high-cost services in
rural areas. 'In a rural and isolated
fishing village in Florida, the prin-

cipal related that:

-

-

we've. had more pressure to.

close our school, and. children
would have to be bussed thirty

miles “to .the closest school.
Many children would rather
~drop out since th?y wouldn't
be able to go to ‘the docks

and help unload when the fish-
ing boats come in.

*

"Florida has no sparsity adjustment

necessarily existent small
do the -other states.
However, difficulties in offering
parttcular‘ly low-prevalence  pro-
grams in rural areas were also ad-
dressed in Utah. A superintendent

of a rural district explaindd:,

for
schools as

Small districts. just can't oper-
ate on state averages. You
don't have the flexibility to
average .out costs ‘per class.

L4

On the one hand, the weighted
pupil system was vnewed as encour-
agmgﬁgnter‘glstmct Céoperation, and
thus “savings. Districts can host

_high-cost programs recogmzmg that

the state guaranteés high- cost tui-
tions. On the other hand, ere
this is not practical, a distric is
faced with supporting an. extremely
high-cost program or deriving some
aldernative to - a-classroom unit to
provide service. For example, seme
districts .have resorted to using
aides, rather than teachers, and
closed circuit television for hospital
and homeb#und students, both be-
ing adopted as cost savmg meass
ures. .

_units  is a

Interdependency of Districts

Not only was each local admin-
istrator more aware of his or her
own district's inefficiencies, but in
numerous cases he or she was
scrutinizing other di35tricts, since
the distribution of weighted pupil
relative distribution.
Stated one Utah superintendent,
"This system makes districts so
interdependent; . a superlntendent
in one is jnterested in the ineffi-
ciencies in another."

A contributing factor to this
dynamic in both U and New
Mexico can be relatedto their sub-
stantial reliance on mineral wealth
to finance education. Property
values can fluctuate. dr‘amatlcally as
oil is pumped out and ores ar’&.
mined. Explained one New Mexic
respondent on the Texas border:

If we kept all our resources, it
would be downright embarrass-
ihg how much we would have.
But then those poor districts
-in  the northern part of ‘the
state might be sitting on ura-
nium, and they would be rich
when our oil and gas run out.

This recognitien by many of the
transient nature of property values
has aided in the exemplary equaliza-
tion of educational finance in New
Mexico and Utah. The same percep-
tion is.not, however, commonly held
in Florida.

Internal Management |ssues

When the legislatures in Flori-
da and New Mexico determined to
bring about greater ‘local control,
they may have intended a, decen-
tralization to the rschool level, but
in most cases our sample districts
did- not decentralize decisionmaking.

v
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~ respondent,

. office since 1973.

in three of our sample districts in

Florida--those that moved to -school-
based management--there was evi-

dence of decentralization of deci-:

_sionmaking within districts. Most
districts continued ‘to . allocate
teacher units' according to either

the old system or a district formula.
Some  districts exercised even
greater discretion, according to one

golly" system of allocating district
resources. '

A

Superintendents

few perceived
in the role of superin-
in Florida, it was report-

« There were @
alterations
tendents.

ed that the superintendent had in-’

creased responsibilities for deter-
mining and admmistering their pro-
grams. As oOne explained, "We
ealize we are more visible regard-
ing where the dollars are going."
Unless the superintendent delegated
authority to the principais (as oc-
curred in the three school- based
management districts), the superin-
epdent's office was the focus’ of
emands for dollars and accounta-
bility. Additionally, the Florida
" .legislature passed' a statewide col-
_lective bargaining -law the year fol-
lowing the finance reform--an act
that had a significant
local decisionmaking by fueling the
power of local- teacher unions. With
the shortfallis of state revenues, the
increased pressures of collective
bargaining, and the demands for
accountability, district superinten-

dents have not fared well in Florida.
" Over one-half of the 67 superin-

tendents have been removed from

gaining got so rough, _that, the
superintendent's windows got shot
eut. " _ ~

*

-% ‘
-

‘creased demands.

using a "by gosh, by’

impact on.

In one district it’

was reported that "collective bar- .  had

. School Board Members

School
were

board - members,
confronted with

like-
in-
It was the inten-
tion ff some Florida ‘legislators to

wise,

* relieve some school board pressures

by diminishing their "tax collector"
function. Through the establishment
of high 'state-required local ‘effort,
it was thought that district school
board members could focus - more
readily on programs and expendi-
tures= While the availability of new
data was perceive have im-
proved the qualityxa%nature of
school board decisionmaking in Flor-
ida, the.advent of strong teacher
political power was circumscribing
the extent of local decisionmaking
prerogatives. Oné administrator ex-
pressed a commonly held frustra-
tion: "Who's running the schools?

. The teachers union supported all

four winnérs of this year's school
board election." ' In
where theére is no local option “re-
garding revenue collections, it was
reported that "a different breed is

running for officel'-~those less de-

pendent on a business and pr‘operty
owner constituency.

Principals

Generally in New Mexico and
Utah the role and responsibilities of
. school principals ~ remained .un-
changed. Characteristic was one
Utah principal's explanation, "I

New Mexico, .

don't know much about the formula;.”

| just trust people to treat wus
right." -However, in Florida there

was considerable debate about the -

role ‘of principals since some dis-

tricts had -moved to school-based
management, in which the principal

responsibility. Superintendents who
had decentralized viewed the pupil
weighting system as facilitating that

197

assumed major - decisionmaking .
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- move. As one s,‘d,..”g{
/is ‘easier under’ a, p)

... system becguse’‘the.do}a
~  ‘through to the schools g
1 tgied deceptralizatiog | )

old systeim, ‘but cgﬂ\gﬁf’ o it."

* the, three schoolghased’
sample dlsfric,gs{i;.'

students .to -the {, and |

. principal! was ‘the dnangder and “held
accountable.  kher ere . several
interesting, * dhd * Lin'pr'e&'\

dicted, /byproducts jof this reformdl

ed sone. sth

{pass ' the buck up the]line;
_therefore .you can get “jd  of
fhcompetqm principals."- Thi‘# dis-
trict: strategy
beliaf helds by a 'riumber of state
léaders.,in : the reform who asserted
thqtéit W& the quality and capabii-
- ity bf, th@nprincipal which made the
cohtrolljsiy’ difference in the quality
"of. @ childl education. '

e ‘ . .
- ;A(wgther result of decentralized

ripcipals are* held accgunta-
Jagir -expenditures,’ ithey.

complemented . the.

management related to the advent of

collectiy
plained
enty

his way by a superintend-

. . .

_ » idojlars  “at  the

~;-";-~,?-"-schools, unions can't touch it
;’because it's for that school.

. | " Teachers are more conserva-
</ ti‘?e of dollars, utilities, etc.,

| Yiff they know that they can use

the money they saved <else-

. where. Teachers worked like

| bargaining, and was ex-

" with localized budgeting and
- individual

* ., rtrazy to set and hold on! to-

their school carryover. For
.© the first time this year, we
v were able td fend off the
é. uhions. . t

1

v .
=3

At the core of school-based
management, .however, is the funda-

menta! alteration of the role of the

@ - LT

T . ~

A

._'/ ‘ !
. 100 . : S Lo

«' @s a liability.:

by the s

 centralized management.

X

-

. _principal. The best way to communi- -

cate this change is to let principals
who . have - experienced the change
speak for themselves:

Principals now. see management
dependent on the number and
types of kids.” Before you had
to_go in on your knees for
another teacher. unit. However,
now you lcok at a child with
special needs coming  in with
resources to back .him up, not

.

We're philosophically supportive
‘'of decentralized management.
We're accountable and we-have -~
#he chance to. make decisions.

My time spent in the business
- manager role, however, s
«increasingly higher, and | still
“have’ parents, public relations,
andy the . school leader- role.
what suffers is .curriculum
leadership, classroom observa- .
. tions, and midyear evaluations.

-

Although there was"philosophi- -
cal support, principals bhad dif-
ficulty making the transition to the

- ‘assumption of greatly increased re-

sponsibilities. In_ one of the three
decentralized districts, prihcipals
faced an' additional challenge when-
the dist’riﬁiwas hurt c:tgsiderably

's shortfall of dollars.

A school bdard member warned, -

.:"The district has to be able to pro*

tect the individual school's budget
for decentralization to work. It's
just too much for 150 principals. in

their .-first year of school-based
managgment to manage economic de-
cline.' All three districts, in” spite

of their implementation *challenges,
however, were. continuing with de-
i 1t seems
that once principals had been given

-
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- the - ad‘dltsonal freedom and respon-

. sibilities, -they did not want to re-

vgrt to the old system, Whlch they
v:ewed as paternalistuc

\hot all . distric

Obv:ously

s‘nared this positive view of school*.
hased, managemgnt since over three- .
fourths of . Florids districts did not-
“move to decenﬁr*ze managerent.

.Representatu,ve reasons offered were. .

..Prgnmpals are. bas:ea’lly teach-

. -~ ers wij;b 3  supplement. “They o
have not been trained- as man-
agers",’ I SR IR S AL

A prmmp@l can't
“.burden . of~ responsibility ‘with
‘h:s‘ commuriity, The district
must . bear. and average dut
burdens. -. . :

" .. It will cost a lot to make man-

»  agers of principalsy
value to decentrali?ing manage-
ment. |t is more economical fiot
‘to. - _ v

Assistant superintendents op-
pose school-based management.
They will lose a lot of power

and authorsty
< Parents
- A final internal management

. subject relates to how ‘parents have

been affected by .the reforms. It
was reported that parents were bet-
ter. able to understand the finance

formula since it directly related dif-

ferrgnt student needs with dollars.

- Increased lobbying by parents was
_mentloned

in particular in Utah,
where ' a8 housewife had recently
made a presentation related té fi-

. nances ‘ before the Senate Education

Cgmmittee. On  the other hand, . the
general disinterest of parents -was
alsq discussed: "People generally

' .system !s well run."

'_Flom'da
-prominence and - authority ’ te par-

" ents - when _ they mandated Parent -

" por'ts. of .. S€hool

. accompanied
- .the weighted pupll system.
‘denerally agreed, -howéver, ‘that the

bear- d;\e :

, ,, Changes’ :

wthere is. no’

“in_ Florida and Utah had strongly

not intended to.

109
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ca -t

" don't know about finances; ,lf your -

child is helped, - then the “ school?

LY

It. was the

legislature to gwe ' hew

Advisory, C;ouncnls and -Annual Re-
Progress for " each
in the state--a reform that
‘the

schoot .

It was

success of this effort was a function,
of the’ desire- ofsthe district super-
intendént or’princlipals to encburage
parental involvement. Most did not.

District Program and Personnel
~ @ '

Data-based descriptionséof the
expansioni‘ of spegial, vodational,

and, in New Mexico, bflmgual pro-
grams have been addressed in
Chapter - 6. District perceptions

ténded . to coincide with thé data,

but™there were a few- supplemen--
tary remarks ,worth mentioning.
Program expenditure requirements

Vad

. influenced program growth. It was
ommurricated that "progrpms gre
3s a response to the requireme
spend the dollars where earn
However, program grawth in-
Mexico .. was attributed to

‘Cpressu’rev "We're .expanding special

education enthusnast:cally no
cause there "are 100" many rifles
aimed at us." Program gxpansion in

New Mexico Was a function of thé’
. success of competing local pressure

groups, rather than state regulation.

In New Mexico, there was little
evidence of the pupil ~weighting
system affecting program and per-’
sonnel decisions, but then it was
In Utah, there was

o~

mtention of thé“‘

‘establishment of

yog
v
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some evidence of a’reduction of ad-
ministratiort units. A superintendent
.of a major school system reported,
"We have .reduced administrative
costs by 40 percent in the last four
years. The old system kept adminis—
trative costs far toe high."

+ - Florida district staff also dis-

. cussed reductions in administrative .

personnel. Curriculum supervisors,

, who had begq allotted on a basig of’

‘one per 100 ‘teacher units prior to
the reform,-'had become an extinct
species in most of the districts we
visited. School-based

Qnageme‘nt
districts reported further reductions’

in: central administrative staff, with

_ohe superintendent reporting, "We:-

cut our central &taff back drastical-
ly; . the .dollar  flaw through -’ to
schools\shere is about 90 percent."
Alsd, it was reported in those
districts that "the maintenance of*
prévious _categoricals depends on
the principal,-and how: it's working
in the school; there is no general-
izable conclusion."

-

That perception could be ex-

panded to describe' maintenance of-

previous categoricals in the other
districts; there was no discernible
pattern. Inh some districts, music
and” art had been ekpanded;. in
others, cut back, which led to the
perception, "We are-tecoming weak
in fine art§, 'strong . in vocational
_ education. .| would like to see
.weights in drama, ‘band, etc!, as
well as vocational education."

In Florida, . over one-half of

the sample districts reported-an ex- -

pansion” of iresources in the primary
grades; one described it as "a re-
distribution from secondary to pri-
‘mary." Although this- legislative
intent has” not been fully accom-
pl.iSh&d,'
among district adm‘inistr‘at}rs that it

skl
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. teacher aides

there was an awareness

RS .

T T A

was "a worthwhile goal, and con- - -

scious efforts were being made to
redirect resources. to the primary

: - grades. Complemeiting that effort
_~ was the expansion of.the use of -
' in over one-half of .

the sample ‘districts, one reporting,

.. "wwe went from 0, to: 1,300 aides in -

three .years." In that district,
which- -had moved to school-based
management, principals. had staffing

* options and had caused the growth

by tgeir' requests..

“+

: Coﬁlus:ion

The -ripple effect of adopting a
weighted pupil system in the three
states is still being felt by individ-
uals with various responsibilities for
managing education. Where grant
application” categorical funding had
allowed for state discretion, the
new weighted pupil system was
based on district counts' of high-
need students. Numerous state
department personnel, In contrast
to being friendly consultants, were
charged with the less-than-welcome
responsibility of auditing program
placements.

The role and .responsibilities ‘of

local superintendents _and local
boards of education often be&came
more prominent. Demands for pro-
gram dollars ahd accountability be-
came more focused at the district
level. There were reports of a more
efficient .use of respurces as ad-

ministrators in Florida and Utah be- .
came aware of program costs, a’

traditionally. - foreign concept in
education. - '

A

' Decentralization
making,
Utah, was accomplished differently
in Florida and ‘New Mexico
cordance with their distinct intents.
In New Mexico, the pupil-weighting

v

.

of decision-
not - a legislative -'goal " in.

in ac-



systel® was gysed to aljocate doliars
to .districts In .accordalce with dif-

. fersnt: student needs since school

dtstricts had .almost no leeway: for

raismg local rewvenues. However,
once ‘those dollars reached the dis-
tricts, .the principal legjslative

.Jeadershlp desired that the use of

funds should be ‘determined locally:
There was no-intent to influence the

“ methods or practices of. local deci-

sionmaking. New Mexico is an excel-

ony with strong local control of

v decisionmaking.

o .
*

«In Florida, key législators_dur-

gdent example of a state where state .’
yprovision of dollars works in har- -

ing the reform movement envisioned -

monumental management alteratjons,
with the school principal ending up-
as the center of both decisionmaking"
and accountability. The weighted
pupil system was viewed as a means
of facilitating. and complementing
other reforms such as school-based
management, parent advisory coun-

a

1

‘some

t
A

cils, annual reports of school prog-
ress, program cost accounting, and
a state management information
system--all desighed to .strengthen
local. decisionmakKing.
tion ‘to the 'school
based management,
by i:the Wweighted pupil

districts, . though
majority. : .

site,

{One should recognizé that not

all impacts ‘of a +eform on manage-
ment*behaviors can be predicted,
and that no two states will respond

the same 'way. However, it should’
- be understood that finance reforms

do more than simply redistribute
dollars; they affect roles and re-

"sponsibilities of state and district .

administrators
This chapter
the changes that occurréd in the

in significant ways.

three states studied, so that policy-"
makers -and analysts could .become-

more aware of the potential impacts
of adopting a distributional reform.

Decentraliza- -~
or school-
was facilitated -
system - in -
not a,

has related some of
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, tyunity,
: dcfferential

P

8: THE PUPIL‘WEIGHTING SYSTEM AS A.MEANS

- " - OF DISTRIBUTING EXCEPTIONAL EDUCATION FUNDS

S . ’ i R

© A major assumption when m)ple-
mentmg a pupil wetghting systiem s
that, to equalize educatidnal .qppor-

a_ state should .consider the' -

school dlstrncts due to different in-

‘ . cidences of -high- need students from .-

district to district, Ailthough per=-.
céntages of children based on age
or ‘on academic or vocational course
program demands vary, it.is partic-
ularly important 'to recognize the
special case of differing costs- of
serving - handicapped . children. A

multitude of court cases .and Federal -

laws Torce state educational finance

" policymakers to address these needs.

The three states stldied represent
different approaches to wusing a
pupil weighting system to finance .

~ e‘xceptponal education programs

~

Pupil Needs ,p"_ S

When consndermg a . pupil
weighting system, it is fundamental
to determine the variation of stu-

. .dent needs in, the state. Calculations

for Florida, Wtah, and New MeXico -

_show a considerable. difference  in

[

- Clearly ‘the

need across the sample districts.

.

Elorida lorida b

Tables 8.1 and 8.2 display the

percentage of total.student member- °

ship receiving* full- and part-time ,
exceptional : education  services.
incidence of students
"served varids considerably.

. dent body in poor and rural Gads-

den County that is served in pro-

‘grams for -the  educable mentally

burden “and costs of

- or intensity of service

For
.example, the percentage of the stu-

B4

_retarded ‘is four times as. great as

in Brevard Courity, where the
Kennedy Spacet Center Is facated /
" and” which has the  state's htghest

median - income ‘Alachua County,".
+.whefe the -University -of Florida is
focated, appears to - ‘providing

special education services for a high
proportion of its student population;
this is due in part to the availabil-
ity of personnel but also because it
is serving students-from surroung-
ing .rural counties.  With the excep-
tion of Collier, the small districts
are serving a small .proportion of
students. A number of programs are
not sponsored by smiall districts,
due to the higher cost- per student
in a low prevalence situation and
the resukant, practice of tuitioning-
out -such, §tudents. No ‘other appar-
ent pat ern emerges which refates
incidence-to size or to the assessed
per pupil- valuation of a district.

Another means of analyzmg
Florida districts' differences in edu- -
cational burden is shown in Tables

. 8.3 and 8.4. By determining district
- service based. on .percentage of .un- -

weighted FTE's, the amount of time’
is deter-
mined. For example, while the TMR
percentages are approximately the
same, dug to' 3 commonly utiiized
self-contained  full-time  delivery «+
model, the percentages for EMR

~ vary because of district preferences
- for_appropriate delivery of service.

Consider the. comparison - between
.Duval and Alachua. Where Alachua
is serving a higher percentage of
its students, Duval is using a high-
er percentage of its time on special
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o},. c - o ’ R ) ‘_ . . \_ . b . g : C .Q
S R TABLE&1 e
' : FLORIDA--‘PERCENTAGE'OF STUDENT MEMBER‘SI—&P
L RECEIVING EXGEPTIONAL*CHILD FULL-TIME SERVICES
' e * .+, IN. SAMPLE_DISTRICTS
o CLt e T 1975 1976 ‘
e A T’hy L - Emot.. Soc.
P T EMR: TMR Hand Deaf ' Visiop  Dis. Mal. = "SLD
B L ' -
Broward (H) 1,97 - .22° .15 . .06-"  ..001 438 - 32 S35
Rade (H) 1.02 26 - .20 09 .02 12 .38 | .22
Duvat (L) 1.92 3" .11 .14 - 02 .47 A7 . .39
. Hillsborough (L) 1.66 . .35 _ .18 '~ .09 -~ .14 .08 .007,
Medium , | - e o
~ _ 8 - . )
Palm Beach “(H) 2.38 .37 .22 .09 .008 07 . .36 .10
Sarasota (H) °  1.27 .27 g2 M m- .33 .06 .-.18
. ) -
Alachua (L) 2.89 ' .52  .Q2 .14 -~ .37 .25 A0
Brevard (L) 91 20. ..16 . .06 . --7 .19 .07 .3
) . » " ‘ : . ‘
Small - .
Charlotte (HY 111 .07 - == e eemm e e
~ Collier (H) 1.91, .22 * - .-, = .04 - -
. Gadsdén (L), 3.69 23 -- N | BT B .02
“Levy (L) 2.45 .24 . == ==, R L
State Avg. 173 .30 A2 - .07, . .007 .19 .19 7
| | ’ ’ ‘ | : “ ~ ' . ’ .—. s -
 Source: Calculated from base mformatmn provided in Profiles of _Florida
SR " . . School Districts. 1975-76, Vol.' II, and Programs for Exceptional Stu-
et - dents, 1975- 73 M.l S Statistical Report 77-5'1' Division of Public -
S Schools: . .
_ Note: . The (H) and (L) designations identify high and fow property valua-
tlon '
' . Note: * -- means no program existed. ‘ . !
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t .TABLE 8. 2 .
L ¢ FLORFDA--PERCENTAGE OF ST‘UDENT MEMBERSH1P ;
. - RECEIVING EXCEPTIONAL CHILD PART-TIME SERVICES - |
. LN - IN'SAMPLE DISTRICTS N\ .
: | L © 1975-1976 , * ° : \‘ -
& ' ’ . . v ’ e .. e
. MR ) , SO L Fuli- and
T "~ Phy. . -Emot. .-~ . . Part-Time |
B ' Ther Speech Vision Dis. SLD " Gifted H&H TOTAL
CLkarge - . . R . o S ‘ g
Broward (MY - .03 872 ¢ 04 28 . 1.8 2.7 12 4145
Dade (H) - 042,31 047 190 1.93 C .93 .09 7.80
. Duval (L) ., .10 3.07 .06 . .37 . 1.36 1.02 .15 9.72
Hillsborough (L) 7' 3.29 .06 " .98 1.05 1.26 ' .08 9.29
. ‘! - r
. /_Medi.um P i b
Paim Begch (H) .06 . 3.03 -6 .03 1.52 1.8 ¢ .17 ° 10.37
~ Sarasota (H) ~ .16 ° 3.93 .04 .14 2.08 1.83 - 10 10.63
' Alachua- (L) . - 474 .04 179 2.88' 4.89 .24 . 17.93
" Brevard (L) 7 .23 2,65 S04 15  2.02 4.52 .04 11.56 -
Small .
4 o P | ~
Charlotte (H) | -- o282 -- .89 1.69 .- 24 - 6.82
Collier (H) + _-=  3%44> 08 - .09 2.5 4.72  --  13.07
Gadsden (L) . --. 3.6 .08, .05! 1.12 .66 .14 9.60
"t Lewy (L) ;e 3089 ~ = 1.30 .-- 8.29
' . (-.' ) ' o ‘ o “ '
. State Avg. ;.05 3.10 05. 37  1.65 .1.57- -.11.  9.68

_ A .
Source: Calcylated from base lnfor‘mat:on prov:ded in Profiles of Florida
School Districts 1975-76,. Vol.  II," and Programs for Exceptional -
Students, 1975-76, M.1.S. Statsstlca! Report 77-01, DIVISIOH of Publlc

~ Schools. :
Note: - The (H) and (L) des:gnatlons |dent|fy high and low. property valua-
. . tion.- , .
- .= Nate: = means no program existed. : -
. < »
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| TABLE. 8.3 n

FLORIDA--PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL UNWEIGHTED FTE STUDENTS IN
. FULL-TIME-EXCEPTIONAL CHILD PROGRAMS IN SAMPLE DISTRICTS

-

. 1975-1976
a - | TN B Pﬁyx\. D ~ Emot. - Soc.
EMR TMR  Hand. Deaf Vision Dis. Mal. SLD
" ‘ L ey, . - -
Large . ' - o T e A \
) : . - - R .

" Broward (H) _ .-1.55- 2§ , 14 -.06 - .00 .33 7 .27 .34

© Dade (W) T L .68 .27 18 T.00 02 2 .29 .2
. Duval (L) . ~ 175 31 .08 .13 063 .44 1T .31
Hillsborough (L) 1.37 . 35 .12 . .09 -- 7 .07 .01

Medium - r -

paim Beach (H) 1.47 ° .34 .20 .05 . .007 / 07 .24 .01

Sarasota (H) ©.97 .25 .10 10 - -- .31 .06 .14
_Alachua (L) .34 47 .02 . .14 -- 32 .18 .03
‘Brevard (L) 75 .21 15 .05 - - .6 .05 .23
_ Small .
Charlotte (H) 1.0 .06 - . == ke - -
Collier (H) 1.69- - .21, -- -- vess .03 -- 0N
Gadsden (L) 185 - 15 - == Cboa s e- 00
tevy (L) . 1.99 23 - - -~ -~ == .05
State Avg. 1.28 28 .09 .Q7 . .006 .17 16 A4
‘ . N

Source: - Calculated from base information _provided in Profiles of ‘Elorida -
. School Districts 1975-76, Vol: I, Divigion of Public Schools.
"Nofe: The (H) and (L) designations identify high and.low property valua-
tion. - : ' .
Note: .=~ means no program existed. 0%

.’&'




TABLE 8.4

: - FLORIDA--PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL UNWEIGHTED FTE'S
. IN PART-TIME EXCEPTIONAL CHILD EDUCATION PROGRAMS
- \1975-1976 , | -

| . ‘ N ) . \

RN L N . Ful- and
Phy. . Emot. o . Part-Time _
Ther. -Speech Vision .\Dis.( SLD Gifted H&H " Total
‘:i':g‘e- ' . . | . . \ . ‘ “ . N .
Broward (H) ~ .003.° -.21  .018. .09 .47 .53 .022 4.5
Dade (H) 004 .10 .006 - .07 .70 .31, .012 -3.04
Duval (L) .009 A7, L0100 .07 .31 .19 027 14.00
Hillsborough (L) .007 = .13 .008 - .15 .18 .18 - .009, 2.78
& L :
Medium o S ~
Palm Beach (H) .004 10 .010 .01 46 .51 .017 . 3.59
, Sarasota (H) . .028 .19 . 005 .05 .32 .87 .06  3.42
Alachua (L) -~ . .20 .004 .43 .56 .78 027  3.%1
Brevard (L) .033 12 .005° .04 .43 .80 (006 . 3.03
Small v : -
Charlotte (H) - .10 - 238 - M7 1.87 ¢
Collier (H) -- 10 .037 .02 .57 .52 .039  3.23
Gadsden (L) -~ .16 O™ .01 .25 .07  .010 = 2.53
Levy (L) -- AW\ U T R 2.55
. ! - .
State Avg. 007 .14 &’;:’008 08 .39 - ,31  .017  3.15
. Source: Calculated from base ihformation‘prfbvided in Profiles of Florida

" Note: -

~  Note:

School Districts 1975-76; Vol.'' |1,

ation.

The (H) and

e

" Division of Public Schoojs.

(L) designations identify high and law property valu-

. == means no p'rogrem existed.
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_programs for educable mentally re-
tarded children; Alachua is “main-

. streaming" most EMR students, thus
reducing their FTE time (and earn-
,ings). These tables show a different
method™ of calculating incidence
b3sed on counts that reflect local
service pattern options. /

Utah

Table - 8.5 Rresents 'theg'hper- .
centages of the -total ADM’ in the ..
sample districts in the state who are

receiving the various exceptional
education program services. Utah's
service incidence is considerably
higher than Florida's even though
ngifted" is not included. This is
. due primarily to high service for
~ learning disabilities .and emotionally
handicapped. -Even in those areas,
there is district variation of service,
most notably observed by comparing
the emotionally handicapped service
in Salt Lake City (6.94) and its

suburb, Jordan (1.94). Again, itis |

difficult to differentiate . service
philosopldy differences from true
incidence differences. The "hard"

areas (those most subject to objec- ”

tive identification, EMR, TMR, SMH,
‘D/H of H, Vi, and PH), however,
also’ reflect considerable difference
of service incidence. Salt Lake
Cithl
. serving‘a considerably higher per-
centage”of its population in EMR
programs than its suburhs where
.more -affiuent .  populations live.
Granite, the largest.district, has an
" .unmistakably higher
deaf and hard of hearing childre#,
as parents of such children have
- moved
participate in its quality program.
For rAumerous reasons then, it is
‘clear ‘that districts in ,Utah have
~ differential burdens associated. with
- gducating their exceptional children.

-

X

L

.Option |1,

~services for a considerably

Utah's only central city, is

incidence of

into 'the school system to -

-

New Mexico

Similar calculations have Been .

made .for New Mexico, based upon
dollars allocated for exceptional edu-
cation. However, New  Mexico does
not require that district dollars
earned for exceptional education be
spent on those programs, believing

that local expenditures should be |
pupil .

determined Iocally. The
weighting system is 'viewed as a
means -of _distributing dollars ac-
cording to- the different needs of
the districts. Therefore, the per-
centages presented , in Table 8.6
represent. * unauditable district
reports of exceptional students.
Furthermore, Option | represents
actual programs approved by the
state department, but Option I},
enacted in 1976, represents a for-
mula calculation: 12 percent of the

ADM in grades 1-3. In 1976-77, 50 .

districts were still operating under
Option 1, and_ 38 had moved to
reportedly to get away
from state department approval and
for formula gains.

Given these data limitations,
Table 8.6 shows that overall New
Mexico provides special edycation
lower
percentage of its’ students” than
either Florida or Utah, but it has

been making tremehdous gains re- .
- cently.

it seems clear .from the
sample districts that those with a
higher .than average incidence of
children in resource
remained with Option 1. The larger

" districts, Albuquerque ¢ and Gallup
(the center of the Navaho lands), -

have markedly higher incidences of

both mildly: and moderately handi-

capped children. Albuquerque alone
has a distinctively high incidence of
severely- handicapped children, .as
many of thegir  parents re rtedly
have /noved to New Mexico's major

y _(_;.‘

rooms have.



Ve s ~ ‘ 2 r _ : ) v
‘-- - . ’ i . ) "’_, _ | . . .
ST | . \ s r‘ f“"@é TABLE 8.5 . e
.: " . ‘ './ ’ ¢ \‘l‘ LU
. : 2 ,,’ AH--PERCENTAGE OF ADM ,
L - ) - RE, E | G EXCEPTIONAL CHILD SERVIC‘ES
TR . \ - 7" "IN SAMPLE DISTRICTS
' | N o 1975-1976 O
o ' *oe & )
RN -0 e . B Severe: ” Er\nqt. Deaf/ - Speech & Pt'?/‘. _ o :
- . o _ ' EMR TMR MR LD Hand. H of H Heafin g Hand. Vision. H&H Total
A R ‘barge f’ ~ . g o c .
" Granite ” - .1.49 {201 .18 '75.12 , J07° 08 .70 16.30-
v 7 Medium | L | | |
" " Jordan. (H) 72 .09 1.79 09 .02 1.08 11.18
. . ~ Salt Lake (H) 2.00. .1 3.59 .09 - .09 .98  20.50
L { . Davis (L) -~ .98 .13 2. A3 0 .08 3.46 16.84
R A oWeber (L) - .~ 1.18 A - 243 ‘40 .08 . .60 16.97
. . Small - e o - - L
- | Emery . (H) 1.20 - . 2.25 . .05 7 -- .- 13,59
. . Grand (H) - 184 - 7 .- -- 06 13.37
1 Kane (L) .o L M 3.05 22 - . .22 18.08 -
| P ~  Washington (L) .87 . . 08 212 02 7 - e 10,00
- - * ) . ’ =l l : » N . . [ . .. -
. . State ‘Avg. v~ 1.26_ .15 .30 5 19 :‘ 3 ?\Z,, 137 - 3.02 . -;10 .04 .30_ 14. 77 '
. o L . ‘ ’5’ *" - ) |
Soéurce; Calculated from head* count data from Ferm S-3lsupphed by the Offlce of Educatlon of the Handi- ‘
_ ~ cagoped ‘State Depgriment of Public I.hstructian (heag sount per program dwnded by total dlStl"lCt
. .~ Abm) )
Note: - The (H) andw(l.) designatlons identnfy hl?h and tow property. valuatnon e L
Note: . -- means no program axisted: .7 . 1 U g , . 119
\‘) ) - . . o e :_ . . . _ L - ) ‘l_ ~ | ‘/— N -
..4‘*1.9’ ... . .l_r - . l- ) . | . '_ -- . o L L oy o
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‘s TABLE 8.6

- NEW MEXICQ--EXCEPTIONAL EDUCATION _

L "AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ADM
SR | IN SAMPLE DISTRICTS |
| 3 C o+ 1976-1977 R
- ~ t" " A/B Resource Ro&ns C D*
Option | . Option 1l Moderate _.':‘,ﬁver‘e’ . Total ~
Albuquerque’ 4,32 ) L 172 .92 6.95
. ‘Medium .
.Hobbs . . - 2.94 .89 .28 4.1
Carlsbad B .98 . .64 - 4.31.
Gallupr - 4.83 ) 2.3~ .49 7.71
. Alamogordo 2.78 1.68 .15 4.62
Small . ’
Eunices{H) 3.57 1.21° .- 4.78
Arlesia (H) S 2.76 115 - 89 - 483
| Pojoaque (L)  3.14 1.88 | .t . 5.02
¥ Espanola (L) | 2.55 1.36 .50 ° 4.42
T State Avg. ’ . 2.39 - 1.28 . "?31.61 .60 " 5.88

1

Source: Calculated from 40/80 ADM, 1976-1977, Department of Finance and
' * Administration, Office of State Secretary of Education. Total ADM
is' Grades 1-12 ADM, plus C and D, less children in institutions.

Note: The (H) and (L) de:signaticvns'~ identify high and low pmper‘ty

valuation.. - ' .
Note: ~-- means no program existed. ¢
. . . €
% Excludes childrén in institutions.
- . "
om0 | .
,; \ — - - .
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city because more services were
available. As in Florida ang Utah,
it is clear from .the figures that
districts in New Mexico confront
significantly different burdens
.educating exceptional children.

Program 'Growth Patterns

Smce pupll weights attach d|f~
ferent dollar amounts to different
programs ‘and delivery systems, it
is important to determine the com-
parative wth of the various pro-
‘grams since the implemefnitation of a
pupil weighting system. '

. Flomda

Table 8.7 compares the un-
weighted FTE. (measure .of service
hours) for 1973-74, which.was the
first year of the reform (and before
the major growth), with the un-
-weighted FTE of 1975-76. Clearly
the programs showing the greatest
growth are alt part-tige programs:

“in

-

- emotionally disturbed .(126%), spe--

cific -learning disabilities (164%),
and gifted (1273). There are a
-number of reasons for these signifi-
cant increases, the first being that
these were new programs on. a
statewide basis.
tricts had offered pilot programs in
these areas, with the umplementatson
of the pupil weighting system came
the statewide funding of PrBygmams
-~ in these classifications.” The need-
was obviously there, accordmg to
testimony on their behalf in the leg-
- islature, and .the programs expapd~
ed rapidly. Additionally, a rapid-
growth in SLD with concomitant de-
clines in EMR:'is evident. This has
~been reported by Wilken and Porter
to be the national trend:

Natlonally, and especially in the
West, there -has been a marked
decrease in the percentage of

Ay

Although some dis- -

!

-
s .

special edtjcation pupils served

in classes for the retarded and

a corresporfding increase in the
rcentade served in classes for

the specific learning disabili-

ties. ' :

~

The lack of growth in services

for the educable mentally retarded

~can be explained on several bases.

First, the classification procedure
was changed, reducihg the 1Q maxi-

- mum from 75 to 68 and adding other

" number. . Third, the Office of Civil -
Rights has been mvestlgatlng the .
alleged ‘"over-placement" of black

criteria. Second,
tricts are mamstreammg EMR's (as
is evident by comparing Tables 8.1

and. 8.2 with 8.3 agd 8. 4), thus re-

ducing the hours of service or FTE

children in EMR programs, and con-

. sequently a number of districts, in

- tates easy,
‘ment.

particylar mammoth Dade County,
have reduced their_ placements -
EMR programs. Flnally, with hard
to define or classify cases, parents
would’ much prefer
ch:ldren Mlabelled" SLD rather than
EMR. Because SLD has no stlgma
attached to it, it has become an im-
mensely popular program and facili-
noncontroversial place-
' Also,
SLD carries a high weight of 7.5
per hour for up- to 12 hours per
weeck

What mfluence do the welghts
have on child placement . and pro-
gram growth? This i a complicated
subject, and the precise relation-
ships among any set of wvariables
are difficlilt to determine. One
means of relating program growth
and the weights that exist in Flor-
ida is displayed in Table 8.8. Flor-
ida's unique ; cost accounting and

. | management mformatlon system made

it possible to determine the percent-
..age of all

R
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- - ... . ’ ) ."\-_’.‘k '- . “TABLE 8.7 .

- - FLORIDA:;CHANGE IN EXCEPTIONAL EDUCATION ‘
N UNWEIGHTED FTE BY PROGRAM . ' | . e

‘s

N Do o 1973-1974 AND’ 1975-2976

. "~

. o ,. . S - N \\e BN
v e gk T T e | -
? X. .o e ..1973-7}: - 1975-76 - 3XéRange
L eMR . e oL 20,410 20,800 - . . 1.8 ..

~. o TMR. a1 . L oaEet R 10.52
Phy. Mand. - . . - 1,207 . 1,52 18.39 -

Phy. Therapy - X 66 oam - 88.18,

A

Speech Therapy o 1,645 ) '.,2,304 - , 40.06
Deaf 1,015 1,121 o 10.44
yision (PT) 71 136 - . 88.73 . .

Ivision T 92 99 6.45

N’

~ Emot. Dis. (PT) S T I 176.47
97.93

-

CEmot. Dis. o 1,38 7 2,789

~

L SecMal. . 1,483 2,588 73.34-

BLD (PT) 2,31 . 8214 164,13

‘ SLD T 2, P 264 ‘ “11.30 -
Gifted. - z,&k . 8,076 - - 127.01
. H&H i~ - . 239 | ?0 12.97 o
* - - % ’ ,
. Total 38,976 51,212 3189
- ‘ ) g

-

Source: Calculated frém Commissiener_of Education Pupil and Financial
Data, 1973-74, and,Profiles of Elorida Gchool Districts, 1 7 6.;
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. TABLE 8.8 . | . ‘ |
: Y ’ ) . -
FLORIDA--PERCENTAGE GROWTH, 1975-1976 OVER 1973- -1974, .
GOMPARED WITH TOTAL SCHOOL COST AS A PERCENTAGE
. OF FEFP REVENUE IN 1975-1976 .
FOR EXCEPTIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
¢ . . !
N ’ . _ . % of Formula
' T - $ Growth Dollars Generated
Weight 1973-74 to 1975-76 Spent on Program
e’ EMR | 2.3 - .88 : 105.2
TMR + 3.0 __to.s2 1049
"Phy. Hand. N N 18.39 Co03.2 0 -
P&0 Therapy 6.0 - . 168.18 L 121.2 -
. Speech Therapy _ 10.0 40.06 68.5 ~ \
Deaf | 4.0 10.44 A 104.7
. ) ' .
. Vision (PT)’ 10.0 88.73 | 118.0
vision ) 3.5 6.45 Y < 129.0-
Emot. Dis. (,PT)"" 7.5 176,47 0 7202
jemot Dis.. 3.7 1 97.93 ‘ 104.3
Soc. Mal. . : 2.3 Y7334 Lt M2
« 0 oo ) -
SLD (PT) ' 7.5 ©*164.13 - 69.8
s A ! S N ~
. SLD 2.3 11.30 S 123.6
‘ e ¢ - .yt : . 7 ‘ .
Gifted 3.0 JMeror T 824 ,
HeH . 15.0 12.917 . - 97.0 °

- 'Source: Calculated from Table 8.7, and Profiles of Florlda School Dlstrlcts,
1975-76, Division of Publlc Schools, gp. 193-206.

.Note:  This infqrmatlbn -was’ generated to test adherence to a law requir-
- ing that 80 percent of dollars generated by special educatlon and -
other program areas be spent on these programs.

N _ » -
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being spent on each program.. In
the vernacular - of the state, per-
‘centages greater than 100 represent
programs which were "costing? dis-
tricts, for they had to be supple-

. mented with Tocal funds. Percent-

ages less than 100 indicate that dis-

*tricts were “making money;" which

really meant they could -use 'excess -
funds in basic or on other excep--

tional education programs, since, of

course, no public school ‘'system is a_
Table

money-making - proposition.
8.8 indicates that the three part-
time. programs, ED, sLD,” agd
gifted, which havé grown 'so rapid-
ly, were also "money-making" pro-
grams. Speech therapy, which grew
40 percent, was also .a ."money-
making" program. Qn the other
hand, —a number of programs that
were ‘'costing" the districts also
grew considerably, most notably
those for the. socially maladjusted
(which were also new statewide),
visually and physical

andicapped,
‘and occypational therapy. What di-.

LS

lature each vyear, permitted only:
redistribution  within  exceptional
education, meaning some programs
‘gained while :others lost. The
figures in Table 8.9 could be some-

. what misleading, .since a new pro-
gram for. sevérely handicapped and
deaf/blind children was instituted
during this period. It drew .upon
the populations in some of the other
programs, most notably TMR, deaf,
and physically handicapped. As a
result, apparent declings in those
programs ‘actually represent reas-
signments of students.

. Utah, like Florida,. increased
service in ‘both speech therapy and
emotionally handicapped, the latter
a program that was characterized in
district interviews as a "catch all."

" Contrary to national trends, ‘how=-
ever, Utah actually declined in the
identification -of learning ‘disabled
students (but still serves in excess
of ? pefcent of its ADM, see Table
8.5). , .

rect inffuence the weighting system -
" as a separate ‘wvariable, then, has
“.had on placement Is difficult to de-

termine. In: Florida,
checks on the system of student
classification should deter the "orof-

it - motive." These .are discusse‘d

[N

P
-

later in this chapter.

) “Utah k
)
_ The change- in program service

since 1973. in Utah is unique com-
pared with. the.other two states and

. with the rest of the pation.. In

"y

.

1975-76, Utah was, serving approxi- N

mately 15 percent. of its students “in
exceptional education classes; there-
fore, it is not surprising that five
programs -declined. since the imple-
mentatiop of a pupil weighing Sys:
‘tem. Ytah's
controlS. or caps, set by the’legis-

a number, of.

rigorous ex enditure”

-\ . ) 2
: New Mexico

_ New Mexico's growth in re-
sotirce: or A/B rooms for exceptional
children was dramatic betwaen 1974~
75, the first year of the ‘reform,
and 1976-77 (Table 8.10). This was.
due to the removal of caps by the.
legislature and the* implementation
of Option || described earlier. How-
ever, even with this increase, New
Mexico still - serves directly
than 6 percent of its student popu- .
lation in exceptional classes. High-
cost programs for severely handi-
capped childreh have’ been expand-
«d as state funds became available.
In contrast, programs for moderate-
ly handicapped ‘children have de-
clined, most probably due to an in=
creased mainstreaming practice sup-
ported by A/B program expansion.

P

less .



TABLE 8.9 o +

UTAH--CHANGE IN EXCEPTTONAL EDUCATION ADM
BY PROGRAM !
* 1973-1974 AND 1975-1976

‘ 1973-74 - 1975-76 - "§ Change
oEMR T - 1,837.15 0 1,659.31 . 135
TMR e m0A7 4 . M5.44 " -
LD | . 16,736.41 12,468.62 - -25.50
Emot. Hapd.  °  5,004.98 - . '7,620.34 52.25
* Deaf/H of H 736.51 - 347.90 .. -52.76
Speech & Hearing 5,650.10 7,084:02‘ " : 25.3%
T e . A . ) : . EEEIN
~ Phy. Hand.. . - 97195 - 136.79 ) . =-85.91
Vision | 120.83 . -19.87
SH- D/B 867.79 ° .
. i & e
. ~ . . S ® . .
State’ -+ . 31,108.56 U - 30,421.03 - -2.21
iy
| o :
-Squrce: Utah Public_School System Annual Rgports, 1973-74 and 1975- -76.
g - For,SH-D/B, data supplied by the Office of Education of the
k Handlcapped State Department of Public lnstr_uctiorr
1] ) ] ) ) ‘
v 5 -
[ l - - ‘
R : BRRTY;
. R . 135 DU | "7




' | . TABLE 8.0 -
L UNEW ‘MEXHE0--CHANGE IN EXCEPTIONAL EDUCATION' ADM
- L L .~ BY PROGRAM: = = :
,1974-1975 TO 1976-1977
e jj‘-"‘ljeliv_ery: ' - o . -
o gystem: - 1974-75. ©1976-77 $_Change -
A/B | 2,510 9,827 291.51
Doc L 4,805 . 4,312 | - -10.26
D* -+ ' . 745" 1,600 - 114.77
| Total . 8,060 s - 9.2
Source: Calculated from Ac‘%ual 40/80-Day Funding Printouts, 1974-7%’ -
- . and 1976-77, Public School Finance Division, Department of
Finance and Admirlistratiqn.
< * Excludes children in institutions.
‘% [N % b
| ’
. . Q
~ .~ .0 | A‘? . \ -
o : 12
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Comiparative Analysis .

. N . |
" In each of the three stgtes we - »

studied, . Florida, Utah, affd New
Mexico, district wvariations in the
incidence of exceptionalities demon-
strated the need to match educa-
tional resources’ to educational
needs. _
- meet this need by adopting a pupil
weighting : system for distributing
educational- funds. However, each
state has developed generally dif-
¥ ferent proceduhes for implementing
its program, primarily through dif-
ferent state policies regarding
" counting and classifying students,
capping programs, and establishing
case loads. S

- Several similarities exist,*-how—
ever, specifically in_ the pupil
weighting systems in Flogida and
New Mexico, where considerable
growth. patterns can be discerned.
First of all, programs,did not- girow
immediately during the. first year of
the reform. It took time to expand
programs, to diagngse children, and
to locate and hire appropriate per-
, sonnel. Second, -districts did offer
‘more high-cost programs, -respond-
ing to a major. rationale and .impetus
for adopting the pupil weighting
approach. In Florida, even where
districts "lost" money, high-cost
programs were expanded. In New
Mexico, where some rurat school ad-

not envisage thei
to those children," programs for
-severely. handicapped children have
more than doubled. .

This is nbt to say that there
‘have not been some problems of
‘implementation,. or instances of
"games" played, all of which are
addressed below, but to posit that
the primary mission ,of the - pupil
weighting system has been accom-

Each of the states chose to '1

ted that they did,
role as "fending

-

plished: a greater variety of more
appropriate services is being offered
in more districts than before, and
the essential task

exceptional children
shouldered by aH.

* has ' been

Implementation: District Interviews

As a part of determining how
the pupil weighting system was
actually working, interviews that

focused on thé implementation of the’

delivery of special education serv-
icess were conducted with 23 local
district directors or coordinators of
oSpecial education (10 in Florida, 7
though each of the three states has
a pupil weighting system, there are
‘a numhber of  different practices of
implementation methods that produce
substantially diverse reactions from

local directors of %pecial education. -

" .As described " in Chapter 4,
each state has its own means of de-
fining and counting

scribing expenditure requirements.
Each state has established its own
preferences for delivery of services,
both directly through regulations
and by the fiscal incentives inher-
ent in its weighting system law.

The yremainder of this chapter
will address many issues identified
by the practitioners, make compari-
sons among the states, and discuss

- the states individually where the
problems are unique. Two areas of
- caution should be exercised in read-
ing this section of the report:.

. 1. Since "the pupil weighting
system was a new model, not all of
the "bugs" have ‘been worked out;
state leaders are aware of many of
_the problems articulated by ,district
respondents  and
toward solutions.’

-

its, establish--
' ing funding limits or caps, and pre-

are  working y

of .educating .

/“. \

, '\12m. ‘ : ‘ e \19

:‘. -.

in Utah, ‘6 in New Mexico).* Al~ ,. .

/
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" Student-count -

. SDE role thanges

L2

" system,

. Expenditure requirements

4

2. Direct quotes have been
used often to reflect precisely the

feelings and perceptions of district

personhel, but it should be remem-
bered, as occasionally illustrated,
that perceptions and reality may
not. ‘always coincide. :

. Below is a list'of the issues
raised in the three states and which
will -be addressed: -

Issues .
Hours of service
Caps or limits for funding

Classification of students
Incentives established -
~Accountability

Support staff -
Recommended weight
Start-up costs .
Rural deljvery qf service
indirect/direct Gosts
Relationship with Public

Law 94-142 - .

3
v

changes

Hours of Service

in Florida, which uses an FTE
hours. of service are funded
rather than numbers of students
served as in_a head count system,
which. the other two states use.
Consequently, the concept ‘of "con-

tact hours" dominates many discus-~ .

sions with local special - education
personnel. Several comments were:
"The problem is, you only get cred-
it for contact hours, not for plan-

. ping or traveling." "itinerant pro-

-

S0

‘grams need a higher weight to off-

set the amount of time that cannot
be ‘counted; you don't earn ‘contact’
hours when you are warking with a
teacher.® "The problem .with the
FTE is you don't get contact hours

$

X O XXAEXXXXXAX

. . Florida .

X

~ situation, to think th

-t

- mentation of

" serwvices.

for support services, for placement
‘and diagnosing;. or for consultation
with ~parents of social service
agents." ‘ )

The irony related. to this line
of thinking is that with the imple-
Florida's new cost
accounting system camethe informa-

tion that many- districts were under+
- spendihg _in special education. Al-

Utah New Mexico
X |
-
X X v
L] ‘x <3
X
X X
X X
X
X T
X X
¥ x
. &N
X
X

most all district special education
directors wegje'cance.rned that nec-
essary- support personnel were .not
nearning their way" because of too
few contact hours. Yet the weights
were set high originally to cover
the costs of the. "noncontact hour!
' The breakdown
system occurred because most dis-
trict special education directors did.
not have sufficient financial infor-

G'(

in the :

mation to realize that their district.

was not spending all the -dollars
generated by the -special education
weights. This confusion over "con-
tat hours" at the local level caused
some State leaders, unaware of the
- special edu-
cation weéights shoyld® be lowered.
Meanwhile, district special education



.

' persennel-

- COVer,

~ head ‘count

thought the . weights

should™ be raised because they

~didn't have enough money. The les-
. son to be -

learned. is that there
should be clear commumcation ‘about
what costs the weights. are to

of their students' earnings and pro-
gram expenditures

In contrast in Uta‘h,; -where a
is used, local
education directors were concerned
that "there is no- differentiation +n,

The directoriof a large district ex-
plained, "We have no idea how many

hours our special education students -

\are being sérved; we -just require

. our teachers to have a case load of
at ‘least 33 students." Another di-
‘rector related the- hours of service.

"If you serve

. the: most Severe first in a resource’

‘to Publjc Law 94-142.

room, they may take three hours'a
day, and you will cut down on the
dollars you earn." Fhis Iack of dif-
ferentiation of time of service ‘was

. - trict personnel and contribufed to

. "the game of packing 1
- rooms with 40 kids" w

considered problematic. by mosg,d:s-

e resource
ch. will be
incentives.

discussed later under

Student Count

The major Sssue regardlng stu-'

dent count in Florida and. New.

Mexico was bluntly put by one dis-

trict special . education  director,

- "There is a mad crunch to get kids
_placed - by early October.®

This

" . ‘problem appears to be particularly

_ accumulative,

-acute in small- of highly . transient -

districts where there are insufficient

diagnostic personnel; in some cases -

‘there is no actual service. until after
the time of the first count. One

Florida respondent recommended an -
rather than twice-a-

and district special educa-.
tion directors shauld keep informed

special

' spendmg, _

—

year count, apparently such as Utah
has. This, however, could present
a considerable management challenge
‘to an FTE system '

-

Caps. or Limits ‘¢

-

" The problem of state limits on
or "caps," was most dis-

. cussed. in Utah, where the legisla- -

ture has !&m:ted spec:al education -

'~ spending every year since the re- |

. the hours' served in the formula."’ -

B

- form--perhaps because of the state's
" already . high level  of service com-
pated to o_ther.states. The sequence
has been for districts: to. submit
estimates (which some admitted to

. inflating) and then to bhave their. .

 explained,

doli4rs reduced on a pro, rata basis
at the end of the year. One.frus-.
trated  special education - director
"I can't fund a $15,000
" teacher salary when . | am prorated
at 75 percent." Another pointed
out, "With -the wvalue of the unit
floating, or really sinking, you
don't Know .until - the - end of the.
year how much you will get." The.-
probiem of caps is exacerbated in

-Utah, because apparently all dnstricts

are not equally’ aggressive in infl
+ing their _service population num-
ber, and one could claim- that,

therefore, honesty is penalized. By. -

- reducing - all districts at the same

. rate,

the system has not allowed
" those districts that were behind in
offering special edycation services
to catch up with the more. developed
.districts. Apparently, ‘some differ-
ential treatment was applied last
year . by the state department, but-
the rationale or system used is not
understood’ by district personnel. A
recent shift in’law to utilizing count
data from the previous :year may

resolve many of the problems.
9

in Florida, districts are not
allowed to exceed state established
prevalence rates for any program by

- -_‘ ﬁ.
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mgre't'haﬁ 130 percemt without spe-

| ~':'j._.eial approval and ‘a pattern of prigr’

' service. This led one special educa-
~ tion director to comment, "We. are
not identifying kids because we are
at 130. percent in some areas.® Al-
though _there is' some leeway, this
‘practice -of . limiting expenditures .

o -appears to some .to .contradict the

basic concept of the pupil weighting
.approach, which is based on the
premise of district disparity of inci-
dence-of children with handicapping
conditions. . s SR

" systems

Utah also has a "prevalence
limit" and requires sfate department
approval -to go beyond the limit.
New Mexico in 1975  ended the use
of caps, and the legislature has
fully funded all special education
requests for "the’ past two vyears.
A comparison of the three states'
established prevalences shows a cen-.
siderable disparity based in part on
different classification systems. and
‘'state practices: ~ T

Florida
-ﬂ—"——

w
\ .

should” be clear that it would be

difficult to 'offer guidance to new
pupil “weighting states based on the
prevalénces set by these states.

®

. Classification_of Students

Student . classification systems
directly affect prevalence :rates and
service patterns, and are vital to.
the functioning of any state special
education allocation sydtem. The
alterations of the  classification
in both Floride and. Utah
were discussed ‘and related to
changes in district behavior.

C | . '

It was reported in Florida that
the classification for EMR. had been
changed since the reform. One ne-
spondent_‘explained, "Before, there
was a high growth of blagks.in EMR
programs, but a Civil "Rights review
resulted ‘in changes in the criteria.
There was a reduction in the -1Q
score (from 75 to 68) ar\xdimultiple

@

Utah New Mexico
S — e
Educable mentally retarded 2.00% 2.00% 8.92%
Trainable mentally retarded .30 .60 .56
- Physically handicapped .15 . .50 1.53
- Homebound -and hospitalized .80 ' .29 --
. Speech and language :impaired 3.50 ~ ~ 3.50 7.80
" Hard of hearing ’ 1.50 50 . ( :
Deaf 10 .08 39
. Blind and partially sighted .08 .10 .28
Emotionally disturbed 1.00. 5.00 2.00
.Specific: learning disabilities. 1.00 5.00 7.38
Socially maladjusted 1400 -- e
Gifted o 2.00 - 2.51
“Total ; SR kX ~ 17.57 28.8%.

w
Ry
B -3

- New Mexico's prevalence pro-

- jections - were developed by ' the
~‘state's Department of Special Educa- .

tion and g‘got operational -in the

“state. Baged on -the ‘definitions of

- handicapping- conditions used, it

~ criteria é_stabli'shed." Cénséquehtly,'

when. reviewing the change il pro-
gram. populations during the past
few years, .
EMR's can be explained by this sig-
nificant act by the state department.

™ A

130 .

the dramatic drop .in .
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Similarly in Utah, a change in
the classification of EMR's has had
a significant impact,- which was re-
ported by several special education
directors. One explained that-the 1Q
for LD used to be 85 plus and for
EMR, 84 minus. That has been
changed ta 90 plus for LD and 75
minus for EMR, leaving an:1Q gap
of 76-89. It was explained, "We la-
beled the in-betweens EH (emotion-

ally ‘handicapped) because they
needed service, and we had beén
serving - them before." Another

. special education director explained,

"EH is sort of‘é catch-all."
One Florida respondent grasped

and reported an extremely important

point: "The pupil weighting funding
system means the classification cri-

teria need to be very precise."

Expenditure Requirements

District special education direc-
tors were generally pleased that in
Florida there is an 80 percent ex-
penditure requirement and in Utah a
100 percent requirement that special
educationdollars earned by districts

‘be spent on -special education pro-

grams in general. However, there
was disagreement with making the
expenditure requirements apply to
individual programs for they felt
that necessary management flexnbll-
ity would be removed. :

One "ﬁorida respondent saidfu
"Now, with the 80 percent require-
ment, more money goes into special
education--a phenomenon that will
increase with the successful func-
tioning of the cost accounting sys-
tem. In contrast,
expenditure decisions are deemed 2
local decision, and one district spe-
cial education director lamented, "We

“ have to fight for dollars at both .
the legislative and local level now." -

Adentify

in New Mexico,

Incentives Established

»

The numerous incentives estab-
lished by new formulas are clearly
understood by some, totally misun-
derstood by others, and,. surpris-~
ingly, still to be discovered or
hardly considered by many. In’ all
three states it was the clear inten-
tion' of the formulators of the new
finance formulas to provide the
right amount of money to districts
to cover reasonable costs of differ-

-ent programs for students with dif-

ferent needs. While many specialists
differ on the details of handicapping

~conditions or best service prescrip-

tions, the goal of state finance poli+
cymakers was to substantially free
local curriculum specialists from~

‘major funding resource. constraints

as they identified the most reason-
able program placement for chijldren.
Weights established a secure finan-
cial base for program™ planners.
Long-term entitlements of funds on
an objective per-student count basis

‘provided the confidence needed to

make long-term plans. One Florida
director of specnal education articu-

lated the general feelings in all
_three states, "As a result of the
pupil weightihg system, teachers

are glad to start new programs; the
first year, even, we had a much
higher referral rate."

Behind all this new freedom to
and prescribe, however,
there exist certain financial realities
that in some districts only the busi-
ness officers understand. In others,
continued pressures due: to fiscal
constraints are reflected in com-
ments by special education directors.
The following comments from Florida,
while only.correct for certain limited .
cases, "provide valuable insight into
service-finance conflicts and demon-
strate contradictory §erceptions:

. o123
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i get more . pressure from prin-
cipals to go to self-contained
.classrooms, you get more mon-
ey and . it's easier *to manage.

- With part-time weigh'ts you real-
ly have to load your: classroom.

with FEFP we have to “keep stu®
dents in special classes longer
in order to generate .enough
doHars

-

The
some districts} some went wild
in"the area of gifted and SLD's;
that's why the 80 percent was
put. on. )

If full-time kids in EMR go to
PE, art, etc., with regular
kids, the dnstrlct loses money
since they, for that contact
hour, ~
weight rather than- the specnal
ed weight. ‘

To understand these concerns

~and to explain’ them,«it is useful to
compute Florida earnings in a few -

cases. Let us assume the value of
one unweighted FTE to be $800 and,
with that base, examine the imp'act
on district " revenues of alternative
ways of serving a class of 12 stu-
dents with special education needs.

Case One: Fulf-Time EMR vs.
Mainstreaming

Full-TimeEMR: “The students
3 are in- the EMR class all 25
* hours per .week. Earnings are
computed for this program wnth
az2.3 welght as fonows;'

12 students at 25/25 wk. .
represent 12 FTE's X $800
Y ox = $22,080 |

headhunting goeé on in

are counted at the basic:

132

-~

Malnstreamnng The students are

in EMR classes only 18 hours

per week ‘and are mainstreamed

into PE and art classes the re-

mainder of. the time. Earnings
. are computed as follows:

12 students at 18/25 per wk
*  represent 8.64 FTE's x, $800
¢ X 2.3 = $15,898

12 students at 7/25 per wk.
represent .3.36 FTE's x -$800
x 1.0 = § 2,688
Total $18,586

!

* © Thus, a district loses revenues
when students are mainstreamed. In

" the example above, the class of EMR "~

stud&nts earns $3,494 less ($22,080
- $18,586) when mainstreamed than
when 'in the EMR classrcom during
the entire week, unless additional
students are added to the class. *
Moreover, $2,688 is earned for the
basic program, not for the EMR
class. '

The incentives associated with*
part-time placements are even more’
dramatic. The following case com-
pares - full-time placement of 12
learning. disabled chijdren (weight
2.3)+ with part-time placement
(weight 7.5). ;

Casé Two: FuII -Time SLD VS,
Part-Time SLD

Full-Time SLD: The students
are in the SLD class all 25
hours per week. Earnings are

computed for this program
with a 2.3 weight as follows:

12 students at 25/25 wk.
. nepresent 12 FTE's x $800 x
g = $22,080 - -

¥ A class of 15.students would gen-
erate $23,232 if they were in EMR
classes 15 hours per week
mainstreamed into PE and. art the
remainder of the time.

and -



.clear fiscal

t underspending,

Part-Time SLD: Typically, the '

12 students might be taught 10
hours each in groups of 6 at a
time by a resource room teach-
er, spending the remainder of
their time

ings- would be calculated as
féllows:

12 students ' at 10/25 wk.
represent 4.8 FTE's x $800 X
= $28,800 -

12 students at 15/25 wk.
represent 7.2 FTE's X $800
X = $ 5,760

Total $34,560

" Thus, in the example above, district

earnings would be increaséd by more
than $12,000 ($34,560 - $22,080) if

.the children were served in part-

time rather than full-time SLD class-
es. With a very modest case 1oad a
incentive exists under
the Florida plan to establish part-
time programs for SLD students,
and that
happened throughout most of the
state, with the districts skimming
the "profits" for use in other 'pro-
gram areas. The shifts from full-
time to part-time SLD programs, the
apparent '"profit" as reflected from
especially in part-
time EH, SLD, and gifted programs,

and the desires of many persons for
"the creation of a part-time weight

for EMR can be explained in part
by pursuing alternative calculations,
as in the previous cases. It is.also

noteworthy that districts have re-

sponded quite differently given
such incentive systems. For
example, . during 1975-76, part-time
SLD students in Dade County spent
36 percent of their time in the high-

‘weighted (7.5) program whilé in

Hillsborough, the same type of

students only spent 18 percent of

. ' in  basic classes.
Under this arrangement, earn- -

is * precisely what hés .

their week in the part- tnme 7.5
welght SLD’ program.

The examples  above illustrate
the impact.- of alternative delivery
systems on district earnlng To
calculate the impact on a dlstrlct'
"profits" each program's earnings
must, be compared to its cost. While
the earnings and costs of the
numerous delivery models vary, it

" remains clear that complex patterns

of funding jncentives have been
created and that they require close.
and continuous ewvaluation.

Utah's system presents quite a
different set of .incentives. The is-

‘sue is. described by this comment

from a special education director:

ED's were weighted at 1.1 com-
pared to EMR's at .70 and
SLD's at .73 before the classifi-
cation system was changgd.
There was a . fiscal incentive, .if
borderline, to place children in
ED programs.:

‘Of course, Utah cured that po-
tential problem by setting all three
weights at 1.00 in subsequent years.
Since the delivery system model is
essentially the same in all cases,
and the classification guidelines are
now clear, a fiscal incentive no
longer exnsts.,

Another comment represents a

. . case of a maximum guideline becom-
. ing a mmimum

State guidelines limit the re-

source room to a 40-student
case load; everyohe tries to
pack 40 kids in each roam.

.Snnce that comment was made the
maximufm case load for resource room 4.

teachers has been #feduced to  33.
These kinds of controls are simple

\ - | ’ - . ‘.~
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' to write, and are legislatprs' way of
saying they d¢ not want districts to
profit from placing stlidents.

Another quite candid Utah edu-
cator recognized clearly the realities
of incentives and controls as applied
to full-time programs for the severe-
 ly handicapped:

We classify all TMR's as multiple
handicapped instead,; because
of the higher weight. If -the
weights  aren't fair and don't
cover the cost of the program,
that's what you get. . However,
with the implementation of 94-

.
*

ul

142 we will have to reclassify .

everyone.
Here is a case where the
weights for MH were set higher than
for TMR because of presumed higher
- per student costs due to judgments
based on lower MH class loads.
‘Whether the weights are "fair! or
not depends on local incidences and
and on regula-

/eupenditure plans,
L tions specifying programs and class

size limits. Certainly an inclination
.to look at fiscal incentives, though,
is demonstrated’ by the quotation
above.

Utah has some basic service

and fiscal incentive advantages and
- problems unique to. its = system of
counting. As earlier chapters peint
out, they do not count by an FTE
method, as does Florida, but .have
a very neat cutdff between full-time
and part-time programs. If a stu-
dent is in the exceptional education
class more than 1/2 of an average
'day, he is full-time, if less than
1/2, the part-time weight applies.
Most - part-time classes. have the
add-on weight of 1.0 -whether  the

student receives services for half an

hour or two. hours daily, yet only
the .days when served count as a

-

~pa.rt.of.'tlfse ADM count. For eXamplé:

a child served for one-half hour
three days a week counts as 3/5 of
a part'-time ADM, but a child served
two hours for one day a week
counts only 1/5 of a part-time ADM.
As complex as the Florida FTE sys-
tem can seem, without it, situations

* such as this Utah example can oc-

cur, where a student receiving two
hours of service each week would

earn only one-third. the amount
earned by a student receiving one:
and one-half hours of service
- weekly.

Looking at full-time prbgr.ams

~in Utah is a‘good way also to com-

pare  the mainstreaming incentive
systems with Florida's. We saw ear-

lier that a Florida school /district -

"ost" money by sending a student
to PE and art seven hoyrs a week.
That does not happen. in Utah. As
long as the student spends at least
half a day in-the special placement

~ room he can be placed. elsewhere for

2 or 10 hours without affecting
earnings.

"In both Florida - and Utah,

where. further . examination of de-

tailed examples could make the com-

plexities appear even greater, sev-.

eral basic checks on placement
“abuses eliminate most problems.
~ First, essentially all the money

earned in special education must be
spent there. -There is little profit

‘motive in reality. Second, -the, de-

velopment of state placement criteria

‘and program prescriptions has made

errors in placement highly unlikely

“and - readily auditable. Third, and

of the greatest importance, educa*
tors generally, ,
special education professionals, seek
first what is best for the child.
However, in some districts there is
a tension between special educators

and business  officers seeking to .

and particularly .



.

“for placements are minimal.

“verting the funds

{

maximize dnstrlct earnmgs. Fmally,

the ‘due process requirements man-

dated by Public Law 94-142--which
include 1EP's, parental involvement,
and sign-off placements;

aid in the "pure," as oppcsed to
"profit, "
children. Even with the many fiscal
pressures existent in a weighting
system the most general findings of
the data analysis and the interviews

. were that the educators were plac-

ing students, and staffing. and con-
ducting special education programs,
not only without regard te, but
even ‘without knowledge of, the
fiscal implications. Many . of the
safeguards,
tablished by the states "“just in
case" and do not seem to impede
most d:strict operatnons >

New Mexacos system is based
-almost entirely on Jocal decision-

- making. Throughout the state, spe-
cial education stdffs generally have

no record of what their programs
earn or:. cost, so fiscal incentives
Program
cost accounting has not been seri-
ously considered, for it is a concept
deemed antithetical to local ‘control.

_ The major concern voiced by
special educators involves the new
Option I for A/B resource rooms.
As described earlier,
state's 88 districts have elected to
receive anadded amount of 12 per-

«cent- of- the number of grade 1-3

members times the base unit value,

- instead of submitting a special edu*.
. 'cation service .count for all

part-

time programs. The concern is that

. some of these districts may not just

be avoiding paperwork with the
gtate department, but may be di-
into .other pro-
gram areas. As long as New Mexico

)

.rigorous .
hearing and appeal procedures, and-
‘surrogate parent provisions--will all.

placement of exceptional®  of Public Law (94-142,

thus,” have been es-.

38 of the .

. system in
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can continue to expand all educa-
tional funding from 10 to 14 percent
annually, as has been true since
the reform, the problem is not ex-
pected to be too severe. However, .
in a revenue shortfall year, or
given added  pressures to conform
to the intent, if not the directives,
a significant
clash of ideals was predlcted by
several persons mtervnewed

In all three states, most com-

. ments about .incentives were associ-

ated with problems or concerns with
the system. There was surprisingly
little recognition of the things that
had been done to prevent problems,
such’ -as the purposeful setting of °
several full-time weights at 2.3 and
part-time weights at 7.5 in Florida .

. or the setting of. most part-time

weights at 1.0 in Utah. New Mexi-
co's greatly simplified process of
funding just three delivery systems
in place of disabilities vnrtually elim-
inates misplacements that could be -
attributed to tempting fiscal incen-
tives: Desirable positive incentives
in all three states, which use gener-
ous weights for-many part-time pro-
grams that tend to encourage the
ptacement of children in the least
restrictive environment also, were
seldom mentioned, C

!

The Qld System

A number of candid comments
were made regarding incentives and
consequences of the distribution
use before the pupil
weighting system. In Utah, one re-
spondent described the manipula-~
tions of that system: "Under the
Distribution Unit, the game was to
get more dollars for a teacher's unit
with teachers who were certified in
special educatlon, but who taught
regular students." -



- -

« The major focus of attention in
former systems in Florida and New
Mexico was on the .state depart-
ment's discretionary power and the
proposal process. In New Mexico,
one district administrator com-
-mented, "Before the reform there
was a lot of state department dis-
* cretion as to where units would go;

now they go out on a formula

basis." QOne- result of -that system
was described by a Florida respond-
ent: "This county was over-staffed
under the old MFP; we had many

. teachers with “only three or four

kids." Relating the significant dif-
ference, one Florida district special
educatign director reported, "We
make FTE projections instead of
‘writing' proposals for funding; now
we have more Iead planning time."

Generally, even with some im-
plementation problems, district spe-
cial education  personpnel did not
want to return to the old system
and thought the -pupil weighting
system was fairer, with fewer head-

aches, but still had some kinks to .

be worked out, and they were will-
ing advnsers

Accountab:htx ' L,

‘One reason that the pupil

weighting systems in Florida and,
Utah” were preferred over the old:

: systems related to accountability is-
sues. An enthusiastic Floridian com-
mented, "People are now more aware
‘of programs; -now dollars can bg

tracked. There is greater account< -

ability; you know what.you have t

_spend. You are no longer at the\

‘whim of the legislature." There was

general relief that special education

dollars were a part of the equaliza-
" tion formula rather than a separate
categorical appropmatuon that had to
/be renegotiated ‘every .year. This

~sentiment was echded in Utah, "The -

* education directors.

‘"there s

WPU offers better accountablllty,
you can count on it. It provndes
greater equallty and securlty

However‘, in New Mexico, where

~ dollars are not tracked and expendi-

ture requirements not made as a
matter . of .state policy, the feeling
was different among district special
A fairly com-
mon theme -among them was that-
better tracking and
accountability needed."

State Department of Education
Role Changes '

The move to a pupil welghtmg
system and greater accountability
has altered the role of state depart-
ment of education program staff.
This chaffge was most often dis-
cussed .in Florida:

The : state department role has

/ really moved to an auditing role.

It is a totally different role,
amd you can't play two roles as
a consultant and - an auditor.
Some people resigned over this.

Furthermore, there has report-
edly been a transition in the nature
of auditing. "Auditing now is for
eligibility in programs rather. than-a
program auditing for appropriate
instruction.”:As one district director
stated, "The state department of

" education is no longer in a helping

role, but in an auditing role." This,
noe doubt, has been an extremely

~ difficult transition for people who

are accustomed to working as asso-

- ciates in a collegial manner. For a
\_successful transition to a pupil
‘weighting system with auditing,

staff reorientation is extremely im-
portant, and' new means of develop-
ing “"helpful auditors" should be

. astablished.
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‘personnel;
one 'free' unit for support services

" weights,

- lary pe

‘diagnosis and placement.
" now.earn 20 days of time, or 20/180 \_

- L}

Support Staff o e

e Per'haps one of* the Jgreatest

concerns éxpressed by dlStl"iCt spe-

" cial education . staff . related to such

ancillary ' personnél as diagnosti-
cians, psychometrists, psycholo-_
gists, etc. A Utah respondent ar-

ticulated this concern
"weights don't take.
the

- concisely:

diagnostic " and administrative
under the. DU - you got

for every ‘nine- regular units."
Florida. also formerly had . special
support units. Now, accordmg to
district = special = education staff
members, "Administrators, diagnos-
ticians, psythologlsts, etc., have'a

. problem of"earning their own way. "

‘District personnel in
to ‘generate dollars only for direct
service.  Hp ever,

as originally established,
were set high to generate dollars
sufﬁc;en& tdf cover the cost of ancil-

sonnel.. It is ironic that
district feel the

personnel. way

. they do when statewide in special

edugation ap underspending 6f gen-
erated dollars has been determined
(Table 8.8). Unfortunately, ‘some
district personnel have been told
not -to hire these essential staff

in Florida  the

into account . -

_ both
 states assumed that the weights are

members and do not know the finan-

’ Weights are desngned to cover direct
"instructional costs ‘only, a -solution

has been daveloped to caver the
costs ‘of -such support $ervices as
Disthicts

ADM Yor each child properly diag-

nosed and. laced in 'a special educa—
. _tion prog

cial . situation” of their ‘program
earnings. . '
in Utah, where part- tnme‘

-

»

-the areas_ of extr

-

Suggested Welght Changes byr
Dlstr‘nct Respondents

A number of - district special

- education staff members had recom- -
.mendations for specific changes in

pupil weights.
agreement,

If there was general

usefulness of : feedback from dis-
tricts. This .report does not, how-
ever, indicate our endorsement of

.these suggestions. Our intent i$ not

to evaluate the weights; this can
best be accomplished mtemally by
each state.

o~

e Florida B ¢

1. There was some concern that
ely low preva-
and occupational

lence (physical

" therapy, deaf and hard of hearing,

and visually
weighted too low

impaired) . were

X

2. It was pomted out* that the
itinerant teacher delivefy model was

these suggestnons are. -
reported here with the belief in the

NN

more expensive because of travel \

time, which was not. accounted far

. by the ETE student count weight-

~speech disonders

system, ‘the par‘t*tlme weight seems

to assume the resource room model

3. The addition. of a par.‘t-time
EMR weight was suggested. o

P

-

‘@ Utah.

1. rPart t.ime TM:R

cell; no weight is needed. |
. 2. A full-time SLD weight is
needed. - '

3. A full-time weight for severe
was suggested.

4. The homebound and hospital-.

ized weight does not cover the cost
of that program.

-

L]

is an emm.sé\__

129



. -

New 'Mexi'c'o’

o The D weight is too low for
some disabilities; it was suggested
' ‘that  severe cases could be fund-
ed by program areas,- in a manner
similar ‘to the Florida. and Utah
. systems.

It should Be recpgniged in con-
sidering weight changes that cur-
rent spending patterns algne are
insufficient for determining adjust-
ments. Additionally, policy priori-
ties and long-range planning and
goals should be considered. There

- is no doubt ‘that the accuracy of

weights is important. As one district
respondent said,

must be accurate, partncularly if

"With weights you

‘you earmark and reéquire program .

‘expenditures. The less accurate the
weights, the’ more- games are gonng
to be played "

Start-up Costs

Ay ¢

- One problem in
funding programs is related to "one-
_shét start-up costs.”" A New Mexico
respondent explained a view held by
several district personnel, "weights
‘are acctrate except for start-up
costs." This dnfﬁtulty -was dis-
.cussed most often in New Mexico,

where one local administrator elabo-

rated on the reed: "We need lift
buses, ramps, .new bathrooms, and
'_spec:a! ﬁstmctional equnpment "

Rural Delivery of Service

ﬂ “ .

. The difficuity = of dehvering
spéecial educatlon services in-rural

-

Flonda, which' is the only state with
- no. sparsity -adjustment. Qne Te-

spondent noted, "In some small dis- .

tricts, they've stopped services ‘be-
cause of low incidehces ‘where  ex-

reasonably -

.areas was most often addressed in

*

~tricts with

_ rector of exceptional

§ - _
~own way." In some cases; however,
shared services have been devel-’
oped, as explained by one district
special education director: "When
you have. low prevalence you go to
a multi-county agreement." Alterna-
tively, children still, earn funds if
not in traditional programs. Dis-
low prevalence of chil-
dren with sfecial educational needs
could earn enough with a few  se-

yverely handncapped children to at

least hirg an aide.

Thdre is no doubt that-the di-
education in
sparsely populated areas has a spe-
cial set of challenges ‘in offering ap-

propriate services. In one rural
~county in Florida, a directqr eéx-
plained, "We have areas of the

county where we can't generate an
additional teacher unit,wwhich pro-
duces strange teaching loads, like
one. person -teaching the gifted and§
the -educable’ mentally retarded.'
This difficulty is not unique, how-
.ever, to the wenghted pupll distri-
bution model; it is inherent in areas :
with low prevalence of children.
needmg special services..

Di rect/ Indi rect Costs -

In :mplementmg a, pupﬂ Jweight-"

ing system, it is important to clari- . -
the -

fy « specifically what  costs
weights are to cover. A somewhat
typical question from district excep-
_ tiopal child education directors in-
Utah was, “"What does a WPU cover?
Health insurance? Travel for itiner=--

- ant teachers’ Secretarlal help?®

" < trict ditrectors commented,

- ceptional stugents can't®pay their .

Y
[N
-

several dis~
"Our dis-.
trict wants 24 percent of our geners
ated dollars for overhead." The &it-
uation in * Florida,

In New Mexico,

in a statewide context of un-
N ’

" lated

S o
Y

where the need .
_ for auxlllary personnel was articu- .



. derspendmg

‘personnel.
and superintendents are quick to
assume the responsubmty of making
‘decisions regarding

~dollars:
‘brief summary of their chief con-
L face of state
and Federal law included:

1. the fiscal

in exceptianal
education related to. earnings, has
been identified earher

f

'Although pohcies have . been

articulated through regulations re-

garding these matters, the fact that
such regulations -came some time
after the reform has contributed to
general. confysion ameng district
Local business officers

gram charges 'in accordance with

~ their beliefs as to what is best Yor

the 'distmct Unless cost attribution
regulations are clarified, there are
likely” to be as many answers as
there are dtstmcts

. .. ‘- |
| Refat’ionshgg of a PUpil
- Weighting System with Public
Law 4-142 : .

- Although the three states were

generally concerned about a number

- of regulations of Public Law 94-142,
few difficulties: mentioned were re-

lated specifically to the- implementa-

tion of a weighted pupil distribution

model. Two of the states, Florida
and New Mexico, at one time were
not gping to partisipate (Florida has

since .changed its mind), and Utah .

legislators were feeling a -strong
disincentive to put any more¢ state
into. special education. A

cerns about this int

*-

governments,_ attempting .to rea\%h
. full service by 1978;

- "2."the cost * and “manpower needs

. associated with developing, IEP's
for all handicapped children;

" child

indirect | pro--

burden on state/local.

\\ -
J 4
onflict ‘with s;ate~constntu-
provisions over

3. the-
tiona

a. the proposed role of the state
department of education and
the local boards in settling
due process hearings, and

b. the role of the si'ate depart-
"ment of .educationn in oversee-
ing other state agenues,

4. the problem of estabhshmg *wex-
.. cess  costs where no program cost
accounting system existed; ®

5. undue Federal intervention im the -
desired state/local balance of
educational 'governance ;

6. the conflict with state counting

. with these. fundamenfal
. the issues- related to a pupil weight-..

requnrements ;o

7. the fiscally disequalizing effect of
the Federal allocation of funds; -
and ' '

8. the amount of Federal dollars

forthcommg for Public Law 94-
- 142, oo ~
concerns,

ing system were minor and viewed
as quite solvable. It was noted that

. each state had different categories

for funding, 15 in Florida and Utah
and 3 in New  Mexico, while the
Federdl government had established

- its own set of 11 categories. States

would have to coliect. two sets of .
data in order to comply with Feder-
al reporting requnrements This.
would also necessitate gathermg un-

. duplicated student .count data in ad-

~dition to the service caunt data that

B
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is the basis of state funding.

Additional. concerns - related to
countmg procedures. There was
some concern ih Florida that the
system worked against the
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mainstreaming . of full-time handi-
- capped. children '~ In  nonacademic

placements (Regulations 121 a.7553),
" since ‘they would -only earn the base
“amount of funding for that time. In

- .contrast, in Utah there was concern

expressed regarding the Federal
priority of serving the most se-
verely handicapped first. It ~was
thought that this ,would require
more hours of service for some
part-time, students, and, since
there was no FTE system, districts
would ' have to reduce total numbers
of part-time students served and
thus lose dollars. .

There was someé concern re-

'gébding the comparable services re- .

quirement (Regulations 121 a. 231)
that “state and local dollars must be
spread evenly among different hand-
icapped programs." Since the pupil
weighting systems, as well as some
_othaer special education finance sys-
tems, emphasize the different costs
of various  special education pro-
grams, this- requirement seemed un-
believable at first. It was explained,
‘however, by the U.S. Office of. Ed-
ucation, Bureau of Education for
. the Handicapped, that this was in-
tended . to assure comparability
among specific programs; i.e., com-
paring oné program for the visually’
. impaired with. a program for the

~ visually impaired in another ‘schoal.

Again, without program cost ac-

counting, enforcement pf this regu- .

lation- could be ¢ifficuit.
Another regulation that could
cause considerable alarm is - the
waiver of the requirement regarding
. supplementing and supplanting with'
. Part B funds (Regutgx%ns 121 a.
-589).  The regulation uires that
‘the "FTE of regular and special pro-

" gram -students” be reported for an .

approval -of a waiver. Since Florida®
Is the only state in our study, and

‘tem the
' suffiqe;

. varijous

R ’
- [
-

~ -

perhaps hationally, to.use an FTE

count system, this regulation could
be especially problematic. It was ex-
plained, however, by the Bureau for
the Education of the Handicapped,
that this was not to be taken liter-
ally, and that whatever count sys-
state was using would

in further discussions with the
staff of the Division of Assistance
to the States, Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped, there was no
indication that conflicts were per-
ceived between the implementation
of Public ‘Law 94-142'and the use of
a weighted pupil distribution model.

Conclusion--implementation Issues

This chapter has attempted to
addpess the many issues associated
with using a weighted pupil distri-
bution meodel to fund special educa-
tion. Legislators and educational

_policymakers considering a weight
pupil system can learh from the ex- -

perience and feedbs€k from. these
three states as they. have selected -
options within ‘a similar
framework. The comparative experi-
ence of Florida and Utah illustrates

‘the issue of whether: £o count hours

of service or students, The impact
of establishing and then  removing

_ caps is best evidenced In New Mexi-
_co. Expenditure requirements were

imposed in Florida and Utah, but
not in New Mexico. The importance
of classification systems is recog-
nized by all states as refinements

" continye to be made.

The consequentes of the many

~ optlons chosen have resulted in the

establishment of several different
incentives. These: can be reviewed

- as legislative intents are .explqred.

The funding of special education is
an increasingly complex area of

o

14q
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- . school finance because of the many  states that have developed weighted

variations . in. costs and - programs. pupil approaches as each has forged:
‘Our discussion of Issues has sought its own unique state policy for
to share the straggles ' of .three funding these special needs.

[N
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9. ANALYSIS OF DISTRIBUTION AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

. Y , i}

. This study bhas addressed nu-
‘merous issues related to the devel-
opment, impact, and implementation
of weighted pupil systems in Flor-
ida, Utah, and New Mexico. The
- scope has been broad and inclusive
in response to the questions raised
in the request for proposals. The
- comparative case study methodology
~ has. served well to generate insight
into similarities and contrasts among
~ the three states. The report has
focused on significant issues that
emerged from the field work so that

we might learn and benefit from the’
experience of these three states, -

which have pioneered in using .the
" weighted pupil system. Most of the

‘report has been descriptive, to pro-..

vidé information ‘about the* develop-
ment, and consequences of the pupil
weighting reform that might be use-
ful
" applied. anhalysis.

-

This final chapter will focus on

' analysis that we be-
. lieve will' be of further interest to
all .education policymakers, analysts,
~and implementers. First, - we will
analyze the weighted pupil ‘system

two areas o

as a model for distributing educa- -

‘tional doltars. Second, we will focus

on  state efforts to.- implement a

reform. .

" The Weig hted Pupil System as
stributional Practice

7 State legislatures are charged

with tife responsibility of determin-

ing equitable and manageable means

for distributing dollars to districts
for educating  children. As the de-

mand-for specisl services, i.e!, for .

L3

,
L3 v, -
\.‘.
' . 7 :
(8 . L]
_ .
T . . ) . .
v ._‘.'.- .

o~y

to policymakers for their own

) !

B

.-1?

early childhood, vocational, compen-
satory, bilingual, and exceptional
child education, has grown, this
task has become increasingly chal-
tenging and complex. A number .of
alternatives, have been used:
(1) flat grants, (2) excess cost re-
imbursements (with- the state fund-
ing "~ wvarious percentages of the
total), (3) support of classroom .or
teacher units, dnd (4) intermediate
or district cooperative units. Fungs
have been allocated according to

grant' applicatiohs; formulas, and °
reimbursements.  This study has
~focused on a fifth g method, the

weighted pupil distribﬁtion model as
implemented in Fiorida, Utah, and

‘New Mexico. This section seeks to ~

analyze the effects of weighted pugil
distribution practice(s) on equity
and on managerment concerns. .

X

Equity Issues

Although the equity, issues are
interrelated and overlapping, there
are two goals of distribution prac-
tices that can serve as a framework
for this analysis: to achieve student
equity, and to achieve district _
equity. e

1. Student Equity--In contrast to-
~the grant. application/teacher unit

distribution model used in the ‘three
states ~ before the reforms,  the
weighted pupil unit. system was
enacted as a student entitlement

~formula .program. The purpose was

to guarantee' different resources

based on differential student need. - -

- el1z

- 'At the core of the wei@ﬁted'
pupil system is this concept of en-

?
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titlement. A pberéquisite for devel-

oping such a system is to determine
whg should be served and at ‘what

. jevel. What are .all of the state pri-

orities and obligations in education?

‘These questions demofistrate” a fun-
damental - conceptual differénce be-
tween a  weighted pupijl approach
and soine other categérical distribu-

tion practices in which. dollars for

special programs are viewed  as
supplementary and’ come from sepa-
.rate appropriations. Thus, compre-
hensive (in comparison to piecemeal
or incremental) . policymaking may
occur as relative student equity
comes fntd focus. . ' oo
Florida legislators, for example;,
used their weighted’ pupil system to

seek to establish district compliance

with three state human résource de-
velopment priorities:- (1) a greater
focus on early childhood education,

(2) the development of .an appro-
labor force, and.

priately skilled
(3) the meeting - of all ' reasonable

special education cost needs. State-

wide ‘comprehensive planning dictat-

ed the establishment of priqrities,’
and the weighted pupil system facil-

itated the shift in resources. Politi-
cally, this- rational state prioritizing
 could be accomplished because the
emphasis was- on all of the -state's
children receiving appropriate re-
sources, regardless of where they
tived, what handicapping conditions
they bhad,” or what their career
aspirati?ns_were. _ E

Some suggest that moving to 5

spécial . needs _entitlement system
opens a Pandora's box, and it. may,

if adequate preparation is not made. -

(A number of management options
are discussed below.) Another cri-
ticism of the student equity concept
~is that equal programs do not neces-

“sarily follow from similar student we-
. sources. For example, if one district
had only two severely handicapped

®

© rior program.

_have few

special nee

| ’chil_d'ren and another had ten, then

the latter district would generate
more dollars and thus have a supe-
Therefore, critics
would ‘insist that the freatment. is,
in- fact, unequal. Pupil weighting
advocates would retort  that:
(1) equalizing resources is a fair
and reasonable state position,
(2) districts should work out co-
operative arrangements “when they .
children with special
needs, (3) sparsity adjustments
can, at least in part, compensate
for size factors, -and (4) districts
should be - creative in- providing
services with the resources they do
get. The arguments on both - sides

of this issue seem reasonable; state

preference would seem to dictate
one's position. ~

_ . J
2. District Equity--Each of -the

- three states in this study had as a

primary goal the equalization of  all
program support dollars. They had
for years been on a course ‘of in-
corporating ‘' mest of the -available

local wealth into the state fourdation

program, leaving little in the way of
a ,locally taxable sgfffce for use in
supporting differef§ ' local program
needs. At the safie time, it became
clear that wvdrying incidences of
program.needs, - particularly “in the
vocational and exceptional child
areas, existed, but the legislature
could no longer suggest that local

. tax sources be used to fund the

programs. The use of the weighted
pupil system to fund district ‘need
entitiements evolved as the next

- logical step in the movement to fully

equalize district income. The state,’
thus, provided the reasonable means
to meet diverse local program needs. .

. . The weighted pupil system in
these three states was instituted in
an effort to eliminate any district
fiscal -disincentive to meet the
f high-cost students.




-, "

Other distributional practices could .

theoretically accomplish the ,same

‘goal. A fully funded classroom unit

.districts must

distribution system could achieve
district equity Iif all requests for
units were granted. Generally, how-
ever, classroom units either gener-
ate partial costs or there is compe-
tition for limited units. ‘A 100 per-
cent excess cost reimbursement
system could achieve district equity,
but most excess cost systems are
tess than 100 percent. A generously

. supported flat grant system might

achieve district equity, but general-
ly such systems provide limited sup-
plemental funds and do not meet the
full excess costs of special pro-
grams. Whenever a district must use
local revenues to cover partially the
costs of special needs programs,
interdistrict
child's opportuhity to ive special
services then becomes a function of
(1) the wealth of the district,
(2) the grantsmanship capabilities of
the district staff, (3) 'the strength
of local -advocacy for special serv-
ices,» or (4) ‘the training and inter-
est of district officials and person-
nel. ‘

It should be recognized that a
weighted pupil system pér se does
not guarantee district equity. Where

the base amount is too low to gener- -

ate sufficient funds for programs,
rely on local re-~
sources to help covér costs. Also,
where the weights themselves are
too low t6 generate necessary re-
sources, districts must add local
revenues. : :

Pupil weighting systems do not
guarantee equity, but in the.three
states studied policymakers viewed
the weighted pupil system as the

most appropriate distribution model .
. for facilitating equity.

‘inequities , occur., A~

Manégpment Issues

A neglect a of focus in
school finance ™¥¥5rch relates to
the management implications of alter-
native distributional practices. A
number of issues ‘emerged as we
conducted this research, and we
present this analysis as a hopeful
beginning for corresponding work
relating to other models. Again
many interrelated implications have
been somewhat artificially separated
for the sake of clarifying the analy-
sis. As one will detérqli’ne, there
are numerous tradeoffs In accom-
plishing various objectives.

1. Covering Costs--The discus-
sion above related the significance
of covering costs with .equity con-
cerns. A corresponding management
issue is determining what costs are
or. should be. The weighted pupil
system has been criticized for being
"imprecise," and indeed some states

have been somewhat arbitrary in de-

termining weights (suwch as the
practice of weighting all exceptional
children at 2.0). On the other
hand, absolute precision is a myth.
It should be" recognized that
weights are at best an average of
program costs that may -vary from
district to district. By establishing
weights, most often legislatures are
establishing what arfe perceived as
reasonable relative per child- sup-

port rates. As discussed in Chapter
3, these weights may be based on
(1) aveéraging current expenditures
(usually for a sample of districts),

'(2) projecting the costs of exem-

plary programs, or (3) establish-
ing state priorities for allocation of

resources.,

&

Some other disfr‘ibution models

cover costs precisely. A 10Q percent

cost reimbursement :system' and a
fully funded classroom unit .system
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. could cover ail costs of programs,
but these models are diminishing&\

. if not extinct, as educational policy

" makers. become increasingly cost

- copscious. ' ' o

? ; :

2. Promotin fficiency--As tax-

payers become increasingly reluctant

to  support education generously Y}’

policymakers, are seeking means of
intraducing the concept of efficiency
in an 8&re & durihgtecent histo-
ry shaseen expansion oriented. A
‘remarkable &complishrﬁent- of the
' weightedr pupil #yStem is that™it inid
“tjages | a “comprehensive yfocus on

rogram costs, an historically for-
XJes Concept in” education in most
states. wFu_r‘thern. by es?ébtishing
? weights, the legislature is. prescrib-
ing either formallysfor informally
(depending on whether or-not there
are program expendituré require-
expenditure  Jimits, or
ranges;y that - ‘guide . numerous local
decisions. 'As a result, local admin-
istrators need to become aware of
- *how much the various programs are
costipg. In addition, the weighted
pupil systemy promotes efficiency be-
cause it encourages neighboring dis-
tricts that have low prevalences of
“high-cost  students’ to coordinate
services.. ' ~ :

'Excess cost reimbursement sys-

tems may also create an awareness - .

* of program costs, but there may or
may - not be a fiscal incentive. to
economize. Generally digtrict admin-
istrators in teacher unit and flat
_grant system states are ablivious. to
the eosts of programs. -

3. Coping with District Entrepre-
neurship--One respondent summed
up this igsuei "There was never a
funding _system - built that there
wasn't someone sitting around try-
ing to figure out how to beat it
It appears that one function of dis-

~ S,
« trict business officers is to maximizé

resources available from- the state; :

therefore, oa statewidé network of
games develops that varies depend-
"ing on the nature of the distribution
model. Bnder the competitive grants

application model, ' expert proposal

writerssare hired as consultants to

maximize district chances of win-

Jing. State department of education ;

personnel are courted as
operated- their own - foundations.

_ Collegial relationships - can
' i};\flt_:encp decisions.

If a teacher unit system ‘is
used, the game becdmes one of sub-
mittipg as many names as possible.
for reimbursement.
usually
field related to the categorical fund-
ing, districtss can--submit lists of all
# teachers so certified whether they

teach special classes or.not. Person-
_nel, reimbursement ‘systenwr anci)~
lary staff present similar games.
who will ever Kknow
nurses' and ‘counselors' names. sub-

‘mitted for reimbursement spend all

‘(or any) of their time working in
the categorically: funded program?

Auditing, a practice lacking in most
educational finance 'systems, is
especially di_ff_icult here since (it

, requires tracing
certified personnel.’
Whenever new finance. systems

are implemented, correspongding:

. games are developed, and counter

moves are often made by program:

administrators. Pupil weighting sys-
- tems, as such, were vulnerable to
district’ entrepreneurship. The pri-
mary game was to report more stu-
dents - with special needs than one
had properly diagnosed and placed:
Two  quite effective countermoves
were developed. The first was to
implement program expenditure re-

quirements in order to eliminate the:

1

if all  the

the time of all-

‘Since teachers]
must be certified - in the

it they &

often
\

b
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"profit motive."
" Utah, program expenditure require-
. ments were developed 'so that dis-
tricts would have to spend the dol-
lars on the students that earned
them (thus- minimizing district vi-

-sions  of  surplus  discretionarfy
funds). The second called for
audits -of placements and severe

penalties (e.g., firing of per‘sonnel
and recalling of dollars) for inap-
propriate procedures. Since the
primary area of concern. is the clas-
sification of exceptional children, a
third check will emerge with the im-
plementation of Public Law 94-142
and its,k 1EP's, parental sigh-off
provisions, and due process guar-
antees. )

4. Establishing Control Systems--
In addition to coping with district
entreprene@hlp, states -must de-
termine what management controls
they want their distribution system
to establish and maintain. This is a

sensitive decision which must be "

based on each state's unique cir-
cumstances. Desirable state/local
relationships and sharing ‘of deci-
s;onmakmg dictate choices. Two
major focal points emerged from our
study . of weighted ~pupil systems.
\‘\

' iHow to spend--Should the state
dictate. _decisions regarding curricu-
lum; - teacher-pupil ratio, carpetlng
and bathroom specifications, etc.?

The arguments for state mvol\/ement
relate to efforts to assure "quality
control, and usually such precondi-
tions are-
grants. Competitive grant applica-
tion and teacher/classroom distribu-
tion models are good examples of
this posntlon, tthough “other distri-
bution models Jmay also pdace such
condmons on

On the other hand, some states -

believe that decisions regardmg how

In Florida and in:

attached to categorical -

istrict expendituresq

dollars may be spent should be de-
termined locally. "Lump sums'™are
allocated to districts, and they de-
termine” what mix of teachers and
aides to use, whether to have cur-
riculum supervisors, how much ad-
ministration is needed, etc., within
the limits of general state standards.
The weighted pupil system was used
in the three states studied to facili-
tate this aspect of local decision-
making. Other categorical distribu-
tion practices may also function this
way.
Where to spend--The purpose
of categorical funding generally is

.~ to target dollars to children with

special needs, i.e., vocational, ex-
compensatory, bilingual

eptional, "~ bili ’
Cgﬁb\early childhood education. Many

states require districts to account
for expenditures in special pro-
grams. Florida and Utah, in nmple-
' menting weighted pupil systems, im-
posed - expenditure requirements.
Florida, which developed program
cost accounting and a management
information system, required that 80
percent of all dollars generated for
students with special needs. be spent
on the program-area for those chil-
dren, thus allowing flexibility among
specn’lc program expenditures within
categories. Utah required that 100
percent of excess earnings be spent
on special needs programs. (See
-Chapter 4 for further explanation.)
Similar expenditure requirements are’
common in most categorical distribu-
tion models. 5
In  contrast, however, New
Mexico viewed the weighted pupil
system as an equitable means of de-
termining each district's fair, share
. of dollars, but thought that deci- -
sions regarding program expendl-
tures should be made Jocally in dis-
tricts. The absence of expenditure
requirements and corresponding ac-

»
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couriting procedures makes categor-

‘jeal - funding- decisions a function of
local need and persuasion. '

Estabiishfng- limits ‘or caps--
Most categorical distribution. models

" rely on annual appropriations ceil-

- may be used

ings to establish limits for expengi-
. tures.

However, .since . with a
weighted pupil system distribution
is relative, the three states adopied

various procedures for. regulating

growth in some special needs areas.
These can be reviewed in-Chapter
4, along with' other management is-
sues related to defining, -approving,
and counting the units; setting the
dollar -value of the base; and estab~
lishing - expenditure requirements.

in addition,” our companion publica- °

tion, A Policy Guide to Wejghted
Pupil "Education Finance Systems,

- addresses numerous related techni-~

cal issues. -

Cbnclusion--Distribution Models

It is difficult to talk in gener-
alities about categorical distribution
models because the same basic model

purposes in_ different states. Addi-
tionally, a paucity of available  re-

gearch .into the effects of other

models limits = comparisons. This
study of weighted pupil systems is

_ the first in-depth, comparative, and

_policymakers

comprehensive analysis available to
and analysts. There-
fore, we have initiated an. assess-
ment based on equity goals and
cértain management, functions that,

+  we-: hope, will be applied to other

distributional practices. - = -

~_ Implementation Issues

" Once a distributional practice

(or other reform) becomes state law,
the next task is implementing that
new. law. A few scholars have res

.cently begun focusing on the criti-

”
”
b

accomplish different

™~
-

cal area of what happens after a bill
becomes a law. ‘Pressmamn and

- Wildavsky, in their pioneer work,

explain:

We woule}onSEder‘ our ®ffort a°, .
success if more people began
with the understanding that im-
~ plementation, under the best of
circumstances, _is exceedingly -
difficult. They would, therefore, -
be pleasantly surprised when a
few good things really happen.

Our  three-state comparative study
could not focus singularly on the

implementation process due to the ~ .

multiple researth questions raised
in the request for proposals. How-

- ever, 'a few printiples of state pol-

jcy toward the implementation of in-

novations may be garnered from our:

work and related to the gmerging'
literature. = -

in reviewing olur experience

_studying the implementation -of. the -

weighted pupil system in Florida,

‘New Mexico, apd Utah, and relating

this to the reckntly reported exper=
jence of others, nine basic "imple--
mentation considerations" emerge;

_ Clarity of policy purpose; -
Commupiication of the reform;
. Collaborative efforts;

O O~ U s w2

»

Organizational impacts;
professional orientations; .
incentives for implémentation;
Adequacy of resources;
;omﬁlexity of the -policy_; ahd-
Review.and revision proce-
dures. '

 These areas are obviously in-
terrelated and overlapping, but for
the sake of facilitating recognition

.

- of the issues each will be addressed -

4
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~ implementation

'to be implemented."?

3 concermng who

below
literature and the experiences of

. "the three states studied..

}
.

C!arlty of Policy Purpose" L

Recent research reports of the
- process  generally
agree that the policy to pe imple-.
mented should be clearly’ artacqiated
Williams, in conc{udmg a8 compHation

‘of documented efforts, stresses that

the “pomt that emerges...from the
volume is the requirement for some
specificity in the treatment packages
‘Pressman and
Wildavsky argue for.an inclusion of
the ‘assessment of implementation in

_the policy development process

The great problem, as we un-.

derstand it, is to make the dif-
. ficulties of lmplementatuon a part
of the initial formulation -of pol-
"+ icy. Implementation must not be
conceived as a protess that

takes place after, and mdepend--

[ent of the design of pohcy

McLaughhn concurs  that .much
implementation breaks down due-to
“inadequate opegetional - speccﬁc:ty,"
but points outﬁ‘ “there is debate
ould make project
operatrons more specific, how it can
be done, and when
should be introduced."*
that spec:f:csty "should evolve over
time in response to local conditions

.and individua!‘ nesds- ns ,

lnu developing
pupll systems. in' Flomda, ‘Utah, and
New Mexico, the primary agenda of

,;redlstmbuting dollars accérding to

.wvarying puptl needs was clearly ar-
ticulated in- the enabling legislation.
_ Each .state legislature established a

.. specific set of weights: accordmg to

- its own unique. political  processes
_(discussed in Chapterr 3).
. many ' state-level

ih fact,

- e

in reference to the related

. development

specificity
She argues

technical
the wetghted

. sizes

respondents . re-

) ' : , :
marked -that the weighted pupil sys-

tem presented clearly and Iogncal!y
the state's educational finance pic=
tur'e and priorities. .

However, in many instances
the \iechnical aspects (see Chapter
4) of implementing the weighted
pupil system were not carefully
thought through in the policy-
process, and state
departments of education were
charged with developing the "spe-
cificity." A number of difficult
policy questions remained unan-
swered in the policy- developmen’t
process, such as, "Who is elnglble
for the-weighted programs? What is
appropriate service? How should
students be counted? What ~costs |
shauld the weights cover?" Because .
of the initial lack of policy clarifi-

. cation, the answers to many ques-

tions are still being worked out.

Communication of the Reform

.Pincus, in addressmg incen-
tives for public school innovations,
concludes that "an important- causal
factor , (for implementation failure) -

‘seems to be a lack of communication

between sponsors of innovations and
the ultimdte users...which tends to
work against sugmfccant change at
the usér level ne

- Not . only must pol!cymakers
communicate the components ang
aspects . of the reform
package, but -there should be com- -
mon understandings between re-
formers and users regarding the
agendas - for- reform. Why are sthese
reforms necessary,; what is wrong
with the status q\uo‘? Mahn empha-
why thls is so important:

) The literature on planned
change stresses the importance -
of a high level of felt need for
-change. The idea occurs in two
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different forms: (1) the"'goal . Utah's communication  system

 seeking" or. "rational" model in  works somewhat differently, and
which the impetus for change with only 40 districts it is not too
comes from a desire to move to difficult to spread the word. Utah's
a preferred future; and (2) a ., corresponding "politics by consen-
. “problem solving" orientation in sus" involved numerous individuals
" . which dissatisfaction with cur- . in the policy-development” process,
rent. situations prompts a defi- = thus setting the stage for a greateq‘
nite remedy.’ N . acceptance of the reform.
As we Interviewed district re-- Collaboration
spondents .regarding the impact, of : . .
the reforms in Florida, Utah, and Closely allied to communication
New Mexico, we frequentlygencoun=- . is the consideration of the potential
tered. many individuals who, at best, of coltaborative action among policy- -
_had vague notions regarding the re-  makers, implementers, and users. A
forms in their state. Of the six re- ~  major finding of the RAND study of
spondent types interviewed, super- = Federal programs supporting . educa-
intendents alone rather consistently tional - change substantiates the sig-
- knew of the reforms, but too few of nificance of this "mutual adaptation
them understood the legislative mul- - implementation process: o
tiple agendas.  Each type character- S
istically tended ‘to respond to the The amount of interest, commit-
reform from a position of a specific ment, and support evidenced by
_ - role's. self-interest. Finance officers the principal actors had a major
were for the reform if ‘their district inflience on the prospects for
got more money; against it if. their ~ successful project: implementa-
_ district lost money. Although it may . tion. In particular, the. atti:
not be possible to win full support tudes and interest of central
- with altruistic arguments, appropri=- - administrators in.effect provided
ate. state/district communication of a "signal" to project participants
. the’ intent and. purpose of the re- - as to how seriously they should
~  form.can_ aid-in compliance and re- take project goals and how- hard
duce resistance grounded in provin- - . they should - work to achieve
cialism: Lack 6f understanding of ‘them. ® |

the reform agendas. was) especially

~ acute in" Florida? - . Where coligboration is possible,

S LR ‘ _ it should be encouraged, but where

- Generally, the most/ functional redistributions . of dollars .and/or

' communication system existed in New power dre at stake, collaborative

X Mexico where . the Ppirector of the initiatives generally. become unat-
\public Scheol Finance Division of the’ tainable. ' _
Department of . Finance and Admin- .

_istration, Governor's Office,- visits . Another issue is the dynamic of

each district annually and conducts . "jumping on the bandwagon of re-

a public’ hearing on. the district's form," or, according to Bardach, to ".

| budget. . This tradition - in New play the "odd*man out ‘game':
. ‘Mexico enables state ‘and district . o . ‘
personnel to . communicate freely, We have described the . poficy.

both formally and. informally, about implementation process as -a
currerit school finance issues. ' ; program-assembly proces$ with
. ) _ o ‘ )

N
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- Utah prov

control over the required pro-
gram: elements In the hands of
~ relatively autonomous: actors.
- One -consideration in the minds

of these actors as .they weigh .

" es the influences of the bureaucracy

the decision whether or not to

‘make some .contribution
estimate of how successful the
program is likely to be.®

The experience. in Florida and
s interesting contrasts
in analyzing the dynamic of collabor-
ative action.  Utah!s key leadership
in developing the reform were mem-
bers of the Church of .the Latter

Day Saints, and there was general '

goodwill and trust .of the intentions

of the reform. -The policy-develop-

ment process was. highly inclusive.
ih Utah, there are many educators
in the legislature. There was gener-
ally a truly collaborative effort in
Utah; most people tried to work
together to sift out the details and

make the new system functional. .

- . In Florida, however, most -of
the key leadership in the state de-
.Partment of education were initially
dead set against' the reform and
tried to subvert the policy-develop-
_ment process. ‘Most of-the staunch

is an

"legislative supporters of the reform. '

either left the legislature or were

deprived of
- lowing the-
reform legislation. A controver

,g‘:!eir power a year fol-
e

actment of the major -
al

4

upon reform efforts, with ‘Anthony
Downs's Inside Bureaucracy offering

.particularly useful insights in ana-

lyzing behaviors according to five
types: climbers, conservers
advocates, and statesmen.”

., Murphy, focusing .specifically -

on state departments of education
use of discretionary ESEA Title V
funds, recognized the.following at-

tributes as influencing thé resyits:

...differing organizational cul=
tures, each with its own his-
tory, traditions, norms, and
standard operating procedures;
a pattern of bargaining among
subunits, which have conflicting
demands, expansionist -tenden-

cies, and a preocccupation with

short-term crises; an inability
to be comprehensive, leading to
/ the search for solutions that.
/ are good enough ‘rather than
optimal; and a tendency to fos-
ter the continvation of ineffec-
o tive programs and discourage
candid ‘evaluations.".

Bureaucratic influences were

evident in the implementation of the
weighted pupil systems in Florida,
Utah, and New Mexico. Although
special. program dollars grew sub-
stantially (as documented in Chaptep

6), state directors of these pro-

' zeg,hts ’

.

‘N ~qcollective bargaining law, passed®in,

] _ grams often resented- the reform be-
1974, “created greater conflict and "

' cause their territorial waters had .

~ .general discord between legislators,

and many local administrators: Need

less to say, the.Florida. experience|
of -implementing -a weighted pupill.

- system and the other complementary
- reforms could not. be lauded as a

been invaded. They no longer exer-
- cised discretionary authority in allo-
.-cating dollaP's - since the - weighted

pupil system is a fqmmla:e‘ntltlmnt
> v - .

-

. program. -

. model _of the collaborative process. (ln Florida, the key Qate de-
- - o oL ..Rartment: of  education Leader’s _were -
N ~Qrganizational Impacts . «|- e grvers" by type- and ‘quite
: T o . - ~openiy opposed the reform initially. ¢
* - Cansiderable ligerfature_address-_.’:j-ig@&haugh -considerable foot dragging
<& “te . :’_‘ ‘;i “ o
. ;:‘; ke ¢
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occurred, there was eventual recog-

.
-

pition that the-pupil weighting sys=

tém was there to stay,‘so there was

" gradual reorientation to get on with

the business. of implementing it and
- the  complementary program cost ac-

L ¥

N y
.-

- 'H-‘bfess‘iidnal Qrientations

R N
Influences .. on implementation
results can also be attributed to

. “~uniqué associations and perspectives

counting .and management information

- ¥ system .which_ became operdtignal

three years after the epactment of
the legislation. -~ . :

¢ &«

cilitated by bringing in new.leader-
. ship. to manage the reform--a re-
spected and competent school dis-
trict administrator. A new division
was created -and given- considerable
- .responsibilities = -and
Again, the Utah "family approach!

contributed to the relatively smooth

. implementation of the reform., Many
technical ‘details had to be worked
" out, but the new man akd new divi-
sion were able to
perspective on the “conflicting de-
mands"- and "bargaining -among- sub-

units," and work out responsible
solutions -as ‘“advocates" for the

reform. .o

. » « 1

In New Mexico, the pupil

. weighting. system reform was primar-
ily implemented by a small staff in
the Gowvernor's Department of Fi-
nance and’ .Administration--Public
School Finance Division, rather than
sby the state department of educa-

< tion. The reformers and the imple-

menters in this unique case were'in
complete harmony ‘since their efforts
were coordinated by the same indi-
vidual--Harry Wugalter.
division staff consisted of only a
few professionals, the normal bu-
reaycratic - influencés were minimalg
There was, however, - considerable
resentent of the reform by some
state department of education indi-,
viduals who recognized a loss» of
. disgretionary power. - . L

gain a better:

‘Utah's implementation was fa- -

authority. -

. Since the

~ the' educational

Meonservativism'

.of professions. Hargrove emphasizes

this factor:  "The wvarious “profes-
sions ‘embody distinctive orientations
toward actiop and knowledge which.
afféct "their behavior in service deli-

very W2 Lo :
Focusing more specifically on
profession, Waller
‘routinization” .and
of the profession
and the "defense of the . authority
role."® Such characteristics, he
maintains, become embedded in the
personalities of numerous educators,
and influence behavior - whethér

speaks of the

_teaching 'or, perhaps later in their

careers, serving as administratofs.
. Y :

‘Murphy addresses the critical
issué of professional association in

-hjs study of ESEA Title' V implemen-

ta‘tgpn. He found that "SEA's (state
departments of education) séem pri-_
marily dccountable to-one constituen-
cy--their_professional peers in the
schools."™ The ramifications of this
perspective and’ professional associa- .
tion are great when an agency s
charged with implementing changes
(and in particular if they are not
endorsed .by peer's in the districts).

This 'view of one's profession

influenced the behavior of numerous

state and local administrators in im-
plementing the keforms. Chapter 7
points out the shift in the state de-
partments of education from discre-
tionary authority- to regulatory re- -
sponsibilities that occurred with the .

 implementation of the weighted pupil

system. It was -difficult for: these
educational professionals to adjust to
their new role of .conducging place-
ment audits.-+There seemed to be-a

St e e W W

&y
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"~ ‘basic conflict of interest and self-
~ image, and, predictably, many were
- slow to respond. Yet monitdring the
T progress of the reform Was:recog-
“nized as an important state function.

Incentives for Implementation

Closely allied .to .pro.fesgional

.- sarientation is the influence of incen-
tives to change which may. stem from
one's professional outlook or from
other pressures. ‘A general question
..can beqraised: Who benefits ' from
successful implementation of a re-

. form? In the case of state education-
al reforms, the incefitives of three
types of individual€ should be exam-
ined: legislators, state department
of education personnel, and district
administrators.

-

. Legislators-~-Hargrove focuses -
on the motivations of legislators at
the Federal levél, which also apply
to state legislative bodies: "(legis-
latoirs') chief concerns in regard to
'+ program effectiveness are how par-
ticular constituency groups are af-
fected- rather than in the successful
performance ~df general _program
-goals."" Bardach' expands . our un-

-derstanding of legislative incentives: -

iIf they (legisiators) can afford--
or wish--to forego self-display

. and dirty their hands with the

detailed aspects of policy and

- programs, they. will attend to-

the work of drafting -new legis-

_lation rather than to the work

making the old legfslation

produce the results . intended
" ‘and desired.” - - '

ae . . . . . .. . .
=« In_defense of the legislators in-
volyed -in ‘the reforms in the three
states, they worked extremely hard
*» developing the, various-reform pack-

" ages. Whila obviously- they, were

concerned about the "bottom -line" of

~

'~ public schools. to:

£,
- e

]
.

S N -
dollars that would flow to their dis- .

tricts, many were also equally coh--.
*cerned about a. justified distribu-

tion of Tresburces.kYet there was no
parallel fervor to monitor the imple-
mentatjan -of the reforms, for sever-.
al * understandable reasons. First,
state legislatures generally meet for
onlf a few months a year and have

.a lot to accomplish in a short period

of - time; therefore, oversight .gets’

put on a back burner. Second,
there is often turnover in committee
memberships, and legislators go on
to new interests. Committee staffs
may likewise change. Finally, there
is . little recognition of the hazards
to be encountered jn ‘implementing
reform; most state legislators trust
that their new law and interests will
be dutifully carried out.

. State department of education
personnel--The preceding discussion
of bureaucratic and professional in-

. fluences .does not paint a hopeful

picture of state departments of edu-
cation as ‘aggressive agents of
change. Of course there are jexcep-
tions, particularly where "advocates"
or "statesmen" are at the helm. The
fact. that,. as Murphy found, state
department administrators generally
view district administrators as their
constituency contributes to a hesi-
tancy to impose reform regulations

" or audit implementation progress.

Ristrict administrators-~-Pincus
makes -an important analogy between
d marketplace and a typical school

. .district's incentive to innowvate. He
-concludes that "compared to a com-

petitive firm, we would expect the

-

]

L 4

1. Be more likely than the com- .

petitive firm to adopt cost-
raising innovations, since
there is ho marketplace to test
the value of the [nnovation in
relation to its c?st.

/

- I3
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2. Be less likely than the competi-
tive firfh to adopt cost-reduc-
ing irfnovations, unless the
funds so saved become avail-
able for other purposes within
the district. T

‘3. Be less likely than the compéti—

tive firm to adopt innovations,

~ that significantly change the
resource’. mix, because any
consequent  productivity in-
creases are not necessarily
“matched by greater "profits"
to the district, and because
any replacement of labor by
_capital may threaten the guild

" structure of the schools.

4. Be "more likely than the com-

petitive firm to adopt new in- '

L3

structional processes or new
wrinkles in administrative
management that do not sig-
nificantly, _change institutional
structure.

5. Be less likely than the competi-
tive firm to adopt innovations
that change the accustomed
authority roles and established
ways of doing business, be-
cause changes in these rela-

. tions represent the heaviest
kind of real cost to bureau-
cracies. -

6. Be equally unwilling as compet-
itive firms to face large-scale
encroachments on  protected
markets. "7

Considering the disincentives,
it is not surprising that many dis-
tricts did not stand in line to imple-
ment the weighted pupil system or
the other reforms in Florida that
accompanied this change, such as
program Cost  accounting, manage-
ment information systems, and the
suggested school-based management.

<p

-~

Implementation was slow and local
administrators were caltious. Bar-
dach, reviewing the growing ac-
counts of ~implémentation efforts,
concluded that "in the implementa-
tion process, politics appears pri-

marily defensive. Actors seem more.

concerned with what they in par-
ticular might lose than with ‘what
all in general might gain."™

Adequacy of Resources

The issue of having adequate

_resources to implement reforms is

curiously not often addressed in the
"jmplementation literature," but was
critical in the reform efforts in Flor-
ida in particular. A surplus of state
dollars was determined to ‘be ex-
tremely important in the passage of

the reform legislation in the three °

states -studied, and others as well.”

A continued generous support of
education in New Mexico and Utah,

fueled by their energy resources, |

has greatly aided -their adjustment
to a new school finance system. The
nation's epergy situation, however,
had . a negative impact on Florida's

reconomy whicht% suffered a slump

from declining t8urism several years
following the reform. The impact of
this shortfall of revenues for educa-

tion was understandably- significant

in contributing to the “go slow" im-
plementation posture of many local
administrators. As Chapter 6 de-
picts, the growth of "dollars avail-
able to support the basic education
program was considerably short of
keeping up with inflation. This sit-
uation, in particular, made the en-
forcement of program expenditure
requirements extremely difficult.

Complexity of Policy To Be
Implemented

Pressman and Wildavs.ky dwell

‘at lertgth. in their study on the com-



plexity of joint action *involving a
multiplicity of participants, perspec-

tives, and decisions." * Bardach,"
~ seemingly in sheer desperation, con-
ciludes his. book with this advice:
"...design - simple, straightforward

programs that require as-little man-"

agement as possible."?®

“

1

~ Although the weighted pupil

system was described as logical, di-"

rect, and simple in concept, it was
not widely recognized for being sim-
ple to set up. There were numerous
technical issues to be resolved--crit-
ical decisions to be made about de-
fining, approving, and counting the
- units; establishing limits; setting
the dollar wvalue of the 'base; and
prescribing expenditure require-
ments. (see Chapter 4). Determin-
ing which programs to weight and
what the respective ratios should
be provided an additional challenge.
These issues are addressed specifi-

ally in our companion policy guide °

(see Preface).

*

It should be recognized that
there are several potential tradeoffs
betwe® simplicity of implementation
and precision (e.g., equity of re-
Source allocations in the case of im-

plementing a weighted pupil system). -

‘For example, New Mexico'ss three

. categories for exceptional child edu-

- 'catioh were simpler to establish than
the Florida and Utah. set of 15 cate-
,gories. However,yone could argue
that the Florida™ ahd Utah systems
more closely relate resources to need
or resource demands. ,The problem
of. deciding whether to use a fyll-
‘time - equivalent counting system,
which funds service hours rather
than head counts, also illdstrates
the tradeoffs” between precision .and
simplicity. iR

-« -

[ad

Review and Revision.

N

Considering all of the hurdles
to successful implementation of re-
form, it seems plausible that an ap-
propriate process of review and re-
vision could greatly aid any state .
reform effort. Yet few policymakers
establish such a means for following °
through. Most researchers concur
that this is a neglected area, and
offer various solutions.

.\’La
Williams' recommends the fol-
lowing analytic and assessment
activities:

Implementation Analysis: Scruti-
ny of (1).the preliminary policy
specifications, to determine their
clarity, precision, and reasona-
bleness; and (2) staff, organi-

- zational, and managerial capabil-
ities .and implementation strate-
gies, to determine the degree to
which the proposed policy al-
ternative can be. specified. and
implemented in its bureaucratic/
political setting.

Specification Assessment: As-
sessment of the final policy spe-
cifications and measurement.pro-
cedures, includipg interim feed-
back devices, to ascertain the
degree to which the specifica-
tions correspond to decisions,
are amenable to successful im-
plementation, and are measur-

able‘

Intermediate Impjementation As--
sessment: Assessment of the
~degree to:which a field activity
is moving toward successful im-
plementation and is providing

useful feedback - information to
improve  the implementation
- effart. .

e

147




PYaRs

Final implementation Assessment:
Assessment of (1) the degree to
which a field activity corre-
sponds to the design specifica-
tions; and (2) the level of bu-
reaucratic/political functioning,
to determine whether or not
‘there is a valid'basis for testing
a theory or for deeming a field
activity fully operational.??

~ Assuming that these functions
are significant, the critical question
remains, where do such responsibil-
ities lie--in the legislature or an
‘administrative office? Downs and
Murphy -concur that such functions
could best be performed by a group
separate from the agency. responsi-
ble for'implementation. Murphy calls

for ‘“"performance audits" of state

departments of education, a model.
borrowed from: the business world.?
Downs recommends that. a separate
monitoring agency be established by
the legislature, which would: "(1)
" multiply direct surveillance capabil-
ity, (2) provide a dual channel of
communication (direct from policy-
makers to districts), (3) permit by-
passing in dealing with the operat-
ing bureau, and " (4) create a rival
to the operating bureaucracy."?® Af-
ter all, he reminds us, "Monitors
are rewarded for finding and re-
porting 'evils' and operators are re-
warded for preventing or concealing
them."®® Whether a separate legisla-
tive monitoring or auditing group is

essential in implementing reform'is.-

probably dependent on the inter-
workings of the other considerations
discussed above. Bardach suggests
that under certain condjtions (such
as influence over budgetary : deci-
sions) such analytic groups could
. work within the bureau as well .

Again, the experience of the
three states studied provides con-

trasts in review and revision of the :

-

o

L4

" viewed the weights

implementation of a weighted pupil
system. In the unique case of New
Mexico, where the reform was ad-
ministered by a small staff in the
Governor's office, the review and
revision process was ad hoc. Two
graduate students' dissertations re-
in relation to
reported district expenditures. The
anpual budget hearings in each dis-
trict were a means of gaining formal
and. helpful informal feedback re-
garding the progress and accept-
ance of the reform. '

In Utah, a separate "implemen-

' tation team" was established in the

state department of education. A
legislative .analyst generally followed
the implementation of the reform
(when time permitted) and made val-
uable contributions to its progress.
where implementation forethought
was lacking, Utah's consensus-ori-
ented, ' problem-solving spirit pulled
them through;, and a comprehensive =
weighted pupil system became gener-
ally accepted and praised in the dis-
tricts. o

Florida's- implementation of re-
form was not so fortuitous. The key
legislative reformers found new
areas to reform the.next year, and
were deprived. of their legislative
clout in a political coup the follow-
ing year. The state experienced

economi¢ hardship. A new collecjhce_//

bargaining law threatened the’ se-
curity of local school officials. The
individuals in the state departnient
of education who originally had op-
posed the reform were charged with
its implementation. In such a milieu,
"conservers" by nature became even
more cautious. Although. dollar's
were redistributed according to a
welghted pupil system immediately
following the reform by law, it was
three years before the/system, with
its complementary pfrogram cost ac-
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‘system,

- W

became operation and of
use in the review ard! revision
process. . Again, a respected dis:
trict bus:ness marager was brought

counting and management ?formation
|

into the department to facilitate the

L

implementation of thése reforms.
Once there was recognition.that the
change could -not be avoided, “this
new. man and the analytical group
were creative and highly competent
in developing systems that bring the
state c0n51derable acclaim from out-
siders.

~

Conclusion--Implementation
Issues’ .

-The point is: operationalizing

“

S L
»

AN

" tional

- process thought

lysts, :implementers,

is not easy. A
implement educa-
réforms can be greatly im~
proved if during the policymaking
is given to those
considerations presented above. A .
weighted pupil system is probably
no more complicated than some other
distributional models, but it is some-

legislative intent .
state's ablllty to -

-thing ‘new, and that in itself causes

implementation problems. However
a state determines to allocate re-
sources for education. or to develop
other reforms, it must recognize the
critical nature of implementation is-
sues. Our-analysis has been devel-
oped to assist policymakers, ana-
and users in
that task.

g
>
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FLORIDA INTERVIEWS

&

STATE LEVEL

Legislative '

SENATOR ROBERT GRAHAM, Chajrman, Senate Education Committee
during the reform : , . :

SENATOR JACK' GORDON, Chairman, Finance Subcommittee of Sena{e
Education Committee"during the reform :

SENATOR BUDDY MACKAY Chairman, Finance Subcommittee of House

~ Education Committee dumng -the reform; subsequently on Senate Edu-
cation Committee .

MARSHALL HARRIS Chairman, House Appropmatlons Commnttee during
the reform

LY

- FRED SCHULTZ, former Speake(: of -~ the Hbus‘e of Representatives; -

Chairman of the Governor's Citizens' Committee on Education

REPRESENTATIVE CLARK MAXWELL President, Forida School Boards
Association durlng the reform; subsequently on House Education
Committee

-

HANK COTHEN, Staff, Senate Education Committee

~ PAT DALLET, Staff, Senate Education Committee

Administrative Yo oo
. RAL‘.;’H TWRLINGTON, State Commissioner of Education; Chairman of
%' the Housp Finance and Tax Committee during the reform

ROGER NICHOLS, Deputy Commnsssoner‘ of Education; former Staff
-Director, House Education -Cémmittee; Administrative Assistant .to
Speaker of the House during the ‘reform : : -

'WOODROW DARDEN, former Dwector, Divisnon of Elementary and Sec-
ondaf‘y Educatmn . _ _

-

! ..~ -

CARE.Y E. FERRELL, Director', Divnsnon of Elementary and Secondary
: Education R s

MAR(E KOHLER, Administrator, Policy Information and lmplementatlon,
Bureau of Planning, Divnsion of Elementary and Secondary Education

'_SHELLEY BOONE, Deputy Commissioner of Education during the reform.

-
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JULIAN ‘ROBERT‘SF Administrator, District Planning, Bureau ;of Plan-

. ning, I."ivision of Public Schools . /
LANDIS STETLER, Chief, Bureau of Education for Exceptional Stu-
> dents, Division of Public Schools ,

WENDY CULLAR Assistant Chlef Bureau of Educatlon for Exceptlonal

Students, Diwsuon of Pubhc Schools
v ) -
C. M LAWRENCE, Assistant Dtrector, Division of Vocational .Education

ADA PURYEAR,- Dlrector of Elementary Educatuon, Division of Public
Schools 4 / ) )

‘Interest -Group_ ‘

DONALD MAGRUDER, Executive Secretary, Florida School Boards As-
sociatton .

YVONNE BURKHOLTZ, Chief Lobbyist, Florida Education ~Association,

BOB MARTINEZ, - Executiv’é Secretary, Hillsborough County Teachers
Association during the reform ~

- ‘ RAY TIPTON, Director of State Superintéen'dents.’ Association .
DISTRICT LEVEL s
. / | v
‘' Alachua , \

/
/
7

JAMES LONGSTRETH, Superintendent

BILL DICKEY. Comptrofier

/' JOHN SPINDLER; Principal, Lincoln Middle School
¢ JUDY JOHNSON, School Board Member |

DAR EL; RHEA,‘ Presndent, Alachua County Education Assocuatlon
LIND

RAMSEY, Dircctor,‘ Exceptional -Student Education

Brevard .

LY

THOMAS ETHEREDGE " Assistant Supemntendent Planmng and Person-
nel Services |, ¥

ROBERT PASKEL, Assistant 5uperi-ntendent,- B~usiness and Fiscal Serv-
ices

Py

ROBERT FRITZ, Principal, Freedom 7 Elementary and Roosevelt Jr.

High Schooly. _

> T
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<
KATHY BQDET', Vice President,BreWa.r"vd' County Teachers Aésociation

HOWARD HINESLEY:, Director, Exceptional Student Education-

-

Broward .

-

WILLIAM MCFATTER, Admmlstratlve Ass:stant for Plannmg, Legisla-

tion and MIS i

WILLIAM DRAINGER, Program Superintendent, Instructional Services

LARRY WALDE,_ Principal, Nova High School A
DOLLYE WOODSIDE, School Board Member
ROEERT PULVER,_ .Program Director, Operational Services
Charlotte |

PAT HUNTINGTON Assnstant Supermtendent for Curmculum and Per-
sonnel

: ' 4
JOHN SULLIVAN, Director of Finance

. C. D. BURKE, School Board Member
MICHAEL EADER, Coordinator of EXceptional Child Education and Spe-

cial Projects )
- . \

Lollier | o - - .
GENE BARl,le;.'Coordinat‘or .of Research | |
F-RANK HOLLAND, Business Mahager.

' GERRI KALVIN, Scheol Board Member‘

\ VIRGINIA EATON, Coordmator, Exceptional Student Educatlon . C .

Dade = - (\ ’
,\ '." ' LEQNARD'BRI'T,TON', Acting Superintendent . |
| HENRY BOEKHOFF, Director, Budget Department

\;. I . - ) W

WILLIAM ENBERG, Principal, Orchard Vilfa Elementary School
l \

PHYLLIS MILLER, School Boar‘d Member N

. PAUL BELL, Executive Director, Div:snon of Element,ary ‘and Secondaty
. Education : _ ) .




v ) @

e+ _GAVIN O‘BRIEN, Assistant Supermtendent, Legislatlye and Employee
o Relations ‘ . _

'GERALD DREYFUSS, Director, Staffing Control

Duwval-

HERB SA_NG,. Superintendent o _ S
. JIM CLEMONS, Financial Planning Officer ”
© JIM ROBERTS, Principal, Sandlewood High School
"MARGAR%.'T GRIFFIN, Assistant Principal, Sandlewogd High School
JANICE CARTER, Teacher and Curriculum Ass'istant
RICHARD DOWNEY, Dlrector, Eiceptional Stu&ent Program ‘

ERAZIER LANG7\A55|stant- Super_intendent for Educational Services
Gadsden

GRINELLE BISHOP) Superintendent ‘ Coon
"JAKE PARSLOW, Finance Officer

Hi1lsborough . \
WAYNE HULL, Assistant Superintendent:, Business and Research
il JOHN COX, Principal, Chamberlain High School
| HUGO SCHMIDT, Sch'c':ol Board Member -

-

KATHY BETANCOURT, Lobbyist, Hlllsborough County Education
‘ Associatlon

LY

JACK LAMB, Director of Student Servuces and Exceptlonal Child Pro-
-grams . , ,

Levy
FRANK LAPORTA, Sdperintendent

JIM BENNETT, Assnstant Superintendent, Business Affairs and Admin-
' :stratlon

HENR‘Y COLLINS, Principal, Ceder Keys Scheol (K-12)

o |
. - | ' 1 61




OWEN HASTINS, Teacher, Past President, Levy County Teachers As-
¢ sociation ,

JO ELLEN KELLERMANN, Sul:;érvisor, Exceptional Student Education

‘Palm_Beach

DAVID DERUZZO " Assistant Supermtendent, Program Planning, Budget
. and Evaluation X

MARTIN.GOLD, Principal, Suncoast High School
BARNARD KIMMEL, School Board Member
GERALD BURKE, Chairman, Math Departmen}, Suncoast High School

. HELEN HOLMES, Director, Exceptional Child Education ‘

Sarasota .- | _ , -
GENE PILLOT, Superintendent

- EY ~WINFIELD, Director. of Budget, Finance and Administrative
a erwces

MALCOLM SWEIBEL, Associate Sup_er"mtendent for Business Services
ED BROWN; Principal, Riverview High School - |
REVEREND DAVID OLSEN; School Board Member

ROSE MARIE WEIDEMEYER,.-Presidenf;, Sarasota Teachers Association

LEE COOQOSE, 'Dir'ector, Exceptionai Student Education. I

NEW MEXICO INTERVIEWS
STATE LEVEL

-Legislative
<. SENATOR AUBREY DUNN, Former Chairman, Leguslatuve Finance Com-
‘ . mittee |
%
: REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM O‘DONNELL, Former Chanrman, House Ap-
2 propriations Committee -  *

‘ REPRESENTATIVE BILL WARREN Former Chairman, Leglslatlve School
o Study Committee
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]

-.MARAL\?N BUDKE, Staff Direcgo/r‘, Legislative Finance Committee
o _ RICHARD JOHNSON, Staff Director,‘ Legislative School Study Committee
"PLACIDO GARCIA, Staff Member, Legislative School Study “Committee

‘e
e

Administrative

(Governor's Office)

HARRY WUGALTER, Secretary\ for Educational Finance and Cultural
3 ~ Affairs; Chief, Public School Finance during the reform

AL CLEMMONS Administrative As |stant Pubhc School Finance

(State Department of Educatlon)
LEONARD DE LAYO, Superintendent of Public Instruction
TED SANDERS, Assistant Superintendé t far lnstructlon

~ ELIE GUTIERREZ Director, Dlwsuon of\Spe ial Educatlon

WILMA LUDWIG, Director, Division of.Vocatignal Educatnon

Interest Groups . . \ : .
_ ' o . t
FRANK READY, Executive Director, New Mexico School Boards As-
sociation o '
* - \ . . ‘_‘

EARL NUNN, Director, New Mexico School 'Administrators Associatiog-

‘ ‘ JAY MILLER, Assustant to the Executive Secretary, National Educatnon
' : Associatlon of New Mexico : L

&
. LYDIA WRIGHT, Presudent, Albuquerque Classroom Teachers Associa-
tion; Member, State Board of Education:

DISTRICT LEVEL

| Alamalrdo

—
-

TRAVIS STOVALL, Superintendent

" DAN WOQDEN', A_ssié'tant Superintendent for Business and Finance
¢ -

BILL CASTQéENA; Principal, Alamagordo Seénior High School

EDiTH HUEBERT, Alamagordo Teachers Association
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o Albuqgquerque

i

- . . / . : | v. | . s
. U ED JOHNS_ON, Alamagordo Teachers Association
' DOUG DILLARD, Principat, Center for Exceptional Students

!

FRANCISCO SA&‘CHE\Z, Députy ‘Superintendent fbr.Operations_
_LOVOLA BURGESS, Principal, Rio Grande High School
" MAUREEN, LUNA School Board Member
IRWIN NOLAN Executwe Director, Albuquerque Teachers Association
'CLARE HUMMEL, Director of Special Education i
Artesia g - R
‘ WARREN NELL Superintendent |
J. BURR STOUT, Director of Finance
JOHN SPR’ADLING, Pringipal, Roselawn Elementary Sc'ﬁool ’
" JESS MC?ARY‘, Prinéib‘al, “Grand Heightsﬁchiévement Center
Carlsbad -
TOM HANSEN, Superintendent .
REID MCCLQSKEY, Assistant Superintendent for Persov%nel
EARL BUSH, Dirlictor of In8truction

EVELYN PELIX, Fiscal "Analyst . S L=

WILLIAM LOOS, Principa Carlsbad High School
4 JERE REID, President of School Board | '
. Esganpi v _ -
PETE GARCIA, Superintendent ) |
ORACE‘MARTINEZ, Associate Superintendent for Business ang Fi-
< nance _
. . T N—
MARY AGNES GALLEGOS, Principal, San Juan Ele‘mentSby Schodl
) DAVID MCCA‘IN, President, Espanol@’ Education Association .
R LT -
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Eunice * - D : 3

" MAURICE HUGHES, Superintendent - | -
| ROBERT ﬁALLACIj, President of School Board
B ‘ JACK swrcssooo, Superinténdent |
SAM CROW, Business Manager
'TOMMY BATSON, Principal,’ Jefferson Elenientary School
CAL FOUTZ, President of SchooI Board
- J;‘M 'HAZELWOOD, President of Teachers Organization

v

BEATRICE HOLLAND, Assistant ‘Director of Instruction; Director of
Special Education ' ' .

'&Hobbs S o . ] .
-a\ RAY WASSON, Director of Personnel
DON R. WOOD, Buslness Manager

BILL LEE, Prnncipal Helzer Jr High School President, Teachers Or-
_ ganization : -

~CONNIE JOHNSON, Principal Taylor Elementary School
R. L. WHIJ_’TEN Vice-President of School Board . o R
L NN

| D. W. TABOR, Director of Special Serwces and Evaluation .

..Pooa ue - .
FRANK‘ B. LOPEZ," S.uperint’endent' ' " _“’l _‘ |
BILL CAPERTON Director of Instruction
FILIBERTO MARTINEZ, Principal of High School
FRANK TRUJILLO, Principal of Elementary School

JOHN RIVERA, Elementary Teacher (=
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UTAH INTERVIEWS

'STATE LEVEL

¢

Legislative ' - .
SENATOR OMAR BUNNELL Major'ity Leader, Chairman, Educatlon Ap-
prﬁprlatlons Subcommnttee 5 .
S " SENATOR WARREN PUGH, Presndent of Senate durmg the reform «

SENATOR MORON! JENSEN, Presudegt of Senate, ‘Member of Education
/, Appropriations Subcommlttee, Admmlstrator, Granite School District
_ ot REPRESENTATIVE EASTON, PARRATT Legislative School Finance
- Study Committee; F“mer Supemntendent Murray District

.
N 3

REPRESENTATIVE SID ATKINS L R
'HEBER FULLER; Legislative Analyst

MEL COOMBS, “State Bydget’ Dlrector, former Leguslatrve Analyst
LOWELL CRANDALL, Office of Leglslatlve Research

PERCY BURRUP " Chairman of Leglslatwe Study Committee and Profes-
sqQr of Educatlon, Brtgham Young University ’

Admimstratwe

GOVERNOR CALVIN L. RAMPTON

WALT'ER TALBOT, Supecintendent of Public Instruction’

CHARLES LLOY.D, Director, Dnvnsnon of External SUpport Services
ART BISHOP, Coordlnator, School Finance Services

ELVIN OSSMEN, qurdlnatot‘, Data Collectlon and Retrievy ‘C-enter‘
_.ELWéOD PACE,: :Coordinator,of S£ecial Education '
WALTER ULRICH, Direttor, Division of Vocatidnal Education . .

-lnterest Groups

~

~-

LYNN BENNION Executive Sccretary, Somety of Superintendents

s JIM PEACOCK Directmr of Governmental Relations, Utah Education As-
Q ' : soclatlon .

GARY HARMER, Diredtor of Research, UEA during the reform; cur-
- r'ently £Ierk, Salt Lake City School Board ‘

-
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N DISTRICT LEVEL

Davis o , .
o BERNELL WRIGLEY, Superintendent N
| LEWIS BECK, Chief. Accountant
- MATT GALT, Principal, Millcreek Jr. High School -
o 'MORRIS HANSEN, President of School Board
. .. . DAPHNE ALLER, President of Teacl:n_grs Org?nization
'ROY. EVANS, Director of Special Education
" ORSON PETTERSON, ‘Superintendent
, PHILLIP JENSEN, Clerk* .
) . FRANK HALL, Principal, Canyon View Jr. High School
KENDALL MORTENSEN, Teacher
"TOM ROUSH, Di_rectdr of Special Education
BILL MEADOR, Super;m.téndent-
ELMER DRAVAGE; Clerk
'TJOHN OLEARAIN, Prlncnpal " Helen M. Knight Schoo)
| EUGENE LEONARD, Teacher ‘
Y Gran~ii:e | AN -
JOHN. REED CALL, Superintendent
' E)AVID GARRETT, Clerk o
'\EARL CATMULL Prlm:ipal Granite ﬁigh School | |
GARY SWENSEN President of Séhool Board
* LOIS LOBB Teachér - |

_JOYCE BARNES Director of Specaal Edutcation

-

© ¥in Utah the'.cﬁief f!scal officer is called a clerk.

« -
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Jordan o ' -
DONALD PARR, Superintendent

KENNETH PRINCE, Deputy Superintendent, Business and
. “Services )

CLEMONT BISHOP, Ptincipal, Jorda‘n High School

LOIS, HIRSCHI, School Board Member L

SPENCE{YOUNG, President, Jordan Education Association
RALPH HAWS, Director of Special Programs

Kane

i
DOYLE SWALLOW, Superintendent
JOSEPH JOHNSON, Clerk .
KAREN ALVEY, School Board Member y
' CAROL PENNY, Teacher

Sait Lake City .

DONALD THOMAS, Superintendent

GARY HARMER, Clerk-Treasurer -

LA VAR SORENSEN, Principal, South High School
RICHARD CARMAN, Member of SchooI.B‘o,ar'd

HURLEY HANSEN, President of Teachers Organizati?n
MARVIN PUGH, Directdf of Pupil Services |

Washington.

« THOMAS ESPLIN, Superintendent
RONALD MCARTHUR, Clerk-Treasurer
DAR "'SMITH, Principal, éast Elkr“nenfary School
SHELDON JOHNSON, School Board Member -

" -
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3

RALPH CHRISTIAN, Teacher
JAY ANDREWS, Teacher
VICTOR FREI, Coordinator of SpeciaI'Education
* LELAND BURNINGHAM, Superintendent
DALE SCHIMMELPFENNING, Clerk
RAY COLEMAN Principal N. Ogden Jr. High
* DAVE VANDERBOSH President of Teacher Organization

b
. JUANITA WATTS, Psychologist
"™ RAY JARRETT, Director of Vocational Education
- i . s \.) .
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- PU

ADA

ADM

- FTE

NEFP

PWS
SDE
T&E
WFTE
WPU

GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS

average daily attendance

average daily membership
full-time ' equivalent student -
National Educational Finance Project
pupil unit

- pupil weighting system

- state department of education .

~ training and experience {of teachers)
‘weighted Tull-time equivalent student

weighted pupil unit

Exceptional Child Edutation Abbreviations:

New Mexico

y °

- A/B
.v.c

D.

%4

-

D/H of H

- ED/EH

EMR
H&H.
MH
PH/MH
'SH-D/B
SLD/LD

S&L/S&H

SM
S&PR

~TMR

VI/VH

» : .
Florida. and {_Jtah

-~
‘J

L'
mildly handicapped, in resource room
moderately handicapped
severely handicappsi]
.\ ’

deaf/hard of hearing '
emotionally disturbed (handicapped)
educable mentally retarded -

hospital and homebound

multiple handicapped

physically (motor handlcapped
severely handicapped - deaf/blind

specific learning disability

speech .and language (hearing)

" socially maladjusted
severely and profoundly. retarded - -

trainable mentally retarded
visually impaired (handicapped)

I
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