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AN ANALYSIS OF STATE SPECIAL EDUCATION FINANCE FORMULAS

by

Sandra McQuain

(ABSTRACT)

Special education programs are serving large numbers of chil-

4ren and claiming, a growing prOportion of the school budget. State

policymakers responsible for designing school finance formulks need

information on the advantages and disadvantages of special education
/

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

In this study state special education finance formulas were col-

lected and were analyzed from the perspectives of both special and

general education administrators at both the state and local leyels.

The fifty state formulas used in 1980-81 were classified into major

categories. The author determined advantages and disadvantages of

the formulas according to five evaluative criteria: equity, admini-

strative efficiency, adequacy, objectivity, and flexibility. The

analmis considered four administrative perspectives on.the assumption
A

that.administrattve role influenced perception of advantages and dis-

advantages. A panel of experts evaluated the performance of the for-

mulas,and the importance ,of the evaluative criteria from the four

administrative perspectives through a questionnaire.

Asa result of the study, advantages and disadvantages were listed

for each formula on each of the evaluative criteria. Major findings

"4" included: (1) a common terminology for.describing formulas may be

i.
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applied to both special education and'general education finance for-

mulas; (2) the five major t)Otes of state special education finance
%

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

centage equalizing, percentage matching, and full state funding of the

' A excess cost_ of special education, (3) flat grant and minimum foundation

grogram were the.m9sqcommonly used formulas, (4) fiscal equalization

was an important factor in classifying formula d in formula perfor-
.

mance, particularly when funding was limited, 5) weighting may influence

placement of special education students, (6) influence of administrativC

role on preferences was present but not pervasive, and (7) full state

funding of the excess cost of special education achieved the most satis-

factory overall performance on the evaluative criteria.

ii
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INTRODUCTION

-The Education for All Handicapped .Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142)1

, mandates free, appropriate public education for all handicapped children.

Because it is the intent of P.L. 947142.to fund only the excess costs

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

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

services.

Not only the level of funding, bpt also thklway in which funds are

allocated to local education agencies (LEAs) is important. The special

education finance formUlas used to determine state allocat'ions to LEAs

may influence administrative and programmatic decisions at the local

level. When a formula's incentives and disincentives are incongruent

with the intent of state policy or fedeiraP law, state funding is unlikely

to satisfactorily achieve its intended purposes

In the wake of both federal and state statutes and case law establish:-

ing a requirement for education of all'handidapped children, the number

of children served in special education programs and the varietyof

services offered 'have increased dramatically in recent years. In 1980-81',

4.2 million children were being served in special edUcation programs.
2

The proportion of state aid to'educatior going to special education

reportedly-increased in thirty -tfour states,between 1975-76 and 1978-79,

with eight stags repo-54ing growth rates in their special education budgets

of ovgr 0 percent.
3

In 1978-79 state aid to special education was

estima ed to tdtal between,.$2.9 and.$3.4 billion.4 Surveying 261.Gchool

districts nationwide, the National School Boards Association found that

1

r.
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administrators recognized special'education as an area of rapidly rising

cost in the school budget, as special education bUdgets increase to "'

4meet the needs of expanding programs. 5

Having limited financial resources, states have an interest inf
allocating and.managinig education funds in the most efficient manner

. .

possible. Although many states have changed their special education

finance formulas.in recent years; in 1980 special education di-rectors

in seventeen states anticipated further changes. 6
Typically:stata,legis-

.

latures make formula changes frequently. With a number of state,recently
. :,

.

.

. . ';.. : '
-having had theirttatieducation finance systems declared unconsti4Xton41,k

..,.
`revisions in special education finance formulas seem inevitable.°

1
-

A -"

research' base upon which to.make decisions about state special education

finance formulas could assist policymakers in their task.

Purpose

Sf

,The purpose of this study was twofold. First, special educatidn .

.,

44
.-

financefinance formulas were classified according to an accepted classifitation

system in order.to provide state policyMakers a framawork that -was 'cOm-
ny

w .

;:'patible with. general school finance_ formula classifications a
research$

.

wo

I' a

1

4 t

A 4

Second, this classification formed the framework for an analysis

major special education finance.iormulasin which advantages and disAd-6
4-

vantages of.t.he formulas were determined. The research question that.,
-

guided the formula analysis was as follows:

What are ehe,advantages and disadvantages of the major typeS.,of
special education finance, formulas, from the perspectives of.botia7^
special andgeneral.educatign.administrators at both the state
and local levels, relative tollsdiected criteria for evaluating
finance formulas?
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Need for the Study .

a/

k

Three p. authors have developedspecial education finance

formula ,classifiCatiors and have Posited tie pOlicy of fecl)s, of each type..
10

- . .9 - . . ..

. .

Ti) htmas ,classificatip consists of the following ,.types of fornitila-s. 1:
. . .

(1) ,unit 4nancing',.a fixed .sumfor each unit of cl*ssxo6m instruCtion.if....
'w

, ,4 .
.administration, and.-transporeation, (2) 'weighted iformulS system, base k, ,..

.
. . .,

.
.

1.

.r..

2

-,, ..,on per pupil .
.reimbursemenq multiplied. b factor. 'to cOmpensate, for

higher educAtional,"costs of certa-in: types.-of programs, ,_(3) percentage
.. ,., .,- reimburseme t, in which 'the state pays..a give,. percentage of the costs. of.

special; education, (4) r-e,imbursement for. personnel, in which, all or a,

pprtion of personnel salaries "are, Pad,; by the state, (5) straight sum.
.

reipiburserrient, in which tpe state provides a set amount per pupil and
.(6). excess cost formula, in which: the ,state pays for the cost of the

education of , handicapped students 'Over:and above the* cost of the remtlar
.t.

progrgm.

ilartman has suggested grouping these categories together-according,

o what 'he considers to be the rain factor upop which allocation is based

in the followiihg manner:'' (1) resoorpe based formulas i:ncludiol unit

child based- formulas, including weighted and straight,
,. ,.

suirt, and (3) cost.."based formulas, including percentage and excess
.,

c.oqs. 8 . Elaborating upon the Hartman clagsificatio n 'by 'adding three.
.

..- funding 'mechithistas, Moore, Walker, and Holland describtd the following

formtilas',:- (1).flat eant/student, (i) ,flat 'grant/Clas.rooin or teacher

unit, (3). p'ercentage of personnel. .salaries, (4) "perceittage cost or excess

cot , (5) Pupil weighting,' and (6) weighted teacher or classroom units."

In the present study, no,ne. of these clas-sifications .was deemed

.2
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4. .satisfactory foriescribillik special. education finance fotmuIas in.-the
. '4 ' i

,

;Cont;ext i,)of the total school finaake,System. -While.all the elemes
.

,.., inCluded in.these:yrevious classifications were important, a cla"ssi,-../
..

.
. ,

, .

M tication,system broad endUgh- teinclude these elements as well as.*
S Ss

1W- ,. .k ,

ac aitional characteristics.and-to orga ze them in syty away as to

04 41 . 6

provide discrete formula categories w s sought. The categories in

.Thomas's classi4cation,arenot'mutually-excluspe. For examtle, a,

, . .
,

unit forelula als6 may be weighted; a personnel formula ,actually is a

IL

type of unit, formula. While Hartman's child based, r6source based, br

r

cost based formula categories facilitate sepafate clas,S,ification, Moore,

d'y .

WaIker,and Holland:foUnd these elements alone were not suaicient tor
describe how.0 nds are allocated:. Describing only how the level of

i. ..3' .I .°0 , .

o . ...' ,

''educationalneed is determined, this classification offeri little
) A ' 41 t .

infgrmation aboUt the iway in which.LEA,,ellocation.s are ca/cUlated.
.... I ,

$

According t ..Noopre,/Walker;' and Holland a flat giant per student sand a

7.wei d p formula, th9ugh Moth ate child baSed, operatd ih,very

different ways. their classification, they attemptA toimp,r6Ve
, .

upon Hartman's classification by incorp, orat, ing tee funding mechanisms:
. 1 0 'I ':.,

flatgrant, percentag4, and weighted forthulasYlp While an expaesion
. )

4-

4)f the 41assification*is needed,.these'funding mechanisms .and the

p

definitiOns ascribed to them in the Moore stUdymeither include all 'S

r .
PO'

types of mechanisms' nor themechanisms'in a Way that is .consistent

with, the school finance literature.

In addition to allowing discrete formulA categories, the 'classi-
'V

fication shouldeclude.the diMen2ionof equalization in order7to be

Q.

S,

. a



comprehensive. Contrary to the contention that given the..same assump

tions various formulas yield the same amount of funding, -ualizing

formulas generate varying amounts of funds according.-to LEA fiscal
c.,

capacity. None of t three previous classifications included equali-.

zafton as a formula characteristic.

Amore comprehensive Classification, which allows separate formula
V.

.

.
.

'
r

classifIcation,and yet is broad enough t gncom ss the elements

addressed in the above studies, is'the classifica on devgloped by the

,

National Educational Finivic Project NEFP) and used.throughout-the

school finance literature. As described by Johns. Moyphet and Alexande)1,

,the classification is asfollows4
le

4 I. Flat (itnit) grants
4

A.. Uniform fl4t grants'per distribution unit
B., Vgriable flat grants' reflecting unit cost variations

II. 'Equalization grants (cost units uniform or reflecting
cost variations)

A. Strayer-HaigLMort (foundation),programs
B. Percentagd equalization, state-aid ratio, or

guaranteed valuation programs
C. District power equalizing programs

-III. Nonequalizing matching grants
11

An additional cateyy often ignored because it is used in only

one state is that of full' state funding. The elements addressed by

1/4

the three previous classifications of. special education finance for-

mulas may be subsumed under this NEFP classification. While the oper-

aticn. of these formulas has been modified somewhat for use in special

education, they remain the basic formula types..

.10
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Devej.oping a framework for classifying the special education

finance formulas provided the basis for a new analysis of the fotnula.
4 ",0

determining advantages and disadvantages of formulas, a "macro"

ana, sis of the. performance ofithe formulas in relation to the total

school finance system rather than the "micro" effects on individual

classrooms was emphasized. This "macro" analytical perSpective frequently

is representative of the point of view of state policymakers. Effects

on individual classrooms, although important, hay be confounded by

many local factors unrelated to the special education finance formula.

State policymakers also should be aware of the needs and opinions

of administrators at dther levels of the educational organization.0.

According/to McCarthy And Sage, what one sees as an advantageor

disadvantage may depend pon one's role.
12

ma

Thus the evaluative per-4spectives of school ad trators at both the state and local levels

who implement the finance formula weie.conSidered

sib

the analysis.

\43
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MET OnOLOGY

Given the parameters of previous research and-the current need

for comprehensive information onspecial education finance' formulas,.

the following research question 'evolved:

What are the advantages 'and disadvantages oT 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
evaluating finance formulas?

'I

In order to study this question, a methodology consisting of three

phases was employed. Fist, state special education finance formulas.,

were classified. Second, yithin this classification the advantages and

disadyantages 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 formula( according to the accepted crite-
0 .

.
.

.

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

synthesiz li d into a comprehensive outline of the advantages and

disadvantages of each major formula to be used by state policymakers

involved in designing special education finance formulas.

Classifiiation of Special Education Finance Formulas,

Both special education and genetal education finance formulas for

1980-81 were requested from the chief state school officer in each of

the fifty states. The general education finance'formulas'wercollected.

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

special education funding is allocated thrpugh the general education

formulas. Since special eduction formulas were to beanalyzed in the
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8

context of the overall system, information concerning the goals of the

general educ'ation finance system was useful in determining .whether a

.

.

state's special education formula was consistent with those tals.s
.

,

When th4 formulas were requested, each chief state school othcer was

r

asked whether special education funding was: (I) forward, pa'N o the

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

were incurred, or (3) reimbursement, paid after expenses had been incur-

red. It was anticipated that this information might not lie,s,incIuded iii

the.sate-statutes describing to formulas. In addition OD the .formu-
e

las, studies of theiastate's'speclal education finance formula also were

requested/ if available. Formulas-were received from all fifty'states,

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

tion formula. When the special,education finance formula was not

forwarded, a 1982 description of North Dakota's formula was substituted13

Studies were received fram fifteen states.

In ard

1
r to develop the formula classification, each state general

. ,

edudation a special education finance formula was studied, and the

major characteristics of each special education finance formula were

outlined on note cards, 'A chart was developed to display the

major,characteristics of the formulas. In addition to the major types

of formulas, ,chhracteristics describing the special education finance

,formula's relationship to the general education finance formula, the

measures of 'educational need employed by the formula, and the timimgt

of funding distribution were included in the chart.

From among the types of formulas commonlyk found in the school

a
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.finance literature, five major types of special education finance

formUlas were identified through he charting process: T1) flat grant,

(2) minimum foundation prO>4M, (3) percentage equalizing, (4)/percent-

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

. , .

education. W {th the exception of the.full state funding of excess cost
,,

/
formula, these formulas form the basis for school finance systems as

described by major textbooks in the field' of school finance. 14
Full

state funding of"the excess cost of spe cial education is by definition
,

unique to special education finance, and it has been described in th
O

special education finance literature.
15

Within each of the major types of for7las, there was much- varia-

r
vtion in how the formulas operated. After reviewing all formulaS and

charting the characteristics found therein, it was determined that

the following characteristics would be included in the classification,

in order to adequate +y describe, the fave major formulas: (1) internal or

external to the general education finance formula, (2) unweighted or

weighted grant, (3) pupil,unit, instructional unit, or formula based on

program cost, (4) weighted dollar amount per unit, weighting factor,

weighting by class size limits, bracketed class size limits, (5) type of

pupil amount: enrollment, average daily attendance (ADA), *average daily

_ membership (ADM), full time equivalent (FTE), and (6) forward, current,

or reimbursement funding. Item (1) describes the formula's relationship

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

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

timing of funding.

a

.

14
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The chart resulting from this process displays'the states along

the side and the above typds of formulas, and characteristics across the

top.,(see Table 1). After having charted the characteristics of each
ti

. state special education formula, the most common types of .formulas

and combinations of characteristics were determined (see Tables 2

through 7).

Analysis of Special Education Finance Formulas

40

By identifying the major types of spepial education-finance formu-

I I

las and descrfbing their essential characteristics, the classification

of the formulas in the first phase of this study provided the framework

through which the research question could be answered. The 'research

question had two aspects. It required not only an'analysis of the

advantages andrdisadvantages of the formulas, but also that the analysis

consider the evaluative perspectives of different kinds of administrators.

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

g- disadvantage may depend upon one's role and responsibilities: 16
There-

Are, the formulas were analyzed from the following viewpoints:

(1) state 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

administrator. .These four administrators were chosen because they are

representative of the administrators who actually operate schobl finance

Alt

ormulas and administer the programs funded by them. As each fAmula

was examined, the researcher hypothesized the advantages and disadvantages



of the formula for each'of.the above administrator's in light of the

responsibilities and concerns assocpted with the position.
o

In order to systematically analyze the, formulas in a comprehensive
F

and consistent manner, evaluative criteria and subcriteria were selected

for the Analysis,of all formulas. Upon reviewing the accepted criterJa-

17`for evaluating school finance formulas, the following five criteria

emerged as cotmon to moset suggested evAlvation frameworks: equity,

administrative efficiency, ,adequacy, objectivity; and ,flexibility,. Advan-'

tages and disadvantages were defined by how well each formula performed

on these criteria. Although a formula ideally should satisfy all Pive of

tjhe evaluative criteria, it should be noted that a high rating on one

criterion may contribute to a low rating on another. For example, a highly

flexible formula may tend 1:'1 exhibit low administrative.efficiency. The

five major criteria and subcriteria sp cifying their application to special

education are defined below.

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

formula to exhibit equity, LEAs should have equal access to financial

resources for providing an appropriate education to all students.

4

Ability to equalize fiscal capacity. The effects of LEA fiscal

capacity are neutralized, that is, state funds are distributed in inverse

proportion to the LEA's ability to generate financial resources.
10P

Congruency with goals of the overall finance system. The special

education finante
1

formula ideally should be 'compatible with the general
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,

education'finance formula. Since most general education f

i

ance formulas

have fispal equalization as a major goal, the special educ# ion ;

°finance formula should enhance'fiscal equalization.

Ability to vary allocation of funds according to educational need.

The Ipvel of need for educational services and the costs associated 'ith

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

a larger population of handicapped students than 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
--

14111

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

-needs will not be mgfe heavily burdened financially than those with

lesser needs.

4
Ability to vary allocation of funds according_to the cost (price)

of services. The cost of purchasing services may be higher in some

geosraphic locations than others. Theoretically, varying the LEA's

allocation to allow for differences among LEAS in the price of services

(e.g. salaries, contracted services,- facilities) contributes to equity

by providing financial resources needed to support appropriate. special

education, which all LEAs must provide regardless of ,cost. In practice,

identifying factors that indicate the cost of education is difficult.

High expenditures may be associated with high fiscal capacity. If so,

a cost based form6la may rebillt in more state aid flowing to high fiscal

capacity districts an to low fiscal, capacity districts.

17



Administrative Efficiency

A formula that exhibits administrative efficiency is one in which

the time, expense, and:effort. required to operate the' formula are rea-

sonable in relation to the return yielded. Unproductiv'e practice are

discouraged, and economical' 1prictices ar encouraged.

Amount of reporting and paperwork associated with the formula is

minimized. Although all formulas require reporting 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.

Provision of incentive for the LEA to control costs. Funds are

expended in an economical manner, so that the LEA obtains the greatest

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

formula encourages restraint in budget growth.

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

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.

6
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Adequacy

Adequacy-of the special education finance formula generally depends

upod the level of funding appropi4ated by the, state.legislature for dis-

tribution through the formula. Because this study did.not analyze the

level of tate funding in dollar terms, adequacy is evaluated according

to the fQrmul -potential, for aCt.aining ts intended purposes...

Congtuency o 'the special education finance formula with the

I

statephilosophy ,phool 4inance and control of the schools. Some

-N1§"mt4a.

.

tes assume the major responsibility for financing special edkation,

o

while others leave esponsibility to the LEAs. The state may hpve

tradition of local control,'br the SEA may play a major role in, educa-

t,tion policy. Finance formulas may either reflect fr hinder these 6hilo

sophies.

Inclusion of all mandated special ducation services in A

formula, Both state and federal special education laws mandate appr

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

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

services.

Objectivity

Objectivity may be defined as the formulas resistance to manipula-,

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

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

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

19



mining allocations. Its operation relies on following a weillplefined

procedure rather than oh subjective decisionmaking. .

Verifiability of formula data.' Ijpon inspection ,it may ba,deter-

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

Desistance of formula calculations to mani,pulatiop. The calcula-

.

tions required for determining the allocation to the LEA are ilechanical

,,or matheMatical, rather than requiring suqjective judgment oil the part

of the SEA administrator.

Neutrality of-the special education formula toward individual, pro-_

gram placements.. A neutral formula is one-that does not provide finan-,,

'cial incentiyes for favoring one kind of special education placement

over another,:thus possibly influencing erroneous "labeling" and placel-,

ment of students to attain.maximum sPeCial education funds.

Resistance of data to manipulation. Objectivity is influenced by

the degree to which LEAs or SEAS may manipulate data such as child

counts, unit "counts, or cost data to their financial advantage.'

Flexibility ti

.Flexibility traditionally' has been defined as Ehe ability of the

formula to accommodate changes in the prices of services. As it applies

to special education fbrmulas, flexibility also refers to the ability to

respond to needs of LEAs in varying geographic areas, of various sizes,

and with differentceconomic conditibnp, and the ability to respond to

changes in service needs midyear or from year to year.

Re



Ability to. accommodate changes in educational need and cost. Ithe 61,'-
! ,

i.'

formuli is flexible in assisting LEAs in financing services in response 0'
A

v 0
9'

lichanges in educational need and cost, such as in numbers Of,
,.

handicapped students exhibiting various handicapping conditiIons or
b.. %.4NI v

increased _pri,ces of services. The flexible formula would auto tidally ,
.

6

account for these changes yearly, and might provide additionalfunds'in-

response to changes in midyear.

).

Facilitation of program innovations and' mew programs. The flexible °

formula allows LEAs the opportunity to make changes in their pro'gram

a A

designs or.to addnew programs and,services,by allowing them to generate

funds or to shift funds to these services.
6

G

Ability to fund Various program structures designed by LEAs.
4

Rather th.an filnding according to a specific program structure, the spe-
d

\

cial edudation formula allows LEAs the option to design their own pro-

grami to meet local needs without being penalized financially.

Promotion of a continuum of placements cbnsistent with the princi-

ple of placement in the least restrictive environment. The formula pro-_

vides funds for a continuum a'alternarive service configurations for

the various exceptitonalities, from the least restrictive placement in a

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

cial classroom or residential placemeht. (Many states fund residential

placements through a separate forMu4a).

.

a



. Adaptability to.4leeds of LE s; of various sizes and locations.. The
. , . a-

404'; i.-formula-ma es it possible fist= both mall and large LEAS to generate
.,

.

:,

..
enough'fundsltO, mArintain the ,necessary range of programs as mtWas

,

meets the needs. of LEAs in various locations such as rural and urban

areas.

Formula AnalysisAnalysis

The analysis of the formula6 was based primarily ?n'the judgmentof

. ,

the researcher: W1,10 hypothesized the advaages anCdisadvantages of., the

l'

0 formulas relatiye to the- evaluative ,riteri by, taking the viewpoint pf.
.

N

. . V

each of the four kilids of administrstors. ,The ,researcher dreW,u p on
,

t he. ,

s ,

0.

4 I,40 4". a

a

t),

aiberature eeview, a review of studies on' individ4al-stateformalas, and
4 . .22

.

t°1iltatel nwilbe 'of pensonWintettiviews, and telephone interviews con
,. a . '!"

t
a

' N.ducted 'Co gat4r furtherinformation' on stsetial educa4on'finance formu
. . , 0 A.

10.,

,al'
Ajthbugh a.dbaimitation a this stud)/ was that is was not based on

4 f '
,

e. ul, . ra!' . -i.- information from Actual jiseei of the 4mulas, thee sparcity of litera
, 4,- 7 °°

.

. a .

ture ollispecial4e0mtation finance made it advisable to generate further
61.

..

e

'V

dp

441%

.information thrdugh4interViews. ,Personal interviews were conducted with
1' .

-
- . .

_Ift
Willleal.Schilive'r, National Association of State Directors of Special

v ,.
Education -"OU), Gary Snodgrass, NASDSE., and Frederick J. Weintraub,

. f

4.
Council for Exceptional Clptdren. .Administrators in the following

. state, were contacted by telephone for clarification of their state's

formula: Alaska, Arizona, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Montana, New

Hampshire, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Washington, Oregon,

and Alabama.

c .
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Panel Evaluation of the Major Formulas

9.

The researcher's analysis of special education finance formulas was, 9 4

supplemented by an evaluation by a panel of experts representing.ge9eral

(education and special education finance and administration. Although

little had been published in theliterature regarding the, advantages and

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

p
,

sidered to be indicative of the information available in the field.among

researchers and practitioners who have worked with individual states. ,A

number of states have conducted studies of theilr own formulas and

finance experEs have consulted with state legislatures in developing a

nu ber of state special. education 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 analysis.

A panel of ten expe4s in the field oPschool finance and special

education finance and dministration was selected on the basis of their

(1JL

.4

knowledge, experience, nd research conducted (see Appendix B'for

vitae of panel members). Each panel ember was offered an honorarium of

$100. .Dr: ). Forbis Jordan elected to participate in the study withou

receiving the honorarium.

The panel members we e as follows:

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

23
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Nelda H. Cambron-McCabe, associate professor, Department of
Educational Leadership, Miami University, Oxford, Ohio.

James F. Dyk, Director .of Special Education, Wichita City Schools,
Wichita, Kansas

K. Forbis Jordan, Senior Education Specialist, Congressional
Research Service, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.

John W. Melcher, former assistant superintendent 'of Division for
Handicapped Children, Wisconsin Department Of Public Instruction,
Madison, Wisconsin

Van Mueller, Department Head, Department of Educational
Administration, University of ,Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

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, Virginia

L. D. Vuillemot, Superintendent, Special Education District of Lake
County, Gurnee, Illinois

William R. Wilkerson, professor, Department of Educational'
Administration, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana

Questionnaire

Each panel member was mailed a questionnaire and materials explain-
,

ing the study. The questionnaire was designed to obtain ratings of the

.formulas using the same evaluative framework and the same four adminisL

trative perspectives the researcher employed in hypothesizing the advan-

tages and disadvantages of the formulas. The five evaluative criteria

and subcriteria were defined for the panel, and the five major formulas

were described (see Appendix A for 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-

24
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tion finance officer, (3) LEA special ed-cation administrator, or (4)

LEA general education finance officer.

The questionnaire consisted of two sets of rating scales upon which

the respondent was asked to rate the five formulas for each evaluative

criter an and-subcriterion. First, the respondent was asked, "How *does

formula rate?" on each criterion and subcriterion. A four -point

scale was proVided.for the response, wi,th the scale values as follows:

1--poor performance on this criterion, 2--fair performance on this cri-
/

ter)ion, 3--good performance on this criterion, and 4--excellent perfor-

mance on this criterion. %.

How well the formula performed gave no indication of whether the

administtator would favor a formula having good performance on that cri-

terion, however.1- Therefore, the panel member also was asked to rate the

9 importance of the'evaluative criteria for each formula.` 0n th '\s second

scale the respondent was asked, "How important is ehis criterion?" that

is, how important was good performance on this criterion to the adminii-

trator whose role the respondent had taken. The scale *alues for this

four-point scale were: 1--not important, 2--limited importance,

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

comments, related to the. ratings.

A second part of the questionnaire asked whether the respondent's

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

if so, how would they have e . Responses were open ended". Panel
:15.4..

-414members were asked to respond to the above questions for each of the

fiVe major types of special education finance formulas.
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.v

Assigned roles for' panel members were divided into equal numbers of

special education administrators andgeneral education fipance adminis-
.

1

traorp and-equal numbers of state and local administrators as follows.:

William H. Cochran--SEA general education finance administrator
4 -

Nelda H. Cambron-McCabe--SEA general education finance

110

administrator'

4,
James N Dykr-LEA speCigl education administrator

K. Forbit fordan--SEA general education finance' administrator

John W. Melcher--SEA specialeducation administrator

Van Mueller--LEA general education finance administrator
\

Richard A. Rossmille--SEA special education administrator,

Angele 'Thomas--LEA special education administrator'

L. DAVuillemot--LEA special educ'ation administrator

William R. Wilkerson--LEA general education finance administrator

Wbereverpossible, panel members were asked to take the role most

closely matching their professional position. For panel members not
.

currently holding a position comparable to one of the lour4dministra7it.
At

tive roles, the role associated with the university teaching responsibi-

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

chosen.

0

w
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Data Analysis

4

' Questionnaire data were analyzed both quantitatively and quanta-

tiverL For the two sets of.rating scales appliV ro each of the five

formulas, analysis was as follows:

(1) The mean 'rating for each, formula on each evalUative criterion

and subcriterion was determined for all respondents as a group.

(2) The mean rating for each formula on, each evaluative criterion

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

§EA special education administrator, SEA general education finance

7
adminis*ator, LEA special education administrator, and LEA general

education finance Oministrator.

(3) The mean ratings for each formula on each evaluative criterion

and subcrsiterion for the following sub)Proups were 'determined: all'SEA
.

administrators,.all LEA administrators, all special education adminir

strators, and all geheral education finance administrators.

(4) The mean overall rating for each formula was determined.

In addition to the quantitative data, two kinds of qualitative data

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

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

tive role on the ratings. Comments related to items on.the rat g scales

V/were grouped according to the,fourtidministrative categories. '.This

information then was used in interpreting the means on Vdividual items

and in relating the quantitative data to the researcher's hypothesized
4

analysis of the formulas' advantages,and disadVantages. Responses to

k_

27
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the three open-ended questions asking whether the formulas would have

been rated differently had the respondents been given each af the other
A

three administrative roles also were grouped according to the administra-

tive role to which they referred. These data were used to identify

sources of conflicting preferences among the four types of administra-
,

tors.

n 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 fo? each criterion, listing the researcher's hypothesized

advantages and disadvantages for each of the five forMulas.on that

criterion.
18

Next,. panel members' comments taken from the question-

naires we listed. on the ttlaxt. Fi :,the 4Uantitative ratings

for each formula on each,criterion V ,sted on the chart.

The final goal of this process was Co produCe a composite list

of the advantages and disadvantage each formula on each evaluative.

criterion.. The final outcome is displayed in Tables 13 thraugh17.

4
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RESULTS OF FORMULA CLASSIFICATION AND PANEL EVALUATION

The-results,of the three phases of this study are reported in

this section. In the first phase, the formulas, collected from the fifty

st es,, were classified into five major types of formulas. These formu-

(A1 s will be defined And the results of the classification of 1980L81

state special education finance formulas will be reported.
S

In the second phase of the study; the advantages and disadvantages

of the five types of formulas were analyzed from the perspectives of

SEA and LEA administrators in both special education and general educa-

tion. Because the researcher's analysis was revised in light of the

panel evaluation of the formulgs, the analysisowill be summarized.
19

,

In the third phase of the study a panel of experts was asIsed to

evaluate the formulas through completion of a questionnaire. Results

of the questionnairctill be presented in the last part of this section.

Formula Classification

Within the context of the total school finance system, special

education formulas may be classified into five basic categories:

a

a a

flat grant, minimum foundation program, percentage equalizing, percentage'

vr,

29
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matching, and full state funding of the excess cost of special educa-

tion. While the basic structure and philosophies of these formulas dif-

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

formula is a flat grantor percentage equalizing is not sufficient to

describe how the formula operates. To facilitate the discuss on of the

major formulas, the pupil accounting systems or measures of educatio al

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

the detail,' of operation, will be described first. Then each of the

five major types of formulas will be discussed.

Measures of Edu5ational Need

In Table 1 the formula classification is presented.. For each

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

that major classification, a number of Additional characteristics

describing the formula are provided. Eirst, the formula may be either

internal to the state's.basic grant7in-aid to LEAs for education or it

may be external, allocated through a categorical grant separate from

general 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

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 cast appies only to special education
10

costs, it automatically becomes a categorical grant. rn practice, the

percentage matching formula also is categorical for special education,

30
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Table 1 {continued)
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North Dakota x_ x K x A A AOhio x

ril
1

tg it K
Oklahoma x X

1* X
,

Oregon x . x x
r

X K
Penns lvania x x x x K x
Rhode Island x

1 X x K X
South Carol na x X X K x K
South Dakot . A, x X K

KTennessee x. K
/c 1 l x x

Texas . x
/1., . /c x K

. .Utah x F, A K
,

It x
Vermont

-
x . x x x

.
Vir inia . x . ,

X K. K x
Washington x xx

.,IC A
West Virginia x x X K, 1

,I4C

A
,

Wisconsin x x x x
. x

e. ,.

1
Where 1 is used to denote weight, the formula has only one
weight for special education.

vJ
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because this formula wag not used for general education in any of the

stakes in 198 -81.

Whet er 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*istrict. Attempting to

promote equity in their finance formulas, states may equalize fiscal

capacity among LEAs, and they may allocate funds in proportion to .the

ir Olt

'1 level of need for educational services. Providing the same amount of
a

funds for each district would not be equitable if some districts served

more students than others, or if some needed to provide more expensive

services than others.. The extent to which one LEA is entitled to more

funds than another it} order to meet a higher level of educational need
S

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

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

may elect to pray a percentage of the actual expenditures reported by

LEAs.

Pupil unit formulas obviously require a melod of counting pupils

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

may require ,a. pupil count, a count of classrooms or personnel, or units

may be appre7ed subjectively by the state. When a pupil count is used

in determining instructi nal units, the total number of pupils generally

is divided by the number df pupils the state has defined as a unit.

For either pupil units or instructional units, pupils may be

counted in one of severA ways% Among the 1980-81 special education

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

daily attendance (ADA),'average daily membership (ADM), and enrollment

33
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or .headcount. To compute ADA,,attendance might be taken every half day

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 exam t, a pupil might have to be in attendance one out of

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

. pupils who are on the school roll, for example, those identif ed as

handicapped and bavihg an Individtialized Educational Program (I P) on

file on any specified day during the year.

In addition to ADA, ADM, or enrollmeht, LEAs may wish to consider

not only the number of pupils in schbol or enrolled in special educe-

, tion, but also the amount of time the pupils spend in special educa-

tion. Since federal law requires that handicapped students be educated

with nonhandicapped students as much as possible, many special education

students spend part of their day in the apecial education'classroom and

part in the regular classroom. By specifying how much time is spent in

special education, special education funds may be allocated only for

that period of time. This is the full time equivalent (FTE) accounting

method, which may be used in conjunction with ADA, ADM, or enrollment

coantS. Prorating part-time special.education pupils rather than

counting them as one pupil results in a lower coup for special educe-_

tion than counting every pupil in special education for any period of

time as one.

Whether they are based on a pupil unit or an instrugtional unit,
p

formulas may provide for further differentiation of,educational need by

assigning weights 'to the unit count for higher cost programs. For exam-

ple, the number of pupils identified as educable mentally retardigight

34
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be multiplied by a factor of 2.0, while the number of pupils identified

as multiple handicapped might bg multiplied by a factor of 3.5 to re-

flect the greater cost ..of these programs relative to the cost of regular
4

education, which might be weighted 1.0. Another method of providing for

differential costs is to set the number of pupils required for an

instructional unit lower for the higher cost1 prograMs. For example, a

unit for the educable mentally retarded might allow fifteen pupils,

while a unit for the multiple handicapped might allow only eight pupils.

A third method is to provide different amou ts of funding for different

kinds,of instructional units, f r example, $2600 for a unit for mildly

handicapped and $4000 for a unit r severely handicapped pupils. One

* .

weight may be assigned to special education, vocational education, and

other programs, or weights may be.assigned for each handicapping condi-

tion, 'service configuration,(e.g. self-contained class, resource room),

or severity of handicap (e.g. mild, moderate, severe).

The third meth of measuring educational need is based on progAlm

cost. Rather 'than counting pupils or classrooms, this method requires

that' actual expenditures be .reported by the .LEA. Assuming that LEA

expenditures are an indicator of educational needs, no firther measure-

ment 'of need is necessary.

Flat Grant Formula

A .at grant formula is one in which a specified amount per unit of

,need is allotted. The amount of funding per unit is established by the

state, and no provision is made for adjusting the LEA's allocation

according to fiscal capacity.
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Flat grants may be either unweighted 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
#

example, every instructional unit might be allotted $2600, even though

the cost of operating some classes would ekceed this amount. In a,

weighted flat grant, the instructional unit or pupil unit is weighted tv

one of the previously described methods to reflepcLthe differential cost

of services.

The flat grant formula may be written as follows;

State -Aid = K x N(wt), in which

Alm

K = constant dollar amount per unit
N = number of units (pupil or instructional)

wt = factor representing cost differentiall.(optional)

Designed 'o offsee thOcost of meeting state standards for educa-
-

tion, thd feat grant was the earliest type of school finance formula. 20

k .

In special education,/ittill serves- the fu.nction of assisting states

in meeting program mandates.

rn Table 2 the eighteen states that used a flat grant as their

major special education finance formula in r980-81 are listed. A sub-

stantial majority of sixteen states operated the formula as'a categori-

cal grant, external to the state'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

r Y
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Tab le 2

Major Types of State Special Finance Formulas
Classification of the States for 1980-81

AS'

Flat'Grant Minimum
Foundation
Program

Percen4pge
Equalizing

Perqntage
Matching

Full State
Funding of
Exkess Cost
CoAt of
Special

Education
Alabama

Alaska

Arkansas

California

Delaware

Illinois

Indiana

Kansas'

Kentucky

Missouri

New Jersey

North Carolina

North Dfttota
4

Ohio

Oklahoma

Rhode Island
5

Virginia

Washington
6

Arizona

Florida

Georgia

Idaho

Iowa

Louisiana

Maine

Mississippi

Nevada'

New Mexico

South Carolina

Tennessee

Texas.

Utah

West Virginia

Wyoming

Connecticut

Maryland

Massachusetts

New York?

Colorado

Michigan

Minnesota

Montana

Nebraska

Oregon

South Dakota

Vermont

Wisconsin

Hawaii

New Hampshire

Pennsylvania

1

Full state funding for Rural Education Associations.
2
Special class funded asexcess cost; salaries funded up to

state average.
3
Division I and II funding.

4
National Association of State Directors of Special Education,

A Description of State Funding Procedures fox Special Education in
the Public Schools,' July, 1982.

.

5
Excess cost formula with a limitation on reimbursement.

6
Intended to be full state funding.

7
Public Excess Cost A4d Formula.

8
Full state funding of all education expenditures.
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Table3

State Special Education Finatice FormulasFlat Grant
1980-81

'
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Amount per unit based on district costs for special education; full,
funding for Rur41 Education Associations.

2
Special class funded as excess cost; salaries funded up to state
average.

3
For Division I and iI-funciing.

Weights taken from administrative regulations.
5
Weighted'as approved.by State Board.

6
From National Association of: State Directors of Special Education,
A Description of State Funding Procedures for Special Education in_

7
the' Public Schg21, July, 1982.

8
Calculated as ifi excess cost folpula with a'limitation.

Intended to be full state funding.
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e viewed .illAppropriate for general education, even though it is used

far epe.cial edudation. $econd, if a flat gr nt is,used .pr both the

'ggneral-eklicatiOn and special ed:iication formuls it matters little

-whether the special education. funding is internal or external to the

general education grant, as long as it is identified as special, educe-
:4)

tion's entitlement.
v

Among the three measures of educational need listed .1211 Table 3, the

instructional unit'wes preferred by twelve of the eighteen states. Four

states relied on the pupil uniot, and two states classified under the

flat grant catego used the program cast method of determining need.

A1though the Arkansas formu/a h s'been classified as cost based, it

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

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 excifss cost method was incorporated into the formula.

Total instructional costs less district required effort funds for

.00

instructional costs plus state-average salary we.:/efunded by the 'tale.

......0) In Rhode Island's formula the LEA's excess cost per pupil for each A
12

handicapping condition served as the measure of need. The formula was

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

funding of excess cost. A limit of 110 percent-of the state median per

pupil cost was established, resulting in the formula's becoming a flat'

i

grant for high spending LEAs.

Referring again. to!'Table 3, seven of the states weighted. by provid-

ring different dollar amounts per pUpil unit or instructional unit. Three,

states used weighting factors by which either their instructional unit

39
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1.

or pupil unit count was multiplied. Four,states weighted their instruc-

tixonal units by setting clam4 sizes to reflect .the cost and intensity of

services.

Minimum Foundation Program Ae
t

4.A

The minimum foundation program formula is designed to fund a mini-

mu level of education .for' all LEAs within the state. Being 111a popular

choice for allocating aid to general education, this forMula also is. .one

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

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

formula.

In the minimum foundation, piOgram formula, the state delineates the

minimum leve), of education for whidh it wy.1 be responsible an6stab-
/

lishes

the amount it will fund to achieve this 'level. LEAs are required

to 4vy a uniform tax as their contribution to the minimum program, but
11111

-

1N1they are free fo go beyond the minimum program, if they choose. The

\NN state funds the amour above the local required effort needed to bring

the contribution up to the minimum foundation level. Thus, state funds

are allocated in inverse proportion to LEA fiscal capacity.

The formula may be written as follows:

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

st of minimum foundation program' per unit,

equired effort = amount generated per unit by local
uni levy,

X = number of units (pupil or instructional), and
wt = factor representing-cost differential (optional).

'
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4

Q.

Any expenditores and additional prograis beyond the minimum founda-
-

tion level theoret3)cally re not essikal to adequate education.t
Because all LEAs can main ain the minimum level of education, educa-

tional services are no longer entirely a function of the fiscal capacity

of the distrixt lin which al student lives.

By limiting the

g

totaltamount to be equalized through state funds,

the minimum foundation6r4ram formula achieves equalizatiOn effi-

tient- Reqbiring.a lOcal\tax effort in effect allows the state to'use

*;local taxes to defray part of,, the coat of the minimum foundation pro-

gram. In reality, qhe 1 hool--11x,functions as a state tax,

although it is,collected locally to avoid usdr,ping,0e:traditionally

localovower to tax property. 2
.1

As with the flat grant, the measure of educational. need Amy be

either number of pupils or number of instruktional units. If weighting

is used, there may be one weight for special education, vocational edu-*

'cation, and elementary education, for example, orthe formula may fur:

ther differentiate costs of special education by weighting for each

handicapping condition, service configuration, or degree of severity of

handicap.

9
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In the classiication of 1980-81 state special education finance

.formelas, a total of sixteen states used the minimuljoundation program

0
formula, as displayed in Table 2. Of,the sixteen states, fifteen

lncludgcspecial education in'their general education finance formula,

.as illustrated in Table 4. While Arizona's formula operated in the same
4

way as a minimum foundation program formula (cost of special education

less required local effort), the special education grant waw external to

the gene'ral education granf. Arizona no longer uses this formula

Among the minimum foundation program formulas, eight used pupil

units, seven used instructional units, and one wales based on program

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

need, included only personnel and tuition costs inithe minimum founda-
.

. tion program. 6

In six'states weighting faictors fok,either pupil units or instruc-
,

tional units were. employed, and two states h4only, one weight to dif-

ferentiate the special education program from other ducational

programs. Two states weighted instructional units by setting class

sites, while three additional states had one class size established for_

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

ginia's f )3 rimUla used a combination.of pupil unit and instructional unit,

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

special education pupils were assigned a weight of three in .relatiott0to

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

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

receive funds for no more than fifty-five staff per 1000 students..

k 42
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Table

tState Special Elucation Finance Formulas-Minimum Foundation Program'
1980-81
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.
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.
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'

x

1_

x

x'

x

x

x

6

x

x

x

0

x

x

x

6

x

x

x

x

4

x

1_

qi

.
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Percentage Equalizing

39,

The perentage equalizing fOrmu>ks qriginally designed by

Updegraff an4,promoted by Benson was intended to providelequalization of

educational opportunity while allowing the LEAs the freedom to set their
J ,

own level ()iced nal expenditures. 22
The state wourn pay a percent-

. age of the LEA's expenditures, adjusted for LEA fiscal capacity.

In 'practice, modifications of the percentage equalizing formula

have transformed it into a minimum foundation program. For both special

education and general education, states have placed limits on LEA

expenditure, which have detracted from the philosophy of local control.

'Limitationlon the percentage equalizing formula have been implemented

for several reasons. Allowing unlimited LEA expenditures4pl.aces the SEA

in the uncomfortable position of having little control over its obliga-

tions. Generating enough state funds to level up, or to equalize the
0

full cost of the program up to the level of the district with the high-

est fiscal capacity, is quife expensive for the state. One way ea con-

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

manipulation of the constant (K) in the formula, that is, to reduce the

21
percentage of the state's share.

44
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. In this,study,'a percentage'equalizing formula has been defined as

one in which the level of need may be determined by the etate, and the

state then funds a percentage of this level, adjusted for LEA fiscal

capacity.

The formula may be written as follows:

State Aid (1 Y/X K) C, in which

Y = local fiscal capacity, 1

'X = state average fiscal'capacity,
K = state percentage of LEA expenditures,
C = post-of the local program.24

The cost of the local program may be determined in several ways.

For example, the per pupil or per instructional unit cost of special

education may be multiplied by the number of pupils orinstrictional

units in the LEA. Units may be weighted. In an alternative method,

actual LEA expenditures serve as the measure of educational need, simi-

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 fivl separate formulas for special education,including

L..

funding for private schools residential funding, funding for reg.onal

service agencies. The formula used in this study for classification

and mparative purposes. was the. Public Excess Cost/Aid Formula, which

provided the bulk of funds to LEAs. Of,_'the four formulas in Table 5,

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

Temaining three formulas used.pupil units, all of: which were weighted

by a factor.. Only Massachusetts administered its special education

funding as part of the state's general education finance formula.
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Table 5

State Special Education Finance Formulas-Percentage Equalizing
1980-81
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Percentage Matching

\Percentage matching formula allows local district determination

of'expentiituresfor special education. No minimum leveYof expenditure

is mandated by the state, and usually no upper'limits on LEA expendi-
,

tures are established. Specifying allowable costs, howeveri the state

usually reserves the right to prorate funds or to lower its share if

state appropriations are insufficient. The state will p4y a percentage

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

fund its share.

Because there is no adjustment for LEA fiscal capacity, a district

with higher fiscal capacity may be able to spend more and thus to get

o/9

more state matching funds than a low fisc 1 capacity'district. The

impact of the effect is dependent upo the size of the state share,

which varied from 30 to 90 percent among the states in 1980-81.

'In 1980-81 nine states used the percentage matching formula, as

indicated in Table 2. All were external to the state's general educa-

tion finance,formula, as shown in Table 6, and all were based n

program cost.

Full State Funding of the Excess Cost of Special Education

d full state.funding of excess cost -formula, the state takes

responsibility for the cost of special education over and above the

district's cost for general education. Unlike the other major types of

special education finance formulas which originated in general educa-

tion, the excess cost formula was developed specifically for special

education.
25
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Although fiscal capacity often will have been considered in the

allocation of state aid.to help fund the per pupil cost of regular

education, which alsO is funded for each special educatIonYpupil,

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

V

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

costs are specified. Because all excess costs are state funded,

equalization of excess costs among LEAs results. The overall equal-
-

ization Of state aid may be lessened if high fiscal capacity districts

ppend more, however.

Several. methods of figuring excess costs have been devised. One

method may be written as follows:
7

State Aid = Total allowable cost of special education
(per pupil cost of regular education x number
of special education pupils).

An alternative method6would be to determine the per pupil cost of spe-

/
Z

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 in 1980-81. Hawaii is included in

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

funding of all education expenditures rather than an excess -cost far-

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

excess cost formula, because.of the unpredictable fiscal burden it

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

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

49



Table 7

State SpeCial Education Finance Formulas
Full State Funditg of Excess Cost of Special Education

1980-81
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Formula Analysis and Panel Evaluation

The second phase of the study involved hypothesizing the advantages

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

disadvantages. were defined according to the formula's hypothesized

performance on .five evaluative criteria: equity, administrative.effi-
t

ciency, adequacy, objectivity, and flexibility. For each major criterion

several subcriteria were outlined so the analysis of each formula Could

be structured similarly for comparison purposes. Evaluative criteria

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

spectives of special e tion and general education administrators at

both the state and local levels. 26
In the third phase of the study,

'a panel of experts rated the five major formulas through a questionnaire.
.1

Advantages and disadvantages were defined by the formulas' performance

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

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-
t.

ector. Results of these two phases are summarized below.

Summary of Formula Analysis

Providing some assistance with fiscal equalization, the flat grant

could vary with LEAs' educational nude if weighted, but low fiscal

capacity districts or those with a high level of need for unusually

11,

expensive programs could be disadvantaged by a flat grant based on

. average LEA special education costs. Having high, administrative effi-

ciency and objectivity, accord4ng to the researcher's analysis, the flat)
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Table 8

Critsria.for Evaluating State Special Education Finance Formulae

Criterion Definition

Equity,

1

Administrative
Efficiency

Equity means ths;each child
has an equal oppdrtunity for

education independent of the
fiscalfcapacity.of the LEA in
which he lives. When a formula
exhibits equity, LEAs have
equal access to financial
tisources for providing an
education appropriate to meet
the needs of students, including

the individual needs of special to
education students.

A formula that exhibits admin
strative efficiency is one in
which the time, expense, and
effort required to operate the
formula are reasonable in rela
tion to the return yielded.

Unproductive practices are
discouraged, and economical,
practices are promoted.

ImilmIIMI/

Adequacy of the special educa
tion finance formula generally
depends upon the level of
funding appropriated by the
legislature. For this study,
adequacy is evaluated according'
to the formula's potential for
attaining its intended purposes.

Subcriteria

*Ability to equalize fiscal
capacity

*Congruency with goals.of
the overall educational
finance system

*Ability to vary allocation
of funds according to
educational need

*Ability to'isry alloca ion
of funds according to
cost (price) of services.

*Amount of reporting and
,piperwork associated with
the formula is minimized

*Provision Of incentive for
LEA to control, costs

*Predictability of LEA's
funding allocation

*Ease of understanding how
the formula operates

*Availability of accurate
data for '' perating the

formula.

*Congruency of the formula
with the states philoso
phy of school finance and
and control of the schOols

*Inclusion 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

$2 BEST COPY
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Table 8 (continued)

Criterion /Definition'

\

.Subcriteria

0

':

.Cetudents,

Objectivity may be defined ai
the formula's resistance to
manipulation by either the SEA
orLEA. An objective formula is
precisely stated, so. that it is
not subject to manipulation in
placement of special education

data reporting, or
in calculations for determining-
allocations.

.

.

*Verifiability of formula
data

*Resistance of formula 'cal-
culations to manipulation

*Neutrality of the special
education formula toward
individual program
placements,

*Resistance of data to
manipulation

Objectivity

Flexibility

.

.

-
Flexibility refers to the
abllity,to accommodate changes
'in.the price of services, the
ability of the formula to
respond to the needs of LEAs
in varying geographic areas,
of various sizes, .and with
different economic conditions,.
and the ability to respond
to changes in service. needs,
midyear or from year to yeat.

*Ability to.accommodate.
changes in educational

.

need and cost ____-
*Facilitation of program
innovations and new
prog'ams

*Abililty to fund various
program structures
designed by LEAs . .

*Pro /otion of a'continuum

ofIplapements consistent
wish the principle of
placement in the least
restrictive envirOmant
*Adaptability to "reds of
LEAs of various sizes and
locations

BEST COPY
A
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grant geneylly limits LEA flexibility by promoting specific program'

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

formula may fund mandated services inadequately by omitting needed

vices or placing limitations on fUnding and enrollment.

The minimum foundation program varies with LEA fiscal capacity, in

kegping with state goals for equalization, but it has the same disadvdn-

tages of weighting as does.the flat grant. Reporting may be increased_

if FTE counts 're required, but otherwise the formula has. dinistrhtive

-N.
efficiency. Adequacy is dependent upon the inclusion of mandated ser-

vices and the levelof the foundation pro gram. If funds axe not

designated for special education, they may appear inadequate. On the

criteria of objectivity and flexibility, the minimum foundation program
4

performs similarly to the flat grant, although consideration of fiscal

'capacity may increase flexibility for low-fiscal capacity LEAS..

When percentage' equalizing is implemented on a pupil unit or an

instructional unit. basis, it. functions much like a mininum foundation

program. Formulas funded according to actual program expenditures pro-.

mote equity in terms of variation with educational need and price, but

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

admdnisitrati4ely inefficient, requiring extensive reporting. If,the SEA

?4
percentage is substantial and allowable costs include all needed ser-

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

,verification impair objectivity,. but the cost-based percentage equalix

zing formula provides good flexibility.

r
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. The percentage matching formula may cause disequalization, but a
a

high state Oerceeage may overcome this disadvantage. Variation in; need
,

and price are accommodated, and the forMula is highly flexible to accom-

Y

0

modate changes in price, and need, program innovations, and various pro-'
a

gram struct4res. Extensive reporting and latk of cost control if the
.

state funds a high percentage detract from adMiriittrative.efficiency.

Predillability may be a problem, partitularly for LEAs when the state

prorates-funding. Adequacy depends upOn the states percentage and the
r4).

allowable costs. Unlike the pupil unit and. instructional unit formulas,

the, percentage matching formula As neutral toward individual placements,

but lack of data verifiability.ftd'opportunities for manipulation detract

from the formula's objectivity.

Full state funding of the -excess' cost of special education has com-

plete equity for special education funding, adequacy, and excellent

flexibility: Administrative efficiency is unsatisfactory, because of
re

extensive reporting and lack of incentives for the LEA to cbntrol costs.,

Neutrali ty toward placement is excellent, but verifiability problems and

mahipulgatiorn'of cost data impair objectivity.

9,c%

Summary of Panel Evaluation

Performance ratings overall indicated that the flat grant rated

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

rating waswhieved on adequacy, and 'the formult rated poor to fair on

equity and flexibility, as indicated in. Table 9.

or the minimum foundation program, positive ratings in the average

to good,range were achieved for adequacy, objectivity, 'and administrative
8

efficiency. The formula rated fair-on flexibility overall.

Percentage eqUaLittng rated good overall on equity, adequacy, and

4
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Table 9
4

Mean Overt11.erformance Ratings for Each
Finance Formula Across Groups
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2.9 3.0 1.9

.

3.9

Administrative
Efficiency 3.2 '14 *0 2.2

4

2.5' 2.4.

Adequacy 2.3 , 2.9 2.9 2.3 3.6

Objectivity 3.0

I

2.7. '2.6 /2.5
.

3.0

Fleibility 1.5 2.4 2.9 '

.

2.9

.

3.7

2.4 2.7
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flexibilityanci 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

efficiency, adequacy, and objectivity. Its only positive rating was a

good rating for flexibility.

Receiving the highest overall ratings, full state funding of excess

cost rated good to excellent on equity and flexibility, and good on

adequacy and objectivity. A fair rating on administrative efficiency

was its only negative rating. Ratings on evaluative-subcritla

are displayed in Table 10.

Panel member's generally agreed that all evaluative crLt.eria were

important, although some variability among administrative groups was

.

evident (see Tables 11 and 12). Several respondents indicated that

their responses would have differed had they' been assigned other admini-

strative roles, while others beli ed no changes would hav& occurred.

Resulting from these two phases were two sets of formula advan-

tages and' disadvantages, one hypothesized by the researcher and one

from the panel evaluation. With the goal of providing guidelines to

state Policymakers for use in designing state special education finance

formulas, thesegawo sets of advantages and disadvantages were' reconciled

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

57 rd.
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Penal Evaluation of the Performance) of State Spacial Education

Finance Formulas on the Evaluative Criteria

Flat Grant

ivaloitiva
Criteria

Equity

Mean Matins" onEvaluative Criteria

Minimum Foundation
Program

Percentage
Equalirins

0 LA 0 41 1 0 0 0

1 1 !
I

g gr .
,I. I ,1 i . 4 1

0 * 13

I.'

4.

A a a a0 0 1 0
i I0

1 1.5 1.3 1.0 2.0 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.4 3.0 2.3 3.0 1.0 3.0 1.2 3.0 3.2 1.1 1.5 3.7 2.0 3.5 2.8 3.62.0 3.6 3.2

2 2.0 1.1 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.6 2.0 1.6 1.8 3.0 1.1 2.8 3.5 2.9 3.6 3.i 3.4 3.3 1'.0 1.0 2.0 1.5 2.5 3.2 2.83.0 2.9

3 1.5 I.) 1.0 2.0 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.4 2.5 3.1 2.0 3.5 2.3 3.4 2.8 1.0 2.9 2.5 3.3 1.5 4.0 2.5" 3.6 2.11 3.4 3.1

4 1.0 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.4 1.0 1.4 1.2 1!5 1.0 2.0 2.5 1.8 2.8 2.3 2.4 2.3 4.0 3.0 1.5 3.5 2.1 ).2 2.5 1.111 3.0

1.5 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.5 2.5 2.2 2.1 3.0 2.5 3.2 2.11 1.0 2., 3.5 1.1 1.5 3.1 2.5 3.4 2.5 3.4 1.0

Administrative 1 3.0 3.3 3.5 1.5 3.) 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.3 2.5 1.0 1.5 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.1 2.8 2.6 2.0 1./ 1.5 2.5 1.8 2.0 2.0 Li 1.9

Efficiency 2 1.5 IA 2.5 3.5 3.0 2.2 3.0 2.2 2.6 2.5 I./ 3.0 3.0 2.8 2.2 3.0 2.0

1 4.0 2.1

4 4.0 4.0

S 3.5 1./

6 1.5 .1.3

Adequacy 1 2.0 I./

2 1.5 1.7

1

-1116activity I

2

3

4

S

1

2

Gfod

3

4

S

6

2.4 1.5 1.1 2.5 2.0 2.0 1.6 2.3 1.4 1.8

2.5 1,5 1.1 3.6 1.0 1.8 1.4 2.5 1.0 3.0 4.0 2.8 3.4 3.5 2.8 1.1 2.0 2.3 2.0 2.5 2.0 2.4 2.1 2.2 2.2

4,0 3.5 4.0 3.8 1.8 4.0 3.9 2.5 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.8 2.5 2.8 2./ 2.5 2.0 2.5 3.5 2.5 2.6 1.0 2.2 2.6

1.5 3.5 1.5 1.6 2.5 1.6 3.6 3.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.2 3.0 3.2 1.1 2.5 2.7 2,0 1.0 2.1 2.8 2.5 2.6 2.6

1.0 3.0 3.3 3.2 3.0 3.4 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.3 2.5 2.1 2.2 2.4 2.0 2.2

3.0 2.0 2.5 1.8 2.5 ila 3.1 3.0 3.4 3.3 3.2 3.2 1.5 2.1 3.0 3.5 3.1 3.0 3.3 3.01.1

2.0 2.5 1.8 2.0 2.1, 1.6 1.9 3.5 2./ 2.0 1.0 2.8 2.8 2.5 1.0 2.8 4.0 2.7 2.0 1.0 3.0 2.8 2.5 3.2 2.9

2.0 2.0 2.5

3,5 4.0 J.5

4.0 1.1 3.5.4.0

1.5 1.0 2.5 3.0

2.5 2.3 2.) 2.5 2.0 2:3 1.0 1.0 2.S 3.0 2.8 3.0 2.8 3.0 2.9 3.5 2.7 2.5 3.0 3.0 2.8 2.8 3.0 2.9

3.5 3.8 1.5 3.8 2.7 3.0 4.0 1.0 3.5 3.0 2.8 1.3 3.6 3.0 3.0 2.) 2.5 2.518 2.6 2.5 2.8 2./

1.8 1.6 3.8 1.6 3./ 1.0 3.0 2.) 3.5 2./ lo2 2.9 3.0 2.9 3.0 1.0 2.0 2.5 2.5 2.8 2.1 2.0 2.7

2.0 1.0 2.8 2.4 2.6 2.0 3.0 2.3 1.0 2.1 3.0 2.6 2.6 2.6 4.0 1.0 1.5 1.0 2.8 1.0 2.2 3.0 2.9

3.5 2.0 3.5 4.0 3.5 3.4 2.8 2.2 1.4 2.0 2.0 2.1 3.0 2.1 1.0 2.6 .2.6 2.6 3.0 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.5 2.2 2.0 2.6 2.3

245 1.0 3.0 1.5 2.8 3.2 1.2 2.8 2.0 2.5 3.02.) 3.0 2.4 1.0 2.6 2.8 2.7 1.0 2.7 2.0 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.1 2.8 2.6

1.0 2.0 1.0 2.5 1.0 2.2 1.8 1.6 I./ 1.5 2./ 1.3 2.0 1.4 2.8 2.1 2.2 2.2 3.5 3.0 I./ 2.5 2.6 2.8 2.1 1.2 2, !

1.5 I./ 1.0 1.0 1.1 2.2 2.0 1.6 1.8 2.5 2.0 1.5 2.5 1.5 2.2 2.0 1.8 1.9 1.5 2.7 2.0 1.0 2.8 2.8 2.5 1.0 2.8

1.1 2.0 1,5 2.5 1.5 2.2 2.0 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.5 2.1 2.2 2.4 2.0 2.2 4.0 1.0 2.8 3.0 3.4 1.0 2.9 2,4 1.2

1.0 2.0 2.5 2.5 1.8 2.2 2.5 1.6 2.0 1.0 2.) 1.0 1.0 2.5 7.6 1.0 2.2 2.6 4.0 2.7 2.5 3.0 2.1 2.8 2.8 1.2 1.0

1.5 1./ 1.0 ).0 1.0 1.8 1./ 1.4 1.1 /.0 I./ 2.0 2.5 2.0 2.0 2.1 1.8 2.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 14 3.0 3.2 2.1 3.4 3.1

10 1./ 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.8 I./ 1.4 1.5 2.0 /A 2.) 3.0 2.1 2.6 2.6 2.2 2.4 4.0 1.7 2,1 ).0 2.1

2.1 2.3 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.5 2.5 2.1 2.4 2.1 2.9 2.4 3.0 2.4 2.9 2./ 2.7 2./. 3.2 2./ :13? 1.7 2.8 2.1, 2.9 2.7
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1.1114 10 (continued)

Panel Evaluation of the Perforoans of State Special Education

Finance Forum's* on Ili. Evaluative Criteria

Haan Ratings on Evaluative Criteria

Pettentage
Hatching

/21,011 State Funding

of [scams C%at

o 1i!!
aia3igEvaluative

Criterls 3

I 3 I

Equity 1 2.5 1.3 1.5 1.5 2.0 1.4

2 2.5 1.3 2.0 2.5 2.3 1.8

3 3.0 2.3 2.0 2.0'2.5 2.2

4 3.0 2.7 2.0 1.5 2.5 2.2

512.5 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.1 1.8

Administrative 112.0 1.7 2.5 2.0 2.2 1.8

Efficiency 2 2.5.1.7 2.0 2.5 2.3.2.0

2 2.5 1.7 2.5 2.0 2.3 1.8

4,3.0 3.3 3.0 2.5 3.0 3.0

53.0

6.2.5

Adaquspy 1.2.0

23.0

312.5

objectivity 1'2.5

213.0

3.3.0

4

5-
Flexibility- 1

A

Grand X

2

3

4

5

6

2.7 2.S 2.5 2.8 2.6

2.3 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.4

1.7.1.8 2.0 1.9 1.6

1.7 3:0 2.0 3.0 1.8

1.7 2.8 2.5 2.6 2.0

2.7 2.0 2.0 2.3 2.4

2.7 2.5 1.5 2.8 2.2

2.0 2.5 3.0 2.8 2.4

2.5 2.3 2.5 1.5 2.5 2.0

3.0 2.3 2.5 2.0.2.8 2.2

3.5 3.3 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.2

3.5 2.7 1.0 3.5 3.3 3.0

1.5 2.7 3.5 3.0 3!3 1.8

3.0 2.7 2.0 2.5 3.0 2.6

2.5 2.0 3.5 2.5 3.0.2,2

3.5 2.1 3.0 3.0 3.3 2.6

2.8 2.2 2.5 2.3 2.7 2.2

BEST CUPY

1.5 1.8 1.7 4.0 2.7 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.8 4.0 3.8'3.9

2.3 1.8 2.0 2.5 2.1 1.5 3.5 2.0 3.4 3.5 3.0 3.2

2.0 2.6 2.3 2.5 3.3 3.5 3,5 3.0 3.4 3.5 3.0 3.2

1.8 2.8 2.3 4.0 3.7 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.6 4.0 3.8 3.9

1.9 2.0 1.9 4.0 3.7 4.0 4.0 4.03.8 4.0 3.8 3.9

2.3 1.8 2.0 1.5 2.3 2.3 1.5 1.9 2.0 1.9 2.0 1.9

2.3 2.0 2.1 1.0 1.0 1.5 1.0 1.3 1.0 1.3 1.0 1.1

2.3 2.0 2.1 3.0 2.3 3.0 2.5 3.0 2.4 2.8 2.6 2.7

1.8 3.2 3.0 3.0 3.3 3.5 2,0 1.3 2.8 2.8 3.2 3.0

2.5 2.0 2.7 2.5 2.7 3.0 2.0 2.6 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.6

2.5 2.4 2 5 2.5 2.3 2.8 2.0 2.6 2.2 2.4 2.4 2.4

1.9 1.6 1.7 1.0 2.0 3.5 3.0 2.7 2.4 3.3 1.8 2.5

2.5 2.2 2.3 4.0 3.7 4.0 1.5 4.0 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.8

2.6 2.0 2.3 3.5 3:3 4.0 3.5 3.8 3.4 3.8 3.4 3.6

2.0 2.6 2.3 1.0 3.0 2.5 2.0 2.8 2.6 2.3 3.0 2.7

2.2 2.8 2.5 3.0 3.0 3.5 2.0 3.3 2.6 2.8 3.0 2.9'

2.8 2.4 2.6 4.0 3.3 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.4 3.8 3.6 3.7

2.0 2.4 2.2 3.0 1.7 1.0 2.0 1.0 2.4 2.5 2.8 2.7

2.3 2.6 2.5 1.0 3:01.1 2.5 3.3 2.6 3.0 3.0 3.0

3.3 3.4 3.1 4.0 3.3 4.0 1.5 4.0 3.4 3.8 3.6 3.7

3.3 3.0 3.1 4.0 3.3 4.0 3.5 4.0 1.4'9.8 3.6 3.7

3.3 2.8 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.2 3.8 3.4 3.6

2.8 2.6 2.8 4.0 3.1 3.8 3.5 3.9 3.4 3.6 3.6 3.6

1.0 2.2 2.6 4.0 3.3 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.4 3.8 2.6 3.7

3.0 2.8 2.9 4.0 3.2 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.4' 3.8 1.6 2.7

2.4 2.4 2.4 3.2 3.0 3.5 2.9 3.3 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.1
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Table 11

Mean Overall Import nce Ratings for Each
Finance Formul Across Groups
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Panel Evaluation ut Atm Importance of Evaluative Criteria
for State Special Education Finance Formulas

Evaluative.
Criteria

Equity

Haan gatinge on Evaluative Critaria

Flat Giant
Minimum Foundation

rTDITAIR

P.P1P.

3332i

i

a a t

1 3.0 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.3 1.6 3.5 3.4 3.4
2.2.5 3.3 2.5 3.0 2.5 3.2 2.8 3.0 2.9
3 4.0 3.3 3.0 4.0 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.63.6
4 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.3
S 3.5 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.5 3.6 1.8 3.4 3.6

-.11

.Fercentage
Equalising

! s !I. ! .8 1

a 333 i 23 a 3""

. t111.11? 11111 . 8

4! .1,4 A 5 .1 i 5 A ..A A 5 5 1 °. I lii
2.5 3.7 3.5 4.0 3.0 3.8 3.8 3.2 3.5 2.5 3.7 3.5 4.0 1.0 3.8 3.8 3.2 3.4
2.5 3.3 2.8 4.0 2.6 3.6 3.4 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.1 2.5 3.5 2.8 3.4 3.0 3.2 3.1
4.0 3.3 3.0 4.0 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.6 4.0 3.3 3.0 4.0 3.6 34 3.5 3.6 3.6
4.0 3.0 3.0 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.3 4.0 3.0 3.5 4.0 3.8 3.4 3.8 3.4 3.6
3.5 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.5 3.6 3.8 3.4 3.6,, 3.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.6 34 3.2 3.4

Adsinistrative 1 2.0 3.0 3,S 3.0 2.8 3.0 3.3 2.6 2.6 2.0 3.0 3.5 3.3 2.8 3.2 3.5 2.6 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.5 2.S 3.2 1.3 2.6 2.9
" Efficiency 2 1.5 2.3 2.5 3.0 2.0 2.6 2.0 2.0 2.3 1.5 2.3 2.5 3.5 2.0 2.8 3.0 2.0 2.4 1.5 3.1 2.0 3.5 1.8 3.4 7.3 2.6 2.7

1.5 3.3 3.5-3.0 2.3 3,2 3.3 2:6 2.9 2.0 3.3 3.5 3.0 2.8 3.2 3.3 2.8 3.0 2.0 3.3 3.5 3.0 2.8 3.2 3.3 24 3.0.
4 2.5 3.3 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.2 3.3 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.3 1.5 2.3.3.3 3.0 3.0\3.2 3.1 4.0 3.3 3.5 2.5 3.7 3.0 3.0 1.5 1.1
5 3.0 3.? 4.0 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.8 3.4 3.6 3.0 3.7 4.0 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.8 1.4 3.6 3.5 4.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.8 3.5 3.8 3.7

2.0 3.0 3.5 3.5 2.8 1.2 3.5 2.6 3.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.3 2.8 3.0 2.5 3.) 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.4 3.5 3.0 3.2 .. .

Adequacy 1 2.0 1.1 2.0 1.5 2.0 3.4 2.1 2.8 2.8 2,0 1.1 2.0 1.5 2.0 3.4 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.S 1.3 2.0 3.5 2.3 3.4 2.8 3.0 2.9
1 4.0 3.3 4.0.4.0 4.0 3.6 4.0 3.6 3.8 4.0 1.3 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.6 4.0 3.6 1.8 4.0 3.3 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.6 4.0 3.0 3.8
3 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.4 4.0'3.2 3.6 3.5 31.4.0 4.0 3.8 3.4 4.0 3.2 1.6 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.4 4.0 3.2 3.6

\Ilbjectivity 1 3.0 3.3 3.5 3.5 1.1 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.5 3.3 1.5 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.1 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.6 1.6
2 3.0 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.3. 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.5 ,3.4 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.3 4.0 3.3 1.8 3.4 3.8 3.4 3.6
3 4.0 2.7 3.5 3.5 3.8 3.0 1.5 3.2 34,3 %.0 2.7 1.5 3.5 3.8 3.0 3.5 3.2 3.3 4.0 2.7 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.0 3.8 3.2 3.4
4'2.5 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.4 3.5 3.2, -3.0 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.S 3.4 3.4 3.0 3.7 4.0 3.5 3.5 3.6 1.8 3.4 .3.6
5 3.0 3.3 3.3 3.5 1,3 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.3 1.4 3.4 3.5 3.3 4.0 3.5 3.8 3.4 3.8 3.4 3..6
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FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

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 e ch major formula was deve-

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

agreement,.both the researcher's and the panel's a tage or disad-

vantage were included in_the list.if each could be justified by more

accurately specifying the conditions of the statement. When the
ar

panel's response Baas 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 Previoug 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 clasified 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. In postulating advatitages 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:

643



Table 1.3

Flat Grant

Advantages Disadvantages

1.0 Equity

1.1 High level of funding
contributes to fiscal
equalization.

1.2, Allocation may be varied
according to educational
need.

1.3 May provide incentive for
offering special education
services.

1.4 Weighted instruocional
unit (most common flat
grant) may provide

incentive for LEA to offer
higher cost programs.

1.5 SEA' general education

finance administrators and
.LEA administrators,

especially those in
special education are
likely to be concerned
about equ,i.ty.

A

,/

1.1 Does got consider LEA
Itiscal capacity.

1.2 Incongruent with goals of
overall finance system.
Special education

administrators may not be
concerned about this,
howeer.

,1.3 General education pupil
count is a poor measure of
need for special education
services Number of
special education.units is
a poor indicator of
related services need.

1.4 Generally does not vary
allocation according to
price of services.

.1.5 Low fiscal capacity LEA. is
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 disadvantage
LEAs with high prices or

providing a high level of
services.

1.7 Unweighted flat grants
fail 'to recognize local

variatiods.in educational
need.

..1.8 SEA spegial eddcation

administrators may not be
highly concerned about
equity.

1.9 Overall, iat grant has
poor to fair equity.
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Table 13 (continued)

Flat Grant

Advantages Disadvant es

2.0 Administrative Efficiency

2.1 Reporting and paperwork
are efficient', but may
vary depending on the
formula's complexity.
Efficiency is a likely
concern of all
administrative groups with
possible exception of SEA
special education
_administrators.

2.2 Tends to encourage LEA to
control costs, but only
LEA general education may
view this as important.

2.3 Highly predictable for SEA
and usually predictable
for LEA depending upon
state options to prorate
funding. Predictability
may be less of a concern
to SEA special education

administrators than to
other groups.

2.4 Easy to under'sland howsthe
formula operatts.

2.5 Acc4rate data for
operating the formula are-

available (pupil or
inatructiona]. unit data).

2.6 Overall adMinistrative
efficiency of the flat
grant is good.

I

sr

2.1 Even if state funds to the
LEA are limited, LEA ma})
not withhold appropriate
services when funds are
insufficient.

2.2 Enrollment limitations and
proration of funds
disadvantage LEAs wit a.

high level of educatipnal
need and decrease
predictability of fu4ding
for the LEA.

2.3 FTE formulas may.belimore

complex and may in rease
reporting burdens; more
consideration of eed
results in more r porting
being required.
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Table 13 (continued)

:.Flat Grant

Advantages Disadvantages

3.0 Adequacy.

3.1 Flat grant funded at a

high level could be
adequate.

3.2 Formulas may be adapted to
state philosophy of
finance and control.

3.3 Special education and LEA
general education

administrators are likely
.to regSrd adequate level
of funding as highly
important.

3.4 Flat grant promotes the
philosophy that special'
education is an optional
supplementary program.

4.0 Objectivity

4.1 Formula data usually are
verifiable (pupil or
instructional unit).

4.2 Calculations usually
resist manipulation.

4.3 Data may be manipulated by

LEA, but formula rates
good to excellent in
comparison to othei
formulas.

3.1 Flat grant usually is

incongruent with state's
philosophy of finance and
control. This may not be
important to special
education administrators,

*however.
3.2 Flat grants often do not

include funding for all
mandated services.

3.3 Services funded indirectly
or included in weights for
handicap iay be perceived

- as not bet g funded.
3.4 Related se vices units

generated hrough number
of instruc lona units may
receive no waling in
small distr ct or rural
area.

3.5 The flat gr nt provides
poor to average adequacy
overall..

4.1 Sre states may fund units
on a subjective approval
basil\ subject to
manipulation.

4.2 If weighted, formula is
not neutral toward
placement of individuals,

especially in low fiscal
capacity LEA. Special
education administrators
recognize this as,a
problem.



Table 13 (continued) 6

Plat Grant

\
Advantages

4.4 Earmarking increases
objectivity of local
budgeting.

4.5 Objectivity is valued by
all administrative groups.

4.6 Overall the flat grant
provides good 'to excellent
objectivity. ,

5.0. Flexibility

5.1 Provision for funding
program innovations and
new programs could be
included.

5,2 Approved units might be
more flexible than those
based on pupil counts,
especially from SEA view.

5.3 FTE increases flexibility
especially from general
education viewpoint.

5.4 Cost based formulas
although with limits,
provide some flexibility
for need and price changes
and districts of different
sizes and locations.

5.5 Flexibility is important
to all administrative
groups.

Disadvantages

5.1.Flat grants usually are
updated inffequently.
Therefore, they.do not
accommodate changes in
need or cost.

5.2 Not flexible for funding
innovations and new
programs,

5.3 Tends to promote a

specific program structure
rather than allowing,LEA
-flexibility.

5.4 Continuum, of placements
may not be promoted, but
depends on formula
weights.

5.5 Small and rural districts
.or those with high prices
are not accommodated.

5.6 Flexibility of the flat
grant is poor to fair
overall.
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Table 14

Minimum Foundation Program
A

e

Advantages

1.0 Equity

1.1 Considers fiscal capacity.
1.2 Congruent with goals of

overall finance system.
This may be more importint
to general education
adminidtrators than to
special education
administrators.

1.3 Special education is part
of the comprehensive
educational system.

' :1.4 Weighted formulas vary
allocation according to
educational need.

1.5 Minimum ,level of educaio4
is ensured.

1.6 Equity of the minimum
foundation program may be
regarded more positiv,ely
by general education
administrators than by
special education
administrators.

1.7 Overall the formula
provides average to good
equity.

2.0 Administrative Efficiency

2.1 Level of reporting and
paperwork vary with
formula's complexity, but
are less burdensome than
all but the flat grant.

2.2 For states basing special
education funding on the
general education pupil ,

count, special education
reporting, burden is
minimal.

Disadvantages

1.1,In comparison to regular
education finance officers
special education
administrators
particularly LEA may view
formula weights as less
accurately reflecting
educational, need.

.1.2Formula does not .

adequately reflect,
variation in prices of
services.among LEAs. This
is of particular concern
to special education
administrators.

1.3 Provides no assistance for
achieving more than A
minimum level, of services.

1.4 Unweighted formulas are
Perceived as providing
inadequate' funding.

. -

,2.1 Formula does not provide
strong incentives for LEAs
to control costs.

2.2 FTE counts may increase
reporting burden and may
require data not readily.
available.

'2.3 Emphasis on efficiency
detracts. from attention to
quality variables.
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Table14 (continued)

k

Minimum' Foundation Program

Advantalyia

2.3 LEAs may be encouraged to
control costs since. SEA
funding is limited. aLEA

general. education

administrator may view ,

this as important.
2.4 Formula is predictable

although this is affected,
somewhat by changes in
fiscal ,capacity.

2:5 Fairlyeasy to understand.
2.6 Having all programs funded

through one formula may
contribute to
understanding:

2.7 Accurate data (pupil an
instructional unit)
usually are available.

2.8 Administrative efficiency
of tke,,formula is good
overatl.

4

3.0 Adequacy

3.1 Congruentwith state's
philosophy of school
finance and'coitteol.

3.2 Mandated service y be
included, but ad cy
depends on formula

3

weights.

1.3 _Overall potential for

/adequacy is good.

b

Disadvantages

3.1 LEA special education
administrator may perceive
either an unweighted or
weighted formula as not
adequately fund related
services .if the e are
funded indirectly.

3.2 If minimum foundation,
level is' insufficient, LEA
still:must fund
appropriate special
education:
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Minimum Foundation Program

Advantages

4.0 Objectivityll
<

Disadvantages

116

4.1 Formula data usually are
verifiable. '

4.2 Formula calculations
,resist manipulation.

4: Formulas with only qne
weight for special
education are neutral
toward individual program
*plsacementS.

4.4 Designating funds for
special education
increases objectivity of
local budget.

.4.5 Overall objectivity of the
forMula is average to

- good.

5.0 Flexibility

3.3 If funds are not

designated for special
education, both the
special education and
general education
administrator perceive
encroachment on their
funding by the other
program.

0
4.1 Special educaltion

adminiorrators recognize
that weighted formulas
influence individual
placement.

4.2 Formula data may be
manipulated, and weighting
may encourage this.

4.3 Approved units are not
objective.

4.4 Use of funds is-less
objective if not
earmarked.

5.1 -Formula may be deSigned to

accommodate different
program structures.

5.2 May promote availability
of a continuum of
placements.

5.1 Usually no provision' for
changes in educational
need or prices.

5.2 Usually does not

facilitate program
innovations/new ,programs.

.



Table 140(continued)

Minimum Foundation Program

Advantages Disadvantages

5.3 From LEA general education
viewpoint, changes in need
and price may be
accommodated.

5.4 Changes from year to year
are reflected th4ough data
collection.

5.5 Approved units may allow
increased flexibility.

5.6 Personnel unit not tied to ,

child count could
facilitaR new programs.

4

71

5.3 Usually tends to promote
one program structure.

5.4 Usually does not adapt
well to needs of LEAs of
different sizes and
locations.

' .

5.5 Small districts may have
difficulty generating
adequate funding with FTE

-or weights for

handicapping conditions.
5.6 May fail to keep pace with

inflation if not updated
frequently.

5.7 Per pupil funding
disadvantages smal
districts.

5.8 Overall flexibility is
fair to average.
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Tab le 15

Percentage Equalizing'

Advantages

1.0 Equity

1.1 Considers fiscal capacity.
1,2,daptable to goals-of

overall finance system;
,may promote local control
or state minimum program.

1.3 May !be either internal or

external to the general
education finance formula.

1.4 Provides for variation of
. educational need. Some

believe weighting does
this best, others prefer
cost basis.

1.5 Has the ability to vary
allocation according to
price particular if cost
based,

1.6 Ovet'all equity i

2.0 Administrative Efficiency

2.1 An open formula wodld be
' highly predictable for the

LEA, subject Co changes in
fiscal capacity.

2.2 A pupil or instructional
unit formula wouldhave
predictability similar to
minimum foundation
program.

2.3 Cost based formula 'may be
easier, to understand that
pupil or instructional
unit formulas'.

2.4 Data for operating the
formula generally are
available, particiarly if
pupil or instructs
units are used. o

Disadvantages

72

1.1 May not guarantee a
minimum level of education
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, es ,pecially if
cost based.

2.2 Formula 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 cost.
based. For SEA,
obligations are
unpredictable, but LEA
predictability may be
impaired by proration.

2.4 Formula may tend to be 4.

complex.
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Table 15 (continued)

Percentage Equalizing

Advantages

3.0 Adequacy

et.

Disadvantages

3.1 Formula may be made
congruent with'state's
philosophy of school
finance and control.

..Adaptable to LEA or S)A
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

./ 4.1 Data generally are
verifiable.

4.2 Formula calcuations resist
manipulation.

4.3 Cost based formula is more
neutral towards individual
placement, but if formula)
is weighted, neutrality (
depends on weights.

73

2..5 Limitations placed on
funding by SEA
disadvantag LEAs with
high needs a d costs.

2.6 Accurate cost data may be'
difficult to obtain.

2.7 Overall administrative
efficiency is fair.

4

3.1 Funds that are not
designated for special
education may appear
inadequate.

3.2 Even though SEA may licit
funding; LEA canit
withhold appropriate
education.

3:3 Weights may not reflect .

LEA costs in districts
with higher prices or more
severely handicapped
students.

4.1 Cost Bata may be difficult
to verify.

4.2 Weighting may tend' to
influence placement for
fiscal advantage.

4.3 Formula data may be
panillated to LEA
advantage.

1
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Table 15 '(cOntinued)

Percentage Equalizing

Advantages Disadvantages

4.4 Objective special
'education eligibility
criteria contribute to
neutrality of placements.

4.5 Earmarking contriutes to
objectivity of LEA
budgeting....

4.6 Equalization may
contribute to reduction in
manipulation.

4.7 Overall objectivity is
average to good.

c

5.D Flexibil}ty

5.1 Has the ability to

accommodate changes in
need and price
particularly if cost
based.

5.2 May be designed to
f4cilitate innovations and
new programs; cost based
formulas accommodate this
best.

5.3 Has the ability to fund
program structure deaigned
by LEA, particularly if
cost based.

5.4 Oontinuum of placements
may be promoted but
depends on weights.

74

5.1 Extent, of flexibility
'depends on weights and
enrollment or funding
limitations.

5.2 Pupil and instructional
unit formulas are same as
minimum foundation program
on accommodation' of
changes.

5.3 Weighted formulas tend not
to-promote innovations and
new programs.

5.4 Weights day tend, to..

promote a specific program
struCture.

5.5 Special educators may,
regard FTE count as
detrimental to placement
in leaitrestrictive
environment.
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Table 15 (continued)

Percentage Equalizing

Advantages Disadvantages

5.5 General education
administrators regard FTE
'count as facilitating
placement in least
restrictive environment.

5.6 Has the ability to adapt
to needs of LEAs of
different sizes and
locations, especially if
cost based.

5.7 Overall flexibility is
good. LEA, special

education administrators
may tend to disagree.

)

5.6 Weighted formulas may
disadvantage small or
,rural district's,

particularly for serving
'children with 'low

incidence handicaps.

4
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Table 16

Percentage Matchink

Advantages

1.0. Equity

1.1 A high percentage of
funding from the state may
overcome some of the
disequalizing effects of
this formula.

1.2 From SEA special education
view, formula may provide,
good variation of fundt
according to educational
need for high fiscal
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
needed expenditures and if
allowable costs permit.

1.4 Formula serves as an
Aentive for the LEA to
Provide special education
services.

'1.5 Promotes SEA/LEA
partnership.

2,2 Administrative Efficiency

2.1 coat containment taky be
potioted ifISEA shame. is
.low, but this advantages
only. the SEA.

.

2.2 Predictability for LEA
allocation could be.good
if SEA percentagw.were
guaranteed.

Disadvantages

1.1 Formula does not consider
LEA fiscal capacity.

1.2 Formula promotes

disequalization.
Formula usually- is

incongruent with goals of
the overall finance
system.

1.4 Formula may not provide
good variation with need,
perhaps because allocation
is partially dependent on

LEA fiscal capacity.
1.5 Formula may not address

price variation well, from
LEA view. Proration and
LEA fiscair. capacity lay be .***
factors. ?,

1.6 lEks with biher needs-
must spend more .Local
funds. . .;

1.7 Overall equity ig 'poor,Afo
.average.
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Table 16 (continue4)

Percedtage Matching,

Advantages Disadvantages

2.3 Formula is easy to
understand, particularly
from SEA view.

2.4 SEA may view data
availability as good.

2.5 Provides average
administrative efficiency.

A

z

4..
0'14,n \

,!..4 b' 414,4', -%.46

.....,,- ,
..

a 449 .. ..., a a'116
,.,, * .. ', 0 ft .

, A !e- al'

2.2 Rated fair on cast
- control, but this is 'a

similar or better rating
than for other formulas.
LEA may be encouraged to
spend mote if SEA
perctntageis high and/dr
LEA fiscal capacity is
high.

2.3 Predictability is fair-for
both SEA and LEA. SEA may

, not be able to :predict,-

funding requests made by"
LEAs, and LEAs may be-
subjected to changes' in
'the state's percentage.

2.4 Obtaining accurate cost
data may be,difficult for
some LEAs, Expenditdres
may be difficult to
verify.

2.5 FTE and xcess cost ?
formulas may result in
increased reporting and
increased difficulty in
maintaining accurate
formula data.

3.1,Not usually congruent with
the state's philosophy of
school finance and
control, but depends on'
philosophy.

3.2 From general education
view, formula provides
fair inclusion of mandatdd
services, bilt depends on

.4 allowable costs.

Ilt A .

eA -° - ?.t
6'. 0, 0 9 .

;ar , .111

4.'4 V'4:,.,"...., f'
. . fi 4,11,4
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Table 16 (continued)

Percentage Matching
"4

Advantages ,

4.0 'Objectivity

4.1 From SEA view, formula

calculations generally
resist manipulation.

4.2 Formula tends to be
neutral toward individual

placements, although LEA
fiscal capacity cquld
affect this.

4.3 Objectivityof eligibility
criteria contributes to
neutrality of placements.

4.4 Earmarked IfUnding
contributes to objectivity
of LEA budgeting.

4.5 SEA Special education

administrators may be more
favorable toward this
formula.

4.6 Formula provides average
level of 'objectivity

overall.

Disadvantages

'3.3 Adequacy of level of
funding ieimpairediby
proration and by low LEA
fis'cal capacity.

0.4 Formula provides 'fair to
average, adequacy overall.

4.1 Verifiability of formula
data may be difficult.

4.2 Formula data may be
manipulated by the LEA.

4.3=Bxcess cost definitions
may detract from
neutrality of program

f



Table'l6 (continued)

ss,4'

Percentage Matching

Advantages
Disadvantages

5.0 Flexibility

5.1 Has the ability to

accommodate changes in
need and price
automatically.

5.2 Facilitates innovations
and new programs,
depending on allowable
costs.

5.3 Has the ability to fund
program structures
designed by the LEA.

5.4 Allows provision of a
continuum of placements,
depending on allowable
costs.

5.5 May adapt to LEAs of

various sizes and

locations, but, only if SEA
percentage is high. LEA
special education

.

administrators may fatior
the formula on this
subcriterion.

5.6 Flexibility is enhanced if
formula is funded` current _

or forward.
5.7 Formula's flexibility is

good overall.

79

5.1 LEA fiscal capacity could
limit flexibility.

5.2 Excess cost definitiql
could impair ability to
fund a' continuum of

placements.
5.3 Needs of distriCts of

different sizes and
location's may not be met

if SEA percentage is low.
5.4 SEA leneral education,

finance administrators may
view the formula less
positively overall on
flexibility.

.14

0
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Table 17

Full State funding of Excess Cost of Special Education

N
Advantages

1.0 Equity

Disadvantages

1.1 Fiscal capac ty in special
education fu ding is
completely ualized.

1.2 Formula en nces the
overall le 1 of

.equalization among LEAs. .

1.3 Formula is congruent with
the goals of the overall
finance system, especially
the goal of fiscal
equalization.

1.4 Formula varies allocation
according to educational
need and ptice.

1.5 Promotes equal educe
opportunity for
handicapped children.

1.6. Provides excellent
equity overall.

2.0 Administrative Efficiency

2.1 From special education
view, LEA's funding"
allocation is predictable,
but depends-on whether
funding is forward,

'currentior reimbursement.
2.2 Formula usually is easy"

to understipd, but depends
on how excrss cost is.
defined.

2.3 Formula provides average
administrative efficiency.

1.114Ay be, consistent with
'(goals Of the overall

finance system only- if
total level of state .

education funds is
adequate.

ti

__2.1 Extensive reportIng and
paperwork.'are required.

2.2 No incentive f)or LEA to
control cost. -

2.3 From general education
view predictability is
fair.

2.4 Availability of accurate
cost data may be somewhat
of a problem for LEAs.

2.5 This formula will be
favored more by the. LEA
than SEA.

2.6 Determining excess cost
could be difficult.

0

0,
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Table 17 (continued)

Full State Funding.of'Excess Cost of Special Education

Advantages Disadvantages

3.0 Adequacy

3.1 Congruent with the PL
94-142bphilosophy that all
services needed for free
appropriate public
education must be provided
regardless of cost.

3.2 Level of funding is
totally adequate from LEA
view.

3.3 Compatible with PL 94-142
single agency (SEA)
responsibility.

3.4 Must include all- mandated
services in order tolallow
compliance with federal
law.

3.5 Addressed actual not
average costs.

3.6 Adequacy is good overall.

4.0 Objectivity--1

4.1 Formula calculations
usually resist
manipulation.

4.2 Formula is the most
neutral of-all formulas
toward individual
plaowlents. .

2.7 May be viewed as a blank
check hr special
education.

2.8 Lack of costs control may
raise.fears of 'diversion

of general education funds
into special education.'

3.1 SEA may vi'ew formula as

incongruent with state's
philosophy of school
finance and control.

3.2 Encourages the idea that
special education is a
state program, not part of
a comprehensive local
program.

3.3 Inadequacy of overall
level of state funding for
education may create
problems for SEA budgeting
for general education
programs.

4.1 .From LEA ikew formula data'
may be difficult to
verify.

4.2 From LEA general education
finance view, formula
calculations may allow
manipulation.

ip
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17 (continued)

, t

Full State Funding-of Excess Cost of.Special-Education

Advantages.

4.3 Formula data resists
manipulation. ,LEA may
have little incentive to
manipulate data.

4.4 Earmarking increases the
'objectivity of the LEA
budgeting process:

4.5 Objective eligibility
criteria are important for
controlling placement.

4.6' Overall objectivity is
good:

5.0 Flexibility

1 '.

5..1 This is the most flexible
formula.

5.2 Has the aOilitT to
accommodate changes in
educational, need and _price
automatically.

5.3 Facilitatds innovations/
new programs especially if
programs are funded
forward or current.

5.4 Has the ability to fund
various program structures
designed by the LEA.

5/5 May promote, a continuum of
placements'j but excess

cost definition may
in,fluence this.

5.6 Formula adapts to needs of
LEAs of different sizes
and locations.

5.7 May accommodate midyear
enrollment changes.

5.8 'Overall flexibility is
good.-

t

Disadvantages

4.3 Excess cost definition
could affect objectivity.

4.4 Could promote special
education as a. "dumping
ground".

-4.5 LEA.general education
finance admimistrators may
view this formula less

'04positively than other
groups.

5.1 Excess cost definition and
allowable costs affect
flexibility.

5.2 Sta .administrative
re ulations could limit
exibility.

4
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flat grant, percentage, and weightirig% Theii- analysis was similar to
, . , 4 o

Hartman's, with the addition of equity.issues including variation in.

educatiOnal ney/d, cost, and fiscacapacity. 29

The present study differs most significantly from previpus research,

9
in that thelormula claSsification that provided the.framework for the .

analysis If advaltages and disadvantages was subptantially.different.

While previous formula classifications were unique to the special

N
education finance literature, this "study used types of fOrmulasIdes-

cribed in the*schogl finance lit.eratureotar'use as.general.e.tNcation

finance foriplas. The classification three advantages: (1) it

allowejclaasffication into distinct c tegories, (2) it'included

equalizatiO as a major forutula charac eristic, and (3) it consideret

the -relationship .5,f the special educat on'formula' to the 4neral

education formula nS'idetatio equalization had a strong i pact

orl a formula's advantages-aftd disadvantages. A'though Moore, Wal
.

and Holland cwsidered equity their ealUative,criteria; none of the
.

previous classifications u.gea,thi lenient as a for categorizing
,

formula's. EqualizatiOn emeileoeagla-Aey factor affecting formula's , ,.

perfbrmance.in relation. to student placement ice , and
.. $ ( .._

other similar issues addressed -in the earlier analyses.

.4)

'44.4 ,,

)by using a coMpreheftsive classificatioNt'system therelatto dap y .,

,.
,

of the special edutation formula to the tbal school'fin'ance sys em eauld:4;\
.

4
-,.

,

6
be addressed. . The classif catiop was sulf4tilrtly broad to i ude may

4.1

factors that influence thEt formula's appropriaten
1

tion.. Within this contlext,thg relationship -101t

t.

obt

4

ecial paUca-

83 at

t) preO.Ous:

1:

. .
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studies may be seen.' The elements of the earljer claSsifications and
.4

theifconcomitant.advantagas and disadvantages are subsets of the present

classification. The Hartman classification was subsumed under thip

cl4ssificatioh as the three,measures ©f educational need, which may

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

isms also were present in thiS' classification, defined in a way that

was consistent wift the school finance literature.

IlThe evaluative subcriteria in the resent study were in manYtways

similarto criteria employed in the previous studies, organized under

major evalqative criteridfrequently emphasized in the school finance

literature. Likewise, many, of the advantages at di ant ges of the

five major formulas analyzed in thi4 '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 Hartmaillustrated, a formula's

' advantages and disadvantages to some..extent are a function of whether

the formul.fa is child based, resource based, Or cost based.. Fiscal

capacity thly influences how these formulas affect placement, hoWever,

a point n8t developed by previous analyses. Although Hartman contended

that the.type of special education finance formula did not,affect the,

amount of funding available to the LEA given.the same assumptions,30 this

dppears to be true onlylif state aid is unlimited:, In the context of

state %ducation.budgets in a less than ideal world, however, this study

has shown that.the type of tormula may greatly influence the amount of

s 4
funding Nailable.to an LEA, depending upon its approach tp equalization.

4 4.%
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Findings

Formula 'Classification

1. Formulas may be classified in the -same way as general education

finance formulas, with -the exception of fu41 state funding

excess cost which is unique to special 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

education.

Equalization of fiscal capacity is an important factor in'

differentiating among major types of state special education

finance formulas.

3. Special education finance formulas may be, either'i ternal or

external to the general education finance formula.

4. The measures of educational need, pupil unit, instructional unit,

and progtam cost, are important characteristics for describing

. .
.

major types of state special education finance foymulas.

5. Special education finance formulas may be weighted in four ways:,

weighted amount per pupil unit or instructional unit, weighting

factor used to mulitply pupil units of instructional units,

weighted -class size, or. bracketed class. size in which minimum 'and

maximum pupil counts per instructional unit,,,are established,

6. The mosttcommon state special education finance formula in 1980-81

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

srEAt employed weighted instructional unitsV
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7. The second most common state special.education financeJortula in.

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

.Both weighted and unweighted formulas and both pupil units and

instructional units were commonly used.

8. The third'most common state special education finance formula in

. .

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

9. The least commonly used state special educa ion finance formulas

)1, in 1980 -81 were percentage equalizing and fu \l state funding of

excess cost.
de.

10. Although flat grants and percentage matching formulas

used in general education, they were employed for allocating

special education aid in a substantial number of states,:

Formula Analysis

1. Equity, administrative efficiency, adequacy, objectivity, and

flexibility aredmportant critera-for evaluating sta104Mpoecial

education finance formulas,; as.

this study,

subcriteria identified .in

2. eisCal equalization is a'key factor in analyzing the perfortance of

a state smcial education finance formula.

3. i tortilla's measure of educational deed--pupil'unit,. instructional

unit, or program:cost--affec(ts both its administrative and pro-

gra.,"mmatic performance.

4. Basing a formula on pupil units or, instructional units tends to

enhance objectivity and administrat_ve efficiency 'Male providing

less flexibility than a cost based f rmula, provided fiscal

I

86
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i
. capacity is not a factor. Adequacy and equity ,depend,on the extent

and aettstacif of weighting:

5. PormulaA with program cost as their measure of educational need
o
are

more flieftble'and accommodate educatilpal needs more adequa'telSr for

the"special education program.then.pUpil unit or instructional unit
- ,

formulas, fiscal capacity not a factor. These formulas

provide less'administrative efficiency and objectivity than

formulas based on pupil units or instructional units. '

I

6. FOrmulas with few factors for indicating educational need qr.far

considering LEA fiscal capacity.are the most akinistratively

V
efficient but'prOvide little equity.

4 '7. FormUlas that consider LEA fiscal capacity or provide a high level

of state funding ate advantageous for.LEAs.

8. Formula weights are a useful means of measuring educational need,

but they pose two possible slroblems:
. (1) they may influence

t A

placement decisions for individual students, and (2) they may not

accurately reflect LEA costs.

9. P.t.."94-142 has created an "open demand" sytem in which special

education and related, services needed for a 'child to benefit from

free, appropriate public education must be provided regardless of

cost to' the LEA or. - limitations placed on state aid. #0

10 The study results indicated Sbe
/
okifferences in the advantages and

0
. .

/

.

,

.
./

disadvantages of-formulas depending upon administrative role, but

the influence of role was not pervasive. Uifferences of opinion,

between LEA and SEA administrators or between general ,eduCation and

87

I
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.a

special education administtators were mote evident than differences

among the four administrative ,coups (SEA .special education, SA

general educaAon.finance,.LEA special education, LEA; genera'

educdtion finance).

14
11. Administrative groups appetred to have re areas of conflict on 't

evaluation of the percentage. matching

'major formulas.

nrMula than on the ()tier

12. When formulas are funded at. a bigh lev 1, many of their disadvantages

may be overcome. Weighted formulas req irbng funds to be spent ift
dir

,

the category in which they were gene

structures,. however.

. 13. When funding limited, consideration of equity factors (LEA

would .af feet program

fiscal .capacity;-educatioAl need, and price of services) becomes

14. The, .f.14t, grant i§ administratively efficjent-and objective, but it

has few adviantages for the special education program unless funded
,

0
.

t a high "level.

15. Minimum fslundation program is advantageous from a general education.v.
..p4spective, btAtt may not vary with educational need and price,

provide flexibility, meet the needs,of small district's, or provide

neutr4lity.toward placement as well as a c st based formula.

Percentage equalizing has .the potential fo overcoming the-problems

of the minimum 'foundation program, if cost based and funded a

substantial statestate percentage.

higher need must spend more.

The disadvantage is that LEAs with

o.



17. Percentage matching

need'and price, and

funded. Low fiscal

18! 1'41i:state funding

AI

t

^

O

acVa

t 84

may provide good flexibility, variation wl.th

neutrality toward placements, if adequately

capacity LEAs may be disadvantaged, by the

of excess cost of special educationis the most

(us formula for special educatidn, but politically and

fiscally it may not be

4 .

A $

-41;

A

,4 U.

U'.

feasible.

9

A
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Project Evaluation

.

...S

,

'f t . 1..
I ' 4t 111 AFL..) * . .

*The project was evaluated throughol:it its deSion.an4;141ementalon".
,

dt well as.beitag evalustqd in terms 9f ouccome Because'this student
y,

initiated project servedesdigsertetiotLresearch.for.the project
l.

L.

,,coordinator, the design C7pf"the study aild the' way , J. W,4s imptemented'
. - ,

.

.

.
. ... 0,....;,

.

.weve teriewed and evaluated at various ..intervals by the /dissertation.'
.

-,'....
,.

committee at Virginia liolytechnic Institute anie-State.University.
.

...,..
,..
,b ,. ,...,..

Members of the dissertation committee were Dr.'11DaVid.Alexafider
.

,

41

..,
.

. .,who was project director,,Dr..Richard G. Salmon,aspciate praessot
_ --\ ''' -..,'' ...".._

of calional administration, Dr. John A. McLaughrih.,- ass*Ciate.prot

£essok of special. eucatiop'administrAiion, Dr. Ph..0.4p R. Sones.;' .

,'.. . .

t

prOfessox and.Coordfnator df the EdUatl.on7AdministItsition
,

. ,

`.

Program, And Jeral'd FRobinson, Picifessor.of,management.

-
The following evaluation, activities, here perfbimed,by the-copmfteef-

1:

'1. Project desigb.,.appKoifed (prospectus axamination);- ti4ah 14; 4e..

1983.

Perdodlcmeetihgs with.cOmmittee members Go eVa4late::progx.-.es's

.and make.revisionsin the design: Noyember11,-198,.-:
el

Ded 16 -1983, Vebruary Agri116,_198A.p.rtV
a 4.

20:1984, April 17,\1944.:

DLsS'ertAtiotlfinalAefense May. 11, 1984:,

. . ,

In additAon.tothe7mg4ng eipaluation by diSsertat6ion.coMM4,ttee,

members, the: analyslit f 'state special. educat4n ,finance:J.Qrtulw
I 4.01

that waS'.deV4.110W by the researnhet eValZSte&by :41

..., ,

experts through a .questionnaite; as "described in the':.-ttieth04,00SY
....,:l ,;,'" ,

1 . ,..

, .

-
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.0

n
ot,

a

0 014, -.';
$6°.:t . .;

A . 1
. 0 , .

-

tv .

..seeti0 of this report% tithe experts its.-spchodl-finance and Special:
4 a

1,4 ,
_C. , ..Aei edixation adtanistratian responded tothe questiotnair . Their vitae

., .

A

a

are provided in Appendix B.

DisS,eminatibn

Project results are,being disseminated through national meetings,

-.professional journals, and national organizations in thefield of

educational.administration and special education. On March 16, 1984
,

results gf the project' were presented-at the- 'American .Wycational

,

Finance Association annual conference'inlando, Florida by the

project
4,

. ,

coordinator, Sandra. McQuain. In addition, A number of

dissemination activities are currently in progrees:',1. .

A

.1: A summary of the,fsults will be sent to t1). fifty states
.-

that participated in the study by sending their finance
ti

formulas%
A /

2. An Article for ppblication-in a4rofessiontal journal: s being

ti

-.

written by SandraMcQua±nand Richard Poten,tial'
.

4

. journals that-mig pubish,the Wrticle.are the Jpurnal of

Education' Finance ane.Eceptional_Children.

3.. An.articie 1;,rt1 rbe §ubmi.tted- to the Educational ResoUrCes.
s ,

I.

Information anter,'

When the asSociate:dectors.6f the Natii,Inal-AssociAtion of
\ . "

:.State 1 irect66.'of:.qPeqial Education 'here interviewed. at,tihe
. , , . ,

.iriception of tht.y..6,1q- ,exprkesed
A ,

ihe reSults'- their Tirl'ember

%

.-.tiASDS4will be tontacted
c

'''*\\\
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in this regard,

5. Areport will be sent to the National Association oftState Boards

y.
of Education for possible inclusion in their project, which

disseMinates information on special education to state .policy -

makers.

6. A proposal for a presentatioatf results at the national meeting

of the American Educational Research Assbciation will be submitted

by August 15, 1984.

I
A

,yi
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An Analysis of State Spacial Education Finance Formuirss

Formula Nero

Please rata this (annul* as.you would If you were a

Evaluative Criteria

EQUITY
AlilliTto equalize flosah-
copacity

Congruency with goals of
overall finance system

Ability to vary allocation
of funds according to educational
need

Ability to vary allocation of
fundlrecording to price of
service*

Overall rating for equity

ADMINISTBATIVE EFFICIENCY
knourit of reporting mid papenvosk
required is minimized

Provision of incentive
for LEA ha control cent

Predictability of LEA's
funding allocation

gems of understanding he.
formula °patois

. Availability of accurate
data for operating formula

Orwell rating for administrative
efficiency

c.,A0EQUACY
ongornendy af formula with state's

phi losbphy of school finance and
control

Inclusion of all mandated special
education *aryls's..

Overall rating for odeougsy

OBJECTIVITY
-.1' ITirliobility of formula data

Resistariao o f f caleulati#ris'
-* to manipulation

Neutrality of formula toward
individual programs plocoments

Resistance of dojo to manipulation

Overall rating for objectivity

4 FLEXIBILITY
Abariy ro ocsonsmadaN chaotic'
in educational peed. or prides

Facilitation of program innovations/
new programs

How does this
formula rate?

How important is
this criterion? Comment

poor exCellent Not Highly
Important Important

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

2 3 4 I 2 3 4

2 3 4 I 2 3 4

b 2 3 4 I 2 3

1 2 3 4 I 2 3 4

II

1 2 3 2 3 4

.
I 2 3 4 2 3 4

_

I 2 3 4 2

1 2 3 4 2 3 4

I -2 3 4 2 3 4

I 2 3 4 2 3 4

I 2 3 4 1 3 4

I 2 3 4 I 3 4

1 2 3 4 2 3 4 I),

I 2 3 4 2 3 4

2 3 4 2 3 4

1" 2 3.- 4 2 3 4

p
I 2 3 4 2 3 4

1 2 3 4 2 3 4

I 2 3 4 2 3 4

I 1 3 4 2 3 4
it+

qr.

Co to next page.

4'
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4 if

Evaluative Criteria

Abi icy to fund various program
structures designed by LEAs

Promotion of o continuum of
pimento's

How does this How important is
this criterion?formula rate? Co4rie

poor excellent Not Highly
important important

1 '2 3 4 I 2 3 4 A

I 2 , 3 4 I 2 3 4

Adoptability to needs of LEAs of
various sites and locations

Overall rating for Flexibility

I 2 .2 4 ..c I 2 3 4

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

As you know, how one mho o formula may be Influenced by one's role and responsibilities. You have been asked to rote the *hive
formula Wont the perspective of on IF you were on

would your anewers_alsonge?
If so, how would they change? If not, why would they remain the some?

If you WWII an , would your maven change?
If so, how would they change? Tf not, why would they remain the some?

14)

4

If you were on , would your onwen thong.?
If so, how would they change? IF nOt, why would theynemain'the same?

a
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Table

Kau icu4t. of ca. Email *.valuation of Veriormaace

of State Spacial Education Finance Formulae

Eau Scorer

Flat Gant Maluku. lowaniat low terneatale I' Ea Full Stet* Fulaains
Props., EquolieloA 11a4ch$01 of tactile Copy

.

.1.1 .11
4. u 64 la

ill
la la .... 64

ill
i6i 11 ii i g it i i i i i i' ii i g
3 3 3 ,01

Evaluat ive

Ctitetie
1 AAAIII "I

1

(i I . 1

11 I

i

, t IV, i 1 i 1 1 1 1 I 1 Iti IA III A IA ..a laAi AltIA'A A.Aelliii5A55
Equity 1 211211121 11)141.042/ 414411.0141 214112:0111 -43644.0444

2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1.2 2 3 3 4 1 4 2.3 3 4 1 3 3 3 3 1 4.0 1 3 4 2 1 2 1 1 2,0 2 2 1 3 2 1 3 4 4.0 1 14

1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 i 1 1 2 ) 4 ) 1 . 0 1 ) 4 1 4 4 ) 1 1. 2ie/4 2 4 2 4 1 1.0 1 2 2 4 4 1 4 4 4.0 4 4 A

4 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 4 2 1.011 2 4 4 11 11.0 2 4 li 2 4 1 4 1 1.0 1 1 2 4 4 1 4 4 4.0 4 4 4

S 211211212 121 142.01 13 414111.6241 2 1 2 2 1 2.3 1 2 2 441444.0444
Adniai iv* 1 1 1 4 4 1 4 14 ) 1 2 ) 4 2 1.0 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 1.0 2 2 1 2 2 a 1 2 1.0 2 2 2 1 2 4 1 2 2.5 2 1 2

Efficiency 2 1 4 2 1 1 4 1 1 4 1 2 1 1 1'1.0 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 4.0 1 1 ) 1 2 1 1 1 1.0 1 1.4 1 1 1 1 1 1.0 2 1 1

or
1 44144'1414 211412.0444 221241.0)141 .,111111.0211,111111.b)/1
4 444444441 211422.011 2 211112.0141'1114)1.0121 )14)14.0111
3 144 414 141 1))411.0111 )22)12.0214 11k121.022111 2121214.0222
4 141411111 111421.0111 221222.2221 213 221.0121 211111.3222

Adequacy 1 222213 122 11411 1.0141 4123 21.011411121' 11.5 211 -11124.0124
i ne

2 1 2 2 2 1 k 1 1 2 4 1) 4 1'1.0 1 1 1 4 4 1) 2 1.0 1 1 I. 11 2 2 1 1.0 1 2 2 4 4 4 4 3 4.0 4 1 4

1 2222-12)2 11)11).0'111 41112).02)1 212211.5121 4)4)14.0414
Objectivity 1 1 4 4 4 4 4 1 4 ) 1 1 4 4 4 1.0 1 1 4 1 1 2 1 P4.0 1 2 1 ' 1 2 1 ) 2 2.02 22 11 1 1 11.0 2 2 2

1 4 4 1 A 1 4 3 4 4 111 3 4 2 1.1 2 1 4 1 ) 2 4 1 2.0 2 2 1.11 1 1 2 2.0 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 4.0 1 2 2

) 122 414142 !221 422.5211 441111.0211.242111.0111 441414.041 4
. .

.4 14)1)4144 22.3112.5211112212.0211!212122.01 12 )1)214.011:12
S 2 )1 114 2 4 1 12 1 4 2 2.3 2 111) 1 2 11 2.0 2 2 1:1'11 2 2 2.0 1 2 2 1) 113 4.0 1 2 1

Flenibility 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 6 2 1.S 1 1 1 1 4 )1 1 1:5 2 2 111 4 4 4 2 4.0 1 11 4 4 1 4 1 4.0 4 1 4

2 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 42 .2 1 2 2 2 2.0 1 1.1'1 4 1 2 1 2.0 2 1 1 14 411 1.0 1 4 1 44 1 4 1 4.0 4 1 4

1 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 1 2.3 2 2 ) 4 4 4 ) 2 4 2.5 1 ) 1 1) 3 ) 2 1.0 4 1 1 4 4 2 4 1 4/0 4 1 4

. . . .

S 121111111 311311.0233 4433 2.0241142111.0432 4.41434.0414 ,

6(11211-112 222322.3231 44)212.3311.341111.03)1 441414.0444

BEST COPY
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Tabl 19

Rau Scares of ravel Vesluetiao of. the ].portend
of tvaluative ,Ct *ter ie

Rev Scones

Miaiouo fouodattoo
Plot Grant hostas

ercesasse
Floalialms

aaaaa tags
Hatching;

Full Stets FuolliaN
of IE Cost

&gutty 2 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 3
2 3 2 3 3 4 2 3 1 3
I 4 4 3 4) 3 3 4 4
4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 4
3 4 3 I 3 4 4 4

141.161etrative 1 2 3 3) 4) 3 3
Itilcieocy 2 2 1] 3 1 9 3] 3

3 2 3 3 4 4.3 2 4
4 4 4 3 1 4 3 2 4
5 4 2 4 4 ) 4 4 3,4
4 3 1 3 3 3 4 3 4
1 2 2 3 4 1 3 3 4

2 4 4 3 4 3 A 4 4 4
3 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 4

2 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 4
3 2 3 3 4 2 3 4 4
4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 4
4 4 3 3 ) 3 3 4 3
3 4 3 3 I 3 4 4 4

2 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 4
3 ) 3 3 4 2 3 3 4
4 4 1 4 3 1 3 4 4
4 4.3 3 3 3 4 4 4
3 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 4

2 2 3 3 3 4 3 3 4
2 1 3 3 1 2 3 3 4
2 2 3 3 4 4 3 2 4
4 2 4 3 3 4 3 2
4 2 4 4 3 4 4 11 4

3 2 3 3 3 3 4 3 3
2 2 3 3 4 1 3 3 4

4 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4
4 3 3 1 3 4 4 4 4

2 2 3 3 3 4 i 3 4
2 1 3 4 2 2 3 4
2 2 3 3 4 4 3 2 4
4-431432)
4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 4
3 2 3 3 4 3 4 4

2 3 3 3 4 1 3 3 4

4 4 3 4 1 4 4 4 4
4 I 3 3 3 4 4 4 4

4
3 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 2.4 3 4 4 3 4 1 4
3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 3 4
4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 1 4 4 4
4 4 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 4
3 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 3'3 4 3 4 4 4
2 3 3 3 4 3.14b 2 2 3 3 3 4 3 3 4
2 3 3 3 4 2 2 3 4 2 1 3 3 4 2 3 3 4
23 3 3 3 4 3 2 4 2 3 3 3 3 4 3 2 4
4 3 4 3 3 4 3 2 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 2 3
4 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 4
3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 1 3 3 4 ) 4
2 3 3 3 4 1 3 3 4 2 2 3 3 4 1 3 3 4
4 4 3 4,3 4 3 4 4 44 ) 4 3 4 4 4 4
4 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4

Objectivity 1 4 I 3 3 4 3 3 A
2 4 2 I 4 3 4 3 3 4

4 4 3 2 4 S 3 4

4 3 2 3 4 3 4 3 ) 4
5 4 2 3 4 3 ) 3 4

Flail talky 1 4 4 3 3 2 4 4 4
2 3 4 3 3 2 3 4 3 4
3 )32333 44

4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 4

3 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 4

4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4

4 3 3 4 3 4 ) 3 4
4 3 3 4 1 4 3 3 4
4 4 2 3 4 3 1 4
3 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 4
4 3 3 4 3 4 3).4
4 4 3 3 2 l 4 4 4
3 4 3 32 3 4 3 4
3 4 2.3 3 ) 3 4 4
4 4 -3 3 4 4 3 1 4
4 4 3 ) 3 3 3 3 4
4 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 4

4 3 3 4 4 4 1 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 11 A 4

4 3 3 4 3 4 434 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 4
4 4 3 2 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 l 2 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 2 3 4 4 1 4 -

3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 3.4 3 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 4
4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 4,14 4 34
4 4 3 3 2 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 333 3 4 4 4
3 4 3 3 3 1 3 3 4 143)3343 413 43)3)434

14342333344 3423)3444 342333444
4 4 1 3 4 4 3 1 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 1 4 4 4 3 1 4 4 4 1 4
4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 I 3 4 3 4
4 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 I 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 I 4
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Nelda H. Cambron-McCabe

Education

B.S. Florence State University, Florence, Alabama, 1969.
M.Ed. University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida, 1974.
Ph.D. University'of:Florida, Gainesville, Florida, 19/6.

Selected Experience

Research Assistant, National Education Finance Project, 1973-74.
Assistant/Associate Profiassor, Educational Leadership, Miami University,

Ohio, 1978-present.
Executive editor, Journal of Education Finance, 1978-1982.
Associate director for ;thool finance studies in Arkansas, West

Virginia, and for Iridian education programs.

Selected Publications ,

K. Forbis Jordan and NeldsCH. Cambron-McCabe, eds. Perspectives in State
School Support Programs (Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger Publishing
Co., 1981).

Nelda H. Cambron-McCabe an4lJates A. Hale, "Cost of Educational Programs
in Tennessee," Report kb the,Tennessee School Finance Study
Project, Marh, 1979. \*,

"Mainstreaming: Implicationfor Special Education Funding,"
Educational Consideratio (Spring, 1978) 32-35..

0,
Organizations

American Education Finance Associa4ion (president 1983-84); American
Educational Research Association.; gOLPE, Phi Delta Kappa.'
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William H. Coch;ran

Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction
Department of Educition
P. O. Box 6-Q )4

Richmond, Virginia 23216
(804) 225-2024

Education

A.B. Lynchburg College, 1949, Business Administration.
M.Ed. Duke University, 1958. P v

Eder'. University of Virginia, 1968.

Selected'Experience

41

Elementary.principal4 Martinsville, - Virginia, 1957-59.
Supervj.sor of secondary education, Roanoke, Virginia, 1961
Superintendent of schools, Radford, Virginia, 1962-71.
Assistant Superintendentifor Administration and Finance, Virgi

Department of Education, 1171-73.
Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1973-present.
Governor's Committee on Education of the Handicapped 1976-77.
Lecturer in school finance, University of, Virginia.

Selected Organizations

American Association-of School Administrators, Phi Delta Kappa.'

%IP

1.1) 3

r

4

1 .1.



4,

1.9
&N.'S

7.:;:e.
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education
4,

Ed.D. Indiana Univgrsityi 1961
M.A. . Western Kentlicky.Spate College, 1957
A.B. Western Kentucky. State,4611ege,

99 ,

k:, Forbis Jordan'

oAo

s,
A Selected Experience'

0 .
. . ..

Senior Specialist in Eaucation,.Congressignal ReSeach ServIC0, -,'.

. Library of Congress, WAViing.ton, D.C., 1977'-preselok1..:
Execut6ii Secretary, CommisiiO4 on SchodiS, North 'Central Aseckfafton

_----_, of Colleges and Schools., 1975-77. ) -. Q, :- -t - 4 . '.

Professor of Educati(onal Administration, Universit-yof:Jiori4a,
1971-75: ,. ...

19.4

.

Vy

. .

Faculty member, School of tdlication; IndiinaUniirersity19597-71,..
Research Director, National. Educational' Finance YrajeCt:,"1972-74:
Finance Specialist, National EducationAl Finance tirOject,.1970-7,2
Board otDirectors, American Educatiarsalliiiance sgo'diationL,

.

1978-80. fk,

Major school finance consultancies and Studier,forIndiana,
Illinois, Texas, Massachusetts, Delaware-,!Bureau ofIndian
Affairs, South Dakota, Virgihia, Kentucky,;MiieiskiPpi. y

Selected Publications

Educational Need in the Public Economy, The University Press of
Florida, Gainesville, FL, 1976 (co-editor and'prip*ipal author
with Kern Alexander)..

Perspecti4es inkate_School Support Programs, Cambridge, Mass.:
.

.Ballinger lishing Company, 1981 (editor with Nelda Cambron-
McCabe).. 40 1

"Constitutional Methods of Financing Schools," in Constitutional !

Reform of School Finance, Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books,
1973. 1,

"The Weighted Pupil: *Opportunity forProgram Flexibility and
Improvement," Journal of Education Finance, Spring, 1976
p. 534-539.

4
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-, 1)&41 t I:iit 'II "attilta) (Wocilp,rar.Y3-6Carritral;),Strti.lecti: "C4 l ste ,,,``Milwauiftvi ,.,, Wis ons(in ,., ..
'.

.'. - . -.197.12. ' ;*".'" '' 1 kl a '7:4 : :i a
o' , dv , A : ,

....liatiteraity'.of`'-th.'et itsitti. Mad/4011y , l9-.52Ef.Sigtial.etittcation and. ,
,t stilt c't spsyshblogy,,, .. ' ,- ., -0 ', ; .,B. 9. -Vititeteitz' , o t; Wirsr.4:70 slit ,!-Milwaukse 494/, .::.".

t--
. Childieoi.- .;.' '-'

= . .
Experience-, ° ,-

V . Milwaukee Public 'Schools 'and University of Wisconsin', Milwaukee
Critique teacher, special ed.udation, l946-z49.- ., .

WisCOin State Supervisor of Exceptional Children and Consulting i
Psychologist to ippled Children -Division arid. Wisconsin ,School for

(P : the Handicapped 9-56. . .fLecturetr in special ation adaiinistratiort and curiiculum, University4

4 , of._WiSconsin., Madison, al960-l975.. .

Administrator of the- aiiision for, aaildi,Apped Ottirdren and Assistant
(-, State Supsint endalt of Schools for :WisConsiti Depfk.rtmet of Pub lic
A'. InstructiOn,.1956z-1415.
Supervisor, Early Chilltood Programs, Division for Handicapped Children,-

4

ucation, of Exceptional

C.0

,J975-1983.
A

a

Selected Orianizatians

Council forfor Excgptional Children, National Assodiaticin 'of State;
Directors of Spetial Education;, Americgn Assdeiation on Mental-
Deficiany; Consultant. to U. S. Department, of 'Health Education and
Welfare. .

e

Publixations

A.

Ac

SI

Over 70 articles and -back chap,ters publisheai national publications.

C.

, .

I. .
doi
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4' V.

V ri D. Mueller
,

Department of Public InstructiOn; :. 6t1ti661. finallt-e : and citixen : -..
involvement invedUcatiOn p-oli-eymaking are "his areas -of' teaChi:nr and

Administration. at the University of Minnesota Sinoe' 1964', serving as,

" adminiseratiye 'experiencs ja Michigan Public Schoo.r's "and the Mith-igan
depart-Merit t hairman from 197'2-1981.. He ,,haS .h'es1 teaching -afrd

Dr. Muen-er *has. been a professor of and.

.,

f 4.

- .

lization .i.re'search specialization. ' - ,., .. ..,.- , ..,,,1
, . G

.

itecent` state goyernment ex,periOnces incl,ude a',,full;-time assignment
witth the Minnesota State. R,Lsitining Ageney direc tin& a series . of schooli
finance ,itudies,;'''coordinaving the Minnesqta Site of the Educ.ktion Policy
Fel lowihiP Programk cliki.sing the' legislatiVely es4tablished Advisor,y -.

Council on. Fluctuating School Enrol lients 'and two State il ..rtmenCof
,Education Task ForCes on School Finance; Regent", s repres-en.- five to the
Educittion Commission, of the Statei. Dr. Mue'lef:,se'rved as consultant
to schobi districts in.,.10 states, and to istate Ichool -finance studies 4.n"'. .

Indiana and Michigan during ;he late. 70s . ' '' "G u,.
. .. ....

./,
. .

,Pr. Mueller served fgr 5 ',years on the Board of Directors of,Q the
National -PTA and' is a past-jdr esident or the Mi:nnesot4 PTA: He cUriently
serves on the Board df Dir,ectora of the Minnesota PTA asitg-legi-s la; ive '.
*chairmaill. 'He is an 'active member ..of the American And MinnksOta
Associations of School Adminstrators,, asz'well as the American Education'
Finance ,Association where he has s,e4vecl on the Board, ofcZirectors and as
eh-editor of "the Association'''s F,if,,th:. Annual Yearbo"Ok. Currently' Dr ;
Mueller, is a member of.,th'e Center Q;, Urban- and Regional Affairs Panel

, on the Future, of Public. EduCation ,i.n. Minnesota and ii".sEaff, coordinator
for the Improving Eddeatiork in Minnesota program of Spring. Hill Center . ,

.4

'Dr. Mueller is- a graduate of ::Central Michigan and' the Utriversity.of
islic'higan. His dciCiorate in educational administration is \from Michigan
State Uniyersity, ; In 1980, .MSU hOnored him with a distinguished" alumni
award'.
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Richard A. Rossmillee

B.S. Universie,of Wisconsin, Madison, Agriculture
M.S. University of Wisconsin, Madison, Educational
Ph.D. University -''of. Wieconsin, Madison, Educational

Selected Experience

and educations.' 17

administration.
administration.

Supeiintendent, Mdskego-Noiway (Wie-) Consolidated Schools, 1961'-62.
Professor of Educational Administration, University of Wisconsin,

Madison 1962-present. Chair, Department of Educational
Administration, 1981-present.

Consujtant td State Depatments of Education in Tennessee, Pennsylvsnia, ,

and. Michigan.
..

..'Expert witness in cases involving state school finance systeps in New
Jersey, Colorado, Maryland, and WestVirginia, and ,Pn New Mexico
Association for Retarded Children v. State.

-77 4. 1Selected Publications and Research
,

,
.

F.

Expenditures lind Funding Patte4nejon Idaho's Program for Exceptional'
Children. Madison, Wis.:7Wauthor; 1979.

"Dimensions of Need ;or Educationi4 Programs' for Exceptional Children,"
in Dimensions of Educational Need, eds. R. L. JohnAijern

.

fl Allexander,'and R. A. Rossmill .,Y(Gainesville, Florida: National
Education Finance Project, 19

.

''Resource Configurations and Costrin Educational Programs for,
Exceptional Children," Admifflairative Leadership, 8.(Fall, 1972)
13-29.
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M. Angela Thomas, Ed.D..
Awl

Dr. Tlionias' has! spent the past 21 years in the field of. special
educatiOn. Presently, she is the Director of Alternative Education for
Manassas Park City Schoors, Manassas Park, Virginia; and adjunct
professor at Virginia Polytechnic tnstitute.and State University, and
Marymount College, Arlington, Virginia. She holds a 'masters degree in,
.special education from St. Louis University in 1968 .and a doctorate in

sity in 1973'. Dr.
d and a profesor of

graduate levels. For

...speoial,ed4cation administration from Indiana Univ
Thomas has been a teacher of the mentally retard
special education both At the graduate and unde
eight years she was editor of a major tspecial education publicatidn,
Exceptional Children. She served on boards of many, professional

'associations such as the Indiana Association foroRetarded Citizens,
'President Carter "s Commission on Mental Health, and a Cpnsortium ontfie
Represefatation,of Handicapped Individuals in Educational Materials. She
has been consultant to school districts, state departments of education

, and' the Institute for the Study of Exceptional Children an4 Youth;
Uniszirsity of Maryland. The National Association of Retarded d Citizens
named Aer Educator ofoOle Year, and the American Academy of Achievement
presented' Dr- Thomas with. the .Golden Plate Award for'her work in special
education.
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Lawrence Donald Vuillemot

Special Education District of Lake County
4440 West.Grand Avenue
Gurnee, 41linois 60031
(312) 623-0021

Education

Bache ',s degree pastern Michigan University, Special education.
M.S. University of *.chigan, Administration and Supervision of Special

' Education.
J

Experience

Consenant to the- Cooperative Joint Agreement Model for Minnesota State
Department of Edueaeion, Indiana University, University of
Illionis, Montana State bepartment of Education, and Western
Interstate .commission for Higher Education, 1960-present.

Superintendent of the Special Education District of Lake County,
19§0-preseettn,
As the,director who started S.E.D.O.L., Vuiflemot has
taken the prograt from four teachers in 1960'to 570
professional arid clerical staff serving 2,489 students.

Board of Directors, Lake-McHenry Regional Program, 1967 -70.

Selected Organizations'

American Academy 'of Pediatrics, American Association of School
Administrators,' Cou4cil for Exceptional Children, Illinois State
Advisory Council for the Education of Exceptional Children.
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