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AN ANALYSIS OF STATE SPECIAL EDUCATION FINANCE FORMULAS
o )

by
2 Sandra McQuain - A d

(ABSTRACT)

o Special’educatéon programs are serVing large ﬁumﬁers of ch}l—'
fdren and claiming a growing prdportion of the school budget. .State
polip&makers respdnsible.for designing school finanée formulhs néed '
infbrmation onAthe'advangéges‘and disadvantéges of special educafion

»

- finance formulas in the context of the total school finance system. -

R

In thié study state'special educatioﬁ_finance f;rmulas‘were csl—
.léctea and were analyzed from the perspectives of both special and
general education administrators at both the state and local leyels.
The fifty state fbrmulas used in 1980-81 were'classified into major '

categories. The author determined advaﬁtages and disadvantages of

L

the formulas according to five evaluative criteriq:m’equity,.admini-

strative efficiegcy; adequacy, objectivity, and flexibility, The

~

: aﬁalxsis considered- four administrative perspectives on the assumption
. | ' ‘@
iz ~ that. administrative role influenced perception of advantages and dis-

advantages. A panel of experts évaluated.the pe;formance of fhe for-
mulés,and thé.importance of the evaluative criteria frém the’four T
administfativé\perspe;tives through a questionnaire.

‘As a result of the study, advantages and disadvantages were listed
éorAéaéh formula 6n each of the evaluative criteria: Major findings

. L]

~* 1included: (l) a common terminology forsdescribing formulas may be ‘

. , !
o, - . : 1.
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applied to both special education and general education finance for-
mulas’ (2) the five major ty%cs of state special‘education finance
. « ) S

formulas in 1980-81 were flat grant, minimum foundation program, per-

Y

] s
| centage equalizing, percentage matching, and full state funding of the

excess cost of special education, (3) flat grant and minimum foundation

al?
\ 7

. program were‘theumqst(éommonly used Qormdlas, (4) fiscal equalization

e B was an.important factor in classifying formula d in formqia perfor-
. mance, particularly when funding was limited, {:?eweighting may influence
placement of special eduéation students, (6) influence of administrative’
%ole on preferences was present but not pervasive, and (7) full state
fuﬁding of thg excess cost of special education.achieved the @osg satis-

~ factory overall performancé on the evaluative criteria.
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o | | INTRODUCTION

.'ﬂ -The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L.‘94—142.)1 T
. o . l N . .
' - mandates free, appropriate public education for all.handic§pped children.
Because it is the intent of P.L. 94-142 'to fund only the excess costé

v

of special education, léaving the remaining costs to the states and local-

ities, state provisions for funding have a profound impact upen available

services. .
: Not only the level of funding, but also th&)way in which funds are
. allocated to local education agencies (LEAs) is important. The special

education finance formilas used to determine state allocatdons to LEAs

may influence. administrative and programmatic decisions at the local _

» . ’ . . . .» N
level. When a formula's incentives and ‘disincentives are incongruent -
L4 . . ; ~ . R

with the intent of state policy or fedewal law, state funding is unlikpiy

to satisfactorily achieve its intended purposes; E -

¢

In the wake of both federal and state statutes and case law estéblish;

ing a requirement(for education of all'handiéapped children, the number E

P of children served in special eddcatiqn programs and the.Qarietykof s
b services offered have increased dramatically in re;ent years. In 1980-81, ﬂ
4,2 miilion children were being served in special education.progra,ms.2 =
The proportion of state aid to education going to.special education
reportedly increased in thirty=four stagés,between 1975-76 and 1978-79,
: . _ s
} '; with eight statgs.répogﬁing growth rates in tﬁgir.special educatian bddgets-

i S |  of over 20 percent.3 In 1978-79 state aid to special education was

estimafed to total betweem $2.9 and.$3.4 billion.4 Surveying 261 aschool
.o ) . ’ & 1]

districts nationwide, the National Scﬁpol.Boards Association found that

g . @ ~

“ . - . ) «

4
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| administrators recognized special ' education as an_area of rap%diy rising

_ . : S _
cost in the school budget, as sp@cial education budgets increase} to " ' .

meet the needs ofhexpanding progran\:'s.5 : - o

Having limited financial resources, states have an interest in
A ] . . . - k

. ; )
) allocatind and-managing education funds in the most efficient manne;\\ : : .:;.
' possible. Although many statés have changed their special education. = ”j
. ’ . * . 4 - S,

finance formulas ‘in recent years; in 1980 special education direc&ors

. in seventeen states anticipated further changes.6_ Typically;stateulegisf h L

latures make formula changes frequently. With a number of states recently oo .

having had their* Stati education finance systems declared unconstit;‘htl.omal LS.

° o
“ -

) D
tevisions in special edutation finance formulas seem inevitable.“lA - oY

. .
I3 . - A

. Tesearch base upon which to make decisions about state special education Y

- , : - qs' o * .
finance formulas could assist policymakers in their task. v . .
N . . ’ ' . T4
i o Q.' -~ . AN
Purpose ; : , . .. A
. R , - . . ¢ N a‘ . fa
The purpose of this study was twofold. First, special educatidn S
. " - Pl ) «

. C I .. -

“

. finance formulas.were classified according to an accepted classiff&ation

: system in order to provide state policymakers a framework that was ‘com- Lo

S @
o R » "i . (‘

3

patible with general school finance formula classifications a79 research T e
. .o ‘. \ 5, St a0 en o et
, Second, this class1fication formed the framework for an analysis of .. ﬁh.?'
a ,,~ i . .'e. . ) = ,_.__
. . maJor special edUCation finance formulas %n which adVantages and disad— . o
. - o \-‘_,dl
‘ vantages of.the formuLas were determined. The research question‘that.h R ‘..

- . . « - . . RS £, ST . 4

W oo, . . . . .o . ) .‘._ .:“ . v .
guided the-formula analysis.was as foiiows: / S R )
’ . 0-' ‘ “' . . ..:) ' “
L What are the adVantages and . disadvantages of the major types ofY N
’ ~ special education finance formulas from the perspectives of both T «t 5
special and ‘general -education administrators at both the state T P
and local levels, relative to!séiected criteria for evaluating T R
finance formulas7 - , VA
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e administration and transportation (29 we{ghted formul& system basedlé@

L

Need for the Study

/"

2
R

fhr@e pgevious authors have developed spec1al education finance

LT

., formula classificationsand have posited the policy effec\s of each type.;y.

¢ -

Theqjhbmas classificatian consists of the following types of formﬂlas}

v B3

LR ’

(l) unit financing, ¥:1 fixed sum for dach unit of classroom 1nstruction“
. _ i x

v on per pupil re1mbursemqnt multiplied by a faotor to ¢

ompensate\for

. g 8

higher educqtionaL costs of certain typesoof programs, (3) percentage

1 : K

»
H
. »

re1mbu‘rseme t, in which the state pays a give” perceqtage of the costs. of

Y
‘)..

special;education

o's .

(4) reimbursement &or personnel, 1n which all or a

Y

pprtion of personnel salaries are paid by the state, (5) straight sum .

.

+ @F

reimbursement

-

(6). éxcess_ cost formula

-

in. which the state provides a set amount per pupil and P

in which the state pays for the ~cost of the

education of handicapped students over,and above the cost. of the regular

. . @ W
d . - n
§ . ]
> « . ) . '

¢
e T <

program.7

Ta

. FY R

-

these categoraes together according

’. f ,

‘%artman has suggest;ed grouping

E]

g

to what\he cohsiders to be the main factor upon Wthh allocation is

”

'I/~— ~

based

o

in the followfhg manner'* (l) resourpe based formulas, dncludbng unit,

i

personnel,n(Z) child based formulas, including weighted and straight -

e

sum’ “and (3) cost. based formulas, including percentage and excess

¥

o »

costs,g. Elaborating upon the Hartman claSsification'by adding three.

funding mechanisms, Moore Walker, and Holland describ@d the follow1ng

4

D
i

" Pl

~

formulas

(l) flat grant/student (ﬁ) flat grant/classnoom or teacher
k unit, (3) percentage of personnel-salaries, (4) perceﬂtage cost or excess

cost,,(S) pupil weighting, and (6) weighted teacher or classroom units.?,

- W

o . i
In the present study, none of these classifications was deemed
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. T satisfactory for describa.‘ special education finance fo%mulas in thé . ’
. ES . ’J‘Ir c ~ * v . ? . w’ *
- 1 cont,e;(t/)of the total school fina‘ce* sy,stem. While all the eleme'ts S, S
- indluded in these prev1ous classificatlons were important a classf;/ -
' ‘ : ) b > s 7
£icat10n system broad enOugh to' 1nclude these elements as well as ° ’
-~ n . o . ‘.
'additiOnal-characterlstigs>and~to orga ze them 1n'sth a?way as to . - - 9‘5
Ll e .\‘ . e - ' . : . P" R
prov1de d1screte formula categorles was sought. Thé categories in .

TR » ) N ©

= . Thomas's clsssiﬁication‘are,notémutually exclusive. For example,

Sty ) " ) RS . " . . . - o . : o
', "unit formula als® may be yeighted; a personnel formula-actually is a ’
‘. 1- N - . -‘ . . .J. . ) . N , : , Aj. . -
, aype of unit formula. While Hartman's child based, résoyrce bdsed, br A
» : ’ Wt - : . T - .

cost based formula'CAtegories facilitate sepafsteﬂclassification, Moore,

»
.
v

Walker,'and Holland found these elements glone were not sufficient to ° -

. describe how ﬁhnds are‘alloca:Ld’.‘Describing.onlg how the'leveltof., ;
“ ’ 4 . N - . .
"educationalgneed is determined, this cIass1f1cat10n offers llttle e *
Lnfqrmatlon ahout the way‘in whlch LEA- allocations are calculated ' .nfyf'
:‘Accordingf%o$Moore,(Walker 'and holland a ;lat g%ant per student'andla D ;l" ffﬁﬁ.

formula, though poth are child based operate ih very -

different‘@ays.' _ their classification, they attemptéﬂ to imgrOVe

)

t ~ > ’ O-. .

P~' - ' e
upoﬁ'Hartman s class1f1cat10n by 1ncorporat1ng three funding mechanlsms.

o . k3 . "

,flat.grant percentag@, and weighted formulas.koa.While'an expansion_" o .'Eh
/ < ¢ " : ’ - :
‘the,olass1fication is needed these’ funding mechanisms and the N

J_of

definitions ascribed to them in the Moore study neither include all A\
\4 ' " N o - L

types of- mechanisms nor . define the mechanisms in a way that is. consistent

L N
Ry . .
v I . . f Ny R . ) - . -

with the schOol finance litenature. : o .o P 7
5; PTG In addition to allowing discrete formul% categories the classi* <2
fj. ‘ fication should q clude the dimension of equalization in order to be
A . : , . R :
A | ., . !
o, ’--,-; - . ) (' . . . . . \
..x.", ' ! o r ' ’
.. - [ ) L i .
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comprehensive. Contrary to the contention that given the .same assump-:
> . . ) . . : /

tions various formulas yield the same amount of funding, @qualizing -

. PR - ‘ . R e .

,ﬁ}uformulas generate varying amounts of funds accordinkjto LEA fiscal
.;'capacity None af tgp three previous class1fications included equali—
zaf ton as a formula characteristic b ' Co

-+ A more comprehensive élasSification, which allows separate formula | ‘

’

1 M / ' .
) classification-and yet is broad enough to encom

' !

' addressed in the above studies is’the-classifiea

’ ."
ss the elehents

ion developed by the

’

National Educational Finﬁncé Project GNEFP) and used throughout*the

g school finance literature As described by Johns Morphet, and Alexande®

< -the classification is as’ follows: -

R B ¥ Flat (Lnit) grants ]
\ : L tow - RN
e " A.. Uniform flat grants per distribution unit
N B.. Vdriable flat grants'reflecting unit cost variations .
) o' ERRE A IT. 'Equallzation grants (cost units uniform or reflecting
o ~ ‘cost variations)
. ' Te. L . A. Strayer-Haig-Mort - (foundation)-programs k
. ‘ S - B. -Percentagé equalization, state-aid ratio, or
. _ ¢ ¢ s guaranteed valuation programs
A Y C. District power equalizing programs .
. L & . a
o - TIII. Nonequalizing matching grants11 .
An adddtional categ?;y often ignored because it is used in only ,
< ' " one .State is that of full state funding. The elements addressed by
- 2 . -~
L “the three previous classifications of . special education finance for-
v ., -mulas may be ‘subsumed under this NEFP classification., While the oper- tT
' ! * l
. * atlqn of these formulas has been modified somewhat for use in special ' ¢ 0t
v ‘ . , " o
" . education, they remain the basic formula types.. '
o A | | { r T
. ‘ 0 , . . . . . .
7 . 4
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. ' v ,
Developing a framework for classifyihg the special education

. ) \ S
finance formulas provided the basis for a new analysis of mhe'foy%ulqg.
< BN
n determining advantages and disadvantages of formulas, a "macro"

<
ana

“

sis of the. performance of jthe formulas in relé:ifiyto the total
school finance system rather than the "micro" effects on individual

- N ) 14 .
classrooms was emphasized. This "macro" analytical perspective frequently

is representative of the a%int of view of state policymakers. Effects /V

on individual classrooms, although important, may>be confounded by

- v
many local factors unrelated to the special education finance formula.

State policymakers also should be aware of thé needs and opinions

. _ ¥ ‘
of administrators a® dther levels of the edugational organization.

0 . ’

o :
Accordin 0 McCarthy and Sage, what one sees as an advanta e.or
g y g g

“

disadvantage may dependgipon one's role.lz_ Thus the evaluative per-
"spectives of school adm&trators at both the state and local levels

who implement the finance formula wef%yconéidered/}n:%he analysis.
 J : . — .




b

"in addition to the special education formulas, because in some states

b,

: o METRODOLOGY o

-

.Given the parameters of previous resea;cn and “the current need
for comprehensive information«dn-special aducation finance formulas,.
. . . ~ * ) ,
the following research question evolved:
What are the advantages ‘and disadvantages of the major types
of .special education finance formulas from the perspectives
of ;both special and general education administrators at both . , ‘
state and local levels relative to selected criteria for ' : N
evaluating finance formulas? )

.y
N A

In order to study this gquestion, a methodology‘consisting of three

phases was,employed. - Figst, state special education finance formulas . v
were classified. Second, yithin this classification the advantages and
disadvantages of the formulas were analyzed according to accepted crite- |

. - . .

ria for evaluating school finance formulas. Third, a panel of experts

evaluated the major types of formulat according to the accepted crite-

ria. Finally, the researcher's analysis and the panel's evaluation were
/

synthesiQXd into a comprehensive outline of the advantages and o -

+

disadvantages of each major formula to be used by state policymakers

-

involved in designing special -education finance formulas. ¢

/ _ L
Classification of Specfal Education Finance Formulas, ' g“

Both special education and general education finance formulas for
1980-81 were réquested from the chief state school officer in\each of
tne fifty states. The general educatien finance'fcrmulas'were'collected'_

[ ]

special education funding is.allocated thrpugh the general education" : .

‘

formulas, Since special education formulas were to be: analyzed in the z:;;

I E”T -

12




context of. the overall system, ihformation_concerﬁing the goals of the

generai éducation finance system was useful in determining whether a N
state's special education formula was consistent with those gbals. :
. . i ~ e . ‘ . - k .“"-‘

.‘. : When th$ formuIas were requested, each chiéf state school officer was

‘.‘ K . . = » . - .
o asked whéther special education funding was: (1) forward, paIQ to the °

' »
4 ]

districts before expenses were incurred, (2) current, paid when expenses .
_ . . :

‘g,; . were ipcurred, or (3) reimbursement, paid after expenses had been <dncur- -

«  red. It was anticipated that this information might not ée&incbuded“iﬁ
the. state 'statutes describing qu formulas., 1In addition é? the formu-

o las, studies of the,state's special gducation finance formula also were ol

réquiftedg if available. Formulas-were received from all fifty” states,

- with the exception of North Dakota, which sent .only ¥ts general educa-

4 s

tion formula. When the special education financé formula was not

forwarded, a 1982 description of North Dakotgfsformula was substituted.13

- u ) ’
Studies were received from fifteen states. . Loa

A 3 ’

In omd:g to‘devglop'the formyla classification, vach state general

. edudation a

spedial education finance formula was studied, and the
, . . .

major characteristics of each special education finance formula were

\

.outiined on note cards. A chart was developed to display the
’ . . »

«

major‘chagacteristics of the formulas. In addition to the major types .

’ -

af formulas, .chhracteristics deécribing the special education finance

aformulé's relationship~to the general education finance formula, the ‘ .

measures of ‘educational need employed by the formula, and the timimgB
of funding distriPutiQn were included in the chart.

From among the Eypes of formulas commonly\found in the school

. ,
, s
d . »
. ’ »~ .
. .




o T L

finance literature, five major types of special education finance
. ” ’ . :
formulas were identified through the charting process: zl) flat grant,

(2) minimum foundation prggiam, (3) percentage equalizing, (4).percent-

™ * R

age matching, and (5) full state funding’ of the excess cost of speciai
' A .

\, >

= " education. With the :xception of the full state funding of excess cost,

-

/ . ' .
formula, these formulas form fhe basis for school finance systems as
dgscribed by major textboeks in the field'of school financé.14 Full

Ay

state funding of the ekcess cost of spécial_educatiqn is by definition

-

’ ;uniqﬁe to special education f%nance, and it has been described iﬁ th
special education finance liéera;ure.
y&thin each f the méjor types of for@?las, th;re was much varia-
vtion in how the formulas’gperatéd. After reviewing all formulas and
cﬁartiné’ghe“pharacteristics found therein, it was determined that
thé follgwing charactefistics would be included in the claésification,
in order té adequateﬁy'descrige't£; fdve major formdias: (1) intermnal or
externél ~ to the general education ﬁinance formuia, (2) unweighted or
-weighted g;gnt, (3) pupil wnit, instruc;ipnal unit, or formula based on
program coét, (4) Weightéd dolléf ambunt per untt, weight}ng fagtor,
weighting by clags size limits, bracketed class size limits; (5) typé og
pupilktoﬁntf' engollment, average daily attendaﬁce (AQA),'average daily
; membership ZAﬁM), full time equivalent (FTE), aqd (6) forward, current,

[

. or reimbursement funding. Item (1) describes the ﬁormula's‘relatiqpship'

Ane

to the general education finance formula. Items (3) through (5)

describe the measures of educational need, and item (6) describes the

timing of funding. v o

\

°

<

¢
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‘ adyantages and> disadvantages of the-formdlas, but also that the analysis

100, ~ )

B
-~

¥ \ ‘ . e . "
The chart resulting from this process displays the states along.

» ©

the side and the above typés of formulas. and characteristics across the

.
-

*'top. (see Table 1): After having charted the characteristics of each

- ! v

- ~ »>

sState special education formula, the most eommon types of formulas

A .

and combinations of characteristics were determined (see Tables 2

-
-

through 7). . ' . ' o

."\ — BN
D S

’
~

0 N .
" Analysis of Special Education Finance Formulas ' e\

. , .

By identifying the major types of spegial education:finance formu-
las and descr#ing their essential charaeteristics, the classification

of the’fOrmulas in the‘firsk phase of this study provided the framework

’

. through Whieh the research question could be answered.’ The research

queetion'had two aspects. * It required not anly an:analysis of the

consider the evaluative perspectives of different kinds of administrators.

o

According td McCarthy and Sage, what one.sees as an advantage or

1

disadvarltage may depend upon one's role and responsibilit:iesf.16 There-

s . ‘ .

fdre, the formulas were analyzed from the following viewpoints:
o(l) statie education agency (SEA) special education administrator, (2) SEA

general education finance administrator, (3) local education agency (LEA), -

'special education'administrator, and (4) LEA general education finance |
o _
administrator. " These four administrators were chosen because they are

n

representative of the administrators who actually operate schodl finance

. ¢’
ormulas and administer the programs funded by them. As each fofmula

-

‘

was examined, the researcher hyppthesized the advantages and disadvantages

/

' e




of the formula for each'of «the above administrators in light of'ghe

responsibilities and concerns assocjated with the posifion. - ' oy

'
. ~ L= . ~ )

In order to systématically ahalyze the formulas in a comprehensive

’
@

‘and consistent manner, evaluative criteria and subcriteria were selected
. ] | 1]
for the analysigfof all formulas. Upon reviewing the accepted criteria-

. ‘for evaluating school finance formulas, 17 the following five criteria

N emerged as cothmon te most syggested evalyation frameworks: equity, >

.

administrative_gfficienby, adequaéy, o§jectivity; aﬁd.flexibility, Advan-’
tages and disadvantages were defipéd by how well each formula perfprmgd

on these criteria. Althéugh a formula i@eally should satisfy all Ei?e of
the evaidétive criteria, it should be notgd that a high rating on one
criterion may contribute to a low rating on anotherT’ %or example, a highly
: &

flexible formula may tend §§'exhibit low adminfstrative~efficieﬁcy. The

. five major criteria and subcriteria spgcifying their application to special

¢ - education are defined below.
o “
Equity - ' »
Equity means that each child has an equal opportunity for education /
¥

independent of the:fiscal capacity of the LEA in which he lives ~For a
* formula to exhiﬁlt equity, LEAs should have equal access to financial

resources for providing an appropriate education to all students.
’ ¢

r &

; Ability to equalize fiscal capacity. The effects of LEA fiscal

capacity are neutralized,.that is, state funds are distrigyted in inverse

proportion to the LEA's ability to generate financial resources.
) & .
R

Congruency with goals of the overall finance system. The special

education finanée\formqla ideally should be compatible with the general

-

]

v

& ¢ .

T
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s 1 3
.. ¢ .
. o

. ' A .
education’ finance formula. Since most general education fizance formulas

have fisgal equalizatjon as a major goal, the special educ#tion

“finance formula should enhancé‘fiécal equalization. : ;

- Ability to vary allocation of funds according to educational need.

f N -

The l?vel of need for educational services and the cost$ associated‘Q&Fh
= . ~

meeting those needs varies among.LEAs. For example, some LEAs may Have

a larger population\of handicapped students tham others, thus requiring-

‘more special education services. Other LEAs may have a high concen~\

tration of severely\handicapped students, requiring more intensive and

generally more expensive services. Promoting equity involves providing

"~ funds according to ed%onal need, so that LEAs with high service

.

needs will not be mqgre heavily burdened financially than those with

lesser needs.

b

Ability to vary allocation of funds according to the cost (price)

of services. The cost of purchasing services may be higher in some
geographic locations than others. Theoretically, varying the LEA's
<

.

allocation to allow for differences among LEAs in the price of servicgé
(e.g. saI;ries, contracted services, facilities) contributes to equigy

by providing financial resources deedeq to.support appgppriate.special
education, which all LEAS must provide regardless of cost. ain pfactice, ‘
identifying factors that indicate the cost of education is difficult.

Hiéh expenditures.may be ‘associated Wi;h high fiscal capacity. If so,

a cost baséd formbla may result in mére state aid flowing to high fiscal

T

capacity districts ;‘;n to low fisca% capacity districts.

!

,-1;7 3

~



Administrative Efficiency

A formula that exhibits administrative efficiency is one in which
the time, expense, andVeffor;.required to operate the formula are rea-
sonable in relation to the return yielded. Unproductive practicé‘;are_

. . Y .
discouraged, and economical practices ar encouraged.

P |

Amount of reporting and paperwork associated with the formula is
minimizéd. Although all fbrmulas require reporfing and paperwork, the

amount should be kept to a level that is reasonable in relation to the

administrator's other duties and in relation to the level of funding

\

received by the LEA.

Pro%isiqn of incentive for the LEA to control costs. Funds are

expended in an economical manner, so that the LEA obtains the greatest
. . . . . N \ ) .

. . * w .
amount of services possible for the smallest amount of funding. The

formula encourages restraint Iin budget growth.

) , \ | K )

Predictability of LEAs' funding allocation. LEAs may predict the.

I

amount they will receive in state funds. SEAs may predict the amount

they will be obligated to pay the LEAs.

Ease of understanding how the formula operates. This is the sub-

criterion of simplicity.

Availability of accurate data for operating the formula. Child -

- .

counts, unit counts, or cost data are readily available and accurate.

]
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’ . »
Adequacy ' ‘ | e ‘ ' o '; o

Adehuacy'of the speciéi education finance formula generally depends

>

. -upod the level of funding appropriated by the‘stateslegislaéure for dis-

il

trlbutlon through the formula. Becausa thls study did, not analyze the

‘ A

" level of tate funding in dollar. terms, adequacy 1is evaluated accordlng

' ..4'-

o . e \ .
'poCentlaL for atqalnlng‘ﬁts Lntended purposes.

to the formul

I

Congkﬁency o' the special edugation finance formula with the

\
state'é'philosophy\éi\sphool %;pance and control of the schools. Some
\ ) R -

» i .
\\Etétes assume the major responsibility for financing special edfication,
. ‘ . ! .

y; o ..
while others leave responsibility to the LEAs. The state may have g
traditron of losal.control,'br the SEA may play a major role in; educa-
f}iOn policy. _Finance formulas may either reflect ¢t hinder these philg

sophies. g - ) -

\ N
‘Inclusion of all mandated special education services in tth

\

formula.. Both state and federal special education laws mandate apprﬂQ

-

L
b

priate special education and related services. In order to ensure that -

the mandates are implemented, the state may pyovide adequate funding for

°

sefvices.
. -
Objectivity ’
3 Id
. Objectivity may be defined as the formuld%s'resistance to manipula-,
' ¢ - )

tion by either the SEA or the LEA. An objective formula is precisely

. . ” J
stated, so that it is not subject to manipulation in placement of spe-

cial education students, data reporting, or in calculations for deter-

&

.



! .

mining gllocatidns.} Its operation relies on following Qlwelljdefined' -

- procedure rather than on subjective decisionmaking. ¢

- »

Verifiability of formula data.” Upon‘inspeétion Jlt may be;deter-

" mined that child count, unit count, or expenditure data are accurate.

N .
< \
. .o

Re51stance of formula calculatlons to manlpulatlon. The calcula-fﬁ

e

tions . requlred for. determlnlng the allocatlon to the LEA are mgchanlcal

Lor mathematlcal, rather than requmrlng subJectlve Judgment on the part

‘ - .. o . . 4
! . : o . . -

-

of the SEA admlnlstrator. ; , s

N

‘Neutrality of " the special education.formula toward individual pro-'

1 ‘o

‘gram placements. A neutral formula 18 one, thaE does not prov1dé f1nan—~

P N

"cial incentives for: favoring one kind of spgcial educatiqn placement

L

 over another,. thus possibly influencing erroneous "labeling' and place=>,
" ‘ment of.students to attain ‘maximum special education fupds.

I3

Resistance of data'to‘manipuiation. Objectivity 1is influenced by

e

L

the degree to which LEAs or SEAs may manipulate data such aé_child

counts, unit “counts, or cost data to their financial advantage.-

¢ . “

A N

Flexibility S ' B «

3

.Flexibility tfaditionélly'hgs been defined.as_ﬁhe ability of.the

., * v

formula te accommgdate changes .in the prices of services. As it applies
to sﬁécipl education formulas, flexibility also refers to the ability to
A | !
- Y N -
respond to needs of LEAs in varying geographic areas, of various sizes,

and with different: economic conditibng, and the ability to respond. to
N - . s

changes in service needs midyear or from year to year.

T




Y

. . . . . . Do , L
: . - . . L B .
B . L Lo et . . N : R -
STt e, T P A " - - N . - R
. : ' . . e ot B
- . : o o - LI
. . S <. - coe . LT
L N R S A . - v
Do S I » . . IR
a7 . Sl ) ~ S B - - ”~

Abxrlty to accommodate changes in educational need and cost. “The . .-

K

. N . s L age. " i
formula is. flex1b1e in aSSIStlng LEAs in financing services in response ??ﬁrﬂ““. @
— . , S & :

. . . i, . . . s ’ '
”ito;changes in educational need and cost, such as changes ln numbers o% -qs, ,
RN
:hanalcapped students exhibiting various handicapping condltf%ns or . S e
- o % \, . Ry .
1ncreased prlces of services. The flexible formula would aqum‘chally LS
account for these changes yearly, and mlght provide additional "funds® in - ST
' . W
response to changes in midyear. . o _ R
e : : '- » oD el
Facilitation of program innovations and new programs. The flexible* \=~y, "-
. formula allows LEAs the opportunity to make changes in their program 5:~ )

’ i -, & <

. . 3 . ’
designs or.to add new programs and services by allowing them to generate

. I} S e
funds or to shift funds to these. services. . ¢ w .

~

Ability to fund Various program Structures designed by LEAs. A Y
. { : : oo
Rather than fidnding according to 'a specific program structure, the spe- y

&

. ‘. /. ¥ ‘A \\" . ) . .
ctal education formula allows LEAs the option to design their own pro-

grams to meet local needs without being penalized financially.

[l

A -

Promotlon of a_continuum’ of placements cons13tent with the princi-

vides funds for a continuum of alternative service configurations for '
| I -

ple of placement in the least restrlctlve environment. ‘The formula pro-

v

“- a -

the various exceptfonalities, from the least restrictive placement in a

;regular classroom with consulting services to the most restrictive spe-

cial classroom or residential placement. (Many states fund residential

placements through a separate formuwla).




. s‘ -
; .

L

L .
) . \ ..

enough’ fqndiﬂla_gﬁintaln the,necesaary range of programS'asQszlvas
" ] . . . ) i

e b,

“meets the needs of LEAs in various locations such asé rural and urban -
. . . P . . . . ) ) .

-

. . . .
. 3
7 & .
areas. ) i T C :
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Formula Analysis S - r~ P -

~

. » o - N '

F_..‘ . . LY Q

-

» formulas re1at1ye to the evaluativehgyiteria,by,taking‘the vieWpoint pf
: R . . o .

each of the four Kiﬁds of administrgtbrs. sThe xesearcher drewgﬁpon %he.

~

ﬁ' JiEerature Peview, a review of studies on’ 1nd1v1dua1 state formulas, and
- ] .

” < . . L, - K
e g llmated nuﬁber of pensoualfxntenwlewg and telephone interviews con-

Faid

Q-

“
s c e

» w‘, R

~

' I las. ”AJthOugh a»dedlmntatlon of thlS studJ was that is was not based on

-~
: . R ) %
o ¢ 9 ' ) . R
e ,»‘1nformat10n from gctual psqra of the ﬁ‘bmulas, thre sparc1ty of litera-

! a 4 . ‘Q . : 'l,/ " ’ e‘ N 13 ‘- » @ "

. y : : . Sy . ? . . .
-, T ture onespec1a1J3§qcatlon ﬁinance made it advisable to generate further
& ¢ R [N ’ - '._ -« ¢ p, ’ ?-

o - . v % Lo - Lo

Pl T , qinfbrmati6n°thrGUghdinterV1ews.- .Personal interviews were conducted wi‘th
: R : ~'. : .. Lo e “ ° )

: ' . Wlllﬁam Schlppér, Natlénal Assoc1at10n of State Directors of Special
e ’ .Q‘a_ : AN

" Education" (%ﬂﬁaﬁE) Gary Snodgrass, NASDSE, and Frederlck J. Welntraub
i " '
. Council for Exceptional Cig¥dren. *Admigistrators in the following

-

sta;ej were contacted by telephone for c¢larification of their state's
formula: Alaska, Arizona, Kahsas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Montana; New

Hampshire, Oklahoma, Pennsylvanla, West Virginia, Washington, Oregon,
AY \’

H

: - and Alabama. ) ‘ | o

Adaptablllty to peeds of LEAs of various 31zes and" locatlons.‘ The~

Kormula makes 1t posslble for both Small and large LEAs’ to generate‘u“ffk

- The ana1y31s of the formulas was based prlmarlly gn “the Judgment ‘of

://. the researcher, who hypothe31zed the advaamages and-dlsad¥antages of the

e N ducted to gathpr further 1nformat10n on speflal educatgnn f1nance formu—'




47:: S e Panel Evaluation of the Major Formulas »
A ’ A}

: ‘.s . - - . -

<

a

~

';;' _ supplemented by an evaluation b;‘e panel of experts representing geperal

. /education and special education finance and administration. Althpugh

e = . .
little had been published in the\literature regarding the advantages and

’

disadvantages of.special edncation finance formulas, this was not con-

4
N ’ ’

'sidered to be'indicative'of the information available in the field-among
\ o researchers and practitioners who have worked with individual states. _A
* .number of states have conducted studies of their own formulas, and

e finance experts have consulted with state ‘legislatures in debeloping a

[

number of state special-edncation finance formulas. In view of the lack
_ ) | \
-of published studies, which otherwise would have been used to support

the analysis, expert opinion was sought as a valuable source of informa-

. tion for evaluating the‘analyéis.

<

"A panel of ten‘expents in the field of* school finance and special

&

education finigce and{iZninistration was selected on the basis of their

knowledge, experience,l and research conducted (see Appendix B-for

vitae of panel members) Each pane;‘&ember was offered an honorarium of

b
'$100. .Dr Q Forbis Jordan elected to participate in the study withouti,>

receiving theé honorarium. ’
_ . \
: The panel members weféfesfollOWS'

William H. Cochran, Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Virginia Department of Education, Richmond, Virginia

The.researcher's analysis of special education finance formulas was,

° e : . . A

~

B
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Nelda H. Cambron-McCabe, associate professor, Department of
Educational Leadership, Miami University, Oxford, Ohio . ) p

v James F. Dyk, Director .of Speelal Educatlon, Wichita City Schools,

W1ch1ta Kansas _

- . K. Forbls Jordan, Senior Education Specialist, Congressional
o~ E _Research Service, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. : .

John W. Melcher, former assistant superintendené‘of Division for
Handicapped Children, Wisconsfn Department of PUbllC Instructlon,
Madison, Wisconsin
. * \ -
Van Mueller, Department Head, Department of Educational )
"Administration, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota ;'
_ a _ )
hard A. Rossmiller, Chairman, Department of Educational
ministration, University of Wisconsin,. Madison, Wisconsin .

Angele Thomas, Director of Alternative Education, Manassas Park
City Schools, Manassas Park, yirgfnia

’ \
‘L. D. Vuillemot, Superlntendent Special Education District of Lake
County, Gurnee, Illinois )'

William R. Wilkerson, professor, Departmenf of Educdtional"
: . Administration, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana

4

. . ’

Questionnaire

[y - . -

i

"Each panel pember was mailed a questionnaire and materials explain-
. L)
ing the study. The questionnaire was designed to obtain ratings of the

.formulas using the same evaluative framework and the same four adminis-

v 4 . [ - °

a8

- ‘

trative perspectives the_résegrcber employed 1in hypafhesizihg the advan-
tages and disadvantages bf the formulas.- Théffivg_evaluétive criterig

~and subcriteria were defined for the panel, and th; five major formulas ]
were described (see Appendian'foE evaluation materials). | Each panel - ' .

member was asked to assume the ‘role of one of four kinds of administra- .

© tors: (1) SEA special education administrator, (2) SEA general educa- ’ii)-

\ .




" 3--important, 4--highly important. Space was provided for additional
) \

~
n
LY

tion finance officer, (3) LEA special education administrator, or (4)
LEA general education finance officer.

The questionnaire consisted of two sets of rating scales upon which
_ . . )

4

' .
the respondent was asked to rate the five formulas for each evaluabive

’ . M -

Y

criteridn and'éubcriterion.' First, the respondent was asked, "How does
e formula ra#e?" on each criterion and subcriterion. A four-point

scale was‘prOVided_for‘the response, wiﬁh the scale values as follows:

/ ‘ . N

1-;po$r petfgsmance on this criterion, 2--fair performance on this cri-

ténion, 3;—good performance on tﬁis criterion, ahd 4-—exéellént perfor-

mance on this criterion.

T

How well the formula peiformed gave no indication of whether the \\// |

administtator would favor a formyla having good performance on that cri- S
terion, however.?® Therefore, the panel member also was asked to rate the ™
-~ '.°" b

importance of the'evaluative criteria for each formulaqL*On th‘s second
scale the'responanE was asked, '"How important is this criterion?" that
is, how important was good performance on this criterion to the adminis- :

trator whose role the respondent had taken. The scale Ralues for this NG

four-point scale were: l--not important, 2--limited importance,

Al

v

comments- related to the ratings.
A second part of the questionnaire asked whether the respondens's

answers would have been dijffferent if another role had been assigned, and

. ¢ . . @ d.
if so, how would they have Responsés were open ended. Panel )
. o .ﬁ,' '1_ - . _‘l-‘u 1 ] o
» X TR S " A ; N
members were asked to respond’t¢” the above queStions for each of the - -
five major types of special education finance formulas. )
’ & M 4

v
< s -




Assigned roles for panel memberf were divided into equal numbers of
= @ . _ .

special educdtion administrators and .general education fipance adminis-
, - .

.-’ -

. ~ . ) T
’traéorg and- equal numbers of state and local administrators$ as follows:
' . ’ C *
4 . ' . ‘ . .
William H. Cochran--SEA gemeral education finance administrator )
) @ J. B '_.?-,’t" - - i
. ¢ . . -
Nelda H. Cambron-McCabe--SEA %pneral education finance
T L ¢
administrator L ' ’

R :

" James ™\ Dyl--LEA specidl education administrator f>5 fy

. K. Forbi$ fbrdan-—SEA general education finance'aamihiscrator

.

" John W. Melcher--SEA spec1al ‘edlication admlnlstrator
RO . e
Van Mueller--LEA general education financge admlnlstrator . o ‘

Richard A. Rossm11;\>--SEA spec1a1 education admlnlstratorl

Angele Thomas——LEA spec1al education admlnlstxatov'\

@

L. D#Vuillemot--LEA special education administrator

- -

William R. Wilkerson--LEA general education finance administrator
s . . o . 1
Wherever' possible, panel members were asked to take the role most

closelw matchlng their profe881ona1 p051t10n. For panel members not \ '
t a

currently holding a pogition comparable to one of the ”four"adm_inistra-‘v
v \ R . i ,
<

tive roles, the role associated with: the university te@ching responsibi-

. . ,
'lities, research, aftd consulting experience of the panel member was

L3

chosen.
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Data Analysis

Questionnaire data were analyzed both quantitatively and qualita—

tiverg, For the two se€ets of rating scales applisg Cb each of the five

'
’

formulas;_analysis was. as follows:

3

e (1) The mean féting for each formula on each evaldative criterion

and subcfiterion was determined for all respondents as a group.

(2) Tbeﬂmean rating for each formula on, each evaluative criteribn

RN

and- subcriterion was determined for each of the administrator subgroups:

- 8EA special edueétion édministrator, SEA general education finance

” = . .
adﬁinisﬂ!ator, LE@.;peciai education admioi;tratog, and LEA general
education_fioaneeipdmioistrator.p
| (3) The mean ratings for each formula on each evaluative criterion

and subcriterion for the following sub&roup; were determined. all SEA
administra;ors,.all LEA aaministrators, all special education adminie
stfétors,land all geheral education finance administrators. |

(4) The mean overall rafing for each formula was deperminedl

Invaddigion to the duéntitative data, two kinds of qualitative data

- . \
were analyzed: comments related to items on the rating scales and

answgrs to the questions regarding the effect of a change in administra-

. tive role on the ratings. Comments related to items on.the ;:?}ng scales

- . . _ . P
were grouped according to the  for @dministrative categdries.“This“

\information'thenfwas used in interpreting the means on igdividual items

and in relating the quantitative data to the researcher's hyoothesized
. <4 : ’

analysis of the formulasf advantages and disedVamtages. Responses to

: , V\




M 4

the three open-ended questions asking whether the formulas would have

\ ' . ‘ ' _
been rated differently had' the respondents been given each. of the other

- three administrative roles also were grouped according to the administra-

tive role to which they referred. These data were used to ident%fy '

sources of conflicting preferénces among the four types of administra-

. . . B >,

tors. : ' . . o

“In order to evaluate the hypothesized analysis of the five maJor

?
types of formulas through the data provided by the panel of experts, a

content analysis of the researcher s analysis was employed. A chart'

was. developed foY each criterion, listing the researcher's hypothesized:

»

advantages and disadvantages for each of the five formulas on that
eriterion.18 Next, panel members' comments taken from the question- |

naires wege listed.on the thﬁgt ‘the 6hantitative ratings

for each formula on each criterion w:“' sted on the chart.,

“,

* The final goal of this process was to produce a composite list

of the advantages and disadvantageé¥ oPeach formula on each evaluative.

critetion. The final outcome is displayed in Tables 13-thr0ugh}17.
. . T & .

1

A\

o
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RESULTS OF FORMULA CLASSIFICATION AND PANEL EVALUATION
4 ’ l ) ‘ |

. The results.of the three phases of this study are reported in

.this éection. - In the first phase, the formulas collected from the fifty

-

“szaaes»were classified into five major types of formulas. These formu--
s

1las will be defined and the results of the classification of 1980-81

state épecial education finance formulas will be reported.
. . . ’ * .
In'the second phase of the study; the advaﬁtages and disadvantages

of the five types of fbrmulés were analyzed from the perspectives of o)

SEA and LEA administrators'in both special education and general educa-
tion. Because the reéearcher's analysis was revfsed in light of thé
panel evaluation of the formulas, the analysis will bg'SUmmarized.lg

In the third phase o? the study a pané&l of experts was asked to

: . - e
evaluate the formulas through completion of a questionnaire. Results

of the questionnaire "ill be pfesented in the last part of this section.

-

-

Formula Classification

. »
. -
~ " .

’

Wiﬁhin,the context of the total school finance system, special

education formulas\may be classified into five basic categories:

] Y . ’ '
flat grant, minimum foundation program, percentage equalizing, percentage’

*

} o ’
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. ' . ’ .
matching, and full state funding of the excess cost of special educa-
. L 3

tion. While the basic gtructure and philosophies of these formulas dif

. 4 .

fer, they nevertheless have some common characteristics. Knowing that a°

formula is a flat grant .or percentage equalizing is not sufficient to

r

describe how the formula operates. To facili%&te the discussdn of the

major formulas, the pupil accounting systems or measure$ of educatigkil S

. - e

need, which may be applicable to more than one formula and which provide

the detaily of operation, will be described first. Then each of the .

five major types of formulas will be discussed.

: ﬁapsures of Edugational Need ro
‘ +
' « In Table 1 the formula classification is presented.. For each

L &

state, the formula is classified as one of the five major types. Beyond

.

4 that major classification, a number of additional characteristics
< : 4

. ’ deséfibing the formula are provided. FEirst, the formula may be either

M )

. internal to the state's.basic grant-in-aid to LEAs for education or it
may be external, allocated through a categorical grant separate from
genera% education funding. Theoretically all the special education

finance formulas except the full state funding of the excess cdst of
_ . . .

special education formula could operate either internal or external to : h
. _

the general education finance formula. In other words, these essen-
< & ~tially are the ‘same formulas used for general education funding. Since

full state funding of excess cost apg}ies only to special education
- i
costs, it automatically becomes a categorical grant. In practice, the /” \

-~ .

percentage matching formula also is categorical for special education,

o K . ) . .
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3
- ‘f‘\\ ) Table 1

: - - Chatacteristics of State Special Education Finance Formulas |
L Classification of Formulas for 1980-81

o - z' - \

ing

Percentage Matching
Full State PFunding
of Excess Cost

Internal

StaCe‘.

Minimum Fdundation

Ptosra-

Weighted Class Size
Reimbursement

Percentage Equaliz
Bracketed

'Heightiggﬁ?actor

External
Weighted
Unweighted
Pupil Dnit

“|*] Instructional Unit
Program Cost
Weighted Amount
Enrol lment
Forward
Current .,

| Flat Grant
ADA

. ADM
FTE

. L Alabama
Tw e . Alaska
' ' Arizona x
_ Arkansas
- California
Colorado
Connecticut
. Delavare v
. _ _ Florida
o ' Géorgia N
Hawali . X
ldaho . :
Illinois
Indidna
lowa ' X )
_ Kansas | 3 \
v - : - Kentucky -
: - { Louisiana X
Maine - < .
Marylgnd x X
Massachusetts
. Michigan 13 | K
Mlionesota ] x
v Mississippi X 4 , "
Missouri | ‘ K - : *
Montana - Ix{ k] [ ] | & :
Nebraska . - B 1 |
| Nevada - p.3 x
New Hampshire X
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. - New Mexico X
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weight for special education.

State

Where 1 is used to denote we

South Carglina
South Dakoti

North Dakota

"Ohio

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

West Vir

Wilconliq _
1

Oklahoma
Vermont
Virginia
Washington

Oregon -

¢




‘'states in 1980-81.

" instructional units may . represent the LEA's level of need, or the state
-

-

«

. . ) . 3
’ . . N . .
N 1
a

1

because this formula was not used for general education in any of the
_ , _ 2

Whether internal or external to the basic grant, special education
finance formulas incorporate an assortment of measures of educational
need for determining the ‘allocation for each ’district. Attempting to

promote equity in their finané¢e formulas, states may equalize fiscal

capacity among LEAs, and they may alJocate funds in proportion to :the
. . - | R
level of need for educational services. Providing the same amount of

!
L3

funés for each district would not be equitable  if SOme.districtg served
more students than others, or if some needed to provide more expensive
services than others. The extent to which one LEA 1s entitled to-more
funds.than another }n order to meet a higherzlevel of educational need

1s measured in one. of three ways. Number of pupil units or number of

may elect to Pay a percentage of the actual expenditures. reported by
. ' T t
LEAsf ) .

‘ s
>

I

Pupil unit formulas obviously require a mgthpd of counting pupils

for whom the LEA will receive funding. The instructional unit formulas

may require-a pupil count, a count of classrooms or pergonnel, or units

(3

I

may be approyed subjectively by the statg. When a pupil count is used
in determining instructiynal units, the total number of pupils generally

. - [ )
is divided by the number Of pupils the state has defined as a unit. -
. h e

For either pupil units or instructional units, pupils may be
counted in one of seven;} ways. Among the 1980-81 special education

finance fo:ﬁulas, three methods of pupil accounting were found:. average

daily attendance (ADA), average daily membership (ADM), and enrollment
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or headcount. To compdte ADA, attendance might be taken every half d;y'

*

and averaged over a Specified.period of time. For the ADM method, the

number of pupils in membership over a specified period of time is aver-

[

aged. For exaqui3 a pupil might have to be in attendance one out of
. 8 :

fifteen days to be counted a member. Enrollment or headcount/includes °

an pupils who are on the school roll, for example, those identifled as

\ \

handicapped and having an Indiwidualized Educational Program (IEP) on

2 K
] - . "

filé on any specified day during the year. . '

In addition to ADA, ADM, or enrollment, LEAs may wish to consider
not only the number of pupils in schbol or enrolled in Special educa-
tion, but also the amount of time the pupils spend in special educa-
tion. thce_féﬁéral law requires'éhat handicapped students be educaté&d
with nonhandicapped students.as much as possible, many special education
students spend parﬁ of ;heir"day'in the ;peciaf.education“cl;ssroom.and
part in the regular classroom. By specifying how much timé 1s spent in
special education, special education fqnds;may be allocated only for
that period of time. Th{é is the full time equivalent (FTE)'accdgnting
ﬁetbgd,_yhiqb may be used ;n conjunction withyADﬁs ADM, or enrollment
counts. Prora;i%§ pért-cime'spe?ial‘educatgon pupi{f rather'thén.
counting thgm as one pupil results in a lower coun for special educa-
tion than c;unting evéry éupii.iﬁ spécial edyecation fér any period of

) . R

time as one. * N\
Whether they are based on a pupil unit or an instryctional unit,

N

formulas may provide for further differentiétion'oﬁneducatiohal need by
: » ' v :

+ assigning weights ‘to the unit. count for higher cos't programs. For exam-

_ple,- the nundber of pupils identified as educable mentally retard‘ght

-~




be multiplied by a factor of 2.0, while the numbgr of‘pupils'idenfifiedA

-as multiple handicapbed might bg mhltiplied‘by a factor of 3.5 to rg-.

flect the.greaﬁer coatiofAthese progr;ms relative to the cost qf regylar

R ' edugation,'which Qight be weighted 1.0.  Another method §f providing for
o différenqial éost; is to set the number of Eupils re&uired for én

»

insfrdétional qhit.lowér‘for the higher costjprbgrams._'For example, a
unif for thé educable mentally retarded might allow fifteen pupils,

while a unit for the multiple handicappea might allow Qniy eight pupils.

A third method is ;o provide different amgthfs of funding for different

kinds:of instructional units, forVexample, $2600 for a unit for mildly 7.
handicapped and $4000 for a unit r severely handicapped pupils. One

imiéht may be assigned to speéial educationl vocational education, and

o

other. programs, or weights may be.assigned for each handicapping condi-
tion, ‘service configuration,(e.g; self-cdntaiﬁed class, resourée rooq))-
) 'or’severity of handicap (g.g. mild, moder&ée, severe);

The third metHB%yof measuriné educational needlig based on proghhm
cost. Rather 'than counting pupils or classrooms, this gmethod requires
that actual expenditures be .reported bg the LEA. Assuming that LEA

D expenditures are an indicator of educational needs, no fyrther measure-

ment of need is necessary.

.- Flat Grant Formula ’ : ‘ \
o " _

A #at grant formula is one in %hich a specified amount per unit of
need is allotted. The amount of funding per unit is established by the K
state, and no provision is made for adjusting the LEA's allocation

according to fiscal capacity.




v

Flat grants may be either unweightéd or weighted. An unweighted-

-

flat grant provides one amount for each.pupil or instructional unit,

regardless of the cost of the classes or services being funded. For

. . o |
example, every instrpctiohal unit might be allotted $2600, even though

-
.

the cost of operating some classes would exceed this amount. In %/

v

weighted flat grant, the instructiodal unit or. pupil unit ls welghted 5{

one of the prevxously described methods to rgflect the d1fferent1a1 cost

3

of services.

-

¥

The flat grant formula may Ee written as follgys;'ﬁf

K

Stéte-Aid = K x N(wt), in which

K = constant dollar amount per unit
N = number of units (pupil or instructional)
wt = factor representing cost differential (optional)

i
] LT

o offset the’cost of meeting state standards for educa-

20

Designed

tion, the flat grant was the earliest type of school finance formula.
. «

In spec1a1 educat{ggilitystlll serves’ the function of assisting states

in meeting program mandates. -

In Table 2 the;eiéhteen states that used é_flat grant as their
ma jor special education.fiqance formula in 1980-81 are listed. A sub-
stantial maJorLty of sxxteen states operated the formuI; as a categorl—
cgl grant, external to the stace’s general® education finance formula, as

indicated in Table 3. Because states often prefer to consider LEA fis-

cal capacity when allocating general education funds,' a flat grant may
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. . Major Types of State Special Finance Formulas o
Classification of the States for 1980-81 ’ E
1
v Flat 'Grant - Minimum Percentgge Percgutage Full State
Foundation  Equalizing Matching Funding of
Program o Excess Cost
: ' ) Cosdt of
. : Special
~ : Educgtio
Alabama Arizona Connecticut Colorado Hawaiig
\a,f‘» ‘ Alaskal Florida Maryland : Michigan "New Hampshire
Arkansasz Georgia Massachusetts . Minnesota Pennsylvania
California Idaho . New York7 - Montana
Delaware + " lowa . Nebraska ' ,;//’
Illinois Louisiana ; Oregon.
v _ Indiana : Maine South Dakota
4 * R
™ Ransas- Mississippi : Vermont
4 Kentucky - Nevada’ - Wisconsin
Missouri ' New Mexico . ' . 5
New Jersey South Carolina
North Carqiina Tennessee .o .
’ . North D’ROCEA Texas ., ' ) ' f
- Ohio . . Utsh - . '
’ - Oklahoma West Virginia ‘ . . -
Rhode Island5 Wyoming _ . ’
« - ' ” Virginia o ‘ -~
a L Washington6 : ' : .
. ! 1Eull state funding for Rural Education Asqociatioas.' v i s
! 2Special class funded as excess cost; salaries funded up to a

v - 3tate average. L .

3Division I and II funding.

aNucionhl Association of State Directors of Special Education,
. . A Description of State Funding Procedures far Special Education in
‘ : _ the Public Schools, July, 1982, )

. 5Excess cost formula with a limitation on reimbursement.

61ntended to be full state funding. : .oon
. _ 3? Tpublic Excess Cost Add Formula.
’ ' ' 8Full state funding of all education expenditures.

]
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-

'Tablq'3

1980-81 -
o
j
) ]
v Rl I ™ ) N
5 wl
1 w0 o
2]y e @l .
EEEER :
_ af wf o] ¢ 5 o w g
CUR | | Q o -1 - Q)
~ =~ Y W S8 W 9 S| 9| of o ]
q o o of D] of Bl o =~ of o] g T W
- i T I B I 5 § 2
States o of o of | o oJauauuo 3| 0~
sl s of 2l S 8 Sl el el el B & X BBl s
ooy | D] A =~ A X 2 | af W < <] & =] O =
Alabamt x]. | x x X X
Alaska x| x x| x
‘Arkansas s x| x x| x x
Califorunia i~ ] x Jox x x
— )
Delaware x 1 x x X
Illinois x 1 x X
Indiana . x| x x x
Kansas x1!. x x
Kentucky 1 x x x :
Missouri x| x x x : x
New Jersey x| x x _ X
North Carolipa x| x x| x x
North_Dakota x| x ? ) x
Ohio xl x x x
Oklahoma x x x
Rhode Island x| x i X i
Virginia x| x x 4 x
Washington - x|l x| | {x | x x
Total 14460112 2 4 9

1Amount per unit based on district costs for special -education; full
funding for Rural Education Associations.

Special class funded as excess cost; salaries funded up to _state
average.
For Division I and

&i—funJing.

Weights taken from administrative regulatxons.

Weighted as approved by State Board.
From National Association of State Directors of Special Educatxon,
A Description of State Fundxng Procedures for Special Educat1pn in
the Public Sch
Calculated as

July, 1982,

excesa cost foipula thh a 11m1tat10n..
Intended to be full state funding. '

° . BEST COPY
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?ffpr spec1a1 educat;on., Second 1f a flat grant is.used for boch the

o '._:,‘_.._;-j_-.'g.emeral educat:xon and spec1a1 ed~ucatlon formulgs it matters 11ttleL

1:'whether the Spec1al educatlon fundlng is internal or external to the

o general educatlon grant, as 1ong as it 1s identified as spec1a1 educa-
: 7 . \
tion's entitlement. : o o

¢ -

IS el v . . \
A Among the three measures of educat10na1 need listed in Table 3 the

-« . . . L4

~ 1nstruct10na1 unit ‘'was preferred by twelve of the eighteen states. Four
p < states relied on the pupil un%t, and two states elassified under ehe
flat grant categopx_used the_bregfam eost method of determining need.
¢ . Althodgh the Arkaneas_formulé'has‘been classified as cost based, it-

actually incorporated a variety of need -measures. For example, for o ‘

>

) . ’ . <
itinerant and resource room configurations, the state funded teacher

salaries up to state average plus an amount for supplies. For the spe-

cial class, an excgss cost method was incorporated into the formula.

- ' Total instructional costs léss district required effort funds for

-#’J/ instructional costs plus state:average salary weiz/funded by the 3tate. ,

~. In Rhode Island's formula the LEA's exCess cost per pupil for each : : <
» . » ' ' : .
handicapping condition served as the measure of need. The formula was

classified as a flat grant, because it did. not provide full state
‘ \.. N . .

. : funding of excess cost. A 1limit of 110 percent ~of the etete median per
pupil cost was established, resulting in the formula's becoming a flat'

grant for high spending LEAs. . B .

-

*

. ‘ “
Referring again tos;Table 3, seven of the states weighted by provid-'
< ! Co - B ’

.ing different dollar amounts per pupil unit or instructional unit. Three.
y .

a

» » » ~ » . . »
states used weighting factors by which either their lnStrUCCIQQii’:?lt .
- *

< .
13 . . : . ) [*Y ]
. - . . : ’ .
: -

. ) " . ) 4
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or pupil unit count was multiplied. Four, states weighted their instruc—~ ~

> . N .

tipnal units by setting clas¥ sizes to reflect -the cost and intensity of

. . - . LY

services.
~ .
L . -
° . . A - ¢ )
, Minimum Foundation Program : _ Josn ,
The minimum foundation program formula is designed to fund a mini- ¢

N
3

mun’ level of education for' all LEAs within the state. isingﬁz popular

cho%peffor allocating aid to general education, this forfiula also is one

° . -

¢ 0

of the most common typés of special education finance formulas. When

N .

o the minimum foundation formula is used for special .education, general

education funding, special education funding and funding _for other pro- .

<

- grams such as vocational education usually are incorporated into one
e formula. ,
In the. minimum foundation program formula, the state delineates the

Qiﬁimqm lev%} of educatipn for thdh it w%ll Se responsible én;\}stab;

lishes the amouwnt it will fund to ;chieve this 'level. LEAs ;te required '
*j~§§ ) " to levy a uniform tax as their contribution to the midimum program, but

they are free €o go beyond the minimum program, if they choose. The “
\\\ state funds the.amoupt aﬁove the local required effo;t'qeeéed to bring

: 1
the contributien up to the minimum foundation level. Thus, state funds

’ o . . 3
are allocated in inverse proportion to LEA fiscal capacity. A7

. The formula may be.written as follows:
u v N [} .

) State Aid = (K - local required effort) x X(wt), in which

o8t of minimum foundation program’ per unit,

equired effort = amount generated per upit by local
levy, ' . . ‘ .

_ X = number of units (pupil or instructional), and

r . : - wt = factor representing cost differential (optional).

L] N .o a
By
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a
A

tion level theoret?cally re not essi&i}al to adequate education.
Because all LEAs can mainfain the minimum level of education, educa-

tional services are no lon?er entirely a function of the fiscal capacity

. “ _ :
~ of the district ﬂn which aiatudent lives. 3

9

By limiting theqtotalzamount to be equalized through state funds,
’ . | i - ’ .

. . . oo . . .t . /

the minimum foundatxon(@rogram formula achieves equalization effi-

clentty: Rethrxng.a local\tax effort in effect allows the state to‘use

local taxes to defray part. of the cosat of the minimum foundation pro-

! gram. In reality, the loﬁai—s%hool tax«junctxons as a state tax,

altheugh it lsﬂsollected locally to avoxd usdnplng .Ghe ! tradltlonally
locathOWer to tax property.zl > \\\ {',
As with the flat grant the measure of educatlonal need may be

either number of pupils or number of 1nstrukt10nal units, If welghtlng

is used, there may be one weight for spetial education, vocational edu—
: .

-+

‘cation, and_elementary education, for example, or the formula may fur-

¢

ther differentiate costs of special eduEaéion by.weighting for each
>

' handlcappxng condxtlgn, service conflguratlon, or degree of severlty of

: SN . .
handlcap - , . : .
; _ .
AY . -
* 13
) A
' .
b ‘
v v =
. .
-
A . . -
s 4
: * N ;
\ .
] “ . N -
. @ .
- ) T
N &
' . "
1 ] . p .

Any expenditures and addij;onal programs beyond-the‘migimum founda-




-as illustrated in Table 4,_ While Arizona's formula operated in che same

-

In the classiﬁecacion of 1980-81 state special education finance
sform®las, a total of sixteed states used che'minimumhfoundacion program
- S .

formula, as displayed 1n Table 2. Of .the sixteen scaCes, flfceen

includ!/\speCLal educatxon in their general education finance formula,

[

TN -
way as a m1n1mum foundation program formula (cost of special educatlon

less requlred local efforc) the special education grant wa% external to

the genéral education granf., Arizona no longer uses this formula-

Al

Among the minimum fopnﬂacion Pprogram formulas, eight used pupil

units, seven used 1ns:ruct1onal units, and one wgs based on program
. ¢
' i

' cost,. Maine, the state usmng program cost as a measure of educational

need, included only personnel and tuition costs in the minimum founda-

N » : A
. 3
tion program.

In six'states weighting factors fot\eicher pupil units or instruc-

tional units were.émployed; and two scates\ﬁkd\gmLy one weight to dif-

’

ferentlate the special education . program from ocher\eggcaCLonal

programs.- Two states weighted instructional units by'settiﬂg\class

sizes, while three additional states had one class size establistied for

.

special education to differentiate it from general:education. West Vir-

ginia's fprmula used a combination .of pupil unit and instructional unit,

1]

although it was classified as an instructional unit. In that state,

. L. d
. : . .y , C . . .. . Ae
special education pupils were assigned a weight of three in relatiof %o

general eddcation. Funding was provided for salaries and other opera-

ting costs, however, rather than on a per pupil basis. An LEA could

receive funds for no more ithan finy-five staff per 1000 students.

R &

<4 ~

~.




" Table 4 _ . "“.- , .

A
' B ’ ¢
Stace Special Education Finance Formulas-Mlnlmum Foundat1on Program
; 1980~ 81 . - ,
o ]
3
1 5 *
) v
. [¥] . N
\ 4 o ]
? e ]
p = [¥Y e
—4 2l 9l @ 18]
w| «»f O @ w c
c'_m‘sh-v—o g .
r o = o] o © o
. 1. : U | ] © B of. & KT
. ~ =l o] o el o 9| €l 9| of' 0 _ n
al 9 9| L) 2| 9] B 9 v~ O] Lf 8 o Q| & M
R EE IR 5 5 2.
. ‘States ol o ol o o o0) of o 3 K 8|~
EEFEEEEEEEEEEEEREE
' e x| S| Al = & x| = 2| & & 2R S 3
# 1 Arizona x] x X X X
Florida X x| . 7/ X - X X
- | Georgia x| x x 1 X X
- ‘Idaho X X X L X - | x
-1 Jowa X X X x| | ' x o .
Lou1slana X X x| . X| x X X ,
Maine x| X I x x|, X
- Mississippi x| X | x x|
Nevada X x| x X X
New Mexico X X X X X x| s
| South Carolina{ x X X X X
« | Tennesdgee x| . x| x 1 X X
Texas X X x 1 X X
.Utah 1R E x X ’ X b
West Virghinia“| x X X 1{° X x
Wyoming /\ X X x x| X X
' ( - Fl
Total Q151 1181881711 815116641 714 ,
€ - '
' 1. . .. :
Cost of personnel salaries and tuition only.
2
Based on instructional unlts, but limited to 55 1nstruct10na1 units
s : per 1000 enrollment. .




Percentage Equallizing

e

The percentage equalizing.fbrmdiiﬂgs griginally designed by

. Updeéraff and, promoted by Benson was intended to prdvidq\equaiization of

educational opportunlty whlle allowing the LEAs the,freedom to set their

‘l ‘

own leVel of ed 3: nal expendlt:ures.22 The state wou%d pay a percent-
age of the LEA s expenditures, adjusted for LEA fiscal capacity.

In 'practice, modifications of the percentage equalizing formula

" have t;ansférmed it into a minimum foundation program. For both speCLal

-

educatlon and general educaclon, states have placed llmlts on LEA

expendltures, which have detracted from the - phi'losophy of logal control.

'leltat;ons;on the percentaga equalizing formula have been implemented

lafer several reasons. Allowing unlimited LEA expenditures,places the SEA

- . I

. in the uncomfortable position of having little contrgl over its obliga-

tions. Generatlng enough state funds to level up, or to equalize the
full cost of the program up to the level of the district with the hlgh-

est fiscal capacity, is quife expensive for the state. One way to eom-

- trol state spending without limiting local control, however, is through

manipalation of the constant (K) in the formula, that 1s, to reduce the

23 o ’

B

percentage of the state's share.




S _ R o . ‘
| In this*study,.a percentage equalizing formula has been defined as
one‘in which the level of need may oe determined by the'state, and the
state then_funds a percentage of this lepel, adjusted for LEA fiscal
oapaclty. . | S _ o - PR

The formula may Pe written as follows:

e ] L State Aid = (1 - Y/X K) C, in which S ¢

local fiscal capacity, (
= state average fiscal capacity,

= gtate percentage of LEA expenditures, :
cost. of the local program.24 _ ' - '

O R o

. The cost of the local progyam may be determined in several ways«
For example, the per pupil or per instructional unit cost of specigl
education may be multiplied by the number of pupils or instrgctional o _ s
_units in the LEA. Units may be weighted. 1In an alternative method,
actual LEA expenditures serve as the measure of educational need, simi- a ; ° ‘ ‘
lar to the original intent of the percentage equalizing formula.
Table 2 lists four states using the percentage equalizing formula,
‘as defined in this study, for special education in 1980-81. In that .
.year New York had five separate formulas for special educatiOn, including
. : funding for private schools residential funding, and funding for regional
service agencies, 'Theifornula used in tnis study for olassificatiOn
: an:.!%mparative purposes-éas tne"Public Excess Cost/Aid Formula, which

* 9 - . .
provided the bulk of funds to LEAs. Of. the four formulas in Table 5,

L 3

only the Connecticut formula was based on actual program cost. The

Temaining three formulas used pupil units, all of?whieh were weighted

by a fagtor.. Only Massachusetts administered its special education: _

S . . S
funding as part of the state's general educatiom finance formula. :
e . . .- ‘ L,
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Table 5

State Special Education Finance Formulas-Percentage Equalizing
- 1980-81 ’ '
Ed e ot ! ' : ’./.A ‘) .
- '\ : ]
) 4
[¥] N
voud el
e o I
o) IS o)
| 1 e o w
— [ D O 0l Ad
gl ~f Of | e
R g{ o ’5 R [V
A ol o o o o. o 8
- of m| A O o) o ]
— e~ o W [~ ] o el © [\}] Y] n
‘Al O« o S DO g V| - V] L 8 o 2 N
gl af o oW W] O - =] ] 3
- VIR =1 e SEY B V) B =) =] =) B! gl 0| o
States o] of oof of ~| L 50 5o 5o Of o 3 M| E®
. [T Y] Ay k] Al o Of] | | ' o] Ml <] X O 9 i o
. 1 el X ool el 3 e Bl o] ol of N e Q| 9] = o 3| &
N SIEE=! B B -V =] ¥ 3 Y Y B i | O <
Connecticut. x| x X
Maryland _ dxftxk fx X X ol x
Massacﬂuaetts x\ x| I x X X X X
New York X X X x
.Total : 11384 31-11 3 3 1 2

1Per pupil cost for

1276 1s part of

szublic Fxtess Cost Aii Formula.
’ .
' . e

v

el

46

the equalization factor.

[
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Percentage Matching . : ) #

d I .
\Pérqentage matching formula allows local district determination

i
]

of'expenditures“for speciél;education. . No minimum level’of expehditure

is_mandafed by the sta&g,.and usudlly no upper‘limits on LEA expendi—.
\ I ’ A . [ ’ ' ) '

tures are established. Specifying allowable costs, however, the state

usually reserves the right to prarate fundsor to lower its share if

state appropriabioqs are insufficient. The state will‘pay a percentage

s of LEA expenditures, which are limited only by the LEA's ability to

§

~fund ité share.
Beéauée there is no adjustment for LEA fiscal capacity, a district
“with higher fiscél capacity may be able t0 spgnd more an@ thus to get 0 gl
mofe state matching fﬁnds fhan a low fisc 1l capacity’district. Tﬁe' |
impact of'the effect is dependent upoa/zgi si;e of tﬁe state share,
(Whicﬁ varied from 30 to 90 percent among the states in 1980-81.
-In 1980-81 nine states used the percentége matching form;la, as
indicated iﬂ.Tablé 2. All were extgrnal to the state's general educa- ‘.

tion finénce~formula, as shown in Tablé 6, and all were base;/yn

program cost.

1

Full State Fundiné of the Excess Cost of Séecial Education

In 4 full state\funding of excess cost -formula, the staté takes
responsibiiity for the cost of special education over and‘ab;ve the’
district's cost for general education. Unlike the other major types of
special education finance formulas, which.originated in general'éducé—
tién, the excess cost formula was developed specificall& for special

education.25 S § , .8
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excess cost~formula, because of the unpredictable fiscal burded it

R e

A L
y S

Although fiscal capacity often will have been considered in the

allocation of gtate aid to help fund the per pupil cost of regular

education which also is funded for each special education pupil, ;

excess costs are assumed by the state regardless of the LEA's Qiscal

“capacity. No upper limit ig placed on LEA excess costs, but allowable

costs.are specified. ' Because all excess costs are state funded,
edhalization of excess costs among LEAs‘results. The overall equal-
ization:of state ald may be lessened if high fiscal capacity districts.
fpend more, however. | | | | |
Several methods of figuring excess.costs have been devised. One
method. may be written as follows: | | | ' | Ly
' State Aid = Total allowable cost of special education -

(per pupil cost of regular education x number
of special education pupils). -

x

An alternative method‘would be to determine the per pupil cost of'spe;f

cial education, subtract the per pupil cost of regular education, and

then multiply the remainder by the number of special education pupils.

- Since it applies only to special education costs, the excess cost

»

formula is a.categorical grant.. Three states had formulas classified

. as full state funding of excess cost 1in 1980-81. Hawaii 1s included in .

this category as indicated by Table 7, although Hawaii~has full state

AN
funding of all education expenditures rather than an excess cost for-

mula. Of the remaining states, New Hampshire no longer uses the total.

~

placed on the state. Pennyslvania still uses its excess cost formula.

By definition, the excess cost formula is based on program cost.

A\

. ,
.
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State Speéial Education Finance Formulas

TTable 7

~ Full State Funding of Excess Cost of Special Education
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.Formula Arialysis and Panel Evaluation

The second phase of the study involved hypotnesizing the advantages‘

and disadvantages of the five major types of formulas. Advantages and
. P .

disadvantages were defined according to the formula's hypothesized | %\\Mf

? ) Lt '
ciency, adequacy, objectivity, and flexibility For each major criterion

'performanie/On!five evaluative eriteria: equity, administrative effi-

several subcriteria were outlined so the analysis of each formula could
be structured similarly for comparison purposes. Evaluative criteria

are summarized in Table 8. Performance was hypothesized from the per- R

. - 'spectives of special ei‘iation and general e&ucation administrators at
both the state anc?llocallevels.26 'In the third phase of the study,

"a panel of experts rated the five major formulas through a questionnaire.

Advantages and disadvantages were defined by the formulas' performance

~

on the evaluative criteria, and by the importance of the criteria. Panel.

members represented the four evaluative perspectives: SEA special educ -
tion administrator, SEA general education finance administrator, LEA
special education administrator, and LEA general education finance dir-

, N , |

ector. Results of these two phases.are summarized below.

Summar& of Formula Analysis '

. _7ﬂ . Proriding some assistanee wiﬂn{f;tal equalization, the flat grant
| | could vary with LEAsf educational ne ds.if Weighted; but low fiscal | 4
'capacify districts or those with'a high level of need for unusually
expensive programs could be disadVantaged by a flat grant based on -
_average LEA'special education costs. Having high administrative effi- -

- ciency and obJectivity, accordlng to the researcher s analysis, the flat\

. * . 4 . )
O : ' ' ] ) : 5 1




Table 8§

l".'

s

- Criteria for Evaluating State Special Education Finance Formulas

Dofiniciou

2 Subcrixeria

' Equxcy means chagreach -child ~

1 aqual access to financial

has an equal oppértunity for
education independent of the
fxaealvcapaci:y of the LEA in
vhich he lives. When a formula
exhibfts equity, LEAs have -

Eglourc.a for providing an -
ducation appropriate to meet

the individual needs of special
educacxon students.

the needs of students, xncludxng#; of fuuds according to

*Ab111cy ‘to equalize fxscal
‘capacity

*Congruency with goals.of
the oversll educational
finance system

*Ability to vary a%locltion
of funds according to
educational need

*Ability to vary alloca{ion

cost (price) of services.

A formula that exhibits admin-
strative eff1cxency is one in
which the time, oxpenso, and .
effort required to operaca the
formula are reasonable in rela-
tion to the return yielded.
Unproductive practices are
discouraged, and economical,
practices are promoted.

< pnpervork a-socxaCed with

*Amount of repor:ing and

the formula is minimized
*Provision of - incentive for
LEA to contro) costs
*Predxccabxlxcy of LEA's

funding allocation -
*Ease of understanding how

the formula operates
-*Avaxlabilxcy of accurate

data for ?peraC1ng the’
formula. C

~

| funding appropriated by the

Adoquncy of the special educa-
tion finance formula generally
depends upon the level 6f

legislature. For this study,
adequacy is evaluated according’
to the formula's potential for
attaining its intended purposes.

“*Congruency of the formula

with the state's philoso-
phy of schodl finance and
and control of thie schools
*ILnclusion of ‘all mandated
special education services
in the formula "

*Extent to which funding
level is sufficient to
allow all components of
the formula to operate

r-
v Criterion
a
.4
N , \
/
Equicy
Y
-
TN
» | Administrative
Efficiency
\\ .
. N°
o \
. /" 5
//
Q P
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Table 8 (continued)

Criterion Definition- ? ] Subcriteria
Objectivity may be defined as *Werifiability of formula
i _ : the formula's resistance to 1 data ;-
: manipulation by either the SEA *Resistance of formula ‘calq.-
- or LEA. An objactive formula is | culations to mgnipulation o
(‘Gectivity precxsely stated, so that it is *Neutrality of the special
: -not subject to mgnipulation in education formula cOward
placemeant of special education individual program
.tfltudcntl, data reporting, or | placements:
in caleulagions for determining - [ *Resistance of data to
allocations. . manipulation
Flexibility refers to the ' *Ability to .accommodate .
_ability to accommodate changes changes in educational
"in. the price of services, the need and cost S .
‘ ability of the formula to - *Facilitation of program
respond to the needs of LEAs innovations and ngw ,
v in varyxng geographic areas, progy¥ams N
: of varjous sizes, and with ‘*Ability to fund various '
Flexibility different economic conditions, - program structures
and the abxlxty to respond designcd by LEAs
to changes in service needs *Ptqﬁotion of a continuum
midyear or from year to year. of'plqgements consistent

with the prxncxple of

placement in the least

Testrictive eaviroggent
*Adaptability to 912?: of

LEAs of various sizes and
2 : locations

r
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¥
grant geneﬁplly limits LEA flexibiljty by promoting specific program'

structures and failing to keep pace with changes in need and cost. The

formula may fund mandated services inadeq%iggly by omitting needed éer-

. Vvices or placing limitations on fuhdiﬁg and enrollment.

The minimum foundation program varies with LEA fiscal capacity, in ' .

_keqping with state goals for equalization, but it has the same disadvdn-
tages of weighging as does .the flat grant. Reporting may be increase&,,'

if FTE counts gée required, but otherwise the formula-hés:administrétlve
K // . “ . . . .

efficiency. 'Adequacy is dependent upon the inclusion of méndated ser-

vices and the level'of'the;foundation-program. If funds are not
’ ]

‘désignated for special education, they may appear inadequate. On the

.

/ griteria of objectivity and'flexibility, the minimum foundation program
/;/ . . . ] é . N .

performs similarly to the flat grant, altHough éonsideration of fiscal
" capacity hay increase flexibility for low fiscal capacity LEAS.

When pércentage’equalizing isiimbleménted on a pupil unit or an

14

instructional unit. basis, it functions much like a mininum foundation §
. - 3
program. Formulas funded according to actual program expenditures pro--:
. ' oo ! T '
s mote equity in terms of variation with educational need and price, but

W

no minimum level of education is required. Cost based formulas are

adminis%ratiﬁely inefficient, requiring extensive reporting. If,the SEA

;@immcentage'is substantial and allowable costs include all needed ser-

vices, the formula would be adequate. Problems with data éollectiog and

Py

.verification impair ijédtivity,.but t?g cost- -based percentage equalig

-

-

zing formula provides good flexibility.

A




flexibility;i Administrative efficiency is uneatisfactery, because of

- . extensive reporting gnd lack of incentives for the LEA to. control costs.

‘ Sl R E

Thewpercentage-matching formula may cause disequalization, but a

" high state ﬁercéntage may'overcomeSthis disadvantage. Variation in’ need

and price are acconmodated, and the formula is highly flexible to accom-
modate changeelin price and n€ed, pregram innovations, and varione pro-"*

‘gram structgreé. Extensive:reporting and labk of cost control if the

M - 1

state funds a high percentage detract from adminiStratlve efficiency

: Pred’ability may be a problem partic:ularly for LEAs when the state

prorates;funding.v Adequacy,depends upon the state percentage and the
s 2 , : co ;

albowable-costs. Unlike the pupil unit and instructional unit formulas,

the percentage matching formula .is neutral toward individual placements,
L N . : ]

o

-but lack of data verifiability -and opportunities for nanipuiation detract

from the fornula's objectivity.

N

Full state funding of the-excess'coet of‘special @ducation has_com--

. . s ‘
plete eghity for special education funding, adequacy, and excellent

"

A
-

2]
¢
o ot

Nentrality toward placement is excellent, but verifiability problems and

maﬁibnhatidn'of cost data impair objectivity.

“

éummary of Panel Evaluation

| , | . _
" Performance ratings overall indicated that the flat grant rated
&

good to excellent on administrative efficiency and objectivity. A fair’

rating was;nhieved on adequacy, and'the formula rated poor to fair on

' )

equity and flexibility, as indicated in Table 9.

* For the minimum foun atfon program, positive_ratings in the gverage

-

"to good.range were dchieved for adequacy, objectivity, ‘and administrative

» ’ N : ” . )
efficiency. The formula rated fair-on flexibility overall. N
‘ Percentage equalizing rated good overall on equity, adequacy, and
. i N . - ' » - . v v ) -

. ¢ + ‘ »
.u " . - . .

. . B =l o
oy . o 90

o
~

N
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‘ L ' : Table 9 _
."‘7‘ . L) ) \
Mean Overf11, .Performance Ratings for Each ".G
' . , \ Finance Formula Across Groups \ ‘
., '
s ! A
' . Finance Formulas .
. ) .
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Administrative e & . ’
Efficiency o 3.2 ' 20 2.2 2.5 . 2.4. .
Adequacy 2.3 . ] 2.9 2.9 2.3 3.6
Objectivity | 3.0 2.7. 4 2.6 n.5 - 3.0
- Flekibility 2.4 2.9 - 2.9 3.7
‘%.f » .
Grand X 2.7 2.7 2.4 .| 3.1 | -
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i d
v - ‘ *




ine : s

¢

flexibility,‘and slightly lower on objectivity., The only negative
rating‘was a fair rating for administrative efficiency.

Percentage matching rated fair to average on equity, administrative
. ’ 4 L

effipiency,.adeqqaqy, and objectivity. Its only positive rating was a if“

.t

good rating for flexibility. ' BN
\ | _ ~H Receiving the highest overall rétings, full state funding of exeess
cost rate? goééﬁgg,excellent on equity and flexibili;y, and good on
édequacy and objecfivity. A fair ratiné on administrative effiéiéncy
. twas its only negagive rating. Ratings on Fvaluaé%ye'subcfité’&a
are displayed in Table 10.
Panel memberg generally agreed that all evaluative-critgria were

‘impoxrtant, although some variability among administrative groups was

“s ‘“ evident\(see Tables 11 and 12), Several respondentsriqdicatéd that
their responses wogld have differed had they been assigned other admini-
. _ o strative roles, while others beliaégg‘g; changes WOuld havé océurred. )
Resulting fro; these two phases were two'sets of formula advan-
’ tages and’ disadvantages, one hypothesized by the researcher and one
from thé panel eValuatién. With'the goal of providing’guidelines to
state policymakers fof use in designing state special education finance

formulas, theseswo sets of advantages and disadvantages were' reconciled

in order to produce a single list as the outcome of the study.

ol




Table 0

Panel Evaluatiun ul the Parformance of Stete Special Educatjun
Finance Formulas on the Evaluative Criteria

. |
— e e et i S A 55 e 50 A
Nean Matings on-Evaluative Crlcerte . st :
r Hinimum Foundation . ) Parcantage R
Flat Crant . | Program _ Equnlllln.__v . \
. . .
[&5e 858y R . ;
BEEREE 111738¢ BERER
3323 9§ 3 aa/‘an§5 R EEEE.
N EREEE E IR ST ¥ S RS A
P8 889+ S FEEE gy HEEENEE Y '
|fraakiasd|sassblaal|sagalbfa
Equity 1.3 1.3 1,020 1.3 0.6 130,64 1.4 3.0 3.3 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.2 3.0 1.2 u";.s;.rzolsza;e'z.o.a.a 1.2
212.01.32.02.02.0 1.6 2.0 1.6 1.8 3.03.72.83.52.93.6 3.0 2.43.3 3501.0200.5 2.5 3.2 2.81.0 2.9 N
1.5 131,020 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.6 0.6 2.5 2.32.0 0.5 2.1 0.4 2.8 0.0.2.9 3.5 0.3 1.5 4.0 2.5 1.6 2.0 3.4 1.1
4110 1.7 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.4 1.0 0.4 1.2 1753.02.0 2,5 4.62.82.12.42.3 4.03.01.51.52.8 3.2 2.5 3.4 1.0
YOI 15101 250023002502 2.8 029 153,315 3.52.51.42.53.4 0.0
Adaintsceative 1]3.0 3.3 3.5 5.5 3.3 3.4 2.5 3.2 3.3 2.5 3.01.53.02.0 3.0 2.72.8 2.6 2.01.71.52.51.82.02.01.81.9
Elficiency 213.51.32.5 3.5 3.0 2.2 3.0 2.2 2.6 2.51.7 3.0 3.02.02.23.02.02.4 1.51.12.52.02.0 1.6 2.3 1.4 1.8 ’
6.0 3.72.5 3,5 3.73.6 2.0 3.8 3.4 2.51.03.04.02.83.4 3.52.83.1 2.02.)2.02.52.02.42.32.22.2
“4[404.04.03.54.01.83.84.03.9 2.51.02.572.52.52.82.52.82.7 2.52.01.513.52.52.61.01.22.6
513.5 0.7 31.52.5 3.5 3.6 2.5 2.6 3.6 1.03.01.03.00.03.23.03.231 2.52.72.031.02.72.82.52.62.6
6.5 2.33.01.03.33.23.03.43.2 301303.001.001.013.03.020)3.0 2.02.02.32.52.12.22.42.02.2
‘Adequacy 112.61.7.02.02.51.8 2.5 1.8 2.1 3.03.23.03.53.0143.13.23.2 3.52.77.03.53.30.03.33.00.1
. 211.51.72.0 2.5 1.8 2.0 2.4 1.6 1.9 1.52.72.0 3.02.82.82.53.02.8 4.02.72.01.00.02.82.53.22.9
31202.02.52.52.32.)2.92.02.) 1.01.02.51.02.83.02.81.02.9 3.52.72.33.01.02.82.81.0129
Tobjeceaviey 1354090330533 3.8 1578 307 3.04.00.0 3.8 3.00.8 1.2 2.6 2.0 2.02.77.52.528 5% FRENENE
’ 216.02.) 3.5.4.0 3.8 3.6 1.8 ).6 3.7 1.03.02.33.52.73422.93.02.9 13.0).02.02.52.52.82.3.02.7 \
311.53.0 2.5 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.8 2.4 2.6 2.0 1.02.33.02.1 3.0 2.6 2.6 2.6 4.01.01.5 3.0 2.6 3.0 2.3 2.0 2.9
403.33.02.54.03.5 0.4 3.8 3.2 0.6 2.02.02.33.02.1 3.0 2.6,2.6 2.6 3.02.22.02.02.5 2.2 2.0 2.6 2. .
: 31250.0 3.0 3.5 2.8 1.2 1.2 2.8 3.0 2.3 1.02.3 3.0 2.4 1.0 2.6 2.8 2.7 3.02.72.02.52.52.62.12.812.6 A
Flaxtbiiiey . 111.02.01.02.51.0 2.2 1.8 1.6 1.7 1.52.71.10.0 1.4 2.8 2.1 2.7 2.2 359,007 2.5 2.6 2.8 213227 .
211.31.70.03.01.32.2201.6 1.8 1.52.01.52.51.3 2.2 2.0 1.6 1.9 3.52,7 2.0 3.0 2.8 2.8 2.5 1.0 2.8
3MI.32.00,52.51.52.22,00.81.9 2.02.02.32.52.12.22.42.02.2 4.03.02.83.01.61.02.93.4).2
4102025 2.5 ¥.82.22.51.6 2.0 2.02.11.00.02.52.61.02.2 2.6 4.02.72.53.0).02.8 2.8 1.2 1.0 -
551,710,070 1.0 0.8 1.7 0.4 1.5 2.01.71.02.352.02.02.31.82.0 4.0 302003 1.0.22.8 .40
6165 1.7 1.0 2010 1.8 1.7 1.4 1.3 2.02.32.) 0.0 2.1 2.6 2.6 2.2 2.6 4.0 2.7 2,3 3.0 3.0 2.8 2,6 0.772.9
Grand ¥ 232.32.32.72.32.52.52.32.4 2.52.92,41.02.42.92.72.7 2.7 2.22.1 2130 1.7 2.8 2.5 2.9 2.7 I
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. ) Yable 10 (continuad)
Panal Evaluation uf the Parformanch of Stata Spacial Education
* ! ’ Finance Foreulea On the Evaluativa Cricaria
. M Hean Ratinga on Evsluative cu:;;h— T
Parcentage /l’ull Scate Funding
Mactching uf Excass Cust
i3313¢58°§8 3 333 % 8§
2.3 3 3 L 8 . 3 33 3 g & :
Evalustiva Yt e - 3 g B" - P ‘! g
Criterte i1 3% 33 p CON B B B
H&E:-:g SRR REEE :
EEEREEERIEEEER R EER
Equity 12,5 1.3 0.5 1.5 2.0 1.4 1.5 1.8 1.7 4.0 3.7 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.8 4.0 3.8°3.9 ~
212.51.32.02.52.31.82.31,82.0 2.513.313.53.513.003.41.%3.03.2
313.02.32.02.02.52.22.02.62.3 2.53.33.513,53.03.43.5%3.03.2
. 4/3.02.72.01.52.52.21.82.82.3 4.03.74.04.04.0 3.8 4.0 3.8 3.9 ' R
’ $12.51.71.82.02.11.81.9 2.01.9 4.0 3.7 4.04.0 4.0°2.8 4.0 3.8 3.9
Adwlatsteaciva 12,0 1.7 2.3 2.0 2.2 1.8 2.3 1.8 2.0 1.5 2.32.3 1.51.9 2.0 1.9 2.0 1.9
. Efficlancy 202.5 1.7 2.0 2.5 2.2.2.02.32.02.1 1.01.01.53.01.31.01.31.0 1.3
¢ #2.31.72.52.02.51.82.32.02.1 3.02.33.02.523.02,4 2.8 2:62.7
4£3.0 3.3 3.0 2.5 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.2 3.0 3.03.33.52.03%.32.82.813.21.0
313.0 2.7 2.52.52.82.6252.82.7 2.3572.73.0202.82.42.52.52.6
6i2.352.32.3252.52.42.52.4243 2.352.32.82.02.62.22.4 2.4 2.4 ‘
Adequacy 12,0 1.30.8.2.0 1.9 1.6 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.0 2.0 2.5 3.0 2.7 2.6 3.3 1.6 2.5
23.01.73.02.03.01.6252.22.3 403.764.003.54.03.6 3.8 3.63.8
32.51.72.82.52.62.02.62.02.3 1.53.34.03.351.8 3.4 3.8 3.4 3.6
A Objactivicy 1723 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.3 2.4 2.0 2.6 2.3 3.0 3.0 2.5 2.0 2.8 2.6 2.3 3.0 2.1
2)3.0 2.7 2.51.52.82.22.22.82.5 3.03.03.52.03.32.62.83.02.9°
313.02.02.53.02.82.42.82.42.6 4.03.34.03.54.03.4 3.8 3.6 3.7
’ I.'z,s 2.32.51.52.52.02.02.42.2 13.0%.73.02.03.02.42.52.82.7
e . 3202.325202.8222.32625 3.03.703.32.53.32.813.03.013.0
Flextbiliey  1]3.5 3.3 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.3 4.0 .3 4.0 3.3 4.03.43.813.61.7 !
. f . 2[3.5 2.7 3.0 3.5 3.3 3.03.33.03.1 4.03.34.03.54.03.47.8 1.63.7 v
32.52.73.53.03232.83.32.83.0 4.03.04.03.54.03.21.83.43.4
4/1.02.73.02.53.02.62.8 2828 4.03.13.813.5173.93.43.62.6).6 )
5]2.32.03.52.53.02.2 3.0 2.2 2.6 4.0 3.3 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.4 3.8 3.6 3.7
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Equity . 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.4 3.6

Administrative _ _
Efficiency 3.0 3.0 3.2, 3.2 3.3
Adequacy - 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6
Objectivity 3.3 3.4 3.6 3.6 3.7

i

Flexibility 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4
Grand X 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.5
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Tabla 12 (cunt fnued)

Panul Rvaluation of the tegurtance of Rvalugtive cmm-
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-

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

L 2

After the areas of agreement'and disagreement between the

»

researcher s analysis and the panel s evaluation were ascertained

a list of advantages and disadvantages of each major formula was deve~ .

loped in which the differences were'reconcilkd. Where there was dis-

agreement,_both the researcher's and the panel's ads tage or disad-
vantage were included in_the list -1f each could be justified by more
accurately specifying the condﬁtions of the - statement | When the

panel's responseewas more appropriate it was included and the researcher's

response'was deleted. The final lists of . advantages and disadvantages

are presented in ‘Tables 13 through 17.

Relationship of the Study to Previoud Research

Three previous"studies classified state special education finance
formulas and examined their advantages and disadvantages. 'Thomas
~classified formulas into six categories, and focused on their implica-
tions for special education placement and provision of appropriate
'services.27 In Hartman's' study, formulas were classified according to
what have been termed the measures of educational need in the present
study child based.formulas,-resource based formulas, and cost based
formulas. 1In postulating advantages and disadvantages of these three’
formulas, Hartman considered criteria such as misclassification,
| placement, needs of small districts, record keeping, .planning, cost
control, and formula revision;28 The most recent\study by Moore, Walker;

and Holland added three funding mechanisms to the Hartman classification:




1.2 - Allocation may be varied
) according to educat1onal
L need.
. 1.3 May provide incentive for
' offering special educat1on

. 1.4 Weighted instructional
i © unit (most common flat
| ‘ S grant) may provide
- ’ : incentive for LEA to offer_
. h1gher cost programs.
1.5 SEA general education

‘LEA administrators,
especially those in

\
AY
\
N : Table 13 -
Flat Grant - ;
Advantages Disadvantages
' : ' y
1.0 Equity
1.1 High level of funding =~ 1.1 Does not consider LEA
" contributes to f1sca1 , ‘t1sca1 capacity.
equalization, " /1.2 Incongruent with goals of

overall finance system.
Special education 4
administrators may not be
concerned about this,
however.

. services. .1.3 General education pupil

count i8 a poor measure of
need for special education
services Number of

special education units is

a poor indicator of
related services need.

finance administrators and 1.4 Generally does not vary

allocation according to
price of services.

R special education are - +1.5 Low fiscal capacity LEA is

; S likely to be concerned ,
about equity.

mandated to provide the
same level of services as’
the high fiscal capacity

“LEA, but has access to

fewer financial resources.

1.6 Weights may d1sadvantage

LEAs with high prices or
prov1d1ng a high level of
services.

1.7 Unweighted flat grants

fail“to recognize local

itvar1at1ona«an educat1onal

need.

..1.8 SEA spec1al educat1on

administrators may not be
hxghly concerned about
equ1ty .

o o . ~,"i'”;i: 1.9 Overall, flat grant has
S : ... poor to fair equity.

oA e, L

IR

*



Table 13 (continued)
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Flat Grant

Advanggges

2.0 Administrative Efficiency

- 2.1

. are efficient’,

Reporting and paperwork
but may
vary depending on the
formula's complexxty.

. Eff1c1ency is a likely
. concern of all

2.2

I// v
2.3
c . 2.4
v 2.5
C.

administrative groups with -

possible exception of SEA
special education e

. .administrators.

Tends to encourage LEA to’
control costs, but only
LEA general educatlon may
view this as important.
Highly predictable for SEA
and usually predictable
for LEA dependlng upon
state options to prorate
funding. Predictability

‘may-be less of a concern

to SEA special education
administrators than to
other groups.

Easy to underspand how4&he
formula operatés.

‘Accyrate data for

operating the formula are:

‘available (pupil or

instructiongl .unit data).
Overall administrative
efficiency of the flat
grant is good.

2.1

2.2

2.3

Disadﬁad@gges

Even 1f state funds to the

LEA are limited, LEA may
not withhold appropriate
services when funds are
insufficient. ‘
Enrollment limitations and
proration of funds -
disadvantage LEAs with a
Nigh level of educatipnal
need and decrease !

predictability of fupding -
| /

for the LEA.

FTE formulas mayobe[more
complex and may in rease
reporting burdens;/ more
consideration of yeed -

'redults in more rgporting

being required. //

 /

fa

¢

\

%
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Table.13 (continued)

‘ Flat Grant

x Advantages - - | _Disadvantages
- \ - | J

.«

. “ B ; ,0"

3.0 Adequacy.

3.1 Flat grant funded at a 3.1 Flat grant usually is

_ high level could be : incongruent with state's
a adequate. : philosophy of finance and
3.2 Formulas may be adapted to control. This may not be 5
state philosophy of important to special |
financé and control. - | education administrators,
3.3 Special education dnd LEA “however,
general education 3.2 Flat grants often do not
administrators are likely - include funding for all .
to regard adequate level mandated ' services. .
_ of funding as highly 3.3 Services funded indirectly
. _ important. or included. in weights for .
3.4 Flat grant promotes the handicap hay be perceived
~ philosophy that spegial - - as not beipng funded.
education is an optional 3.4 Related sefvices units

supplementary program. generated through number -
o ; of instructional units may
receive no {furding in
small distrgct or rural

> . ‘area.
L 3.5 The flat -grant provides
' poor to avetage adequacy
. overall.
| ( ?
4.0 Objectivity : Y ) R
4.1 Formula data usually are 4 1 Sspe states/ may fund units
' verifiable (pupll or on a subjeative approval
_instructional unit). basis} subject to
, 4.2 Calculations usually . manipulation.
: ‘resist manipulation. - 4.2 If weighted, formula is
.4,3 Data may be manipulated by ot neutral toward
. " LEA, but formula rates ' placement of individuals,
o good to excellent in especially in low fiscal
comparison to other . . . capacity LEA. Special
formulas. . education administrators

recognize this as a
problem.
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_Qlat Grant

Table 13 (continued) b

N .
N
\
AN

\
\

groups. ' )

Advantages Disadvantages
4.4 Earmarking increases
‘ objectivity of local _ _ .
budgeting. -
4.5 Objegtivity is valued by . TN
- all admlnlstratlye groups. : .
4.6 Overall the flat grant
: provides good to excellent N
ob3ect1vxty. y N
5.0 Flexmibility
5.1 Provision for funding 5.1.Flat grants usually are
: program innovations and updated infrequently.
new programs could be Therefore, they.do not
included. accommodate changes in
5¢2 Approved units might be - . need or cost.
' more flexible than those 5.2 Not flexible for funding
¢ - based on pupil counts, innovations and new
especially from SEA view. programs, ' .
5.3 FTE increases flexibility 5.3 Tends to promote a
especially from general specific program structure
education viewpoint. rather than allowing-LEA
5.4 Cost based formulas ‘flexibility.
although with limits, 5.4 Continuum of placements
provide some flexibility may not be promoted, but
for need and price changes depends on formula
and districts of different weights.
sizes and locationms. 5.5 8mall and rural districts
5.5 Flexibility is important .or those with high prices
to all administrative are not accommodated.
5.6 Flexibility of the flat

grant is poor to fair
overall.




. . - . . . : . . ‘ ] “ ' ) |
. : T : . Minimum Foundation Program o ' |
. | - y . . . .
FEEaN _ : 4[; ~ ) o . | . N

Advantages . Disadvantages -[

1.0 Equ{ty

*

1.1 Considers fiscal capacity. 1.1.In comparison to regular .
1.2 - Congtruent with goals of - education finance officers
overall finance system. .- special education ,
This may be more important administrators .
to general education ‘ . particularly LEA may view.
administrators than to . _ formula weights as less
special education - accurately reflecting"
administrators. educational, need.
1.3 - Special education ig part - 1.2"Formula does not
- of the comprehensive - adequately reflect,
. eduicational system. *~ variation in prices of
* 1.4 Weighted formulas vary services, among LEAs. AThls
. allocation acgording to * " . 1s of P?ft10018r concern
educational need. ' to special education ‘
1.5 Minimum level of'educatioﬁg ' .admlglstratbrs.' ‘
is ensured. _ 1.3 Provides no assistance for
. , 1.6 Equity of the minimum achieving more than 4
» E . foundation program may be minimum level, of services.
_ 'regarded'more‘positimely 1.4 Unweighted formulas are i
by general education . Perceived as prov1d1ng .
adminigtrators than by 1nadequate "funding.

special education

administrators.
1.7 Overall the formula

"o _ provides average to good .
: ' equity. . S _ °
. . o T | L Ca
" 2.0 Administrative Efficiency

.. 2.1 Level of reporting and 2.1 Formula does not provide
~ _paperwork vary with strong incentives for LEAs
formula's complexity, but to cantrol costg,
_ are less -burdensome than 2.2 FTE counts may increase
‘ all but the flat grant. - reporting burden and may
) 2.2. For states basing special s require data not readlly-
education funding on the ’ . available. _
general education pupil . "2.3 Emphasis on efficiency )
count, special education detracts’ from attention to
reporting. burden is S quality variables.

minimalo B - . . . ‘
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o ‘Tablewx14 (continued) - * .- :
. ‘ k}_” :‘ . ’f'_ : o - S o C

» y

N . Minimum' Fdundation Program

Advéntaggﬁ .

Disadvantages

2.3

2.4

N Mo
P

&

2.7

o

‘

L

2.8

W . . . LI

yie

LEAS may be encouraged to
control costs since SEA
funding is limited. }EA
general edugation
administrator may view .
this as important. . -
Formula is predictable
although this is affected,
somewhat by changes in
fiscal capacity. )
Fairly easy to understand.
- Having all programs funded
through one formula may
contribute to
understanding.
Accurate data (pupil and -
instructional unit)
usually are available.
Adm;nlstratlve eff1c1ency
of the.formula is good
overall.

L
']

quacy

u

3.1

3,2

. \

Congruept 'with state's
philosophy of school
finance and “control.
Mandated service y be
included, but ad cy
depends on formula
weights, :

\

3.1 LEA special educatlon.~
administrator may percelve
either an uynweighted or
wexghted formula as not
adequately fundgfE related

N\

services if thé¥e are o

. funded 1nd1rectly

R ) ‘ 3>3 Overall potential for '3,2 If minimum foundation .
) vy . - - I adequacy 18 800d . le_vel' is’ insufficient, LEA | -
: e - ] _ still - must fund \
. - ' . appropriate special
) ’ . . .- education. '
. Y M .3,
. ’ L { . . -
. '\ ) - “ l, . A,
", - ) . .
~ - a . « -
L) v . o Co
;8 ~ N w o - 6'9 ] ’:(A

«
DN, T Na - -
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Minimum Foundation Program ’ : |

Advantages Disadvantages - : .

w '.“ "

: ‘ ' 3.3 If funds are not

' designated for special
education, both the
special education and
general education
s ' S administrator percelve
' encroachment on their
funding by the other

¢ o program.
! _ 4.0 Objectivity® "4" - '

* o 3 ' ’ . l .

i 4.1\ Formula data usually gre . 4.1 Special educ#tion

A verifiable. * .- adminigPrators recognize

. 4.2 Forfnula calculations " that weighted formulas °
) . . resist manipulation. influence individual
¢ 4.3 Formulas with only gne . placement.
- . weight for special . 4.2 Formula data may be .
education gre neutral - manipulated, and weighting
. ’  toward 1nd1v1dua1 program s ‘may encourage thigs.
_ o ‘placements. 4.3 Approved units are not _

. P - 4.4 Designating funds for objective. . ?
‘special education N _ 4.4 Use of funds is~less °
increases objectivity of - objective if not '

., local budget. . earmarked, ' e
"4.5 Overall obJect1v1ty of the
! formula' is average to
. good ' ’
, E ) . | :
3.0 Flex1b111:y _ , ;T
' "5.1 ~Formu1a may be deSLgned to . 5.1 Usually.no provisidn'for' KL! ~
' acéommodate different changes in educatlonal
program structures, need or prices.
) 5.2 . May promote availability 5.2 Usually does not |
. - of a contlnuum of * facilitate program , : {
' placements. . innovations/new ,programs, Lo L
LY ," . ’ . L. . , ) . . .
] . ]
R X ' : \
‘ 70 / v
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Table 14,(continued)

Minimum Foundation Program

)

Advantages.

Disadvantages .

5.4

5.5

5.6

From LEA general education
viewpoint, changes in need

and price may be 5.4

- accommodated.

Changes from year to year
are reflected thgough data
collection.

Approved units may allow
increased flexibility.
Personnel unit not tied ‘to
child count could
facilitage new programs.

5.5

5.6
5.7

5.8

i e R —

5.3

Usually tends to promote
one program structure.
Usually does not adapt
well to needs of LEAs of
different sizes and
locations. ',

Small districts may have
difficulty generating
adequate funding with FTE

-or weights for

handicapping conditions.
May fail to keep pace with
inflation if not updated
frequently.

Per pupil funding

_disadvantages small

districts,
Overall flexibility is
fair to average.
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Table 15 4 .
?
4
- Percentage Equalizing’
Advantages ' Disadvantages
\dvantag —— : g i

1.1 Considers fiscal capacity.

1,2, .pdaptable to goals-of
overall finance system;
,may promote local control
or state minimum program.

1.3 May be either internal or
extérnal to the general \(

- educ¢ation finance formula.

1.4 ‘Provides for variation of

Yo Tn educational need. Some
N believe weighting does
this best, others prefer
cost basis.,

1.5 Has the ability to vary
allocation according to
price particular 1
based. _
Overall equity is "

1.6

2.0" Administrativé.Efficiency

, An open fof&ula.would be
“ highly predictable for the
LEA, subject to changes in °
flscal capacity.
A pupil or instructional
unit formula would have . -
:predlctab111ty similar to
minimum found%tlon
program.
Cost based formula ‘may be
easier, to understand than
pupil or instructional
unit formulas:
Data for operating the
formula generally are
available, partictarly if
pupil or instructidnal
units are used. ¢

T 2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

1.1 May not guarantee a

minimum level of educatlon

if cost based.
1.2 Weights may not reflect

-cost of ‘providing services

in LEAs with high prices
or with a high level of
_ severely handicapped
' students. _
1.3 LEA special education
administrators may- not
favor this formula as -

"~ highly as other groups.

2.1 Formula may require
,extensive reporting and
paperwork, especially if
cost based.

2.2 Fotmula.does not provide
"~ . strong incentives for LEA-

to control costs,
especially if cost based.
SEA may object to this.

2.3 Predictability may be low
~ . particularly if costy

based. For SEA,. ‘

_ obligations are ‘
_unpredictable, but LEA
predictability may be

impaired by proration.
2.4 Formula may tend to be «
coumplex.

L4




Table 15 (continued)

'\_Percentage Equalizing .

Disadvantages

¢ Advantages

2.5

Limitations placed on

"1

3.0

Adequacy

3.1 Formula may be made
: congruent with state's
philosophy of school
finance and control.
“Adaptable to LEA or SEA
control® and
responsibility.
3.2 May include all mandated
' services, depending on how
Formula is weighted or how
allowable costs are .
defined. .
3.3 Potential for adequacy
overall is average to

good .
4.9 Objectivity \
v ‘7 4.1 Data generally are

verifiable.

4.7 TFormula calcuations resist
manipulation.

'433 Cost based formula is more

neutral towards sindividual
placement, but if formula
is weighted, neutrality
depends on weights.

3

-

funding by SEA
disadvantagé LEAs with
high needs and costs.

2.6 Accurate cost data may be’
difficult to obtain.

2.7 Overall administrative .
efficiency is fair.

< -

3.1 Funds that are not

designated for special .-
education may appear

. 1nadequate. Q

3.2 Even though SEA may limit
fundings LEA canpght
withhold appropriate
education.

3.3 Weights may not refleat
LEA costs in districts L
with higher prices or mor_ex
severely handicapped

" students.

4.1 Cosc ﬂaca may be dlfflcult
to verify.

4.2 Weighting may tend to
influence placement for
fiscal advantage.

4.3 Formula data may be
manlpylated to LEA
advantage.
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Table 15'(continued)

Percentage Equalizing

-

»

Advantages

~

[y}

4.4 Objecfive special

"education eligibility

criteria contribute to

neutrality of placements.
4.5 Earmarking contriutes to

objectivity of LEA

budgeting.’

4.6 Equalization may

4.7

contribute to reduction in

manipulation,
Overall objectivity is
average to good.

N\

5.0 Flexibil}ty

5.1

-

L 4

Has the ability to
accommodate changes in

need and price

part1cu1ar1y if cost

based. 4

May be designed to

fgcilitate innovations and
new programs;
formulas accommodate this
best.
. Has the ability to fund
program structure degigned

cost based

by LEA, particularly if

cost based.

Qontinuum of'plaoéments
may be promoted but
depends on weights.

”

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

Disadvantages

Extent. of flexibility
'depends on weights and
. entollment or funding
limitations.

Pupil and instructional

unit formulas are same as
minimum foundation program

on accommodatiom’ of

changes.

1
!

Weighted formulas tend not
to promote 1nnovat1ons and

new programs.
Welghts nday tend, to. .
promote a Spac1f1c program

struc ture,

Special educators may,
regard FTE count as
det}imental to placement
in least restrictive
"environment.

T .

e

L
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Table 15 (continued)
Percentage Equalizing
Advantages - ' Disadvantages
5.5 General educatiom 5.6 Weighted formulas may
administrators regard FTE disadvantage small or
‘count as facilitating .rural districts, .
placement in least particularly for 'serving
‘restrictive environment. ‘children with 'low
5.6 Has the.ability to adapt incidence. handicaps. *
to needs of LEAs of
different sizes and = . '
locations, especially if N .
- cost based., 2
5.7 Overall flexibility is
good. LEA special /Q . ’
education administrators - N . »

may tend to disagree.

’

) P
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g . Table 16 “
. ' = T .
- §. [fercentage Matching  °
Advantages . __Digadvantages

3 _ 1.0 Equity

1.1 A high percentage of
overcome some of the
disequalizing effects of
1.2 From SEA special education
view, formgula may provide
good variation of fund$
acgording to educational
need for high fiscal
v capacity LEAs or if state
_ . percentage is high and if
, - . allowable costs permit.
' ' ' 1.3 " Formula provides for
variation in prices, from
SEA view, as long as LEA
can support 'its share of

.- allowable costs perm1t.
Formula serves as an
centive  for the LEA to
. provide spec1al education
- " services, \
‘1.5 Promotes SEA/LEA
partnership.,

1.4

Cost containmedt mgi be

L Ppromoted 'if SEA shaYe. is|

g : T “low, but this advantages
only. the SEA. <

2.2 Predictability for LEA °

- allocation could be. good
if SEA percentage‘were

2.1

guaranteed. LT

funding from the state may.

) E _ ' this formula. .

needed expenditures and if .

Administraiive Effic*ency RO

v * . @
A . ©
4 . e a
L .
o o ‘
I !
o
.- ~
.
: v - . * %
L4 o
- ‘ K ] an
H
. b
” ~ -
o P »
® " -
¢ o !
"
’ * v .
Ve A ?
§ . . e T
" .
i Lo AT
¢ " .

1.1 Formula does not consider
LEA fiscal capacity. .
1.2 Formula promotes

disequalization. -

Formula usually. is
jncongruent with goals of
the overall flnance

system.

Formula may not prov1de
good variatibn with need,
perhaps because allocation
is partially dependent on
LEA fiscal capacity.

1.3

1.4

1.5 Formula may not address _
price variation well, from ’ ‘
LEA view. Proration and - Ve R
LEA fiscal capac1ty may be S T e
factors., _.s . L ""_S;j
1.6 LEAs with higher needs- 7"; R
must spend mote local LSO
funds. " _ - b SR W
1.7 Overall equlty 1q poor’§o *®
.oaverage. )
. : R T " ‘ C e W
IR et e e
T ; ' ?' . e . o .
. . L9 ' . -
- é"ﬁ, o “ . o |
- : . L AR + .
- 2.1 Formula“hay requ1re. ff;' ;'g RN
o.) -4 ‘extensiye- reportmg ‘and g
o paperwork e -, B PN
» o -~ $
a . a ° . n




Table 16 (continueg) -

w . : Percerftage Matching, ’ o ' e
_Advantages - . Disadvantages v " :
‘ ' 2.3 Formula is easy to 2.2 Rated fair on cost S ot
- understand, particularly - ~ control, but this is ‘a < C
; from SEA view. . similar or better rating o
2.4 SEA may view data than for ‘other formulas. ) o
availability as good. " - LEA way be encouraged to °
2.5 Provides average . : spend more if SEA _
; adminjstrative efflclency percentage is high and/or
e : LEA fiscal capacity is
. ' . ' _ high. /

_ 2.3 Predictability is fair- for
N both SEA and LEA. SEA may
. . ' 1 . not be able to predlct -

. - _ : funding requests ‘made by - . _
. - - ' LEAs, and LEAS may be: .- e
subjected to changes' -in - '
) ‘the state's percentage. .
' - 2.4 Obtaining accurate cost _— \

. . . - ' data may be difficult for
N . some LEAs., Expenditures
: ‘ ' *} . may be difficult to
. ' . , verify. - -
| S o o : ' ' 2.5 FTE and .excess cost ?® N
’ - ' formulas may result im
increased reporting and

. . - _ increased difficulty in
. o . ' maintaining accurate J
. - - ' . formula data. _ o , , ,
.-""y “.a . . ' ‘ _ ' .
i *., ARRS | - ) '
“3 1 May lq%-q“de ‘all mndated : 3.1'_ Nét usually Congruent with ¢
PN seéryfces in’ docmudge s the state's philosophy of
' 0 akdowable got's from school finance and. -
lal edudbthbn view, \ control, but depends on" *
3 2 gn promate pn&aosophyzpf _phlloSOPhy-
dtaﬂacpntrql i e 3.2 From general education N
gbb gapgidenea to be .- view, formulg provides oo
'Nrgu "b Bk QkiCk" _‘;;,-. :; ' , fair inclusion of mandated -’

- seyvices, but depends on
_ allowable costs. o

¢ AR
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\ ?. L e o y
o S ~ Table 16 (continued) '
Pereentage Matching _ o / .
Jm . . .
AN ! . -
Advantages |, Disadvantages . -
"'\\bb-;a?’// S f3.3 Adequacy of 1evei of
, . had ‘ : ST funding is* impaired, by
S : _ S , ., - proration and by low LEA ~
. B, o fiscal capacity.
£ : p,& Formula provides ‘fair to
. o ' v average- adequacy overall.
4.0 .Objectivity E _ | ' ¢
_ ¢ 4.1 From SEA view, formula "4l Verifiability of formula
) " N calculations generally ' data may be difficult.
_ _ resigt manipulation. ‘ 4.2 Forpula data may be
o 4.2 Formula tends to be . . manipulated by the LEA.
neutral toward individual , .4.3"Excess cost definitions
placements, although LEA may detract from -
" fiscal capacity cquld ' neutrality of program
affecf this. Placements,.. : .
4.3 Qbjectivity:of eligibility . - )
+ criteria wontributes to ) o \
neutrality of placements. ' A N
4.4 Earmarked ifunding a : v
Q . _.contributes to objectivity
\ .+ of LEA budgeting. .
v ‘ 4,5 SEA Special education , ‘
' administrators may be more
« favorable toward this ,
formula. ' e .
_ 4.6 Formula provides average - o
.. level of ‘objectivity v - ! .l' .
overall. ' ‘ '
w
L)
i. t .
, . . \/\- '
4
- 4
! -




Table®16 (contiqued)-
o |

s

Percentage Matchigg

" Advantages Disadvantages
o . \ v
. S ™ *
\5.0 Flexibility :

5.1 Has the ability to 5.1 i‘f:itfl;;:ii;?fii;fy could
accommodate changes in 5.2 Excess cost definitiqé
need and price : could impair ability to
automatically. fund a’ continuum of

. 5.2_ Facilitates innovations placements.

| and nev programs, 5.3 Needs of districts of
depending on allowable different sizes and
costs, .

5.3 Has the ability to fund i?CZEROEZr::zt:;; Ej TE:.

| program structures 5.4 SEA general education,
designed by.the LEA. finance administrators may

5.4 Allows provision of a view the formula less
continuum of placements, pogitivély overall on’
depending on allowable erxibility.'

- - costs., ‘ :
5.5 May adapt to LEAs of
" various sizes and s '
locations, but. only if SEA
percentage .is high. LEA
special education
administrators may favor
. the formula on this ‘ .
subcriterion. S
5.6 Flexibility is enhbanced if
S formula is funded’ current _
X ///*’ ) : or forward. ‘.
. 5.7 Formula's flexibllity is . /. o
!_ ‘ good overall, ,// . \
' - b
: i
" " .
- .




—_ Table 17

Full State Funding of Excess Cost of Special Educagion

o

N | N : , "‘

Advanteges

. Disadvantages E

. L

1.0 Equity \\

1.1 Fiscal capac ty in spec1a1 . 1 1 May be. consistent with - .
education fu d]_ng is _ ,goals of the overall , ¥ B
completely gqualized. l finance system only if

1.2 Formula enhfinces the " total level of state
overall le®l of education funds is

‘.equalization among LEAs. . - adequate,
1.3 Formula is congruent with ' : . L.
. the goals of the overall .
finance system, especially
‘the goal of flscal
equalization. roo .

1.4 Formula varies allocation

according to educational ' o .
, need and prfice. . ' ’

1.5 Promotes equal eduyca 1.

',Opportunxzy for , ’
handxcapped children. - -

1.6. Provides excellent \

' ‘equity overall.

2.0 Administrative Efficiency - o N

- ot cL [ ] .

2.1 From special education _-2.1 Extensive reporting and R
view, LEA's funding" . paperwork.are required. - N
allocation is predictable,- 2.2 No incentive fer 'LEA to
but depends on whether ~ control cost. - .
funding is forward, 2.3 From general education
‘current,  or reimbursement. - . view predictability is

2.2 Formula usually is easy’ . fair.

o to understgnd, but depends 2.4 Availability of accurste
on how excggs cost is , cost data may be somewhat
defined. ~ - . of a problem for LEAs.

2.3 ‘Formula provides average . 2.5 This formula will be
administrative efficiency. favored more by the LEA

| - than SEA. . ..
2.6 Determining excess cost -
;;> R céuld be difficult,
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Table 17 (continued)

Full State Fundigg;of‘Exéess Cost of Special Education

R4

Advantages Disadvantages’ -
-t 2.7 May be v1ewed as a blank
check for special / ’ o
' education. - ‘-
2.8 Lack of cost control may
' ¥ raige. fears of d1ver51on R
! A of general education funds ; 5
\ ’ into special education.’ ST e
¥ _ : A Do
3.0 Adequacy co
3.& Congruent with the PL 3.1 SEA may view foemula as
% 94-142:philosophy that all incongruent with state'sg
services needed for free philosophy of school
.appropriate public finance and control. v ,
? education must be provided 3.2 Encourages the idea that '
regardless of cost. special education is a
3.2 Level of funding is " state program, not part of
totally adequate from LEA a comprehensive local
view, . program.

3.3 Compatible with PL 94-142 3.3 Inadequacy of overall )
single agency (SEA) level of state funding for
responsibility. education may create

3.4 Must inglude all mangated problems fHr SEA budgeting

, services. in order tofallow for general education

) compliance with federal programs. .
law. : . o

3.5 Addresse$ actual not
average casts.

3.6 Adequacy is good overall.

. " - -~
4.0 Objectivity~ ) .

4.1 Formula calculations 4.1.From LEA ‘lew formula datad’
usually resist: may be dlfflcult to
manipulation. verify,

4.2 Formula is the most 4.2 From LEA general educatlon
neutral of-all formulas finance view, formula
toward individual calculations may allow
placements. . ‘ xganipulation.




. Table“l? (continued)

\ : T
t . N
Fu11 State Funding of Excesds Cost of Spec1al Education
“‘ h ) }! ¢ ‘ . (IR
Advant;ges‘ ~ Disadvantages ) . '

4.3

4.5

4.6

"4.4_'

Formula data resists

- manipulation. .LEA wmay .

have little incentive to
manipulate data.
Earmarking increases the °
‘objectivity of the LEA
budgeting process.'
Objective eligibility
criteria are important for
controlling placement.
Overall obJect1v1ty is
good . 7

a

Flexibility

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

575

5.6

5.7

5'8

This is the most flexible
formula.

Has the ability to
accommodate changes in
educational, need and.price
automatically. _
Facilitatées innovations’/

' new programs espec1a11y if

programs are funded
forward or current.

Has the ability to fund
various program structures
designed by the LEA..
May promote,k a continuum. of
placements’; but excess
.cost definition may
influence this.
Formula adapts to needs of
LEAs of different sizes
and locations. ~
May accommodate midyear
enrollment charges.
‘Overall flexibility is

_gOOd '7 -“'

v

4.3

b4

4.5

’

Excess cost definition
could affect objectivity.
Could promote special
education as a. "dumping

“ground'.

LEA.general education
finance administrators may
view this formula less '

wpositively than other

5.1

5.2

groups ..

®

Excess cost definition and '

.allowable costs affect

flexibility, e
Sta administrative

"




o education formula N ons1deratio - equalization had a strong 1‘;act

‘ . “ . . s
// S flat grant, percentage, and weighting Their analysis was simfiar-to

K} ! o

. Hartman's, with the addition of equity issues 1ncluding VAriation in
"‘ "_ M } 29 . ’ * ) .
educational neqﬁ cost, and fiscal capacity. . . ‘
e 9. . . i 4 R -
.o Tne priesent study differs most signifieantly from previpus research.

"in that-the‘forﬁhla classification that provided'the\framework for the ., ) |
' o . ‘ . ;o .
o adaiysis Qf agvantages and disadvantages was substantially different.

While ptevious formula classifications were unique to the_special - -
'educatiOn finance literature, this sfudy used types of formulas'des—

v

cribed in the schoql finance lineratureofor use as general education

A

'-w‘ o finance forwulas. The classification h

e *

three advantages; (1) it SR

o al

. ‘ allowe& classification into distinct ¢ tegories (2) it*included - _ *
o ¢ Qp A

e *

,{ . 'b'
oﬁ a formula s advantages and disadvantages Although Moore, WalRer,

“  and Holland cqpsidered equlty"n their eValuative criteria} none of - the

' formulas. Equalization emerged”asfafkey factor affecting® formula's .,
' AT m

. performance in relation* to studené;ﬁﬁacement/)availabl? ser icEéﬁ\and

. . » : .

. other similar issues addressed -in the earlier analyses.'
- pl

-4 '

¢ ' u.tion. Within thls congext the relatiohs:ip qﬁgc is

Ed
-
»
)4‘}
-
¥
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.
~
N ° )
“ ’ . . .
e . . . .
f{l . .

studies may be seen. The elements of the earlier classifications and

. M .
- L4 : ]

their'concomitant“advéntages-and pisadvantages are subsets of the présent
| . ‘ ; : , .
. classification. The Hartman classification was subsumed under thig

clasgificationh as the three .measures of educational need, which may .

N

apply to various formulas. Moore, Walker, and Holland's funding mechan-

i1sms also.were present in thi§ classification, defined in a way that
- ! , .

. _ : a

was consistent with the school finance literature. '

The evaluative subcriteria in the1.resentﬁstudy were in many’ways

similar-to criteria employed in the previous studies, organized under
: .

major evaldative criteria’frequently emphasizéd in the school finance

:~’f/yliterat

.

ure. Likewise,.many,of the advantages afid dis antdges of the

L4

five major formulas analyzed in thig Study were similar to those found in
all three previous studies. For example, the effects a"formula may have
on placement and available services, particularly in the instance of

weighted formulas, were recognized. As Hartman illustrated, a formula's

advantages apnd disadvantages to some.extent are a function of whether

<

the formulla is child baged, resource based, or cost based. Fiscal N

cabacity 11y influences how these formulas affect placement, however, _

-

~a point ndt developed by previous analyses. Although Hartman contended

-

: that the' type of special education’finance formulq.did not affect the
~E | . w. "
‘ -amount of funding available to the LEA given the same assumptions,” this

>

"

o dppearé to be true only’ 1f state aid is unlimited., In the context of .
' state gduéation.budgets in a less than ideal world, however, this study

. w'has shown thgz,the'type of formula may greatly influence the amount of

-~

_ S _
funding &Gailabie-to an LEA, depending upon its approach tp_equalizatioqf

.
. o ’ .
) Ly g : . .
. . N . . S . ’ . -.. ) !

F 4 ) ) R - N . P RN . .

' . . . . : .,
. . : . . PO
. .
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. o ' Findings ‘ . )

Formula'Classification_

-

1. Formulas may be classified in the same way as general education
hy _ finance formulas, with the exception of ‘full state funding qf.
excess cost thch is unique to spgcial education. The five major

types of state special education finance formulas were flat grant;

minimum foundation program, percentage equalizing, percentage

matching, and full state funding of the excess cost of special
l ' ’ 0 ‘ ' ’ & .
. education. %% . - C . o . v

- 2. Equalization of fisgal capacity is an important factor in~
differentiating among major types of state special‘education
finance férﬁulas.

31 ﬁpecial educétion fin;nce fo:mulas may be,either:i ternal or
"external'to the general gdﬁcation finance formula.7 ' : ‘
( , 4, The me;sures of éducakional need,'pupil unit, instructional unit,
. ' ] and préétam cost, are important characteristics for describing
"ﬁ:' e majof bybeé of state special edﬁcation Eigance fofmulgs.

»

Special education finance formulag may be weighted in four ways:..

® .

wéighted amoﬁnt per pupil unit or instructional unit, weighting

factor used to mulitply pupil units of’insgructional uni}s,

weighted class éize, o?,brackeged class,sizé in which miniéﬁm ‘and |
max imum pubil counts per instructional uﬁit&are' established.

6. The most’ common state special éaucation finance formula in 1980-81

was- the flat grant, used in.eigﬂteen states, Frequently the flat

graﬁ¢ emplbyed weighted instructional unitg“

.
e
ES - .
. . e . .
' .
3




10.

81

-

'Y

. . The second most common state special education finance.formula in-

1980-81 was the minimum foundation program found in sixteen states.

Both weighted and unweighted formulas and both pugil units and }

instructional units were commonly used.

+

"The third 'most common state special education finance formula in

o

1980-81 was the percéhtage matching formula, found in nine states.

The least commonly used state»épecial educalion tinance formulas

in 1980-81 were percentage equalizing and fui} state funding of

%
. A
excess cost. B - 7 - %

\ a
- Although flat grants and percentag\e matching forpulas @dom were

used in general education, they were employed for'allocating

special education aid in a substantial number of—statesg

"

Formula Analysis ’ : /

1.

2. #Fistal equalization is a key factor in analyzing the performance of

3.

L 4 !

Equity, administrative efficiency, adequacy, bbjectivity, and -

/; /

flexibility qye»impdftant cric%fié~fofvevaluating sta’!l.pegial
education finance formhlas;-a@-?fg\wa subcriteria  identified -in

-

this study. !  ‘, o . ) ¥
a state spgcial education finamce formula.
A formula's measure of educational deedh~pupil‘unit,‘instructional
unit, or program;cost~~affedés\both its administrative and pro--

~ . ) |
grammatic performance.
Basing a formula on pupil units or,inst;uctiohal urits tends to

y

enhaﬁce objectivity and administratjve efficiency "~ Wwhile providing

less flexibility than a cost based fdrmula, provided :fiscal

» v

‘ ) ’

P



‘ - . : - _ - . ' | -

3

. - ~.'capacity is not a factor. Adequacy and equity'%epend;on the extent
. . . ﬁ‘ . R . . M . o g . "

: and aecnﬁac9 of weightings. ,

\ , ' . - .
o Lol " v

" ) 5. Formulas with program cost as their measure of educational need ,are

[ - . “

_ | a4 MOTE f eﬁible and accommodate educatiqnal needs more aﬁequately for
$ & L

‘.
-~ the’ special education program than.pupil unit or instructional unit

. . Y Ld
" )

. formulas iﬁ fiscal capacitylzs not a factor, These formulas ‘F
. . i ' -' (,‘ .
provide léss administrative efficiency and ohJectivity than .
. . -

. ' . formulas based on pupil units or instructional units. *

v ! R .ot

6. Formulas with few factors for indicating educational need qr .for

L ]

'_considering LEA fiscal capacity are the most a*ninistratlvely

. ¥ o ! - \_,/ ’ an ) o‘:
efficient but‘prowide little equity. /// . . :

& 7. Formulas that consider LEA fiscal capacity or grovide a high level
~  of state funding a?e advantageous for LEAs. _ EN
; 8. Formula welghts are a useful means of'measuring educational need,

“but they pose two possible'%roblems: . (1) they may influence P
. ) - . ‘ » N - .
v .. placement decisions for individual students,.and (2) they may not

accurately reflect LEA costs,

. . B
. - ; 0
s ) .

9. P.L. 94-142 has created an "open demand" system in which special

N \ . L]

education and related‘services needed for a child to henefit from ' ]lb'.
free: appropriate public education must be'provided regardless ofl
cost to' the LEA or-limitatiqns placed on state aid. .

l%}. The stud§ resuLts indicated some/éﬁfferances_in the advantages andl'
: disadvantages of'formulas deoending upon administrative role, but

- \ . s
. I . { '
4 M - . »

the influence of rol® was not pervasive. Differences of opinion

[ , between LEA and SEA administrators or between general education and




' v . o
. .
. ) - o ou -
. v, . |
N . . h ’ : i ’ .

. .

.
.

83 . ‘ Cow

M |
- e

-
-

. special education administtrators were ﬁong evident than differences

4/

among the four administrative groups (SEA special education, SFA o

A

a

. S " general educatﬁon.finance,‘LEA special éduCation, LEA_generaI'
" educdtion Finance). . .
%» - | | - » ,
2, 1ll. Administrative groups appeaired to have pore areas of copflict_on'1

A -

- v o\
evaluatiQp of the percentage matching §srmula than on the other .

!

\ > - "‘major, fqrmula;i o o ¢
. . . . ) . ‘(1 . ‘,’ . . . . p’ s )
+ 12. When formulas are funded at. a high levgl, many of their disadvdntages'

_ may be overcome. Weighted formulas req&irﬁng fgnds to be spert in
. ! ) < - | s . .
' the category in which they were gene iy would.affect program .
) . N ‘ : .s\' S e zoog ‘Th::» . |
_ . structures,. however. = . ° o N o T
. . e *

. 13. - When funding {s limited, consideration of‘équity factors (LEA
. ,‘ Al R .

fiscal cépacityj‘educatioﬁhi need, and price of services) becomes ,

. cfiticat. _ . ‘ .
\ L . T ‘o C ‘ | .
Co 14. The fdat, grant ig adminisfratively efficient and objective, but it

N ’ -\ v '

~in
-

¢

has few advantages for the“special.éducation program unless funded
. » ¢ ¢ v k]

. . ‘ » . - o . . .

‘at a high level, . ’

¥

15. Minimﬁm foundation pfggram is adyantageous from a general education:
. C . ' ,

) hpdgspective, bwg may not vary with educational need and price,

provide flexibility, meet the needs of small districts, or provide

. . ) . N
neutrality. toward placement as well as a cgst based formula.

Percentage equalizing has the potential fo overcoming the,problem%’

-

of the'ﬁinimum'foundation program, if cost based and funded at a
. . ) .

substantial state percentage. - The disadvantage is that LEAs with

higher need must spend more.
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17. - Percentage matcHing may prpvidé' good flexibility, variation with . 7
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"The project was evaluated throughout its designeand¢impLementation R 7(_. o
- . AT
" * A‘,’). ",‘
5% well.asbeing evaluatqd in terms Qf ougqome. Because this student ' e T
s o s 4 . id . L ' 'Y
-initiated project served as dissertption research for- the prOJect o jﬁ;ﬂ ‘f_; -
) n . ] } b N ;- - X .
c00rdinator, the design of’ the study and the way . iQ~Was implemented SRR i
¥ *® . ’--, - "TL ' ~‘(,) -
'were re¥iewed and evaluated at various intervals by. the dissertation T
- “ . ' . '
. ) ‘ W
committee at Virginia félytechnic Institute ané State’ University SR -
. ) I , ’ “‘ n: . . B . . ‘>.
_~Members of the dissertation committee were Dr. M uDav1d Alexander i o :
who was project director, ‘Dr.. Richard G. Salmon,,aSsociate professor K

,. ® ‘
of ed_cational administratﬁon Dr. John ‘A, McLaughfﬁh assbciate pro~ .” ’
fesso of special gducatiop adm1nistration Dr Philip R 3onea, . _,fx;-

. L T

professqr and Coordinator of the Special Education Administration ‘ '”_. o }b
Program, and Dr Jerard F. Robinson professo;‘of’management; P\;hf“]*l_ ;.:;“{Qi\;:L
. : . e o,
The following evaiuation activities “were performed by the’ commiﬁfee.:“*fgrcn§;fé
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Z:l Periodic meetings with committee members to evaluate prOgrESs lf.””"._:‘u%;
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" 0, 1984, April 27,198 e ,,':'1 _"ﬁ.“‘fg:s_' ‘ h v
' 3, Dissertation final defense May 11 1984..2t?“-‘\ ;};- ii;}:Zli:?E_:thapjp‘} ‘

In addition to the Ongoing eualuation by dissertation committee
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members, the analysiseof state special educatiqn finance formulas
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‘that was develophd by the researoher Was evaluated by & panel of
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ol education administration responded to the questionnaire. Their vitae I
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‘are provided in. Appendix B. . ' ~ L T .
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. Projecb results’ are being disseminated through national meetings,

]

A
. ;

Qprofessional Journals, and national organizations in the. field of

v '> ¢

'feducational administration and special education On March l6 1984

results of the proJect were presented at the American Educational

, ",.. EE |

,} : Finance Association annual conference in’ Omlando, Florida by. the.

\

‘prOJect coordinator Sandra McQuain. In addition a number of

s-, , - !

' dissemination activities are currencly in progress.._ B : ,
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~
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. .

. . . . Car -
v
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in this regard. .
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of Education for possible inclusion in their project, which
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disseminates information on special education to state bolicx—
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makers. ‘
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P. 0. Box 6-Q © . - .o I .
Richmond, Virginia 23216 o S .
(804) 225-2024 e s

- Education o ' : ‘//.s K ' //

A.B. Lyunchburg ColIege,-1949,;Bpsiness Administration. ' _ 4"
M.Ed. Duke University, 1958. _ } v ®

§d.D. University of Virginia, '1968.

,‘_ .
Selected Experience

Elementary_principalg Martinsville, -Virginia, .1957-59. B
Supervisor of secondary education, Roandke, Virginia, 19615®
Superintendent of schools, Radford, Virginia, 1962-71.
Asgistant Superintendent ifor Administration and Finance, Virgi
.Department of Educatiom, 1971-73. . .

Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1973-present.
Governor's Committee on Education of the Handicapped - 1976-77,
Lecturer in school finance, University of Virginia.

"

>

American Associatién"of School Adminis:ré:ots, Phi Delta Kappa. ' o N




’ T AR
_ . : , N . T ) e el e et R
. : - N ‘- - - - T T8, - : ~/ ‘ g, . R
Bducation . S e i O P U T A TN
. ~ . v o t [ NG ] .5 - (% . v J RtS
. - L b4 i LY ¢ T Yo e Y

Ed.D. Indiana Univérsity, 1961 “;qf-f.' - %jtf.’_f' ;} R
* M.A.. [ Western Kentucky State College, 1957 R A ‘~ﬁ’g_\yf
A.B. Western Kentucky State Céllege L950" *i; v IS R
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Selected Exper nce . ; __-,,_«,\ e ;fﬁ~.n_.ii. T

. ¢ e o el

Senior Specialist in Educaﬂion, Congressianal Reseagqh Servﬂce, ,j ‘
Library of Congress, Waghington, D.C., I977wpresegtl. * /. o 7 .
Executdve Secretary, Commission on Schools, North Cent;al Assdciation f\”a'
——— * of Colleges and Schools; 1975-77. PO BN : vl
Professor of Educatibnal Administration University df Elorida o
1971-75., - . N A
Faculty member, School of Education, Indiana University, 1959 715 -
Research Diréctor, National Educational:‘Finance Project,“l972 74 . o
Finance Specialist, Natiomal Educationi] Finance Project,.l970-Z oo
 Board of Directors, American Educatibnal Fidance Asgociation,"' W
1978-80. . : ) s o Coe
Major school finance consultancies and studies for: - Indiana,
. - Illinois, Texas, Massachusetts, Delaware, 'Bureau of ‘Indian
: Affairs, Bouth Dakota, Virginia, Kentucky, Misainﬁﬁppi

<

Selected Publications . AT

wet

Educational Need in the Public Economy, The: University Press of o
Florida, Gainesville, FL 1976 (co-editor and" printipal author R4
with Kern Alexander). _ ‘

Perspectives in State School Support Programs, Cambridge Mass.:

' - Ballinger lishing Company, 1981 (editor with Nelda Cambron-
: McCabe) . . » L

"Constitutional Methods of Financing Schools," in Constitutional - )
Reform of School Finance, Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books,
1973, Y - -

"The WeighteL Pupil: ﬂAﬁ‘ppportunity for' Program Flexibility and

Improvement," Journal of Education Finance, Spring, 1976 -
~ P+ 534-539. . . S
_ , T
’\» ..'j
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j“ Dﬁétor bfwlgws (ﬁonbrary)ﬁCgrdZnaluStrgenh Cﬂﬁlgte,_ﬁllwaukﬂa Wlsonsmn,,f T
FCIN 2197 i “"3» S LA I n , .- 7 :
e Mgﬁt Ungveruty‘* of th.”gsmz Madzaoha, 1952%¥oSpe&1a1 *educatlon and ' :
ks . seftia} psychblogy,,,~“ ¥ Wk .
‘B.S. Univefmityiof Wm9copsln JMmlwaukee,w 942 -
. R oChlld%qn.‘fﬁ_;g . y:,
[ (B u cre Ty o - & . N - vty
L o ‘ . %) *' " . . . ] )
R Experience: o . . 4 o
e A f.’ "Milwaukee Public' Schools ‘and UnlverSLty of WlssonSLn Mllwaukee t C |
S Ao ~ Critique teacher, speciil education, 194649 .- : s N
o : wlscohdin State’ Supervisor of ExCEptlonsl Children and Consultlng s o
TS Psy;hologznt to lppled Children- D1v1510n and Wlsconsxn School for o0
T w©oo the Haﬁdlcapped 1969-56. ' . . L0
o . Lecturer 'in special dation adnunlstratlon‘and currlculum, UnlverSLty T
N . of :Wiscounsin) Madlson 1960-1975. . : : : _ Y
! . Adminidtrator of the nylslon for. Hand;qapped Chiraren and Assistant = % .
. Ly (‘ State Superln%endent of Sphools for: WlsConSLn Depqrtmegt of Publlc
.. °y%. R S Inatructlon,ul956rl975 ' o o
ha T Supérvisor, Early Chllghood Brogrdms, Dlyision for‘ﬂandlcapped Chlldren B .
A ' 1915 1983. . i T
. ‘ ] ) L . . e
¢ j% 51\ Selected Organlzatlohs | ' . e
i > Counc11 for Excgptlonal Children Natloual Assoclatlon of State ) \
© Directors of Spetial Educatlon, Americgn Associdtion on Mental : -
i Def1c1ency, Consultant to u. S. Department of - Health Educatlon and ) .
PR Welfare. Co ' e ~ .
'fPublicationsy oL T c :'; .
Over 70 articles and book chapters publishéh 1p natiaopnal publications. ‘.“- .
) p . - * ‘ ' T '
. ‘ e i . . . '.1.(*.
o - B , R ) -~ ' " ’ .3 ‘
& . 7‘ Tl cL .
. i/' - | ) . o ' 'j._. .i
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N v 1'ffd Ea Vad D. Mueller-

- . - . ‘-' . ) .
“ . . “ “ 4 N [

Br. Mueller has beem a professor of Educatron;l ?ollcy and.
Admlnlstratxon at the Umlversrty of Mlnnesota 31noe 19647, serv1ng as.
- department chairman from:1972-1981." " He has had teachhngJaﬁd

“adminisfrative’ experlences jn M1chigan Publlc Schools ‘and the Mithlgan :
Department of Public Instructlon.7 §chdol flnance and citizen - -

+involvement in° education pol;cymaklng ate hig ‘areas’ of’teachkng'and
ésearch spec1al;zatlon. e B

2
N L]
- 8 . N
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-
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Recenq state government egper;ences 1ncLude a’ fuli t1me assxgnment

with the Minnesota State PRlanning Agéncy dxrectlng a series of school ‘

‘ flnance studxes, coordzna&ang the Mlnnesqta Site of the Educgtion Policy
Fellowshxp Program; ghh;p1ng the leglslat1Vely esmablished Adv1sory .
" Council on Fluctuating School Earollments and two ‘State U2partment “df
Educatlon Task Fories-on School FLnaace, Regent s represed Elve to the
Educatlon Commission of the States. Dr. Muellér,served as consultant

to school’ districts 1n,10 states. and ‘ta. state qchool flnance studles Ln

Indlana and MLchlgan durlng the late 708.,_,;“41x‘“ I . N
Drs Mueller served for 5~7ears on the Board of Dlrectors -of :the .

Natlonal PTA ‘and 'is a past- president . of the Mlnnesot$ PTA: He currentl&

serves on. the Board Jf Directors of the Mlnnesotg PTA qﬁhleglslatlve

chairma®¥. He is an‘active member.of the Afferican -and Minnesdta -

- Associations ‘of School Admlnzstrators- as:well as “thé American Educatlon

Finance Assoc;atxon where he has. seiVed on the Boqrd of.blrectorg and as

.. co-editor of 'the Associations Fifth. Annual. Yearbogk. Currently Dr..

Mueller, is a member of,-the Ceater Eo; Urbar_ and Reglonal Affairs Panel

”} on the Future of .Public Education in- Minnesota and" ig.staff coordlnacor

for the Improvxhg Eddcatloq_ln Mxnnesota program of Sprgng Hill Center.’
Dr. Muelle; is-a graduate of~Central %1chlgan and the Unlver31ty of
M&chlgan. His doctorate in educational admlnlstratlon is “from %1chlgan

‘State Unxversxty. “In 1980 MSU honored him w1th a dlstlngulshed“alumnl
~award’ ' . s
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R " Richard A. Rossmiller' ! : T
. . . I 8 . '

Education . ‘e . ' ' :-ﬁ\

B.S. VUniversity :of Wisconsin, Madison, Agriculture and education. ° "="%; -

M.S. University of Wisconsin, Madison, Educational administration. e
- Ph.Di«gjijiiii;y)bf~Wi§consin, Madison, Educational administration. - .
" Y, Selected Experience : £ '//, uﬁh;;} o

T v, . . : t

Supefintgndent,.Mdskégo-Nofway (Wis.) Consolidated Schools, 1961-62.

Professor of Educational Administration, University of Wiscénsin, ' ‘
Madison, '1962-present. Chair, Department of Educational e
Administration, 198l-present. ¢

Comsultant to State Departments of EJ%cation in Tennessee, Pennsylvania, - / .
and. Michigan. ' . . o

Expert witness in cases involving state school finance systems in New
.. Jersey, Colorado, Maryland, and West ‘Virginia, and fn New Mexico
- Association for Retarded Children v. State, ' :

LN

. o : : ’ . e,
Selected Publications and Research : NN? 'l ,
e e . . . '. _ : ' '3 ’
Expenditures and Funding Patterns’ in Idaho's Program for Exceptional-

Children. Madison, Wis.:.Jhe: author, 1979. ' ,

. "Dimensions of Need fpr Educational Programs’ for Exceptional Children,™
 in Dimensions of Educational Need, eds. R. L. Johgs, Keérn "

iAlexander, "and R. A. RossmilldR. (Gainésville, Florida: National
Education Finance Project, 19 \ '

. “'Resource Configurations and Costs-in Educational Programs for. _
Exceptional Children," Admid¥strative Leadership, 8 (Fall, 1972) .

A ]

’
4

13"29- ' . e . s '—’, o 3
"Funding and Enti®dement Under P.L.:- 94-142," Perspecives on -
o Implementation of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of
- 1975, eds. R. A. Johnson and A. Pé'Kowalski (WashingCOnz_D.p.:’_- Cot f.

Qouncil of Great City Schoolsg:1977).
"Program Patterns and Expenditures for Special Edutation id Smaller
School Districts,’ Journal of Education Finance 7(1982) 381-402.
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M. Angele Thomas, Ed.D.
~ ° Dr. Thomas’ has/ spent the past 21 years in the fleld of. speCLal
educatidn. Presently, she is the Director of Alternative Education for
Manassas Park City Schools, Manassag Park, Virginia; and ad junct
professor at Virginia Polytechnic Instltute and State Unlverslty, and
Marymount College, Arllngton, Virginia.. She holds a masters degree in

;specxal education from St. Louis University in 1968 .and a doctorate in

‘special edycation administration frdm Indiana ‘Uniy sity in 1973. Dr.
Ihomas has been a teacher of the meatally retardéd and a profesor of
specxal education both at the graduate and unde graduate levels. For
eight years she was editor of a major ‘special education puﬁllcatlon, '
Exceptional Children. She.served on boards 6f many professional _
assoc13tlons such as the Indiana Assoc;atlon for’-Retarded Cltlzens,\ ’
Presldent Carter'$s Commisgsion on Mental Health ~and a Cponsortium on the
Represeﬁtatloquf Handicapped Individuals in Educatlona Magerials. She °
has been consultant to school districts, state departments of education
and' the Institute for the Study of Exceptlonal Children anj Youth,
University of Maryland. The National Assoclatlon of Retar

named ﬂer Edficator of the Year, and the American Academy of Achievement
presented Dr. Thomas w1th the Golden Plate Award for 'her work in . special
education. : ’ o
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Lawrence Donald Vuillemot : .

' . . . /
, Special Education District of Lake County
4440 West Grand Avenue '
Gurnee, .Illinois 60031 . o . : . , <
'(312) 623-0021 I . _ - . =
gducatlon- L | - - - N

L ) b. . N ¢
Bacheﬂ.rﬁs'degree' fastern Michigan University, Special educationm.
M.S. University of Michigan, Administration and Supervision of Special

. Education. . ] ‘ ,

. »
.

Experience o ' . ' .
‘Cons¥Ttant to the*Cooperative Joint Agréement Model for Minnesota State
Department of Eduecation, Indiana University, University of N
Illionis, Montana State Department of Education, and Western
Interstate Hommission for Higher Education, 1960~present. 3
Superintendent of the Special Education Didtrict of Lake County, :
. 1960-present ST . _ .
~ As the director who-starte&'S.E.D,O.L., L. 'D. Vuillemot has R
', - taken the prograg from four teachers in 1960 to 570
professional and clerical staff serving 2,489 students.

"~ Board of Directors, Lake-McHen:y_Regionhl Program, 1967-70. y

.
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Selected Organizations-
/ . . ~

American Academy of Pediatrics, American Association of School
Administrators,’ Cougcil for Exceptional Chitdren, Illinois State
Advisory Couqci} for the Education of Exceptional Children.

\ .




