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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of the Study

This study examines the flow of all special education funds to Illinois school districts with
the goal of identifying the finan: ' incentives which influence school districts to educate children
with disabilities away from their home schools. Recommendations for eliminating those

incentives are made.

We have chosen to define "financial incentive" broadly. A direct payment to do something
is an incentive. A direct payment to do something in a particular way in a particular setting is
an incentive to do it in that way and in that place. A payment/action transaction that leaves you
with more of your own money than a alternate payment/action transaction is an incentive to take
the first action. An up front payment is more of an incentive than a promise to pay later. There
is an incentive to take an action for which the financial claims on you are limited, compared to

an action for which the financial claims are unlimited.

In special education the funding structure is not separate from, but was created with, and
is an integral part of, the whole special education system, which in the words of the statute
includes "special schools, special classes, special housing ... special instruction ... special reader

service ... special administrative services ... special personnel ... and special equipment.” *
The training and licensing of special education teachers, administrators and other

personnel are different and separate from their regular educatior: counterparts. The administrative
structurs, the rules and prescribed procedures are different.
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Special education came late on the public educational scene. Where special education was
done, it was largely private, separate and segregated. When public education of children with
disabilities was mandated by federal and state statute the existing separate and segregated
structures were copied by the public schools. Public special education was an add-on, an extra
cost, and local schools demanded to be reimbursed. So the structure and funding were created
together. Not surprisingly they mesh and reinforce each other.

As school districts now try to change the structure of special education and integrate
children with disabilities into regular classrooms the funding structure that was designed to
support a separate system and reimburse the costs of that system becomes an impediment. The
funding structure itself, with its rules, its forms, its identification of "allowable" reimbursable

costs, becomes a disincentive to change, an incentive to maintain a separate, segregated system.

We look at the special education funding structure then to identify where and how it lends
support to separate, non-inclusive education, and where and how it impedes or makes difficult
the transition to inclusion. We find that the structure as a whole may be as much of an incentive
to maintain the status quo as any particular, individual funding program or formula for
distributing dollars.

1.2  Origin of the Study

The study was originated and jointly funded by the Illinois Planning Council on
Developmental Disabilities (IPCDD) and the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE). It follows
a 1991 major policy study by IPCDD, "Keeping Kids in Their Home Schools" which made two
recommendations regarding special education funding:

By increasing incentives for programs in the home school,
eliminate the current funding incentives which promote placements
of chiidren in residestial and private day programs.

14
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A financial analysis should be commissioned to investigate the
incentives which now promote placements outside the home
school.

It also follows the 1989 creation of Project CHOICES, an ISBE initiative which provided
technical assistance and financial incentives to school district pilot projects which returned
children and youth from segregated private and public schools to age-appropriate regular bublic
schools. Data from Project CHOICES indicated significantly improved post-graduation
employment and community integration opportunities for graduates of the inclusive pilot projects.

At the same time, United States Department of Education data showed that Illinois placed
only 2.9 percent. of its students with mental retardation in regular classes or resources rooms
during the 1989-90 school year, ranking the state 49th in the nation. In the whole nation 26.8
percent of students wi‘th mental retardation were being taught in regular classes or resource

rooms. *

This record led The ARC, a national organization on mental retardation, in 1992 to assign
Illinois along with four other states to the Hall of Shame, "because in addition to having the
lowest inclusion scores, these five states were found in the worst 10 list for most use of separate

schools and in the worst 10 list for least use of regular classrooms and resource rooms." *

In originating this study, IPCDD and ISBE recognized the potentiai link between Illinois'
funding and regulatory systems and its lack of service provision for students with developmental
disabilities in their home schools. IPCDD and ISBE have not been alone in recognizing that
funding affects outcomes.

The Coalition on School Inclusion recommended in 1992 that ISBE "should seek to sever
the link between funding, placement, and disability labels. Funding requirements must not drive

education and placement decisions for students.” *




The National Association of State Boards of Education Study Group on Special Education

described the relationship between funding and outcomes this way:

The finance system for special education drives the dual system
currently in place and has created barriers to establishing an
inclusive education system at all levels of government. ... These
funding practices have ... contributed to the segregation of students
into isolated programs and have served as an incentive for
overidentification of students (with disabilities). °

With all of this activity taking place in the background, IPCDD and ISBE commissioned
this study to look in depth at all of the funds that support special education in Illinois and to
identify all of the disincentives in the funding structure that may influence local school districts

not to provide inclusive education for children with disabilities.

1.3 The Student Population Covered by this Report, and Limitations on the Applicability of
the Report's Conclusions.

This report does not cover all special education students. It is limited tc those students
who have been identified by school districts and labeled as Trainable Mentally Handicapped
(TMH), Severely Profoundly Mentally Handicapped (SPMH), Physically Handicapped Crippled
(PHC), Deaf Blind (DB), and Other Health Impaired (OHI). Students with these exceptional
characteristic Iabels accounted for orly 7.2 percent of all special education students in the State
in the 1990-91 school year. Table 1 shows a breakdown by exceptional characteristic label of all
special education students in Illinois.

16
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Except
Char. Label

TMH
PHC
DB
OHI
SPMH

EMH
LD
VI

DF
SL
EH
BD

Grand Total

TABLE !

Illinois: School Year 1990-91

Characternistics included in the study

Number of

Students

7,109
4,154

56
2,880
3,087

Total 17,286

Characteristics not included in the study

15,494
107.447
1,124
1,571
1,378
68,830
309
25,386

Total 221,539

238,825
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All Special Education Children Ages 0 to 21 By Exceptional Characteristic Labels

Percent of
Total

3.0
1.7
0.0
1.2
1.3

72

6.5
45.0
0.5
0.7
0.6
28.8

0.1
10.6

92.8

100.0

The student categories chosen for study are those that have traditionally been segregated
from their home schools. Students labeled behavior disordered (BD) also have traditionally been

segregated from their home schools but were not included in this study because inclusion of




students labeled BD in home classrooms requires different services than those associated with

inclusion of students with mental and physical disabilities.

Reducing the size of the study population, however, does not reduce the complexity of
the study problem and in some ways increases it. Funding sources are not tied to particular
excephional characteristics so that one cannot isolate funds attached to those characteristics. As
a result we have had to deal with the total sum of all special education funds even though our
study population comprises only 7.2 percent of special education students and, with some
exceptions, it has not been possible to identify what portion of the funds supported the study
population studenis. Other studies of special education funding have run into the same problem
and have concluded that "the financial reporting system in Iilinois for public school districts does
not lend itself to cost studies of programs. Policy-makers in this State ... cannot gain access to
accurate total cost data for special education, nor can they be given accurate total cost data for

other programs in K-12 public education from tﬁe annual financial reports of the school
districts."” ¢

Our recommendations are focused on the financial practices ahd funding programs that
support all special education students. Dollars in Illinois are attached to special education services
and not to students. The label of a student is irrelevant to the distribution of State dollars. As a
result, if the recommendations for changing financial practices and funding formulas are adopted,
all special education programs will be affected, not just those directed at the students with the
labels that this study particularly considers.

1.4 A Working Definition of Inclusion.

Since the purpose of this study is to identify disincentives for inclusion a working
definition of inclusion is required. Although the definition used is based on the literature, we
make no claim for its universality. The sole purpose of the definition in this study is to establish
a clear concept of "what it is" that may be discouraged or encouraged by particular funding

arrangements and formulas.




A)

B)
<)
D)
E)
F)
G)
H)

)

K)

L)
M)
N)
0)
P)
Q)
R)
S)

T

TABLE 2
ISBE Least Restrictive Environment Categories

regular ed, with consultation to and with the teachers, modification of curricular content and/or
educational methodology;

regular ed with only speech and language services;

regular ed with "A" and with reiated ser.vices;

regular ed with special ed less than 50% of the day;

regular ed with departmentalized special ed less than 50% of the day;

special ed 50% or more of the doy, with some participation in regular education;
departmentalized special ed 50% or more of the day, with some participation in regular education;
full-time special ed class in a regular school building;

full-time departmentalized special ed class in a regular school building;

full-time special ed class in special public day school or separate wing of.a regular school
building;

fuil-time departmentalized special ed class in a special public day school or in a separate wing
of a regular school building;

residential schoo! operated by a public schooi district;

Philip J. Rock Center and School,

full-time special ed class in a county or municipal detention center or jail;

special ed class on the site of a children's group home, DCFS or DMHDD facility;

private day school or out-of-state public day school;

in-state private residential facility or residential school operated by a public school district;
out-of-state private residential facility;

homebound instruction;

hospital instruction

- Source: ISBE, Instructions for The Special Education Funding and Child Tracking System. 1991-92
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ISBE maintains a data file on where children with disabilities are receiving educational
services. The placements run from least to most restrictive. The data categories are shown in
Table 2.

The Least Restrictive Environment data collected by ISBE does not include inform ation
that is important to the concept of inclusicn. There is no way to determine, for example, wh:ther
the school being attended is the child's home school, nor is it possible to determine the e»tent
to which children with disabilities are being clustered. Although the first categories are raore
inclusive than the later categories it is important to note that inclusion has several characteristics

not covered in the ISBE continuum of Least Restrictive Environments.

The characteristics of inclusion are:

Home School: The child with a disability attends the school where he or she
would attend were it not for the disability.

Age Appropriate Classes: The child with a disability attends classes with other
children of the same chronological age.

Integration of Classes: The child with a disability attends classes with peers not
identified as having disabilities.

Integration includes these elements: the ratio of special education students
attending any particular school is in natural proportion to the incidence of
disability in the community, with the make-up of any special education classroom
containing a heterogenous mix of disabilities; the use of general education
transportation systems as opposed to the use of special education buses and vans;
adherence to the general education school hours and calendar; access and regular
use of general school environments according to the regular school schedule (i.e.
hallway passing times, recess, the cafeteria, the gym, the library, the office,
lockers, the counseling department, etc.); and access to the participation in
extracurricular activities, recreation, sports and clubs.

The second part of integration involves the integration of services and staff,
Speech therapy, physical therapy, occupational therapy, vision and hearing support,
and whatever other supports are needed by the child with disabilities, are delivered
in the regular classroom, general school, or natural community environment where
these skills are demanded.

"




The working definition of inclusion incorporates all three elements. Inclusion is education
of a child with disabilities in the child's home school in an age appropriate, integrated
classroom. Any element of the special education funding structure that works against inclusion
is a disincentive. Any element of the funding structure that encourages and supports inclusion is

an incentive.

Since the data is limited to the LRE codes, the evidence for the existence of disincentives
is the extent to which the funding structure encourages and has resulted in the placement of
children with disabilities in the more restrictive LRE codes.

1.5 Inclusion is Based on Best Practices

Inclusion is based on research into the practices that best produce desired results. The
Cesired results are explicitly value based and include: personal development of individuals with
disabilities; opportunities for them to make choices throughout their lives; access to competitive
employment; opportunities to participate in community recreation options; and the ability to live
their lives up to their individual potentials. The best practices are those that produce these desired
results. Inclusion is the result of what has been found by researchers to be "best practices”.

Separate educational systems, schools and classrooms deny students with significant
disabilities opportunities to meet peers without identified disabilities, form relationships, and
establish friendships. This lack of opportunity has life-long implications for both students with
and without disabilities in regards to work, recreation, community participation, and on-going
support. Empirical studies have demonstrated that access to integrated settings is the key variable
consistently linked to positive outcomes with students with severe disabilities in the establishment

of "horizontal interactions”. ’
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Inclusion has also been found to provide the future neighbors, employers, political leaders,
and providers of health services to persons with disabilities the opportunity to learn about
disabilities and how to relate to persons who have disabilities. Since adult relationships are
reciprocal, early leamming by persons without disabilities makes it easier for integrated
relationships to develop naturally - giving the person with disabilities the support systems

necessary to live a fuller life. *

Results from the State-wide Systems Change Project at Northemn Illinois University,
Project CHOICES, and the Illinois Community College Integration Project, demonstrate that
children and youth involved in integrated education, upon graduation, are more likely to work
in competitive jobs, participate in community environments, choose recreation outlets, and have

friends and support from peers not identified as having disabilities. ’

The California Research Institute and others have found that structured reciprocal
horizontal (peer-peer) interactions taught in integrated settings enhance skill acquisition and

generalization, social skills, and communication skills. *°

Research by S. J. Taylor at Syracuse University has demonstrated that students with
severe disabilities have problems in skill generalization. His findings suggest that the more
sgvere the disability, the greater need to provide instruction where the skill is actually demanded.

He cites natural community environments and local public schools as most important. '

Several studies have demonstrated that the traditional model of removing a child for an
hour of therapy does not result in success with children and youth with severe disabilities.
Therapy goals can be met in natural environments. 2

1.6  What is a "Home School” in Today's World?

Identifying a "home school” is problematical in today's world. Desegregation, the
establishment of magnet schools, and the closing of rural schools have all contributed to

10
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centralization, increased transportation and severing the tie between a particular home and a

particular school.

In some urbe . areas the local school is so bad that parents of regular students have no
desire to send their children to the "home" school. The reluctance of parents of children with
disabilities in those neighborhoods is even greater.

Inclusion addresses the problems rooted in separateness, but brings special education face
to face with all of the probiems and quirks of regular education. As the wall of separation breaks

down, all families have to deal with the same issues of quality, convenience and results.

Although the "home school" may not be easily identified, it can be defined operationally
as the school a child with disabilities would go to if the parents of that child were able to '

exercise all of the choices available to other parents in the neighborhood.
1.7  Methodology

Funding does not exist in isolation. Individuals, groups and organizations are funded to
engage in particular activities. In order to understand the effects that funding streams and
formulas have itis also necessary to understand the structures through which they flow. A stream
and the terrain through which it flows are symbiotic. For that reason this report is as much about
the structure of special education as the financing.

We reviewed the history of special education in Illinois, its administrative structure, its
governance, the providers of services, the laws, the rules and regulations, and the incidence of
disabilities. Our primary sources were: federal laws, state statutes, rules and regulations, articles
of agreement, state documents and repcrts.

We identified all of the federal and state dollars flowing into special education, the
practices and formulas by which the doliars were distributed, and the local distncts, coops and
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joint agreements that received the funds. Our primary sources were: federal laws, state statutes,

rules and regulations, and State Board of Education forms, instructions, and fiscal documents.

To the extent possible, ali data on children and money are from the 1990-91 school year -
the last year for which statistics were readily available at the beginning of this study. Unless
otherwise indicated in the text, the reader may assume that all numbers come from that year.

Where data comes from another school year it is so indicated in the text.

Using the Fund and Child Tracking System (FACTS) data tapes along with data files for
individual reimbursement programs maintained by the State Board of Education, we identified
the educational placements and the funding sources for the target population. With the exception
of the Extraordinary, Private Tuition and Orphanage reimbursement programs, we were not able

to attach aggregate dollar costs to exceptional characteristics or to educational placements.

There are some discrepancies in the numbers used in different Tables and summaries that
should be expiained. The numbers come from three primary sources: the December I, 1990,
headcount of special education students, which lists all students as of that day; program data files
which include all students that have been served by that program any time during the year; and
State Board of Education budget documents. Although individual counts may be different, the
percentage distribution of students and dollars should not be affected by the different sources.

Whenever possible, the analysis concentrates on elementary and high school students.
Infants, toddlers and preschool children were removed from the data in most cases. This was not
always possible, however, and care should be taken before automatically comparing numbers
from different Tables and Appendices.

We selected 20 local school districts and/or cooperatives to provide information from tne
local perspective on how the funding system works and the effects that it has on services
provided and outcomes. The 20 districts and/or cooperatives were selected to provide: geographic
representation across the State; a mix of urban and rural, large and small, wealthy and poor; and
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representation of programs that were both more and less inclusive. The districts and cooperatives
selected are listed in Appendix A. Participation in the study was voluntary. One district we
originally asked did not participate; one district expressed initial reluctance but later agreed to
participate; the others readily assented to the request to participate.

Each of the districts was asked to provide a copy of its comprehensive special education
plan, where appropriate a copy of the articles of agreement under which ey operated, and basic
financial information. An open ended, face-to-face interview was conducted with one or more
local administrators to determine local practi~es and attitudes relative to special education
programs and finances, and the ways that dollar aflocation formulas affected decisions concerning

the placement of children and the options offered.

A small group of parents was recruited in each of the selected districts and/or
cooperatives. In a face-to-face group meeting, usually in a private home, the parents were asked
to talk about their experiences with the education of their children and the options that had been
offered their children.

A small Advisory Group made up of pareats was used by the research team. Two
meetings were held with the Advisory Group: the first at the beginning of the project to discuss
its scope, and the second near the middle of the project to discuss the interview formats that were

used with the local administrators and the local parents.

The analysis of the information gathered from these sources and the conclusions reached
are the sole responsibility of the research team. We have taken care in writing this report to make
clear the steps we have taken in the analysis and to lay out the evidence on which we have based
conclusions so that readers can make their own judgements as to the adequacy of both.

13




1.8  Outline of the Report

Chapter 2 describes the structure of special education in Illinois. This includes the legal,
administrative structure, and the relationships among ISBE, the regions, the special education
cooperatives, joint agreements, local districts and private providers. There is a description of
where, and in what settings, special education services are delivered and how this varies by

region, and by wealth and size of school district.

There is a general overview of funding, where the dollars come from, and who has the

responsibility for spending the money and for oversight. The chapter also provides a brief history

of special education in Illinois.

Chapter 3 provides a detailed look at the funding of special education. The basic concepts
underlying the funding of both regular and special education are described along with how the
two different funding systems interact and build on each other. The question of who pays for

special education and how this varies among districts is addressed.

All of the federal and state special education reimbursement programs are described along
with the dollar amounts that flow through each. The distribution formulas are analyzed and where
the money goes and how this varies across the state by geographical region, and wealth are
described. The relationship among a child's exceptional characteristic label, the LRE placement
of the child and the funding source of the program is analyzed.

Chapter 4 describes the disincentives to inclusion in the existing special education system.
Each of the funding streams supporting special education is analyzed for its built-in assumptions
about program, its identification of reimbursable costs, its relationship to other funding streams,
its effect on local district resources, and impact on where and how special education services are

delivered.
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The chapter also includes a discussion of other disincentives to inclusion that are not
directly the result of funding formulas but have financial implications not addressed in the current
funding structure. We attempt to place the financial disincentives for inclusion in perspective in
a discussion of the concerns and attitudes expressed by administrators and parents during our

interviews.

Chapter 5 presents our recommendations. A funding system without disincentives for
inclusion is described. The recommendations by the National Association of State Boards of
Education are analyzed and funding systems in selected states that have already approached the

problem of funding disincentives are described.

Two basic alternatives for action in Illinois are presented. The first alternative is starting
over again and building a new funding structure for special education. What that structure might
look like 1s described. The second alternative is tinkering with the existing funding formulas.

Specific changes to remove specific disincentives are recommended.

15
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CHAPTER 11

SPECIAL EDUCATION IN ILLINOIS

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this study is to look at the funding of special education in Illinois and to
see how that funding influences the placement and education of children with disabilities.
Funding, however, takes place within an institutional structure. It is shaped by that structure, and
in turn shapes the structure as people respond to how dollars flow.

Dollars do not float freely in the public sector. The General Assembly appropriates
money to specific entities for specific purposes. Specific circumstances or specific actions serve
to turn on the money tap. This study is based on the premise that whatever dollars are attached
to tends to get done, tends to expand and tends to grow. (Whatever dollars are not attached to,
tends not to get done and tends to diminish.) Institutional structures grow up around the
circumstances and actions to which dollars are attached and become an added reason for dollars
to continue to flow in established ways. The incentives (and disincentives) in a system are

therefor not just financial, they are both institutional and financial.

This chapter looks at the structure of special education in Illinois and its history, to
provide background for a more detailed discussion of special education funding.

2.2  Special Education is a Separate System.

In the state of Illinois children who are perceived as different in any way, or who cannot
adapt to the regular school environment, are sought out, identified, tested, evaluated, classified
and placed in special education. Although this group of "different” children includes children

with mental retardation and physical handicaps, it also includes students classified as leaming-
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disabled, slow learners, and those with behavior disorders or requiring speech and language

services.

Special education in Hlinois is a system held apart from regular education. Education is
a dual system, from top to bottom. The terminology employed by education professionals, and

indeed the very law itself, emphasize the separateness.

"Exceptional” or "special” children are "placed” in "special” education classrooms, taught
by "special” teachers in specific "categories." This activity often takes place in a "special" school
apart from the student's neighborhood school, built by funds generated by "special” taxes.
"Special” teachers are paid partly from funds provided by "categorical” state reimbursements
through the Department of Special Education, Illinois State Board of Education. "Special”
teachers must be supervised by professionals trained in their specific "special category." Mid-
level service providers or "special” education cooperatives dominate the delivery of services to
students identified as having "special needs." A separate system of funding programs based on
complicated formulas provides "categorical” funding to service units which provide "special”

education.

All of special education - the organizational structure of the service providers, the teacher
certification requirements, the statutes and regulatory law, the funding formulas and the labels
applied to both children and to teachers - fosters separation and segregation.

2.3  The History of Special Education in Illinois

Special education in Illinois reflects the diversity of the State and its long tradition of self-
determination. There is little uniformity in structure or practice. For every rule of thumb there

are several exceptions.

In 1990-91 school year Illinois had 955 school districts. Of these 417 were elementary
districts, 114 were high school districts, and 424 were unit districts that ran both elementary
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schools and high schools. There were 91 service provi'ders of special education; 66 of these were
cooperatives or joint agreements made up of member school districts, and 25 of these were
individual school districts (usually larger ones) that provided their own special education. In

addition there were 11 regional entities that provided some services for low incidence disabilities.

Illinois public schools served over 1.8 million students, with an average daily attendance
of 1.6 million. Of that number 232,000 were in special education, and 12,800 were identified
as having the disabilities that are the subject of this study.

In a recently published history of educational service delivery models for children with
severe disabilities, the California Research Institute described several time periods in which the
value society placed on persons with disabilities influenced the educational service delivery
systems. Education progressed from no services at all, to custodial services and warchousing,
to education in segregated special schools, to education in the regular education classroom in the
local public school. These national trends profoundly influenced the provision of special

education in Ilinois.

Much of the change in special education came as the result of federal and State laws.
Court decisions, both in this State and in others, at times speeded change, and at times impeded
change. Legislation and judicial decisions are part of the history.

2.3.1 No Schools

The period of "No schools” was marked by the attitude that children and youth with
severe disabilities were uneducable, and therefore were not entitled to public school education.
Indeed, neither the Free School Act of 1825 nor the Common School Act of 1845 even
mentioned education for children with disabilities. The Illinois Constitution of 1870 guaranteed
only a "common school education” for the children of Illinois. The courts further defined this
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guarantee as a "good common school education,” placing its definition within the discretion of

the legislature.

During this time Illinois was primarily a sparsely populated agrarian Siate with family
owned and operated farms as the major economic employer. Medical services consisted of small
town and traveling country doctors and the infant mortality rate was much higher than it is today.
Babies born with disabilities, who did survive to childhood and young adulthood, were kept in
the family home or were sent away to residential institutions. Children and adults with mild
disabilities were also cared for by the family, and often lead successful and productive lives in

occupations that demanded little or no formal education.
2.3.2 The Establishment of Residential Institutions

With the early 1800's came the development of residential schools. State schools,
typically for the deaf and the blind, were established in a number of states, beginning in 1823
with the Kentucky School for the Deaf. The Illinois Asylum for the Education of the Deaf and
Dumb (now known as the Illinois School for the Deaf) was established in 1839. The state of
Pennsylvania in 1852 began to provide funding for the education of children with mental

retardation in private schools. '

By the late 1800's these residential schools had evolved into massive public institutions
that were little more than warehouses for persons with disabilities. State residential institutions
in Dixon, Lincoln, Kankakee, Jacksonville, and Anna flourished until the mid-twentieth century.

The first legal challenge in Illinois to the notion that children with disabilities were uneducable,
and thus could be excluded from public education, did not come until 1958.

In Department of Public Welfare v. Haas *° the state of Illinois sued the father of a boy
who resided at a state institution, for violation of a law requiring parental contribution toward a

child's institutional maintenance. In his defense, the father claimed that his son was entitled to

a free, public education under the 1870 Constitution, and that the state was thus compeiled to
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support his son's institutional care. The Supreme Court rejected this defense, declaring that the
state was responsible only for the education of those children who had a capacity to learn in the
system. As the legislature had not included prowvisions for the delivery of education to children
with special needs, the state was not constitutionally compelled to provide a free, public

education to those children. '°
2.3.3 Segregated Public Programs

Local special education services began to develop in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. The city of Boston established a public day school for deaf children in 1869.
At the turn of the century similar programs for children with mental retardation were in place in
Providence, Rhode Island. '’ At about the same time, the Chicago public schools were initiating
classes for physically handicapped and visually impaired students. Classes for deaf children were
established in the Chicago public schools in the mid-1870's. The Illinois legislature in 1857
provided funds for the instruction of deaf children by certified teachers.

The turn of the century resulted in additional, but limited funding for children with special
needs in Illinois. "Excess cost” formulas providing fixed sums of money for the education of
deaf, blind and "delinquent" children were available by 1911. Two years later children with
mental retardation were added to the list of children eligible for reimbursement by the state. By
1923 Illinois districts were required to set aside funds for a Crippled Children's Instructior Fund,
but were reimbursed by the state for excess costs up to $300 per child.

Segregated public school programs for students with mild disabilities appeared in
scattered areas of Illinois in the late 1940's and early 1950's. As early as 1942 the Illinois
legislature did provide legislation designed to encourage and assist local school districts to
provide services to "all children in need." However, this legislation did not mandate the
provision of services and participation was still strictly optional. '* Children and youth with

more significant disabilities, however, were still not being educated in Illinois public schools.
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2.3.4 The Federal Response

In the 1950's Congress began to recognize the need for expansion of educational programs
for children with special needs. The year 1958 brought the first significant federal legislation
supporting special education. Public Law 85-926 offered grants to colleges and universities for
teacher preparation in the field of deaf education. In 1963 Public Law 85-926 was expanded to
include the training of teachers for all children with disabilities.

In most cases, state institutions housing children with disabilities did not provide
education to their residenté. In 1965 Congress passed Public Law 89-313 intended to encourage
the development of education programs for children in state supported facilities. This law,
combined with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act described in the next paragraph, still
provide a significant amount of funding to Iilinois for the education of children in state supported
programs. Although the Act is now called Public Law 100-297, it is still commonly referred to
as Public Law 89-313 or by iis more recent title, Chapter I Handicapped.

In 1966 Congress enacted the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, o aid states in
the development of new programs and expansion of existing special education programs. These
grants could be used for equipment purchases and for building construction, planting the financial

seeds for more segregated facilities, separate and distinct from the regnlar schools. **

By 1970 Congress had amended the Eiementary and Secondary Education Act with the
Education of the Handicapped Act, Public Law $1-23¢, which gave additional administrative

'responsibiliiy for special education to the federal government. *°

2.3.5 A Period of Rapid Change

The late 1960's and the early 1970's were marked by significant national events in special
education. Pictorial exposes such as those presented by Burton Blatt (1970) and Geraldo Rivera
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(1972), depicting the treatment of persons with disabilities in institutional settings began to raise
moral and constitutional questions. Parents began to unite, to establish local and nationa:
organizations and to set up special non-public schools in church basements and storefronts.
Private for-profit groups began to emerge, as individual public school districts debated how best

to serve students with more complex ieamning challenges.

Parents and other advocates began increasingly to turn to the courts for expanded
educational rights for children with disabilities. Significant federal court decisions in
Pennsylvania and Washington, D.C. in 1971 and 1972, respectively, affirmed the rights of
children with disabilities to a free, publicly funded education. *'

In 1974, Congress amended the Education of the Handicapped Act to reflect the court
opinions in the Pennsylvania and D.C. cases. These amendments incorporated many now familiar
aspects of special education. They established state goals for the education of all children with
disabilities, provided for identification, testing and categorization of children with disabilities, and

mandated procedural "due process" safeguards for students.

Additionally, the Education of the Handicapped Act, as amended, very clearly stated that
chiidren with disabilities are to be plaéed in the "least restrictive environment,” or LRE. Children
with disabilities are not to be removed from the regular education environment unless their
disabilities prevent them from being effectively educated in the regular setting. In other words,
according to the Education of the Handicapped Act, exclusion from regular education may occur
only if the nature of the child's handicap is so severe that, even with the aid of supplementary

aids and services, he or she cannot be educated in the regular environment.

The federal government further expanded the educational rights of children with
disabilities and injected additional money into state special education systems through the
enactment of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. This law, as amended
and commonly referred to as Public Law 94-142, expanded the definition of a free, public

education and added references to the use of technology and related services.
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In order to receive federal funding, states are required to submit a plan to the U.S.
Commissioner of Education which demonstrates that all children with disabilities enjoy the night
of a individualized free and appropriate public education. States are also required to provide
documentation that a system for identification of children with special needs is in place and that
the state is bound by procedural due process. © Congress intended this program to eventually
reimburse states for 40 percent of the excess costs of special education, but the program has
never been fully funded. *

The Education of All Handicapped Children Act was amended in 1990 by the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Although the public law number was changed to 101-476
through amendment, most special education professionals and the State Board of Education’s data
keeping system continue to refer to IDEA as "94-142."

2.3.6 Legislative and Judicial Activity in Illinois

Public sentiment combined with the flurry of federal activity resulted in rapid change in
Hlinois as well. In the aftermath of Department of Public Welfare v. Haas in 1958, and realizing
" they could find no help in the Illinois courts, parents and advocates turned to the legislature for
expanded educational opportunities for children with disabilities. The result was the Act to
Revise the School Code Provisions for the Handicapped in 1965. * Under the 1965 legislation,
all school districts were required to either provide services to children with disabilities on their

own or join with other districts to form special education cooperatives.

This legislation was particularly significant because the courts subsequently ruled that it
imposed an obligation on local districts to establish special education facilities. The law made
no mention, however, of where and how children with special needs were to be educated, and
more importantly, whether those children were to be considered a part of the already existing
educational system, or part of a separate, special system.
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With the 1965 legislation which became effective in 1969, Illinois required public special
education earlier than many other states. According to Frederick J. Weintraub and Joseph Ballard
in Special Education in America: Its Legal and Governmental Foundations, most of the
legislative activity mandating special education on the state level occurred between 1970 and
1975. They report that almost 70% of the states had enactad such legislation by 1972, and that
all but 2 states had done so by 1975.

The 1970 Constitution broadened the 1870 mandate for "a good common school
education” to educating "all persons to the limits of their capacities." Although it is clear that
the framers intended to provide special education beyond the traditional system, the courts were
reluctant to follow suit. In 1977, the Iilinois Supreme Court in Pierce v. Board of Education,

interpreted the new language to be merely a goal and not a constitutional mandate to provide

special education, but that decision was reversed a year later in Elliot v. Board of Education. The

Court added in that decision that local school districts were obligated to pay the tuition of
chiidren with disabilities placed in private schools. %

To access federal funding through the Education of All Handicapped Children Act, Illinois
in 1978 enacted Public Act 80-1405 which reaffirmed Illinois' commitment to individualized free
and appropriate public education, and also emphasized the importance of private facilities in the
delivery of services to children with disabilities. Most importantly, P.A. 80-1405 stated that

special private schools were a contractual extension of the public system. **

In response to P.A. 80-1405, school districts across Illinois developed various
service delivery models for complying with the federal and state mandates. The wealth of local
communities, location in the State and size of the district were all factors contributing to the kind
of special education structure established by school districts. Cooperative agreements were
established by a majority of school districts across Illinois as a way to combine resoysces and:

save money.
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Some districts clustered students according to their disability labels in isolated wings of
public schools. Other districts chose to build separate special education schools. Segregation of
students with even mild disabilities became the norm for most school districts and the state
supported these plans with funds specifically identified for building special education facilities.

A hasic philosophical belief prevalent with most educators at the time was that students
with significant and even mild disabilities needed to be protected from their same age peers and
from the community at large. In fact, only a handful of cooperative arrangements in Illinois

chose not to build separate facilities.

In response to PL 94-142's ambiguous wording on least restrictive environment (LRE),
the Illinois State Board of Education recognized a continuum of services in the State Education
Plan and developed a formalized procedure for tuitioning students away from the regular
education classroom. A dual system of education. was effectively established with separate
teacher training programs at institutions for higher leaming, different teacher certification

requirements, and different funding systems.

In the 1980's there was increasing movement toward integrating students with severe
disabilities into regular public schools. LaGrange Area Department of Special Education
(LADSE), DeKalb County Special Education Association (DCSEA), and School Association for
Special Education in DuPage County (SASED) were among the innovators of clustered
educational sites for students with severe disabilities in their local public schools and

communities.

As a result of the success of these early initiatives, Project CHOICES (Children Have
Opportunities in Communities EnvironmentS) was implemented statewide by the Illinois State
Board of Education and Northem Illinois University to allow students with moderate and severe
disabilities access to regular public school education buildings and age-appropriate class peers
not identified as having disabilities. Today there is a movement toward full inclusion of all

students regardless of disability in ti:eir home schools and regular education classrooms.
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2.3.7 Recent Case Law Regarding Inclusion

Two significant federal court cases decided in 1992, one in California and another in New

Jersey, have reaffirmed the right of children with disabilities to be included in regular classrooms.

In California, the parents of Rachel Holland, a nine-year-old girl with developmental
delays, challenged the Sacramento school district's placement of their daughter in a special
classroom for all academic subjects. ¥ The judge ruled that IDEA's clear preference for
mainstreaming "rises to the level of a rebuttable presumption.” This means that the presumption
in favor of inclusive education is so strongly expressed in law that it is must be followed unless
the school district offers convincing evidence to the contrary. One of the iawyers for the

Hollands commented on the significance of the decision:

This ruling in Rachel's behalf will make segregation of children with any disability
much more difficult. It supports the intent of IDEA, the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, which protects the right of every child with a disability
to a free and appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment.
This means that every effort must be made by school districts to place children
with disabilities in the regular classroom first, with appropriate support and
adapted to his or her needs, before considering a more restrictive placement in a
self-contained class. *°

The New Jersey case involved Raphael Oberti, an eight-year-old child with Down's
Syndrome which severely affects his ability to communicate verbaily. The Clementon School
District cited Raphael's poor behavior in an integrated kindergarten class as a basis for his
placement in a segregated special education classroom. His parents challenged the segregated

placement and won in court. *

The Judge ruled that the school had made no effort to consider placement in a regular
classroom with appropriate supports, and that this failure to provide supports resulted in the
child's inappropriate behavior. The inappropriate behavior was then used to justify a restrictive

placement.
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The judge characterized the district's efforts to explore alternatives as "perfunctory.” He
said the Oberti's experts convinced the Court that strategies could be implemented within the
regular classroom to achieve the desired results, without placement in a self-contained special
education classroom. Ruling that the district had violated IDEA, the Court ordered the district
to develop an inclusive education plan for Robert and to pay .the Oberti's legal fees.

2.4 The Goveming Structure of Special Education in Illinois.

Public sector special education in the state of Illinois can be described generally as a
three-tier system of regionals, cooperatives and local school districts. Although legal
responsibility for the education of all children with disabilities lies with local school districts,

special education cooperatives deliver most of the services.

In addition to the established public special education system, over 300 prvate
institutions, both in and outside of Illinois, are approved for the placement of children with
disabilities from Illinois public schools. In December, 1990, some 6,700 Illinois children with
disabilities were educated in private facilities. Many private schools offer both day and
residential components. Most of the private facilities in Illinois are clustered in the Chicago
nietropolitan area. The number of private facilities decreases as one travels south in the state,

with few or no facilities in the southern third of the State.

2.4.1 Regional Programs

It is helpful to think of the regional programs as "super cooperatives." They are
composed of both special education cooperatives and single-district service units. (The exception
is Chicago School District #299 which acts as its own regional program.) In the 1960's the State
Board of Education organized the state into 11 regions to provide services to students with low
incidence disabilities. The regions are also referred 1o as "94-142 Discretionary Programs,” as
some of their funding comes from the State's share of 94-142 Part B funds. Figure 1 shows the

boundaries and makeup of the regions.
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Typically, regionals provide services and resources for students with vision and hearing
disabilities, and students with multiple disabilities. The specific roles of regional programs vary
greatly. Some regionals are service units, meaning the regional itself, not the cooperative or the
local district, provides services directly to students. Others handle administrative and fiscal
responsibilities regarding students with low incidence disabilities for the member cooperatives
and local districts, and provide training and support services for school districts and teachers.

In the early 1980s, regionals expanded their services greatly, creating conflict with later
federal laws mandating dscentralization of education for children with disabilities. The State
Board of Education has started reducing the role of the regionals by sending the 94-142
discretionary funds for low incidence services to cooperatives and single-unit districts rather than
to the regions. This change became effective in the 1992-93 school year and is expected to
produce "better local planning, provide a more predictable fund base and allow an annual increase

in funding proportional to Federal Part B funding increases." **

Staff of the State Board of Education say that the role of the regions will continue to
diminish. A few are already in the process of dissolving. **

2.4.2 Mid-Level Service Units: Cooperatives and Joint Agreements

Although local school districts have the legal responsibility for educating all children
residing within their boundaries, most districts in Illinois have contractually transferred the burden
of planning, administration and the actual delivery of special education to special education
cooperatives. The cooperatives were formed in the 1960s and now number 69 statewide. In
sparsely populated areas of the State they may cover several counties. Figures 2 and 3 show the
boundaries of the 69 cooperatives and 24 single districts that provide special education services
in the State of Illincis.

Outside of the City of Chicago and the larger cities Downstate, the cooperatives provide
most of the special education. Statewide, they include 64 percent of all students, 68 percent of
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all special education students, and 54 percent of the target students for this study. One local
district superintendent interviewed for this study stated that, through the cooperative, special
education almost "runs on automatic pilot" directing the testing, placement and education of the
children identified by the local schools. Often, there is a distinct lack of a feeling of local
"ownership” of children with special needs among district administrators and teachers. The
superintendent expressed a sentiment common with other local administrators interviewed. "We

pay them (the cooperatives) to do this (special education), so we should let the professionals
handle it."

2.4.2.1 The Legal Foundation for Cooperatives

Cooperatives, or joint agreements, are based in Illinois law. Iil. Rev. Stat. Ch. 122, §10-
22.31 and §10-22.31a state that school boards may enter into cooperative agreements with other
school boards to "provide the needed special education facilities and to employ a director and
other professional workers." Policy for a cooperative is set by a board of directors. These
governing boards are typically composed of superintendents, board members and directors of
special education of the member school districts. Regional Superintendents (elected from

counties, or multi-county areas) are sometimes also included on these governing boards.

There is no set way to organize, administer or fund a cooperative. Everything depends on
the terms of the individual agreement entered into by the member school districts. The Board of
Directors typically, however, designates the administrative district, approves the budget,
establishes membership fees, amends the articles of agreement and employs the director and staff.
Where more than 17 districts are parties to the joint agreement, goveming boards may appoint
executive committees of at least 7 school board members from among the governing board to
administer the routine business of the cooperative. Cooperative boards that have established

executive committees typically meet only quarterly or perhaps twice a year, while the executive
committees meet monthly.
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The constituent districts must either designate one of themselves as the administrative
district "to act as the fiscal and legal agent for the districts that are parties to the joint
agreement,” or establish a governing board, "composed of one member of the school board of
each cooperating district and designated by such boards to act in accordance with the joint
agreement.” The latter governing boards are "legal entities,” but are prohibited from levying
taxes or incurring indebtedness "except within the annual budget for the joint agreement approved
by the governing board and by the boards of at least a majority of the cooperating school districts
or a number of districts greater than a majority if required by the joint agreement.”

The cooperative can be organized to run programs and provide services itself. These
services can be provided at a cooperative site, or at a site owned by a member school district.
Or tire cooperative can be organized in such a way that one or more individual member districts

run programs and other districts participate in them.
2.4.2.2 How Cooperatives Get Their Funding

Joint agreements are contractual organizations and are not governmental units by strict
definition; they do not have taxing powers. Joint agreements must rely upon member districts
for funding to carry out their programs. Money flows from the districts to the cooperatives in

a number of ways.

In some cases, and especially where the member districts are of relatively equal wealth
- and size, member districts equally share the cooperative's administrative costs and are generally
billed for those costs on a monthly or quarterly basis. In some cases psychological services are
also equally shared by the member districts. In other cooperatives, administrative costs and other
costs associated with overhead are paid by the member districts in proportion to their total student
enrollments. Instructional costs are typically prorated according the average monthly enrollment
of students from member districts, or upon actual days enrolled for those students attending
particular coop programs.
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Cooperatives occasionally provide services to children who do not reside in one of the
member school districts. In these cases, a tuition charge that covers the full local cost of the
child's education is paid to the cooperative by the child's resident district.

If the cooperatives themselves hire staff or run programs, they are eligible to receive
reimbursement from the State's Personnel and Extraordinary funding programs. Cooperatives are
also designated by the State Board of Education zs the grant applicant for federal IDEA funds
which are disbursed on a per student basis. Much of the federal dollars stay with the
cooperatives, but in some of the cooperatives a portion of the dollars pass through the cooperative
in subgrants to the member school districts to help defray the costs of cluster sites and programs

provided on the campuses of the various member districts.

Membership in a cooperative provides what one administrator at the State Board of
Education described as "a kind of insurance policy" to school districts against the unknown with
regard to children with needs that have high costs attached. For several years, there may be no
such children in the district, and then there may be several. But if the school district pays every
year an amount based on membership or other criteria, the cost of special education becomes
more of an on-going cost and the district escapes the roller coaster effect on its budget. The
responsibility for planning for special education is also then shifted from the local district to the

cooperative. *°
2.4.2.3 Centralized Cooperatives

Centralized cooperatives run their own centralized, segregated schools for special
education students, built with "special™ monies and staffed by specialized professionals. Unlike
member school district buildings, these special schools were built in the recent past specifically
for students with disabilities and with accessibility in mind.

Centralized cooperatives employ and supervise the teachers and aides who provide the special

education services within the cooperative.
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The more centralized the cooperative and the more direct services that the cooperative
provides itseif with its own resources, the more hurdles there are to bringing the special education

student back to his or her home school and home classroom.

Centralized cooperatives that provide a lot of services are relatively common in the

suburban areas of the State, where population growth in the 1960s and 1970s coincided with the

mandates for special education. There was pressure for space, new school buildings were being .

built anyway, and with an influx of money for special buildings, new segregated special schools
were almost a natural outgrowth. Cooperatives and single district providers that actively moved
in this direction 20 years ago and have worked on improving their programs in the intervening
years are among those having the greatest difficulty shifting gears again now and moving toward

inclusion. *

2.4.2.4 Decentralized Cooperatives

Decentralized cooperatives concentrate on administrative responsibilities. Like all other
cooperatives, they submit child counts to the State Board of Education, process grant applications
for federal monies and handle various types of record-keeping duties for their member districts.
These cooperatives may exist only as small, storefront offices, providing services through a
network of either cluster sites scattered among the member districts, or through integrated

programs at age appropriate schools throughout the cooperative's territory.

In decentralized cooperatives, co-op staff are more likely to be in a supportive role and
spend a great deal of "windshield time,” traveling between schools. The front-line special
education teachers and aides are typically employees of the local school districts rather than the
cooperative. They work in the local school district buildings and are far more likely to be
perceived as members of the local school community than are cooperative employed teachers,
particularly those working in segregated facilities. Increased opportunities for interaction between

special and regular teachers are the result.
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2.4.2.5 Cooperative Leadership and Movement Toward Inclusion

Depending on the leadership of the cooperative, a cooperative can be a force for inclusion,
or a force against inclusion. Articles of agreement and the rules of the State Board of Education
make it difficult for a school district member of a cooperative to go it alone - either to bring its
own children back from an unwilling cooperative, or to maintain a segregated system of special

education when the cooperative is moving toward inclusion.

Many articles of agreement include clauses which provide that member districts will
accept sanctions if they refuse to follow the cooperative's stated policy. Member districts must
often give 9 to 18 months notice of intent to withdraw from a joint agreement. Withdrawal is
always predicated on full payment of any debt to the cooperative, as well as a demonstration that

the withdrawing district can provide a complete array of special education services on its own.

The State Board of Education requires the filing of a compreheisive plan for providing
special education services whenever a cooperative or joint agreement is formed and whenever a
school district wishes to join or leave a cooperative. For example, if a local district desires to
establish its own special education program, both the local district and the cooperative the district
1s leaving must file comprehensive plans with the State Board. The individual district must
provide evidence that it can deliver services to all its children and the cooperative must prove
that it can continue to provide services without the support of the exiting district. If a local
district moves from one cooperative to another, both cooperatives must file new comprehensive
plans witn the Stete Board. All new plans must show how the provider will deal wich virtually
every contingency which could arise within @e provision of special education. New programs
must be certified by the State Board of Education and the Director of Special Education for that
program must be approved by the State Board. *

These provisions can be a help to Directors of Special Education who are pushing for

integration, by limiting the haste and ease with which districts favoring segregation can exit the
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agreement. However, these same provisions can also hinder a district which favors inclusion
from exating a cooperative whose policy favors segregation. For example, when the Burbonnais
School District wanted to establish its own localized special education program in the late 1980s,
it was forced to sue its joint agreement in order to break the contractual ties that prevented it
fror~ employing its own special education teachers and returning students to local schools.

243 Single District Service Units

Although most school districts are members of cooperatives, 25 school districts in the
State deliver special education services "in-house” and as such, are not members of cooperatives.
These school districts are sometimes referred to as single-district service units. These are
typically larger, more urban, school districts with higher numbers of special education students

and more resources to use in the education of those students.

Like cooperatives, single district providers may have more or less centralized or
segregated special education programs. The nature of the program often depends on the policies
of the individual director of special education. Unlike school districts that are members of
cooperatives, however, single district providers can change practices without taking into account

other districts or a cooperative structure.

2.4.4 The Use of Private Facilities

Private schools play a large role in Illinois in providing special education services to
children with disabilities. Although local public school districts have the legal responsibility for
educating all students with disabilities, they may contract with private schools to fulfill this

responsibility. Illinois courts have traditionally considered private special education schools as
contractual extensions of the public system.
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Local school districts may place students in private schools which have been approved
by the State Board of Education and whose rates have been set and approved by the Governor's
Purchased Care Review Board. The 1990 list of approved non-public schools issued by the State
Board of Education includes 418 schoels, with 317 in Illinois and 101 in other states. A single
operating agency can run multiple school sites. See Appendix B for a listing of private schools,

operating agencies, and the number of their students.

According to the State Board of Education's December 1990 child count, 6,668 students,
a little less than 3 percent all special education students, were being educated in 279 private
schools. Of that number, 20 percent were in residential schools, and 80 percent attended day
schools. Of the private school placements, 94 percent were in Iilinois schools, 6 percent were

in out-of-state schools.

Private schools in the State are concentrated in the Chicago metropolitan area. Both the
number of schools and the private school placements decrease outside the metropolitan area. In
1990, 80 percent of the private school students were in 174 schools in the metropolitan area with

more than half of those being in the City of Chicago.
The distribution of private schools around the State is shown below. In looking at the

numbers it should be remembered that they reflect the location of the private schools, not where
the children live.
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Private Schools For Special Education Students: 1990-91

Private Number of Percent of
Schools Students Students
Chicago 94 2,984 446
Suburban Cook 42 1,151 17.2
Collar Counties 38 1,143 17.1
Downstate
North 11 211 3.1
Central 24 406 6.0
Metro East 7 394 59
South 4 il 0.2
Out of State 59 397 5.9
Total 279 6,697 100.0

Private schools must be approved by the State Board of Education. Schools which ofer
more than one program at a single site must have each program approved. Programs must meet
standards for record-keeping, teacher certification, administrative and other staff requirements,
as well as instructional programs. Programs must provide at least 176 days of planned
instruction, but some schools, particularly the residential schools, offer instruction throughout the

year.

Standards for non-pubiic schools differ from those for public schools primarily in the areas
of heaiih/safety and teacher certification. The Iilinois School Code imposes numerous rules on
public schools regarding building safety and maintenance. There are no such rules for private
schools, rather the State Board of Education relies on local fire safety codes to insure safety at

private schools.
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All teachers in public schools must have a college degre< and be certified to teach the
disabilities represented in the student population. In contrast, private schools providing special
education are required to have only 25 percent of their staff certified by the state of Iilinois.

The Governor's Purchased Care Review Board sets the rates that public schools pay for
placement of students at private day and residential schools. Private schools must submit detailed
financial records to the Board for analysis. The .. f excludes all costs which are not directly
related to education (usually medical or therapeutic costs), and recommends to the Board
members a rate which reflects the actual cost of educating a child at that institution. The rate

approved by the Board becomes the rate paid by public school districts that place ~hildren at the
private school.

In setting rates for private schools, the State has adopted the "lead agency" concept. The
Dlinois Departments of Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities, Public Aid and the
Department of Children and Family Services cooperate with the Purchased Care Review Board
in the setting of rates for private schools. Since 1982 all four agencies have adopted the rate set
by the lead agency. Prior to that the rates paid by each agency varied and private facilities often
refused to take placements from the agencies which paid the lowest rates. The Review Board
is usually the lead agency in setting tuition rates for both residential and day schools, while the
other cooperating agencies "follow the leader." Mental Health is the lead agency for in/out of
state residential facilities where DMHDD has placed 5 or more clients, provided that DCFS has
not already set the rate for those facilities. If DCFS sets the rate for a school, the Review Board
sets the same rate for public school districts.

245 Local School Distric's

Regardless of all of the structure of special education that has been discussed up to this
point, the legal responsibility for educating every child with a disability lies not with the
cooperative, not with the regional, not with the State, but with the local school district in which
the child resides. Since 921 of the 946 school districts in the State are members of cooperatives
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the responsibility of special education is in most cases delegated, at least in part. Relying upon
their special education cooperatives, local school districts often give little thought to special

education until some local "crisis” brings it to their “.iention.

This crisis might occur in the form of a parent who demands local, integrated education
for a child whose handicapping characteristics would generally result in him or her being sent
to a program at the cooperative or at a cluster site run by the cooperative. It might also take the
form of a new family who moves into the district with a child who requires the services of a
wheelchair lift. Frequently the crisis is a dispute with regard to an Individual Education Plan,

sometimes resulting in civil litigation.

Regardless of the reason, some special education "event” often occurs before local school
boards turn their attention in detail to special education. In many districts special education "runs
on automatic pilot." Despite the automatic pilot, however, every local school district in Illinois
has the legal responsibility to provide education to all its resident children, regardless of disability

and regardless of cost.

2.5 Distribution of Students With Disabilities Across the State.

In 1991 special education students accounted for 14.7 percent of the students in the State.
The target population students accounted for 0.8 percent of all students in the State and 5.4
percent of students with disabilities. (These numbers apply to students aged 6 to 21 and differ
from the numbers in Table 1 which apply to all children aged 0 to 21. The discrepancy occurs
because the more severe disabilities are diagnosed earlier.) Students with disabilities, however,
were not distributed evenly among the school districts across th. State.

The percentage of special education students ranged from a low of 8.7 percent in
Naperville to a high of 21.8 percent in Springfield. In Chicago 12.3 percent of the students were
special education. Target population students ranged from a low of 0.3 percent of all students in
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Perandoe Special Education District in Southern Illinois, to a high of 1.6 percent in Joliet. In
Chicago 1.1 percent of the students were target population.

Statewide the students with target disabilities represent 5.4 percent of all special education
students. Among individual service providers the percent ranges from a low of 2.7 percent in
Northern Suburban Special Education District in Lake County to 12.6 percent in East St. Louis.
In Chicago, students with target disabilities represent 9.3 percent of all special education students,
or twice the average in the entire rest of the State where 4.7 percent of the special education
students have target disabilities.

The ranges between high and low percentages are relatively large. The high for special
education students as a percentage of all students is 2.5 times the low; the high for target
population students as a percentage of all students is 5.3 times the low. There is little discernable
pattern in the distribution and many of the special education service units are quite similar in

nutiioers.

Tables 3, 4, and § group the special education service units by geographical area, by
property tax wealth, and by number of students. The variation within those parameters, of the

percentages of special education and target population students is not consistent.

Chicago and East St. Louis both have relatively low percentages of total special education
students, and relatively high percentages of target population students. For other cities in the
State, however, there is little that can be said that is generalizable. Springfield, Peoria and Joliet
have similar numbers, but they differ from those for Rockford and Elgin; other cities have their
own characteristics. Appendix C provides a breakdown of percentages of special education
students and target population students for all service providers.
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The Center for the Study of Educational Finance at Illinois State University in 1981
analyzed the relationship between family income, assessed property valuation and the incidence
of disabilities among students. The authors hypothesized that in the ideal world disabilities would
occur randomly in the population, but that since mental and physical impairment is associated
with poverty there would be some increased concentration of students with disabilities in poorer
districts.

The authors found, however, that there was some overall positive ccrrelation between
measures of wealth and the incidence of disabilities; there were higher concentrations of children
with disabilities in wealthier districts than in poorer districts. In almost all cases, however, for
elementary, high school and unit districts, the incidence of the target disabilities for this study

approached the theoretical ideal: "wealth was almost unrelated to the concéntrations of students.”
37

26  Where Special Education Takes Place

Although Illinois in general uses restrictive environments for special education, there is
wide variation across the State in the "Least Restrictive Environments” used and reported by
school districts and cooperatives for target population students.

For example, 3.3 percent of the target population statewide is reported in LRE codes A,
B, and C, which are basically full time in a reguiar classroom with some curriculum changes and

supports. The range, however goes from 0 percent to 19 percent.

Of the $1 service units in the state; 27 report less than 1 percent of their target population

full time in regular education classrooms, and 14 service units report more than 10 percent.

Ten service units report more than 25 percent of their target populations placed in private
schools, while 7 service units report less than 1 percent of their target populations placed in

private schools.
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Statewide, the LREs for the target population as a whole are shown in Table 6.

Statewide LREs For All Target Population Students, 1990-%1

. LRE

Regular Ed. with supports
Regular Ed. > 50 percent
Regular Ed. < 50 percent
Self contained classrooms
Segregated public schools
Private schools

State schools
Home/hospital

Percentage

32
33
133
277
28.1
17.8
0.7
59

The LRE groupings and definitions used in Table 6 are used throughout this report. The
correlation between these groupings and the State Board of Education Codes used in Table 2 in

Chapter 1 are as follows:

Regular Ed. with supports
Regular Ed. > 50 percent
Regular Ed. < 50 percent
Self contained classrooms
Segregated public schools
Private schools

State schools
Home/hospital

gr-mpmo» o
NE~Qmw @
Lz a 9
% O &

«»
-}

The statewide LREs for the individual disabilities within the target population are shown

in Tables 7 and 8. The Tables show that children in the target population with physical

disabilities are more likely to spend time in regular classrcoms than children with mental
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disabilities. In fact, 97 percent of the children in regular education with supports, and 96 percent
of the children in reguiar education more than 50 percent of the time, have physical rather than

cognitive impairments.

Almost all (99 percent) of the children taught at home or in a hospital have physical
impairments. Almost 90 percent of the children with target disabilities in private schools have
cognitive impairments and are labeled either TMH or S/PMH.

The LREs forthe target population also vary substantially across the major demographic
areas of the State, and there are differences between cooperatives and single district providers.
Although lumping providers together into geographical and other groupings hides substantial

individual differences, still there are overall patterns in the placement of children.

0 A child in the target population in Chicago is three times more likely to be placed
in a private school than a similar child in other areas of the State. (About 58
percent of all target population students placed in private facilities are from
Chicago schools.)

o Cooperatives in both the Chicago suburbs and Downstate are twice as likely to
place target population students in regular classrooms at least part of the time,
than single district providers in the same parts of the State.

© A child with target disabilities who lives in a single provider district is two to
three times more likely to be taught in a home or hospital setting than a child with
similar disabilities in any other part of the State.

Table 9 shows the LRE placement of children with target disabilities within the major
demographic regions of the State.
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Appendix D shows the LRE placement of all target population students for each service

provider. There is a relatively wide variation in practices across the State.

o Six of 91 service providers educated more than 15 percent of target population
students in regular classrooms; 27 other service providers educated less than 1
percent of target population students in regular classrooms. The percentage ranged
fiom 0 percent to 19 percent.

o The percentage of target population students placed in segregated buildings ranged
from O percent to 72 percent.

o The percentage of target population students placed in private facilities ranged
from O percent to 37 percent.

LRE placement does not vary consistently with the property tax wealth within a school
district or cooperative. Table 10 groups the special education service providers by equalized
assessed valuation and shows the LRE placements of the providers that fall within the groupings.

To facilitate analysis and to be able to readily compare service providers on the basis of
the restrictiveness of their overall LRE placements of students with target disabilities, we
constructed an Index of Regular Education Participation that assigned weights to LRE
placements. The higher the Index number the greater the reiative participation in regular
education classes. An Index number of 100 would show all students with target disabilities in
regular education classes with supports. An Index number of 0 would show all students with
target disabilities in segregated buildings.

The Index of Regular Education Participation for the State was 12.8. The Index for
Chicago was 7.5, slightly less than half the Index for the entire rest of the State which was 15.1.

The average Index for students in all cooperatives was 16, the average Index for students
in all single districts (outside of Chicago) was 10.
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There was little difference between the Suburbs and Downstate. In both areas of the State
most of the cooperatives, with a few exceptions, had higher relative Indexes, and most of the

single district providers, again with a few exceptions, had lower relative Indexes.

The highest Index of Regular Education participation was 37.3 in the Williamson County
Special Education District. Five other service providers had an Index greater than 30.0. They
were. the Cooperative Association for Special Education in DuPage County, Oak Park
Elementary District;, Franklin and Jefferson Counties Special Education District; Rural Champaign
County Special Education Cooperative; and Champaign Unit District.

The lowest Index of Regular Education participation was 0.6 in Evanston Township High
School. Four other service providers had an Index less than 5.0. They were: Mid-Valley Special
Education Cooperative in Kane County; Aurora West Unit District; Kankakee Unit District; and
the East St. Louis Area Joint Agreement. Appendix E shows the Index of Regular Education

Participation for all 91 service providers.

Table 11 shows LRE placements and the Index of Regular Education Participation by 94-
142 discretionary regions. Of the regions, Chicago (J) has the lowest participation index followed
by the Metro East area across the Mississippi River from St. Louis. The deep Southern Illinois
region (I) had the highest participation index, followed by the Western Cook/DuPage County
region (D) and the East Central Illinois region (K) centered on Danville and Champaign.

2.7 Overview of Special Education Funding

There are two fundamental characteristics of special education funding in Iilinois: 1) it
is separate from the funding of general education; and 2) it is fragmented.

There are two entirely separate streams of state and federal dollars that flow to local
Illinois school districts. One goes to general education, the other to special education. Although
the local general education property tax dollars may be spent for either general or special
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education, school districts can levy a separate property tax to be used specifically for special

education.

State aid to general education goes to school districts primarily through a single source,
general State aid, that has few limitations placed on it. In contrast State and federal funds for
special education are dispersed through numerous categorical grant programs that have lots of
regulations and limitations. The dollars are not attached to the general provision of special
education; rather the dollars are attached to teachers, aides, the placement of children in particular
locations, excess costs, transportation, room and board, and the provision of "extra" services. .

Each "category" of funds has to be requisitioned, justified and accounted for separately.

2.7.1 Differences Between General State Aid to Education and Special Education Funding.

The primary purpose of general state aid to education is to supplement local property tax
revenues for schools and to guarantee a legislatively determined level of funding for the
education of each student. General state aid dollars are not tied to any particular program,
purpose or pupil; they become part of the overall resources of the school district to be budgeted
and spent at the direction of the local school board.

Equity, providing an equal amount of educational resources to each child regardless of
the wealth of the school distric: in which the child lives, is a major consideration in general
education funding.

The primary purpose of special education funding is to assist loca! school districts with
the extra costs associated with educating children with disabilities. Special education funding
exists on top of general education funding. The student with disabilities is first of all a student
and the school district has all of the general revenues associated with that student as a student.
Special education funding is designed to provide the school district with the gdditional money
required to provide the additional services required by the student because of his or her disability.
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Special education funds in Illinois are typically distributed in categorical grants; they are
tied to the provision of particular services. Usually the service must be first provided and then
the provider is reimbursed for the expenditure (or some part of the expenditure) with funds
appropriated (usually a year later) for that purpose. For some activities that are approved ahead
of time the funds are provided concurrently with the expenditure.

2.7.2 The General State School Aid Formula

The general state school aid formula is designed to work in conjunction with local
property tax revenues so that together, local and state dollars reach a guaranteed level per pupil.
Local property tax revenues per pupil depend on the assessed value of the property in the district,
the tax rate and the number of pupils. Given a particular tax rate, and a given number of pupils,
the higher the assessed value of the property in the ditrict the more local dollars will be
generated per pupil and the fewer state dollars required to reach the guaranteed amount.

This means that the wealthier a school district is (with wealth being measured by the per
pupil amount of assessed property in the district) the higher will be the proportion of local dollars
in the budget and the lower the proportion of state dollars. No district, however, is left without
any state dollars. All districts, regardless of their wealth, are guaranteed to receive in state funds
at least 7 percent of the guaranteed, or "foundation” level of funding.

The "foundation” level of funding in 1990-91 was $ 2501.63 per pupil. Some 53 school
districts in the state had enough property wealth to generate that amount or more in local property
taxes using the uniform tax rate designated in the formula. These school districts were given a
flat grant equal to 7 percent ($175.11 per pupil) of the foundation level. An additional 151
wealthy districts used an Alternate Funding Formula which in effect raised their "foundation”

level 7 percent.

The general State aid formula recognizes that not all students are alike and that the
education of students with some characteristics is more costly than the education of others. The
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formula deals with this problem by weighting the numbér of students with those characteristics,
in effect sending more mcney in their direction. Each student in grades 7 and 8 is given a weight |
of 1.05; each high school student is given a weight of 1.25; and each student from a low income
family is given an extra weighting of up to .625 depending on the concentration of low income
students in the school district. The maximum weighting of .625 for a low income student occurs
when 23 percent or more of the students in the district come from low income families. (The
state average concentration of iow-income students is 19.5 percent. In a district at the average

each low income student is weighted .53.

The "foundation" level of dollars per pupil then is a guarantee applied to the weighted
number of students and not the physical number of students in attendance.

Historically there was no specific programmatic requirement or accountability for the use
of state general aid dollars. The dollars went into the budget and were spent at the discretion of
the local school board. In the 1980s, however, black legislators from Chicago protested that the
additional dollars being sent to the Chicago School Board and to other school districts because
of the presence of low-income students were not being spent on the education of low-income

students.

The law now requires all school districts with more than 1,000 students and a
concentration of low income students greater than the state average, to submit an annual plan to
the State Board of Education describing how the funds generated by low income students are
used. The Chicago School Board, in addition, is required to spend most of those funds at
attendance centers proportionately to the number of low income students at those centers, and to

report to the State Board where the funds were spent and the services that became available as
a resuit.

In the 1990-91 school year § 2.1 billion was distributed to school districts through the
general State aid formula.
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2.7.3 Funding of Special Education

Unlike funding for regular education, there is no inherent tie between state funding and
local funding for special education. Although some costs might be shared, there is no joint effort
to achieve a specified level of funding. Also, there is aimost no effort to direct more help to
districts with less wealth. Equity is not a consideration in special education funding in Illinois.

Special education funding is designed to reimburse school districts for the extra cost of
educating students with disabilities. To the extent that all of the extra costs of all districts are
reimbursed, it can be argued that all districts are treated equitably. To the extent that not all extra
costs are reimbursed, however, it can be shown that noh-reimbmsed costs are a heavier burden

on poorer districts than on wealthier districts.

Special education funding comes in the form of categorical grants that are typically tied
to a purpose, like transportation; to a required resource, like teachers; or, in some cases, directly
to the student served. Some categorical grant programs reimburse all costs for the purposes
specified, others provide a flat amount (so much per teacher, so much per student, etc.), others

reimburse a percentage of the costs.

When insufficient funds are appropriated by the General Assembly to cover all the claims
made on a particular State categorical program, each claim is reduced by the percentage shortfall
in the whole program. This reduction is the annual "proration”.

A list of federal and state special education categorical grant programs is shown in Table
12, along with the dollar amounts distributed in fiscal 1991 and a general indication of the basis
on which the dollars are distributed.
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TABLE 12

Federal and State Assistance For Special Education

Program

Federal

Chap. 1, PL 100-297 - Handizapped $
(formerly 89-313)

IDEA PL 101-476 (formerly 94-142)

Part B, flow-through

Reg. Programs/Special Projects
Room and Board
Preschool

Infant and Toddlers

State

Extraordinary Services
Personnel Reimbursement

Private Sclhiool Tuition

Special Ed Transportation

Orphanage Tuition - Individual

V Orphanage Tuition - Group

Summer School

TOTAL

Illinois; Fiscal 1991

Dollars
Distributed

22,986,606

49,859,218

3,955,971
9,739,870
13,013,676

3,608,771

60,799,973
196,000,000

24,319,506

102,752,092
13,335,519
25,915,584

3,056,294

529,343,080
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Basis for
Distribution

$ 548.86 per eligible child

$ 257.10 per eligible child

grants
actual cost

$ 562.90 per eligible child

grants

the first $2,000 per eligible child in
excess costs over regular ed per capita.

up to $8,000 per special ed teacher and
$2,800 for non-certified emplovees

the total remasining tuition cost after
district pays its share which varies
depending on district's regular education
costs.

80 percent of costs

per capita special education tuition cost
approval of program budget

percentage of general state aid formula




In addition to receiving state and federal dollars to cover the extra costs of special
education, school districts car: levy a property tax to pay special education costs. The permissible
rate without referendum is .02 percent of the assessed valuation for dual districts, and .04 percent

for unit districts. The rates can be increased respectively by referendum to .125 percent and .25

_percent.

As originally passed in 1967, the tax could be ievied for only five years and only for
building special education facilities when money in the district's building fund was insufficient
for that purpose. Prior approval had to be received from the State Superintendent before the tax
could be levied. (Under a law that has since been repealed the State also contributed dollars for
special education building purposes.) Buildings built with the tax always had to be used for
special education purposes, unless the need for a building at that location had passed, in which
case comparable facilities at another location would have to be made available for special

education.

In 1979 the law was changed to allow doliars accumuiated in the fund to be transferred
to the district's operations, building and maintenance fund if the State Superintendent certified
that adequate space was provided for all students with disabilities and voters in the district
approved the transfer. Two years later the law was changed to allow accumulated funds to be
used for any special education purpose without referendum, and in 1983 the tax itself was
changed to a general purpose special education property tax.

In FY91 most school districts in the State levied the tax, and most levied it at the
maximum permissible rate without referendum. Special education tax extensions for all school
districts that year totalled $43.2 million; of which $12.2 million (28 percent of the total) was
levied by Chicago, and $20.2 million (47 percent) was levied by school districts in the suburbs.

It is impossidle to determine with any precision the total cost of special education in the
State and how those costs are shared among local school districts, the State and the federal
government. School districts don't budget separately for special education and the accounting
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1

practices of the State Board of Education do not identify program costs. Part of the local general
education levy supports students with disabilities. What part is impossible to determine. It is also
not possible to identify with assurance what portion of the extra costs occasioned by a student's
disabilities is covered by state and federal dollars.

In order to determine the incentives in the special education funding structure it is not
necessary to know precisely what the costs are and how they are shared. It is necessary, however,
to identify all of the parts of the funding structure, including those parts that are nominally part
of regular education funding but ‘mpact on special education, and how all of the parts build on
and interact with each other.

Much of the anaiysis of funding in the rest of this study excludes the preschool and
infants and toddlers grants because there is not a regular school setting, for pre-kindergarten
children and the question of disincentives does not arise. Summer school is not looked at in detail
because the dollars are small and not all school districts participate. The orphanage programs are
not included in some of the discussion of where dollars are distributed since all costs are covered
regardless of the placement or the educational setting for the child with disabilities. With these
exclusions, total State and federal assistance for special education in FY 1991 totalled some $470
million for an average of approximately $ 2,022 for each special education student.

2.74 Where Do the Dollars Get Sent?

The question of where the dollars get sent is importart. The dollars pay for services for
childeen, but if the dollars don't start out where the children are, then either the services have to
be taken to where the children are, or the children have to be taken to the services.

The education of children with disabilities is the legal responsibility of the local school
district. If a child is going to be included in his or her home school, the local school district has
to have the resources to do the job. Tc the extent that doliars go to the local school district with

the child, the easier it is for the local school district to chioose to run an inclusive program in the
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home school. To the extent that dollars st~rt at some other level, the more difficult it is to bring

those doilars and the services back to the home school.

Of the $470 mullion in State and federal assistance disbursed in FY 1991, some 75 percent
went directly to local school districts, 21 percent went to cooperatives, and 3 percent to regional
projects.

There was a substantial difference between the federal and the State dollars. Of the federal
dollars, 71 percent went to regions and cooperatives. Of the State dollars, 85 percent went to
school districts. Personnel and extraordinary were the only State programs that sent any
substantial dollars to the regions or to the cooperatives. Some of the cooperatives in the State
pass on some of their IDEA grant dollars to member school districts. Some of the Chapter 1
regional programs are breaking vp and the dollars are now going to cooperatives within those
regions. The State Board of Education now sends IDEA discretionary dollars directly to

cooperatives rather than the regions.

Tables 13, 14, and 15 show the breakdown of where the federal and State dollars went
in FY 1991 and the percentage breakdown of where the different kinds of service providers
received their funding.

Regional programs received 35 percent of their grant funds from Personnel and 42 percent
from Chapter 1 Handicapped.

Cooperatives received 44 percent of their grant funds from Personnel and 37 percent from
IDEA

Although there were differences between Chicago, school districts that are members of
cooperatives, and single district providers that are seen in Table 15, as a whole, school districts
received 41 percent of their direct grant funds from Personnel, 28 percent from Transportation,
15 percent from Extraordinary, and 10 percent from Private School Tuition and Room and Board.
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CHAPTER 1II

THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION IN ILLINOIS

3.1 Introduction

The funding of special education in Illinois is separate from the funding of general
education and it is fragmented.

Multiple streams of federal and State dollars flow into special education at multiple levels.
Some of the dollars are attached to and support students, but most of the doilars are attached to
and support elements of the infrastructure of special education, like personnel, transportation,

private schools and orphanage programs.

This chapter iooks in detail at each part of special education funding in Illinois and
describes what turms on each money tap, and what determines how much money flows in what
directions. It lays the groundwork for the discussion in Chapter 4 of the incentives and

disincentives generated by the flow of money.
3.2  The Definition and Use of Per Capita Costs and Tuition Charges

Per capita costs and tuition charges are basic financial concepts that get used primarily
in the general State aid formula and in interactions between local school districts, but they also
play a role in some categorical reimbursement programs. They provide a measure of the wealth
of a school district, and a measure of the adequacy of the inputs into the local educational

programs.

The per capita costs, or more technicaily, the "operating expense per pupil” is a useful
number to compare total dollar expenditures among school districts but it is not a number used
in funding formulas. It is basically the district's total budget divided by the average daily
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attendance. Capital expenditures are not included, nor are bond principal payments. Summer

school and adult education are also not included.

The 1990-91 state operating expense per pupil averaged $5,066. Almost 80 percent of the
districts (739 of 950), however, had a lower operating expense per pupil. The range in the state

went from a low of $2,409 to a high of $11,621; one of the largest differences among the 50
states.

The tuition charge in a district is the amount charged a student who is being educated by
the district, but who does not live within the boundaries of the district and whose family does
not therefore contribute local property tax dollars to the district.

3.2.1 Regular Education Per Capita Tuition Charges

The regular education per capita tuition charge starts with the sum used to calculate
operating expense per pupil, subtracts receipts from state and federal categorical programs and
receipts and/or expenditures for community and student services (school lunches) and adds an
allowance for depreciation of buildings. This sum is then divided by the district's average daily

attendance to arrive at the per capita tuition.

In general it can be said that the regular education per capita tuition charge represents the
local property tax and general state aid share of the costs of educating each child in the district.

In 1991 the average per capita tuition charge for all school districts in the State was
$4,383. A breakdown of per capita tuition charges by type of school district is shown below.

70 91




Per Capita Tuition Charges, 1990-91

Lowest Highest Average
District District
Elementary Districts 2,212 9,589 4225
High School Districts 3,285 11,175 7,280
Unit Dastricts 2,547 8,407 3,958

The regular education per capita tuition charge is used in the formulas of two special
education reimbursement programs: Extraordinary and Private Tuition. In both cases the special
education reimbursement applies only to the expenditures in excess of the regular education per
capita. Both programs recognize that the special education student, as a student, receives the
funding that all other students receive and that special educaticn funding pays for the extra
services needed because the student is disabled.

3.2.2 Special Education Tuition Charges

The special education per capita tuition charge is the amount of money charged by a
district (or a cooperative) operating a special education program, for tuition costs of children who
are not residents of the district (or cooperative). It is used in determining tuition charges for
students participating in extraordinary and orphanage based programs and also state
reimbursements for those same two programs. A separate tuitior charge is computed for the
instructional programs for each disability label (e.g. behavior disordered, learning disabled,
mentally impaired etc.). There is no overall special education tuition charge.

(The sharing of costs for special education programs among districts that are part of a

cooperative or jeint agreement is determined by the terms of the contract setting up the

cooperative or joint agreement.)
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In general, the tuition charge is based on the total cost of running the special education
program minus personnel costs reimbursed by the State, and minus any costs reimbursed by the
federal government. The total cost is then divided by the average daily enrollment (not attendance
as in regular education) to arrive at the per capita special education tuition charge for the
particular instructional program. In addition to the tuition charge, the resident district is also
billed for costs that are incurred solely for the benefit of the individual child.

The costs allowed in the tuition computation include: salaries of special education
personnel, taxes levied for their pensions, supplies, equipment, textbooks, administration, utilities,
repairs and maintenance, auxiliary services, and depreciation calculated at a rate of $200 per

pupil. Transportation is the responsibility of the resident district.

As in regular education, the per capita tuition charge for special education represents
largely the costs paid for from local sources.

In cases where the child is a ward of the State and lives in an orphanage, foster family
home, children's home, or in State housing, the special education tuition charge is paid by the
State to the providing district. The (orphanage) special education programs can be provided in
the district's buildings, or in space provided at the location where the children reside. In the latter
case the space is provided free to the district and no charge for space is included in the per capita
tuition cost.

The methodology, the forms, and the requirements for determining per capita special
education tuition charges reflect the assumption that special education is a series of separate
programs for children who are homogeneous in their disabilities. The costs are calculated as

costs for programs and the programs are the structure within which the children fit.

For purposes of costs and charges, inclusion is not treated as, or considered to be, a

system of supports that is in place in & school district or building to help all children with
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disabilities learn in an integrated setting. Rather, inclusion is treated and billed as a cost incurred

"solely” for the benefit of a "single" child.
3.3  Federal and State Special Education Categorical Programs and Funding Formulas.

There are two major federal Acts that provide funds to special education. The first is the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Chapter 1 Handicapped Program); the second is the
Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Both programs provide dollars on the basis
of the number of eligible children, although the Chapter 1 Handicapped Program also takes into
account the amount of dollars a State spends. The amount-of dollars per child is not set by law,
but varies each year with the specific amount determined by the dollars appropriated and the

number of eligible children. A child cannot be claimed for reimbursement under both programs.

The two federal programs together provided $103 million to support special education
in Illinois in FY91. Although the two programs provided different levels of funding, and some
of the dollars did not go directly to students, together they provided an amount equivalent to
$431 for each special education child in the State.

There are six State special education reimmbursement programs which together in FY 1991
provided $426 million to local school districts, or an amount equivalent to $1,784 for each special
education child in the State. Typically, however, the dollars are not distributed on a per child
basis. Rather they are tied to specific costs like personnel, transportation, summer school, and
private school tuition; or to specific children like those who live in orphanages and foster ho'mes;
or to extraordinary circumstances where costs are unusually high.

Each of the State's programs exist on its own. There is some interaction among them. For
example, the Extraordinary and Orphanage programs do not cover costs already covered by State
Personnel and federal grant dollars. There is no effort, however, to achieve any particular

cumulative support level.
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The federal and state special education programs together provided the equivalent of
$2,215 for each special education student in the State. This means that on the average, there was
44 percent more dollars to support each special education student than dollars fo support the

average student in regular education.

In addition to the federal and state funding programs for special education, state law
allows local school districts to levy a property tax for special education purposes. Elementary
districts and high school districts are limited to a levy of .02 percent of equalized assessed
valuation and unit districts are limited to a levy of .04 percent of equalized assessed valuation.
Most districts extended the tax at the maximum rate.

The 1990 local property tax extensions (to be collected in 1991) for special education
totalled $43.2 million, or the equivalent of $181 for each special education student in the state.

Because of the disparities in assessed valuation per student among school districts the actual

amount raised per student varied widely among districts.

3.3.1 The Elementary and Secondary Education Act, PL 100-297:
Chapter 1 Handicapped Program

The Chapter | Handicapped Program - as this program is generally known - was first
enacted in 1965 as Public Law 89-313 at a time when most children with disabilities were
institutionalized. The purpose of the original law was to encourage the development of
educational programs for children with severe disabilities in state operated or state supported
facilities many of which at that time did not provide education.

Although the Chapter 1 Handicapped Program now serves a wider range of children, the
program is still primarily for students whose education is the state's respdnsibility and who are
placed in state operated or state supported programs. The specific criteria for eligibility are
established by each state. The funds must be used to supplement, and not replace, state and local
funding for special education. The funds may not be used for administration. Each child counted
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as being eligible for the program must individually receive some services paid for by the
program. Funds are generally used to provide supplemental services, such as occupational and

physical therapy, counseling, and speech and music therapy. **

In recent years the federal appropriation for this program has averaged approximately
$150 million a year. Nationwide the number of students served is approximately 260,000. The
per student funding is not the same for all states. The distribution formula adjusts allocations to
states to reflect differences in the amount that states spend on educational services for each
student. A state that spends more on each student will receive more from the Chapter 1
Handicapped Program. The per student allocation to states ranged from a low of approximately
$440 per student to a high of approximately $660 per student.

There is some controversy at the national level over the Chapter 1 Handicapped Program
because four states, with Illinois being one of those states, receive almost half of all the program
funds. (Illinois alone received 15 percent of all program dollars.) This occurs because these four
states include in their Chapter 1 child count, children with disabilities generally not considered
to be severe, while other states include only children with severe disabilities. Nationwide, only
6 percent of special education children were included in the Chapter 1 Handicapped Program; in

Illinois 17 percent were included.

In FY91 Illinois claimed 41,467 children under Chapter 1 Handicapped and received $23
million. The support came to $549 per eligible student.

The Illinois count for federal Chapter 1 Handicapped funds includes all the children
eligible for State reimbursed funds under the programs for extraordinary services, private school
tuition, and orphanage tuition. The children in these three state funded programs accounted for
90 percent of the Illinois children claimed for Chapter 1 Handicapped funds. Three quarters of
the target population ..udents for this study were eligible for Chapter 1 Handicapped funds.
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FIGURE 4:

89-313 Projects

Downstate, 1990-91 Boundaries
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FIGURE 5: 89-313 Projects

Chicago Metropolitan Area, 1990-91 Boundaries.
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Although the Chaptc. 1 Handicapped Program was initially focused on severely disabled
children in state institutions, the law did not limit assistance to particular disabilities and the law
in 1978 w as amended to include the same definition of handicapped children as the more

inclusive Education of the Handicapped Act.

As the states in the 1970s began moving severely disabled children from institutions to
less restrictive settings and to local school districts, the law was changed to allow states to
continue receiving funds for a child when the child was moved from an institutional setting to
a less restrictive setting. The dollars had to follow the child, however, and the state was required
to transfer the funds generated by the student to the local school district. The broad definition of
disabilities in the Act, along with the authority for dollars to follow children, have allowed states
latitude in counting children for Chapter 1 Handicapped funds. The ability of Chapter 1
Handicapped dollars to follow children has removed any incentive in this program to keep
children in more restrictive settings once they have qualified for Chapter 1 reimbursement. The
initial incentive to place them in such a program may be there, however, as Chapter 1
reimbursement is more than twice the reimbursement under the Individuais With Disabilities
Act®

Although Chapter 1 Handicapped funds are allocated on a per student basis the doliars
do not flow to the home school districts of the students. The Illinois State Board of Education
distributes the money in response to grant applications, but limits the entities permitted to file
applications to regional programs. Figures 4 and 5 show the boundaries of the Chapter 1
Handicapped programs. (See the discussion in Section 2.4.1 regarding recent changes in policy
concerning distribution of Chapter 1 Handicapped dollars.) In some cases the dollars flow
through to more local service providers, but in most cases the Chapter 1 projects keep control
of the dollers and take the services purchased by the dollars to where the children are.
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3.3.2 Individuals With Disabilities Education Act, PL 101-476

The Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) is the primary federal program
that supports children with disabilities. It was fecrmerly the Education of the Handicapped Act
which was best known by its Public Law number 94-142. IDEA distributes dollars through one
general support program (Part B) and through several more focused categorical programs. Table
16 lists these programs and the dollars received through them by Illinois in FY 91.

TABLE 16

Federal Funds Received by Illinois Through
Individuals With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), PL 101-476, 1990-1991

Fund Source . Dollars
(millions)
Part B
Flow through to local districts 49.9
Room and board for private placements 9.7
Regional programs, special projects 4.0
State administration 29
Total: Part B 66.5
Preschool 13.0
Infant and Toddlers 3.6
TOTAL 83.1
79
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33.2.1 IDEA-PutB

In comparison with the other federal general support program, Chapter 1 Handicapped,
IDEA-Part B is much larger; it has an annuai federal appropriation of approximately $1.4 billion

compared to $150 million for Chapter 1, and supports approximately 4.2 million students with

disabilities compared to 260,000 for Chapter 1. Th_e level of funding for each student, however,

is considerably less.

The stated intent of IDEA-Part B is to provide extra funding for students with disabilities
equal to 40 percent of the national average per student cost of educating students without
disabilities. The federal appropriation, however, has never come close to reaching that level and

in 1991 the grant to Illinois was approximately 5 percent of the state's average per student cost.

IDEA-Part B dollars are allocated to states on the basis of the number of students with
disabilities aged 3 through 17 identified and served by each state, provided that no more than 12
percent of all such students in the state can be counted and that students included in the Chapter
1 Handicapped program also cannot be counted.

The dollars must be used to'supplement the special education program and cannot be used
to replace any state or local dollars already being used. The dollars may be used for
administrative purposes, and each child counted for the program does not have to individually
receive services from the funds provided. If a local district is already providing complete special
education programming to its students the State can reallocate IDEA funds from that district to
another district that needs more assistance.

Of the money allocated to a State, 75 percent must flow through to local districts. Of the
other 25 percent, 5 percent can be used by the State for administration costs, and the remaining
20 percent can be used for direct services to children with disabilities; support services which
include personnel development, parent training activities, and recruitment and training of hearing

officers and surrogate parents; and State monitoring activities and complaint investigations.
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Illinois law enacted in 1978 requires that half of the State's "discretionary” 25 percent of
IDEA-Part B funds (or 12.5 percent) be used to pay the board and room costs of students with
disabilities placed in private schools whose room and board are not already paid by other state
agencies. With 5 percent of the "discretionary” funds going to State administrative costs, and 12.5
percent to pay private school room and board, only 7.5 percent remains. (These percents have
changed slightly in the 1992-93 school year.) These funds are typically used for regional
programs and special projects. As room and board costs increased in the late 1980s, however,
the 12.5 percent set aside was not sufficient to cover the total, and money formerly set aside for
regional programs and special projects was used for room and board. In FY 91 an additional $1.4
million was added to the statutory 12.5 percent set aside for room and board, raising the
allocation for room and board that year to 14.6 percent of the discretionary funds.

Like the Chapter 1 Handicapped funds, the IDEA Part B flow through funds are disbursed
by the State Board of Education in response to grant applications. Again, the State Board, in
partial response to the federal prohibition on disbursing grants less than $7,500, limits the
entities from whom it will accept applications. For Part B flow through funds the designated

applicants are the cooperatives and single district providers.

How much of the Part B flow through funds remain at the cooperative level and how

much flows through in sub-grants to local school districts is a matter of individual cooperative

policy. Most of the dollars, however, remain at the cooperative level to fund cooperative services.

|
|
Again like the Chapter | Handicapped funds, the grant applications serve only the purpose i
of identifying how the funds will be spent. The amount of the grant is determined by the number 1

of eligible children, and a grant has never been denied. Although federal law allows dollars to
be shifted within a State when the needs within an area have been met, shifting has never

occurred it Illinois.

The allocation of Part B "discretionary dollars” to regional programs and special projects

has already been described in the discussion in Section 2.4.1 on regional programs. These
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discretionary funds in the last two years have been added to the flow-through funds allocated
to cooperatives and single district providers raising the total of flow-through funds to 78.5
percent of the federal allocation to the State.

3322 IDEA: Handicapped Infant and Toddler Grants

The purpose of the Handicapped Infant and Toddler grants is to enhance the development
of children with disabilities below the age of three years and minimize their potential for
developmental delay. The grants are intended to assist each state develop comprehensive 2arly

intervention services for infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families.

The funds are distributed to states on the basis of the number of infants and toddlers with
disabilities in the state. The FY91 allocation to Illinois was $3.6 million. The State distributes
the funds on a competitive basis through grant applications. In FY91 funds went to 26 private
agencies, 5 cooperatives and the Chicago Board of Education.

3323 IDEA: Preschool Grants

The IDEA Preschool Grants program is directed at providing up to $1,000 per child for
preschool educational experiences for children with disabilities aged 3 through 5. The funds are
distributed to states on the basis of the number of children with disabilities aged 3 through S in
the state. The FY91 allocation to Illinois was $13 million, 75 percent of which was distributed
to school districts on the basis of the number of eligible children served, and 25 percent of which
was used for statewide activities, including a child-find media campaign, a regional technical
assistance program, in-service training, special projects and administrative costs of the State
Board of Education.

The IDEA preschool grants received by Illinois school districts in FY91 came to $535 per
student.
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3.3.3 Personnel Reimbursement

The Personnel Reimbursement Program is the State's basic funding program for special
education. It reimburses approved special education programs a flat amount for each teacher,
professional worker and noncertified employee providing special education services. The
program was initially designed to pick up half the cost of special education personnel. The law,
however, has not kept up with salaryAincreases and the current rates for reimbursement do not

cover 50 percent of salaries.

In FY 1991 the program distributed $196 million; claims were paid at 100 percent for
20,670 full-time equivaient professional employees and 10,057 full-time equivalent noncertified

employees. Claims are paid quarterly in the year after the expenses are incuned.
The personnel eligible for reimbursement and the rates are as follows:

For eligible physically handicapped children and all eligible children whose
placement is in hospital or home instruction 1/2 of the teacher's salary but not
more than $1,000 annually per child or $8,000 per teacher, whichever is less;

2. For one full-time qualified director of 2 fully approved special education program,
the annual sum of $8,000;

3. For each school psychoiogist, the annual sum of $8,000;

4 For each qualified teacher working in a fully approved program for preschool age
children who are deaf or hard-of-hearing, the annual sum of $8,000;

5. For each professional worker excluding those discussed above, $8,000 a year;

6. For readers, working with blind or partially seeing children 1/2 of their salary but
not more than $400 annually per child; and

7. For necessary noncertified employees working in any special education class or

program, 1/2 of the salary paid or $2,800 annually per employee, whichever is
less.
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Only personnel who have been pre-approved by the State Board of Education are eligible
for reimbursement. All have to be appropriately credentialed for (the handicapping conditions of)
the students they are teaching and all must have job descriptions (within their credentials) on file.
All personnel must spend at least 50 percent of their time with special education services and
must be supervised by appropriately credentialed personnel who spend 100 percent of their time
with special education services. Work assignments for each individual must also be approved.

The State Board of Education has interpreted that the personnel reimbursement is limitel
to salaries paid from local funds. The full reimbursement authorized by statute is made only when
the portion of the individual's salary paid from local funds is equal to, or exceeds, the statutory
reimbursement. In cases where the portion of the individual's salary paid from local funds is less

than the statutory reimbursement, the reimbursement is reduced to the amount of the local share.

Statewide, the State Personnel reimbursement program pays 19.5 percent of the salaries
of special education personnel. The local school districts pay 72.9 percent of the salaries, 94-142
flow through dollars pay 3.4 percent, and Chapter 1 Handicapped funds pay 1.1 percent. There
is not much variation in these percentages in different parts of the State, or between weaithy and
poor school districts. (See Appendix H for a breakdown of Personnel reimbursements by service

unit.)
Teachers account for 76.6 percent of the state reimbursement. QOther staff account for 23.4
percent. Teachers certified to teach students with the target disabilities accounted for 7.9 percent

of the teacher reimbursements, or approximately the same percent as target disability students are
of all special education students.
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3.3.4 Extraordinary Services

The State reimbursement program for Extraordinary services was first passed in 1972. It
is designed to reimburse local school districts for "extraordinary" costs of educating special
education students. Payments are made to school districts quarterly to cover the previous year's

costs.

The "extraordinary” costs are those over and above the regular education per capita tuition
cost which are not covered by the state's special education personnel reimbursement program and

federal grant dollars.

Not all of a district's extraordinary costs are covered, however. First, there is a statutory
limitation of $2,000 per student. Second, historically there has been a "gentleman's" agreement
that a district would claim for Extraordinary reimbursement only those costs which exceeded 1.5
times the district's per capita tuition charge. Extraordinary costs that were less than 50 percent
greater than the cosis of regular education were thus historically not covered. Third, when State
appropriations do not cover all of the Extraordinary claims each claim is reduced a pro rata share.

Extraordinary costs not covered by state reimbursement are the responsibility of the local district.

In simplified terms, if one ignores the "gentleman's” agreement and ignores the impact

of proration, Extraordinary costs are divided this way:

the school district pays the regular education per capita;
the State pays the first $2,000 in extra costs;

the school district pays everything else.

In the Extraordinary program, the Statc goes first in picking up extra costs but its financial
risk is capped at $2,000. The school district's financial risk is cpen ended.
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In FY 91 claims for Extraordinary reimbursement totalled $62.4 million. The appropriation

was $60.8 million and each claim was reimbursed at a rate of 98.6 percent.

In FY91 the "gentleman's" agreement was still generally being adhered to. Since then,
however, the agreement has fallen apart and districts are now claiming all the law allows them
to claim. As a result total claims have increased. Appropriations, however, have remained about

the same and as a result the rate of reimbursement has declined sharply.

A FY 93 first quarter memorandum from the State Board of Education to local school
districts explained what has happened this way:

Previous practice was that districts claimed only those expenses in excess of one
and one-half times the per capita tuition amount for the district. However, some
districts have been legally claiming all excess costs for the past few years. Due
to increasing levels of proration and the growing financial crisis, this year many
districts have legally claimed all expenses in excess of local support, increasing
the total claims from $70 million last year to over $160 million this year. In the
face of level state funding from FY92 to FY93, claims in this category were
prorated at 38.3 percent, down significantly from (89.5 percent in) FY92. ¢

These numbers indicate that in FY91 as a result of the "gentleman's” agreement,
approximately $80 to $100 million in Extraordinary costs were covered by school districts and

not claimed for reimbursement from the State.

Numbers supplied by the State Board of Education indicate that the cap of $2000
accounted for approximately an additional $20 million in Extraordinary costs just for target
population students not being reimbursed by the State.

The FY91 Extraordinary payments averaged $1,433 per claimed student. The number of
students claimed under the program during the whole year totalled 43,574, of which

approximately one-quarter were in the target population. The target population Extraordinary
claims averaged about $1,900 a student.
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The Extraordinary funding program is the most important funding program for the target
population of this study. Almost 60 percent of the total target population is funded by
Extraordinary, and more than three-quarters of the students labeled TMH are funded by
Extraordinary. The number and percentage of students with target disabilities funded by
Extraordinary dollars are shown.

Students, Ages 6 to 21,
Funded by Extraordinary

Disability Label ' Number of P.. 'nt of all Students
Students With That Label

TMH 4,750 77.6

PH/C 1,276 46.8

D/B 11 25.6

OHI 441 29.4

S/PMH . 811 325

All Target Disabilities 7,289 56.6

3.3.5 Prvate School Tuition

The State reimburses local school districts for part of the tuition and all of the room and
board costs for special education students who are not served in the local public special education
program but attend private schools, public out-of-state schools, or public school residential

facilities including any special education facility owned and operated by a county.

For a district to be reimbursed for any such placement, however, the district must certify
that the special education program of the district is "unable to meet the needs of that child
because of his handicap" and the State Superintendent of Education must find that the district is
in substantial compliance with the law that requires each school district to maintain a
comprehensive special education program. Reimbursements are made quarterly in the year

following the expenditure.
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The formula for reimbursing private tuition costs has two tierc. The first tier applies to
the first $4,500 in tuition charges. Tne second tier applies to that portion of any charge in excess
of $4,500. The two tiers are as follows:

Tier 1:

a) The school district pays the actual cost of the tuition and related services
(excluding room, board and transportation costs) or $4,500 per year, whichever is
less.

b) The State reimburses the school district the amount by which $4,500 exceeds
the district's regular education per capita tuition charge.

Tier 2:

a) The school district pays the amount by which the actual cost of tuition and
related services (excluding room, board and transportation costs) exceeds $4,500.

b) The State reimburses the school district the amount by which this second-tier
payment exceeds the district's regular education per capita tuition charge.

Under Tier 1, the maximum a school district is responsible for is $4,500. Every school
district that has a regular education per capita tuition charge of $4,500 or more will pay $4,500.
Every school district that has a regular education per capita tuition of less than $4,500 will be

responsible for only its own per capita and the State pays the difference between that amount and
$4,500.

Under Tier 2, the maximum a school district is responsible for is its own regular education

per capita.
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Under both Tier 1 and Tier 2 together, the maximum a school district is responsible for

is as follows:

For all school districts with less than $4,500 regular education per capita:

An amount equal to two regular education per capitas.

For all school districts with more than $4,500 regular education per capita:

An amount equal to one regular education per capita plus $4,500.

This means that poorer districts have to make a relatively greater effort than richer
districts when students are placed in private or residential facilities. The average tuition charge
for a private school placement in FY91 was approximately $12,200. For weaithy districts this was
not much more than their cost for a regular education student and they would have paid the fuli
cost quite easily. For poor districts this was five to six times their cost of a regular education

student and they would have had to pay twice their regular cost.

If one simplifies the formula, ignores the impact of the two tiers on who precisely pays
which dollar in what order, and concentrates on the effect rather than the mechanics, the formula
is much easier to understand. Essentially, for a child in a private school:

The school district pays the regular per capita cost;

The school district pays the first extra per capita of cost up to $4,500;

The State pays the rest of the tuition.
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Here we clearly see that a school district's responsibility for paying private tuition is
limited to $4,500 in extra costs. The school district goes first, and the State picks up everything
that is left. The school district's financial risk is limited; the State's financial risk is open ended.

The different effect tliat the formula has on wealthy and poor districts is illustrated by
looking at the private tuition charges that would have been paid by the districts with the highest
($11,175) and the lowest ($2,212) regular education per capita tuition charges.

Assuming the average private tuition charge of $12,200, the wealthiest district would have
paid the full charge for the private tuition which was only $1,025 (9 percent) more than its own
tuition charge for regular students. The State would have paid nothing.

At the other end, the poorest district with a per capita regular education tuition charge of
$2,212, would have paid $4,424 from its own funds (or 100 percent more than its own charge
for regular students) and the State would have paid the rest, or $7,776.

Given that same average privaie tuition charge of $12,200:

all districts with regular education tuition charges of $7,700 or more would have
paid the full tuition cost of the private special education placement; the most effort
made by any of these districts would be to increase its regular education costs by
58 percent.

all school districts with regular per capita tuition charges of $4,500 or less (about
two-thirds of the diustricts in the State) would have had to make the maximum
effort of doubling its regular education costs.

In FY91 school districts paid $70.8 million in private tuition payments for 7,629 students
for whom the daily average enrollment was 5,799. The school districts were reimbursed $24.2
million for those expenditures with $2.8 million coming as tier 1 reimbursements and $21.4

million coming as tier 2 reimbursements.




Approved 1992 private tuition rates for in State facilities ranged from a low of $3,399 for

a school year to a high of $30,209. The per day approved tuition rates ranged from a low of

$22.50 to a high of $124.

Approxirr itely 40 percent of the students with disabilities in private schools are in the

target population. (Almost all of the other students in private schools are classified BD.)

The Private Tuition reimbursement program, however, is not as important to the target

population students as Extraordinary. Where 56.6 percent of the target population students aged

6 to 21 were supported by the Extraordinary program, only 17.6 percent of the target population

students aged 6 to 21 were supported by the Private Tuition program. Private Tuition is most

important for S/PMH students, of whom 54.6 percent were in private schools.

The number and percentage of students with target disabilities funded by Private Tuition

dollars are shown.

Disability Label

T™H
PH/C
D/B
OHI
S/PMH

All Target Disabilities

Students, Ages 6 to 21,
Funded by Private Tuition

Number of
Students

625
136

1

144
1,362

2,268

91

Percent of all Students
With That Label

10.2
5.0
23
9.6

54.6

17.6




3.3.6 Private School Room and Board

If a chiid's Individual Education Program calls for the child to placed in a residential
school, and the plan has been 2pproved by the State Board of Education, and the school's tuition
and room and board rates have been approved by the Governor's Purchased Care Review Board,
then the costs of rooin and board are paid by the State.

The State Board of Education is the agency of last resort and pays for all student room
and board costs not paid by other agencies or obligated third party ﬁayers. (In practice, however,
other agencies tell parents to try first to get room and board paid by the State Board of
Education.)*

Between 1,900 and 2,000 students a year are placed in residential facilities and the State
Board of Education pays the room and board costs for 600 to 625 of them. Of the State Board

of Education placements, approximately 70 percent are at in-state facilities and 30 percent are

at out-of-state facilities.

In FY91 the State Board of Education reimbursed school districts $9.7 million for room
and board payments. This money came from the State's share of federal IDEA grant dollars.

Unlike private school tuition payments which have remained relatively stable at about
$12,000 per student per year since the early 1980s, the average cost of room and board paid by
the State Board of Education has almost doubled, going from about $16,000 per year to about
$30,000 per year. Where room and board used to be about 55 percent of the total cost of a
residential placement, it is now about 70 percent of the total cost. Total cost of tuition and room
and board is now approaching an average of $45,000 per student per year.

In response to the escalating room and board costs that were causing claims to exceed the
IDEA dollars set aside by statute for room and board payments, the State Board of Education
convened a special task force in late 1989 to address the problem. The task force recommended
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that in the short term additionai state general revenue funds be appropriated to cover the shortfall.

The task force recommended that in the long run:

the earmarking of IDEA funds for room and board reimbursement <"ould be repealed and
the funds used to develop early intervention and community supnort programs;

that the room and board reimbursement approval process be revised,
that additional financial and performance controls be placed on residential placements;
that private schools be reduired to meet the same standards as public schools; and

that the incentives in the reimbursement programs for private school placements and
extraordinary services be eliminated.*

Of these recommendations only changing the approval process has been accomplished.
Total room and board claims have not continued to increase in recent years, however, as they did
in the late 1980s.

The State Board of Education reimburses school districts for private school room and

board payments on a current basis. Vouchers are submitted and paid monthly.

There is no incentive in the private school cost reimbursement formulas for local school
districts to care about room and board costs, and little incentive to care about tuition costs. In the
first case, the local school district picks up none of the cost, and in the second case the cost to
the local school district is fixed and once that point is passed all of the excess tuition costs are
picked up by the State. If appropriations don't cover all the claims, however, the shortfall is
prorated, and paid by the local districts, providing a general incentive for ali school districts to
collectively hold down future costs.
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3.3.7 Special Education Transportation

The school district is responsible for providing transportation for each child with a
disability who requires special transportation service "in order to take advantage of special
education facilities." “* The responsibility extends to all children with disabilities regardless of
whether they attend a public school, a private day school or a private residential school.

The method of determining the cost of special transportation is similar to the method of
determining the cost of transportation of students in regulir education. Some of the restrictions
that apply to regular education transportation do not apply to special education transportation,
however. All special students are eligible for transportation, not just those who live more than

1 1/2 miles from schooi; and the limitations on extracurricular trips are not as stringent.

Special education transportation is an entirely separate system from regular education
transportation and can be used only to transport special education students separately from regular
students. The typical destination is a "special facility”. To be included in special transportation
a special education student must have special transportation noted specifically on his or her
Individualized Education Program, and must be pre-approved by the State Board of Education,
Department of Special Education. Field trips must also be pre-approved by the State as do any
additional (more than one per school term) round trips for students placed in pn'vate.or state-

operated residential schools.

When special education students are transported with regular education students, they are
counted as regular students and are listed as being enrolled in the regular student transportation
program.

The State reimburses local districts 80 percent of their costs for special education
transportation. The reimbursement is paid quarterly in the year after the costs are incurred. In the
1990-91 school year special education transportation claims totalled $105.9 million. Sihce the:
appropriation was only $102.8 millioa the claims were paid at a proration of 97 percent. With
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claims of $105.9 million, the total cost of special education transportation. was approximately

$132 r..dlion of which the local districts paid approximately $29 miilion.

Approximately 90,000 students received special education transportation services in FY91.
At a total cost of $132 miilion, the average per pupil cost was approximately $1,465 of which
the state paid $1,172 and the local school district paid $293.

The State also reimburses the costs of regular education transportation but the
reimbursement formula leaves most local districts paying more than 20 percent of the costs. In
general, the State reimburses the transportation costs that exceed the revenue that would be
generated by tax rates of .05 percent for high school districts, 06 percent for elementary districts,
and .07 percent for unit districts. This means that the State pays an increasingly larger share of
regular transportation costs as the wealth of the school district declines.

There are limits, however, in the formula for school districts at both ends of the spectrum.
The wealthiest districts are not cut off from all State funds. Even though they may be able to
cover their entire transportation costs at the formula's computational tax rates they are guaranteed
a minimum reimbursement of $16 per eligible student transportcd. On the other end of the
continuum, poor districts are capped at 80 percent reimbursement of costs unless they actually
levy a transportation tax of .12 percent or more.

In FY91 the State reimbursement for regular and vocational transportation was $123
million. The local share of the cost of regular and vocational transportation was also about $123

million.

The reimbursement formulas for both regular and special education transportation do not
provide much incentive for local school districts to be concerned with costs. With regular
education transportation (for most school districts) the local district has a responsibility to pay
a fixed amount. All costs past that point are picked up by the State.
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Local school districts have more of an incentive to be concemed with costs cf special
education transportation as the local district pays 20 cents out of every dollar spent. For every
dollar saved, the local district saves 20 cents. (The 20 cents local share is picked up by the State
for Extraordinary students if the cap of $2,000 on the State's share has not al:eady been exceeded
by the educational costs for the student.)

3.3.8 Orphanage Tuition

Each school district is responsible for providing education to children with disabilities who
live in orphanages, foster family homes, children's homes or in State housing units located within
the district, and who would not otherwise be living in the district. The State reimburses a school
district an amount equal to the per capita special education cost for each child. The

reimbursement is paid quarterly for the current year expenses.

(School districts have the same educztional responsibility for children in these same living
arrangements who do not have disabilities. In such cases the State reimburses the school district
an amount equal to the regular education per capita cost.) Such reimbursement must be paid by

the end of the school year in which the services are provided.

The school district can provide the special education classes in facilities of the orphanage
or children's home (group grants awarded upon annual application), or the children can attend the
special education classes of the district or joint agreement of which the district is a participating
member (individual grants). Classes conducted under group grants are considered to be part of
the "continuum” of special education services provided by the school district or cooperative and
other children from the district or other districts can be tuitioned in to the classes.

Regional superintendents, with the consent of the school board that otherwise would have
the obligation, may operate special education classes for these children. Regional superintendents
who take on this responsibility may enter into joint agreements with other districts and may
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contract with public or private schools or the orphanage, focter family home, children's home or
State housing unit to provide the special education program. In such cases the regional

superintendent receives the State reimbursement.

If it is determined that the child's educationzl needs require a private school, the school
district is eligible to be reimbursed under bota the private tuition and orphanage reimbursement
programs. In general, school districts are reimbursed by the State for all of the costs of educating
children with disabilities who live in orphanages, children's homes, foster family homes or State
housing units located within the district, and who would not otherwise be living in the district.
Since all costs are reimbursed by the State, including transportation, there are no costs to the
district for such children regardless of the educational program provided. The State does pre-
approve all pl.acements and all group programs. In FY91 the State reimbursed school districts
$25.9 million for special education orphanage group programs, and $13.3 million for individual
orphanage tuition costs.

Approximately 13 percent of the students funded by the Crphanage program were target
population students; 54 percent were classified BD, 17 percent LD, and ¢ percent EMH. The
Orphanage funding program was of small significance to the target population students, however,
as only 3.1 percent of them were funded with Orphanage doliars. The number and percentage
of students with target disabilities funded by the Orphanage program are shown.

Students, Ages 6 to 21,
Funded by Orphanage Program

Disability Label Number of Percent of all Students
Students With That Label
TMH 145 24
PH/C 20 0.7
D/B ' 0 0.0
OHI 13 0.8
S/PMH 230 9.2
AW Target Disabilities 408 3.1
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3.3.9 Summer School

The State reimburses school districts for approved summer school programs conducted
for children with disabilities placed in private schools, public out-of-state schools, or public
school residential facilities, or for children served by the local school district who require

extraordinary special education services and facilities.

With some adjustments, primarily (o account for the shorter length of summer school, the
State reimbursement per pupil for summer school, is the same as the State reimbursement per

pupil for the reguiar school year under the general state aid formula.

This means that the pupil weightings for high school students, middle school students, and
students from low income families are used and that there is some equalization based on assessed
property values. Special education students are treated differently from regular education students

only in that enrollment rather than attendance is used for counting.

In practice, the special education summer program grant is the summer equivalent of
Extraordinary, without the requirement to document the costs. Since attendance at summer school
programs is included in both the Private and Orphanage reimbursement programs, summer school
for those children is already covered with those dollars.

Public school special education summer programs, in addition to being funded with
Summer School program dollars, are also supported with special education Personnel and
Transportation dollars.

In FY91 the State reimbursed $3.1 million to 571 local school districts for special
education summer program:- that served 15,689 students. This was an average of $195 per
student. The special education Summer School appropriation has been approximately $3 million

a year since 1985.

98

119




DEEEaEEETaS—S—S—S——

3.4  Relative Importance of Funding Sources to Target Population Students.

The relative importance of the various funding sources for special education is difficult
to measure because each takes a different piece of the action. Transportation gets the student to
school. Personnel pays for the teacher. The two federal grant programs throw in extra dollars for
every student. These programs build on each other and it is only after this foundation of services
is in place, that the funding programs begin to apply to individual students, and the student is
either Extraordinary, or Private Tuition, or Orphanage, or none of the above.

Tables 17 and 18 show the numbers and percentages of target population students in the
various funding programs. Transportation and Personnel don't appear in the Tables but the $300
million provided by those two programs buy services for all of the students in the tables.

The IDEA students are the "none of the above" students. They are served in the public
schools, so they don't qualify for Private Tuition; their costs are not great enough to qualify for
Extraordinary; and they live at home so they don't qualify for Orphanage. The Chapter 1 (only)
students are served in state schools. (Although not stated in the tables, Chapter 1 dollars also
support the students in the Private, Extraordinary and Orphanage programs.)

The Tables make a number of things clear.

The large majorities (90 percent or more) of each of the target disabilities except S/PMH
are served in the public schools. Even with S/PMH, only a little more than half are served in

private schools.

About half of the students with physical disabilities are "none of the above" and are
supported only with IDEA funding. More than 90 percent of the target students with cognitive
disabilities, however, qualify for other funding.
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Extraordinary funding is particularly important for students labeled TMH; more than three-
quarters of them (77.6 percent) are supported with Extraordinary funds.

The "Other” funding that supports half of the Deaf/Blind students are State appropriations
that pay for the runaing of State schools.

3.5 The Activities to Which the Categorical Funding Programs Attach Dollars
The special education funding programs in Illinois attach dollars:

to particular kinds of expenditures:
personnel
transportation
room and board

to particular kinds of placements:
private schools
orphanages

to excess costs:
extraordinary

to children:
Chapter 1 Handicapped
IDEA Part B pass through

To the extent that dollars are attached to specific, limited kinds of expenditures, or to

specific, limited kinds of placements, school districts are limited in the range of programming that
can be incorporated into Individual Education Plans. It is always easier to put a child into a

102

125




placement that is already paid for, than into an individually designed placement for which dollars

have to be found, since no dollars are specifically earmarked.

"Personnel" appears to be a broad category of expenditures applicable to any child or to
any kind of placement. The restrictions, however, in the rules defining the kinds of personnel who
are included and limiting the activity that will be paid for, make it difficuit to use bersonnel
funds for broad based inclusion. {This issue is discussed more fully in Section 4.3.1.)

Extraordinary funds are used to pick up the extra costs incurred by school districts and
cooperatives in high cost programs for particular individuals. The per capita tuition costs that are
reimbursed out of Extraordinary funds are the average costs of programs established for
categories of children with particular kinds of disabilities. The costs are averaged over the

children in each program.

Individual costs can be reimbursed with Extraordinary funds but these must have been
expended "solely” for the benefit of the "individual" child. For the costs of “total inclusion" to
be reimbursed with Extraordinary funds they must be counted as having been incurred "solely"
for the benefit of the "individual" child.* The costs of a system of services designed to broadly
support inclusion as an experience of every child do not fit easily into the list of costs defined

as reimbursable by Extraordinary funds.

Illinois has chosen to attach most of its special education funding to the infrastructure that
supports special education. As school districts and cooperatives expand their infrastructure they
receive more dollars from the State. If they hire more teachers, they get more dollars. If they do
more transporting, they get more dollars. If they use more private schools, they get more dollars.
Even in Extraordinary which is called a pupil reimbursement program, the trigger for the school
district or cooperative getting dollars from the State is spending dollars to buy services. Illinois
attaches special education dollars to the spending of money and the building up of the service
infrastructure.
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The Iilinois practice contrasts with the federal government and some 20 other States that
attach dollars to students. In those jurisdictions a school district or cooperative that has more
special education students, gets more dollars. (The difference in results from the two approaches
are seen in Table 20 and discussed in Section 3.7.) Other States attach dollars to special
education studehts, but attach different amounts of dollars to different kinds of students to allow
for varying costs associated with the kind and severity of disabilities.

There are almost as many variations in special education funding as there are States.
But in each case, the what that dollars are attached to, have both economic and programmatic
effects. In a study done for the National Association of State Directors of Special Education
Directors, the author writes, "State special education funding programs have the capacity,
inadvertently or intentionally, to influence programs at the local level as they can affect the
number and type of children served as handicapped, the type of programs and services provided
by local school districts, the duration of time students spend in special education programs, the

placement of students in various programs, and class size and caseloads.” 4

Attaching dollars to the infrastructure has three effects. First, it encourages the
establishment and expansion of programs. Second, it sends more dollars to wealthy districts than
to poor districts. Third, it makes it difficult for school d_istn'cts and cooperatives to be responsive
to individual student needs.

3.6  Inter-relationships Among the Categorical Funds

Figure 6 illustrates the relationships among, and the cumulative impact of, the various
State and federal special education funding programs in Illinois. In looking at how the programs
interact with each other, it is important to keep in mind that these programs are intended to offset
the "extra costs" of special education that are over and above the costs of what a regular
education would be for that child. Those basic regular education costs are paid for by a
combination of local property taxes and generai State aid.
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Personnel is the basic public State special education funding program in illinois. Personnel
dollars go to every school district, cooperative, joint agreement and regional program that hires
special education personnel. The State pays a particular amount per employee; the local entity

pays the rest of the salary.

The federal IDEA flow through and Chapter 1 Handicapped dollars are distributed on a
child per capita basis. They are in addition to personnel dollars. Chapter 1 Handicapped dollars
are attached to children in the extraordinary, private and orphanage funding programs. IDEA flow
through dollars are attached to all other children. Federal doilars in both programs are required

to supplement, not supplant, local and State dollars; cost sharing is not the intent of either

program.

Private school tuition funds do not interact with public school personnel funds. If the child
is in a private school, that child is not in the public school contributing to the need for personnel
whose salaries are reimbursed by the State. That child is, however, entitled to benefit from the
Chapter 1 Handicapped funds that are sent to Region.

Private school tuition funds pay the summer school costs of the children in the private
schools. State private tuition dollars supplement local dollars paying for private tuition. The local
share of the cost is cappe., with the State having the responsibility of paying any remaining
costs. State private tuition dollars are sent to the resident district of the child.

The room and board costs for approved private school placements are paid 100 percent
by the State out of IDEA discretionary dollars. The room and board dollars are added on top of

the private school tuition dollars. State room and board dollars are sent to the resident district of
the child.

The State individual orphanage funds supplement State personnel funds and federal
Chapter 1 Handicapped funds and replace local funds in paying the cost of special education for
children who are wards of the State and who otherwise would not be the responsibility of the
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local school district. The total cost of special education for children who live in orphanages,
foster family homes, children's homes, or State housing units is paid with State and federal
dollars. When such children are placed in private schools for special ezacation, the State private
tuition fund pays the formula-determined State share of the tuition and then the State orphanage
fund pays what would have been the local school district's share of the private tuition. State
individual orphanage funds are sent to the school district within which the "home" is located.
The State group orphanage funds pay the full cost of conducting group special education
programs for children who live in orphanages, foster family homes, children's homes, or in State

housing units. The dollars are sent to the operating district.

State Extraordinary funds supplement local funds, State personnel funds, and federal
Chapter 1 Handicapped funds in paying the costs of educating children with disabilities in public
schools. The State's share of Extraordinary costs is capped with the local district having the
responsibility of paying any remaining costs. Extraordinary funds are sent to the district,

cooperative or joint agreement that provides the special education services.

State special education summer school funds supplement local funds in paying the cost
of summer school for children whose regular term education is ’pajd for in part by State
"extraordinary” funds. Unlike other State reimbursement programs, State personnel funds are not
considered in determining the State's share of special education summer school costs. Neither the
state nor the local share of summer school costs is capped. The State private tuition funds and
orphanage funds pay summer school costs for children eligible for those programs.

State special education transportation funds supplement all other funds in paying 80
percent of the costs of transporting special education students to special education facilities. The
resident district is responsible for the transportation and most of the transportation dollars are sent
to the resident district.

The overall fiscal impact of all of these different funding programs is difficult to

determine. Since the accounting systems do not clearly identify costs and there is not a single
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formula for dispersing funds, it is not clear whether all the extra costs of special education are

reimbursed by the State, or whether, or to what extent, there is cost shifting within districts.

At the high cost end of the scale where children with disabilities are eligible for the
Extraordinary and Private tuition programs, it is clear that local school districts do contribute
local dollars over and above the local dollars required for regular education.

It is not so clear at the low end of the cost scale whether or not State special education
personnel and transportation dollars, along with the federal IDEA pass-through dollars, more than
offset the extra costs of special education. If they do, then local districts actually spend less of
their local dollars on special education for a child with mild disabilities {han they would have on
regular education for that same child.

There is some evidence to indicate this might be the case. A study on "Special Education
Costs and the Impact on Illinois School District Financial Operations” done in 1989 at the Center

for the Study of Educational Finance at Illinois State University reached this conclusion:

The development of an accurate net cost for special education programs in Illinois
school districts proved to be an elusive goal. The identification of targeted revenue
was also difficult to achieve. No one with knowledge of school finance and,
specifically, special education program costs and reimbursements, would venture
to say that a district could "make money" by receiving more revenue from state
and federal sources for special education programs than it takes to support the
programs.

Yet, in this study, that is the way it appeared among 30 percent of the elementary
districts that showed negative costs per pupil. Among the high school districts, 52
percent reported negative costs per pupil; and among the unit districts, 17 percent.

The omission of support service costs may have contributed to the negative cost
picture; on the other hand, factoring in special education tax revenue might have
sent it back in the other direction. The source data that were used were the

subjects of all sorts of different interpretations by districts and auditors. Moreover,
the mission of the original study was frustrated because of inadequate program
cost data.
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The authors of the Illinois State University study cited several other studies of special
education in other parts of the country which reached the same tentative conclusion that some
school districts make money on special education. ** In Illinois it is likely that the extra costs of
special education are covered, or more than covered, for all except the students with the more
significant disabilities. One of the special education directors interviewed for this study estimated
that thé average exira special education cost per student was $800. The Special Education
Personnel program alone reimburses school districts an average of $820 per special education
student. A staff person at the State Board of Education said it is assumed school districts make
money on most special education children, because "otherwise thgy would be filing Extraordinary

claims for them."

The most common major choice facing school districts and parents under the exisiing
structure and funding system is whether to place a child with significant disabilities into a private
school or into a public program that is supported by Extraordinary funds. The financial

implications, for the school district, of that choice are discussed in Section 4.4.

3.7 Where the Dollars Go.

What is the financial impact of these various funding programs and distribution formulas?
Does the overall financing structure of special education in Illinois result in dollars following
children with disabilities, or does the support for special education vary by geographical region,
by wealth of the local school district, or by other economic or demographic indicators?

There is substantial variation across the State in the per pupil support of special education
from State and federal sources. When the major State and federal grant programs are combined,
Chicago received $2,745 per special education student; the suburban school districts received
$2,010 per special education student, and the Downstate school districts received $1,478 per
special education student. The breakdown by geographical area and by type of sérvice provider
is shown in Table 19. Appendix F proﬁdes the detail by individual service provider.
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Given the broad geographical groupings used in Table 19, the variation in per pupil
support for special education is striking, particularly since there is no overt intent in the
distribution formulas to produce such a result. The high per student level of funds to Chicago
may in part be explained by the higher proportion of target population students in the City's mix
of special education students and the greater use of private facilities. Those distinctions cannot
be made, however, between the Suburbs and Downstate. Both areas are relatively similar in the
percentage and mix of special education students, in their Indexes of Regular Education

Participation and in their use of private facilities.

The Equalized Assessed Valuation per student Downstate, however, is half the equalized
assessed valuation per student in the Suburbs and that may at least partially explain why

Downstate received approximately 36 percent less per capita in special education reimbursements
than did the Suburbs.

The Illinois special education reimbursement programs are tied to the infrastructure that
supports special education. Since wealthier school districts can afford more infrastructure per

student, it follows that the wealthier school districts would qualify for more State dollars per
student.

That is what, in fact, occurs in Illinois. Table 20 groups special education service
providers by equalized assessed valuation per student. Except at the very top and bottom of the
scale there is a consistent relationship: the poorer the school district, the less special education

reimbursement from the State.
School districts with assessed valuations between $40,000 and $60,000 per student
received an average of $1,540 in special education reimbursements per student; while districts

with assessed valuations between $100,000 and $120,000 per student received an average of
$2,213 in special education reimbursements per student.
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The poorer districts “sceived $673 less per special education student than did the wealthier
districts. The wealthier districts received 44 percent more per student in special education

reimbursements than did the poorer districts.

The dollars translate directly into the quantity and quality of services. In districts with
EAVs between $40,000 and $60,000 per student, there is one fulltime equivalent staff person for
every 7.4 special education students. In the wealthier districts with EAV's between $100,000 and
$120,000 per student, there is one fulitime equivalent staff person for every 4.9 students. This
means that there are 50 percent more staff per student in the wealthier districts than in the poorer

. districts.

All of the major programs are included in Table 20. The Extraordinary and Private
programs are combined because they are complimentary and because of the desire to eliminate
variations based on the choice of placement. The federal grant programs are combined to reduce

variations due to differences in the mix of special education students.

(The Chicago and East St. Louis school districts are omitted from the scale in Table 20
and added at the bottom as special cases. This was done because both districts appear to be
special cases.) The detail by individual service provider is shown in Appendix G.
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If one moves from the larger geographical areas of the State down to the level of the
individual service provider the spread in per student aid is even larger. Federal and State aid to
an individual service provider ranged from a low of $1,148 per special education student to a
high of $2,906 per special education student. Following is a comparison of the basic numbers of

the two service providers.

Provider Provider

Highest Lowest

Reimbursement Reimbursement
Total average daily attendance 6,068 12,659
Percent special ed. students 16.8% 15.2%
Target pop. percent of spec. ed. 5.0% 4.0%
Regular ed. per capita tuition $7,210 $2,504
EAV per ADA student $109,000 $45,600
Index of reg. ed. participation _ 15.0 249
Percent in private schools 5.6% 1.3%
Fed. grants per spec. ed. student $348 $299
State $s per spec. ed. student $2,558 $849

The variation in per student special education aid comes from the State reimbursement
programs and not from the federal grant programs. It is clear that the result of the faderal grant
programs coincides with the intent: dollars are attached to students. When dollars are attached
to things other than students, as in the State reimbursement programs, then there is a divergence
between the dollars and the students.

As Table 20 demonstrates, the divergence occurs in all of the State reimbursement
programs. The divergence is the same direction in all of the programs. The effect of all of the
programs working together is to make the divergence wider and to give more dollars per special
education student to the wealthier districts.
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3.8 Relationship of Funding Sources to LREs.

Of the 9,964 target population students funded by the Private Tuition, Extraordinary and
Orphanage programs in 1990-91, only 2 single, individual students were reported as being in
regular education with supports, or in regular education more than 50 percent of the {ime. Only
1,404 students, or 14.1 percent of those funded by the three programs, were in regular education
placements less than 50 percent of the time. The remaining 86 percent of the students were in
completely segregated settings; either in seif contained classrooms, in separate public schools,
or in private schools. These three funding sources are associated overwhelmingly with the more

restrictive placements.

There is some question about the accuracy of the reporting of LREs for at least some of
the students. The funding programs are set up to fund separate, segregated programs. The
allowable costs are related to separate, segregated programs. Understandably, staff at the State
Board of Education have taken the position that the important thing is to get the money out to
cover student costs and it is easier to redefine the meaning of words than to change program

requirements or risk the loss of dollars.

In an attachment to a 1992 memorandum to Directors of Special Education, the
Department of Special Educaticn wrote that "time receiving special education services should
be the main factor used in determining which LRE code is to be (used).” A student who is
placed full time in a regular classroom but who has full time support from a special education

teacher is interpreted to be full time in a special education setting. The memorandum concludes:

In other words, the amount of time a student is considered to be in special
education should determine the LRE code that is used, even though this will not
reflect the student's placement in the regular education classroom. It will, however,
allow the more severe special education population to continue to be counted
under Chapter 1, Handicapped Program for federal count purposes.
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A long time staff person at the State Board of Education called the process a “game of
language" in discussing Personnel reimoursements. Personnel dollars are not lost when students
are included because “if there is a special education teacher team teaching with the regular

teacher then the « 'assroom is labeled a special education classroom."

"We are working within the structure of (the statute) 14-7.01 which was put together from
the mindset of a separate structure and we are trying to make things work. There are lots of
different things going on out there. We send them a letter telling them how to report the money
so that it works, so that they are not penalized. ... The more you how about how these numbers

are put together, the more you realize how little they mean." *

Despite these caveats about the accuracy of the LRE data, it is instructive to look at how
LREs relate to funding sources. Tables 21 and 22 show the LREs and funding sources for all
target population students aged 6 to 21. In looking at these tables it should be kept in mind that
Personnel dollars also support all of these students except those funded with Private Tuition
funds, and that Transportation dollars support all the students.

Of the target population students funded with Extraordinary funds, 81 percent are either

in self contained classrooms or segregated public schools.

Private Tuition, which can be considered an extension of Extraordinary for a specific
placement, by definition funds only students who are in private schools. The funding and the
placement are identical and determined simultaneously.

The Orphanage program appears to be used in much the same way as Extraordinary; 95
percent of the target population students who are funded by the Orphanage program are in either
self contained classrooms or segregated public schools. (For purposes of this analysis a self
contained class taught at the orphanage by the school district or cooperative is called a segregated
public school.)
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The Chapter 1 Handicapped column in Tables 21 and 22 includes aimost entirely students
placed in state schools and who therefor are not supported by any of the State categorical grant
programs. {Its understood that the students receiving Private, Extraordinary and Orphanage funds,
are also supported by Chapter 1 Handicapped funds. )

The IDEA funds supported 2,823 target population students, or approximately 22 percent
of all target population students aged 6 to 21. Students supported only with IDEA funds are
generally less severely disabled and do not receive either Extraordinary or Private Tuition dollars.
The students receiving IDEA .funds were spread quite evenly across the spectrum of public school
LRE placements.

This evenness disappears when the LREs for students with specific disabilities are
examined in Tables 23 through 27.

With the cognitive disabilities, 80 percent of the IDEA supported students were in either

self contained classrooms or segregated public schools.

With the physical disabilities, however, only 17 percent of the IDEA supported students
were in self contained classrooms or segregated schools; 38 percent were either in regular
education full time with supports, or in regular education more than 50 percent of the time.

Another 35 percent were in a hospital or a home setting.

Extraordinary supported students show the same paitem of students with cognitive
disabilities being generally more isolated than students with physical disabilities, but with the
increased severity of disability the differences are not as great. The isolation for both cognitive
and physical disabilities increases with severity.
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3.9  General Conclusions Concemning Special Education Funding in Iilinois.

The funding of special education in Illinois is fragmented. Multiple streams of federal and
State dollars flow into special education at multiple levels. Most of the dollars go directly to

school districts, but 25 percent goes to the mid-level providers (cooperatives and regionals).

The State dollars are attached to the infrastructure of special education, which encourages
the establishment and expansion of programs and makes it difficult for school districts and
cooperatives to be responsive to individual student needs. State special education dollars go
disproportionately to wealthy school districts.

The federal dollars that are attached to special education students largely go to mid-level

providers.

There is little flexibility in the funding programs to accommodate the financial

requirements of inclusion.

The Extraordinary, Private Tuition and Orphanage reimbursement programs are associated

overwhelmingly with the more restrictive placements.
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CHAPTER IV

Disincentives in the Illinois Special Education Funding System
to Educating Children in Their Home Schools

41  Funding Is Not Separate From the Institutional Structures of Special Education

This introductory paragraph to an extended discussion of the disincentives to educating
children with disabilities in their home schools that now exist in the present funding system for
special education in Illinois, is a brief restatement of a point already made. Funding does not
exist by itself in a vacuum. Funding takes place within an institutional structure and it is attached
to essential elements of that institutional structure. Funding and the institutional structure that it
gives life to are an integrated whole. They exist and change together.

If there are disincentives to inclusion in the funding system, they only reflect and reinforce
the disincentives to inclusion that are found in the larger structure of special education as it exists
today. As a result, the discussion in this chapter is as much about the general institutional
arrangements in special education as it is about particular financial details of distribution
formulas.

42  The Opportunity Costs of Categorical Funding

"Opportunity costs” is a basic economic concept. In its simplest formulation it says, "You
can't spend the same dollar twice." One of the costs of buying item "A" is that you can't take
those same dollars and purchase item "B". The opportunity cost of "A" is forgoing the acquisition
of "B".
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The opportunity cost of categorical funding established by law for special ¢ducstion in
Illinois is the forgoing of purchasing the resources required for inclusion. Every doliar that is
earmarked (categorized) for resources that are used in segregated programs is a dollar that can't

be spent to buy resources for inclusive programs.

Let's look at the Illinois categorical ﬁrograms and the requirements for spending the

dollars and see what is left for inclusion.

Private schools for special education are recognized and licensed only for children with
disabilities. Money set aside for private school tuition and room and board (834 million) is not

available for inclusion.

Special education transportation dollars ($102 million) are set aside to transport special

education children to special education facilities and are not available for inclusion.

Orphanage group programs ($25.9 million) are segregated programs and that money is not

available to spend for inclusive prcgrams.

State special education personnel doliars ($196.0 million) are required to be spent for
salaries of people certified to work with children who have particular disabilities and whose job
descriptions must match their certifications. The language in the regulations has to be
reinterpreted for the staff necessary for inclusion to be readily covered.

IDEA pass-through dollars and Chapter 1 Handicapped dollars ($72.9 million) go to
cooperatives and regional in response to grant proposals, making it difficult to get the dollars

down to home schools where inclusion takes place.

The orphanage individual program ($13.3 million) sets aside money to be used for a
particular group of individuals; the mon«y is not available to support a general inclusion program.
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The extraordinary program ($60.8 million) sets aside money to cover the high costs of
"programis” for children with significant disabilities. Although the costs of a "total inclusion”
program for an individual student can be paid under this program there is no provision to pay the

general costs a school would incur to support inclusion.

And that uses up all the special education dollars. All of it is earmarked for particular
kinds of expenditures, much of which are associated directly with segregated programs, and none
of which are directly supportive of inclusive programming. The dollars are all attached to
particular kinds of expenditures and school officials have little flexibility to substitute.

43  Program Assumptions of Sagregated Settings

The laws and regulations that govern the categorical funding programs assume a
segregated setting. The activities and costs that are identified as being reimbursable are often
activities and costs associated with segregated programs. The forms for claiming reimbursement

under the categorical programs are designed with a segregated setting in mind.
4.3.1 Personnel Reimbursement

All personnel who spend any portion of their time in special education are required to be
approved by the State regardless of whether or not the school district or cooperative is requesting
personnel reimbursement for that person. In order to be eligible for State personnel
reimbursement a teacher or other employee must spend at least 50 percent of their time with
special education services, and administrators, directors, assistant administrators, assistant
directors and supervisors must spend 100 percent of their time with special education services.*

Each teacher must have the specific license, certificate or approval that is appropriate for
the disability of the children being taught. Supervisors must hold the appropriate supervisory
credentials/approvals applicable to the program(s) they are serving. Each recognized special

education entity must employ a full-time administrator of special education programs and services
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who holds an "administrator of special education approvai” and whose appointment has been
approved by the State.

There must be a current job description on file for each employee and the respensibilities
described may "reflect only those activities which are appropriate for work assignment(s) and for
which the person holds the credentials required for the position. For example, technical assistance
supervision activities are not included in an assistant director's or a teacher's job description

unless that person holds the appropriate technical assistance supervising credentials.”

Personnel are not approved by the State unless the work assignment code for that
individval falls within the scope of the certificates and approvals in that individual's computerized
credential file.

Work assignment codes for teachers are limited to specific disabilities. Each teacher must

work under the direction of a technical supervisor also credentialed in that disability.

The class codes (the code that describes the setting within which the teacher will be

functioning) do not include a code that describes an inclusive classroom.

Personnel approval forms must be filed three times a year. Personnel approval forms for
special education summer school sre filed separately. Personnel approval forms for "other
necessary professional positions” and professional positions for which there are no established

work assignment codes are filed on an ongoing basis as needed.

The personnel reimbursement claim forms are filed once a year, in August for the
preceding school year. The full statutory reimbursement is prorated to a full time equivalent basis
and is paid only to the extent that the salary was paid from local funds. Reimbursement is paid

only for personnel who, along with their job descriptions, have previously been approved by the
State.
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In summary the personnel aporoval and reimbursement system is disability based. It is
desigaed on the assumption that special education is carried on separately from regular education
and has its own administrative and service delivery structure. Although inclusion can be forced
into this established mold, it is not a natural fit. Local school districts have to be "creative” in
the way they describe and report inclusion expenditures. Inciusive practices take on the cover of
segregated reporting categories.

The existing procedures for personnel approval and the disbursement of personnel dollars,

are a disincentive to inclusion.
4.3.2 Federal IDEA Pass-Through and Chapter 1 Handicapped Grants

The incentives inherent in the federal IDEA Pass-Through and Chapter 1 Handicapped
funding programs lie not so much in the distribution formula as in the procedural way the dollars
are handied by the State Board of Education. The federal law distributes the dollars on a per
pupil basis. The Chapter 1 Handicapped doilars are required to directl benefit the students who
generate the claim for the dollars; the IDEA Pass-Through dollars are only required to indirectly
benefit the students who generate the claim for the dollars, and the dollars can be redistributed
to under-served students if students in some area have already been fully served.

The State Board of Education, however, does not simply distribute the dollars to school
districts on the basis of student numbers, even though the amount of each grant is determined by
the number of eligible students within the jurisdiction of each grantee. An application for the
money is required, and applications are accepted only from mid level providers and the 25 school
districts that are large enough to provide their own comprehensive special education program.*
(See Tables 13 through 15 and the discussion in Section 2.7.4 for analysis of where federal
grant dollars are spent.)

Less than one percent of the federal grant dollars are sent from the State directly to the

921 school districts that are members of cooperatives. Some of the grant applications from
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cooperatives include provisions for sending on some of the money in sub-grants to member

school districts but this practice is not uniform and doesn't cover much of the money.

The greater the initial distance between the location to which the dollars are sent and the
student's home school, and the more levels through which the dollars have to flow, the less
chance there is that the dollars and the student will meet in the home school. The grant

| applications spell out the activities (or programs) for which the dollars will be spent, and
typically the dollars are earmarked to supplement and support the centralized programs that are
already in place. Every special education dollar that does not flow through to the local district,
is a dollar that cannot be used for the inclusion of a student. Even in cooperatives that are using
some of their federal grant dollars to provide training and support for inclusion, the doilars are

not going directly into paying the costs for the inclusion of a student.

Since inclusion is tied to a place (the home school of the student with disabilities)
requirements that flow money in other directions than to the local school district are an
impediment and disincentive to inclusion. The school district somehow has to got the money that
some other entity has control over. If the money flowed initially to the school district, and the
school district had control over the programming and how it was spent, the school distrnict could
choose to do inclusion or could choose to send the money and the student somewhere else for
the education specified in the Individual Educational Plan. For there to be no disincentive for

. inclusion the money has to be joined with the student from the beginning.

The State Board of Education is moving in the direction of sending all Chapter 1
Handicapped dollars directly to cooperatives and allowing cooperatives the choice each year of
whether to contract some low incidence services from regionals or to provide those services
themselves. For the disincentive for inclusion to be removed, however, the practice needs to go
two steps further; the money needs to go directly to the school districts, and the practice needs
to cover both Chapter 1 Handicapped funds and IDEA funds.
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4.3.3 Pupil Reimbursement Programs; Extraordinary and Orphanage (Individual)

The extraordinary and orphanage (individual) funding programs reimburse costs attached
to individual students. The disability of the student is immaterial to the programs; the cost of the
educational services provided to the student triggers the State funding.

The question of whether or not the extraordinary and orphanage (individual) funding
programs contain disincentives for inclusion hinge on the issue of how costs are defined. Even
though the programs are described as pupil reimbursement programs, the costs are special
education program costs averaged over the number of special education students in the approved

3

special education program. > The program is defined by the disability characteristic of the
students it is designed to serve. As an approved program that exists in an approved location, a
pro rata share of support services, educational media expenditures, administration, fiscal services,
interest, operations, maintenance and depreciation are all added to the program costs to be

averaged across the number of students in the program.

The costs for an included student are "recommended” to be listed on that part of the form
limited to expenditures for services and equipment obtained solely for the individual pupil. The
costs allowed to be listed are: a) the net salary of an individual aide; b) equipment purchased for
use solely by the pupil; and c) contracted services contracted solely for the pupil. Exczpt for
these costs, the included student is treated as a regular education student.

Both direct and indirect costs are included in the reimbursement under the extraordinary
and orphanage (individual) programs when the pupil is in an approved special education program.
Not all direct and indirect costs are counted, however, when the pupil is included in the regular

classroom. The school district looses dollars as a result of the way costs are defined.
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4.3.4 Private Tuition and Room and Board

The fact that the State sets aside a pool of doilars to pay for private school placements
(as opposed to all other placements) is an incentive to use that placement and a disincentive to
use other placements for which there is no specific pool of doliars. The requirement that the local
school district participate in the cost of the private placement reduces the incentive, but
nevertheless it is still there and exerts a pull.

By definition, dollars that go to pay for private placements are dollars that are not
available to be used by local school districts to pay the costs of other kinds of placements,
including inclusion. The extent of the disincentive for inclusion is the difference between setting
aside dollars to pay for private placements and giving those same dollars to school districts to
pay for placements deemed to most appropriately meet the needs of those children, regardless of
whether those placements are private or public. An incentive for inclusion equal to the existing
incentive for private placements - and a disincentive for private placement -would be to set aside

that pool of money solely to pay the costs of inclusion.

The disincentive comes from attaching dollars to the results of a particular decisior: rather

than to the child with disabilities, or even to the decision maker.

Section 4.4 discusses the relative incentives generated by the different cost sharing
formulas in the reimbursements for private school tuition and public school extraordinary
programs. It is important to note, however, and it is the point of this section, that the earmarking

of dollars solely for private placements is in itself a disincentive to inclusion.

4.3.5 Orphanage (Group)

The points raised in the above section on private placements are relevant, and should be

mentioned, in any discussion of the orphanage (group) program which picks up the costs of
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segregated (by definition) special education programs located, for the most part, in orphanages,

foster family homes and children's homes.

The difference between the funding of private school programs and orphanage (group)
programs is that the statute does not give orphanage (group) reimbursement separate standing
from orphanage (individual) reimbursement. The school district or. cooperative can choose to
provide special education programming in any setting for the eligible child and the full costs wiil
be reimbursed. To the extent, however, that orphanage (group) programming takes on an ongoing
life of its own and is not considered continually in the light of the current needs of the current
special education children, the issues associated with setting aside and guaranteeing dollars for

a particular kind of placement are relevant.

4.3.6 Special Education Transportation

The State pays 80 percent of the cost of special education transportation and the school
district where the pupil resides is responsible for paying 20 percent of the cost. The formula for
the allocation of regular education transportation costs requires most school districts in the State
to pay considerably more than 20 percent of the costs of regular education transportation.

The question of disincentives for inclusion in the fransportation cost reimbursement
program has three parts: 1) does inclusion make a particular student ineligible for special
education transportation; 2) does the school disirict lose money when a student shifts from
special education transportation to regular education transportation; and 3) does the school district
lose money when it stops transporting children long distances and begins to educate them in their

home schools.

The State rules include two criteria for making a student eligible for special education
transportation: the child's exceptionalities and the program location. ** Inclusion would not affect
the eligibility of any child whose exceptionalities require special transportation. Children who are
eligible for special transportation solely because of the location of the special education program
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would, however, become ineligible for special education transportation if they were inciuded in
their home schools. This 1s likely to be the case for children with less severe disabilities. To the
extent that inclusion makes children ineligible for special education transportation, and the school
district has to pick up the higher share of the costs of regular education transportation, there is

a disincentive for inclusion in the transportation funding formulas.

The question of whether the State or the local school district pays the marginal increased
cost of regular transportation when a child shifts from special to regular transportation as a result
of inclusion has already been discussed in Section 3.3.7. Theoretically, if the State is picking
up all the marginal increased costs there is an incentive for the school district to shift children
from special transportation to regular transportation because the State will be reimbursing 100
percent of the additional costs rather than only 80 percent. To the extent that this occurs and
school administrators are motivated by marginal costs rather than average costs there is an

incentive for inclusion in the transportation funding formulas.

The disincentive for inclusion in the transportation formulas is much stronger in wealthy
districts that have high assessed property values per student than in poorer districts. The wealthy
districts that get flat grants for transportation are faced with receiving $16 for a student for the
year from the State for regular transportation, but receive 80 percent of the total cost of
transporting that student if the student qualifies for special transportation. For those districts the

disincentive against inclusion in the transportation formulas is substantial.

If there is any significant potential for cost savings for a school district in moving to
inclusion, it is in the expenditures for transportation. As children are brought back from
centralized programs to their home schools, the requirements for transportation diminish
substantially. The sizeable savings achieved in transportation can offset whatever increased
educational costs that arise from providing increased special education supports in more

locations.*
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If the school district, however, cannot take the transportation dollars that are saved and
use them to pay the increased educational costs, the school district loses money. Even if the
overall costs are less, the costs to the school district may be more, if it has to pay the increased
educational costs, and the State gets the benefit of the reduced transportation costs. Since it is
the school district that makes the decision, it is the financial impact on the school district that
is important to the decision making process.

Transportation, better than anything else, illustrates the basic problem of categorical
funding and attaching dollars to specific support services. Transportation does not contribute to
the education of a child. It may be a necessary part to the whole process, but it doesn't add
anything to the outcome. Yet the State routinely attaches 25 percent of its special education
dollars to transportation.

In terms of educational benefits and total costs, every school district is faced with the
trade-offs between centralized and decentralized programs. But as long as transportation is funded
separately, and local school districts can't trade dollars between transportation and education, the
school district doesn't have the flexibility of making choices for its own children. By funding
transportation separately, and by reimbursing transportation costs at a higher level than other
kinds of costs, the State is loading the dice in favor of centralization.

More than one school official told us in interviews that decisions about special education
in their school district would be different, if the money they now received for transportation costs
could be used to pay for educational costs.

44 The Choice Presented: Private Placement vs. Extraordinary Reimbursement

Much of the recent discussion about disincentives against inclusion in Illinois special
education funding has centered on the differences in how the State pays for students placed in

private schools and how the State pays for similar students who are educated in the public
schools.
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The decision to place a child in a segregated pri\.rate school is easier and results in the
school district paying fewer of its own local dollars, it is argued, than a decision to educate that
child in the school district. Taken together (the private school tuition reimbursement formula and
the reimbursement formula for extraordinary costs), the combination creates a disincentive against

inclusion. The existence and strength of that disincentive are discussed in this Section.

In looking at the financial implications of placing a child with significant disabilities in
a private school or providing an education for that child in the public system, one should look
at the total flow of money that results from that decision and not just the dollars from the two
funds under discussion. Figure 7 illustrates where the dollars come from to pay for a public

-school extraordinary special education and for a private school special education.

The point of view has to be that of the local school district: by law the local scheol
district has the responsibility for providing the education regardless of where it takes place; local
school district pe-sonnel along with the parents make the decision on where the child goes to
school; and the local school district picks up the costs that remain after the federal and State

shares have been paid.

There arc five sources of funds to support public school extraordinary education. There
is the State personnel reimbursement of $8,000 for each teacher and $2,500 for an aide; there is
the Chapter | Handicapped grant of $549 per child; there is the State extraordinary

reimbursement; the State transportation reimbursement; and local school district property taxes.
There are five sources of funds to support a privaic school special education: the federal
Chapter 1 Handicapped grants of $549 per child; the State private tuition reimbursement; the

State room and board reimbursement; the State transportation reimbursement; and local school
district property taxes.
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The federal Chapter 1 Handicapped grants are theoretically similar for both placements.
In neither case, however, do the dollars contribute to the basic costs. The regional programs get
the dollars, and develop and deliver services to the children in cooperation with both private and

public providers. See the discussion in Section 3.3.1.

The State Personnel reimbursement dollars help pay the cost of the public school choice.
The Personnel dollars don't really impact on a single decision on a single child. The Personnel
dollars are, however, significant when the school district is considering setting up a program to
provide educational services to children with significant disabilities. Once the decision to
establish a program is made, and the program is in place, and the Personnel dollars are flowing,
the decision to place a child in that program and take additional advantage of Extraordinary
dollars becomes easier. If the initial decision to establish the program in the public system is not
made, and the program is not in place, the decision to place a child in a private school becomes

easier.
The effect of the Transportation formulas is discussed in Section 4.3.6.

Local property tax dollars pick up the local costs that remain after all of the
reimbursements. Since it is more difficult for poor districts to raise the same amount of dollars

as rich districts, there is more of an incentive for poor districts to limit the district's obligations.

The data on placements and the distribution of categorical program dollars to school
districts and cooperatives around the State supports the suggestion that tiie decision to place a
child in a private school or in a public extraordinary program is not made on a child by child
basis. There is a prior decision, at either the district or cooperative level, on how much to use
private schools and how much to use px_xblic extraordinary programs. Within those predetermined

parameters, decisions are individually made.

The existence of such prior decisions is the only way to explain the variation in the

distribution of Private and Extraordinary dollars around the State. For example, Proviso Area

140

173




schools made the public school Extraordinary choice 98 percent of the time, receiving $1.1
million in Extraordinary funds, and only $8,000 in Private tuition reimbursement; while not very
far away, Mid Valley schools in Kane County made the public school Extraordinary choice only
67 percent of the time, receiving $288,000 in Extraordinary funds and $416,000 in Private tuition

reimbursement.

In deep Southern Illinois the school districts in the Tri-County, Wabash-Ohio Valley and
JAMP cooperatives made no private school placements and received $1.3 million in Extraordinary
funds. The school districts in the Region III, Alton, Collinsville, Cahokia and East St. Louis
cooperatives, however, made the private school choice 46 percent of the time, collecting $783,000

in Extraordinary funds and $1.4 million in Private tuition reimbursement.

Decisions to place higher than average numbers of children in private schools are
geographically concentrated and occur in the City of Chicago, in McHenry, Kane and Will
counties and in the Metro East area of Southern Illinois. School districts and cooperatives in
those areas account for 35 percent of the special éducation students in the State, 74 percent of
the private school special education placements, and 82 percent of the State private school tuition

reimbursement dollarss.

At the other end of the spectrum, a majority of the school districts and cooperatives in
Lake, Dupage and suburban Cook counties and in Southern and East-Central Illinois account for
33 percent of the speciai education students in the State, 9 percent of the private school special

education placements, and 4 percent of the private school fuition reimbursement dollars.
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Table 28

Concentration of Private School Special Education Placements:
Selected Districts, 1990-91

Selected Districts Percent of  Percent of Percent of
all State all State all State
Special Ed  Private Sch  Private
Students Placements  Tuition $s

24 districts/coops:

Chicago, McHenry,

Kane, Will, Metro

East 35% 74% 82%

27 districts/coops:

Sub. Cook, DuPage,

Lake, Southern,

East-Central Il 33% 9% 4%

It is clear from the numbers in Table 28 that there are fundamental differences in decision
maliing about private school piacements between the two groups of districts and cooperatives;
differences that don't have much to do with either the capacities of individual children or the

incentives in statewide funding formulas.

Acknowledging the existence of these deeper influences that determine overall trends, we
still need to look at the particular incentives in the distribution formulas for Extraordinary and
Private tuition funds, because those are the incentives that come into play at the point when
decisions are made about individual students. Both the Extraordinary and Private tuition programs
are individual pupil reimbursement programs; the costs and the reimbursements are tied ‘o and

computed for individual pupils.
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In general concept, the two programs are mirror images of each other. In the Exiraordinary
program there is a cap on the State's share of the costs and the local district is responsible for
all the remaining costs. In the Private tuition procgram, on the other hand, the local district's share
of the costs is capped and the State is responsible for all the remaining costs.

As a result, the higher the anticipated cost of providing educational services to an
individual student, the greater the financial incentive for the local school district to place the chiid

in a private school where the State is responsible for all remaining costs.

The lower the anticipated cost of providing educational services to an individual student,
the greater the financial incentive for the local school district to place the child in a public
Extraordinary program where the State is responsible for all the initial extra costs.

If one concentrates on the essentials of the distribution formulas of the two programs and
ignores the complexities, the differences between the two become clear. Under both programs (in
most instances) the locai district is responsible for "one per capita” of costs - the average amount
of dollars spent on every student in the district. It is in paying the extra costs over and above that
one per-capita that the two programs differ.

The essentials of the Extraordinary and Private tuition distribution formulas are as follows:

Extraordinary: the State pays the first $2,000 of extra costs, the local
district pays everything else.

Private tuition: the local district pays the first one per capita of extra costs

up to $4,500, and the State pays everything else.

This means, for a school district looking at the potential extra costs of educati::g a student
with disabilities, that the first $6,500 of extra costs will be split with the State ($4,500 paid by
the local district, $2,000 paid by the State) regardless of whether the school district chooses a
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private school program or a public extraordinary program. The only differen. s between the two

programs i1s who pays first; the shares are the same.

This means that if the extra costs of special education (over the first per capita) are
expected to be relatively low there is a strong incentive for the schooi district to go with
Extraordinary funding as the State picks up all the first $2,000 As the anticipated extra costs
increase over $2,000 and the sharing of costs shifts, there is an increasing financial incentive for

the school district to place the child in a private school.

Once $6,500 in extra costs has been exceeded, there is no more sharing; the local dfstrict
pays every dollar of the costs of an extraordinary public program, and the State pays every dollar
of private tuition.

If the extra costs are going to exceed $6,500, all school districts are better off placing the
child with disabilities in a private school.

(That point of division comes at a lower number than $6,500 for school districts with
average and below average per pupil assessed property values. The incentive is the same, it just

kicks in at a lower number.)
4.4.1 The Effect of EAV on the Choice Between Extraordinary and Private Funding.

Since the wealth of a school district is related to its per capita tuition, and per capita
tuition is a part of both the Extraordinary and Private Tuition distribution formulas, it would be

surprising if the wealth of a district did =.¢ impact on the choice between Extraordinary and
Private.

There are a number of ccnsiste:t relationships between the wealth of a school distrivt (or
cooperative), the costs of special education, and the State reimbursements for Extraordinary and
Private. (The Chicago and East St. Louis school districts are not included in any of the analysis
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in this Section. Their numbers are substantially different from the other school districts in the

State, and some of their reporting practices may be different.)

First, {.e cost of special education in the public schools with Extraordinary program
reimbursement declines as the wealth of the district declines. (In large part, this probably reflects
fewer resources going to special programs, but there is also probably some element of price
differential at work. Assigning shares to each influence is beyond the scope of this study.) The
costs of both TMH and S/PMH programs in the poorest districts in the State are approximately
half the costs in the wealthiest districts in the State. Table 29 shows the costs of the programs
in relationship to the EAV of school districts and cooperatives.

TABLE 29

The Average Per Student Cost of Public TMH and S/PMH Programs
In Relation io the Wealth of School Districts; 1990-1991

EAV T™MH S/PMH
> $120,000 14,235 15,133
$100,000 to $119,999 12,433 13,186
$ 80,000 to $ 59,999 9,659 12,523
$ 60,000 to $ 79,999 8,431 10,744
$ 40,000 to $ 59,999 7,221 8,821
$ 20,000 to $ 39,999 6,561 8,209

Two things are clear from the numbers in Table 29. The cost of public special education
programs decline with the wealth of the school district. The cost increases with the severity of
the disability. Neither one of these relationships holds true for private school programs for
students with the same disabilities. Table 30 shows the tuition costs to school districts of piacing
students in private schoois.
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TABLE 30

The Average Per Student Cost of Private TMH and S/PMH Programs
In Relation to the Wealth of School Districts; 1990-1991

SAV TMH : S/PMH
> $120,000 10,767 10,027
$100,000 to $119,999 11,406 10,373
$ 80,000 to $ 99,999 10,708 9,860
$ 60,000 to $ 79,999 11,197 9,788
$ 40,000 to $ 59,999 10,739 9,750
$ 20,000 to $ 39,992 11,203 12,257

Table 30 shows that the cost to school districts of private special education programs does
not decline with the wealth of the school district in which the child lives. This means that in
relation to the wealth of the school district that has to pay the bill, that a private school
placement is relatively much more expensive for a poor district than for a wealthy district. For
the wealﬁ_ly district, the cost of its public program averages 40 percent to 5C percent more than
a private placement. For the poor district the numbers are reversed, the cost of a private
placement averages 50 percent to 70 perceﬁt more than its own program for students with similar
disabilities.

Table 30 also shows that the average cost of a private school placement does not increase
with the severity of the disability. In fact, the statewide average cost of a privaie school
placement for students labeled S/PMH is $9,992, or some 7 percent less than the average cost
of a private school placement for students labeled TMH which was $10,751.

Table 31 shows the extra costs that the local school district has to pay for students labeled
TMH and S/PMH both in Extraordinary programs and Private placements after the first per capita
has been paid and after the State reimbursement has been received.
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TABLE 31

Extra Costs to School Districts of Extraordinary and Private
Placements for Students Labeled TMH and S/PMH After Payment of the
First Per Capita and After State Reimbursements; 1990-91

EAV Extra Costs Extra Costs

Extraordinary Private

™H S/PMH TMH S/PMH
> $120,000 6,437 7,336 2,500 2,078
$100,000 to $119,999 5,931 7,034 3,523 3,065
$ 80,000 to $ 99,999 3,299 6,319 3,369 3,010
$ 60,000 to $ 79,999 2,676 5,221 3,166 3,056
$ 40,000 to §$ 59,999 2,419 3,726 2,839 2,833
$ 20,000 to $ 35,999 1,825 3,631 3,433 3,043

Table 31 shows that except for the wealthiest districts the extra costs to school districts
for students labeled TMH is less when a student is placed in an Extraordinary program than when
the student is placed in a Private school. Placements follow the incentives: 78 percent of students

labeled TMH are in Extraordinary, 10 percent are in Private schools.

For school districts of all wealth levels, however, the extra costs to school districts for
students labeled S/PMH is greater in Extraordinary programs than in Private placements. Again,
placements foliow the incentives: only 33 percent of students labeled S/PMH are in
Extraordinary, while 55 percent are in Private schools.

The consistency in the gxtra costs to school districts of placing students in Private schools
comes from the cap tha: ‘s placed on the local district's liability in the Private Tuition distribution
formula. A Private placement results in a sure and limited cost to the school district. (The reason
why the extra private cost to the wealthiest districts is lower than the rest is that private costs
don't vary with school district wealth, and for the wealthiest districts Private School tuition is not
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much higher than their own per capita tuitions.) Extraordinary and Private Tuition costs and

reimbursements for service units are shown in Appendix G.
4.4.2 Other Considerations in Extraordinary and Private.

State payment from educational funds for room and board at private schools just makes
it easier for school districts to make private school placements of children who don't otherwise
qualify for State support of living expenditures. It reduces potential parent opposition to such
placement, and reduces the pressure on a school district or cooperative to provide the educational

service itself.

Only one other minor point needs to be touched on in considering the financial incentives
in the choice between Extraordinary public special education and Private school special
education. In both cases the State pays 80 percent of the special education transportation costs
for the child. Under the Extraordinary program, however, the State will also pick up the
remaining 20 percent of the cost if the amount (when added to all of the other extraordinary
program costs) is less than the $2,000 cap on the State's total Extraordinary responsibility. This
only reinforces the already existing strong incentive for using an Extraordinary piacement when

the extra costs of special education are anticipated to be relatively low.

The financial incentives in the Extraordinary and Private tuition programs are significant
for inclusion because of the relative availability of funds under the two programs. Dollars that
go to private schools are not available for inclusion. Despite difficulties, Extraordinary doliars
can be used for inclusion by school districts that want to do inclusion.

45 The Influence of Advanced Planning and Previous Decisions
Financial incentives have more or less effect depending un whether they reinforce, or run

contrary to, decisions that have been made previously and practices that have already been
established. A child with disabilities does not come unexpectedly to a school district; the child
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comes to a school district that has planned for what to do when that child appears. There is a

system already in operation. Buildings are in place. Teachers have been trained. They are hired

and on the payroll and in the middle of professional careers. Most of what happens to that child

is the result of decisions and actions taken long before the child ever appears at the school door.

If a centralized class has been established, the exception of not sending a child there
becomes a problem. The teacher needs students. Costs have to be covered. Budgets have to be
met. Plans need to be carried out.

What is important to the decision on an individual child is that there is a system already
in place. Has the district planned to rely on private school placements? Has the district gotten
together with other districts to set up a centralized cooperative program? Have buildings and
classrooms in the district been set aside for specialized programs and the transportation arranged

for? Are support systems in place for inclusion?

School districts can't go in every direction, so they choose one. The costs of that choice

are spread out over all the children.

Conflict arises when the parents of a child want something that hasn't been planned for,
and for which, as a result, the institutional supports are not in place. Setting up those supports
for one individual child is difficult and expensive. (In the current situation we think of inclusion
for one child as being difficult and expensive. But if the system were set up for inclusion, a

segregated class for one child would be difficult and expensive.)

The existing state funding structure makes it difficult for a school district to choose to set
up a system of inclusive special education in which the norm is inclusion and the exception is
segregation - despite that requirement in federal and State law. Funds are now tied to all of the
institutional supports of segregated special education. The first step that must be taken that will
allow school districts to plan systematically for a stracture that will support inclusive special
education is to sever the bonds that tie dollars to the institutional supports of a system of
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segregated special education. It is only then that the option of inclusion will be in place before
the child with disabilities arrives at the door of the schoolhouse.

Severing the bond that ties dollars to the institutional supports of segregated special
education would stiil leave a school district or cooperative free to plan and maintain a segregated
structure for special education if that was their choice. The benefit of severing the bond, however,
would be to enable districts to effectively plan and maintain an inclusive structure of special

education if that was their choice.

46  Other Obstacles to Change

This study concentrates on the financial disincentives to inclusion. These are not the only
barriers to inclusion, however, as we concluded from the different practices that we found around
the State, and as we confirmed in our interviews with parents and school officials. The discussion
in the rest of this Chapter is not a systematic attempt to identify, analyze and measure the
sirength of these other barriers. Rather, our purpose is to convey in an anecdotal way what we
heard in our interviews: attitudes, opinions and stories that give perspective to our findings on

the financial disincentives. We make no claim that what we heard is representative.
4.6.1 Concerns Expressed By Parents

The parents who were interviewed for the study can be divided into several groupings
with regard to their knowledge and attitude toward inclusion. Some parents knew a great deal
about inclusion from personal experience or from having attended presentations where it was
discussed or from educators or other parents. Others had only heard about it but did not really

know very much. To a third group inclusion was virtually unknown.

The latter two groups were almost universally interested in knowing more and asked a lot
of questions. Their discussion ceatered on what inclusion might mean for their child. Those

parents who knew little or nothing about inclusion almost universally had not had that offered
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as an option in the context of an IEP conference. Those parents #ho did not have any personal
experience of inclusion, once the concept was explained to them, had a difficult time imagining
how it could be applied to their child in their local neighborhood school. Many asked if there
was somewhere they could go to observe included children who were like their own. Parents
who had chosen inclusion after first hearing about it commented that it was the opportunity to
actually observe inclusion "in action" that had made the greatest impression on them in their

decision to ask for and/or choose that option.

Presentations and workshops were also sources of information for parents but were not
necessarily persuasive. Some parents were "turned off” to inclusion especially by the more
vehement advocates because they felt that their individual concemns and doubts were not taken
into account and because they felt they were being accused, at least implicitly, of being less than
good parents for not wholeheartedly and uncritically accepting inclusion as the only way to go
for their children.

Virtually all of the parents, including even the latter group, felt that whatever their
personal views, parents ought to be given information about inclusion and have the opportunity
to choose it for their children. This was true even for those parents who had decided that

inclusion was not what was best for their child at this time.

Parents expressed concern about how inclusion would affect their child in their
neighborhood school. Though support was almost unanimous in the abstract, there were widely
differing opinions in the concrete. Some parents were convinced that it was right for their child.
Many of these had worked hard to obtain an inclusive program for their child, including in some
cases going to the courts. Once their child was included, they found it necessary to continuously
monitor their child's program to assure that all the supports necessary for assuring a good result
were being provided. This was especially true in those districts that had originally' opposed the
idea although parents reported that once the program had been instituted and was working, school

personnel who were at first reluctant changed their attitudes.




Many of the parents who were advocates of inclusion had done a lot of research on the
subject seeking help from outside experts and from other parents who had gone through the
experience. Some had moved their families to districts where inclusion was offered. Some had
gone to local school personnel with inclusion materials such as articles, videos and the like and
had even arranged for and asked school personnel to go and observe inclusive education
progfams in other school districts. Some had contacted other parents in their district and

organized them to help lobby for inclusion with the local school personnel.

Often such parents described themselves as "pioneers” in a new frontier and were seen
as troublemakers or rabble-rousers by reluctant school personnel. Others had been fortunate
enough to find educators who were open to the new approach and were willing to give it a try.
Results were often positive in such cases even though not without difficulty. Always they were
on the lookout for a "welcoming school” where they had the support of the superintendent and/or
the local school principal and/or regular education teachers in a given school buiiding. There
were cases where parents had engaged attorneys and either gone to court or threatened to do so;
cases where local school districts expended thousands of dollars in legal fees to prevent children
from being included. One story told was of a school district spending $160 thousand in an

attemnpt to keep a child out of a home classroom.

Advocacy on the part of knowledgeable and persistent parents clearly emerged as a
necessary condition to th : introduction and development of inclusive education in the local schoo!l
district and the neighborhood school. This remains true even in those places where there exists

some local school personnei or a cooperative committed to inclusioii.

The Director of a cooperative well known for its inclusion policies and programs said that
parents often come to him looking for the cooperative to be their advocate and ask, "Why can't
my child be included, and why don't you do something about it?" He telis parents that
cooperatives can do relatively little to further inclusion in a given district by themselves. They
can inform the district about inclusion, about what the values are, what can be done, what others

have done. Cooperatives can encourage, provide technical assistance, training, provide specialized
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personnel, set up conditions and not be a barrier. But, he adds, it is the parents who are going
to have to get the commitment from the local districts. "In the districts that have not changed,
there are no active parents for inclusion. Where there is parent advocacy even under the present

system of financial disincentives, ways can be found to obtain funding streams for inclusion.”

Most of the parents interviewed supported the ideal of integration in the abstract but some
had serious doubts and concemns when it came to including their child. This was more often the
case with parents whose children had multiple and severe disabilities and/or in school districts
where inclusion was unknown or resisted. Some of these parents had "horror stories” about their
own experiences or those of people they knew who had sought inclusion for their child with poor
or even deleterious resuits. Usually the stories involved inclusion that was poorly implemented,

lacked appropriate and adequate supports or was not inclusion at all.

Parents who had had no experience at all of inclusion, good or bad, had a hard time
imagining how an inclusive educational program couid be provided to their child in a regular
classroom in their neighborhood school. It was in the course of these conversations that many
of the doubts, concerns and fears of these parents emerged. There was no doubt that these
parents wanted the best possible educational program for their children - many had worked long
and hard for what they have now. Nearly ail of them wanted their childrzn to have a place in
everyday society rather than being segregated away. Hearing the success stories from other
parents, they agonized over what was the best thing to do and were seeking more information,

often wanting the opportunity to observe children like their own in successful inclusion.

One commonly expressed concern of many parents was that the "Inclusion Movement"
was really an attempt by school districts to reduce services and cut costs. These parents were
afraid that the hard won gains to assure special education services would be eroded and that their

children would be simply "dumped” into regular classes without proper services and supports.

Some parents felt that the deregulation of the current special education system promoted

by some advocates of inclusive education as a way to remove barriers would instead result in
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school districts discontinuing currently mandated services. Parents who were not able to obtain
adequate services from the existing special education system with its mandates expressed

skepticism about getting specialized supports from the neighborhood school after deregulation.

These latter concerns were perhaps best expressed by a group of Chicago parents. While
they all saw inclusion as an ideal, the day-to-day realities of the schools as they know them
seemed an overwhelming barrier. They could not see how the neighborhood schools they knew -
and that their nondisabled children attended in some cases - with very large class sizes,
inadequate resources, poor discipline and already overwhelmed teachers, were going to be able

to provide an appropriate education for their children with severe disabilities.

They cited examples of parents of children with nondisabled children who had enrolled
them in private schools at their own expense rather then sending them to the public schools.
While some had had good experiences with public special education programs, especially those
with very young children, others had been frustrated in their attempts to get needed services.
In particular, they- complained about the lack of enough physical, occupational and speech
therapy, unavailability of medically trained personnel to deal with their children’ medical
problems and inadequate ratios of teachers and aides to meet the needs. They were frequently
told they said that this was due to a lack of adequate funding leading to a rationing of services
and/or a "one size fits all" sort of program which ignored individual needs. Some parents had
even sought out their own outside assessments in an attempt to convince school personnel to
provide a greater intensity of programming only to be told that "they should be happy with what
they are already getting."

In frustration, some of these parents had looked into private school placements and had
succeeded in getting funding from the school district. They said that the privaie school
placements had worked out better for their children. They reported that the private schools were
more welcoming, safer, provided more therapies and better ratios of classroom staff to students.
They felt their children were getting a better education in the private schools and that they, as

parents, had a better "comfort level” with the situation. One parent was even able, after
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considerable effort, to find an inclusive educational program for her daughter in a private school.
Although she had to pay for the tuition herself, she said it was worth it because the teachers there
took a special interest in each child and were in frequent contact with her about her child's

progress.

This theme of the "welcoming school” was basic to many parental concerns. Parents
doubted that their chiidren would be made to feel welcome in the neighborhood schools. They
were sure that, no matter how severe their child's disabilities, their child would sense not being
wanted. They worried about their child being ignored, isolated and not being given individual

attention.

Parents expressed the feeling that many superintendents, principals and regular education
teachers are opposed to inclusion and don't want kids with disabilities in their building. Regular
education teachers already overburdened might well resent this additional responsibility for which
they lacked special training. Parents were concerned about the likelihood of a lack of preparation
to receive their children in the neighborhood school. Would teachers be given the time and
opportunity to attend in service training? Would they agree to accept the children in their
classroom? Would there be an attempt to prepare parcnts of the regular education students and
the students themselves for the introduction of special education students into the regular

classroom?

Many parents had experienced fear and rejection of their children in public situations and
were apprehensive that that would be the case in the regular education setting unless there was
extensive and thorough preparation. If inclusion was, in effect, forced on schools that really
didn't want to weicome their child, and that did not prepare properly, it would be an
uncomfortable situation for everybody. Worse, their child would feel unwanted and might end
up more isolated than when they attended special education classes.

When parents discussed the prospect of having their child in a regular classroom, they

raised numerous questions about the mechanics of inclusion. How could the curriculum be
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adapted so that my child could learn something? Wouldn't it then be inappropriate for the other
children? Wouldn't the parents of the regular education kids object if the teacher had to spend
so much time with my child? My child needs daily therapies such as physical therapy. How
could you do that in a regular classroom? What could my child learn of the regular lesson being
presented if he or she were receiving therapies while the other kids were studying reading?
Would my child's education be entrusted to an aide rather than a specially trained teacher? What
does the regular classroom teacher know about special education techniques? Wouldn't my child
be the only kid in the class with an adult with them at all times (one-on-one)? Wouldn't this
make them only stand out and appear even more different? Wouldn't the constant presence of
an adult support person interfere with socialization with the other children? If the teacher is
presenting the regular curriculum which is beyond my chiid's capacity, aside from socialization

with the other kids, what will my child be leaming that is useful in his or her later adult life?

Parents also wondered how transition of their child from a special education program to
inclusive education would work. In addition to questioning the presence of a “"welcoming
school”, parents asked whether it would be really in the best interest of their chiid to pull him
or her ovt of their current special education placement where at least they were known and were
receiving more or less adequate services in an acceptable environment to place them in a totally
new and possibly non-accepting regular school? This was particularly an issue for parents of
older children in junior high and high school.

One group of parents suggested that if inclusion was to become widespread, it should
begin with the youngest children. This way the school would have some ownership of the child
from the beginning, would get to know him or her and the parents, the other kids and their
pareats would be used to seeing them, the regular teachers would get to know the children and
their special needs and could prepare themselves and their other students as the children with
disabilities progressed through the grades. Kids would be able to graduate with their classes and
move on to junior high and high school with their friends and classmates. There would be a more

natural transition to inclusive education.
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in summary, parents differ widely in their attitudes and perceptions about inclusion.
Where parents want inclusion for their children, school practices are changing despite financial
disincentives. Without parental support, it is doubtful that inclusion will become the preferred

option even if financial disincentives are removed.
4.6.2 Concerns Expressed By Educators.

The attitudes of the educators interviewed, ranged from enthusiastic advocacy and active
promotion of inclusion for ali children to unequivocal opposition to inclusion as a bad idea they
hoped would go away. Between these extremes were several gradations. Some more or less
embraced inclusion as an ideal but thought it impractical or unlikety to succeed in their school
district or cooperative. Others felt inclusion might be appropriate but only for certain
classifications of students, e.g. children with physical but not mental disabilities. Still others

would accept limited inclusion. The definition of inclusion was not uniform.

As with parents, however, neariy every one of the educators believed that people with
disabilities should be educated to have as normal a life as possible as they transitioned into
adulthood. It was a common complaint of many that, after all their effort to educate children
with disabilities, many or even most of their graduates from the target population of this study
faced the prospect of an adult life not doing anything purposeful ("sitting at home") or spent in

a sheltered workshop or other form of segregated adult programming.

While nearly all of those interviewed found the adult outcomes unsatisfactory, they were
divided as to what to do about it. Some biamed the adult service system. Others, chiefly the
advocates of inclusive education, believed that integration into mainstream society must begin
during school years, the earlier the better. One director of a special education cooperative in the
Chicago suburbs put it very succinctly, "Either you believe in it or you don't. If you really
believe in it, you will iake the risks and expend the considerable effort to make it happen

regardiess of the economic disincentives."
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The risks required include advocating for inclusion with your cooperative bozard consisting
of local school district superintendents including those who were resistant to the idea,
encouraging parents to seek inclusion for their children which some district superintendents
viewed as "rabble rousing”, and finding ways to manipulate the existing funding streams and
bend the rules to assure adequate funding thus risking the ire of the State Board of Education

monitors.

The point for this administrator, and others like him, is that the depth of one's belief in

and commitment to full inclusion is much more determinative of what happens in a district than

‘the existence of financial disincentives. Without the disincentives, implementing inclusive

education would be easier and less risky but it certainly would not be assured. One special
education director expressed it this way. "If you remove the disincentives and make it a level
playing field, it then becomes a coin toss. Shall we include the child or send him away? (Given

the existing system) it's easier to send him away. Inclusion is damned hard work."

The perceived ambiguity of the State Board Of Education's position on inclusive education
was a problem for most special educators whatever their position on the issue. Advocates faulted
the Board for an uncertain mandate citing d4s evidence that economic disincentives were not only
still in place but were even being enforced at certain levels of the bureaucracy. Many questioned
the Board's real intentions based on the fact that proration was applied to regular special
education funding but not to placements in private schools. The feeling was that if the Board

really wanted to promote inclusion, they should use their financial muscle in addition to moral

suasion.

Those who were not so favorably inclir :d criticized the Board's efforts to promote
inclusion as an unwarranted intruston in decisir.ns about what was appropriate which were best
left to local professionals. Often the latter s_w this as yet another unfunded mandate from
Springfield arguing that what was even now in place was underfunded and too rigidly
administered. For example, surpluses in transportation funds in some places could not be

reallocated to other activities where there were funding shortfalls. The argument was that if the
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Board didn't even adequately fund existing mandates, how could they be expected to implement

inclusion which would involve, in their view, significant additional expense.

The apparent ambiguity of the Board's position was raised most often in discussion of how
far to carry inclusion. Once you start to implement inclusion, where do you stop ? While the
current study was limited to a specific population of children with severe disabilities, it was
often clear that in responding to questions administrators were considering the ramifications of

including all special education children.

Even the advocates anticipated the difficulties of including children with severe emotional
and/or behavioral disorders in regular classrooms. Such concerns were based in fact and
anecdote. For example, in one place where inclusion was being implemented, part of the
transitional process included first moving children from separate school buildings to self
contained classrooms in age appropriate regular schools from which they would then increasingly
attend regular classes as a preparation for eventual attendance at their neighborhood school. In
the course of this transition, some parent advocates of inclusion complained that their children
were placed in these self contained classrooms with other children who were so severely disabled
and/or behavioral disordered that teaching staff were overwhelmed, their kids weren't learning

anything, or worse, were picking up inappropriate behaviors or were at risk of being injured.

Several educators recounted examples of children they knew that would be constantly
disruptive in a regular classroom, would monopolize the teachers' time and make it nearly
impossible to teach the rest of the children and might well pose a danger to them. While almost
everyone was willing to and often had included certain categories of children, e.g., those with
physical but not mental impairment, the prospect of including all children with disabilities seemed
insurmountable if not foolhardy. Ambiguity in the minds of administrators about whether the
Board was advocating universal inclusion for all children caused some of them to hesitate to even

begin the transition process which they perceived would lead to disaster.
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Most administrators inte viewed were much more willing to consider implementing
inclusion for certain limited categories of children than committing themselves to universal
inclusion. Even such limited implementation was made more difficult by lack of clarity of the
Board's policy on the matter. Local Boards of Education, district superintendents, school
principals, regular education teachers, parents, all of whose cooperation is essential, asked, "Once
we start on this road, where does it stop ?"

Educators split on their perception of inclusion. For some it is the next logical
evolutionary siep in the development of special education. For others it is the destruction of a
system that is accomplishing great good.

One cooperative director who advocated inclusion expressed it this way. "I was a part of
establishing segregated facilities (in the past). At the time we were getting children out of closets
and church basements. Centers did a lot of good in their time. We learned a lot about how to
teach special needs kids, learmed how to do task analysis and the Jike. Special education is in an
evolutionary process and segregated facilities were an important part of that process, but now it

1S time to move on."”

Others, who also have spent their lives and careers in building up the current system,
disagree. They believe that inclusion will desiroy a proven and effective system that is
benefitting children. Inclusion will dilute the effectiveness of special education by dispersing its
resources, leading to less, not more, services. Special needs children will be deprived of the
needed protection and professional expertise of the specialized environment. While interaction
with nondisabled peers may well be desirable, it can certainly be achieved short of dismantling
the whole system.

A lot more financial resources would be required to implement inclusion, diverting doliars
away from other uses in an already financially strapped school system, and the results would be
questionable, educators said. As one school psychologist expressed it, "What could a severely

mentally retarded child possibly learn in a regular high school trigonometry class?" Many
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dedicated special education professionals resent the questioning of their commitment, methods

and past efforts implicit in the "inclusion movement."

These educators do not see inclusion as part of an evolutionary process. At best, inclusion
is an ideal with some useful but limited applications in modifying the present systera. At worst,
it is a destructive agenda of a fringe group of educational elitists. It is certainly not the "state
of the art."

The cost of making regular school buildings accessible to children with disabilities was
raised as a concern. The existing separate special education facilities are typically newer and
usually accessible. Since special education students in segregated programs don't attend the
reguliar schools, those schools often lack ramps, elevators, wide enough doors and corridors,
accessible bathrooms and drinking fountains and the like. Regular schools don't have specialized
equipment and adaptive technology. School buses for regular students don't have lifts or
specially trained personnel on board. Classrooms may be too small and class sizes too large to
accommodate another child who uses a wheelchair and his or her support staff person. Making

buildings accessible can be expensive and presents a serious barrier to inclusion.

The existing separation of special and regular education creates additional barriers.
Regular school decision makers often don't think much about the special education children from
their district. When these children are "somewhere else", it is difficult for a sense of ownership
to develop on the part of district superintendents, principals and regular education teachers. Yet,
according to inclusion advocates among special education administrators interviewed, the
presence of a supportive superintendent, building principal and regular education teachers who
are willing to assume "ownership" of the children from their area is an indispensable prerequisite

for inclusion to be successful.

Ownership, however, is a two way street. One administrator pointed out that if special
education teachers have the attitude that "nobody does it better,” they may resist sharing

ownership with regular education teachers. Separate facilities results in personnel, students and
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parents in regular schoc's having no direct experience with kids with disabilities. Of particular

concern was the anticipated response from the other children.

All the administrators, whatever their views about inclusion, agreed on the absolute
necessity of extensive "preparation” of all parties concerned through presentations and workshops
for teachers and parents and the careful preparation of the children by the classroom teacher.
Where inclusior has been tried, all those involved agreed that nothing was more effective in
changing peoples' attitudes than actual contact with and the opportunity of relating to a child with
a disability in a positive inclusion experience. Administrators who had extensive experience with
inclusion reported that regular education teachers who agreed to have a child included in their

classroom with proper supports, frequently become the most committed advocates for inclusion.

They aiso reported that the other children had not only not been a problem but had often
gone out of their way to welcome and help out their new classmates. The few parents of regular
education students who had originally had objections ofteg were won over sometimes by their
own children. Careful preparation was the key to breaking down the barriers and allaying the
fears promoted by the separation of the two systems.

The separate preparation and certification of special and regular teachers was also cited
as a significant barrier to inclusion. Regular education teachers feel that they are not prepared
to teach children with disabilities. Special education teachers are certified in narrow and
restricted categories of disabilities which segregate them even further. Again the issue of
ownership is reievant. Prospects for inclusion would be greatly enhanced if the mainstream
educational establishment would prepare both regular and special education teachers for inclusive
rather then segregated educational systems. If the barriers between types of teachers are to be
broken down, it will require the activ: support from the broad based teacher organizations and

the more narrow professional associations.
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The IEP itself was cited by one administrator "as the quickest ticket to segregation there

is because embedded in the format is the identification of pathology and weaknesses." Even with

the nery revised format, the first questions still ask the responder to list the child's weaknesses.
The weakness leads to a label which leads to a placement with c¢-ildren of like weaknesses and
labels. It is not the need for an individualized educational program for each child that was being
questioned but the focus on weakness and pathology rather than a focus on the supports required

to achieve an educational goal.

Several administrators also spoke about what they considered the excessive use of private
school placements. One reason given for so many private school placements is the financial
incentives for their use. In addition to the financial incentives, however, administrators were
almost unanimous in attributing the high use of private placements to the Statewide scarcity of
family support services. Very often they found that, while the local public school could provide
an educational program, essential services needed to help families maintain children with
disabilities in the home were almost totally lacking. They reported that they had found the need
for far fewer private school placements in places with a well developed system of such family
support services. Since the latter were much more cost effective and in very many cases better
for the children, they wondered why the State was not investing more resources in family

support.

The current state of the adult service system was also identified as a barrier to inclusion.
What was the point of implementing inclusive education and raising peoples' expectations, when
the most likely outcome upon graduation for their students is a lenzthy stint in sheltered and
segregated aduit programs - if they were lucky ¢nough to get any services at all. While there is
a scattering of integrated employment and community residential living programs that have
proven effective, most State funding is for segregated adult programs. Faced with this prospect
for their students, educators expressed little motivation to move forward with inclusive

educational programs.
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In summary, although economic disincentives were identified as a definite barrier to
inclusion by the educators we talked with, economic disincentives were rarely, if ever, accorded
an importance equal to other more institutional factors. Economic disincentives were seen as but
one manifestation of a much larger reality, namely, the wholesale segregation of persons with

disabilities from mainstream society in the education and aduit services they receive.
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CHAPTER V

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Elements of a Funding System Without Discrimination; The NASBE Report

In October, 1992, the Study Group on Special Education, put together by the National
Association of State Boards of Education, completed a two-year study and issued its final report
which it titled "A Call For Inclusive Schools.” Part of that report was a discussion of what the

finances of an inclusive school system would look like.

The Study Group said that the current separate, categorical funding structure for special
education "drives the dua: system currently in place and has created barriers to establishing an
inclusive education system at all levels of government ... These funding practices have also
contributed to the segregation of students into isolated programs and have served as an incentive
for over identification of students so that school districts could receive more support from the

state and federal governments." *°

The Study Group described the characteristics of a funding structure that would be
supportive of an inclusive education for children with handicapping conditions.
o  Funding must not be triggered by the labeling of students.

o  The level of funding must not depend on the placement of students or who
provides the programs.

o  Funding should be oriented toward "outcomes for students” and not "inputs for
programs”.

o  Funding for special education should be linked with funding for general education
to minimize competition for dollars.

o  Funding should be focused on the local school district and all special education
funds should flow through the local district.
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The separateness of special education is a natural result of a system that ties together
special children, special needs, special programs and special funds. With the label of a child
known, the program is determined and the funds begin to flow for that program. Without a
labeled child, there are no funds. And the funds can be used only for the established programs.
The circle is complete and does not allow for an unlabeled child or for a child included in a

regular program.

The NASBE report says that for inclusion to be possible those ties must be broken.
Removing the connection between dollars and the label attached to a child is the first step.
Removing the connection between dolliars and the setting in which a child is educated is the
second step. Only as these connections are severed is the local school district free to treat the
child as an individual and provide whatever supports are necessary for children to be educated.

The authors write;

Labeling students for special education has had several detrimental
effects. At a minimum, this process has driven local districts to
assign handicapping labels to students that often remain with them
throughout their entire education careers. At its worst, these
funding mechanisms have encouraged districts to place students in
highly restrictive educational placements in order to receive the
maximum amount of funding possible. ... Most states use child
counts, weighted formulas, or excess cost formulas to fund special
education. When child counts are used ... there is an incentive to
identify more students. When weighted formulas are used, more
students are likely to be identified and placed into categories that
have heavier reimbursement weights. Excess cost formulas lead to
over classification. ¥’

Funding should also not be tied to the place where education occurs or to the agency that
provides the education. There should not be separate provisions for private and public placements;
and there should be no difference if the education is provided in the home school or in a
centralized or specialized location. NASBE notes:

Many state special education formulas provide additional assistance
for students in special and regional facilities, while providing less
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funding for students served in their home districts. Additionally,
states that forward fund school districts for expensive, restrictive
out-of-district placements and reimburse districts at the end of the
academic year for expenses accrued in district-based programs,
create an incentive for districts to place students in the forward-
funded, highly segregated programs rather than risk partial
reimbursement for less restrictive placements after funds have
already been spent. **

Linking together the funding for special and general education is recommended to reduce
the competition for funds and to encourage thinking and planning about education as a single
endeavor for all children. Although NASBE recommends that funds for special and general
education be linked, NASBE does not recommend that the funds be merged.

The recommendation that all special education funds be focused on the local school
district makes it possible for the local disﬁict to operate programs for all its students. If money
goes directly to an intermediste service providing district, the local district does not have the
option of operating its own programs. If the funds flow through the local district, the local district
stit] has the option of contracting with an intermediate service district, but "the responsibility for
providing educational programs rests clearly with the local school district”. Such a contractual
arrangement also encourages the service district to be "more responsive to the needs of the local
distri-*< it serves” rather than developing services and programs without regard to the needs of

local aiuiricts. *°

In discussing the financial structure that would meet its recommendations, NASBE makes
the basic assumption is that special education "needs” are some relatively constant percentage of
overall education needs. The percentage of students with disabilities is assumed to be relatively
constant across school districts with some adjustment needed for higher incidence in high poverty
areas. (The national average of 12 percent could be used for example.) By tying special education
funding to a fixed percentage of Average Daily Attendance the State severs the relationship

between dollars and the number of children actually receiving special education, and the
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relationship between dollars and programs. All of the criteria for funding recommended by
NASBE can be met.

o  The number of students to be funded would be determined by a fixed percentage
of ADA or ADA weighted by some index of poverty.

o  The doliars to be funded per student would be determined by taking some portion
of a number generated by the general school aid formula. This could be a
percentage of general state aid received by the district or a per pupil amouat that
is a percentage of the state guarantee level. (The choice would depend on a desire
whether or not to include equalization in special education funding.)

o  The dollars would go to each local school district along with general state aid.

o The State would monitor quality not by auditing programs but by reviewing
progress in attaining goals set forth in Individual Education Programs (IEPs). (If
deemed necessary, the State could also audit districts to make sure that all dollars

generated by the special education distributive formula were spent on special
education related activities.)

5.2 What Some Other States Are Doing

5.2.1 Oregon

As a result of a complete rewriting of its statutes goveming education finance, Oregon

in 1992 began to include special education as a weighting factor in its distribution formula for
general purpose school grants.
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The weighting factors in the Oregon formula are:

Average Daily Membership (Unit) 1.0
Average Daily Membership (Elementary) .9
Average Daily Membership (High Sch) 1.2

+
ESL (English as 2nd language) .5
+
Special Ed (limit of 11% of ADM) 1.0
+
Smail and remote school variable

No child in total can have a weight of more than 2.0 from the above list. A poverty
weight of .25 is added for each child from a Chapter 1 eligible family.

Depending then on the overall circumstances of the child and the school district, the
presence of a disability has the effect of counting the child twice for purposes of State school aid.
Although the chiid still has to be identified as having a disability, no distinction based on the
kind or severity of the disability is made, and the disbursement of the money is not tied to any
particular programmatic expenditure.

There are no statutory limitations placed on school districts on how they spend their
special education dollars. Audit procedures are presently being developed.

Oregon limits State expenditures for special education, by limiting to 11 percent the

number of students in a district who are eligible to receive extra weighting because of a
disability.
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Transportation costs are paid 70 percent by the State and 30 percent by the local school
district regardless of the nature or purpose of the transportation. (This is the same percentage
division of cost sharing that Oregon is attempting to achieve for all educational costs.)

Equity among school districts, rather than inclusion, was the motivating force for Oregon
to change the way it funded special education. Prior to the change, wealthy districts in Oregon
received more State aid for special education than did poor districts.

5.2.2 Washington

The fundamental unit in Washington's cost formula for special education is the number
of children in each of 14 different classifications of disability in each school district. The purpose
of the formula is to attach a cost to educating the children with disabilities in a school district

based on the average resources needed to educate that number of children with those disabilities.

The number of children in each disability classification are apportioned by formula into
four funding groups: severe, substantial, significant and mild. The apportionment varies by
disability. Each funding group is assigned an instructional/therapy staffing ratio: severe, 5.2 to
1; substantial, 10 to 1; significant, 25.8 to 1; mild, 26.9 to 1; and children in each funding group
are assumed to spend a designated average amount of time in special education. Support and
administrative staff are also assigned ratios. All of these assumptions combined with district base
salary schedules and an assumed level of non-personnel costs yields a total "cost” for each district
which is paid by the State.

There is an added wrinkle in the formula which is designed to compensate for variation
among school districts in their identification of children with disabilities. The higher the
percentage of students in the district that are identified as having disabilities the lower the weight
applied to formula determined staff units. The weight varies from 1 to 2.71. If the number of
children with disabilities is less than 4 percent of the district's total enrollment, a weight of 2.71
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is applied to the staff units; if the percentage of children with disabilities is greater than 15
percent of the total enroliment, a weight of 1 is applied to the staff units.

The Washington funding system is based on identifying and labeling children with
disabilities and is designed to prospectively provide the special (separate) services required for
such labeled children.

5.2.3 Pennsylvania

In the last two years Pennsylvania has switched its funding of special education
from a system designed to pay the excess costs of a separate, established structure to a system
very much like that recommended by NASBE.

Unlike Illinois which picks up excess costs indirectly by paying for selected activities,
Pennsylvania under its old system addressed the paying of excess costs directly. Local districts
were responsible for special education costs up to the level of the instructional costs for a regular
education student, and the State paid for the rest. This was true regardless of whether the special
education student was served by the local school district, by irtermediate units (equivalent to
Illinois cooperatives), or in private schools. Pennsylvania funded the intermediate units and the
private schools directly and was later reimbursed by the resident school district for the local

share.

During the 1980s Pennsylvania became increasingly dissatisfied with excess cost funding
primarily because of the spiralling costs of special education. The increasing costs were attributed

to three interrelated factors inherent in the State's excess cost formula:

State support for costs over-and-above the local regular education contribution for
special education students provided little incentive for cost containment on the part
of districts. The method for funding special education students placed in
intermediate unit programs contained similar fiscal disincentives;
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There was a considerable difference between the average per student cost of
special education in intermediate units ($10,290) and the average per student cost
of special education provided by local school districts ($8,505) - which resulted
in a significant fiscal impact on State special education allocations; and

The State system did not provide sufficient safeguards against "child count"
inflation (allowing for the over-identification of students as eligible for special
education. ©

Pennsylvania's new special education funding formula is tied to the total number of all
students in a district. It is a two-part formula. The first part provides $525 each for 17 percent
of the districts average daily membership; this is intended to provide the funds needed for
students with "mild" disabiliiies. The second part provides $7,000 each for 1 percent of the
district's average daily membership; this pays for the costs associated with services to students
with more intensive needs. To meet the needs of districts that face extraordinary costs,
Pennsylvania sets aside 1 percent of the State's appropriation which is then available to local

districts by application.

With the exception of the intermediate units serving Pittsburgh and Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania under the new system stopped appropriating money directly to intermediate units
and now sends all State doilars directly to local school districts, who are free, if they so wish,

to contract with intermediate units to provide special education services.

An analysis completed in September, 1992, of the effects of the new special education

funding formula reached these conclusions:

o  The State is supporting a larger share of special education costs with the new
funding formula. The percentage of prograni costs supported by the State increased
from 42 percent in 1990-91 to over 54 percent in 1991-92,

o District costs for special education decreased.

o School districts are being more fiscally prudent in their distribution of funds and
program costs have stabilized. Program costs increased only 1.4 percent from
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1990-S1 to 1991-92, a substantial reduction from much larger annual increases in
prior years.

This was attributable to two principal differences of the new funding
formula.

First, almost all of the State funding for special education was allocated
durectly to school districts.

Second, the State aid was a fixed amount for each districi and any
additional funding was the responsibility of the district.

This reversed the prior approach in which the districts contributed a fixed
amount and the State paid all the remaining costs.

In terms of fiscal incentives and disincentives, districts were encouraged
to make resource allocation, program and spending decisions which were
more cost-effective since they impacted their budgets more directly.

The positive fiscal results have not come at the expense of special education
teachers or special education students.

There has been no ioss in the number of special education teachers.
However, because of the change in funding, school districts are now the
primary employers of special education teachers and atdes.

The number of special education aides declined; almost a 10 percent
reduction was reported in the school year 1991-92.

The number of students served in special education has shown a small
decrease due to a reduction in students classified as speech and language
impaired.

There was a substantial shift in service provider in 1991-92. School
districts served more students in their own programs and fewer students
were in intermediate unit operated programs.

The funding formula change has encouraged district takeover of programs.
The shifts in service delivery patterns tend to be in the direction of less

restrictive placements: from full-time special class to part-time special class
and from resource room to itinerant and regular placement.
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5.2.4 Michigan

In early 1992, the Michigan State Board of Education issued a Position Statement on
Inclusive Education which formally endorsed the option of inclusive education which was defined

as, "The provision of educational services for students with disabilities, in schools where

nonhandicapped peers attend, in age-appropriate general education classes under the direct
supervision of gemeral education teachers, with special education support and assistance as

determined appropriate through the individualized educational planning committee.” ©

At the same time the State Board appointed an Inclusive Education Recommendations
Committee which was charged with developing "specific recommendations for needed changes
in policy, funding and legislation to assure availability of an inclusive education option." After
a year of work the committee issued a report identifying barriers to inclusive education and
making recommendations. The committee found a system in which iabeling and serving students
by impairment, categorical rules, certification and training of teachers by disability, and funding
by program have all interacted to create a "second (educational) system with its own
administrators, budgets, departments, inservice education, facilities, policies, procedures for
student discipline,methods for parent involvement, etc. ... (which) often serves to exclude
Michigan's students with disabilities from access to educational opportunities afforded in general
education."®® The cemmittee described the Michigan funding system and its effects this way:

The current model for funding a dual system necessitates that school districts
direct resources into categorical programming. The funding and accounting
requirements of state regulations necessitate that districts maintain parallel
administrative systemes, restrict roles for ancillary service providers, encourage
separate transportation systems and the maintenance of separate center programs.

State financial guidelines and mandates place a high priority on funding of
separate programs, thereby creating numerous fiscal barriers to the development
~ and maintenance of inclusive education models. Many of the funding policies of
the M‘shigan State Department of Education work against the development of
collaborative services that support students with disabilities in general education.
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Disincentives to the creation and maintenance of inclusive programming can be
found in the State Aid Act, the Administrative Rules for Special Education, pupil
accounting regulations, the Financial Manual Guidelines for Special Education,
and the accounting procedures for the expenditure of funds.

Among the recommendations made by the committee were:

o  Resident districts should be responsible for financing the supports for all their
students regardless of the locations in which services are provided.

o  All categorical funding for special education should be eliminated and
incorporated into the membership formula.

0  An incentive should be awarded to districts based on an annual percentage
reduction of FTEs per student in special education categorical programs.

o An incentive should be awarded for bringing students back to resident district
inclusive education programs by fully funding the transition from separate to
inclusive services and then continuing to fund student support on a membership
basis. '

0  Federal funds should be distributed to resident school districts on a per capita
basis.

o  Entitlement that perpetuate the dual categorical system shouid be eliminated. ¢

52.5 Florida

Florida has an integrated school funding system in which most of the combined state and
local funding for schools is determined by the Florida Education Finance Program which uses
a single, multi-dimensional formula to allocate dollars. The formula is student based and
"recognizes: varying local property ta.x bases; varying program cost factors; district cost
differentials; and differences in per student cost for equivalent educational programs due to
sparsity and dispersion of student population.” * Cost factors are applied to students depending
on the grade they are in and the program they are in.
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The Florida Education Finance Program, adopted in 1973, changed the focus for funding
education in that state.

The key feature of the finance program is to base financial support for education
upon the individual student participating in a particular educational prograrm rather
than upon the numbers of teachers or classrooms. FEFP funds are primarily
generated by multiplying the number of full-time equivalent students (FTEs) in
each of the educational programs by cost factors to obtain weighted FTEs.
Weighted FTEs are then multiplied by a base student allocation and by a district
cost differential in the major calculation to determine the State and local FEFP
funds. Program cost factors are determined by the Legislature and represent
relative cost differences among the FEFP programs.” ¢’

The cost of regular education for grades 4 through 8 is established as the 1.000 base for
the index of relative costs. Relative cost factors that are significant for this study are shown in
Table 32.

The cost factor for mainstreaming is used for students who are "properly classified in a
special exceptional student program and (are) assigned to a basic program on a part-time basis
with required special services, aids, or equipment as a condition of the student’s individual

education plan."

In order for students to be eligible for weighting by the exceptional program cost factors,
the students must be properly qualified, the teachers must be properly qualified, and the subject
matter must be appropriate and in accordance with State Board of Education rules. There is also

a cap on the number of students that can be weighted.
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TABLE 32

Cost Factors in Florida's Education Finance Formula

Basic Programs

Kindergarten and grades 1,2, and 3
Grades 4,5,6,7 and 8
Grades 9,10,11 and 12
Mainstream

Grades K-3

Grades 4-8

Grades 9-12

Exceptional Student Programs

Educable Mentally Handicapped

Trainable Mentally Handicapped

Physically Handicapped

Physical & Occupational Therapy (part-time)
Speech, Language, Hearing Therapy (part-time)
Visually Handicapped (part-time)

Visually Handicapped

Emotionally Handicapped (part-time)
Emotionally Handicapped

Specific Learning Disability (part-time)
Specific Learning Disability

Gifted (part-time)

Hospital and Homebound (part-time)
Profoundly Handicapped
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In Florida, then, funding for special education is tied to students and not to the
infrastructure that supports the students. The students do have to be labeled and counted,
however, and the assumption underlying the cost factors is that special education is disability

specific and occurs in a separate setting.

The Florida and Washington special education funding systems are essentially the same.
They are based on the same assumptions. They achieve the same end, but use different means

of getting there.

Florida requires that 80 percent of the dollars that go to school districts as a result of
exceptional program cost factors must be spent on exceptional education. State school officials
do not perceive a problem with special education dollars not being spent for special education,
and in fact estimate that the dollars being spent on special education exceed the dollars generated
by the cost factors.

There are no specific funding provisions for private special education in Florida. When

they are used, private schools are paid by th> local school districts on a contractual basis and the

_ relationship is solely between the district and the private provider. Dollars are also not set

aside for room and board.
5.3 Incentives For Inclusion

Once the disincentives to inclusion are removed from the funding system; that is money
flows on a membership basis and no longer on a categorical program basis, are there specific
incentives that can be added that would promote inclusion? What might these incentives look
like?

The easiest and most direct way of providing an incentive for inclusion would be to add
a weighting factor to students who are being educated in an inclusive setting. That amount of the

weighting could be varied according to the resources being provided in the particular classroom
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or building where inclusion is being practiced. The weighting could also be vuried by the
proportion of children being included. The weighting would be higher if all of the children .
eligible to attend class in that building were there and being included, than if only 25 percent of

those needing extra help were there and being included and ¢ : remaining 75 percent were at
another location or in a segregated setting. If the weighting 1s classroom or building based it
would have the result of providing spillover effects for ail the children in the classroom or
building and not require the labeling of children.

The key to making an incentive work in achieving .the goal for which it is intended is
attaching the dollars to an activity or a set of circumstances that do in fact make a difference.
There has to be a direct connection between what the dollars are attached to and the goal being
promoted. If there isn't a direct connection, the dollars will be spent, the activity to which the
dollars are attached will expand, but the desired goal won't be achieved.

The specific configuration of the weighting to promote inciusion should be a matter of
careful study undertaken after the goals have been agreed on. The amount of the weighting
should be determined on the basis of cost studies.

5.4 Alternatives For Action in Illinois

In dealing with the issue of financial disincentives for inclusion in the State's funding

system for specie! education, Illinois can take one of two approaches,

The first is to start over again and reconsider the whole categorical funding structure that

now exists for special education.
The second is to leave the present categorical funding structure in place and to change

some of the distribution formulas and regulations so that the financial disincentives for inclusion

are reduced. Each of these alternatives are discussed below.
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5.4.1 Starting Over Again; What Something New Should Look Like

Any effort to start over again with the funding of special education in Hlinois should be
based on the principles enunciated by the NASBE Study Group on Special Education. That 1s:

o  Funding must not be triggered by the labeling of students.

o  The level of funding must not depend on the placement of students or who
provides the programs.

o  Funding should be oriented toward "outcomes for students” and not "inputs for
programs".

o  Funding for special education should be linked with funding for general education
to minimize competition for dollars.

o  Funding should be focused on the local school district and all special education
funds should flow through the local district.

The different approaches taken by Pennsylvania and Oregon both largely achieve these
goals. Oregon does it by weighting children with disabilities in its general state aid formula.
Pennsylvania does it by providing extra funding to all school districts for a predetermined
percentage of students in the district. -

By using a single education funding formula, Oregon more closely ties together funding
for special and general education. The Oregon system also incorporates an element of equity, but
this may not be of concem if it is State policy to cover all of the "extra” costs of educating
children with disabilities and there is an equity factor built into general education funding.

The Pennsylvania system eliminates completely any need to label or to count children by
assuming that 17 percent of all childrea need some extra help, and that one percent of all children
need a lot of extra help. (The few children that need an extraordinary amount of help are dealt
with on an individual basis.) A child doesn't have to be labeled or segregated for the school
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district to get money or for the child to get extra help, and once services are in place any child

can get help.

Under the Oregon system there is still a need to identify and count children with
disabilities. There is also a financial benefit (albeit with a cap) for a school district to include and
label more rather than less children. (Since all children with disabilities are weighted equally,
however, there is no need, or advantage, to labeling children with specific disabilities.) Because
of the interaction of the disability weighting with other elements of the general aid formula,
however, funds to provide services for students with disabilities may not be equal among districts.
Because of the cap on total weighting, in some districts children with disabilities will not get the
full benefit of the disability weighting.

In both Oregon and Pennsylvania (with the exception of Pittsburgh and Philadelphia)
dollars flow directly to the local school districts. The districts control the funds and have the

resources to make the determination of how and where a student should be served.

Both the Oregon and Pennsyivania funding systems for special education meet the criteria
recommended by NASBE. It ils our judgment that the Pennsylvania system is more direct, simpler
to understand, and is more readily adaptable to Illinois than is the Oregon system. In concept,
at least, if not in practice, Iilinois’ current categorical funding system is an excess cost system.
Considerations of equity are minimal. It will be difficult enough for Illinois to move from a
categorical based system to a membership based system. Also changing the funding system to

include equity considerations would be too much to attempt.

Oregon adopted its formula based system primarily in response to concerns about equity.
Pennsyivania made its change primarily because of concerns about special education funding. The
current concerns with special education funding in Illinois have more in common with the history

in Pennsylvania than the history in Oregon. The Pennsylvania experience can help answer

questions here.
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What would a Pennsylvania funding system look like transplanted to Illinois?

In 1990-91 there were 1,816,182 students enrolled in public schools .n the State; there
were 232,365 students with disabilities for whom the public schools had responsibility, of which
12,759 were in the target population of this study. This means that 12.8 percent of total school
districts' enrollment were children with disabilities, and 0.7 percent had disabilities putting them
in the target population.

Applying the Pennsylvania forms :a to Iilinois yields:

17 percent times 1,816,182 times $525 $ 162.1 million
1 percent times 1,816,182 times $7000 127.1 million

Total $ 289.2 million
1 percent of appropriation for

exceptionally severe children 2.9 million

Total (Pa. formula applied to Ill.) $ 292.1 million

Illinois State appropriations for special education in the schoo: year 1990-91 totalled $
426.2 million; if transportation is subtracted from that amount, State appropriations totalled
$323.4 million. Illinois already appropriates more than enough to fully fund the Pennsylvania

formula; a formula calculated to cover all excess costs of special education.

Appropriating and distributing dollars on the basis of the Pennsylvania formula would,
in addition to providing local school districts with flexibility in spending the money in support
of Individual Education Plans, considerably reduce the requirements and costs of record keeping.
This point cannot be stresscd too strongly. While planning, budgeting and record keeping are
necessary they are overhead, not the primary enterprise, and as such should be minimized. The
amount of time, effort, detail and duplication that goes into applying for the various existing grant
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and reimbursement dollars, writing all the different required planning and budget documents, and
accounting for expenditures is tremendous and makes no direct contribution to the education of
even one child. Some of the school officials interviewed questioned the wisdom of applying for
some of the programs. The amount of effort put out in return for the dollars obtained did not
seem worth it, they said.

5.42 Tinkering With the Current Fundmg System: Specific Changes to Remove Specific
Disincentives

If the existing overall structure of the funding for special education in Illinois is
maintained, there are specific changes that could be made to remove some the financial

impediments and disincentives facing school districts wanting to move toward inclusion.
The changes and the effects those changes would have on inclusion are as follows:

Personnel Reimbursement:

o Remove the existing limitations in the Personnel reimbursement program so that
specialized instruction and special education support services can be delivered
without restrictions.

This would allow school districts and cooperatives morc flexibility in using
Personnel dollars. The same Personnel dollars would be available for the
education of a child with disabilities regardless of the location where that
education takes place, and regardless of whether the instructional setting is
inclusive or segregated.

IDEA Part B flow-through and Chapter 1 Handicapped Grants:

o Send both IDEA and Chapter | Handicapped federal grants directiy to school
districts rather than to cooperatives and regionals.

This brings the dollars and the children together at the point of responsibility and
the time of decision. If the decision is for inclusion, the dollars are there to

support inclusion. The funds start off going to the location of the preferred (by
law) action.
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If the decision for the child is that a centralized, segregated or private program is
educationally appropriate, then the funds can follow the child. The funds and the
children start together and stay together. If the funds and the children start in two
different locations there is a large incentive to move the children to the funds
rather than moving the funds to the children.

Extraordinary Reimbursement:

Change the claim form to facilitate reporting of special education support costs for
inclusion. Remove the requirement that assistance must be "solely” for the benefit
of the "individual” student.

This would recognize that inclusion is a way of doing things in a classroom, a
school building, or a district, and that there are special education costs to inclusion
that are not attached directly to the individual student, and are not included in the
overhead and support services of regular education.

Change the extraordinary reimbursement formula to more nearly follow the pattern
of the reimbursement formula for private tuition: that is the local school district
would pay some initial part of the extraordinary costs for a student and the State
would pick up the remaining extra costs.

This would, by law, bring the extraordinary reimbursement back towards the
practice as it was under the "gentleman's agreement", and to the concept that the
State rather than local school districts should be responsible for truly extraordinary
costs. Under this kind of formula the school district would be responsible for the
initial layer of extra costs, but that responsibility would be capped.

Alternatively, the State could treat Extraordinary and Private the same by
reimbursing a fixed percentage of both placements: for example, 70 percent.

Since both private tuition and extraordinary reimbursement viould be treated
similarly under either approach, the incentives created by the existing differences
in the distribution formulas would no longer exist. The decision of educational
setting for the child with disabilities could be made on educational criteria only,
without there being any financial implications for the school district.
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Orphanage (individual):

o

Change the claim form to allow reporting of special education support costs for -
inclusion. Remove the requirement that assistance must be "solely” for the benefit
of the "individual” student.

This would recognize that inclusion is a way of doing things in a school building,
or a district, and that there are special education costs to inclusion that are not
attached directly to the individual student, and are not included in the overhead
and support services of regular education.

Transportation:

o

Attach the special education ftransportation reimbursement to the child with
disabilities rather than to the special education transportation system.

This would mean that the costs of transporting the child with disabilities
(including personal assistants) would be reimbursed at the special education rate
regardless of whether the child rode on a special education bus or was included
on a regular education bus. The decision on transportation could be made on
educational grounds only, without there being any financial implications for the
school district.

This is the simplest and most direct way of removing the disincentives (to
inclusion) from special education transportation funding without having spillover
effects on regular education transportation funding and getting in the middle of the
ongoing disagreements over how to fund all school transportation.

Allow school districts that reduce transportation costs by moving to inclusion, to
use the transportation costs saved for education services.

Depending on local circumstances, there may be substantial savings in
transportation costs if a district moves to inclusion. Since the State pays 80
percent of special education transportation costs, most of the savings would accrue
to the State. There is little financial incentive for the school district to move to
inclusion if the added educational costs are borne by the district and the savings
in transportation go to the State. Some sharing of the costs and savings of moving
to inclusion would be optimal.
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5.5  Designating Dollars for Special Education

The argument has been raised that if the distribution formulas are changed, the doliars will
no longer be designated for special education; they will be mixed into the pot of all education

&ollars, and education services for children with disabilities will suffer. If the dollars are not tied

" to special education through categorical programs, the dollars will be used for regular education.

There are several questions involved here that tend to get mixed up with each other, but
which shouldn't be confused.

One is the question of the object or activity to which dollars are attached.

A second is the question of what limitations are placed on the spending of the dollars.

A third is the question of how many dollars are appropriated.

Regardless of the funding system chosen, all three questions have to be addressed.

In Illinois' categorical funding system, the first and second questions are largely answered
together. Dollars are attached to personnel, transportation and private tuition. If school districts
or cooperatives engage in those activities, they get dollars, and the dollars are limited by law to
being spent on those specific activities. The amount of dollars attached to each of those activities
are set by law and by the legislative appropriation process. For each teacher, the school district
gets $8,000. For each dollar spent on transportation the district gets 80 cents. And so forth. The

total amount of dollars are determined by the legislature in the appropriation process, and if all

costs are not covered claims are prorated.
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Under the federal grant programs, the dollars are attached to a specific, counted, number
of students with identified disabilities in particular programs. By law, the dollars have to be spent
on (unspecified) services provided (directly or indirectly) to those children. The amount of dollars
attached to each child is determined in the congressional appropriations process.

Under the proposal by NASBE, and in the Pennsylvania system, the dollars are attached
to a specified percentage of all students. The dollars have to be spent on special education

services. The amount of dollars is determined in the State appropriations process.

The answers to the first and second questions are not necessarily connected. A State, for
example, could attach special education dollars to a percentage of all students, as Pennsylvania
does, and then require that a third of the money be spent for salaries of special education
teachers, a third of it be spent on special education transportation, and a third of it be spent on
private school tuition. The possible combinations are almost endless. It needs to be understood
clearly, however, that severing the link between dollars and personnel, or dollars and

transportation, does not mean that dollars to educate children with disabilities will disappear.

The policy issues that underlie these questions and that need to be directly addressed are:
1) what flexibility should school districts have in providing special education to their children
with disabilities; and 2) how should those school districts be held accountable.

Maximum flexibility for school districts occurs when the requirements for entitlement to
dollars are general and singular and the sources of dollars are combined. Accountability can be

achieved independently of how the dollars are acquired.
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5.6  Accountability in Special Education

There are two basically different ways of holding school districts accountable for special
education.

One is the way Illinois does it now. There is a regulation for every activity. Everything
must be done in a particular way. Everything must be documented. Every penny must 'stay in its
designated channel. The assumption behind this system of accountability is that if the process is
proper, the result will be appropriate.

A second way of holding school districts accountable for special education would be to
directly hold the school district accountable for results, and assume that if the results are
appropriate, the process, whatever it was, was proper. The accountability would focus on results,
not procass. The State would focus on the quality of Individual Education Plans and whether their
goais had been accomplished, and not on whether dollars had been spent for specific activities.

Inclusion "fits” in a special education structure where the funding is attached to students,
and accountability is tied to results.

5.7  Creating a District Special Education Fund

Creating a special education fund in each district into which all special education funds
would be deposited, and from which all special education expenditures would be made, is one
way of maintaining the level of special education funding and making accountability easier. Such
a fund would allay the fears of those who think that any change in the formulas for distributing
special education dollars will result in those dollars being "lost" to general education. There
would be more of an incentive for both the federal and State governments to consolidate their
current fragmented financial assistance programs into biock grants. Such a fund would also make
budgeting, record keeping, auditing and cost studies of special education easier and less costly.
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5.8 Recommendations

The strong recommendation of this report is that Illinois fund special education with a
single formula tied to school district membership and that the dollars be sent directly to school
districts which are held responsible for achieving the results specified in Individual Education
Plans. Federal dollars also should be sent directly to school districts. A special education fund
should be established in school districts for the receipt and expenditure of all special education
funds.

If that recommendation for a simplified special education funding system is not adopted,
then this report recommends the following specific changes in individual special education
funding programs to reduce the financial disincentives that now exist for educating special

education students in their home schools.

o Remove the existing limitations in the Personnel reimbursement program so that
specialized instruction and special education support services can be delivered

without restriction in any setting.

o Send both IDEA and Chapter 1 Handicapped federal grants directly to school

districts rather than to cooperatives and regionals.

o Change the Extraordinary and Orphanage claim form to facilitate reporting of
special education support costs for inclusion. Remove the requirement that
assistance must be "solely" for the benefit of the "individual® student.

o  Change the Extraordinary reimbursement formula to more nearly follow the pattern
of the reimbursement formula for private tuition: that is the local school district
would pay some initial part of the extraordinary costs for a student and the State
would pick up the remaining extra costs. (Alternatively, to make school districts
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more conscious of costs, changs both the Extraordinary and Private Tuition
reimbursement formulas so that the State pays 75 percent of the extra costs of

both placements and the local districts pay 25 percent of the costs.)

Attach special education transportation reimbursement to the child with disabilities
rather than to the special education transportation system.

Allow school districts that reduce transportation costs by moving to inclusion, to

use the transpo:tation costs saved for education services.
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APPENDIX A

DISTRICTS AND COOPERATIVES (JOINT AGREEMENTS) VISITED
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i
l DISTRICTS AND COOPERATIVES (JOINT AGREEMENTS) VISITED
l SERVICE ‘
UNIT NAME
I City of Chicago
) l J8787 Chicago School District 299
|
|
I Suburban Cooperatives
D2424 School Association for Special E4d in DuPage (SASED)
l D3030 LaGrange Area Department of Special Education (LADSE)
l Suburban Single District Service Units
AllAA Elgin Unit School District 46
. ca2ccC Evanston CC School District 65
C23CC . Ewvanston Twp HS District 202
I G5757 Joliet School District 86
I G5858 Joliet Twp HS District 204
' Downstate Cooperatives
I AOQ07AA DeKalb County Special Education Association
' F42FF Woodford County Special Education Association
FS0KK Sangamon Area Special Education District
' Downstate Diétricts (Cooperative Member Districts)
I F45FF Morton CU School District 709 - member of Tazewell-Mason Special
Ed Cooperative
' F49KK Triopia CU School District 27 - member of Four Rivers Special E4
G6161 Bourbonnais School District 53 ~ member of Kankakee Area Special
Ed Cooperative
' G6161 Bradley~Bourbonnais C HS District 307 - member of Kankakee Area
Special Ed Cooperative
]

A—1281




DISTRICTS AND COOPERATIVES (JOINT AGREEMENTS) VISITED

SERVICE
UNIT NAME
Downstate Districts -~ cont'd

H7676 East St. Louis School District 189 ~ member of East St. Louis Area
Special Ed - (Dist. 189 is significantly larger than the only
other district in this Joint Agreement. For purposes of some
analyses, Dist. 189 is classified as a Single District Unit.)

H7777 Belleville School District 118 - member of Belleville Area Special Ed
Joint Agreement

H7777 Belleville Twp HS District 201 -~ member of Belleville Area Special E4
Joint Agreement

18585 Marion CU School District 2 - member of Williamson County Special
Education Cooperative

K67LL Danville CC School District 118 - member of Vermilion Association of
Special Education

Downstate Single District Service Units

AO3AA Rockford School District 205

AQ4AA Harlem Unit District 122

F41FF Peoria School District 150

F51KK Springfield School District 186

A-2 232




APPENDIX B

CHILDREN IN PLACEMENT AT APPROVED PRIVATE FACILITIES
ON DECEMBER 1, 1990

B-1. SORTED BY REGION/COUNTY/CITY.

B-2. ALPHABETICAL BY OPERATING AGENCY.

233




GET £¢0

1 %000] 6V g1 obeoID 9509 [9eYOIN-RUTWNH eininsu| muswdoessg 66
L ¥o0D| 62 ] ob¥aIyD BWOH SUP|IYD Istideq |ejual) i) Ae( wH pIyd isdeg [equed| gy
L %000 1L A obeaid jooyos Req Jooyos Aeq| 28
t wooo| 22 &) obeayD neaing SUBIPIIYD YSIMar 100U5S| 61
onnedeioyj nesing SUSIPIIYD YSWa
L %000 ¢ A obeoly) [el1dSOH [elioWa SUBIPIYO| 10040S Snnedeiey | [eHOWeN SUeipiyO| 27
l %00D| 62 ;] obeoIyD 100y5G Aeq Ueqin obesIug jootog AeQ ueqip obeditdl 29
L %00 vZ 3 obealyD puilg ey1 10} ashoyiybr obedny owegl 19
‘AB(] pullg 8y} J0j 8snapybr obeoIyD)
l wooo| | 3] obeoyd|  suezmiy pepielay 10 0ossy oBesN D wued| 09
Buiures | ¥o14-poome|Bu3l IS8M/OHVD
L %00 € ] obeoy5[ SUSZRID pepIedy 10} O0SSY OBeIND 191UsD) Bujuiel | UMONSSM/OEVO] 45
L %00Q| 95 il obeolys[ ™ susziiy pepreey 10} 0SSy ObeoIND urea/ddO R8dSOEVO| S5
1 e I ] obeiyD|  suszni) papreisy 10} 00SSY OBeIUD 181U50) BUIUTE | ISegNOS/0uvV0| 1S
1 %03 op 3] “OBedIYD|  SUSZAID PapieIBY J0] 0SS OBEIND JOOYIS ISTRRNOS/OMVO|  £5
[ ¥ooo| ™ /9 ] obeolyD|  suezniy pepreiey 4o} 00sSY obedID 18jU8) A8 PIYD T8g ¥ 1OUVO| 05
L %000 2p ] obeoyO| suezury pepreley] 4o} 00ssy OBeOIND 101000 DUILIE®] MOWSEOUVO| 6
L %00D]  6E ] obedyD|  SUSZID pepieiay 10} 00SSY OBEIILD I0OUOG SLIRH AB|We.J USISH/OEVD|  BY »
L %00D| &y 3 obeIUS[ Suezu) popieiey 10} 0OssY OBEOIND |0OYOG IS8 WRNOS/OHVD|  ZF )\
I %000| vy A obeoD| suezn) papreley 10} 00sSY ODEIIND 100435 Buly JG/OHVO| %
r ¥o00| 16 A obeoyD| ssuszZNiy) papIeiey 10} DOSSY OBESIND 100G Ky KieW/OHYO| G
L o) ¢ il obwyD 1a 10 ‘Buui ¥ qeyey 10y 4O ~Buires-Buiui ]} qeyed 0, AWD|  bE
L %000 ¥ Al obeNYD SUOISUBWINOOYOS Aeq 1ojeweDd SUOISUSWIO\IGOYOS ARQ I0[PWe)| g2
L %000 ¢ A obpny 1ing UOHRIOOSSY WeyesD) Aey Id$o 1J wesBoid euedeuog|  Ge5
L ¥ooQ| 61 ] ebpny ing UOLEROSSY Weyess Aey weiBolg eyedeuog ureyeid Aed|  zoe
T o) & B pue|si anig U] popieiey uresBo1g WNPY OO de enig| St
Aifeluepy ey) ioj SUSZRID) puels| enig
{ ¥oo0| e 3] pue|s| enjg 50 ‘pepreioy|  weiboid SUSIP)IYO (00405 deD enig|  Of
Ajreluepy 9 10} SUeZWID pueys| enig
1 %000 L ;] neueg "ISO'L 439507 15 JO iMSIS|  WeiBOu ‘$ey- AUD Buiwve uepied|  G1g
L e G &1 nopreg "I'S°0'L 4d9s0r 15 Jo eSS owio dRaJS) 7 10OYOS 10%eE| 805
L ¥00Q| 901 i) nepreg yodesor 15 j0 siesiS ~KeQ-ieue)) Buiwre  neneg|  aie
i P ®) 8 3 dis|y 19)Ud)) 199/eD) BWOUBS 19Ju8)) 108D vWoleS|  §12
0661 -— -QQEUQUQ ug wu_u__ﬁ-ﬂ& 0~.>_hﬂ_ —-0\(92_2 - u-—OEOUCE uj BAIpHYDH
@) :
. >z
E TR T TN N O e ) T Sh BN R O W O UE eEm e |




LE€4

1 ) S A —RIUNWWIOD [eAUR) YhOS SNAWeS) ®ioyS YnOS (eRue) ynog| 922
1 wooQ| 65 A —obesy) —RINNWWOD AU YinoS sndWe)) ([Rnog e enued @nog|  Geg
1 %o b2 i obeolyD 100YOG YDIH I UIeYinos JoOGOS UBIH i WeWnos|  pze
U w03 ¢ A obeayD UeAIPIUD pepraiey USIPIYO pepIaIeY|  £22
j0 Spuaii4 B suered obeoiyd yinog 10 spuel R Kuered oBeoID) yinog
L %000 v A obeoID RINNWWOD [eAUs) WNOS| WeiBOog U0 eISeIOPY NeAUS) WiNOS| 222
1 w05 91 A obeoiy) RIUNWWOD [ERUeD YNOS|  XBUUY ‘UGD IUEISSIOPY [BAUe] WnNoS| 122
1 oo 6L A obeayd Jajus)) [eOIPON Ueakqseld Wnd 1oOu0S Aeq ysnd| 022
l w3 82 A obean) GOINGD SnSer JO peeH peioes ueipyd| 91
. PepIIeY 10} OOUOS SINSIS BN
L wooo| 82 gl obeoiyD|  @ouspinoid 10 KIeW 16 Jo sieybneq TRue) ®%0d 15| S12
L ¥ooo| €2 A "obeon) 9lue)) [ejuswdojens( [oIees weiBoid 0g-100%05 Prees | pie
L %000|  bL A — obeyd i8jue) euawdojerdq Yorees ureiBoid HALL-100p5 \prees|  £12
1 ) T A —obeoly)| ou] ‘Uaip|iy) 9XJ 0} |OOYRS eaunod Auepesy Aloveredesd es+9p0| 102
1 ) A obeaD [O0YS 1ONUID-1ONTIC] [0S IONUID-IeNANd | 002
L woo| 82 A OBeoIyD| 19D UOUREB1] ¥} [DOYOS SAPMUTES|  I9IUeD JUSUNER.| 7 I00YOS SAPMBed| 161
1 L) A obeonD TEHASOH WO UISISSMUION S H IIGSOH WO WIOISSMWRION| 981
L %ooD|  GoL 3] obeaD "0U} "[ooYOS ounadeiey | yeO DU} jOOYOS dpnedwisy | YeOl 281
l ¥oo0Q| St A — obend peddecipue}] 6 10} J0jUsD) GION| USIPIGO PeOeIIpUTH 10} J0W80 YWOoN|  pZ1
L wooo[ oL A TR peddesipuer i 10} J01Ue) YUON|  USIPIYD PJdeOipuRH J0) RUO YUON| €11
L yooo| sy A obeoiyD|  Pe|qesiq ‘Ae( 10} Je1USD) UOZIIOH WON| PRII¥SK ) ASQ @4y J0§ RUD UOZUOH MON| 27|
L wooo| 12 A obeowd pepreey pepeyoy|  zot
Ajreusiy 8y} 104§ |OOYOS 0NN Aifuen o 10§ I0ORS OfD)-NeH
1 wooo| 62 A obeoiD 7110 S9ONIRS [€100G UeIeiny weiBoid AeQ JNue) YumsnBny| /G|
L o3| 12 R0 L) RitieAlun j0Ac7 j00ydS Aeq Arsieatun ejoAcn] 65|
1 ¥00D| €1 gl ~ob®Iy) Jo0YOS Aeq siseuet IO eeds-Aeq siseusd| 161
U wooo| st A obeanD eAnnsu) JOOUO5 SeUINg SEIONOIN| €51
wowdo|eas(] SEINOSEL URWINE
L woo| o A obeoyd JooyoS ARQ $I188US [PRUSD-I00PS siseusS| (G|
L %00D|  6¢ A obeoy) [00ys ARQ $IS8USD 1004PG ARQ SiseueS| (5|
1 %oo| 88 gl obeoiyd SEOIAIES (RNOA [[EH SOUSIMT) 100G AeQ |[H Soueme ]|  Opl
L %00D| oL i obwoiyd SBOIMOS WNOA [[EH SOUSIME] o0 BRQUES-ife] sousimw|  opl
L ) I 30 obwono oBeoIyD) J0 SSEOOIPPIY|  IWe(] O 10} SeesRI0 ARG AWuu L AoH| 921
L ¥oo| 85 A obeoiyD “Buiuive | OF AemeeD BUiliee] OV ARMIND|  £1 1
N ¥ooo| S8 A ~obeond JOOYOS ezueIeds] OBROIO-TOONOS WZUeIeaE3| 01 [
1 ¥o0D| 95 M obeIy0 SSOIAIeS ifeeH] poomabus 79Ue) Buiuree poomeiBua| 01
1 ¥oo0| et il obeoyD “Krepy 35 Jo sioybneq weibaig Aeq 8oUSPINOLD 10 AreW 15| /6

9€¢




663 118V1IVAY AdOD 1S3

8€¢c
i %000 06 e obeaiyy |o0Y35 onnedeley | uodeag J0OUs opnedeiey | uocoeag| /2
L %00 vl i obedyo SwoIsAS sAne|Iqe JusuIdojeAR(] 10 IMIUBD UNShy| b2
L %0D| 9 i obeaiys $iseuan ure;Boig jeuoneooA Youk M3 €2
L %000| 29 gl obesIyD|  Jelue) pIivD 1ejepucie) s4desor 15| weiboig Aeg-1e|apuoie) s,ydesor 15| g2
L ¥ooo| €2 A obealy J91U9Q) U|oSU Weyelqy [Kiole|nquy-uoN Jejuey ujcour] weyelqy| 2
L (o) K A obesIyD|  seomiag ANWWOD AB|UON 'S EPY SoUISnpU] RO[UDPW|  S1
L ¥00D| 2 1 obeoiyp|  sevineg Alunwwe) ABIUINON 'S epY Jojued opnadesay | ABJUDON| 2
i %¥0D| 95 il “obeoiy|  seomiag Aiunwwod AejudOn 'S epy Joedounedessy | ABjuioN] L1
L %ooD[ 901 A oBeaIyO|  sedinIag ANunuwiuiod Ae|UiMON 'S epY J8)ue)> buiuree-BuiA) AB[UOWN| 01
L wooo| ot e — obeoiy) 191Ua0) UjOOUr] Wieyeiqy| jusunees] AeQ Jee)) Ujoour] weyeiqy 1
L %0D| 9 A obeIIY)|  SUSZNID papieiaY 10} 0Ossy ObeolyD|  'sed i [oO4DS Siiey Aejuia] UaleH| 855
L %00D| 62 A obealyD|  9ouapiadid JO AR 15 Jo sioybneq SOy 'y P2 $OUSPINOId Jo KB 15| GES
L ¥ooo| 1 ] obeoyo “0BedIy) J0 9S600IPYRIY AUQ "sod YHON ®IPICOLBSIA| 625
L %000 ¥ A obeoiyd uoepunog AtD I ROowr|  £es
L wood| i€ il obeaiyd “obeoIyD) j0 95800IPYRIY J9jue) Buiures YUON ®IpIooUBsSIN] - /15
L %003 ¢ A obeaiyd S80S QINOA [[eH SOURIME] weiboid eres AnoIS-|feH eousImMeE| 606
L %000 | A obedIy) SBOINIBG NINO L [[EH] COUSIME | SWOH dNOID) 8SEUD-[[B1 0 18iMET| g6
L ¥ooD| | il obedIy) SOIAIS GINO, [[EH S0USIMe | UH 9 |P0|UsDID /e SOUSIME| Lol -
L %o ¢ gl obeoyd SPIOYSIYL SOUTE[/jO0YS SPIOYSPIL| OBy >
L ¥00D| € A obeoyd Spioyseiy | T ATENAOOYOS SPIOYSaI L] 0B
L %03 16 gl obeoiy) 11 1O SOOIAIBG [B100G UEIOR]|  Weiboid [ERUOPISeY 1eiue) eunisnbny| ooy
L ¥ooD| i ] obeoiyd oBediyD Jo AlsieAlun j00UOS S1USBOYUD UBWNURYS ®IUCS|  OGY
L ¥00D| 6 il obeaiy TIojopuoIe) S4Ydesof 1S "0 PIUD-19|®PUCIe) S A0 1| bbb
L wooo| v gl obeayd 19j0puose) 5,4deosof 15 pa/svd sovid 2005  Ebr
L wooD| ¢ A obesIy) N0, [[e}] BOUBIME | i*H eoueime| ot
L %00D| ¥t B obeaiy) SWeIsAG SATENIGEH| _ UeIpIiyO feuondedxy suered episisem| 692
| i wo0p| 2 B obeoiyd PV 100435 fepeds unsny| 292
SUBIP|IYD pepreIay Alfeluai 8piS i1SeMm
7 L ¥oop| ¢ il obeoIyD|  Sa0mag AIUNWWOD g Ajiure YSimar IO ‘d0|eABQ PIIYO YUeld eUILBIA| 092
| L %0oD| b A obeoyd UONEIoSSY UewneN ‘O J0PIA JO0YPS UURWNeN D IORIA|  pSe
| L ooD!  ¥6 | obeoiyd Asfed [eiqese)) payun <ON-1C0YOS poigny inyuyl - 052
1 ¥00D| 86 I obeoiys JOOYS WIaYINog J0OURS YBIH wewnos|  ove
7 L w0oo| €L il obesiyd SPIoysaiq L JOOU"G SPIOysaIyL|  Gee
| L %00D| €€ I obeyd S|COYS WAYINDG| Aiejusie 9$0iUsesH-I00YOS UIBYiNoS|  Of2
L wooo| 4 il obeyy JOOYOS 8SNOH UBAI|ING JOOO5 9ShoH UeANInG|  gee
l ¥ooD| 66 ] obeoiyd U] ‘dels du'deis| 722




Ive

L Yool 12 ") eHo)S jo0yoS Ae(g UApY jooyog Aeq uAlly| G2
L %00D € 1 enjoyS| obealyn jo syeio| pnwe | pajeossy wesBold p3 repeds WedAlY 12
L HOOD!  Op A ojepiaay| SadWeg AIUNWWOD AB|UINOW 'S epy 100408 RIQI ASJUBNPN|  EbL
L %0oo| | i 8bp Wed J0DYOS AYNYIS euleer IfeH AQI®M-1001PS TYNYoS 1euitesr| 2§
L o) 25 il abprd Wied {OOYOS [EUOWBN ZNYOS SUIUEsl JO0YOS [ELUOWeN TYNYOS Suluesr|  y9e
L %o 0L A 15810 Yreg weiboid 9reD I $ey 13 weiBoid ereD| 995
L NOOo| | gl Wed sojed SIPUeI] 1S O SIOSIS| P3O0/ t0OYOS APeUURY d Ydesor 11 2e¢
L %003| 05 A S}ilH sofed SHUelJ 15 JO SIejSIS JO0UOS Apeuuey] 'd Yaesor 11| 625
L wooo| 1L A S|IIH sojed S510UBI] 15 JO SIOISIS AeQ-f00yoS Apeuus)y ‘d Yaesor 11| Lee
L o) A ssiybie sojed A9120G [00405 UeRsLYD Wij3 "H Aug Aeg ooyos vensug W3] 60l
L oo 6 A siybley sofed ApIS0S (00405 UensuyD Wwija So H Aud 10040S vensugd wi3[ 615
1 %o 6 ] sybley; sored Jo0YdS UeRsyD W3 AUO sey 1oowS uensuyo W3] eLs
0 %0oo| 65 A siybieH sojed I YE] KeQ-100\0s5 wensuyO Wi g0l
L 00D 6 A sunefeq "3U} "SIOWRD) AJD) IO[PWED JOONOS JNUe) SieO OPWED | /Lb
L %000 62 A ume] ¥e0 UOIRDOSSY Me Yiedd 19UsD RWATOY % |00LOS UmMe| Wiedd| 9l
L %0ooo| 2 "l WOOIQUUON| ODeSIy) JO SYRIO | Phulfe | Pejeroossy OORS Aerj1eyse) olgay| G
i o3| o A %OOIGYUON $Seujee( UO 18jUeD ReQ onnedeiey] meneue)| /¢
L %00D| 6L i %00IqYLION SS3UJea( LD JejUD {0005 SfinadeIay L MeWisiunD|  yOb
L %00D| <8 A SO|IN “Fwepeoy ydesor Awepeoy ydesor| g5
L %o /L gl uoseyep SUONUBAIO) AuQ renuepisey suonuawielul|  Z1S
L %00D| €61 i1 opIs|itH $ROIBG UOIRINPT jeradg Awepeoy episiiH| 221
L %0D| 82 A ~KonreH i91Ua) uoney|iqeH SUBIPIID 18}UeQ uorwIqeH sueIpivO| 12y
L %00D 8 il Asarey|  'p3 '03dg 10} |OOYOS urQINGNS YNOS P3 "58dg 104 JOOYRG weqingng ynog| 21
L %00D| 82 A TMBIAUSID Keigolsd Ul sieued Bupuree) u suooeia| 06
L woo| 1 i ucIsUeA] Se01n8S AIUNWIWOD 61045 "\ $%y 14 [00WOS 804S| 86
L o 7L A UoISURAZ|  UeIp|Iiyd OusANY 10§ SSOIAIRS pURjWI|  UJPJIYD ONSHNY IO} SJIAIES putiwing| |12
L %00D| 82 A UOISURAS $8oIAIBS AJUNWWO)) 8104S [00YOS ®ONS| 921
L %000 i B saule|d s8] Awepedy ofjiMrey AUQ ‘Sj-AWepedy SIVIRN| b
L ¥ooo| 6L A sauleld seq [ENd50H [e10UeS) UeIegIng jooyoS Avg wemine]| L]
L %0D| ¢ A saureld $8Q SWeISAS e 159,04 pepusg-ARq 1%0103| 501
L %ooD|  ev A saure|d seQ WoisAS ifee] nises0] SOUe|] $8(-AWSPWOY 158103  £01
L %0oo| 29 3l oBeony ~obeIys JO 9SecOIPRIY QOGS SWOH MpIOOLeSIN|  Zeb
L %00D| S/ A obeoiys| $80IM18G ANWWOD ABIUON 'S TPy 198D PURIYBIH AMUDPN| 6
[ oo i A obeonD| seoimies RUnwwoy ASjuiyoW S €py 101Ue0 JUsWdOMG ASUDRN| ®
L ¥ooo| 9 i obeIyD "OU| 'SUGZIIOH MAN 10} S18UBD|  [004OG AB() SUGZUOH MON 10§ 3101U8D| (p
{ %000 oL il obeolyn| Buiurel pue UOReHIIqEYIY 03 IHUOD jooRS Jepaty| et
L ¥0o3|  ev M obeoiyD|  bulurel] pue UoneyjIqeyeY Joj /9UeD) wue) kg 1o

0to




- che

L M oy N \etjor auWo [eBuy ueipiens jueunesi] AeQy GUIOH [eBUY UBIpIenD| Gl
L ML il 18ijor "OU| "SBOjAIRS 8UGISI8UI0) 1OMOL-SeOIAIRG SUCISIBWIOD| 772
1 e v e ueBoynem JU| 'SWasAG Yijear; 15210 100yoG AeQ UeboyNeM 159105| 901
L | ey i ®[[IA oY} UOREDOSSY Bjepully Aeg-sucis Burddes srepusiiy| 61

L o 2 il ¥(iA 2% ] UONEI0SGY Bfepud|ly Uun JInowiy efepusiiy|  Lib
L e 62 A eliIA OYe] UONEI50SSY BjepuelY P/ $oy-SuoiS Buiddas erepusily|  Zov
L ol 62 A ®|[IA OYe ) UOIEPOSGY DEPUsIiy P3Ae-euoiS BuiddeiS oepuslly| G2

L e 2 A A oY UOHEPOSSY ajepually 31U (€085 [0OYOS O[epUBlly|  GOb
L e o Rl 15910 oye] [004OS BACIS) POpUNJ-00 j00YOS 8A0ID| Bz
L oy ¢ A Hnig exe UOHEROSSY BI0US Uapiy AUQ "oy UOTeO0SSY 8I0yS Uapiy|  90b
L e 6E 3] Weq puelybiiy jooyog Xe papuai3 maiAebplig |00YoS AeQ pepueIxg MmA abpug|  ef

1 o v 3 wred pue|ybin UOI¥IO05SY 9IONS UIpIY 'S 18\l EpUOU/SIOUS Ueply| Lo
L el | 3] pPieI9ag UONERGSSY US| UBUISIRI] S 1) [0OYOS WNUID|  §95
L o 12 3 pleyieeq UGHEO0SSY WNUSID S8y OUIIOPUNI ¥ [0OYOS WNUeID|  /2b
L Ca ] 3 pPiei9eq UOHEROSSY WDUSID 100G WNueID| 9L 1
L ol 52 i peeaq 1004oG AeQ JeBusleyD jooyos Aeq JeBusieyD| 26
L ouey| 6 il eioiny|  1uswdo[oASQq [ENPIAIPU] JO UOREROSSY J0043G 19|9eY OqeRI3| 02
i —_ebegng| 62 i o)jos0Y SUBIPIIYD PUNpPLE J0OUOS ARQ punptieN|  0f

L obegnal ot 3 ajjAiadeN "5U| Spualid O UOISURW| vl
L obegnal vl A ojjiAledeN 50| "SpuaL ] oI UDISURH 7§ [00Y05 SPUlid Ofi]|  Sv
L obeand| v 3 UA3 UBIPIIYD 10} 10U8Y) UpIe Aeq-UsIBiIYD 10} IMUSD UDEE|  £EC
L obeanal vt il uib|3 UDIP|IYD 10} BUWIOK] UDpe OI%0 1U| IOYNRY (-I8USD UDLE| 25
L oBeanal o il uib)3 UIP|IUD) 10} 101UBD) UDpe] PI/SVH UeIPIYD §0 10U UDKe]|  GBp
L obegnal 2t il L] WeIsAS POy 158103 UIb|3-AWApeOY 15910 g5
L obegna| ot 3] uibj3 3UIOH BuIsiny s|@buy emr ouwoH BuisinN siebuy opri|  ep
L ofegnd| €2 g KILE WoISAS ieaH 15910 pheq-uib|3-Auspesyiseio]|  oee
L oBegna| 22 | |[enoin sisumoq ") "Spudlid ofsi | 100UOG YBIH 9DpUg SPusLj opri|  6b1L
L obegnal L W | 9o sieumod] 'SU] 'SPUSLII O || 808G ‘OO0 WnAoedSs Spuslij omn| eyl
1 ebegnal It il eepbuiwoo|g "OU| "SWOH SURIP|IYD) PUnpiei "OU| "SWOH SUSIPIYO punpiew|  oep
N obegna| Gt 3 apepbuiliooig| H BUISINN PaliNS eyoai) pAog Sure|3 {OOYOS S8 phog surei3| G2y
L obegnal 96 N eiony SBOIAIRG UGHEONPT [€0edS 19)U8D) UOREINP_; ¥ioiny|  GEL
1 obegng| | g1 eloIny S80IAI9S UOHEONP (€0edS %] P3-HUG UOREIND3 wioiny|  zel
L obegna| et ] UGSIppY| SBJIAIBS Ajiuie.| pue USIp|IND Ueieyin KeQq-191u8D) USIpHIYD YOOUGIe N 051
L 0o i i oBpd wieg sndwe) RO bpiY yed|  AluO  sen-snduwie ino, eBpn wied|  £ov
L | woo| 19 il TRUUIM "5U] "J0O{PG 9A0) 10005 9A05| b8

L %000 . }l 19boig weiboid ere) paddesipuey J0} ureiBoid »ie0| 69

Eric

J

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




o) 4

3 veaPN| 0L i) [eWIoN Plo4Aqeq jooWdg Blwwe|  2¢

£ weo PN il [EWION 9i04Aqeg "S9y § P 00RS MWwer| 91
£ e PN ¢ 3 UGIbuILICO|g UCIEPUNRO] UBIPID 041 UV IO JO PWIOH $A0Q |I¥H AIORIA| _ 6EG
£ UeeoN L N uobuiwoolg UOREPUNO] S,ueip|iy) SuL awop dnoi UoIBUIYSeM UBDION|  BES
£ U PN| €2 i uoibuILIcoIg UCHEPPUNO S,UBIPIIGD @UL JooYIG IO WSS | 612
€ uoynd| o ] uoley|  Jeiuss uoneiiqe e Aunoy uoyny 18100 UonwLIqeyS AUN0D YoNN| 595
£ uoynd| o ) UOWE)|  191U30) UOnENIGeYSY AUNGY UoNN|  id SOH I 15 USY 1S AU0D vound| 695
3 ] S Al uoey|  ieiuap) uoneljiqeyey AUncy uoyny 191Ue) UoReEIqeyeY AUncD) Yolnd| b
3 vensuygl” g ] uopdwnssy Iy UeLeAgseid "SoH/P3 ODW|IA JeisWwwa| Loy
¢ |ubredwewg] 2 i) eueqin BWOH UBIP|iyD WeYBuIung|  j00405 SWOH susipliy) weybuiiund| /25
£ ubredureyd 9 ] eueqin aUI0H SUaIpjiyD WryBuItUND[Aeq [00Y0S SWoH suspiy) weybuiuuny| o8

) ubredureyd| 25 A ubredwey) SWoH suaip|iyD ubredweyd SOWOH SueIp|Iy) ubredweyd| 6Ly
£ sve| 2 Rl umolspieeg 7| 10 SeOINISS (81005 Uelsying 19IUeD) BIe) Yeay Oy 15| 80
£ surepy|  Sli gl ~fouind INGS 1SIPOGBN weibosg Aeq 100425 ¥oOPPuD| 66

g surepy| Ol A BuinD SBYINYD S04 % P3 10045 SPOPPeYD|  E2p

ISIPOYIBI PN JO JUOD SIOUL])| {eAUBD)

£ surepy| St A —ounD [ 1e1us) YifeaH [EIUd AunoD Swepy peddesipuey e 10} 003 AUIND|  G02
Z__ | obeqeuuim[ L ] PIoJN0H 5u| " Weiboid Jead eiqisuodsey| S0y % 'P3 0005 N iy
Z__ | obeqsuum| 6 3] PIOPROY ou| "Weiboid 199 e|qisucdsey — N 82
Z__ | obeqeuum| 19 A Hed $8A07 "OU| "8Ie0) JBISO0} PSUWOH SUBIPIGD uosmi] ioiem | 2sv
z | obeqeuum|  ec A Lodewid 83530010 PIOPROY | UeipiIgD) ‘J80X3 16} [00YOG SPuRId iG] 2Zvb
Z episouim| 2t il Buiiis DU) JOIS00H| _ J8U8) BUIUITI] PUe 81¥D) [eUORA®NI | OLp
Z | Puesppo| oL i Aejep, [€0D PUeY PeeYMOLY KUO "se ouey peoymoiry|  pov
2 AUSLOW S fl uoiun tORRIONSSY Sjepus|ly HUF-SuGS Buiddms erepusiry| /i

2 o wi A POOMIIROAS SBOINIBG [¢100G Ve GN AeQ SwWo ueiegn esnyoeN| 9o
F i 6 A eSNYOEN SBOINIBG [RI00G UeIe@ng S8y % P3 SWOH URIOQN TENYOeN| 650
2 s o2 A oires™) "OU| UOWEIO0SSY APM POIYDY "OU| UOREROOSSY ACAA POIUDY | bl
3 ajrege]| 9l i ejresel| Aeog jeeg jeise] Aunoy ejese ReD0g [ves Jeise] AunoD ejese| 2oL
F suny| 8 3] eopung "SU] 'I0OYOS NWWING DU) JOOPOS WWWNS| 622
F neeing| | A UGIaoUNd| AIS ‘WE] 'y BUIGH SUBIPIIYD) INEUSAOD KU0 “se SWOH USIPIYD WeLUeAoa| 015
L M) LLt ] uodyo01 S35 UOieONnp3 [eeds 1U80) uogenpg oG  gyi
L mml 09 1 1901 B NIM-ASTRd [RIQNe) peliun|  2p

L WA 2 ] 19108 "OU| SEOIISS RIUH L oopPs AL | vi2

Ive

B-6




LVe

bve

lllll-ll"l'-.-ll‘_E

r\[|.|tl|[lll||l||||llt

ANSANO VN[ 9l OW CIES SINOT IS JO 858001PYIIY 10)USD) [UONEIOA Ydesor iS| 029
ANSANO VN| 2 NN ®YUOJBUUIA U] ‘snxe 3| ‘ShXON| 596
ASANO viN] @ NW ulisny BJOSAUUIN JO piesed Awspeoy uoluIWOg MIN| /9L
ANGANO VIN| 02 an “Bundg puejog uoel0dio) suQ ue|3 foog suQ ue 3| ovs
AMNSANO L0 VA "ebpHaHO0IS "0U| ‘SI0OYIS 015158 jooyds oisiseq|  ass
AISANO ¥IN F v UISS$0ID) Seplid uonepuno4 yiewpue (00405 Wewue} €64
ARIEANO VN[ ¢ VA | noiogliey meN U] "|OOYOS SUINGIOY J0OWOS BUINGION] 852
IMSANO VN[ v WA uolbuIxe jO0YSS 1ysebiH uoisog j00yoS 1ysebi ucisog|  09L
ARSANQ VN[ 2 AN ajIASIno piaydayg poos) Jo S1alsiS 10oYOS ISINYAreN]  pEL
ARSANO VIN| Lt SH BUUSIM $51padobo1 Jo oISy Soipadobo jo ewasul|  eeL
AAGANO wN[ 9 SH eyado| oI J8BUlIUBW Weq 5,uaIpiiyD I JebuluusN| ce/
aMmISANQ YN F4 v enbngnQ jooyog Alunwiwo)) anbnqng Jemoyuesi 0|9y usenbngngl £56
ARIGANO VN i Vi uowld S|00YIS AUNWWIOY UOIUID sjooyds Alunwwiod uowid| 956
3G ANO VIN 1 1 yesjely HBwWied! | jenuapisey euejuo JUBUIE®IL [EAUSPISW UCUCIUON| 62
AMISANO VN[ 2 [e%) ysnig OpelOj0D punoqayy J8jud0) YINOA Seurel YOIH| 0L
ARIGANO VN[ St [e’s) vioINy 13)UB)) YINOA 1015180X3 18jUB) NoA Joisjedx3| 9oL
AISANO vN[ | VO _ Bbuiids butuuny Sinsu) oy engsu| doni| €02
ATSANO VN[ oL uv | sbuudg wiem ucepuno youey §,p107 ey youey spio| 102

(4 uoiBuIyERM i i uolejAcH (Q-91G Apweg pue YNoA LoidlAoH QQ-0AS Ajiure4 % \BNOA UOIBIAOH| 8o -

v RIS €9 W Yo mainired Wwspny 10} 18)uBY) stoutf)) WsHNY 104 4MUBY Sloulli|  OEL N

v e I1s] e il SINOY 15 15€3 PaAe|a( ‘As(] 10} J8jUBD) ASIWOL padejeq ‘A3 10§ Ju) esiwoid|  £02

5 e is]  ve N ajjinanue) A2(] [Ri0IARYDE 10} NUD) SUIPIIYD 'AB( [e1oneyeg Jo) qu) suaipliyol v

[ meDIS| 9 T 8[|Inejjeg U] "UBIPIYD [e10eds 004G ABNOOIS 'O AtWwen| 191

v uosipeN| 2/ U 13AY POOM U SaY } ABIYOV 113peg N WM OdV llepeg ‘W weiiim| o9t

v uosipeN| 2 [ 3||IASpIeMp] ~Bujesuno) Auunwwo)| AjuQ say Jesus)) Adeiey | reuonesnpl| Lo

b uosipen| 8L Rl uony 858001 PIaybULdS|  WeibOid Ae(] SUWOH SUSIP|IYO JIOWeD| 004

v uosyoepr F N arepuogre) jooydG Alolesedes wyeig AeQ) 1OOYOG Areredeld wyeig 62

v uosyoer| 9 .__ ejepuoqse) jooyog Alojesedaid wydig "$9 ‘P J0OYIS Aiovesedesd wyeigl 05

b ucin F 1 0s88.g ou| 0Q 40} “HUD AUNOD UOWIID) "0uj '( 404 "AuD Aunog uawuo [ g2

e UQLIeAA ] M YInowUow DU “IBRIBD) IUBWSABIYOY UBLIRAA Id 'SOH 14 YOG WUswaAyOY udirepa| 265

£ USIICAN v2 Rl YINOWUOHW "OUL ISP JUOWIANYOY UBIIBAA (0OUOG JUBWBABIY uBIreAr |  £92

£ UOIIUIGA { hT] upuey |GOYIS WIe 4 DWOH SIDIOIYM {005 Wre SWIOH SJ9|08YM|  bSh

£ uoweButs| oy il RIS 100455 8dOH 941 1o04oS 8doH| 25

£ uourebusg | A pieybuiids jo0y5S 6dOoH 9y oWop dnaiH AeI-100YS 8doH| 025

3 L ] euoed UO|BIOOSSY DWOH SUAIPIIYD P/ $9-10O\OS Jenreg]  oib

£ ©liodd|  6v [ eliood UO|RI0SSY BWOH §'UBIPIND ~AeQQ-j00yoS sopiegl g9

£ uedionN] 6L i 9, [iAuosyorf suazn) 100425 Aemipec/OHVY 8|jwosyoer]  gg1

Of




T18V1IVAY Ad0J 1534

6F ¢ [@sao vNl ¢t ™ UOPUD] MBN U] epiymey U] epiyMen]  Lb8
NRISANO 7 L M ENMLGIEY UISUODSIM JO U] SISINCUNGSS SOWDH wnc A isinqung|  geR
) wN[ L M "oBeuOMINA PSIQ (004G STION WINSIQ 106405 SWION| 046 8V e
AASANO wN[ 1 IM 20N EM)IN ~Awapeuy Ua|BMO]IIM AU AeQ- Boid oomnig usiBmOliM|  8ER
SESANO vN[ 9 M dayneM|IN ‘QL1 pooM|[ag JOOYOS [UOHEOOA-9id poomiag| 628
JESANO viNl 02 IM 28)NeMIN ~ Auapedy Ua[bmMOlIM "$8-JUON Awapeoy Ue|BM I bes
ANGSANO VN[ e IM soynemiN ~ AWapesy Ue|EMO}IIM _[enue) Ue|BMOIM|  £e8
ARIGANO VN l IM ANNEeM)IN QVUIPISAY BS0Y 15 Ul ‘aouapisey esoy IS| 129
3eISANO VN| €l IM DYNeMIIN ~Awapeny Ua|DMO]IM 15e3 UBIBMOIM|  £18
NACANO VN[ € M 20NeMIN Bpisofe /el |Ilusy 1S uepuiey 1IS| 0L
ACSANO vN| 6 iM 255010¥) annsul epejiniD Adeiay] oedg ennsul epolyd| 219
ACIEANO vN| 6 M 95501) ¥ alnisu| epaiD ainasul epaliyd| 918
AFCANO wN[ 1L IM uosieyar JO04IG eNRjo)) 1S Adeiay ] "52dS-[0045G wR8Io] 15| 028
NASANO vN|[ _ s2 ™ Uosieyar [004DG TNei0D) 15 weiboid Dey-1004d5 We[0D 15| 619
ARSANO wN| 02 IM aife|D ne3 "d10Q aIeduID Awepecy eireig e gog
ARISANO VN v IM uewsnoQq ou| "aye pe} QU e pely 968
FUSANC vN] €L VM ssucoeuy [00I55 JoqIe}| 181535 . oqreH 18nes| vig
ASANO VN 1 VA 191SOOUIM, UONepUNO4 feuonednp3 Area abpiY Jequi | -UOEPUNO P Aea| GO9
yeISANO VN 1 4 CUOIA UOILBPUNG 4 Xn318Aa(] Avjoreg-J | -uoyepuno4 xneserdg|  Gby
ARICAND YN 1 prd) RUOPIA uoiePUNO 4 XN3lANaQ ojeipswisjuj-uojepunoy xneserdqg| pbs ?
A”MSANO VYN 1 P SODIeN UesS [PUONBWIBIL| BIeOYl{eal BB Jusuiieas | soorep ueg| 003
NASANO wN[ 1 Yd 3][IAPICOI0D) {00U3S SIIA USID JoowS SN eS| 88/
AUSANO vN| €L HO IETe) U0 WUBWIEEI | "SeY 8ire}e]|ag U Wsunees | sejeirepelieg] Ll
JASANO N 1 AN 3||nuESTald UOITRIDOISY 312D PIIYD Ysimer J00U0S ABEOD IUsTedd IN-VOOr| 0S8
ANCANO YN L aN umo | shog UM | SAOg S reheue] ] 18yie | 100yog umo | sAog| G4/
ARISANO VN L aN 1ouIN youey shog eloyeg youny sAog eioNeql 94/
AMSANO VN ¢ ON | 019 i=isqem 181180 SUAIPIIED YHOMdS P/ $9Y J6IUS)) SUeIPIY) YoMd3 | gz3
AASANO WN[ 1 ON | 3/019 1a1sqam 2WOH SU3IPID Homd3 Ae@-101ue) sueipiiv) ywomd3[ /p9
ARSANO VN 1 ON  [AaunoD g umoy 0D SIN0| 1S-1o1IsSI( 0043 |eosdS AUNG) SIN0T 1G-181Q 100YIG eads| 086
AZNSANO VN Z OW SSino7 15 p3 2adg jo1daQ uesedo|pyoly ueIp|Iy) dadx3-|0oyog SAleW IS 29/
ANSANO wN[ 1 ON SINO} 15 121080 SUSIpIYD poomebp3 SAISUBIUI-INIe) UPIUO POOMRBPI|  BL6
ANSANO wNl L O $1M07 1S 161UBQ) SUBIP|ILD pooMebp3 P3/ S8y 4D ‘PIYD poomeBp3| /16
AMSANO vN[ 1 ON SIN07 15 ApP 470 J0 18D PO Ape11n0 1G IO PIYO| 916
AASAO wN L o SIN07 15 191030 s Uep|iu] poomebp3 Keq-1eiue)) SUcIpIYO PoomeBpl| 059
AMSANO N[ L ON SINOT 1S 185Q oW} 10} BINISU| [RAUID Keq-feeq Jop MmsU| (enued|  O£9
ANEANO | YN[ ¢ ON SIn0Y IS ApeTing Jo 13jud) PO AeJ-ApeinQ JO 18U8) PIND| 109
AANSANO VN L ONn essno 4 M) 580G PACIDAVIN 5U|* $e0MaG sA0iBAIEN| 16/




16¢

B-9

AANGANO VYN 2 M — DIaqUaRIM SOAIaG [B120G ueleyn’] sAog 0} WO SWWON| 6Ly
FASATO N[ 2 M GPeM A3y USTBMONIM poCAISAT USTBAGIIM] 059
INSANO | vNIT pt T (R EEE Y] ‘di0D areduitD Auiepedy Buisnje =
NRGANO YN o2 IM 20A0WOUNDD 1) (rirewdoieas vomowouon)| Adeidy] ‘dedg- AuD AN SOMOWOUCZ() 129 :*




3MSAND vN[ el HO pue[BARIO "1UD UBWIeRl | sy iieje|ieg TQUD Jusunee] ] sey eiiejelod] o2l
m m N L §OoD) 06 B ] obeayo |100yog annadesay | uooeeg {o0Yog onnedesey | uooeeg]| €1
3 Ve PW| 0L ] [euLION pIog Aqeg |00yoS WwweH[  oflL oCo
£ ueoPN| @ A [euLioN plo3/qeg "$0y ¥ P3 100YOS MWWer| /0l
1 auey| 6 A eioiny|  1UsWdO|BABQ [ENPIAIPU] JO UONER0SSY 100405 Jejee) weqezia[ /6
L wooo| € il eONS| OBEOIYD) JO SYRIC | pRulfe | parepossy weibold pa reeds wudav| 66
1 wooo| — ¢ Al WOOIGUUON| OBEIYD) JO SURI0] PRIUJE| Parerossy [00UoS Avq 1wysey olgmy| 88
Z | pueisiwod| 0l i Aajrep €00 YoueY peeyMOITY AUD sy (puey pesymoiy| /8
L NooD| 22 1 aNONS 100405 Ae(] UAY jooyos Aeq UAllY[ 62
L el ¢ Al 4nig oY UONEI0SSY BIOYS UBpiy AUQ ‘#y UORE0sSY ®I04S USpYY| L/
L el v A Wied pueiyb H UONBIO0SSY BIOYS USPIY S0y Jo)y epuUoY/eIoyS usply| 29
ACISANO v ol ON SN0 15 SINGY IS JO @S8S0IPYOIY J91ue)) [FUOHEOOA ydesor 15| 19
L woop| — 29 Al obe 0 ObeaIY) O 85950IPYOIY ENOS SWIOH BIPIOOLeSIN| 09
L #0oQ| | i1 obwy) OBeIILD JO 8S800IPYOIY RUQO 'S8y QION ®IpIOOUsSINT /6
L ¥oo)| ¢ 3l obeang Obe3IYD §O 9$800IPYOIY 19)u90 Bulures YUON eIpIooHesIp|| G5
1 Wooo 1 A obeolyd obeoiy) 10 e3800IpYOIY|  jeeg e 1oy sease) Avg Awuul Kon| S
ABISANO wN| e ON $5in07 15 "P3 00dS §0 ¥de(y UeseooIpYRIY UeIpIIY) ‘decx3-100pS SAWN 15| €5
F/ Kuelow| ¢ 3] uolun UOHEIO0SSY 8[epue|ly WUr-eUCsS BuiddeS eiepuoiy|  0S o
1 el 2y A iA oYe UOHEI0SSY a[epud|[y Keg-eucas Buiddes efepuoly|  6v N
L C13) K Al ®|IIA O UOLEI0SSY o[epus|[y UM Jnowsy eepuey|  av
L oel] G2 A ||iA O] UONEII0SSY 9[epus|[Y P/ sey-euciS Buiddas erepueiy| Ly
L e sz g iAo UOHEIOOSSY O[EpuS|Y pasey-euolS Buiddes efepusiiy| oy
L C gl A oY UOREOSSY S{epus|ly HU (#ORdS 100G erepusiy] Gy
£ swepy| G| A Auind| 181ue) {esH [Euay Aunc) surpy peddesipush oy 10} oOYS PuInD| bt
L %000|  Ob gl S[EPIGMH|  $e0IISS AUNWILIOD ABUIMON 'S BPY jooyoS ©IQI AU 92
1 ¥0o)| S/ i obed|  seowiss AlunwiioD AsjuiyoN S epY 184U8D pueiyBir| ASjuhpW| 585
L ool 24 Al ObwoND|  $80IISS AHUnwioD ARUPON 'S PV 10ue) uswdoeasg Asunpn|  Zoz
l wooo| e ] obeoiyd|  seomisg AIUnwwio) AN 'S TPV seusnpuU| ASUnPON|  Se
L woo| e Al obwoiy)| seonieg AIUnWWO) AS[UION 'S *PY 19ue) onnedessy | Asjuison| ot
b o[ 95 g1 obeoyy[  $eoinIBg RIUNWIWOD ABIUDPN 'S ePY 1mue) ounedeiey ] ASunp| 516
L %006D| 901 Bl obeoy)| seoinieg AlunwwoD ARUDPN 'S Y »eque) BuiwreeT-Bun Asjunn|  gos
L wooD| €2 A obeoiyd 19)USD) UOOUN Ureeiqy [KIOTe|nGUIV-UON JBUSD) UIOoU] Weyeiqy|  Sie
1 %00D|  9¢ gl —obeoig) J9JUSD) UICOUr] WeyRIqy| JUSURTe; | AQ MMUSD UJOOUT] UrRUENY|  g12
; RO USIP|IYD 10 Auj! ®




0G% TIEVTIVAY Ad00 1518

=2 ST
aSAND wN[ ¢ OoN $IN07 15 Ape7 100 10 1983 PIYD Req-Apwr] INQ 0 V8D PINO] 492
1 %o0D| 62 il obeolyD Jo0yoS Aeq ueqin OBV JOOWRS AwQ UvqIN ODROO| 092
1 wooo| b2 M obeoiyo pulig o) 10} esnoRyBI] 0BedID e[ bs2
1 wooo| 1§ 2 obeolyD|  SSUSZIID papieley] 10} ‘SOssY ODYOID JOOS SOy KIRW/OLVO| 052
L wooo| 9 T ODeOWD|  SUBZIID PepIeioy] 10} 0Ossy OBEID|  sond 1 100OS SiivH ASjWed UeoH|  ove
! wooo| T obeoND| | SUSZIID pepieiey] 10} 0O0ssy OBEOIND wuey|  see
L wooo| ¢ M obeoyD| sueziiD papiejey 10) J0ssY ObeIY) 191ue0) Buiure) | UMORSOMWOHVO|  OE2
L yooD| 95 I ObeoIyD|  SUBZIID pepieion 10) 00ssy ODedIy) ureeddO (eeds/OHYO| 822
L wooo| 2 il obeoyy|  suezniy pepreey 10j o0ssy OBedI) IRUSD Bulurel] ISWAGNOS/OLVO| 422
L ¥ooo| o i OBeSND|  SUSZIID) papreiey 10) 00ssy ODEOIND JOOYOS ISEOPNOS/OHVO | 922
L wooo| 19 T obeoluD|  suezniy) papiejay] 10) 00ssY 0D IRUBD ARQ PIYO Ted TIOEVD| S22
1 ¥o00| 2v a1 ObROIO|  SUSZIID pepitiey J0j 00ssSY ObedD 19UsO BuluIRe ] MOASNEOEVD | 22
1 wooo| 6 ] oBeoyD|  SUBZHID papieiay] 10} 00ssy ODEOIND| 100Y0S SLIRH AR|Uie USIeH/OHVO| €22
1 wooo|  ev T obeonD|  suezniD pepiejey) 16) 00sSY ODROID JOOYOS ISeMANOS/OEVD| 222 |
1 ¥o00| v T obeoiyD|  sueziio pepielay 10} 50%sy OBeOIND JooS Buiy XOHVO| 122
€ ubredweys| egs T —ubredwey) SWOH sueIp|iyD ubredureyd sswoN susipiiyy ubedweyd|  0z2
1 oyeq| G2 il pieiaaQ jooyos Aeq JeBusireyd Jo0\oS AeQ seBusiruo| 912
AGSANO vl L ON 5IN07 15 fe8q U1 10} e)NSU] fenUe)) “Keq-jeeQ JO) SEsu) (PAUSD(  GL2
3 swepy| 01 3 fouint SePRINGD "So4 ¥ P 1005 Yooppeud | biz .
£ swepy| G T Aound YoINYD 1SIPOIB I W00l AR() 005 YOPPeUD| €12 1
1 %0ooD| 62 &l obeod BWOH SueIp|IyD IShdeg fenue) I AeQ WH PIYO sndeg eaued] 102
1 wooo| ot T obeoiyo '5U] 'SUOZLIOH MON 0] SO0 [00YOG AR(j SUGZUOH MON 10 Si8lUa) | 002
1 %00D 9 i HOOIQYUON SSeUjes( Uo J9jued Ae( onnedeiey | mewea)n| 161
L %003 6L Rl WOOIGUUON S50Uee( UO 108D JoOyoS onnedeiey | meineia)|  ogi
1 %ooo| ol M obeoyD|  Bulures | pue uoqeljiqey e 104 181uas jooyps epauy| el
L woo)[  zv il obeolys|  Bulurel | pue UOReH|IGRYY 10} 16180 wuep uakg| b1
| 1 ¥ooo| £ A 10b815 weibaig ere) peddeoipuey| 10} ureiBaig ereQ| €71
| ! 60| ol 3l 158103 Witd ureiboig ere) il $9H] 1 weiboid 80| 241
| L woo| b & obeoy SUOISUBWICNOCYIS AeQ 10joWes SUOISUBWIIIOOPS AeQ IOIeWeD| 291
i %000| 6 & suneed 2U] "SIII0Y) 8Ie) 0jOUre IO0\OS JRUeD Sie)) J0eued| /51
L oyl 6 il Wied pueiybi [00yoG5 AeQ) Popusy Mowebpug JoooS AeQ) pepustg meiA obpug| S5t
b uowper| ¢ M L) Joouas Kioperedeig wyeig ArQ 100VOS AlOfeIedel Wyeig| 51
b uoswoer| 9 a0 efepuoqeD |oo1Rs Kioeredeig Wyerg 9 P3 [OODS AIotendeig wyed|  £51
SISAND VN ¥ YW uolBuIxo J00UoS 1yseBi uoisog J0oWS 1yseBi uoisog| 151
1 wooo| 6 M puejsj onig 30 pepiewy ureiBoid Ynpy joO\PS o ehig| 051
t | woop| et a7 puejs; enig 3u| pepIney|  Weibold SUspqO [0S de) enig| ol
SESAND “VN| 9 M ooNNEMIIN 0L Poomjieg JOOUOS [RUOREIOA-81d poomaa|  oFl




-

2
| 56 L wood| 91 il sRyBIoH sored ABI20G |00YOG UeNSIYD Wi 'H "AYd AeQ joOyOS veusuy) wilg|  8/L
| L ¥wop| S N SYBIvH sofeg Al9150G |00YOS URNSLIND Wi 'S0 ‘H ‘Ayd 100405 uRisuy) wial Ly qG3%
! w03 6 3] siybie} sored J00Y0S UeRsD W3 KGO s 1POYOS UensID Wi3| Lyl
| ! ¥00D| 66 A 5ybieH sofed 100YOG UeRsHYD W3 “A¥Q-10005 UeAshiy) Wild|  S01
| 2ISANO WN| 02 IN__ | Buuds puejog uoneiodioy eug ue3 JOOUOS 8u0 teia| €01
L oBegng| 6t &l erepbulcolg| 'H DUISINN Po|INS 808D pAog eure3 IS eyoer) phog eurel3| zzv
|SAND 7 oN SN0 15 191uBy) SUBIPYILD) POOMeBP3 SAISURUIUS) UPIYO poomeBpl| 6
MSANO D oN SInGY 15 191U90) SUBIP|IY) POOMOBP3 P/ s~ 140D PIYO Poomebp3| ¢
SRISANO wN[ t oN SN0 15 191UQ) $,U9IP)|Ig) POOMeDP3 AeG-I9ue)) SUSIPIYD) POOMSDBPI| Iy
3ISAND vN[ 2 Vi anbrana [o0Y05 ANUnWWIo) enbngng IOMOYU®S|3/i0|[0) USIeL/eNDNANG| St
SRISANO wN[ 1 XL CLODIA UOREPUNCJ XNoianeQ Aepreg-O 1 H-UONepuno] Xneiersq|  ILE
21-ISAND YN Y XL RUOPIA uoRePUNO] XNBIGAR(] OTRIPeLUIB)U|-UONEPUND ] XN@IBAR( 12
3ESANO wNl ¢ YW ~ebpigpoIS 3U] 'S|00yG Oysiseq joos osIseq| b
1 wooD| 1/ i obeayd 100455 Keq joops kG ce
! ¥ooo| 62 i OBeIYO|  80uspiADid 10 AR 15 J0 Ieibneq S9N ¥ P3 SOUSPINOI 10 Kt 15| 22
! ¥ooD| 82 A obeoIyg|  9ouBpinDid 40 KB 1G J0 sasybneq INUe) 8500 15|
! WooQ| et i obeD AreW 1G jo sobneq)  Weiboid Ae(] SOUSPINOI JO AR 15| 51
3RISANO YN L aN JOUIN youey sAog eioeq puey shog woyeq| 21
£ ubredweys| 9 ] euecn SWOH SURIP|IYD ureybuluuny [ Aeq (00U SWOH SueIpiyO ureyBuundl™ || >
3 ubredureyy| @ N Tueqin SWOH UBIPHIYD WeYBUUUND| DO SWIOH SUSIPHIGD WeyBuuund|  ni b
2 neeing| | & UOIBOULd| AIS ‘We] 'y BWOH SUBIP)IYD) IUBUSACD AUO 'v8Y) WO USIpIyO 1UeusAoa| |
! ¥oop| 19 i CHIUUIM "2U| "[0OYOS AT e )
1 7 i wior "2U] 'S80IAIPG SUCIISUIO) |SAMOL-S80IAISS BUCIRI®WIOD|  GE5
v UOSIPeN| ¢ T 8| IASpIeMP3 UleSUNOD) RIUNWWOD | AUO ‘98 JMueD) Adeiey | [evoqwonp3| 626
1 wooo| € g obwoD 1010 BulLi] % qeqe Jo) U] Buueey- BulliL § qQUyeY 20 Au0|  EES
v uowi)] 2 i ssoig "5U]"QQ 19y RUD AUNOD URUID 501 °QQ 10} AU AUnoD UoWID| Z15
ISANO v L Vi U S00YOS AUNWWOD) YOI $100yoS AUNWWoD VoWID| 505
EISANO wIN| bi M [ueiud ng eumeild ~di00 eNIUID Auepecy BuisnieXpm|  esy
2@ISANO viN| 02 M sire) neg "dio) eI Ruspesy eirei) e3| e6p
AEISANO wN| 6 M 9ss010e ] SInasu] ePRfHIYD Adeioy1 5edS sniasu|epenyd|  oep
AESANO viN| 6 M 853010 & T ) T
1 wooo| € g1 obeoiyD [€11dSOH [ELOWSIN SUBIPIIYD| [0OYOS OBNGARISN | [FLOWSIN SUSIPIYD| 9oy
! woD| 8 il RoArer] 191UB0) UOHEH|ITeH SUSIPYIYD IR0 VORRU|IGR SUSIPIGD| OS5
2 eS| ve A e "ABQ [e10IeYeg 10} D SUBIPIYD "AQ] [CIOWRSE 10} AUD SUOIPIND|  byy
€ ©io8d|  6b gl eluoed UORPIO0SSY OWOH $-UBIPIIYD XeQ-10045 1owreg|  cvy
3 eioed| 4 1 el1ced UOREOOSSY SWIOH %,USIPIND P/ $94-100405 %eq|  ocy
ACSANO wN| 1 OW 5INo7 15 “Apey N0 §0 181U PO Ape1 NG 10 ieU8D) PIN0| 632
_COH
>




GGG 8G¢
GO v 4L S | BRI S5)padoboT) o eIniisu) SopedoBor] j0 eniusul|  9ez
v e S| €9 T pybley maniey WSNHNY 10} Jauw) sioulj] weRny 10} Jeue) soullll| 6vL
L EE I g obeoyd 8580} |9eUOIN-BUTWNY Snnsu| MuewdoeAeal  epl
1 woo| ot §l obeo) oISyl jooyoS seuwreg SelORIN] oty
[ uoibuiysem i N uciejAoH (Q-OAS Ajlwe pue (Ao UOIBIAOH (Q-5AS Aliure B YINOA UOIBIAOH|  S2v
2 opisolum| et {1 Bupais 5U| 1815001 Jeluag) Bujurei ] put 8IeQ [euondesox3|  6El
2 | obeqauum| 19 i Wieg SO0 5U] "21e) JBISO0H @OWOH SUBIP|IYD UOSMET IO 2EL
AVISANO VYN 1 vO __ Fbundg buwuny ajmnsu) doyiiH anasu| doyiiHy 95l
ARISANO 7 1 w1 SOQIR URg [eUOIRYIBIU| IR ed| J0USD) JusueRl ) soore ues| €9y
L wooo| i i obedy) SwaisAS aAleNjIqeH usuidojeAnq 104 101USD) RSNy pB
L ¥ooD|  ve i obeony SWajsAS oMEIIqeR|  uaipjiy)) euondediy susred episisem 63
L M| ov 3 lor SWOH [9buy Ueipiens|  aunees ] Aeq SWwol (buy ueipiens| G2
1 el 9 3 15910 oe 1004G BA0ID pepunj-0D [00WS eAaID| |2
L o] L A ppi®iaag UGHE00SSY HINUB|D WBWeor,q Soy J0j [00YOS MNUeID|  eplL
1 el /2 A pieiiaeq UOHEIO0SSY HIINUBID "S@y) OUIPUNA % 00YOS WINURID| b2
L el 6L g pielaeq UONe0SSY HINUSID J00UoS MNUSID| b9z
SIEISAND wN[ | vd 8|[IAPIGOUCO 10005 SIIIN RIS 10045 ST YerD| 995
AUGANO VNl @ NN usny €jOSAUUIN jO pIeIeS Auepesy uoluiwog MeN|  eee
L ¥oop| €1 7 “obeony |00YRgG AeQ Siseuan [2IUID) [CO8US-ARQ SiSeUeD| 625 «
L wooo| oy il obeoyd Jo0ydg e siseusn [eque)-100gS siseued|  1e2 )
L — Woop| 6t 3l obeond 10043s Aeq Siseus jooyos Aeq siseuen| 601
1 wooo| 9 A obeoiyy SI50U65) WeiBo1d [eUOReI0A WPUK1T M| 615
L woop| 85 3l obeoi) " Buuieo O AEMoED Buiures oy Aemared|  £16
£ uaynd| o gl UoEy|  Jes) UoheiGeyey Auno) uolng 1818 uone|iqeyey Aunod uoynd| 8ol
3 uoyni] 9 R] uoiues|  J8juay uoneniiqeqey AUno) Uoing|  Id ‘S 13 35 YsV s Auog uoind| /iy
£ uoyndl  § A uoey|  Jelua) UoREI|IqeYaY AUnoD uolng 10e)) YoReRIIqeYer] AunoD uound| 78t
! 00|~ 2v g1 Saureld SoQ waisAS YiedH SiseIo Seure|d se(Awepeoy weoi| S
L L Bl ueBoynem Ul SWeisAG JIeoH 159103 JooyoS AeQ UeBeNnepA 18I0 | it
L %000 £ ]l saureld seQg SWwe)sAg yieaH 153104 pepuepa-AeQisesod]  vop
1 “obegng| 21 gl uib3 WgisAS YieeH 15910 uibj3-Awepeoy 1s8i04| 851
1 ebegnal €2 &1 uibi3 WelsAG WIeoH 159104 pheq-uiBja-Awepeoyisesod| 215
8IEISANO wNl L 3N umo | sfog MO0 |_sAog s,uebeue|] jayred — 1oopg umo) shog|  2z1L
RISANO wAN| St [¢%) eioiny 131090 Q1. IA, JOIS|@0X3 10USD PO IOISeT| 12y
L wooo| S8 A obeod JOOyOS eZuesodsa obeoIO-00yoS wzueiedsa| ezt
ABSANOD VYN i ON | onoiD) 1oisqom BWOH SUAIPIYD yuomds ARQ-10U0) SUBIPIVD YWOMd3] 06
ARSAND WN| ¢ ON aA0ID) JBISGOM 131udY) SUBIP|IYD yuomdy P/ s8] JOUSD) SUMIPHIYD omd3| 8.6
! wooo| 95 i obeay) SSOINIBS YlzoH PooMme|bu 1ejue]) bujuieeq poomeibu3| 112

2]

o ad



19

> .
T #000] ~ 62 A oBeolyo 110 S80S 21006 URIaR weiBoid Keq joweg eursnbny| o/p
3 sseg| 2t A umolspieeg 1 §0 S6ONIBS [€100G Ueiwging 1R O] GiwoH 8N 15| bo
EGANO wN| 2 W TGiequenim S8OIAIRS [€1005 Ueion sAog 10} SWOH SWWOH| /1
FA 807 14} T poomweang SONIPG [eD0g ueiaifinTg JCQ QWO vrieyinT esnyoeN q9l
F °| 6 3 eSNOEN SOIAIDS (€005 Ueioyn "$3Y % P2 SWOH UeIe N PSNUSEN|  6GY
i HOo 6L | saulel4 s g _Qw_QmOI [esausd) ueloyiny _OO:OW NMQ eecine) bl
L ebegnal  ec i UCSIppy| Se0INIGS AjTuie] pue USIpliD Jeisqin AeQ-103Ues; UOIPIYO YOoIQIB RNl 201
1 $oo| 12 ] obeayd Alisiaaun vjoAo 100425 Aeq Ausisniun ejoA0| 522
L obedna| ot il JIniedeN "OU] "Spualid S uoisuen| 015
1 ofedna| vyl A ojinisdeN "5U) ‘spueli] opr UOISUR) '§ (0OYOS Spuelid omil|  ovl
L obegng| 22 | en0sn sisumoq 'oU] ‘Spueld e JoOOS UBIH ebpug Spueu i omr| ey
L ebegng| 1 N | eAoiD sieumoq 'OU) 'SpUSli S| B0IAIBS SOA WRIDRAS Spualid o  bl2
L %000| ¥ M ‘obeond uoiepuncg AKO emin 4 Roemn[ Gl
1 ebedna| ot N ub|3 BWOH BulsInN S[LUY o oo buiiny siebuy omn| /.2
3 sjese]| o2 ] ojece] "5U] UOHeRI0SSY AEA PAIYBIT "OU UORE0SSY AeM POIDTT| 901
AwISANO YN i YA 1BISOYOUIM yonepuno4 jeuonednpy wﬂd&d [Mwﬂqm QU | -udgepuno4 ‘p3 bﬂﬂl_ 61
1 wooo[ ¢ g1 obeolyD SIOIAISS [INOA |[eH SouRImer| weibolg ereQ) dnos-je SOUsImME| LI
1 wooo| L ] obeo SBOIAIBS PNOA |[EH GOURIME) QWO ANOJD SFPY-|[eH SUSIME | 20V
L wooo| L i obeny SBOIAIBS [NOL |[eH SOUSIMEY WH 15 jes|UseIy-|[0}] SoUsIME]| G2
L wooD| 98 A obend SBOIAIRG (N0 ||BH SOUBIME 10040G ARQ (e ®OUSIME||  Gop
L ¥o0D| oL a obeao SEOINIES QN0 (e SoueIME] 19100 BISQUES-|[¥} SOUSIME |  82b
b woop| ¢ A obeo) QRO I[¥H GOURIMET IH soutme | gop
2 erece]| 91 gl ojece]| Koo feag Jaises Qunoy ejrege "RODOS [e6G iMSe3 AUNOD |eST1|  £e
L oBednal vl ] LE URIPIRD 10} SWOoH Upye S0 | ISQNRYLIueQ Uie]| Loy
1 obeanal 15 & (] USIP(IYD 10§ 181U8D uhyw] -UBIpIIYD) JOf IUOD Ui gag
L obegnal o A [LE] USIPIIYD) 10} IOIUSD Unpre /oL URIPID) )0 JOIeD UiE| /2y
FEISAND VN ¢ VYW __|Duissos) sepid UGHEPUNOS] yreWpUe] e s
AMSAND vy M uewsnog U] ey pe oU ‘e pel| 26
ACSAND YN ¢ V| noloqLiejN meN 30| {00405 SUINGIOY) 100G SUINGIOM| 02
1 Yool S8 ] $OjIN Awepedy ydesor Auspeoy ydesor| gz
1 %000 ¢ il obwIyS|  Seoines ANNWWIOD 7 AlIWe] YEImer "3UD "G0j8AS( PIYD Yueid WUBIA Zpl
i woop| 2 ] obeon> neeIng SUSIPIY) YSWAST oPS| Shl
ITISAND 2 AN O™ UONEII0SSY 9760 PIYD YSIMeT JOOY0S SHRNCD IeSe®ld WN-YOOI| 62
! wooo| L 3] ebpnd wieq JO0YSS YNYSS SulUear IreH AQIOM-IO0UPS TUNYOS wuluesr| 825
1 woop| ¢S N oBpny yivg J00USS [CUOWS ZYNYIS SUEar 100PS [FLCUWSW THNIPS SUILRar| Sop
€ veBIoN] 6L il o|jAuOSoer SuezZND 000G ARG/ VY SlIAUOS e[| ooy
L wooo| L1 il uoSaueN SUOHUBAISIU| ~KUQ [eRUSPISeY SUOQUSAIBIU||  2EY

03

B-14

7




€93 ¢J¢
avISAND WN[ €l M topoJRUY J00L2G JOQIWH 191995 Joqie 191095 £0Z
1 yoo3| — £ i obwoiys 191U90) [B1UBWAO[BAR] YoIeas ureiBoid QE-100405 Yorees| vy
1 ooo[ ¥l g oBeIyD 18U8y) (BuswdoBARg PIees WeiBo1g HNL-I00WS Yoieas| Lol
L wooo| 82 3] obwiyd YINYD SHSAF jO LEeH peioes weIpud| oot
1 ¥oo)| 61 A obeIg 121U [E31payy UeLoAqEeId WY jooyos Aeq ysnd| Loy
rA mmﬂnﬂcc_; 68 nll t&lshu_ 9SSIV0I PIOPPOOY uaIpiiyd .QOOXW JO§ jOOYOG SoUE4 IS 001
L ¥ooo| 21 Al uOISUBAJ|  UaIp[i0 SNSINY IO} SBOIAISS PURIWI|  USIPIIYD) ONINY J0) $8OINBS pueiWiy| 62
F obeqeuum| bl Al pioppOY '5U] " Wejbolg 1834 e|qisuodsey o4 % P3 100495 N[ b0
z obeqauuim| 6 A pioppoY 3u) ‘Weib0ld 19ag ejqisuodsey N[ el
aeISANQ wnN[ 2 00 ysnig OpPEIOI0) PUNDGaY 101Ua0 INOA SeURld YBIH| 265
U wooo| @ A eBpny Ling UORRPOSSY Weyes) Aey "I Sy 13 uneiBoig suedeuog| €92
L ¥ooD[ 61 A obpny ung UOIIBIo0SSY Weyess) Aey weiboig surdeuog weyeiH Aed| by
SISANO wN| € M UOPUC] MON DU| epigwey ouj epiywed| €25
3 0S| e Al SIN0T I5ISeT|  paAejaQ] AseQ JO} 181U BSILIOI] peke(eQ AQ 10y JUD #SIWOId| 025
t ¥ooo| 12 A —obwIy [00Y5S IoNUNS-IeWAIlg 100UoS INUUD-1eNTId|  SLy
£ ) ) A uondwnssy pingg ueuekqseid "So4/P3 OBR|IA ISoWWaN| g9
1 ¥ooo | Zi A obesys | ouj UBIPIYD OXT IO} [0OWRS [ERVaIog ~Kwepesy Alojeredeid ¥ssop0| 88l
1 Wooo| 82 3l obeoIy]|  Ja1usD) IUBWiEai | % (000G SAEMUIe|  JBjusD) JUSUE. | %} [OOLDS SAempied| ¢
1 ¥ooo| 82 A MIIAUSID Aieigohsd Ui sieuned Bujures | ui suodIG| 915
L ¥ooo| vl [ ~oBpid Wied sndure)) pnoA 9bpIg W] AUO ‘$ed-shdure) @noA 8bpnd Wied|  6ES
L ¥ooD| 62 Al ume) yeo UOIIO0SSY Me] e 19US) RIARDY 7 [OOYOS UMET %ied|  BES
awIsAnD wIN a2 M somowouoo)|  18Wa) |euswdojene somowouod)| Adeiey] deds- aud) ‘AeQg dSomowouod))| 612
L ¥ooo|  G0L A obeno "0U] {00425 ounedeIey ] YeO "5u] J00YOS ONNedeIsyL YEO| 695
L ¥ooo| 1 gl ob®IS [eHGS0H WIS UIRSOMGION "S'H [CUdSOR ‘WeN WeIsSMUION| 595
L wooo|  &¢ Al obeyS poddeoipueH oy 10} Jejue) WON| _ USIpY) pedaeoipuel i0f J0Us) YUON|  bbe
L wooD| ol A obeD peddesipueH oyl 10} J6Us0) WON| _ Usipjiy) peddedipue] 105 AUD YUON| ey
e—ISATO wN| L M “OBeUGANIN BUISI [00YPS SIION Psiq 100Yg SHION| 225
AESANO WVN| @ NN SHUROUUIN U] ShXeN U] SN 98
L ¥ooD| ey g oBIO| peIqesia ‘ARQ 10} 19IUSD) UGZLIOH MBN| _PBIqesiQ A O 40§ AU UOZUOH MON| 6LV
3WMSANO wN| L i) yeerei 1UGWEa] | [CRUIPISIY LEUBIUON 1uSUIee1 | [eRUSDISSY) USURIUON|  Bov
AWSANO WN[ 9 SH {edo | J1ulD 19BulUS WeQ S,UBIPHYD JIUIED JSBUIUS| 6t
L woop| 12 A LT pepitiay pepwod|  cep
L 3000 ! ] saureld seQ ~Awapedy ejjiMiely ~AUQ "se-Auspeoy sjjWireN| G2
ABSANO N L ON eSS0 SU| "S@dIAIes ‘@ADIBAIEN "OU| - S80S SAOIBAIEN|  pJb
L oBegngl 1t ] srepbuioolg "3U] "SWOH SUBIPIYD PURPHEN "OU| "SUIOH SUSIPHYD PUNpUeN| 862
L oBeangl 8¢ gl o|j950y %,UBIDIY) PUNPUE JOOU0S KeQ PUnpe| 2oy
1 wooo| 16 g obeoD 110 SEOINBS [€100G Uelaqn|  WeiBOld [ERUpIseY) 101Us) euwisnbny | gby
W
 EE EE A EE N N Em Ef B W N e e B .

|
o

B-15




313¥ VAV AdOD 1538

COZz o[ o6 3l eapung 3U) "JO0YOS WG SU] |00YOS YWWNS] 008
1 woop| ¢ 3l obeoiy) |90UPS ©SNOH UTAIING JOOYOS OnOH URAINS| 882 |, 92
1 ¥o0D| 65 Bl “obeong LSS ECSRTTL
AEISANO wN[ ¢ M SoRneMIN WoULpISeY O0Y 15 DU] €OUSPISeH 50 15| 056
L %0o)| 6 3l obeoIyd J8jepucie) S4ydesor 15 AU PINO-WOPUOIeD S430%0r 15| G//
1 woop| 29 al —obeolyd|  191ue) PIYD 19|epucie) 5,ydesor 15| weiboid Ae()-18{epucie) s,udesor 15| 9//
1 %oo| v &l obeoyD 19[9PUCIED) $,4d0807 15 pa/sey $ovid ®Ovj05| 628
BISANO 3 M uosieer JOOYDS €Nei00 15 Aduie\ |, 08d5-[00y0S MI00 15| /b9
BISAND vN| s2 m uosieyer JOOYIS eNejo0 15 ure;B0iJ ‘BeH-|00W0S W00 15| 086
A/SANO VN[ ¢ M So)NEMIA episeye Jue|IWoY 15 uejiwey 15| 29/
2TISAND wN[ L M SIIASIION UISUGOSIM JO OU| SIUNGUNGSS SOWOH WO IINGUNS| 816
2 uosipeNl 82 i uoyy 0500010 poybuuds|  weiboidg Aeq SWOH SUSIPIIYP JlloWeD| /L6
eeISAND wNl 1 ON_ |Aunoy gumol| 00 SIno] 15-1sIQ [0S [eedS|  Aunog sino 151810 100405 [eeds| 916
I A Rl uodyoo] S80IAISS UOREONP3] jeeds 19)UBY) YoRedNnp3 WO 059
L %00D| €6l 1 epISIiA e e E T Awepeoy episiiH| _ 0£9
L obeang| 9% A e10inY S80IAIBS UOREINP] (V08dS e e b )
L ebednal Rl eIoiny SIOIAISS UOREONPT VOdS eQ <3-4U0 UoReonp3 wiouny| 15/
v IS ¥9 ] ] DU UBIPIYD fetoeds 004G ABNOS ‘O Siwrey] 029
. ! wooo| — €€ i obesly SI00YOG UIRYINOG | ATEIUSWSIT $S0INSRID-JOONDS UEnoS| G596 ©
| ! wooo| ot i obeolyd [00YOS WISnoS J004O5 UBIH uswnoS]  /oZ 5
| 1 %0oo| 2 ] obwong JOOYDS YBIH I WeyInoS JOONOS YOIH af WRNnoS| oy,
| 1 %wop| @ 3] Rearey| p3 00dS 10} |0OYRS URGINGNS WNOG|  P3 0®dS 404 I0OWOS Ueqingns Whos| o5/
1 %woo| ¢ Rl obeuD USIPIYO PepITaY UNPINO pepmed] g5/
| ! ¥0o| S5 ] oBwNO AIUNWWIO) [BAUSD GINOS | SNOUND SIONS QNOS [eAUe0 Wnos|  esL
| 3 ¥o00] 91 i OB AIURUIIGO [EAUSD GINOS | MeuUY UGO RHOSSIOPY [RWe0 Wnos| 09/
| L %00D| 65 il obeoD RIUNWWOD [eUe) oS sndure) RNOS o4 eaved Ynos|  bel
| L woo| w Bl [i=Ts) RIUNWIWIOD) [EAUSD) PINOG | WeaBoid UYD) IUeOSSIopY [eaveD Wnos| £
W 1 %00D| 901 il uepreg JOdesor 15 j0 WMSIS AeQ-10ue) Bujures] wepea|  so.
| 1 woo| £ Rl wepreg "3S 01 qdesor 15 0 BINsiS weibold ‘$eH-[uD Buiuresenieal  £56
W L %00o| ¢ 3 nepeg IS0 L Ydesor 15 J0 HNsIS ®WoL ANOIS) 7§ 100G 1eWed| 956
L ool 1L il SiiH sofeg SSPUeLJ 1G JO eSS “KeG-IOONOS APOUUSH ‘o) YISO 11| 621
L %000 L M0 Wied sofed SOURI] 15 O SIMSIG| P DOA 100G APSUUSY ‘o Yaesor 11| 01/
1 woo| 05 Al $iiiH sored SOURI] 15 O HASIS JOOAPS ADSUUe)) ‘g Ydesor 11| 907
SSAND VN| ¢ I *|IIASING| pioydeys poos O LINSIS JOOUOS WINYKIeW|  £02
1 oo 1 i UCISUPAZ $351A18G AUURWWOD 104G "Id "$9H 14 100NO5 ®IoUS] (02 |
b oDl 82 X UOISURA] SeoIAIeg AIUNWWOD) SI0yS JOO\DS ®IOuS|  gov
1 #0OD 8 ] ~disiy 19)ueD) 1331e]) vWOUas JRUSD) Jsere) BWOUSS]  Of |
_COH
>—i




334

293
v uosipen| 2L A ISATH POOM, D Sed 7§ ASIPY ([oped N WA Jdviepeg WweiimMl SL.
ARSAND VN[ o2 IM NeAI AWapeoy US{BAMOIIM "So-YHON Awepecy UsiBMOIIM| 058
IARISANO VN  sb M Sa)NeMIN AWopeoY URBMOIIM requey ueiBmoliM| 198
aRISAND wN|[ ¢ m OpITM AWiapeoy Us|DAOIIIA, POOMISA] USIBMGIIM| 128
ISAND wN| L M [oNNEMIN AUIOpEsY UD|BMOTIA| AUQ Ao~ B0 00MBId USIBMOIIMA| (b8
SRISAND vN| €1 IM aeynNeMIN AWopeoy UD|BMOTIM e ueiBmoim | e
€ voluueAl 1 all upjuey JOOYOS Wre OWOH SIB|eBUM [P0 Ue] ewop] sieeeum| 026
i woo| @2 3l obesiyd PV joowps repeds unsny| 58
5 USIIeAA 9 U 5_405:05 "OU)| "IdW8D JUBWBABIYOY UBIICAA id Sy Id4 PS5 nﬁ.iﬁ( USLICAA (=>4 ]
€ USLRAA | 74 N YNOWUoOW DU} "I8jud)) luewandipy UBLICAA JOOYOS JUSSABIRY USLICA (24 ]
N %000 v A obwoIy) UCEOSSY UBWNeN O JORIA JOOOS UurwneN O ORIA| €28
L woo| L1 3 obeoilyd "oBeaiys O RisIeAlln) JOOOS SIUSBOYIO UrWUwYS ®iUoS| (28
N WMl 09 ] welor 5U) NMASTed (eiqeie peun| €18
L %000|  ¥6 A obeoiyd Asred feiGee]) peuiun SON-1o0S Poiqnd inquy| 018
l TS A Velor "5U| SeOIBG AUl | oS AuLL| 218
1 woo| ¢© il obesiyD SPIOYS®I L SOWRJ00PS SPIOUSeIUL| 9.9
1 woo| € 3l ob=oID SPIoyseI|L 1liH ATRNOOUOS SPIOYS®ILL| 028
1 woo| ¢t 3 obeoily) SPIOYS®Iy | OORS SPIOy$uL| 618
SIeISAND vN| 91 Y sbuuds wrem UOHEpUNO, Youey S,pi0] 0L ouwy 5007 858
£ voureBues|  ov A pieybuuds jcoyos edoy Oy | 10005 dor| o068
£ vowreBueg| | 3 pioybuads [oOYSS @dOH YL SWOH JnoID) ATID- 100G doH | b 18
£ veoPN| €2 ] uojbuNLIoO|g UOIePPUNO] $,UaIpIY) O L JOOyOS IMUeO WooS | 08
3 ueo oW L il uoibuIWoolg UOEPUNO] SUeIPIY) Oy | SWoH dnous) VOIBUIYSEM, UeBION| b8
£ weoPN| 2 il uojBuIwoo|g UoRepUnoJ UeIpiiyD 8y UTe PN J0 WO sAog IRHAGPIA| b8

B-17

Of
Gmm




APPENDIX C

SPECIAL ED POPULATION DISTRIBUTION
BY SERVICE UNIT AND 94-142 DISCRETIONARY REGION
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SERV TOTAL TOTAL  SPEC ED TARGET TARGET  TARGET
SERV  UNIT ADA SPEC ED AS ¥ OF POPULAT AS 3 OF AS § OF EAV
UNIT GROUP NAME 1990-91  1990-91 ADA 1990-91 SPEC ED ADA PER PUPIL

- craw- - 0 e e > e e Y W e o - - - a0 —camaw-- - cmsecea - .-

94-142 DISCRETIONARY REGION A:

AOIAA 4  NORTHWEST S E DIST 116990 1991 17.0% 81  4.1%  0.69% $48,500
AOZAA 4 WINNEBAGO CO SE COOP 6663 911 13.7% 70 7.7%  1.05% $45,200
AO3AA 5  ROCKFORD SCH DIST 23838 3599 15.1% 149 4.1%  0.63% $59,492
AO4RR 5  HARLEM UNIT DIST 122 5217 783 15.0% 44 5.63 0.84% $49,249
AOSAA 4  BOONE CO SE COOP 4899 669 13.7% 40  6.03  0.82% $53,500
A06AA 4 OGLE COUNTY ED COOP 8310 1182 14.2% 41  3.5%  0.49% $114,000
AO7AA 4  DEKALB CO S E ASSOC 11266 1834 16.3% 59 3.2%  0.52% $60,300
AOBAA 4 BI-COUNTY S E COOP 11834 1575 13.3% 83 5.3%  0.70% $49,400
AOSAR 4  LEE COUNTY S E ASSOC 5027 924 18.43% 28 3.0%  0.56% $52,300
A10AR 3 DUNDEE CUSD 300 10061 1429  14.2% 54  3.8%  0.54% $63,342
Al1AR 3 ELGIN UNIT DIST 46 24725 3153 12.8% 162 5.1%  0.66% $54,662
A12\A 2 MID-VALLEY S E COOP 15989 2262 14.1% 122 5.4%  0.76% $85,500
A13AA 3 AURORA WEST UNIT DIS 7586 996 13.1% 49 4.9%  0.65% $61,880
Al4AR 3 AURORA EAST UNIT DIS 7737 1277 16.5% 63  4.9%  0.81% $38,363

REGION A SUBTOTAL 154842 22585 14.6% 1045  4.6%  0.67% $66,693

kkddhhhkhhhhhhdhhhhhhhhhkhhhhhkhhhkhrhhhhhhhhhhhdhhhhdhdhhdhhdhhhhhhhhihhhhihhhnkhhdkrhkrskhkkkhkhhk ittt

94-142 DISCRETIONARY REGION B:

B1515 2 SE DIST OF MCHENRY 27393 4451 16.2% 144 3.2%  0.53% $68,000
B1616 2  SE DIST OF LAKE (0 58803 9203 15.7% 1 3.8%  0.60% $91,200
B1717 3 WAUKEGAN CUSD 60 10449 1497 14.3% 83  5.5%  0.79% $53,155

REGION B SUBTOTAL 96645 15151  15.7% 578  3.8%  0.60% $80,511
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94-142 DISCRETICNARY REGION C:

(1818 2  NW SUBURBAN § E GRG 61077 8647 14.2% 357  4.1%  0.58% $127,000
C1919 2 NO SUBURBAN S E DIST 30019 5114  17.0% 138 2.7%  0.46% $189,000
C20CC 2 MAINE TWP SE PROGRAM 13758 2153 15.6% 62 2.9%  0.45% $158,000
C21CC 2  NILES TWP DEPT OF SE 9584 1629  17.0% 68  4.2%  0.71% $198,000
C22CC 3 EVANSTON SCH DIST 65 6068 1020 16.8% 54 5.3%  0.89% $109,000
C23CC 3 EVANSTON TWP HS 202 2542 368 14.5% 17 4.6%  0.67% $109,000

REGION C SUBTOTAL 123048 18931  15.4% 696 3.7%  0.57% $149,862
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94-142 DISCRETIONARY REGION D:
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SERV TOTAL TOTAL  SPEC ED TARGET TARGET  TARGET

SERV  UNIT ADA SPEC ED AS § OF POPULAT AS $ OF AS § OF EAV
UNIT GROUP NAME 1990-91  1990-91 ADA 1990-91 SPEC ED ADA PER PUPIL
D2424 2 SASED 44261 5579  12.6% 276 4.9%  0.62% $104,000
D2525 2 EAST DUPAGE S E JA 14872 2151  14.5% 63 2.93  0.42% $136,000
D2626 2  COOP ASSOC FOR S E 21170 2950 13.9% 116  3.9%  0.55% $85,700
D2727 2  LEYDEN AREA S E COOP 10985 1781  16.2% 67 3.8%  0.61% $170,000
D2828 2 PROVISO AREA EXCEP 13641 2720 19.9% 126  4.6%  (.92% $83,300
D2929 2  FED OF DIST FOR § E 17703 2650 15.0% 126  4.8%  0.71% $84,300
D3030 2  LAGRANGE RREA D S E 19633 2915 14.8% 130 4.5%  0.66% $144,000
D3131 2 AEROSPEC ED COOP 15997 2972 18.6% 136 4.6%  0.85% $85,600
D090 3 OAK PARK EL DIST 97 4460 657 14.7% 47  7.2%  1.05% $64,100
D9494 3 NAPERVILLE CUSD 203 14815 1288 8.7% 71 5.5%  0.48% $104,022
D595 3 INDIAN PRAIRIE CUSD 6890 757 11.0% 25 3.3%  0.36% $99,522

REGION D SUBTOTAL 184427 26420 14.3% 1183  4.5%  0.64% $106,521

dedddedd ek dedeok st deddedde dededk dede s e ded ok ok de sk e ok d Aok ook e ok dedk ok e ok ek Ak Ak ok s ok ok ok e ok e ook ok ok ok o e ok e ok o e ok ok ok ok e ok ko

94-142 DISCRETIONARY REGION E:

E3232 2 EISENHOWER COOPERATE 15222 2633 17.3% 120 4.6%  0.79% $68,800
E3333 2 EXC CHILD HAVE OPPOR 25290 3881 15.3% 266  6.9%  1.05% $53,600
E3434 2 S WCOOK CO S ECOOP 28750 4823 16.2% 262 5.4%  0.88% $67,000
E3%35 2§ E COOP S COOK CO 30600 5041 16.5% 298 5.9%  0.97% $49,500

REGION E SUBTOTAL 100862 16378  16.2% 946  5.8%  0.94% $58,603

whRkRhkhdkbhhkddhkhddkdhdhkhh Rk kR kk b ihdhdd ok dodod dokk ki kb ko ki kb Sk ook o dede s ok ek ok
94-142 DISCRETIONARY REGION F:

0.76% $44,400

F3636 4 BLACKHAVK AREA S E 27199 3689  13.6% 206 5.6%

F3737 4 EENRY-STARKCOSED 7734 1167 15.1% 46 3.9%  0.59%  $42.500
FIBFF 4  BMP TRI-CO SE COOP 7607 1155 15.23 3B 3.0 0.463  $46.500
FI9FF 4  KNOX-WARREN § E DIST 10859 1297 11.9% 100 7.7% 0.925  $47.300
FAOFF 4  SE ASSN OF PEORIA CO 12095 1699 14.0% 4 448 0.615  $50,500
FAIFF 5  PEORIA SCH DIST 150 15559 3287 21.1% 235 713 1.513  $45,980
FA2FF & WOODFORD CO S E ASSN 4793 662 13.83 21 3.2%8  0.44%  $38,500
FA3FF 4  LIVINGSTON CO SP SER 6278 1104 17.6% 43 3.9%  0.68%  $52.500
FAM44 4  WEST CEN ILL SE COOP 16259 2648 16.3% 110 4.2%8  0.68%  $43,400
FASFF 4  TAZEWELL-MASON S E 22183 3400 15.33 168 4.9%  0.76%  $44.600
FAGFF 4  MACKINAW VALLEY SEA 8000 1112 13.9% 52 4.7%  0.65%  $68.600
FATFF 4  TRI-COUNTY S E ASSOC 12476 2020 16.2% 78 3.9%  0.63%  $126.000
FASKK 4  SE ASSOC OF ADAMS CO 8984 1464 16.3% 82 5.6%  0.91%  $47,500
FA9KK 4  FOUR RIVERS S E DIST 14881 2635 17.73 7 3.7%  0.65%  $45.500
FSOKK 4  SANGAMON AREA SE DST 14578 2219 15.2% 58 2.63  0.405  $46,000
FSIKK 5  SPRINGFIELD SCH DIST 14297 3115 21.8% 153 4.93  1.07%  $65. 286
FSSFF 5  BLOOMINGION SCH DIST 4906 749 15,33 £ 6.3%  0.968  $88,925

oy
- <0

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




_ SERV TOTAL TOTAL  SPEC ED TARGET TARGET  TARGET
SERV  UNIT ADA SPEC ED AS % OF POPULAT AS § OF AS § OF EAV
UNIT GROUP NAME 1990-91  1990-91 &JA 1990-91 SPEC ED ADA PER PUPIL
REGION F SUBTOTAL 208698 33422 16.0% 1605  4.8%  0.77% $53,687
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94-142 DISCRETIONARY REGION G:

G5252 4  KENDALL CO S E COOP 6876 935 13.6% 39 4,28 0.57% $63,200
65353 2 LINCOLNWAY SE J A 9185 1447 15.8% 54 3.7%  0.593% $50,700
G5454 2 LOCKPORT ARER S E 10093 1263 12.5% 48  3.8%  0.48% $71,800
G5555 2§ WILL CO S E COOP 8291 1208 14.6% 50 4.1%  0.60% $256,000
G5656 3 VALLEY VIEW CUSD 365 10632 1581 14.9% 82 5.2%  0.77% $41,120 .
G5757 3 JOLIET SCH DIST 86 7591 1360 17.9% 5  4.3%  0.78% $39,900
65858 3 JOLIET HS DIST 204 3854 731 19.0% 60 8.2%  1.56% $76,000
G595 4  LASALLE CO ALLIANCE 16141 2933 18.2% 134 4,638 0.83% $63,209
G6060 4  GRUNDY CO S E COOP 6100 791 13.0% 49  6.2%  0.80% 113,000
G6161 4  KANKAKEE AR S E COOP 11867 1645 13.9% 9 4,88 0.67% $39,700
G6262 5  KANKAKEE SCH DIS 111 5018 852 17.0% 50 5.9%  1.00% $33,320
REGION G SUBTOTAL 95648 14746  15.4% 704  4.8%  0.743 $74,525
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94-142 DISCRETIONARY REGION H:

H7070 4  MID-STATE SE JNT AGR 16946 2772 16.4% 105 3.8%  0.62% $41,800
H7171 4  REGION III S E DIST 14744 2126 14.4% 90 4.28  0.61% $43,300
H7272 5  ALTON CUSD 11 6577 1097 16.7% 58 5.3%  0.88% $53,947
H7373 4  MADISON CO SEJA REGI 8691 1408 16.2% 112 8.0%8  1.29% $50,400
H7474 4  MADISON CO REG II SE 9913 1357 13.7% 52 3.8%  0.52% $49,100
B7575 5  COLLINSVILLE CUSD 10 5172 778 15.0% 39 5.08  0.75% $51,942
H7676 5  E ST LOUIS AREA J A 13821 1601  11.6% 202 12.6%  1.46% $9,180
R7777 4  BELLEVILLE AREA S E 23253 3670 15.8% 150  4.13  0.65% $48,900
H7878 4  CAHOKIA AREA JA S E 5051 815 16.1% 61 7.5% 1.21% $29,300
H7979 4  PERANDOE S E DIST 7849 1112 14.2% 5 2,28 0.32% $52,600

REGION H SUBTOTAL 112017 16736  14.9% 894 5.3%  0.80% $42,134
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94-142 DISCRETIONARY REGION I:

18080 4  KASKASKIA S E DIST 14275 2093 14.7% 126 6,08  0.88% $35,100
18181 4 SO EASTERN S E PROGR 12659 1928 15.23 78 4,08 0.62% $45,600
18282 4  FRANK-JEFF CO SE DST 12480 2192 17.6% 67 3.1%  0.54% $28,500
18383 4  TRI-COUNTY SE JT AGR 13230 2131 16.1% 121 5.7%  0.91% $36,600




SERV TOTAL TOTAL  SPEC ED TARGET TARGET  TARGET
SERV  INIT ADA SPEC ED AS % OF POPULAT AS § OF AS % OF EAV
UNIT GROUP NAME 1990-91  1990-91 ADA 1990-91 SPEC ED ADA PER PUPIL
18484 4  WABASH-OHIO VAL SED 16803 2736 16.3% 102 3.7%  0.61% $33,500
18585 4  WILLIAMSON CO.SE DST 8051 1281 15.9% 53  4.1%  0.66% $37,900
18686 4  JAMP SPEC ED SERVICE 7073 1313 18.6% 55 4.2%  0.78% $27,900
REGION I SUBTOTAL 84571 13674 16.2% 602 4.4% 0.71% $35,279

FRATRRRARARRERR AR AR ARRIRARRARERIERARRERLRIRAIRRRREEE IR RERATR KA AR AAK R RARRIhRRRRRA AR RRRAERE I AR bhdE
94-142 DISCRETIONARY REGION J:

J8787 1  CHICAGO SCH DIST 299 343835 42200 12.3% 912 9.3%  1.14% $70,216

REGION J SUBTOTAL 343835 42200 12.3% 912 9.3%  1.14% $70,216
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94-142 DISCRETIONARY REGION K:

K63LL 4  FORD-IROQUOIS S E A 6128 1034 16.9% 3% 3.4%  0.57% $54,400

" K64LL 4  RURAL CHAMP CO SE 8907 1289  14.5% 3% 2.7%  0.3% $48,300
K65LL 5  CHAMPAIGN CUSD 4 7896 1368 17.3% 55  4.08  0.70% $81,969
K66LL 5  URBANA SCF DIST 116 4573 857 18.7% 31 3.68  0.68% $60,789
K67LL 4  VERMILION ASSN S E 142738 2555 17.9% 93 3.6%  0.65% $38,600
K68LL 4  MACON-PIATT SE JT AG 21483 2939 13.73% 167  5.7%  0.78% $56,200
K696 4 - EASTERN ILL AREA S E 28207 5019 17.8% 178 3.5%  0.63% $45,200
REGION K SUBTOTAL 91472 15061 16.5% 594  3.9%  0.65% $51,625

hhkkRERRERRRRRRR IR AR RRRRRRRARRRE kAR h Ak kA kbhhihbh kAR hhhhhhbk hbkhhkdddhhbkhhdddhbhhbhdiddbbhbddhdidid

STATE TOTAL 1596065 235304 14.7% 12759  5.4%  0.80% $72,729

TOTAL EXCL. CRICAGO 1252230 193104 15.4% 8847  4.6% 0.71% $73,419

Notes: Service Unjt Groups: 1 = Chicago District 299; 2 = Suburban Coops;
3 = Subuzban Single District Units; 4 = Downstate Coops; 5 = Downstate Single District Units

Target Population includes special education students, ages 6 through 21, with TH, PH/C, D-B,
OHI or S/PMH as primary exceptional characteristic.




APPENDIX D

PLACEMENT OF TARGET POPULATION STUDENTS BY SERVICE UNIT
AND GROUP
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" TARGET
SERV  POPULATI

REGULAR ED OVER 50%

UNDER 50%

W/SUPPORTS REGULAR ED REGULAR ED CLASSROOM

SELF-CONT'D SEGREGATED
PUBLIC SCH

PRIVATE

HOME /HOSP

REGULAR ED

FACILITY  AND OTHER  PARTICIPAY

UNIT AGE 6-21 No. § No. § No. % VNo. ¥ No. % No. % No. %  INDEX
SERVICE UNIT GROUP 1:

J8787 3912 21 0.5% 59 1.5% 438 11.2% 875 22.4% 981 25.1% 1309 33.5% 229 5.9% 7.5%
GRP 1 3912 21 0.5% 59 1.5% 438 11.2% 875 22.4% 981 25.1% 1309 33.5% 229 5.9% 7.5%
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SERVICE UNIT GROUP 2:

19 16.4%

D2626 116 18 15.5% 10 8.6% 26 22.4% 39 33.6% 4 3.4% 0 0.0% 32.1%
D2424 276 16 5.8% 7 2.5% 132 47.8% 79 28.6% 15 5.4% 19 6.9% 8 2.9% 26.3%
D3030 130 0 0.0% 6 4.63 82 63.13 29 22.3% 0 0.03 11 8.5% 2 1.5% 26.3%
C1919 138 12 8.7% 4 2.9% 3424.6%3 10 7.2% 61 44.2% 16 11.6% 1 0.7% 19.6%
E3232 120 8 6.7% 10 8.3% 7 5.8% 56 46.7% 19 15.8% 19 15.8% 1 0.8% 18.8%
C1818 - 357 28 7.8% 19 5.3% 65 18.2% 22 6.2% 166 46.5% 46 12.9% 11 3.i% 18.1%
C20CcC 62 0 0.0% 2 3.2% 26 41.9% 1 1.6% 19 30.6% 13 21.0% 1 1.6% 16.3%
E3535 298 11 3.7% 11 3.7% 64 21.5% 82 27.5% 94 31.5% 26 8.7% 10 3.4% 16.1%
D3131 136 13 9.6% 1 0.7% 2 1.5% 76 55.9% 26 19.1% 8 5.9% 10 7.4% 16.1%
D2525 63 5 7.9% 1 1.6% 3 4.8% 34 54.0% 12 19.0% 711.1% 1 1.6% 16.0%
G5454 48 1 2.1% 4 8.3% 6 12.5% 18 37.5% 2 4.2% 16 33.3% 1 2.1% 15.6%
D2929 126 7 5.6% 1 0.8% 4 3.2% 9575.43% 1 0.8% 16 12.7% 2 1.6% 14.7%
E3434 262 12 4.6% 7 2.7% 3714.1% 7729.4% 53 22.5% 32 12.2% 38 14.5% 14.0%
B1515 144 15 10.4% 1 0.71% 0 0.08 4329.9% 56 38.9%8 1510.4% 14 9.7% 13.9%
E3333 266 1 0.4% 9 3.4% 8532.0% 11 4.13 13751.5% 15 5.6% 8 3.0% 13.7%
B1616 351 8 2.3% 12 3.4% 29 8.3% 142 40.5% 129 36.8% 31 8.8% 0 0.0% 11.4%
G5555 50 0 0.0% 3 6.0% 6 12.03 14 28.0% 13 26.0% 14 28.0% 0 0.0% 10.8%
65353 54 3 5.6% 2 3.7% 2 3.7% 6 11.13 24 44.4% 10 18.5% 7 13.0% 10.4%
c21ccC 68 4 5.9% 2 2.9% 3 4.4% 2 2.9% 40 58.8% 9 13.2% 8 11.8% - 9.6%
D2727 67 0 0.0% 1 1.5% 710.4% 6 9.08 49 73.1% 4 6.0% 0 0.0% 5.4%
D2828 126 1 0.8 1 0.8% 9 7.1% 20 15.9% 87 69.0% 8 6.3% 0 0.0% 5.3%
Al2AA 122 2 1.6% 2 1.6% 1 0.8% 1814.8% 26 21.33 10 8.2% 63 51.6% 4.5%
GRP 2 3380 165 4.9% 116 3.4% 630 18.6% 880 26.0% 1039 30.7% 364 10.8% 186 5.5% 16.0%

RARRR R RARRRRRA R RRRR AR AR RR AR AR AR R AR R AR R AR R AR R AR AR KR AR RN RRRERRRARARARARARERARARARAR AR R AR RRR AR AR R AR AR AR RS

SERVICE UNIT GROUP 3:

D3G90 47 0 0.0% 9 19.1
€22cc 54 5 9.3% 4 7.4
D9494 1 1 1.4% 0 0.0
D9595 25 0 0.0% 0 0.0
Al4MA 63 6 9.5% 0 0.0
65757 9 1 1.7% 1 1.7
G5858 60 1 1.7% 1 1.7
65656 82 0 0.0% 2 2.4
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TARGET REGULAR ED OVER 50% UNDER 50% SELF-CONT'D SEGREGATED PRIVATE HOME/HOSP  REGULAR ED l
SERV POPULATI  W/SUPPORTS REGULAR ED REGULAR ED CLASSROOM  PUBLIC SCH FACILITY AND OTHER PARTICIPAT
UNIT AGE 6-21 No. § No. $ No. $ No. $ No. $ No. 3 VMo, $  INDEX .
A10AA 54 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 3.7% 34 63.0% 8 14.8% 10 18.5% 0 0.0% 7.5%
B1717 "3 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 6.0% 35 42.2% 36 43.4% 7 8.4% 0 0.0% 6.2% '
Al1AA 102 0 0.0% 1 0.6% 14 8.6% 31 19.1% 95 58.6% 21 13.0% 0 0.0% 5.2%
Al3AA 49 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8 16.3% 33 67.3% 7 14.3% 1 2.0% 1.6%
€23CC 17 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.9% 2 11.8% 4 23.5% 10 58.8% 0.6% l
GRP 3 826 14 1.7% 18 2.2% 82 9.9% 297 36.0% 258 31.2% 118 14.3% 39 4.7% 10 % .
***********************t******************t***************t**************t*****ttt****tt*****t*t****t***********
SERVICE UNIT GROUP 4: l
18585 53 10 18.9% 1 1.9% 21 39.6% 21 39.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 37.3%
K64LL 35 1 2.9% 5 14.3% 21 60.0% 6 17.1% 1 2.9% 1 2.9% 0 0.0% 34.1%
18282 67 9 13.4% 3 4.5% 21 31.3% 33 49.3% 1 1.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 31.8% .
AO7AA 59 6 10.2% 2 3.4% 26 44.1% 14 23.7% 6 10.2% 3 5.1% 2 3.4% 29.5%
F42FF 21 4 19.0% 1 4.8% 0 0.0% 14 66.7% 1 4.8% 1 4.8% 0 0.0% 28.9%
F50KK 58 1 1.7% 2 3.4% 43 74.1% 0 0.0% 5 8.6% 6 10.3% 1 1.7% 28.7% .
18181 78 9 11,5% 6 7.7% 1 1.3% 61 78.2% 0 0.0% 1 1.3% 0 0.0% 24.9%
F43FF 43 4 9.3% 2 4.7% 8 18.6% 27 62.8% 0 0.0% 2 4.7% 0 0.0% 24.9%
18383 121 10 8.3% 0 0.0% 6 46.3% 11 9.1% 23 19.0% 0 0.0% 21 17.4% 24.6% l
F3737 46 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 71.7% 1 2.2% 0 0.0% 4 8.7% 8 17.4% 24.1%
K67LL 93 10 10.8% 11 11.8% 5 5.4% 21 22.6% 40 43.0% 5 5.4% 1 1.1% 22.7%
AQIAA 81 6 7.4% 9 11.1% 4 4.9% 48 59.3% 1 1.2% 8 9.9% 5 6.2% 22.4%
AQ5AA 40 2 5.0% 10 25.0% 0 0.0% 2 5.0% 24 60.0% 2 5.0% 0 0.0% 22.2% .
Fa444 110 17 15.5% 2 1.8% 11 10.0% 19 17.3% 43 39.1% 15 13.6% 3 2.7% 21.7%
G5959 134 0 0.0% 28 20.9% 16 11.9% 43 32.1% 2 1.5% 28 20.9% 17 12.7% 21,1%
H7979 25 4 156.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 12 48.0% 0 0.0% 312.0% 6 24.0% 20.8% l
18686 55 6 10.9% 1 1.8% 712.7% 18 32.7% 21 38.2% J 0.03% 2 3.6% 19.6%
H7070 105 4 3.8% 1 1.0% 29 27.6% 62 59.08 1 1.0% 8§ 7.6% 0 0.0% 19.6%
G6161 19 8 10.1% 2 2.5% 15 19.0% 11 13.9% 41 51.9% 1 1.3% 1 1.3% 19.5%
AQ8AA 83 5 6.0% 4 4.8% 5 6.0% 60 72.3% 1 1.2% 8 9.6% 0 0.0% 18.5% l
G6060 49 3 6.1% 5 10.2% 1 2.0% 23 46.9% 1 2.0% 9 18.4% 7 14.3% 18.3%
18484 102 7 6.9% 9 8.8% 9 8.8% 1 1.0% 60 58.8% 1 1.0% 15 14.7% 15,8%
K6969 178 12 6.7% 15 8.4% 8 4.5% 13 7.3% 125 70.2% 5 2.8% 0 9.0% 14.6% l
K68LL 167 3 1.8% 14 8.4% 14 8.4% 72 43.1% 50 29.9% 14 8.4% 0 0.0% 14.5%
F46FF 52 2 3.8% 0 0.0% 4§ 1.1 41 78.8% 5 9.68 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 14.3%
AOZAA 70 7 10.0% ¢ 0.0% 1 1.4% 26 37.1% 13 18.6% 2 2.9% 21 30.0% 14.2% l
F48KK 82 6 7.3% 3 178 2 2.4% 27 32.9% 0 0.0% 10 12.2% 34 41.5% 13.9%
H7474 52 2 3.8% 2 3.8t 7 13.5% 15 28.8% 4§ 7.7% 14 26.9% 8 15.4% 13.8%
FI85F 35 1 2.9% 0 0.0% 7 20.0% 15 42.9% 6 17.1% 6 17.1% 0 0.0% 13.8%
H7373 112 0 0.0% 8 7.1% 15 13.4% 49 43.8% 6 5.4% 15 13.4% 19 17.0% 13.6% l
F4SFF 168 0 0.0% 9 5.43 42 25.0% 27 16.1% 85 50.6% 5 3.0% 0 0.0% 13.5%
F47FF 78 3 3.8% 6 7.7% 4 5.1% 22 28.2% 40 51.3% 2 2.6% 1 1.3% 13.5%
F39FF 100 5 5.0% 1 1.0% 2 2.0% 68 68.0% 4 4.0% 20 20.0% 0 0.0% 13.1% .
FACFF 74 1 1.4% 5 6.8% 4 5.4% 39 52.7% 24 32.4% 1 14 0 0.0% 12.9% ‘
AO9AA 28 2 1.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 16 57.1% 7 25.0% 310.7% 0 0.0% 12.9%
AUGAA 41 1 2.4% 0 0.0% g 22.0% 6 14.6% 16 39.0% 8 19.5% 1 2.4% 11.2% l
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SERV
UNIT

K63LL
H7777
65252
F3636
18080
F49KK
H7171
H7878

GRP 4

TARGET REGULAR ED OVER 50% UNDER 50% SELF-CONT'D SEGREGATED PRIVATE HOME/HOSP  REGULAR ED
POPULATI  W/SUPPORTS REGULAR ED REGULAR ED CLASSROOM PUBLIC SCH FACILITY AND OTHER PARTICIPAT
AGE 6-21 No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % INDEX
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35 2 5.7% 1 2.9% 0 0.0% 11 31.4% 17 48.6% 4 11.4% 0 0.0% 10.8%
150 5 3.% 1 0.7% 0 0.0 103 68.7% 0 0.0% 40 26.7% 1 0.7% 10.6%
39 0 0.0% 5 12.8% 2 3.1% 1 2.68 26 66.7% 512.8% 0 0.0% 10.5%
206 8 3.9% 3 1.5% 13 6.3% - 7134.5% 763655 11 5.3% 24 11.7% 10.43
126 4 3.% 2 1.6% 14 11.1% 31 24.6% 8 6.3% 3 2.4% 64 50.8% 10.4%
97 5 5.2% 2 2.1% 4 413 121248 43 44.3%3 26 26.8% 5 5.2% 9.1%
90 3 3.3% 1 1.1% 1 1.1% 33 36.7% 4 4.4% 3336.7% 15 16.7% 8.1%
61 1 1.6% 1 1.6% 0 0.084 1931.1% 18 29.5% 10 16.4% 12 19.7% 5.8%

3578 199 5.6% 183 5.1% 485 13.6% 1225 34.2% 849 23.7% 343 9.6% 294 8.2% 16.9%

kkkkkhkhkkhkhhkhkhkRhkkhhhkhhhhhkhkhhkhhhhkhkkkhkhkhkhhhhhhkkkkkhkkkhkkkkkkhkhhkkkhkhhkhkkhkhkkhkhhhhkhkhkhhhhkkkhktsh

SERVICE UNIT GROUP 5:

K65LL
AQ4AA
FS1RK
F88FF
F41FF
K66LL
AQ3AA
H7575
07272
66262
H7676

GRP 5

55 3 5.5% 5 9.1% 28 50.9% 18 32.7% 0 0.0% 1 1.8% 0 0.0% 31.8%
44 715.9% 0 0.0% 3 6.8% 1329.5% 10 22.7% 9 20.5% 2 4.5% 21.1%
153 0 0.0% 20 13.1% 6 3.9% 2516.3% 88 57.5% 5 3.3% 9 5.9% 11.7%
47 1 2.1% 3 6.43% 0 0.08 24 51.1% 2 4.3% 1 2.1% 16 34.0% 11.5%
235 2 0.9% 11 4.7% 3113.2% 40 17.0% 100 42.6% 7 3.08 44 18.7% 10.1%
k)| 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.08 30 96.8% 1 3.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9.7%
149 1 007 1 7.4% 0 0.0%8 3422.8% 70 47.0% 12 8.1% 21 14.1% 7.9%
39 0 0.0% 1 2.6% 1 2.6% 21 53.8% 512.8% 11 28.2% 0 0.0% 7.9%
58 3 5.% 0 0.0% 1 113 6 10.3% 20 34.5% 13 22.4% 15 25.9% 6.8%
50 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.08 24 48.0% 0 0.0% 4 8.08 22 44.0% 4.8%
202 0 0.0% 2 1.0% 5 2.5% 46 22.8% 32 15.8% 72 35.6% 45 22.3% 3.88

1063 17 1.68 53 5.08 75 7.1% 281 26.4% 328 30.9% 135 12.7% 174 16.4% 9.9%
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TOTAL

12759 416 3.3% 429 3.4% 1710 13.4% 3558 27.9% 3455 27.1% 2269 17.8% 922 17.2% 12.8%

TOTAL EXCL.
CHICAGO 8847 395 4.5% 370 4.2% 1272 14.4% 2683 39.3% 247/ 28.0% 960 10.9% 693 7.8% 15.1%

Note:

Regular E4 Participation Index ranges from 0% to 100% and is computed by the following formula:
100 x (Reqular Ed + 2/3(Over 50%) + 1/3(Under 50%) + 0.1(Self-Contained)) / Target Population

Group 1 = Chicago District 299; 2 = Suburban Coops; 3 = Suburban Single District Service Units;
4 = Balance of State Coops; = Balance of State Single District Service Units

b3 (0
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APPENDIX E

SPECIAL ED POPULATION, PER PUPIL FUNDING, AND
PLACEMENT INDICES BY EAV PER PUPIL




SERV TOTAL  SPEC ED TARGET  TARGET STATE/FEDERAL FUNDING REGULAR ED PRIVATE
SERV UNIT ADA AS $ OF AS 3 OF AS 3 OF  PER SPECIAL ED PUPIL: EAV PER  PARTICIPAT FACILITY
UNIT GROUP 1990-91 ADA SPEC ED ADA UNIT REGION  TOTAL PUPIL INDEX PERCENT
EAV PER PUFIL RANGE $120,000+:
D3030 2 19633 14.8% 4.5%  0.66% $1,907 $59 $1,966 $144,000 26.3% 8.5%
C1919 2 30019 17.0% 2.7%  0.46% $2,035 $20 $2,055 $189,000 19.63 11.6%
C1818 2 61077 14.2% 4.1%  0.58% $2,416 $20 $2,436 $127,000 18.1% 12.9%
C20CC 2 13758 15.6% 2.9%  0.45% $2,126  $160 $2,286 $158,000 16.3% 21.0%
D2525 2 14872  14.5% 2.9%  0.42% $1,810 $59 $1,869 $136,000 16.0% 11.1%
FATFF 4 12476 16.2% 3.9  0.63% $1,337 $67 $1,404 $126,000 13.5% 2.6%
65555 2 8291 14.6% 4.1%  0.60% $1,817  $124 $1,941 $256,000 10.8% 28.0%
c21cc 2 9584 17.0% 4.28 0.71% $2,122  $160 $2,282 $198,000 9.6% 13.2%
D2727 2 10985 16.2% 3.8%  0.61% $2,131 $59 $2,190 $170,000 5.4% 6.0%
RANGE $120k+ 180695 15.3% 3.7%  0.56% $57 $2,138 $154,478 17.0% 12.0%

$2,081
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EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $100,000+:

D2424
G6060
€22¢cc
D9494
AQ6AR
€23cC

RANGE $100k+

L i D LD e O

-

44261 12.6% 4.9%  0.62% $2,463 $59 $2,522 $104,000 26.3% 6.9%
6100 13.0% 6.28  0.80% $1,686  $124 1,810 $113,000 18.3% 18.4%
6068 16.8% 5.3%  0.89% $2,746  $160 $2,906 $109,000 15.0% 5.6%

14815  8.7% 5.5  0.48% $1,686 $59 §1,745 $104,022 13.2% 15.5%
8310 14.2% 3.5%  0.49% $1,371  $107 $1,478 $114,000 11.2% 19.5%
2547 14.5% 4.6%  0.67% $2,640  $160 $2,800 $109,000 0.6% 23.5%

82096 12.5% 5.08  0.62% $2,213 $83 $2,296 $106,209 20.43% 10.6%

RARRARRRRRRRAARRRRRIAR RRRAKARRRRRARRRIRRRRRRERRRRRRRARRRRRRRRRRARIRRRRRRRR KR AR KRR AR KR RRRRRRRAR AR AAARRA AR AR

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $§ 80,000+:

02626
K65LL
D3131
D2929
D9595
F88FF
B1616
D2828
A1ZAA

NN NN O N

21170 13.9% 3.9%  0.55% $1,798 $59 $1,857 $85,700 32.1% 16.4%
7896 17.3% 4.08 0.70% $1,380 $50 $1,430 $81,969 31.8% 1.8%
15997 18.6% 4.68  0.85% $2,364 $59 $2,423 $85,600 16.1% 5.9%
17703 15.0% 4.8%  0.71% $2,084 $59 $2,143 $84,300 14.7% 12.7%
6890 11.0% 3.3%  0.36% $1,385 $59 $1,444 $99,522 13.1% 12.0%
4906 15.3% 6.3%  0.96% $1,564 $67 $1,631 $88,925 11.5% 2.1%
58803 15.7% 3.8%  0.60% $1,909 $35 $1,944 $91,200 11.4% 8.8%
13641  19.9% 4.63  0.92% $2,257 $59 $2,316 $83,300 5.3% 6.3%
15989 14.1% 5.4  0.76% $1,635  $107 $1,742 $85,500 4.5% 8.2%

15.7% 4.3%  0.68% $1,026 $54 $1,980 $87,802 14.1% 8.8%

RANGE $ 80k+ 162995

RRRRRRAAR KRR KRR ARARR AR KR RRRRRRRR AR AL KR RRRRRRRRR AR RRRRRR AR AR AR AR RRARRRRRRRASRRARRRR AR AR AR AR RRR AR AR hhhhhhhddhdd
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SERV TOTAL  SPEC ED TARGET TARGET STATE/FEDERAL FUNDING REGULAR ED PRIVATE
SERV UNIT ADA AS $ OF AS § OF AS § OF  PER SPECIAL ED PUPIL: EAV PER  PARTICIPAT FACILITY

UKIT GROUP 1990-91 ADA SPEC ED ADA UNIT REGION TOTAL PUPIL INDEX PERCENT

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 60,000+:

D90%0 3 4460 14.7% 7.23  1.05% $2,319 $59 $2,378 $64,100 32.5% 4.3%
AO7TAA 4 11266 16.3% 328 0.52% $1,632  $107 $1,739 $60,300 29.5% 5.1%
G5959 4 16141 18.2% 4.68 0.83% $1,550  $124 $1,674 $63,200 21.1% 20.9%
E32 2 15222 17.3% 4.68 0.79% $1,819  $199 $2,018 $68,800 18.8% 15.8%
G5454 2 10093  12.5% 3.8%  0.48% $1,629  $124 $1,753 $71,800 15.6% 33.3%
F46FF 4 8000 13.9% 4.7%  0.65% $1,250 $67 $1,317 $68,600 14.3% 0.0%
23434 2 29750 16.2% 5.4% 0.88% $1,877  $199 $2,076 $67,000 14.0% 12.2%
B1515 2 27393  16.2% 328 0.53% $1,909 $35 $1,944 $68,000 13.9% 10.4%
FS1KK 5 14297 21.8% 4.9% 1.07% $1,351 $67 $1,418 $65, 286 11.7% .38
G5252 4 6876 13.6% 428 0.57% $1,827  $124 $1,951 $63,200 10.5% 12.8%
G5858 3 3854 19.0% 8.28  1.56% $2,156  $124 $2,280 $76,000 10.4% 16.7%
K66LL 5 4573 18.7% 3.68 0.68% $1,689 $50 $1,739 $60,789 9.7% 0.0%
AlOMAA 3 10061 14.2% 3.88  0.54% $1,793  $107 $1,900 $63,342 7.5% 18.5%
Al3M 3 7586 13.1% 4.6%  0.65% $2,117  $107 $2,224 $61,880 1.6% 14.3%
RANGE § 60k+ 169572 16.4% 4.5 0.7 $1,745  $115 41,860 $66,094 15.3% 12.1%
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EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 40,000+:

K64LL 4 8907 14.5%- 2.7%  0.39% $1,455 $50 $1,505 $48,300 34.1% 2.9%
F50KK 4 14578  15.2% 2,68 0.40% 1,242 $67 $1,309 $46,000 28.7% 10.3%
F43FF 4 6278 17.6% 3.9% 0.68% $1,136 $67 $1,203 $52,500 24.9% 4.7%
18181 4 12659 15.2% 4.08  0.62% $1,123 $25 $1,148 $45,600 24.9% 1.3%
F3737 4 7734  15.1% 3.9%  0.5%% $1,117 $67 $1,184 $42,500 24,1% 8.7%
AOlAA 4 11690 17.0% 4.13  0.69% $1,288  $107 $1,395 $48,500 22.4% 9.9%
AOSAA ¢4 4899 13.7% 6.0 0.82% $1,360  $107 $1,467 $53,500 22.2% 5.0%
F4444 4 16259 16.3% 4,28  n.68% $1,302 $67 $1,369 $43,400 21.7% 13.6%
. ULY.T. S 5217 15.0% 5.6% v.84% $1,509  $107 $1,616 $49,249 21.1% 20.5%
H7979 4 7849 14.2% 2.2%  0.32% $1,390 $36 $1,426 $52,600 20.8% 12.0%
H7070 4 16946 16.4% 3.8t 0.62% $1,177 $36 $1,213 $41,800 19.6% 7.6%
AOBAR 4 11834 13.3% 53t 0.70% $1,439  $107 $1,546 $49,400 18.5% 9.6%
E3535 2 30600 16.5% 59t 0.97% $1,760  $199 $1,959 $49, 500 16.1% 8.7%
K6969 4 28207 17.8% 3.58 0.63% $1,435 $50 $1,485 $45,200 14.6% 2.8%
K68LL 4 21483  13.7% 5.7¢  0.78% $1,503 $50 $1,553 $56, 200 14.5% 8.43
AG2AA 4 6663 13.7% 7.7%  1.05% $1,342  $107 41,449 $45,200 14.2% 2.9%
F4BKK 4 8984 16.33% 5.6t 0.91% $1,088 $67 $1,155 $47,500 13.9% 12.2%
B474 4 9913 13.7% 38t 0.52% $1,887 $36 $1,923 $49,100 13.8% 26.9%
F38FF 4 7607 15.2% 3.08  0.46% $1,291 $67 $1,358 $46,500 13.8% 17.1%
E3333 2 25290 15.3% 6.9t  1.05% $1,826  $199 $2,025 $53,600 13.7% 5.6%
H7373 4 8691 16.2% 8.0t 1.29% $1,835 $36 41,871 $50, 400 13.6% 13.4%
FA5FF 4 22193  15.3% 4.9%  0.76% $1,564 $67 $1,631 $44,600 13.5% 3.0%
F39FF 4 10859 11.9% 7.7% 0.92% $1,386 $67 $1,453 $47,300 13.1% 20.0%
AO9AR 4 5027 18.4% 3.08  0.56% $1,262  $107 $1,369 $52,300 12.9% 10.7%
FAOFF 4 12095 14.0% 4.4%  0.61% $1,380 $67 $1,447 $50, 500 12.9% 1.4%
E~2 2(9




SERV TOTAL  SPEC ED TARGET  TARGET STATE/FEDERAL FUNDING REGULAR ED PRIVATE
SERV UNIT ADA AS § OF AS § OF AS 3 OF  PER SPECIAL ED PUPIL: EAV PER  PARTICIPAT FACILITY
UNIT GROUP 1990-91 ADA SPEC ED ADA UNIT REGION TOTAL PUPIL INDEX PERCENT
R63LL 4 6128 16.9% 3.4 057 $1,479 $50 $1,529 $54,400 10.8% 11.4%
1717 4 23253 15.8% 4.1%  0.65% $1,406 $36 $1,442 $48,900 10.6% 26.7%
65353 2 9185 15.8% 3.7 0.59% $1,532  $12¢ $1,656 $50,700 10.43 18.5%
F3636 ¢ 27199  13.6% 5.6  0.76% $1,683 $67 $1,750 $44,400 10.4% 5.3%
G5656 3 10632 14.9% 528 0.77% $2,233  $124 $2,357 $41,120 10.43% 15.9%
FAIFF 5 15559 21.1% 7.1%  1.51% $1,964 -$206 $1,758 $45,980 10.1% 3.0%
F9KK 4 14881 17.7% 3.7%  0.65% $1,255 $67 $1,322 $45,500 9.1% 26.8%
Hn 4 14744 14.4% 4.2 0.613% $1,470 $36 $1,506 $43,300 8.1% 36.7%
J UK T S 23838 15.1% 4.13  0.63% $1,755  $107 $1,862 $59,492 7.9% 8.1%
H1575 5 5172 15.0% 5.08  0.75% $1,492 $36 $1,528 $51,942 7.9% 28.2%
H7272 5 6577 16.7% ~ 5.3%  0.88% $1,705 $36 $1,741 $53,947 6.8% 22.4%
B1717 3 10449 14.3% 5.5  0.79% $2,023 $35 $2,058 $53,155 6.2% 8.4%
Allm 3 24725 12.8% 5.1%  0.66% $1,923  $107 $2,030 $54,662 5.2% 13.0%
RANGE § 40k+ 514804 15.4% 4.8% 0.74% $1,540 $70 $1,610 $48,815 13.9% 10.8%

Khkdkkkhkhhkkhkkhhkhkhhhhhhhhhhhkhkhkkhdkhkidhdkhdddhkdkdhhidhd kb hdhdhd ks hdkd okt kbbb kb kb dkk kb ki dkrdik

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 20,000+:

18585 4 8051 15.9% 4.13  0.66% $2,141 $25 $2,166 $37,900 37.3% 0.0%
18282 4 12480 17.6% 313 0.543 $2,127 $25 $2,152 $28,500 31.8% 0.0%
F42FF 4 4793 13.8% 3.28  0.44% $1,250 $67 $1,317 $38,500 28.9% 4.8%
18383 4 13230 16.1% 5.7%  0.91% $1,445 $25 $1,470 $36,600 24.6% 0.0%
K67LL 4 14278  17.9% 3.6%  0.65% $1,270 $50 $1,320 $38,600 22.7% 5.4%
18686 4 7073 18.6% 4.28 0.78% $1,602 $25 $1,627 $27,900 19.6% 0.0%
66161 4 11867 13.9% 4.8% 0.67% $1,575  $124 $1,699 $39,700 19.5% 1.3%
18434 4 16803 16.3% 3.7%  0.61% $1,494 $25 $1,519 $33,500 15.8% 1.0%
Al4A 3 7737  16.5% 4.9  0.81% $1,975  $107 $2,082 $38,363 11.4% 9,5%
65757 3 7591  17.9% 4.3% 0.78% $2,133  $124 $2,2%7 $39,900 11.0% 35.6%
18080 4 14275 14.7% 6.0t  0.88% $1,170 $25 $1,195 $35,100 10.4% 2.4%
H7878 4 5051 16.1% 7.5%¢ 1.21% $1,325 $36 $1,361 $29,300 5.8% 15.4%
66262 5 5018 17.0% 5.9¢ 1.00% $1,540  $124 $1,664 $33,320 4.8% 8.0%
RANGE § 20k+ 128247 16.3% 4.5 0.74% $1,607 $53 $1,660 $35,307 18.2% 5.5%

kkdkkhhhhdkhkhhhhhhhhhhkh knhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhdhdhhkhhdhkhhdihdhhdhhhhdhddhdhhdddidddkhdkdhbkionkhd ik khkkdkhkhk kit
FAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 0,000+:

H7676 5 13821 11.6%  12.6%  1.46% $2,063 $36 $2,099 $9,180 3.8% 35.6%

RANGE § Ok+ 13621 11.6%  12.6%  1.46% $2,063 $36 $2,099 $9,180 3.8% 35.6%

kkkhkhhkhhhkhhdkhhkhkhkhhhkhkthhbhhthhhhhhihhhhhhkhhkhhhhkhhkdkhhhkhhktkhhkhhkhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhihhhidhdhddkdhhddhhdkkdk
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SERV TOTAL  SPEC ED TARGET  TARGET
SERV UNIT ADA AS 3 OF AS 3 OF AS % OF
UNIT GROUP 1990-91 ADA SPEC ED ADA
TOTAL EXCL.
CHICAGO 1252230 15.4% 4.6% 0.71%
CHICAGO #299 343835 12.3%  9.3%3 1.14%
STATE TOTAL 1596065 14.7% 5.4%  0.80%

STATE/FEDERAL FUNDING
PER SPECIAL ED PUPIL:
UNIT REGION TOTAL

$1,745

$2,745

$1,925

$71 $1,816

$50 $2,795

$67 $1,992

281

REGULAR ED PRIVATE

EAV PER  PARTICIPAT FACILITY
PUPIL INDEX PERCENT
$73,419 15.1% 10.9%
$70,216 7.5% 33.5%
$72,729 12.8% 17.8%




APPENDIX F

GRANTS AND REIMBURSEMENTS TO SPECIAL ED SERVICE UNITS
BY EAV PER PUPIL




SERV  PERSONNEL TRANSPORTATIO EXTRAORDINAR PRIVATE FAC PRIVATE FAC PL 94-142  PL 89-313 TOTAL GRANTS/ PER SPEC
UNIT - REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT SERVICES TUITION ROOM/BOARD ~ FLOW THROUGH CHAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT  ED PUPIL

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $120,000+:

(1818 $9,338,361  $6,555,460 $2,214,746 $109,677 $106,682  $1,845,654 $718, 582 $20,889,165  $2,418
27217 $1,711,418 $735,181 $676,189 $42,465 $63,399  $448,904 $115,870 $3,795,429  $2,131
c20CC - $2,295,926  $1,064,354 $448,929 85,692 $128,490 $553,671 $0 $4,577,064  $2,126
caice $1,802,416 $362,777 $492,705  $116,138 $353,314  $329,178 $0 $3,456,530  $2,122
1919 $5,680,046  $1,522,591 $889, 426 $164,000 $794,162 $1,119,410 $237,965 $10,407,602  $2,035
D3030 $2,717,692 $838,069  $1,189,586 $20,943 $27,473  $436,266 $328,241 $5,558,273 41,807

(5555 $757,786 $871,000 $191, 266 $139,924 $0  $234,656 $0 $2,194,635  $1,817
D2525 $1,670,264 $955,480 $343,473 $248,939 $31,430 $559,908 $83,680 $3,203,3716  $1,810
F4TFF $1,165,202 $634,099 $197,341 $95,586 $154,342 $455,098 $0 $2,701,671  $1,337
RANGE

$120k+  $27,139,111 $13,539,011 $6,645,661 $1,023,364 1,659,292 45,982,745 $1,484,538 $57,473,745  $2,081

RAAE AR RAR AR KR AR A AR RRRRRRA AR AR AR AR AR R KRR AR KRR R RR KRR AR AR AR RRARAREARAARAARRRRRAC AR R AR AR AR AR AR AR AR AR RARARRRAA AR RE AR AR

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $100,0004:

c2zcc $1,297,833 $665, 369 $217,875 $87,711 $40,280  $191,810 $0 $2,800,941 2,746
23cc $413,851 $304,595 $27,970 $47,433 $124,358 $53,249 $0 $971,459  $2,640
02424 $6,138,491  $2,177,194  $2,820,443 $141,500 $26,253  §1,439,994 $994,531 $13,740,410  $2,483
66060 $550,652 $406,064 $100,264 $67,115 $18,791 $191,100 $0 $1,333,989  $1,686
09494 $864,915 $615,161 $623,476 $67,768 $0 $0 $0 $2,171,323  $1,686
EOGAR $861,145 $349,892 $77,557 $44,679 $17,496 $269,732 $0 $1,620,503  $1,3711
RANGE

$100k+  $10,126,888  $4,818,275 43,867,585 $456, 266 $229,178  $2,145,885 $994,531 $22,638,625  $2,213

ARARRARARRRRRAAR AR KRR RRRRRRRRRRRRARRSRAARRRRA AR RARAR AR RRRAA AR KRR KR AR RARRA KRR RARRARRRRARRRARRAR AR AR RRRRA AR RRARRARRARAR AR A AR LR
ERV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 80,000+:

D3131 $3,059,069  $1,520,776  $1,442,735 $18,889 $42,464  $509,160 $431,839 $7,024,935  $2,364
D2628 $2,800,572  $1,344,823 $1,105,711 $8,463 $11,036 548,863 $319,046 $6,138,517  $2,257
02929 $2,261,889 $1,384,051 $905,887 $104,040 $105,094  $537,577 $223,965 $5,523,505  $2,084
B1616 $8,283,047  $3,680,672 $1,915,921  $213,685 $655,135  $1,997,188 $820,135  $17,565,786  $1,909
D2626 $2,325,570  $1,135,408  $728,822 $136,208 $122,843  $645,104 $210,005 $5,303,963  $1,798

R12AR $1,583,655 $894,833 $268,083  $416,603 $55,745  $459,711 $0 $3,698,631  $1,635

FBBFF $713,385 $169,959 $70,386 $23,982 $29,545  $163,946 $0 $1,171,206  $1,564

09595 $382,291 $362,599 $273,534 $29,648 $0 $0 $0 $1,048,073  $1,385

K65LL $1,108,683 $196,835 $154,114 $29,946 $95,512 $303,063 $0 $1,888,156  $1,380
F-1
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SERV  PERSONNEL TRANSPORTATIO EXTRAORDINAR PRIVATE FAC PRIVATE FAC PL 94-142  PL §9-313 TOTAL GRANTS/ PER SPEC
UNIT  REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT SERVICES TITION ROOM/BOARD  FLOW THROUGR CHAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT  ED PUPIL

RANGE
$ 80k+  $22,518,161 $10,689,956  $6,886,193 $981,464 $1,117,374 $5,164,612  $2,004,990 $49,.362,772  $1,926

FERAREAERAAR AR ARARARARRRAARARAR AR AR AR A AR TR A hh RARRERRERRRARRRARRIRRARRARARAAR ARRERRARRRRERRRARAR L RRRRRARARARARRRARRS
ERV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 60,000+:
J8787 $35,616,998  $32,177,715 $19,229,200 $13,358,145 $3,510,861 $5,913,294 46,038,031  $115,844,248  $2,745

D3090 $699,676 $402,716 $228,511 $28,398 $0 $116,391 $47,817 $1,523,510  $2,319
65858 $765,784 $268,697 $270,807 $37,784 $29,825 $163,112 $0 $1,576,011  $2,156
Al $988,429 $482,614 $226,981 $154,245 $57,463 $198,786 $0 $2,108,521  ¢2,117

B1515 $3,937,760  $1,391,289 $971,155 $632,163 $314,913 $961,452 $286,682 $8,495,417  $1,909
E34§34 $3,999,034  $2,520,872 $776,176 - $97,959 $183,512 1,214,752 $259,053 $9,051,362  $1,877

65252 $684,278 $413,572 $139,550 $181,663 $62,577 $227,039 $0 $1,708,681  $1,827
E3232 $2,173,462  $1,254,886 $550,814 $72,601 $95,062 $528,913 $114,461 $4,790,202  $1,819
A10RR $930,397 $539,908 $175,991 $538,526 $0 $376,686 $0 $2,561,510 1,793
K66 LL $794,125 $232,217 $122,174 $7,511 $75,108 $216,737 $0 $1,447,876  $1,689
RO7AA $1,634,214 $639,010 $270,639 $43,496 $0 $405,792 $0 $2,993,153  $1,632
65454 $832,688 $567,059 $161,719 $219,853 $0 $275,939 $0 $2,057,260  $1,629
65959 $1,927,306 $942,488 $414,407 $205,334 $384,603 $672,521 $0 4,546,661  $1,550
FS1RK $1,904,800 $576,380 $382,134 $57,995 $186,071 $747,511 $354,177 $4,209,130  $1,351
F46FF $593,689 $218,804 $134,806 $120,975 $69,339 $251,891 $0 $1,389,507  $1,250
RANGE

$ 60k+  $57,502,640 $42,648,227 $24,055,064 $15,756,648 $4,969,334 $12,270,876 7,100,221  $164,303,749  $2,348

RARKARRRAARRRRR R ARRARRARRARRARRARIRRARARARRARRRRARERRARRARRARRRARRRRARAARRRRRRRRRARRARRAARA KRR RARREAAAARAR AR RRA AR RAAAA AR RNAKL

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 40,000+:

65656 $1,269,335 $630,146  $1,167,928 $192,066 $0  $270,754 $0 $3,530,232  $2,233
B1717 $1,446,976 $581,624 $199,948 $89,761 $254,141 $355,691 $100,948 $3,029,091  $2,023
F41FF $2,489,749 $788,727  $1,418,405 $54,126 $0  $610,001 $895,210 $6,456,219  $1,964
AllAA $2,807,055  $1,458,887 $483,856 $619,331 $42,870  $650,677 - $0 $6,062,678  $1,923
H7474 $1,096,258 $538,839 $278,998 $174,115 $67,639  $271,031 $133,487 $2,560,370  $1,887
H1373 $942,412 $589,013 $281,860 $324,026 $81,685  $284,927 $60,027 $2,583,952  $1,835

F3333 $3,051,254  $1,730,737 41,086,720 $25,734 $117,750 $805,174 $267,845 $7,085,216  $1,826
E3535 $3,731,073  $2,231,238 41,353,666 $51,821 $149,256  $1,116,425 $240,624 $8,874,106  $1,760

A03RA $3,249,473 41,120,723 $985,463 $84,094 $38,318  $838,110 $0 $6,316,184  $1,755
H1272 $689,672 $405,900 $113,210 $343,597 $40,159  $242,098 $35,638 $1,870,277  $1,705
F3636 $2,972,989 41,463,862 $563,714 $92,732 $84,218 . $831,652 $199,673 $6,208,842 1,683
F45FF $2,510,712  $1,009,855 $428,247 $280,688 $74,601 $955,168 $0 $5,319,294  §1,564
65353 $863,693 $407,275 $426,380 $157,529 $79,167  $282,351 $0 $2,216,398  $1,532
R04AR $575,257 $283,919 $132,031 $13,904 $7,174 $168,958 $0 $1,181,246 1,509
K68LL $2,285,231 41,128,053 $167,717 $47,997 $48,536 $740,154 $0 $4,417,689  $1,503
H1575 $510,171 $175,323 $88,778 $.36,741 $59,679  $164,619 $25,329 $1,160,€43  $1,492
K63LL $734,176 $404,371 $70,724 $30,820 $45,063  $243,809 $0 $1,529,045  $1,479
F-2
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SERV  PERSORNEL TRANSPORTATIO EXTRAORDINAR PRIVATE FAC PRIVATE FAC PL 94-142  PL 89-313 TOTAL GRANTS/  PER SPEC
UNIT  REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT SERVICES TUITION RCM/BOARD  FLOW THROUGH CHAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT  ED PUPIL

R7171 $1,422,393 $688,306 $159,576 $245,662 $26,357 $539,33%7 $43,614 $3,125,248  $1,470

K64LL $970, 167 $398,333 $91,310 $35,335 $69,360 $311,420 $0 1,875,929  $1,455
R0BAA $1,009,820 $521,096 $162,479 $71,925 $38,646 $462,451 $0 $2,266,418  $1,439
K6969 $3,210,822 1,264,935 $1,222,268 $13,749 $0 $1,271,647 $220,741 $7,204,164 41,435
K777 $2,220,093 $988,423 $429,329 $491,276 $74,857 $801,077 $154,560 $5,159,617 1,406
7979 $639,622 $253,980 $161,862 $111,852 $48,933 $296,388 $32,834 $1,545,475  $1,390
F39FF $924, 343 $246,102 $152,136 $151,676 $0 $321,451 $0 $1,797,7111  $1,386
F40FF $1,051,667 $621,517 $172,607 $88,948 $0 $409,898 $0 $2,344,638  $1,380
ROSAA $472,976 $95,950 $110,822 $8,311 $0 $221,801 $0 $909,882  $1,360
RO2RR $556,043 $267,486 $145,529 $18,789 $36,704 $197,649 $0 $1,222,203  $1,342
F4444 $1,876,315 $524,987 $204,450 $47,740 $86,655 $619,446 $88,828 $3,448,424  $1,302
F38FF $561,237 $390,318 $58,752 $108,585 $81,826 $289,923 $0 $1,490,643  $1,291
ROIAA $1,307,186 $413,547 $132,375 $90,754 $163,814 $455,873 $0 $2,563,552  $1,288
RO9RA $468, 089 $305,435 $49,288 $57,776 $93,426 $191,950 $0 $1,165,968  $1,262
F49KK $1,807,443 $686,121 $68,527 $69,114 $0 $676,410 $0 $3,307,618  $1,255
F50KK $1,500,747 $341,541 $198,411 $93,957 $87,338 $534,163 $0 $2,756,158 1,242
H7070 $1,640,510 $541,0064 $237,148 $69,397 $13,090 $649,813 $110,628 $3,261,853  §1,177
F43FF $549, 380 $248,591 $66,604 $42,160 $93,437 $254,505 $0 $1,254,681  §1,136
18181 $1,045,478 $494,228 $40,955 $11,155 $45,035 $515,466 $13,165 $2,165,484 1,123
F37131 $729,015 $199,471 $72,066 $16,442 $0 $256,547 $29,811 $1,303,35¢  $1,117
F48KK $862, 031 $284,072 $0 $40,426 $0 $386,662 $0 $1,593,192 41,088
RANGE

$ 40k+  $56,130,863 $24,725,995 $13,184,140 $4,604,131 2,149,734 418,695,576 $2,673,162 122,163,694  $1,540

RARRARKRREIARRREERRERRRIARRARA AR ARKRRRARRRIEARRAARARERRR AR RRRERRRRCRERRRERERERRRRERAR AR AR RRRRRARRIARRRERERRR AR AR RRARR Ak R khkk

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 20,000+:

18585 $1,036,932 $368,747 $971,376 $7,648 $0 $267,441 $90,689 §2,742,834 2,141
65757 $1,330,546 $697,890 $260,728 $317,070 $0 $294,168 $0 $2,900,404  $2,133
18282 $1,564,983 $579,957  §1,861,248 $13,581 $49,813 $444,579 $147,741 $4,661,904  $2,127
Al4AR $1,039,866 $682,517 $229,136 $256,165 $10,274 $304,395 $0 $2,522,355  $1,975
18686 $931, 309 $329,441 $360,894 $0 $35,101 $348,278 $97,961 $2,102,986  $1,602
66161 $1,564,031 $307,692 $314,316 $35,402 $0 $370,169 $0 $2,591,612 1,575
66262 $582,141 $154,358 $218,935 $54,500 $85,779 $216,754 $0 $1,312,468  $1,540
18484 $2,069,458 $624,659 $581,834 $0 $0 $651,554 $160,566 $4,088,072  $1,494
18383 $1,455,674 $657,609 $312,214 $70 $0 $496,757 $155,828 $3,079,153  $1,445
H7878 $441,325 $154,713 $12,511 $123,231 $35,335 $226,056 $26,536 $1,079,711  $1,325
K67LL $1,777,118 $399,398 $414,169 $47,904 $66,224 $538,673 $0 $3,244,148 41,270
F42FF $353,176 $128,936 $49,757 $55,025 $63,761 $176,759 $0 $827,416  $1,250

18080 $1,214,381 $450,807 $165,866 $28,057 $30,679 $455,417 $104,557 $2,449,767  $1,170

RANGE
$ 20k+  $15,361,600  $5,536,724 $5,812,984 $938,653 $376,966  $4,791,000 $784,878 $33,602,830  $1,607

RARRRRAARARIRRRAANRERRRRR AR IARRRRRRRR AR AR RERAARARRR AR AR R AR RRRRRRRRRKARARRRARRARRARRARRR AR AN AR AR RRARRARRRARRARARRRERRIARAR KA N
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SERV  PERSONNEL TRANSPORTATIO EXTRAORDINAR PRIVATE FAC PRIVATE FAC PL 94-142  PL 89-313 TOTAL GRANTS/ PER SPEC
UNIT  REIMBURSEMERT REIMBURSEMENT SERVICES TUITION ROOM/BORRD  FLOW THROUGH CHAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT  ED PUPIL

ERV PER PUPIL RANGE § 0,000+:

H7676 $1,293,416 $729,508  $348,296 $558,939 $0 $353,322 $19,116 $3,302,600  $2,063
RANGE
$ Okt $1,293,416 $729,508  $348,296 $558,939 $0 $353,322 $19,116 $3,302,600  $2,063

RARRRRRRARRRARRRRRRRARRARRRRRRRARRRASARRRRRRARRRRARREARR RRRARRRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRRRRRARRRARRRRARRRARRRARARARRRRRRARARARARRRRAAAR

TOTAL  $190,072,679 $102,687,696 $60,799,923 $24,319,465 $10,501,878 $49,404,016 $15,001,436  $452,847,315  §1,925
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APPENDIX G
EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES AND PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION

REIMBURSEMENT FOR TARGET POPULATION STUDENTS,
AGE 6 THROUGH 21

EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES REIMBURSEMENT FOR TMH STUDENTS
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APPENDIX G-1. EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES REIMBURSEMERT FOR TMH STUDENTS. PAGE 1

UNREIM  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION  YRANSPORY REGULAR ED EXTRAORDINA UNREIMBURSED EDCOST TRANS  TUITION EXTRA  EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FTE Cos? cost TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FIE PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FYE PERCENT

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $120,000+:

C1818 165 157.019 $1,895,210  $144,884  $930,121  $311,341 $798,632 $12,070  $923 $5,924 $1,983 $5,086 39.1%
C1919 74 70.242 $1,210,574 $30,830  $572,660  $138,236 $530,508 $17,234  $439 $8,153 41,968 ¢7,552 42.7%
C0¢C 28 25.329  $428,210 $13,336  $173,704 $50,191 $217.651 $16,906  $527 $6,858 1,982 48,593 49.3%
C21CC 34 32.711  $441,061 $14,709  $276,526 $64,714 $114,530 $13,484  $450 48,454 $1,978 $3,502 25.1%
D2525 34 30.617  $454,599 $12,638  $167,378 $60,461 $239,398 $14,848  $413 $5,467 $1,975 47,819 51.2%
D2727 53 47.776  $693,893 $17,834  $295,706 $95,552 $320,469 $14,524  $373 $6,189 $2,000 $6,708 45.0%
D030 79 76.241 $1,469,037 $27,612  $570,418  $150,482 $775,749 $19,268  $362 $7,482 $1,974 $10,174 51.8%
PATFF 37 32.991  $25¢,511 $46,040  $127,326 $62,056 $111,169 47,715 $1,396 $3,859 ¢1,881 43,371 37.0%
65555 19 18.461  $147,623 $19,307 $74,825 $36,922 $35,183 47,996 $1,046 $4,053 $2,000 42,989 33.1%

RRNGE
$120k+ 523 491.367 $6,994,718  $327,190 $3,188,664  $969,955 43,163,289 $14,235  $666 $6,489 $1,974 46,437 33.1%

RRRRRARARARRARARRAARARRAARANRARRRRRAR AR RARRARAARRARARARRRRARARARRANRAPARARRRARARARARRARARARARARARARRRAAARARRARARARARRARRRRARARAASA
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $100,000+:

RO6AR 30 29.055  $241,539 $17,833  $198,648 $55,651 $95,073 $6,313  $614 $3,739 1,915 43,273 35.7%
C22CC 41 40.288  $793,226 $11,362  $239,269 $78,576 $486,743 19,689  $282 $5,939 ¢:,950 $12,082 60.5%
c23cc 1 1,000  ¢57,028 $404 $9,645 $2,000 $45,787 $57,028  $404 49,645 42,000 $45,787 79.7%
D2424 123 112.626 $1,308,038 $44,052  $560,755  $224,429 $566,906 $11,614  $391 4,979 $1,993 $5,033 41.9%
D9494 41 39,203  $434,308 $10,507  $175,277 $78,400 $191,132 $11,078  $268 $4,471 $2,000 $4,875 43.0%
66060 20 19.477  $170,264 $17,497  $103,331 $36,954 $47,476 $8,742 4898 $5,305 $1,897 $2,438 25.3%

RANGE
$100k+ 256 241.649 $3,004,403  $101,655 $1,196,925  $476,016 §1,:33,117 $12,433  $421 $4,953 $1,970 $5,931 25.3%

HREREAARARARARLARERRRARAARARREAR AR RARRAARRARRARARARRARARRRRRRERARARRARRRRRTERRRARRRRRARRRRAAAAAARE R AR AR AAARRRRRARARARRAARARRAARARRA
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 80,000+:

Al2AR 13 11.620  $123,520 $11,110 $46,602 $23,240 $64,788 $10,630  $956 $4,010 $2,000 $5,576 48.1%
BI616 228 203.833 $1,842,418  $119,301  $920,916  $405,528  $635,275 49,039  $585 $4,518 $1,990 43,116 32.4%
D2626 46 43.243  $346,421 $18,452  $217,734 $65,201 $61,938 48,011  $427 45,035 $1,508 41,895 22.5%
D2828 58 54.985  $579,643  $21,507 335,301  $109,414  $136,435 $10,542  $391 $6,098 $1,990 $2,845 26.0%
D2929 65 60.826  $814,779 $0  $344,841  '$121,652 348,286 $13,395 $0 $5,669 $2,000 ¢5,726 42.7
D3131 64 61.935  $607,052 $27,507  $320,895  $119,210  $194,454 9,801  $444 $5,181 ¢1,925 43,139 30.6%
D595 16 15.499  $176,770 $5,892 $67,312 $30,998 $54,352 $11,405 4380 $4,343 82,000 $5,442 46.2%
F8BFF 20 15.911  $105,965 $8,128 $64,487  $31,822 $17,784  $6,660  $511 ¢4,053 $2,000 41,118 15.6%
R6SLL 36 35.134  $261,972 $4,333  $119,915 $70,268 $76,122 $7,456  $123 43,413 $2,000 $2,166 28.6%
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APPENDIX G-1. EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES REIMBURSEMENT °JR THH STUDENTS. PAGE 2

. UNREIM  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION TRANSPORY REGULAR ED EXYRAORDINA UNREIMBURSED EDCOST ~ TRANS  TUITION EXTRA EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FIE Cost cosT TUITION REINBURSEME EXCESS COSY PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PER FIE PERCENT
RANGE

$ 80ke 546 502.986 $4,858,540  $216,230 $2,438,003  $977,33 $1,650,434 $9,659  §430 4,847 $1,943 $3,299 28.6%

AAREARRARARAREARARARRARARARAARRARRARRRRARRRRERERARARRRARRARARARRRRARRRIRA RRARARRARARARRRRAARRARARRRRRRRARRARARARRARGRRERARARARER AR

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 60,000+:

A07AA 27 25.730  $280,596 $233 $89,145 $51,460 $140,224 $10,905 $9 $3,465 $2,000 ¢5,449 49.9%

AlI0M 34 32,274 $197,885 $8,588  $102,437 $43,681 $60,355 6,131  $266 $3,174 $1,353 1,870 29.2%
Al3AA 11 11,000  $116,072 $3,762 $39,688 $22,000 $58,146 $10,552  §342 $3,608 $2,000 $5,286 48.5%
BI515 56 S51.I119  $462,949 $29,015  $205,055  $101,653 $185,256 49,056  $568 $4,011 1,989 ¢3,624 31.7%
D900 12 11.835  $194,513 $3,508 $56,560 $23,670 $117,791 $16,435  $296 $4,779 $2,000 $9,952 59.5%
B3232 65 59.744  $643,617 $39,751  $310,678  $119,330 253,360 $10,773 665 §5,200 $1,997 $4,241 31.1%
B3434 99 96.243  $810,952 $59,544  $493,605  $156,850 $220,041 46,426  $619 $5,129 $1,630 $2,286 25.3%
P46FF 25 22.899  $186,081 $3,311 $71,173 $45,356 $72,863 48,126  $145 $3,108 $1,981 3,182 38.5%
FS1RK 61 59.759  $353,005 $12,931  $213,340  $109,592 $43,004 $5,907  $216 $3,570 $1,834 $719  11.8%
65252 21 19.557  $120,055 $10,228 $67,351 $37,393 $25,539 46,130 $523 $3,444 $1,912 1,306 19.6%
65454 7 6.982 $58,747 $4,660 $23,546 $13,964 $25,807 $8,414  $667 $3,372 $2,000 43,709 40.8%
65858 40 39.971  4353,972 $10,540  $241,225 $79,942 $43,345 $8,856  $264 $6,035 $2,000 $1,085 11.9%
65959 55 50.941  $335,854 $23,814  $211,138 $89,215 $50,315 $6,503  $467 ¢4,145 $1,751 1,164 16.5%
Ke6LL 2 1.314 $11,606 $0 $4,745 $2,628 $4,233 48,833 $0 ¢3,611 $2,000 §3,222 36.5%

RANGE
$ 60k+ 515 489.368 $4,125,904  $209,885 $2,129,686  $896,734 $1,300,369 48,431  $429 $4,352 $1,832 2,676 36.5%

AR AR AR AARAARAAR AR RRARARRAAARERRAAR RRARARRARARRERAARRAARRAARRARRARERARRAARRERARRARARRRAARRRARRRAARRRAARAARRARRAARRARRARRRAR
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 40,000+:

AIAA 19 16.862 111,597 $16,075 $52,833 427,136 $47,703 46,618  $953 3,133 $1,609 $2,829 37.4%
A2 11 10.149  $71,664 $11,651 $33,401 $19,988 $29,926 $7,061 $1,148 $3,291 $1,969 2,949 35.9%
RO3AA 13 11.608 480,206 $2,425 $46,502 $23,216 $12,913  $6,910  $209 $4,006 $2,000 $1,113 15.6%
A4 20 19.930 418,231 $7,720 $70,362  $37,860 - 457,729 47,939 4387 43,530 $1,900 2,896 34.8%
M5M 20 18.556  $124,795 $2,242 $59,914  $37,112 $30,011 86,725  $121 $3,229 $2,000 $1,617 23.6%
AOBAA 50 47.749  $152,249 431,861  $146,596  $30,149 $7,365 $3,189  $667 $3,070 4631  $155  4.08
RO 11 10.317 456,440 $5,765 $32,785  $13,018 $16,402 $5,471  $559 43,178 $1,262 41,590 26.4%
MIM 77 74.268  $716,756  $16,995  $270,263  $148,536  $314,952 49,651  $229 $3,639 $2,000 $4,241 42.9%
B1717 44 39.751  $273,222 $9,822  $139,485 $74,758 $68,801 $6,873  $247 43,509 $1,881 §1,730 24.3%
3333 169 142.256 $1,229,380 $64,922  $656,067  $273,824  ¢364,411 48,642  $456 ¢4,612 41,925 §2,561 20.2%
E3535 106 93.461 $1,163,070 $15,207  $403,069  $186,922  $568,286 $12,444  $163 $4,313 $2,000 $6,294 49.9%
F3636 89 80.304  $713,528 $53,073  $263,266  $160,608  $342,727 48,885  $661 ¢,278 $2,000 $4,268 44.7%
F3737 23 21.993 499,303 $8,653 $68,381 $35,661 $3,914 84,515 4393 43,109 $1,621 $178  3.6%
FIBFF 14 11.526  $63,550 $10,168 $40,611 $18,250 $14,857 5,514  ¢882 $3,523 ¢1,583 1,200 20.2%
FI9FF 56 52.469  $228,414 $20,144  $159,262 $73,027 $16,260 $4,353  $384 $3,035 $1,392  $310 6.5
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APPENDIX G-1. EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES REIMBURSEMENT FOR TMH STUDENTS. PAGE 3

UNREIM  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION TRANSPOR? REGULAR ED EXTRAORDINA UNREIMBURSED EDCOST TRANS TUITIOK EXTRA  EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUKT FTE (08T cost TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PERCENT

l F40FF L]
PAIFF B9 86.064  $653,935 $24,776  $320,162  $172,128 $186,421 $7,598 288 $3,720 $2,000 $2,166 27.5%
' F4FF 2 2.000 $16,164 $187 $7,100 $3,754 $5,490  $8,082 $94 $3,554 $1,877 $2,745 33.6%
P44 57 50.215  $247,974 $29,145  $151,250 470,614 $55,255 $4,938  $580 $3,012 $1,406 $1,100 19.9%
PASPF 93 84.21z  $627,727 $66,769  $269,070  $154,863 $270,563  §7,449  $792 $3,193 $1,838 $3,210 39.0%
F46KK ]
' F4ORR 2 2.000 $11,144 $2,606 $7,291 $3,3%4 $3,085 $5,572 $1,303 $3,646 $1,687 81,542 22.4%
PSOKK 47 45.410  $290,820 $23,742  $124,290  $90,820 $99,452 $6,404  $523 $2,737 $2,000 2,190 31.6%
65353 22 21.568  $166,540 $12,194 $74,115 $43,136 $61,483 §7,722 565 $3,436 2,000 $2,851 34.4%
' 65656 24 22.856  $246,840 $7,001 $91,355  $45,712 $116,864 $13,800  $310 $3,997 $2,000 ¢5,113 46.0%
H7070 64 60.753  $332,050 $9,863  $165,811  $108,812 $67,290 $5,466  $162 $2,720 $1,791 §1,108 19.7%
H7171 31 30.902  $204,481 $12,483  $102,156  $46,233 $68,575 $6,617  $404 $3,306 $1,496 $2,219 31.6%
. H7272 18 16.747  $120,708 $4,001 $54,177 $33,494 $37,038 $7,208  $239 $3,235 $2,000 ¢2,212 29.7%
H7373 20 18.955  $94,350 $3,508 $66,603  $26,541 $2,635 44,978 4185 43,623 $1,400 $140  2.7%
H7474 10 8.7089 $67,400 $9,054 $24,643  $17,418 $34,393  $7,739 $1,040 $2,830 $2,000 $3,949 45.0%
B7575 18 15.782  $118,179 $4,577 $48,594  $30,838 $43,324 47,488  $290 3,079 $1,95¢ 42,745 35.3%
l H7777 76 71.746  $532,655 $32,430  $257,617  $142,709 $164,759 7,424  $452 43,591 $1,989 $2,296 29.2%
K7979 11 9.804  $92,649 $6,762 $29,457 $19,608 $50,346  $9,450  $690 $3,005 $2,000 $5,135 50.6%
18181 12 11.592 $28,754 $20,144 $32,85¢  $12,773 $3,271  $2,481 $1,738 $2,834 $1,102 $283  6.7%
l K63LL 24 21.430  $120,436 $9,600  $70,238  $40,248 $19,550 45,620  $448 $3,278 $1,878 $912  15.0%
K64LL 21 19.464  $123,281 $38,916 $65,582 $38,822 $57,793  $6,334 $1,999 3,369 $1,995 $2,969 35.6%
. K68LL- 79 72.849  $398,334 $39,025  $216,381  $143,733 $77,245 ¢5,468  $536 $2,970 $1,973 $1,061 17.7%
' K6969 113 103.316  $572,254 $47,910  $301,753  §205,363 $113,048 $5,539  $464 $2,921 $1,988 41,094 18.2%

RANGE
$ 40k+ 1555 1427.633 10,309,080  $681,507 $4,925,383 $2,611,058 $3,454,146 $7,221  $477 3,450 $1,829 $2,413  18.2%

SRAARRARSRARARRERRR AARRRAAARRRRAARRRRARRRRRERRRRRRRRRRRRARRARARRIRRARRARR ARERRRRRERRRRRRARRRARRRIRARARRRERRR RS ARAANAARARRAA R AARAS
BAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 20,000+:

RI4AA 37 34.209  $194,117 $11,877  $120,621 $68,418 $16,955 §5,674  $347 $3,526 $2,000 $495  8.2%
P42FF 10 9.818 $36,523 $7,478  $27,788  $14,692 $1,521 $3,720 762 $2,830 $1,496 $156  3.5%
65757 24 22.342  $181,004 $8, 888 $71,361 $44,684 $73,847 48,102  $398 43,194 $2,000 3,306 38.%%
66161 55 53,100  $339,593  $20,124  $185,881 490,356 $63,480 $6,395 4379 ¢3,501 ¢1,702 41,571 23.2%
66262 24 21.367  $163,356 $6,777  $75,190  $41,894 $53,049 $7,645  $317 43,519 $1,961 $2,482 3L
H7878 36 33.285  $200,586 $11,574  $107,625  $66,570 $37,965 $6,026  $348 $3,233 $2,000 $1,141 17.9%
18080 30 26.617  $140,715 $21,847  $74,756  $46,596 $41,210 45,287  ¢8z1 42,809 1,751 41,548 25.4%
18262 45 40.401  $279,549 $19,895  $127,767  $80,802 $90,875 46,919  $492 $3,162 $2,000 42,249 30.3%
18383 66 60.378  $328,568 $40,293  $196,075  $117,418 $55,368 $5,442  $667 $3,247 $1,945 $917 15.0%
18484 64 56.729  $397,536 $26,574  $179,959  $110,051 $134,100 $7,008  $468 $3,172 $1,940 $2,364 31.6%
18565 38 32.777  $189,551 $8,664 $97,091 465,554 $35,570 $5,783  $264 $2,962 $2,000 1,085 17.9%
18686 41 39.679  $325,469 $10,925  $138,689  $73,229 $124,476 $8,203  $275 $3,495 1,846 §3,137 31N}
K67LL 43 42.685  $329,405 $14,232  $142,563  $85,370 $115,704 47,717  $333 $3,340 2,000 42,710 3.7}

. 240
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APPENDIX G-1. EXTRRORDINARY SERVICES 4ZIMBURSEMENT FOR YMH STUDENTS. PRGE 4

UNREIM  UMREIM
SERV EDUCATION  YRANSPORT REGULAR ED EXTRAORDINA UNREIMBURSED EDCOST TRANS TUITION EXTRR  EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FTE cost cosT TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FYE PER FTE PER FTE PER PTE PER FTE PERCEN?
RANGE

$ 20k+ 513 473,387 $3,105,972  $209,148 $1,545,366  $905,634 $664,120 $6,561  $442 $3,264 $1,913 §1,825 3373
ARRRARRRRARARRAARARAARAARAAR SRR RARAARAARAARRRRARRRRRRRARRARRAARARRANRE RudRAR AR AR AR AR RARRARRARAARRRARARAAAARERRRRRRRR AR AR AR AR AS
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 0,000+

H7676 71 68.954  $532,600 $25,631  $257,876  $137,908 $162,447 $7,72¢  $372 §3,740 $2,000 $2,35%6 29.1%

RANGE
$ Oks 71 68.954  $532,600 $25,631  $257,876  $137,908 $162,447 7,724  $372 $3,740 $2,000 $2,3% 29.1%

RAERARRAAARRAARRRRRAAAARRRRRRRERAAR AR AR AR AR RAAARRARRR AR FERREFRRRARRARRARRRAARARRR AR RRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRR AR RARRR AR kb
STATE T0TAL EXCLUDING CHICAGO:

3979 3695.365 32,931,217 $1,771,246 15,681,903 $6,974,638 $12,045,922 48,911  $479 $4,244 §1,887 43,260 34.73

"CHICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 299:

1306 1249.030 $7,211,952  $629,510 $5,284,669 $2,491,363 $65,430 45,774  $504 44,231 $1,995 $52  0.8%
STATE TOTAL:

5285 4944.393 $40,143,169 $2,400,756 $20,966,572 $9,466,001 $12,111,352 $8,119  $486 4,240 $1,915 2,450 28.5%




APPENDIX G-2. PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR TMH STUDENTS. PAGE 1

UNREIM  UNREINM
SEk EDUCATION  REGULAR ED PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  REG ED  FAC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT  COUNT FIE cost TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER °TE PER FTE PER FTE  PERCENT

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $120,000+:

<1318 25 20.812 $238,627 $144,709 $25,503 $68,415 §11,466  $6,95)  §1,225 43,288 28.7%
C1919 b 5.681 $48,159 $46,755 $223 $1,181  $8,477  $6,230 $39 $208 2.5%
caoce 12 10.651 $112,847 $87,433 $1,786 $23,628 410,595  ¢8,209 $168  $2,218  20.9%
caice 1 1.000 . #5,327 $9,761 $0 -$4,434  $5,327 49,761 $0  -$4,434 -83.2%
D2525 1 1.000 $16,163 $5,457 $5,270 $5,456 $16,183  §5,457  ¢5,270 45,456  33.7%
D2727 4 3.892 $35,396 $29,529 $0 $5,867 49,095 47,587 $0  $1,508  16.63
D3030 b 5.954 $57,438 $45,111 $2,163 $10,164 49,647  $7,577 $363 41,707 17.7%
F47FF $

5555 13 11.077 $132,745 $41,505 $51,331 $39,909 $11,984  §3,747  $4,634  $3,603  30.1%

RANGE
$120k+ 68  60.007 $646, 722 $410,260 $86,276 $150,186 410,767  $6,830  $1,436  $2,500 23.2%

REXRARRRRRRRRRARARERRRRRRRARRARRRRARARRRRRRARRRRRRRARARRRARARRARRRRARRRRRRRGRRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRARARRRRRRRRRRKRRRRRSRARARAR AR

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $100,000+:

RO6AR 2 2,000 $30,900 $5,906 $19,087 $5,907 15,450  $2,953 49,544  $2,953  19.1%
cact ]
c23cc 2 2.000 $22,752 $19,290 $0 $3,462 $11,376  $9,645 $0  $1,731  15.2%

D2424 12 10.466 $102,910 $57,746 $9,590 $35,574 49,833 45,517 $916  $3,400  34.63
D9494 b 6.000 $74,898 $26,826 $21,589 $26,463 $12,483  $4,471  $3,598  $4,414 35.4%
66060 2 1172 $15,351 $4,808 $5,735 $4,808 $13,098 4,102  $4,893  §4,103 31.33

RANGE
$100k+ 24 21.638 $246,811 $114,576 $56,001 $76,234 §11,406  $5,295  $2,588  $3,523  30.9%

RARARARRRARRRRAARARRARRRRRARRRRRRRARRAARKRRRRRARRRARRRRARRRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRARRRRRRRARRRRRRRAARARRRARRAARRAGRARAARARRAARRAARAR

ERV PER PUPIL RANGE § 80,000+:

R12RA 8 1.192 $92,326 $29,500 $38,136 $24,690 $12,837  ¢4,102 85,303 §3,432 26.7%
B1616 21 13.480 $153,368 $64,199 $38,830 $50,339 $11,377  ¢4,763  $2,861 43,733  32.8%
D2626 9 8.214 $75,766 $49,439 $1,004 $25,233  $9,224¢  $6,019 $133  $3,072  33.33
D2828 2 1,826 $14,702 $13,465 $0 $1,237 48,051 47,314 $0 $677 6.4
02929 4 4.000 $43,452 $28,450 $540 $14,462 $10,863 47,113 $135  $3,615  33.3%
D131 ] 3.995 $34,861 $16,574 $3,827 $14,460  $8,726  $4,149 §958  $3,619  41.5%
09595 i
F88FF %
K65LL ]
-5 292
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APFENDIX G-2. PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR TMH STUDENTS. PAGE 2

UNREIM  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION  REGULAR ED  PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  REG ED  FAC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FIE oSt TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FYE PER FIE PER FIE PER FIE PERCENT
RANGE

$80ks 48  3B.707  ¢414,475  $201,627 $82,427 $130,421 $10,708  $5,209  $2,130 43,369  31.5%

RARRERRRAARARARARRRRRAREARRRRRRRARRRARRARERRRRARRRRRRERRRRRARRRARRARRRERRRRRARRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRARRARARRARERRRRARAAA AR RRRRAAL

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 60,000+:

RO72A $
AlOm 5 5.000 $49,020 $15,870 $17,280 $15,870 49,804  $3,174  $3,456  §3,174  32.4%
R13AA 1 §.269 $75,856 $22,619 $33,394 $19,843 $12,100 3,608  $5,327  §3,165  26.2%
B1515 1 7.000 $64,044 $33,934 $12,477 $17,633  $9,149  $4,848  §1,782  $2,519  27.5%.
09090 1 0.164 $1,422 $784 $0 $638  $8,671  $4,780 $0 43,801  44.9%
E3z32 10 1.422 $70,760 $48,888 $1,231 $20,661  §9,537  $6,587 $166  $2,784  29.2%
3434 9 7.255 $95,360 $41,158 $26,537 $27,665 413,144  $5,673  ¢3,658  §3,813  29.0%
F46FF $
F51KK $

65252 4 4.000 $55,898 $12,693 $30,515 $12,690 $13,975 43,173 47,629 $3,173 2.1}
5454 11 8.7110 $101,607 $33,0847 $34,161 $33,599 §11,666 $3,886 3,922 43,858 3113

65858 2 1.854 $10,476 $11,189 $0 -$713  $5,650 46,035 $0 -$385  -6.8%
65959 1 7.000 $87,738 $25,202 $37,336 $25,200 412,534 43,600  $5,3.. 43,600 28.7%
K66LL §
RANGE

$ 60k+ 63  54.674 $612,201 $246,184 $192,931 $173,086 $11,197  §4,503  $3,529 43,166  26.3%

RRARERRRRARRARAE RRRRRRRARRRRRA KRR RRARRRRARAARRBRARR KR ARRRRRARARRRRRRARRRRARARRRRRRAARRRRRRARRRRRARRRAR RARRRARRRARRAARARAR AR

EAV PER PUFIL RANGE § 40,000+:

NI 2 2.000 %4153 $6,219  $11,714 $6,200 $12,017  $3,110  $5,857  $3,110  25.88
N2 1 1000 $15,450 $2,688  $10,074 $2,608 $15,450  $2,688 $10,074  $2,688  17.43
A3 {
A4 . {
MSRA 1 1.000  $15,450 $3,214 $9,022 $3,214  $15,450  $3,214  $9,022  $3,214  20.8
M8 2 1162 $17,989 $3,701  $10,586 $3,702 $15,481 3,185  $9,110  $3,186  20.6%
A0SAA 4
MIM 11 10.011  $108,080  $36,4%0  $38,03 $33,618  $10,796  $3,639  $3,799  $3,358  31.1%
BI717 2 1555 17,994 $5,456 $7,081 $5,457 $11,572  $3,509  $4,55¢  $3,509  30.3%
0333 7 4199 $42,047  $25,466 $4,330 $12,251 $10,014  $6,065 $1,031  $2,918  29.1%
33235 6  5.601  $60,614  $33,624 $3,091 §23,809 $10,822  $6,003  $550  $4,267  39.43
F3636 3
F737 1 1.000  $12,530 $2,872 $6,766 $2,872 $12,530  $2,872  $6,786  $2,872  22.9%
FIBFF 2 2.000 17,114 87,124 $3,204 $6,506  $8,557  $3,662  $1,602  $3,293  38.5%
FOFF 4 4.000  $46,262  $1,821 822,621 $11,820 $11,566  $2,955  $5,655  $2,956  25.6%
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APPENDIX G-2. PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR TMH STUDENTS. PAGE 3
UNREIN  UNREIM

SERV EDUCATION  REGULAR ED PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  REG ED  FAC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT  COUNT FIE cost TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE  PERCENT
F40FF $
F41FF $
F43FF $
P4444 7 5.2 $57,468 $14,964 $27,540 $14,964 411,003  $2,865  ¢5,273  $2,865  26.0%
F45FF ! 1.000 $12,530 $2,889 $6,752 $2,089 $12,530  ¢2,889  ¢6,752  $2,889  23.13
F48KK 1 0.995 $15,362 $3,065 $9,232 $3,065 415,439  $3,080 49,278  ¢3,081  20.0%
F49RK $
F50KK 1 1.000 $9,516 $2,636 $4,243 $2,637 49,516  $2,636 44,245  $2,637 211
65353 2 2,000 $20,439 $7,166 $7,042 $6,231 410,220  ¢3,583 3,521 43,116  30.5%
65656 3 1.163 $13,404 $4,648 $4,370 $4,386 $11,525  $3,997 43,758 43,770 3.7}
H7070 1 0.953 $9,221 $2,631 $3,958 $2,632  ¢9,676  $2,761  $4,153  $2,762  28.5%
H1N 16 15.188  $103,629 $51,592 $33,466 $18,569  $6,823  $3,397  $2,204 §l,222 17.9%
1212 2 2.000 $21,704 $6,470 $8,762 #5,472 410,852  $3,235 44,381 43,236  29.8%
H7373 3 3.000 $32,556 $10,272 $12,009 $10,275 410,852  $3,424 44,003  ¢3,425  31.6%
H7474 2 1.441 $7,677 $3,684 $2,784 $1,209 85,328  $2,557  ¢1,932 $839  15.7%
H7575 1 0.972 $12,459 $2,993 $6,473 . $2,993 412,818  $3,079  $6,659 43,080  24.0%
17777 21 20.647 $263,733 $65,478 $134,573 $63,682 412,773 3,171  $6,518  $3,084  24.1%
7979 $
18181 ]
R63LL 1 1.000 $10,341 $3,452 $3,436 $3,453 410,341  §3,452 43,436 43,453 3.4
K64LL $
R68LL $
K6969 1
RANGE

$ 40k+ 107 90.110  $967,722 $320,755 $391,183 $255,704 $10,739 43,560  $4,341  $2,839  26.4%

RRRRARRARARARRARRRRRRARARARRRRRRARRRARRRRRRARRRARRRRRRRARRARRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRAR AR RRRRRIRRRARRRRRRRARRARRRAARAARAAA RS

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 20,000+:

R14AR
P42FF
65757
66161
66262
H7878
18080
18262
18383
18484
18585
18686
K67LL

Pmd BN bmd N Pmd pmd

0.282
0.051
2,000
1.000
2.000
0.967

0.488

$3,620
$842
$27,148
$10,227
$17,048
$10,579

$6,584

$994
$139
$6,388
$4,426
$7,038
$3,121

$1,676

$1,632
$564
$14,31
$1,35
$3,459
$4,324

$3,233

$994
$139
$6,389
$4,426
$6,551
$3,128

$1,675

$12,837
$16,510
$13,574
$10,227

$8,524
$10,940

$13,492

294

$3,525
$2,725
$3,194
$4,426
$3,519
$3,234

$3,434

$5,787
$11,059
$7,186
$1,375
$1,730
$4,472

$6,625

$3,525
$2,726
$3,194
$4,426
$3,<75
$3,234

$3,433

27.5%
16.5%
23.5%
43.3%
38.4%
29.6%

OO GBS CNO AR NS D oD
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APPENDIX G-2. PRIVATE FALLLITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR TMH STUDENTS. PAGE 4

UNREIM  URREIM

SERV EDUCATION  REGULAR ED PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  REG ED  FAC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT  COUNT FTE cost TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTIE PER FIE PER FYE PER FTE  PERCENT
RAKGE

$20k¢ 9 6.788 $76,048 $23,788 $28,958 $23,302 $11,203 43,504  $4,206  $3,433  30.6%
ARARAARFRAERARAFHERRAARARRRARARRRRR ARRARARAAARARARRRRRRRARAAARRRARARARRARARRRRRAARRARRRRRARRARERARRARARRAAAARARRRARAR AR ARS
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 0,000+:

H7676 35 3818 $302,326 $120,447 $78,649 $103,230  $9,502 43,785  §2,472  $3,245 4.1}

RANGE
$ Ok 35 - 31818 $302,326 $120,447 $78,649 $103,230  ¢9,502  $3,785  $2,472  $3,244 . 34.1%

ARAAFRARRARARRAARRARARR R R ARAARRARARAARRRARARARRERRRARAAARRRAERARRARRAARCR AR ARAARRRRRRARARRRRRRARRRRARARRAAR DL RARARRAAR AR
STATE T0TAL EXCLUDING CHICRGO:

354 303.802 $3,266,305 41,437,637  $916,425 $912,243 410,751 84,732 $3,016  $3,003  27.9%
CRICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 299:

309 255.631 $2,843,858 §1,081,636  $736,433  §1,025,789 §11,125  ¢4,231 42,881 84,013  36.13
STATE TOTAL:

663 559.433 $6,110,163 $2,519,273 $1,652,858 1,938,032 $10,922 44,503  $2,955 43,464 3173
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APPENDIX G-3. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILITY AND EXTRAORDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR TMH STUDENTS. PAGE 1
PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION (FUND CODE B)-------- EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE C)---=-mmev=ceecmcaan '
SERV £DCOST  REG ED FAC REI EXCESS EXCESS EDCOST TRANS REG ED EXTRA  EXCESS  EXCESS

UNIT  COUNT PER FYE PER FTE PER FYE PER FYE PERCENT COUNT PER FTE PER FTE PER FYE PER FTE PER FTE PERCEN?

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $120,000+:

(1818 25 $11,466 $6,953 $1,225 $3,288 28.7% 165 $12,070  $923 45,924 $1,983 45,086 39.13
(1919 6 $8,477 48,230 439  s208 2.5% 74 $17,234  $439 46,153 41,968 47,552 42.7%
Ca0cc 12 410,585 48,209  $168 $2,218 20.9% 28 $16,906  $527 46,656 41,982 $8,593 49.3%

ca1cc 1 45,327 ¢9,761 $0 -$4,434 -83.2% 34 413,484 4450 46,454 $1,978 43,502 25.1%
02525 1 $16,183 $5,457 45,270 $5,456 33.7% 34 414,848  $413 ¢5,467 $1,975 47,819 51.2%
2721 4 49,095 47,567 $0 $1,508 16.6% 53 414,524 4373 46,189 42,000 46,708 45.0%
03030 6 49,647 $7,577 4363 41,707 17.7% 70 419,268 4362 $7,482 $1,974 $10,174 51.8%

F47FF % 37 47,715 $1,396 43,659 41,881 43,371 137.0%
(5555 13 411,984 43,747 §4,634 43,603 30.1% 19 $7,996 $1,046 $4,053 42,000 42,989 33.1%

RANGE
$120k+ 68 $10,767 $6,830 $1,436 $2,500 23.2% 523 $14,235  $666 $6,489 $1,974 46,437 43.2%

ARRARRRRRRRRRRRRRRARARRARARARRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRARARRRRRRRRARRARRRRRRARRARRRARRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRRRRRRRR SRR ARRARRARR AR

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $100,000+:

A06AA 2 $15,450 $2,953 49,544 $2,953 19.1% 30 $8,313 8614 $3,739 $1,915 43,273 36.7%
cazcc % 41 419,689  $282 45,939 $1,950 $12,082 60.5%
ca3cc 2 $11,376 49,645 $0 $1,731 15.2% 1 $57,028 4404 49,645 $2,000 $45,787 79.7%
D2424 12 49,833 $5,517 4916 43,400 34.6% 123 $11,614 4391 44,979 41,993 45,033 41.9%
09494 6 $12,463 $4,471 $3,598 $4,414 35.4% 41 $11,078  $268 $4,471 $2,000 44,875 43.0%
66060 2 413,098 $4,102 $4,893 44,103 31.3% 20 $8,742 4898 5,305 $1,897 42,438 25.3%

RANGE
$100k+ 24 $11,406 5,295 $2,588 $3,523 30.9% 256 412,433 $421 44,953 $1,970 45,931 46.1%

RARRARRRRRRRRRRARARRRRARARRARRARRAARARRARAARRARARARRRRRARAARRRRRARRRRRRRRRARRRRARRRRRKARRRRARRARRARRRRARRRARRA AR
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 80,000+:

R12RA 8 $12,837 $4,102 85,303 $3,432 26.7% 13 410,630 4956 44,010 $2,000 ¢5,576 48.13%
B1616 21 $11,377 $4,763 42,881 43,733 32.8% 228 49,039 4585 44,518 $1,990 3,116 32.4%
02626 9 49,224 6,019 133 ¢3,072 33.3% 46 48,011 4427 45,035 $1,508 41,895 22.5%
02828 2 48,051 $7,374 $0  $677 8.4% 58 $10,542 4391 ¢6,098 $1,990 $2,845 26.0%
02929 4 410,863 $7,113  $135 43,615 33.3% 65 $13,395 $0 $5,669 $2,000 45,726 42.7%
03131 4 48,726 $4,149 4958 3,619 41.5% 64 $9,601  $444 45,181 $1,925 43,139 30.6%

D9595 3 16 $11,405  $380 $4,343 $2,000 85,442 46.2%
FBBFF 3 20 46,660  $511 $4,053 $2,000 $1,118 15.6%
K65LL 3 36 $7,45  $123 43,413 $2,000 $2,166 28.6%
G-9
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APPENDIX G-3. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILITY AND EXTRAORDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR TMH STUDENTS. PAGE 2
PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION (FUND CODE B)-------- EXPRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE C)--==--==-==ecn-uoes
SERV EDCOST REG ED FAC REI EXCESS EXCESS EDCOST TRANS REG ED EXTRA EXCESS  EXCESS

UNIT  COUNT PER FTE PER FIE PER F?E PER FIE PERCENT COUNT PER FTE PER PTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PERCENT

RANGE
$ 80k+ 48 $10,708 45,209 $2,130 $3,369 31.5% 546 49,659  $430 $4,647 $1,943 $3,299 32.7%

ARARARRRRARARRERARRRARRRRRRARRARARERARRRARRARRARRARRERRRRRRARARARARARE RARRRARRRARRARRRRRARRARARARRARRRARR RERRRRA

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 60,000+:

RO7AR 3 27 %10,905 $9 43,465 $2,000 $5,449 49.9%
A10AA 5 $9,804 $3,174 $3,45 $3,174 32.4% 34 $6,131 8266 $3,174 $1,353 41,870 29.23
Al3RA 7 $12,100 $3,608 $5,327 $3,165 26.2% 11 $10,552  $342 43,608 $2,000 $5,286 48.5%
B1515 7 49,149 44,848 $1,782 $2,519 27.5% 56 $9,056  $568 $4,011 $1,989 3,524 37.73
09090 1 $8,671 $4,780 $0 $3,891 44.9% 12 $16,435  $296 $4,779 $2,000 49,952 59.5%
E3232 10 49,537 46,587  $166 $2,784 29.2% 65 $10,773  $665 $5,200 $1,997 $4,241 37.13
E3434 9 $13,144 $5,673 $3,656 $3,813 29.0% 99 ¢8,426  $619 $5,129 $1,630 $2,286 25.3%
F46FF % 25 $8.126  $145 43,108 $1,981 43,182 3B.5%
F51KK 3 61 45,907 %216 $3,570 41,834  $719 11.8%
65252 4 $13,975 $3,173 $7,629 $3,1713 22.7% 21 86,139 $523 43,444 $1,912 41,306 19.6%
65454 11 $11,666 $3,886 $3,922 $3,858 33.1% 748,414  $667 $3,372 42,000 43,709 40.8%

65858 2 $5,650 $6,035 $0 -$385 -6.8% 40 $8,856  $264 $6,035 $2,000 1,085 11.9%
65959 7 $12,534 $3,600 $5,334 $3,600 28.7% 55 $6,503  $467 $4,145 $1,751 1,164 16.5%
K66LL ‘ 4 % 2 48,833 $0 $3,611 $2,000 $3,222 36.5%

RANGE
$ 60k+ 63 $11,197 44,503 $3,529 $3,166 28.3% 515 48,431  $429 $4,352 41,832 §2,676 30.2%

SR AR EARRRAREARARRASARRRRRAZRAARRRRRARARAARARRRERRRRARRAARARARRRRRRARASRRAARRRRRKARARARARARRARARRAARRRRRAAARER L
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 40,000+:

AR 2 $12,077 $3,110 45,857 $¢3,110 25.8% 19 ¢6,518  $953 43,133 $1,609 $2,829 37.43
A0ZAA 1 $15,450 $2,688 10,074 $2,688 17.4% 11 $7,061 $1,148 $3,291 $1,969 $2,949 35.9%
RO3AA L 13 46,910  $209 $4,006 $2,000 $1,113 15.6%
A04AA % 20 $7,939  $387 $3,530 $1,900 42,896 34.8%
ROSAA 1 $15,450 43,214 49,022 ¢3,214 20.8% 20 $6,%  $121 $3,229 $2,000 41,617 23.6%
RO0BAA $15,481 $3,185 ¢9,110 43,186 20.6% 50 43,189  $667 $3,070 4631  $155 4.0%
RO9AR § 11 45,471 $559 43,176 $1,262 $1,500 26.4%

~

Al 11 $10,796 $3,639 $3,799 $3,358 31.1% 77 49,651  $229 $3,633 $2,000 44,241 42.9%
M 2 $§11,572 43,509 $4,554 $3,509 30.3% 44 46,873  $247 $3,509 $1,881 1,730 24.3%
3333 7 $10,014 $6,065 $1,031 $2,918 29.1% 169 48,642  $456 $4,612 51,925 $2,561 28.2%
E3535 6 $10,822 ¢6,003  $552 44,267 39.4% 106 $12,444  $163 $4,313 $2,000 46,294 49.9%
F3636 ] 89 ¢8,885 4661 $3,273 42,000 44,268 44.7%
F37137 1 $12,530 $2,872 $6,786 42,872 22.9% 23 $4,515  $393 $3,109 ¢1,621 4178 3.6%
F38FF 2 $8,557 43,662 41,502 $3,293 38.5% 14 ¢5,514  $882 $3,523 41,583 41,290 20.2%

F39FF 4 $11,566 $2,955 $5,655 42,956 25.6% 56 $4,353 4384 $3,035 $1,392  $310 6.5%
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APPENDIX G-3. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILITY AND EXTRAORDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR TMH STUDENTS. PRGE 3
PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION (FUND CODE B)~---=--- EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE C)--enos-sscosurecaws
SERV EDCUST REG ED FAC REI EXCESS EXCESS EDCOST TRANS REG ED EXTRA  EXCESS  EXCESS

UNIT  COUNT PER FTE PER FYE PER FYE PER FTE PERCENT  COUNT PER FYE PER FYE PER FIE PER FTE PER FTE PERCENT

..... - neses coscoss sscesececs scscses

F40FF § $
F41FF { 89 47,598  $288 $3,720 $2,000 $2,166 27.5%
P43FF $ 2 8,082 94 $3,554 $1,877 2,745 33.6%
F4444 7 $11,003 42,865 $5,273 $2,865 26.0% 57 $4,938  $580 $3,012 $1,406 $1,100 19.9%
P4SEF 1 $12,530 $2,889 $6,752 $2,889 23.1% 93 $7,449  $792 $3,193 $1,838 $3,210 39.0%
F48KK 1 815,439 $3,080 $9,278 $3,081 20.0% 3
F49KK { 2 $5,572 $1,303 $3,646 687 $1,562 22.48
F50KK 1 $9,516 $2,636 $4,243 $2,637 27.7% 47 $6,404  $523 $2,737 §2,000 $2,190 31.6%
65353 2 $10,220 $3,583 $3,521 $3,116 30.5% 22 87,722 $565 $3,436 $2,000 $2,851 34.4%
65656 3 $11,525 $3,997 $3,756 $3,770 32.7% 24 $10,800  $310 $3,997 $2,000 85,113 46.0%
#7070 1 49,67 $2,761 $4,153 $2,762 28.5% 64 §5,466  $162 $2,729 $1,791 81,108 19.7%
H717i 16 $6,823 $3,397 $2,204 $1,222 17.9% 31 86,617  $404 $3,306 $1,496 82,219 31.6%
17272 2 $10,652 $3,235 $4,381 $3,236 29.8% 18 $7,208  $239 $3,235 $2,000 $2,212 29.7%
H7373 3 $10,852 $3,424 $4,003 $3,425 31.6% 20 $4,978  $185 $3,623 $1,400  $140 2.7%
H7474 2 85,328 $2,557 $1,032  $839 15.7% 10 $7,739 $1,040 $2,830 $2,000 $3,949 45.0%
H7575 1 $12.818 $3,079 $6,659 $3,080 24.0% 18 $7,488  $290 $3,079 $1,954 $2,745 35.3%
1777 27 412,773 83,171 $6,518 $3,084 24.1% 76 $7,424  $452 43,501 $1,989 $2,296 29.2%
#7979 $ 11 $9,450  $690 $3,005 $2,000 $5,135 50.6%
18181 % 12 %2,481 $1,738 $2,83¢ $1,102  $283 6.7%
K63LL 1 410,381 $3,452 $3,436 $3,453 33.4% 24 $5,620 8448 $3,278 $1,878  $912 15.0%
K64LL $ 21 86,334 $1,999 $3,369 81,995 82,969 35.6%
K68LL $ 79 $5,468  $536 $2,970 $1,973 $1,061 17.7%
k6969 § 113 5,539 464 $2,921 $1,988 $1,004 18.2%
RANGE

$ 40k+ 107 $10,739 3,560 $4,341 $2,839 26.4% 1555 7,221  $477 $3,450 $1,829 42,419 31.4%

RERRARARRRRRRRRRERRAARARKRERRRYGRARRRRARAARARARARARRARR AR AARRAERRARRRARRAERRAE AR ARIRRRRRARRRRRAARAARARRRAAR K AF A

ERV PER FUPIL RANGE $ 20,000+:

A14RA 1 $12,837 $3,525 $5,787 $3,525 27.5% 37 $5,674  $347 43,526 $2,000 $495 8.2%
F42FF 1 $16,510 $2,725 11,059 $2,726 16.5% 10 $3,720  ¢762 $2,830 $1,496 4156 3.5%
65757 2 $13,574 43,194 47,186 $3,194 23.5% 24 48,102 4398 $3,194 $2,000 43,306 38.9%
G6161 1 $10,227 $4,426 $1,375 $4,426 43.3% 55 46,395  $379 3,501 $1,702 §1,571 23.2%
66262 2 48,524 $3,519 $1,730 $3,275 38.4% 24 47,645  $317 $3,519 ¢1,961 2,482 31.2%
H7878 1 810,940 $3,234 $4,472 $3,234 29.6% 36 $6,026  $348 $3,233 $2,000 1,141 17.9%
18080 30 5,287 821 $2,809 $1,751 41,548 25.4%
18282 45 $6,919  $492 ¢3,162 $2,000 $2,249 30.3%
18383 66 $5,442  $667 83,247 $1,945  $917 15.0%

18585 38 45,783  $264 $2,962 $2,000 41,085 17.9%
18686 41 48,203  $275 $3,495 $1,846 43,137 37.0%

3
3
¢
18484 § 64 47,008 468 $3,172 $1,940 $2,364 31.6%
$
?
R67LL 1 $13,492 $3,434 $6,625 $3,433 25.4% 43 &7,717 4333 43,340 42,000 $2,710 33.7%
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APPENDIX G-3. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILITY AND EXTRAORDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR TMH STUDEXTS. PRGE 4
PRIVATE FACILITY YUITION {FUND CODE B)----=~--- EXYRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE C)==--==-=s-=--e---v-
SERV EDCOST REG ED FAC REI EXCESS EXCESS EDCOST TRANS REG ED EXTRA EXCESS  EXCESS

UNI?  COUNT PER FYE PER FYE PER FYE PER FYE PERCENT  COUNT PER FTE PER FYE PER FYE PER FTE PER FYE PERCENT

emcas cssss sevessen Necesss Scccccs ~mowscss ececsee —eeee cemecms ccescss~ sesamss

RANGE
$ 20k+ 9 11,203 $3,504 $4,266 $3,433 30.6% 513 6,561 442 §$3,264 1,913 41,825 26.1%

FRERRRRRRARRGRRRERERARRRRRRRSRRRRRARRAARRARARRRRRORARARRARERARERRER AR ARRRRARRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRARRRRRARR AR ARE
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 0,000+:

H7676 35 $9,502 $3,785 82,472 $3,245 34.1% 71 87,724 $372 $3,740 $2,000 2,356 29.1%

RANGE
$ Okt 35 $9,502 $3,785 $2,472 $3,244 .13 71 47,724 $372 $3,740 $2,000 $2,356 29.1%

RARRR AR RERARRRRRARRRA AR AR R RARRR AR RN AR ERRAAR AR AR AR AR RRRRERR AR AR AR RRR AR AR AR RRAARE AR Rk
STATE T0TAL EXCLUDING CHICAGO:

354 $10,751 $4,732 43,016 $3,003 27.9% 3979 48,911  $479 4,244 41,887 $3,260 34.7%
CHICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 299:

309 $11,125 $4,231 $2,881 $4,013 36.13 1306 85,774  $504 $4,231 $1,995 $52  0.8%
STATE 10TAL:

663 $10,922 $4,503 $2,955 $3,464 31.7% 5285 $8,119  $486 $4,240 $1,915 §2,450 28.5%
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RPPENDIX G-4. EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES REIMBURSEMENT FOR S/PMH STUDENTS. PACT 1
: UNREIM  UNREIM

SERV EDUCATION YRANSPORT REGULAR ED EXTRAORDINA UNREIMBURSED EDCOST TRANS  TUITION EXTRR  EXCESS  EXCESS

UNIT COUNT FTE CosT Cos? TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PERCENT

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $120,000+:

C1818 31 30.585  ¢466,843  $31,591  $186,732 $61,170 $250,532 $15,264 $1,033 $6,105 $2,000 $8,192 50.3%
C1919 23 22.111  $399,692 $6,553  $196,295 $44,222 $165,728 $18,077  $295 48,878 42,000 7,495 40.8%
caecc 1 1.000 $11,595 $0 $9,263 $2,000 $332 811,595 $0 49,263 $2,000 $332  2.9%
c21cc 7 7.000 $93,621 $3,092 $51,729 $14,000 $30,984 $13,374  $442 $7,390 $2,000 §4,426 32.0%
Dz525 4 4,000 $83,072 $4,470 $19,764 $8,000 $59,778 $20,768 $1,118 44,941 $2,000 $14,945 68.3%
2721 i
03030 4 3.581 $61,125 $1,507 $22,051 $7,162 $33,419 17,069  $421 ¢6,158 $2,000 49,332 53.4%
FA7FF 13 13.000 114,003 413,932 $47,637 $24,852 $55,446 $8,769 $1,072 $3,664 $1,912 44,265 43.3%
(5585 §

RANGE
$120k+ 83 81.277 $1,229,951 $61,145  $533,471  $161,406 $596,219 $15,133 4752 46,564 $1,986 47,336 46.2%

ARRARARIA AR AR RRRARRARRRRRRRRRAIARARRARRARARRRARRRAR AR RRRRRRRRARARARRARRRRRRRIAARRRRRRRIRRRRRRRRIRARA xR RRRRRAAAR AR AR RS AR REE

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $100,000+:

RO6RA 4
c2acC 2 2.000 $42,328 $598 $11,878 $4,000 $27,048 $21,164  $299 45,939 $2,000 $13,524 63.0%
C23cC 3

D2424 50 45.626  $596,236 $30,216  $217,249 $91,252 $317,951 $13,068 662 $4,762 $2,000 46,968 50.8%
09494 5 5.000 $60,501 $1,558 $22,355 $10,000 $29,704 $12,100  $312 $4,471 $2,000 ¢5,941 47.9%
66060 2 2.000 $21,228 $2,246 $9,944 $4,000 $9,530 $10,614 $1,123 $4,972 $2,000 $4,765 40.6%

RANGE
$100k+ 59 54.626  $720,293 $34,618  $261,426  $109,252 $384,233 $13,186  $634 $4,766 $2,000 47,034 50.9%

AR AAARRARARRRAAAAAARRARERARARERRARRRRRARARRRRRRAARRRAR RRRRARBRRRARRARRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRAARARRAAAAAA IR ARRARAAARARARAARARAARA RS
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 80,000+:

R12RR 2 2.000 $27,268 $1,428 47,104 $4,000 $17,502 $13,634  $714 43,552 $2,000 46,796 61.3%
B1616 14 12.396  $122,975 $8,293 $54,286 $24,792 $52,190 9,921 4669 $4,379 $2,000 $4,211 39.8%
D2626 16 15.068  $187,920 $5,412 $64,061 $26,600  $100,671 $12,471  $359 $4,251 §1,898 46,681 52.1%
D2828 18 17.286  $269,365 $7,420 $88, 883 $34,572 $153,350 415,584 429 ¢5,142 $2,000 46,671 55.4%
02929 16 14.423  $175,126 $0 $68,401 $20,846 $77,879 $12,142 $0 $4,742 $2,000 85,400 44.5%
D3131 22 19.947  $268,953 12,288  $101,890 $39,894 $139,457 13,483 4616 ¢5,108 $2,000 46,991 49.6%
09595 1 1000 412,618 $2,218 $4,343 $2,000 $6,493 $12,618 $2,218 $4,343 §$2,000 48,493 57.2%
FBOFF 9 6.974 $51,475 $4,064 $28,265 $13,948 $13,326 47,381  $583 $4,053 $2,000 ¢$1,911 24.0%
K65LL %
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APPENDIX G-4. EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES REIMBURSEMENT FOR S/PMH STUDENTS. PAGE 2

UNREIM  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION  TRANSPORT REGULAR ED EXTRAORDINR UNREIMBURSED EDCOST TRANS  TUITION EXTRR  EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FTE CosT Cost TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PERCENT
RANGE

$ 80k+ 98 89.094 $1,115,720 $41,123 417,233 $176,652 $562,958 $12,523  $462 $4,682 $1,983 46,319 48.7%

RRRRRRARRARRERRARRRRRARRARRERRRRERRRRRRRRRERRARARRRERRARRRKRRKRRRRTRRRRRRRRRRRREARRRRRRRRARRERRRRRRARR AR RAERRRAKRRRRARAARRA RS AR R

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 60,000+:

RO7RR 6 5.237 $43,325 $1,383 $17,302 $8,474 $18,932 $8,273  $264 $3,304 $1,618 43,615 42.3%
A10RA 5 5.000 $54,295 $1,185 $15,870 $10,000  $29,610 $10,859  $237 $3,174 $2,000 45,922 53.4%
R13RA 3
B1515 T 5.436 $63,495 $1,296 $18,269 $10,872 $35,650 $11,680  $238 $3,361 42,000 $6,557 55.0%
D9090 9 8.545  $147,389 $5,124 $40,837 $17,090 $94,586 $17,249  $600 $4,779 $2,000 $11,070 62.0%
E3232 13 12.067  $124,776 $11,873 $72,153 $23,750 $40,745 $10,340 984 $5,979 1,968 $3,377 29.8%
E3434 18 17.590  $153,593 $26,358 $78,612 $32,219 $69,120 8,732 $1,498 $4,469 $1,832 43,929 38.4%
F46FF : ?
FSIKK 14 11.822 $73,463 $2,795 $42,205 $23,644 $10,409 6,214  $236 $3,570 $2,000 $880 13.6%
65252 6 4.999 $52,718 $1,683 $18,709 $9,998 $25,694 $10,546  $337 $3,743 $2,000 ¢5,140 47.2%

65454 %
65858 1 0.954 $13,533 $310 $5,757 $1,908 $6,178 $14,186  $325 $6,035 $2,000 $6,476 44.6%
65959 10977 $6,704 $743 $3,190 $1,954 - $2,303 46,862  $760 $3,265 $2,000 $2,357 30.9%

R66LL 30 28.252  $350,522 $1,435  $102,017 $56,504 $193,436 $12,407 $51 $3,611 $2,000 86,847 55.0%

RANGE
$ 60k+ 110 100.879 $1,083,813 $54,185  $414,921  $196,413 $526,664 $10,744  $537 ¢4,113 41,947 $5,221 46.3%

HREREREHERRARAEHERRRARAARAARERRRARRR AR AR RAERARRRERERREERTRRAR IR AR RRR R RRRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRRRRARRRREREARRARRARAL
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 40,000+:

R01RA 2 2.000 $13,584 $2,190 $5,745 $4,000 $6,029 $6,792 $1,095 $2,873 $2,000 §3,014 38.2%
A02AR 1 1.000 $10,282 $557 $3,228 $2,000 $5,611 $10,282  $557 $3,228 $2,000 45,611 51.8%
RO3AR 24 23.965  $178,680 $5,009 $96,004 $47,930 $39,755 $7,456  $209 44,006 $2,000 1,659 21.6%
AO4AR 4 3.885 $28,223 $1,158 $14,441 $7,770 $7,170 $7,265 $298 $3,717 $2,000 $1,846 24.43%
AO5RA 6  6.000 $45,769 $1,442 $19,284 $12,000 $15,927 47,628  $240 $3,214 $2,000 42,654 33.7%
AOBMA 12 10.970 $55,659 $2,344 $35,644 $19,821 $2,538 $5,074  §214 $3,249 $1,807 $232  4.4%

RO9AR 1 1.000 $4,889 $444 $3,172 $2,000 $161 44,889  $444 3,172 $2,000 ~ ¢161  3.0%
AlIMA 24 22,361  $227,235 $5,097 $61,372 $44,722 $106,238 $10,162  $228 $3,639 $2,000 4,751 45.7%
B1717 2 2.000 $16,134 $454 $7,018 $4,000 $5,570 48,067  $227 $3,509 $2,000 $2,785 33.6%

E3333 61 52.257 441,808 25,906  $255,228 $95,845 $116,641 48,455  $496 $4,884 $1,834 $2,233 24.9%
E3535 51 46.694  $573,116 $7,871  $198,804 $93,388 $288,795 $12,274 4169 $4,258 $2,000 46,185 49.7%
F3636 20 18.722  $180,716 $10,485  $56,197 $37,444 $94,560 $9,653  $560 $3,162 $2,000 45,051 49.5%

F37137 2 2,000 $10,082 $676 $5,902 $4,000 $856 $5,041  $338 $2,951 $2,000 $428  8.0%

F38FF 3 2.448 $21,834 $4,627 $9,487 $4,896 $12,078 48,919 $1,890 $3,875 $2,000 44,934 45.6%

FI9FF 15 14.345 $49,667 $6,790 $42,272 $13,763 $422  $3,462  $473 42,947 4959 $29  0.7%
G~14
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APPENDIX G-4. EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES REIMBURSEMENT FOR §/PMH STUDENTS. PAGE 3
UNREIM  UNREIM

SERV EDUCATION TRANSPORT REGULAR ED EXTRAORDINA UNREIMBURSED EDCOST TRANS  TUITION EXTRR EXCESS  EXCESS

UNIT COUNT FTE CosT CosT TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FIE PER FIE PER FTE PER FTE PERCENT

---------------------------------------- - REEn TR ARtETEEle SESLRCET SEARmET STESESS TTOGENE TEARARED OB RwS

F4OFF 29 24.769  $279,278 $18,7.2 $79,025 $49,006 $169,649 $11,275. $743 43,190 ¢1,979 ¢6,849 57.0%
FAIFF 35 31.295  $326,989 $12,329  $116,417 $62,590 $160,311 $10,449  $394 $3,720 $2,000 ¢5,123 47.23%
F43FF 7 6.880 $56,774 $5,539 $22,429 $13,760 $26,124 48,252 4805 43,260 $2,000 $3,797 41.9%
P4444 7 6.827 $31,009 $5,410 $23,076 $9,762 $3,581 $4,542  $792 ¢3,380 $1,430 $524  9.8%
FASFF 32 29.404  $238,461 $17,212 $99,720 $57,173 $98,840 $8,110  $587 $3,391 $1,944 §3,362 38.6%
P48KR 3
F49KK 2 2.000 $9,784 $1,047 $6,586 $4,000 $245 44,892 $524 $3,293 $2,000 $123  2.3%
F50KK 2 1.267 $7,455 $1,082 $4,593 $2,534 $1,410 5,884 ¢854 ¢3,625 $2,000 $1,113 16.5%
65353 5 4.0 $44,732 $2,13 $14,281 $8,480 $24,604 $10,550  $640 $3,368 $2,000 5,822 52.0%

65656 3
H7070 15 14.034 $86,982 $1,652 $39,060 $25,839 $23,735 46,198  §118 $2,783 41,841 $1,692 26.8%
N §
71272 1 0.634 $4,946 $134 $2,051 $1,268 $1,761 ¢7,801  $211 $3,235 $2,000 82,777 34.7%
H7373 5 5.000 $24,870 $1,090 $17,120 $8,751 $89 44,974  $218 $3,424 $1,750 $18 0.3
H7474 2 1.881 $21,447 $1,296 $4,587 $3,362 $14,794 $12,758 4771 $2,729 $2,000 8,800 65.0%
7575 1 1.000 $7,795 $292 $3,079 $2,000 $3,008 47,795  $292 $3,079 $2,000 ¢3,008 37.2%
_HIm 1 1.000 $10,016 $474 $2,392 $2,000 $6,098 $10,016  $474 $2,392 $2,000 6,098 58.1%
© 1979 1

18181 3 2.528 $6,889 §b,246 $7,238 $2,215 §3,682 $2,725 $2,471 $2,863 4876 $1,457 28.0%
RO3LL 2 2.000  $15,889- $1,981 $7,732 $2,260 $7,878  §7,945  $991 $3,866 $1,130 43,940 44.1%
K64LE {
K6BLL 1 1.000 $11,513 $0 $2,875 $2,000 $6,638 $11,513 $0 $2,875 $2,000 86,638 57.7%
K6969 43 41,349  $367,283 $20,640  $120,250 $82,280 $185,393 $8,883  $499 $2,908 $1,990 $4,484 47.8%

RANGE
$ 40k+ 421 386,555 $3,409,790  $172,649 $1,409,300  $732,859 $1,440,271 48,821  $447 $3,646 $1,896 $3,726 40.2%

AR RRRRARRRRRRRIRRRRRRRRRRRAIRRRRRRIRRRRRRRRRR AR KRR RRKRRRRARRRRRR ARG RRIRRRRRIRIKRRRKRR KRR KRR KR RRRRARRARRAIRR AT IR RRR AR RRAKRRRIRRRL L

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 20,000+:

Al4RR 9 9.000  $94,968 $5,974 $31,734 $18,000 $51,208 $10,552  $664 $3,526 $2,000 5,690 50.7%
F42FF 1 1.000 $4,350 $699 $2,725 $2,000 $324 $4,350  $699 62,725 $2,000 §324  6.4%
65757 2 2,000 $31,531 $2,857 $6,388 $4,000 $24,000 $15,765 $1,429 $3,194 $2,000 $12,001 69.8%
66161 10  6.570  $65,258 $1,775 $25,507 $13,140 $20,386 49,933  $270 $3,862 $2,000 44,321 42.3%
66262 2 2.000  $30,341 $1,086 $7,038 $4,000 $20,389 $15,171  $543 $3,519 $2,000 $10,195 64.9%

H7878 . 3
18080 10  9.702 $59,315 $11,909 $26,208 $19,404 $25,612 $6,114 $1,227 $2,701 $2,000 -$2,640 36.0%
18282 9 8.497  §74,830 $3,010 $25,774 $16,994 $35,072 $8,807  $354 $3,033 $2,000 $4,128 45.1%
18383 16 14.103 $73,545 $9,232 $48,220 $26,602 $7,955 §5,215  $655 $3,419 $1,886 $565  9.6%
18484 8 7.891 $55,615 $3,755 $22,908 $15,782 $20,680 $7,048  $476 $2,903 $2,000 $2,621 34.8%
18585 7 6.605 $56,222 $1,596 $19,396 $13,210 $25,212 48,512  $242 $2,937 $2,000 3,617 43.6%
18686 t
K67LL 21 19.406  $166,358 $13,570 $64,889 $38,812 $76,227 48,573  $699 $3,344 $2,000 $3,928 42.4%
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APPENDIX G-4. EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES REIMBURSEMENT FOR S/PMH STUDENTS. ' PAGE 4

UNREIM  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION TRANSPORT REGULAR ED EXTRAORDINA UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  TRANS  TUsTION EXTRA  EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FTE cost oSt TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE PERCENT
RANGE

$ 20k+ 95 86.774  $712,333 $55,463  $280,787  $i71,944 $315,005 468,209  $639 $3,236 $i,582 43,631 41.0%

RARRPARRERARARRRARRRAARRRARARRRRRRKRRARRRRRRRARRRRARRRRRRARRAKRRRAARARRRRARRREKRRKKRRRRRRRRRR AR KKK AR KRR AR IICARRRAIRAARRRRRAA AR RS

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 0,000+:

H7676 %
RANGE
$ Ok+ 0 0.000 $0 $0 $0 §0 $0 3

RAAAAAKRRARRRRRRRR KRR AERRRRRIRERRKRRRRRRARRRARRRKRRR KRR RRRIRFRRZRRRRRRRARRIRRARRARRRARRRRRRRRRRRARRR AR RARARARAAR AR R AR IR AR

STATE TOTAL EXCLUDING CHICAGO:

866 799.205 $8,271,000  $419,183 3,317,147 $1,508,526 $3,825,410 $10,350 524 $4,151 $1,938 $4,787 44.08
CRICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICY 299: |

N 16,131 §93,15¢  $14,460 68,251  $3,058  $7,305 $5,775  $896 $4,231 $1,987  $453 6.8
STATE TOTAL: |

896 815.336 $8,365,054  $433,643 $3,385,398 $1,580,584 $3,832,715 $10,260  $532 $4,152 $1,939 §4,701 43.6%
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RPPENDIK G-5. PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR S/PMH STUDENTS. PAGE 1
UNREIM  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION  REGULAR ED  PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  REG ED  FAC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT  COUNT FTE C0sT TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE  PERCENT
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $120,000+:
1818 23 23.000 $253,413 $155,345 $32,346 65,722 $11,018  $6,754  $1,406  $2,858  25.9%
(1919 10 9.770 $71,434 $76,156 $0 -$4,722  $7,312  §7,795 $0 -$483  -6.6%
c20cc 2 2.000 $17,444 $15,921 $0 $1,523  $8,722  ¢7,961 $0 $761 8.71%
c21cc 8 6.806 $69,880 $51,636 $1,561 $16,683 410,267  $7,587 $229  $2,451  23.9%
02525 b 5.784 $53,439 $38;936 $0 $14,503  $9,239  $6,732 $0 2,507 27.1%
02727 %
D3030 1 1,000 $14,573 $9,489 $0 $5,084 $14,573 49,489 $0  $5,084  34.9%
F47FF ! 0.990 $15,848 $3,609 $8,631 $3,608 $16,008  $3,645 §6,718  ¢3,645 22.8%
65555 3 .70 $26,556 $9,559 $11,099 $5,898  §9,587  $3,451  $4,007 $2,129 22.2%
RAKGE
$120k+ 54 52,120 $522,587 $360,651 $53,637 $108,299 410,027  ¢6,920  $1,029  $2,078 20.7%

RRARRRRRRRRARRRRARRRRRRRRA AR AR ARCRRARRERRRRRRARSRARRRRRARRRRRRRRRARARRRRRRRARRARARARARARRARRRARARRRRARARRRARARARRRARAAR L AR A

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $100,000+:

k06aR 1 6.041 $52,054 $20,831 $15,818 $15,405 8,617 43,448  $2,618 2,551  29.6%
c2aC b 3.436 $35,630 $20,405 $1,040 $14,185 410,370  ¢5,939 $303 4,128 39.8%
23CC 2 2.000 $18,669 $19,290 $0 -$621  $9,335 49,543 $0 -$310  -3.3%
D2424 9 6.536 $59,041 $26,843 $7,502 $14,695  $9,033  $5,637  $1,148  $2,248  24.9%
09494 4 3.150 $39,786 $14,084 $12,172 $13,530 $12,630  $4,471  $3,864  $4,295  34.0%
66060 9 7.895 $96,233 $32,559 $31,810 $31,864 412,189  $4,124 44,029 44,036  33.1%
RANGE

$100k+ 37 29.058 $301,413 $144,012 $68,342 $89,059 $10,373  $4,956  $2,352 43,065  29.5%

RRARARARARARRARRRRRRRRARRARRARRARRARARRRRRRRRRARARARRRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRARRRRRRARARARARARIRRARRRARRRRRRRRRRRRRR AR AR RARARARAAR

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 80,000+:

R12RR

B1616 14 11755 $93,603 $62,818 $8,920 $21,865
D2626 9 8.256 $78,618 $47,507 $4,420 $26,691
D2828 4 3.82 $33,767 $25,205 $98 $8,464
D2929 13 12.73%4 $144,809 $72,788 $27,436 $44,585
D313l 5 3.813 $49,326 $25,879 $5,958 $17,489
09595 3 3.000 $29,626 $13,029 $6,201 $10,396
FB8FF 2 1,314 $12,515 $5,326 $1,865 $5,324

1

K65LL 0.551 $3,854 $1,881 $599 $1,374

G-17
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$7,963
$9,523
$8,837
$11,372
$12,936
$9,875
$9,524
$6,995

Y

$5,344
$5,754
$6,596
$5,716
$6,787
$4,343
$4,053
$3,414

$759
$535
$26
$2,155
$1,563
$2,067
$1,419
$1,087

$1,860
$3,234
$2,215
$3,501
$4,586
$3,465
$4,052
$2,494

23.4%
34.0%
25.1%
30.8%
35.5%
35.1%
42.5%
35.7%




APPENDIX G-5. PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR S/PMH STUDENTS. _ PAGE 2

UNREIM  UNREIH
SERV EDUCATION  REGULAR ED  PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  REG ED  FAC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT  COUNT FIE cost TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FYE PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE  PERCENT
RANGE

$ 80kt 51 45,244 $446,118 $254,433 $55,497 $136,188  $9,860  $5,624  §1,227 43,010  30.5%

RERRRRRRRCRRERRRRRRRERRRLKARARRRR IRRRRARRARARRAARRARARRRRARARARRRRRRRRRKRRRRRRRRRRRRAARRRRRRARRRARRAARRAARRRAARKARRRRERARRA

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 60,000+:

RO72A 2 2.000 $9,582 $7,228 $1,172 $582  $4,791  $3,614 $886 $201 6.1%
A10MA 5 4,436 $44,642 $14,080 $19,510 $11,052 410,064 3,174  $4,398  $2,492  24.8%
A13nA 3
B1515 9 8.666 $94,849 $32,103 $38,212 $24,534 410,945 3,704  $4,409  $2,832 25.9%
09090 3

E3232 1 6.014 $52,110 $25,222 $8,518 $18,370  $8,605  $4,194  $1,416  $3,055  35.3%
E343¢. 12 10.191 $84,410 $43,621 $19,382 $21,407 88,283  $4,280 41,902  $2,101  25.43

P46FF 3
FS1RK 5 3.792 $32,026 $13,537 $6,491 $11,998  $8,446 3,570  §1,712  $3,164  37.5%
65252 3

65454 b 5.247 $63,251 $20,512 $22,221 $20,512 $12,055 43,909  $4,236 43,910  32.4%
(5858 3 7.268 468,607 $43,863 $5,859 $38,085 $12,191 46,035 $806  $5,350  43.9%
65959 11 8.878 $83,488 $36,082 $22,104 $25,302 49,404 4,064  $2,490  $2,850  30.3%
K66LL 3

RANGE
$ 60k+ 66  56.492 $552,965 $236,248 $144,075 $172,642  $9,788  $4,182  $2,550 43,056  31.2%

RRARARRRRRRARRARKRRARRRRRRARRRRRRRRRRRARARERRRRRRRRAARRRARRARRARRRARRRARRRRRRARARRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRRRAARAARRARAARAAARRARRARRA S

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 40,000+:

RO1AA b 5.791 $45,616 $18,150 $13,708 $13,758  $7,877  $3,134  $2,367  $2,376  30.2%
RO0Z22A 1 1.000 $6,993 $4,342 $158 . $2,493  $6,993 4,342 $1586  $2,493  35.6%
RO3AA 12 10.961 $82,771 $43,910 $10,382 $28,479  $7,551  $4,006 $947  $2,598  34.4%
R04AA 6 6.000 $41,958 $22,302 $4,698 $14,958  $6,993  §3,717 §783  $2,493  35.6%
R05AA 1 1.000 $5,312 $3,214 $1,286 $872  ¢5,372  $3,214 81,280 4872  16.2%
A08AA b 5.509 $34,669 $18,778 $6,012 $9,679 86,293  $3,409 41,091  $1,793  28.5%
0%Aa 3 2.714 $15,589 $8,399 $3,774 $3,416 85,744 43,095 $1,391 1,258  21.9%
MIa 12 10.470 $127,257 $38,100 $54,087 $35,070 12,154  $3,639  $5,166  $3,349  27.6%
B1717 1 1.000 $4,852 $3,509 $991 $352 44,852 43,509 $991 $352 7.3%
E3333 1 5,753 $45,009 $29,376 $5,899 $9,734 7,824 45,106 $1,025 41,693  21.6%
-E3535 18 16.444 $144,618 $89,177 $13,039 $42,402  $8,795  $5,423 $793  $2,579  29.3%
F3636 13 11,058  $105,798 $35,246 $38,330 $32,222 49,568  $3,187  $3,466  $2,915  30.5%
F3737 4 3.168 $22,397 $9,975 $5,617 $6,805 47,070  $3,149 $1,773  §2,148  30.4%
F38FF 4 2,999 $18,711 $8,807 $5,172 $4,732  $6,239  $2,937 41,725 41,577  25.3%

FI9FF 16 14.992 $174,317 $43,250 $88,126 $42,941 $11,627  $2,885 45,878 42,864  24.6%
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UNREIM  OUNREIM
SERV EDUCAFION  REGULAR ED  PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  REG ED  PAC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS

I APPENDIX G-5. PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR S/PMH STUDENTS. ‘ PAGE 3
l UNIT COUNT FIE 08t TUITION REIKBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FIZ PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE  PERCENY

\‘ P4OFF

1 1.000 $4,364 $3,713 $651 $0 4,364 43,713 $651 $0 0.0%

F41FF 1 6.736 $73,057 $25,058 $22,938 $25,061 410,846 43,720  $3,405 $3,721  34.3%

' F43FF 2 2,000 $32,155 $9,110 $13,934 $9,111 $16,078  $4,555  $6,967 44,556  268.33
l‘ F4444 b 6.000 $62,814 $18,745 $26,550 $17,519  $10,469  ¢3,124  $4,425 $2,920 27.9%
F4SFF b 4,333 $38,725 $13,875 $10,974 $13,876  $8,937  $3,202 42,533 43,202  35.8%

F48KR 8 6.074 $63,894 $18,377 $27,141 $18,376  $10,519  ¢3,026  $4,468  $3,025  28.8%

I P49KK 18 - 17.176 $156,156 $49,744 $56,667 $49,745  $9,092 2,806 43,299 42,897 31.9%
F50XR 5 5.000 $62,675 $14,962 $32,7111 $14,982 $12,535  $2,996  $6,542 42,997 23.9%

65353 1 6.764 $73,886 $24,046 $27,639 $22,201 $10,923 43,555 4,086  $3,282  30.0%

" 65656 5 4,693 $56,579 $18,758 $19,065 $18,756 $12,056  $3,997  $4,062  $3,997  33.2%
H7070 b 5.837 $65,854 $14,607 $39,097 $12,150 $11,282  $2,502 46,698 42,082  18.43

i1 16 15,237 $167,247 $50,897 $65,457 $50,893 $10,976  $3,340  $4,296  $3,340  30.4%

#7272 12 10.477 $111,132 $33,895 $43,334 $33,903 $10,607  $3,235 44,136 $3,236  30.5%

H7373 11 10.907 $118,220 $37,346 $43,518 " 437,356 410,839  $3,424 43,990  $3,425  31.6%

K7474 13 10.693 $116,976 $30,973 $57,373 $26,630 §10,939  $2,897  $5,365  $2,677  24.5%

H1575 3 2.951 $26,203 $9,087 $10,659 $6,457  $8,879  $3,079  ¢3,612 2,188  24.6%

’7777 4 3.229 $31,891 $11,649 $8,943 $11,299  $9,876 43,608  $2,770  $3,498  35.4%

17979 2 2.000 $25,624 $5,328 $14,968 $5,328 $12,812  $2,664 47,484 42,664  20.8%

18181 ?

K63LL 3 2,985 $27,278 $11,961 $7,635 $7,600  $9,138  ¢4,007  $2,558 42,573  28.2%

K64LL 1 0.895 $9,169 $2,752 $3,666 $2,751 $10,245  $3,075 4,096  $3,074  30.0%

K68LL 15 13.575 $113,543 $40,062 $35,835 $37,646  $8,364  $2,951  $2,640 42,773 33.2%
K6969 5 4.990 $50,244 $14,982 $20,281 $14,981  $10,069  $3,002  §4,064  $3,003  29.8%

RANGE
$ 40k+ 266 242.411 $2,363,613 $836,482 $840,315 $686,816  ¢9,750 43,451  ¢3,466  $2,833 29.1

RRARRARERR AR AR AR AR ARRRRRERRAARRRRERRRRAAARARRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRARSRARARRRRARRRRRRRRARRAR AR AR AR KA KRR RRRRRAARARARARE
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 20,000+:

R14RR 1 5.455 $69,243 $19,234 $33,474 $16,535 $12,693  $3,526  $6,136  ¢3,031 23.9%

B N i N R BN N aEam .

F42FF 1 1.000 $15,400 $2,384 $10,831 $2,385 $15,400 $2,384 $10,631 $2,385 15.5%
65757 13 12,588 $154,345 $40, 205 $73,926 $40,214  $12,26] $3,194  $5,873 $3,194 26,13
66161 :
66262 2 2.000 $21,258 $7,038 $9,674 $4,546  $10,62y $3,519 44,837 $2,273 21,4%
H7878 2 1.471 $10,535 $4,758 $3,501 $2,276 $7,162 $3,235  $2,380 $1,547 21.6%
Igggg 3 3.000 $50,614 $13,192 $24,231 $13,191 $16,871 $4,397 48,077 $4,397 26.1%
I :
18383 '
1844 1 0.922  §,021 83,797 $392 §3,57  $8,381  $4,075  $425  $3,881  46.%
18585 %
18686 1
l K67LL 4 3.990 $43,797 $12,783 $21,149 $9,865 $10,977 $3,204  $5,301 $2,472 22.5%
c-19 306
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RPPENDIX G-5. PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR S/PMH STUDENTS. PAGE 4

UNREIM  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION  REGULAR ED  PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOSY  REG ED  FRC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FPIE Cos? TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FTE ©PER FTE PER FTE  PERCENT
RANGE

$ 0kt 33 30.426 $372,919  $103,351 $176,978 $92,590 $12,257  $3,397  $5,817  $3,043  24.8%

RRARRARRARRRRRRRRRRARARARRARARRRRRRRARRARGRRRRRRRRRRARARRRRRRRRARRRRRRRRARARRRRRRRRRARRRRRRRARRARRRRRRRRARARRRARARARARR R AR

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 0,000+:

H7676 2 1.870 $12,875 $6,993 $2,180 $3,702 6,885  $3,740  $1,166  $1,979  28.8%
RANGE
$ Okt 2 1.870 $12,875 $6,993 -$2,180 $3,702  $6,885  $3,740  §1,166 1,980  26.8%

RRAARARER AAARRRRRRERARRARARARR AR AR EER IR R R RRR AR RARRRRRRARRRRKARRARARAA AR ARRARR KRR AR ARARRRRRR AR AR RARRR
STATE TOTAL EXCLUDING CHICAGO:

%09 457.621 §4,572,490 $1,942,170 $1,341,024  $1,289,296  $9,992  $4,244  $2,930  $2,817  28.2%%
CHICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 299:

891 740.908 $7,918,095 $3,134,971 $2,016,817  $2,766,307 $10,687  $4,231  $2,722  $3,73¢4  34.9%
STATE T0TAL:

1400 1198.53z $12,490,585 45,077,141 43,357,841  §4,055,603 10,422 44,236  $2,802  $3,384  32.5%
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APPENDIX G-6. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILITY AND EXTRAORDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR S/PMH STUDENTS. PAGE 1
PRIVAYE FACILITY TUITION (FUND CODE B)--=------ EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE C)e==n=n=ns=msmssunan
SERV EDCOST REG ED FAC REI EXCESS EXCESS EDCOST TRANR REG ED EXTRR  EXCESS  EXCESS

UNIT  COUNY PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PERCENY COUNT PER FTE PER FYE PER FYE PER FIE PER FTE PERCENT

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $120,000+:

(1818 23 $11,018 $6,754 $1,406 $2,858 25.9% 31 $15,264 $1,033 $6,105 42,000 $8,192 50.3%
(1919 10 $7,312 47,795 $0 -4483 -6.6% 23 $18,077 4296 48,878 42,000 47,495 40.8%

c20c 2 $8,722 $7,961  $0  $761 8.7% 1 $11,585  $0 $3,263 32,000  $332 2.9%
ca1ec 8 $10,267 $7,587  $229 $2,451 23.9% 7 $13,374  $442 $7,390 $2,000 $4,426 32.0%
D2525 6 $9,239 $6,732  $0 $2,507 27.1% 4 $20,768 $1,118 $4,941 $2,000 $14,945 68.3%
D272 3 §
23030 1 $14,573 $9,489  $0 $5,084 34.93 4 $17,009  $421 $6,158 $2,000 49,332 53.4%
F47FF 1 $16,008 $3,645 $8,713 $3,645 22.8% 13 48,769 $1,072 3,664 $1,912 84,265 43.3%
65555 3 $9,507 §3,451 $4,007 $2,129 22.2% g
RANGE

$120k+ 54 $10,027 $6,920 $1,029 $2,078 20.7% 83 $15,133  ¢752 46,564 $1,986 47,336 46.2%

RARRRRRRRERRRRRRARARRARAR AR ERARERRARR AR RARARRRRRRRERRRIARRRRRRRRRNRRRRAEARRRR AR AR KRR AR ARRARRRARRRIAR b hhhAhhhhbk

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $100,000+:

R06AR 7 48,617 $3,448 $2,618 $2,551 29.63% $
c2acc 6 $10,370 $5,939  $303 $4,128 39.8% 2 $21,164  $299 45,939 $2,000 $13,524 63.0%
c23cc 2 49,335 $9,645 $0 -$310 -3.3% $
D2424 9 49,033 45,637 $1,148 $2,248 24.9% 50 $13,068  $662 $4,762 $2,000 6,968 50.8%
09494 4 $12,630 $4,471 $3,854 $4,295 34.0% 5 $12,100 $312 4,471 42,000 45,941 47.9%
66060 9 $12,189 $4,124 $4,029 $4,036 33.1% 2 $10,614 $1,123 44,972 $2,000 $4,765 40.6%
RANGE

$100k+ 37 $10,373 4,956 $2,352 43,065 29.5% 59 $13,186  $634 44,786 $2,000 $7,034 50.9%

RRRRRRARRRRRRERRRRE RIS RRRRRRRRARARRRARARR AR ARARRRARKRARARKRRRRARRRRRRAKRRRRRARRARRARARARRKRARARRRARARARARARRAA AL

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 80,000+:

R12A ] 2 $13,634  §714 43,552 42,000 48,796 61.3%
B1616 14 $7,963 $5,344  $759 $1,860 23.4% 14 $9,921 4669 44,379 $2,000 $4,211 39.8%
D2626 9 $9,523 ¢5,754  $535 $3,23¢ 34.0% 16 $12,471  $359 44,251 41,898 ¢6,681 52.1%
02828 4 48,837 $6,59 $26 $2,215 25.1% 18 $15,584  $429 5,142 $2,000 ¢8,871 55.4%
02929 13 $11,372 45,716 $2,155 $3,501 30.8% 16 $12,142 $0 $4,742 $2,000 45,400 44.5%
D313l 5 $12,936 $6,787 $1,563 $4,586 35.5% 22 $13,483 4616 $5,108 $2,000 46,991 49.6%
09595 3 49,875 44,343 $2,067 $3,465 35.1% 1 $12,618 $2,218 44,343 $2,000 48,493 57.2%
FO8FF 2 $9,524 $4,053 41,419 44,052 42.5% 9 47,381  $583 44,053 $2,000 $1,911 24.0%
K63LL 1 $6,995 $3,414 $1,087 $2,494 35.7% §
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RPPENDIX G-6. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILITY AND EXTRAORDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR S/PMH STUDEN?S. PAGE 2
PRIVATE FACILIYY TUITION (FUND CODE B)-------- EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE C)-====nm-e=-ceccanam-
SERV EDCOST  REG ED FAC REI EXCESS EXCESS EDCOST TRANS REG ED EXTRA EXCESS  EXCESS

UNIT  COUNT PER FTE PER FTE PER FE PER FTE PERCENT COUNT PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PERCENT

PANGE
$ 80k+ 51 49,860 $5,624 $1,227 $3,010 30.5% 98 12,523  $462 $4,683 $1,983 46,319 48.7%

ARRARASARRARARRRRAARARARAARRARARRARARARRARARARARKARARRRRRRARAARERAAAARARRARARRRKRRRAARRAAARRARREARARRRARRARA A4

ERV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 60,000+:

RO7AR 2 $4,791 $3,614  $886  $291 6.1% 6 $8,273  $264 $3,304 $1,618 $3,615 42.3%
A10AA 5 $10,064 $3,174 $4,398 $2,492 24.8% 5 $10,850  $237 $3,174 $2,000 $5,922 53.4%
A13AA 3 3
B1515 9 $10,945 $3,704 $4,400 $2,832 25.9% 7 $11,680  $238 $3,361 $2,000 6,557 55.0%
59090 3 9 $17,249  $600 $4,779 $2,000 $11,070 62.0%

E3232 7 46,665 $4,194 §1,416 $3,055 35.3% 13 410,340  ¢984 45,979 $1,968 $3,377 29.8%
E3434 12 46,283 44,280 ¢1,902 $2,101 25.4% 18 $8,732 $1,498 $4,469 $1,832 43,929 38.4%

F46FF 3 ]
F51KK 5 ¢$8,446 $3,570 $1,712 $3,164 37.5% 14 $6,214  $236 $3,570 $2,000 $880 13.6%
65252 % 6 $10,546  $337 $3,743 $2,000 $5,140 47.2%
65454 6 $12,055 $3,909 $4,236 $3,910 32.4% §
65858 9 $12,191 46,035  $806 45,350 43.9% 1 $14,186  $325 46,035 $2,000 6,476 44.6%
65959 11 49,404 $4,064 $2,490 $2,850 30.3% 1 $6,862  $760 $3,265 $2,000 $2,357 30.9%
K66LL % 30 $12,407 $51 $3,611 $2,000 $6,847 55.0%
RRNGE

$ 60k+ 66 49,788 $4,182 $2,550 $3,056 31.2% 110 $10,744  ¢537 4,113 1,947 ¢5,221 46.3%

RRAARRRARRAARRAARRAAARARAARRRRRRARARRARRARAAARARARRARRAARARAR * KRRRRARAARARARRRRRARRRRRAAARRRARARARAARARAARARAAR

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 40,000+:

A01AA 6 $7,877 $3,13¢ §2,367 $2,376 30.2% 2 $6,792 $1,095 42,873 $2,000 3,014 38.2%
ROZAA 1 46,993 $4,3¢2 4158 $2,493 35.6% 1 $10,282  $557 43,228 $2,000 ¢5,611 51.8%
RO3AA 12 §7,551 $4,006  $947 $2,598 34.4% 24 $7,456  $209 $4,006 $2,000 $1,659 21.6%
RO4RA 6 $6,993 $3,717  $783 $2,493 35.6% 4 $7,265 4298 43,717 $2,000 $1,846 24.4%
RO5AR 1 $5,372 ¢3,214 $1,286 4872 16.2% 6 $7,628  $240 $3,214 $2,000 $2,654 33.7%
AOBAA 6 $6,293 $3,409 $1,091 $1,793 28.5% 12 85,074 $214 $3,249 $1,807 $232  4.43%
R09AA 3 $5,744 $3,095 $1,391 $1,258 21.9% 1 $4,880  $444 43,172 2,000 $161  3.0%
Al1IRA 12 $12,154 43,639 45,166 $3,34: 27.6% 24 $10,162  $228 43,639 $2,000 44,751 45.7%
B1717 1 ¢4,852 $3,509 $991  ¢352 7.3% 2 $8,067  $227 43,509 $2,000 2,785 33.6%
E3333 7 47,824 $5,106 $1,025 $1,693 21.6% 61 48,455  $496 $4,884 $1,834 42,233 24.9%
E3535 18 48,795 $5,423  $793 42,579 29.3% 51 $12,274  $169 44,258 $2,000 46,185 49.7%
F3636 13 49,568 $3,187 $3,466 $2,915 30.5% 20 49,653 4560 43,162 $2,000 45,051 49.5%
F3737 4 47,070 43,149 $1,773 $2,148 30.4% 2 $5,041 $338 $2,951 $2,000 $428 8.0%
F38FF 4. 46,239 $2,937 $1,725 $1,577 25.3% 3 $8,919 $1,890 ¢3,875 $2,000 44,934 45.6%

F9FF 16 $11,627 $2,885 45,878 42,864 24.6% 15 $3,462  $473 $2,947  $959 $29 0.7%

G~22
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APPENDIX G-6. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILITY AND EXTRAORDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR S/PMH STUDENTS.

SERV
UNIY

F40FF
F41FF
F43FF
F4444
F45FF
F48KK
F49KK
FS0RK
65353
65636
#7070
LY
7272
7373
H7474
H7575
"7
H7979
18181
K63LL
K64LL
K68LL
K6969

RANGE
$ 40k+

AR RARAARARERAARRRARRRAARRARA RARE

PRIVATE FACILITY TULTION (FUND CODE B)
EDCOST REG ED FAC REI EXCESS EXCESS
COUNT PER PTE PER FYE PER FTE PER FYE PERCENT

-----------------------------------------

EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE C)
REG ED EXTRA

EDCOST

TRANS

PAGE 3

EXCESS  EXCESS

COUNT PER FYE PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE PERCENT

-------------------------------------------------

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $§ 20,000+:

R14RA
F42FF
65757
66161
66262
17878
18080
18282
18383
18484
18585
18686
K67LL

7
1
13

(3 %]

$12,693
$15,400
$12,261

$10,629
$7,162
$16,871

$8,381

$10,977

$3,526
$2,384
$3,194

$3,519
$3,235
$4,397

$4,075

$3,204

$6,136
10,631
$5,873

$4,837
$2,380
$8,077

$425

$5,301

$3,031
$2,385
$3,194

$2,213
$1,547
$4,397

$3,881

$2,412

G-23

9
1
2
10
2

10
9
16
8
1

2

$10,552
$4,350
$15,766
$9,933
$15,17

$6,114
$8,807
$5,215
$7,048
$8,512

$8,573

310
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$664
$699
$1,429
$210
$543

$1,221
$354
$655
$476
$242

$699

$3,526
$2,725
$3,194
$3,882
$3,519

$2,701
$3,033
$3,419
$2,903
$2,937

$3,34

$2,000
$2,000
$2,000
$2,000
$2,000

$2,000
$2,000
$1,886
$2,000
$2,000

$2,000

$5,690
$324
$12,001
$4,321
$10,195

$2,640
$4,128

$565
$2,621
$3,817

$3,928

1 $4,364 43,713 4651 $0  0.0% 29 $11,275  ¢$743 $3,190 $1,979 46,849 57.0%
7 410,846 $3,720 $3,405 $3,721 34.3% 35 $10,449  $394 $3,720 $2,000 $5,123 41.2
2 $16,076 $4,555 $6,967 $4,556 28.3% 7 $8,252  $805 $3,260 $2,000 3,797 41.9%
6 $10,469 $3,124 $4,425 $2,920 27.9% 7 44,582 $792 $3,380 $1,430  ¢524 9.8%
6 48,937 $3,202 $2,533 $3,202 35.8% 32 48,110  $587 $3,391 $1,944 43,362 38.6%
8 $10,519 $3,026 $4,468 $3,025 26.8% $
18 ¢9,002 $2,896 $3,299 $2,897 31.9% 2 $4,802 4524 $3,293 2,000 4123 2.3
5 $12,535 $2,996 $6,542 $2,997 23.9% 2 $5,884  $854 ¢3,625 $2,000 41,113 16.5%
7 $10,923 $3,555 44,086 3,262 30.0% 5 $10,550  $640 $3,368 $2,000 $5,822 52.0%
5 ¢12,056 $3,997 $4,062 $3,997 33.2% , %
6 $11,282 $2,502 $6,698 $2,082 18.4% 15 §6,198  *#'*3 $2,763 $1,841 §$1,692 26.8%
16 $10,976 $3,340 $4,296 $3,340 30.43 3
12 410,607 $3,235 $4,136 $3,236 30.5% 1 $7,801  $211 $3,235 $2,000 42,777 34.7%
11 $10,839 $3,424 $3,99C $3,425 31.6% 5 $4,974  $218 $3,424 $1,750 $18  0.3%
13 $10,939 $2,897 $5,365 $2,677 24.5% 2 ¢$12,758  $771 $2,729 $2,000 48,800 65.0%
3 48,879 $3,079 $3,612 $2,188 24.6% 1 $7,795  $292 $3,079 $2,000 $3,008 37.2%
4 49,876 $3,608 $2,770 $3,498 35.43 1 $10,016  $474 $2,392 $2,000 $6,098 58.13
2 $12,812 2,664 $7,484 $2,664 20.8% 3
% 382,725 $2,471 2,863  $876  $1,457 28.0%

349,138 4,007 $2,556 $2,573 28.2% 2 $7,945  $991 $3,866 $1,130 ¢3,940 44.13
1 $10,245 $3,075 $4,006 $3,074 30.0% 3
15 $8,364 $2,951 $2,640 $2,773 33.2% 1 $11,513 $0 $2,875 $2,000 $6,638 57.73
5 $10,069 $3,002 $4,064 $3,003 29.8% 43 $5,883 4499 2,908 $1,990 $4,484 47.8%
266 $9,750 $3,451 $3,466 42,833 29.1% 421 $8,821  $447 ¢3,646 $1,896 3,726 40.2%

****t*t**tt*t*t*t*t*t**t*tt*ttt**ttt*tt*t*t*tt*t*t*t*tt*ttit*ititt*ttttt*t*tttt

50.7%

6.43
69.6%
42.3%
64.9%

36.0%
45.1%

9.6%
34,88
43.6%

42.4%




RPPENDIX G-6. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILITY AND EXTRAORDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR S/PMH STUDENTS. PAGE 4
PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION (FUND CODE B)-----=--- EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE C)--ev=nv-veseesnae--
SERV EDCOST REG ED FRC REI EXCESS EXCESS EDCOST TRANS REG ED EY"RA EXCESS  EXCESS

UNIT  COUNT PER FIE PER FTE PER FYE PER FYE PERCENT  COUNT PER FTE PER PTE PER FYE PER FTE PER FTE PERCENT

RANGE
$ 20k¢ 33 $12,257 43,397 $5,817 $3,043 24.8% 95 48,209  $639 $3,236 $1,982 43,631 41.0%

ARARARRRARAARRAAAAREAEARRE AR ARRERRRRERRRARRARTAARRRRERRRRRARRRRRE AR AR RAR AR ERRERARELRARAARERRARRRERRRAARR
ERV PER PUPIL RANGE § 0,000+:

H1676 2 46,885 $3,740 $1,166 $1,979 28.8%

pre-]

RANGE
$ Okt 2 46,885 43,740 $1,166 ¢1,980 28.8% 0 t

FRERARRARRREARRARAAARRRRRRRRRRRRR IR AR KRR ARRARRRRARRERRRR AR CRRRRRARERAEIAERERRRRRRRRARRRREARARARRRRRERARRIAR hhh
STATE TOTAL EXCLUDING CHICAGO:

509 $9,992 $4,244¢ $2,930 $2,017 28.2% 866 $10,350  $524 §4,151 $1,938 44,787 44.0%
CHICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 299:

891 $10,687 $4,231 $2,722 $3,734 34.9% 30 85,775 $896 44,231 $1,987 $453  6.8%
STATE TOTAL:

1400 $10,422 44,236 $2,802 $3,384 32.5% 896 $10,260  $532 $4,152 $1,939 $4,701 43.6%




APPEKDIX G-7. EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C STUDENTS.

SERV

UNIT COUNT FIE

EDUCATION
CosT

TUITION

EAV PER PUPIL RAXGE $120,000+:

(1818
1919
c26cC
ca1cc
02525
2721
D3030
F4TFF
(5555

RANGE

TRANSPORT  REGULAR ED EXTRRORDINA UNREIMBURSED EDCOST
REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FTE PER FE PER FTE PER FTE PERCENT

TRANS

TUITION EXTRA

EXCESS

PAGE 1

UNREIM  UNREIM
EXCESS

75 69.565  $947,362 $49,387  $389,150  $138,526  $469,073 $13,618  $710 $5,504 $1,991 46,743 47.1%
22 21,100  $348,919 $11,576  $137,372 441,900  $181,223 $16,536  $549 $6,511 $1,986 $8,588 50.3%
17 16.368  $222,688 $15,040  $135,951 $32,248 $69,529 $13,605  $919 ¢8,306 $1,970 $4,248 29.2%
5 5.000 $92,009 $2,365 435,947  $10,000 $46,427 $18,402  $473 $7,189° $2,000 49,686 51.3%
12 9.868  $138,059 $12,670 $55,065  $16,739 $78,925 $13,962 $1,261 $5,569 $1,693 §7,981 52.4%
12 11,871 $155,056 $3,739 $74,399  $23,942 $60,45¢ $12,953  $312 ¢6,215 §2,000 $5,050 38.1%
16 15,363  $196,803 $6,053 $85,513  $30,726 $66,617 $12,810  $394 $5,566 $2,000 5,638 42.7%
24 22,999 $180,259 $18,493 $84,502 $45,654 $68,506 $7,838 ¢804 $3,674 $1,985 42,983 34.5%
§ 4,000 $29,947 $1,228 $14,948 $4,000 $12,227 $7,487  $307 $3,737 $1,000 $3,057 39.2%
$120k+ 187 176.25¢ $2,311,202  $120,551 $1,012,847  $343,735 1,075,071 $13,112 4684 $5,747 $1,950 $6,100 44.2%

itiitiititiiittiiiiiii*titii*it**tt*ttittittiitttiiitttiitiittttti*iitittttittiitttttitttt*ttttittittit*tttttttttttitiiiiiitiiti*ii

EAV PER PUPIL RAXGE $100,000+:

ROGAA
caacc
c23cc
D2424
09494
66060

RANGE

$100k+

2 2,000 $17,546 $259 $5,813 $4,000 $7,992 $8,773  $130 $2,907 $2,000 $3,996 44.9%

7 1.000 $56, 207 $11,648  $41,573  $10,370 . $15,908 $8,030 $1,663 $5,939 1,481 $2,273 23.4%

i

49 47,743 §578,486 $24,914  $221,772 $86,122 $289,506 $12,117 522 $4,771 §1,804 46,064 4B.0%
9 7.301  $125,041 $4,370 $32,642 $14,172 $72,597 $15,757  $599 $4,471 $1,941 49,944 60.8%

1 1.000 $7,111 $1,298 $3,287 $2,000 $3,182 $7,171 $1,298 $3,287 $2,000 3,182 37.6%

66 65.044  $774,451 $42,485  $311,087  §116,664 $389,185 $11,907  $653 $4,783 $1,794 45,983 47.6%

ttiititttitittitt*ittttti*itiii*ittﬁittittttitittittttittiitttttitiitiitittt*titiititttittttttttitiiittitttitttittititittittiiiiiﬁi

BAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 80,000+:

R128%
B1616
D2626
02828
02929
03131
09595
F88FF
K6SLL

18
60
9
2
22
18
2
5
16

16.387
56.328
8.292
22.488
19.432
17.234
2.000
3.132
15.431

$184,027
$683,355
$133,159
$345,784
$264,037
$187,295
$25,085
$29,501
$81,007

$13,064
$42,721
$1,319
$20,045
$0
$15,218
$1,808
$1,963
$11,733

$65,496
$246,782
$41,601
$101,821
$64,813
$60,682
$8,686
$15,125
$52,666

$32,247
$112,656
$16,177

$44,976

$38,864
$34,468
$4,000
$7,464
$28,0848

G-25

$99,348
$366,636
$76,700
$219,032
$140,360
$87,363
$14,207
$8,875
$i1,226

$11,230
$12,132
$16,059
$15,376
$13,588
$10,868
$12,543

$7,905

$5,250

312

$797
$756
$159
$891

$6863
$904
$526
$760

$3,997
$4,361
$5,017
$4,528
$4,365
$4,662
$4,343
$4,053
$3,413

$1,968
$2,000

$1,951

$2,000
$2,000
$2,000
$2,000
$2,000
$1,869

$6,062
$6,509
$9,250

-$9,739

§7,223
$5,069
$7,104
$2,378

$728

50.43
50.5%
57.0%
59.9%
53.28
4.4y
52.6%
28.2%
12.1%




APPENDIX G-7. EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C STUDENTS. PAGE 2

UNREIM  UNREIH
SERV EDUCATION TRANSPORT REGULAR ED EXTRAORDINA UNREIMBURSED EDCOST TRANS TUITION EXTRA  EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FTE cost cost TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FIE PER FIE PER FIE PER FTE PERCENT
RANGE

$ 80k 173 161.324 $1,933,250  $107,871  $697,672  §319,700 $1,023,749 $11,984  $669 4,325 $1,982 $6,346 50.2%

RARRRARRRRARRRRRARRRRARARRRAAARRRAARRAKAAARAARERRARRRAARRRARARAARRRRARRRRRRRARRRRARARRRRRARRRAAARRRARRRARLARAARRAARARRARRARARRAAR AR
EAV PER PUPIL RAKNGE § 60,000+:

RO7TAR 6  6.000 $68,352 $0 $20,045 $12,000 $36,307 $11,392 $0 $3,341 $2,000 46,051 53.1%
Ao 6 4.743 $51,545 $1,308 $15,054 $9,486 $28,313 $10,868  $276 $3,174 $2,000 45,970 53.6%
RI3RA 10 9.044 $49,162 $3,037 $32,632 $14,844 $4,723 $5,436  $336 $3,608 $1,641 $523  9.0%
B1515 43 41.299  $320,968 $16,714  $156,052 $80,426 $101,204 87,772 4405 $3,779 $1,947 $2,451 30.0%
~ 09090 5  4.500 $83,721 $4,467 $21,506 $9,000 $57,682 $18,605  $993 4,779 $2,000 $12,819 65.4%

3232 6 5.766 $52,576 $4,600 $25,782  $11,532 $19,862 49,118  $798 $4,471 $2,000 $3,445 34.7%
E3434 43 38.858  $304,894 $39,665  $167,719 $75,075 $101,765 7,846 $1,021 $4,316 $1,932 2,619 29.5%
Pa6FF 14 11.402 $91,806 $1,526 $35,370 422,376 $37,586 © 46,052  $134 §3,102 $1,962 ¢3,122 38.1%
FSIKR 33 32.359  $218,813 $7,997  $115,522 $55,422 $55,866 $6,762  $247 $3,570 $1,713 1,726 24.6%
65252 9 8.7M2 $92,891 $7,274 $27,7153  $17,544 $54,868 $10,580  $829 $3,164 $2,000 6,254 54.8%
65454 15 13.782  $110,345 $5,31 $47,430  $26,065 $42,161 48,006  $390 $3,446 $1,801 43,059 36.4%

G558 8 8.000 $51,3.8 $1,860 $48,280 $5,308 $0 $6,466  $233 ¢6,035  $664 $0  0.0%
65959 28 24.980  $258,977 $31,850 $88,492 $46,101 $156,144 $10,367 $1,275 $3,543 $1,849 46,250 53.7%
KR66LL $
RANGE

$ 60k+ 226 209.505 1,755,778  $125,669  $801,697  $385,269  $694,481 $8,381 4600 $3,827 $1,839 43,315 36.9%
RAERERARRRARE AR AERARRRRRRRRARRARARRRRARRRRRRARARRARRRARARHERRAREAREARRARARRARARARARRARARRRRRARAAAR RAARARRRAIRRRRAARR AR AR RRARRAR RS
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 40,000+:

R01AA 17 16.244  $117,854  $11,143  $52,079  $31,220 $45,698 §7,255 4686 $3,206 $1,922 $2,813 35.4%

A2A 7 5.994 $42,308 $12,037 $23,321  $11,988 $19,036  $6,049 81,721 $3,334 $1,714 2,722 35.0%
AO3AR 34 32,188  $342,931 $6,727  $128,945  $64,376 $156,337 $10,654  $209 $4,006 $2,000 44,857 44.7%

AO4AA 2 2,000 $14,908 $772 $7,434 $4,000 $4,246 47,454  $386 $3,717 42,000 2,123 27.1%
A053A 1 1.000 $11,717 $1,003 $3,322 $2,000 $7,398 $11,717 $1,003 $3,322 $2,000 47,338 58.2%
AjBar 10 6.710 $52,393 $152 $22,442 $13,420 $16,683 47,808 $23 43,345 $2,000 42,486 31.73
AO9AA 2 1.500 $7,844 $579 $4,758 $2,852 $813 45,229 4386 $3.172 $1,901 542 9.T%

AIIM 37 34.974  $332,370 $8,111  $127,211 $69,948 $143,262 49,503  $232 $3,639 $2,000 44,096 42.1%
BI7T17 12 12.000 481,487 $2,634 $42,108 $22,000 $20,013 46,791  $220 43,509 $1,833 41,669 23.8%
E3333 27 24.003  $244,332 $13,340  $114,988  $48,006 $94,678 $10,179  $556 $4,791 $2,000 43,944 36.7%
E3535 34 31.029  $316,443 $16,642  $138,361 460,058 $134,666 $10,198  $536 $4,459 $1,936 44,339 40.43
PI636 . 45 44.252  $373,736 445,004  $146,166 488,504 $164,070 48,446 8565 $3,303 $2,000 43,708 41.1%
F3737 11 9.887 $52,729 $6,637 $29,894 $19,281 $10,191 $5,333  $671 ¢3,024 $1,950 $1,030 17.2%
FI8FF 5  4.369 $31,673 $3,114 $13,532 $8,738 $12,517 47,249  $713 $3,097 $2,000 $2,865 36.0%
FIOFF 14 13.442 $72,024 $4,783 $40,147  $14,610 $22,050 45,358  $356 $2,987 $1,087 41,640 28.7%
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APPENDIX G-7. EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C STUDENTS. PAGE 3

UNREIN  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION TRANSPORT REGULAR ED EXTRAORDINA UNREINBURSED EDCOST ~TRANS TUITION EXTRA ENCESS ~ EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FTE  COST cost TUITION  REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FIE PER FTE PER FTR PER FTE PER FTE PERCENT

F4OFF 15 13.067  $103,294 $12,623 $38,235 $26,134 $51,548 $7,905 4966 $2,926 $2,000 $3,945 44.53
F41FF 44 40.636  $319,314 $13,931  $151,168 $81,272 $100,805 §$7,856  $343 $3,720 $2,000 2,481 30.23
F43rF 7 6.7182 $66,756 $13,186 $22,013 $13,564 $44,365 9,843 $1,944 $3,246 $2,000 $6,541 55.5%
F4444 22 19.301  $138,770 $9,950 $57,285 $32,146 $59,280 7,190 4516 $2,968 §$1,666 $3,072 39.9%
F45FF 40 37.310  $271,952 $32,218  $111,987 $74,103 $118,080 $7,280  ¢864 $3,002 $1,986 $3,165 38.8%

F4BKK i
F4OKK 15 11.693 $93,045 $6,059 $37,350 $23,386 $38,368 7,957  $518 3,194 §2,000 §3,281 38.7%
FSOKK :
65353 7 6.747 $82,190 $4,205 $23,655 $13,494 $49,246 $12,182  $623 $3,506 $2,000 67,299 57.0%
65656 i
17070 2 2.000 $12,823 $595 $5,730 $4,000 $3,688 $6,412  $298 $2,865 $2,000 $1,845 27.5%
17171 6  6.000 $33,537 $2,593 $17,453 $12,000 $6,677  $5,500  $432 $2,909 $2,000 $1,113 18.5%
7272 7 7.000 $56,407 $1,715 $22,645 $12,000 $23,477 $8,058  $245 $3,235 $1,714 43,354 40.4%
§7373 20 18.220  $117,189 $3,787 $64,114 $36,285 $20,577 $6,432  $208 $3,519 $1,991 1,130 17.0%
H7474 9 9.000 $71,101 $4,654 $24,598 $16,000 $35,157 $7,900  $517 $2,733 $1,778 3,906 46.4%
7575 9 7.872 $51,634 $2,298 $24,239 $15,600 $14,003 $6,559  $292 $3,079 $1,982 $1,790 26.1%
24 22,561  $238,454 §8,242 $75,101 $41,399 $130,196 $10,569  $365 $3,329 $1,835 85,770 52.8%

6 5.5M4 $40,105 $1,677 $18,542 $9,242 $13,998 7,195  ¢301 $3,327 $1,65% 2,511 33.5¢

18181 7 17.000 $60,587 $1,944 $20,457 $12,000 $30,074 $8,655  $278 $2,922 $1,714 $4,297 48.13
R63LL 1 0.500 $2,524 $32 $1,785 $TN1 $0  $5,048 $64 $3,570 $1,542 $0  0.0%
KedLL 11 9.854 $53,034 $17,609 $30,134 $17,708 $22,801 $5,382 $1,787 $3,058 $1,797 2,314 32.3%
R68LL 1 1,000 $7,793 $0 $2,767 $2,000 $3,026 7,793 $0 $2,767 $2,000 3,026 38.8%
K6969 19 17.651  $136,048 $2,806 $53,263 $28,061 $57,530 $7,708  $159 $3,018 $1,500 $3,259 4L.4}

RANGE
¢ 40k¢ 530 490.360 $4,051,306  $252,802 $1,697,289  $932,166 $1,674,653 $8,260 4516 $3,461 $1,901 $3,415 38.9%

tk**k*tk*ttktktttkk*k*k*tt*k*k*tktktttttttttttttttttkttktttttiititt*ttttktkt*ttttkttttttttktk*tkttkttt*t**t***k*tkkttt*kttttttttk*i
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 20,000+:

Rl4RR 12 10,716 $52,251 $3,912 $37,785 $18,214 $164 $4,876  $365 $3,526 $1,700 $15  0.3%
F42FF 5 2.754 $21,731 $3,209 $6,984 $5,498 $12,458 $7,891 $1,165 $2,536 $1,996 $4,524 50.0%
65757 9 7.850 $56,293 $4,185 $25,074 $15,700 $19,704 7,171  $533 $3,194 $2,000 2,510 32.6%
66161 15 13.647  $101,917 $2,035 $42,603 $20,695 $40,654 47,468  $149 $3,122 $1,516 2,979 39.1%
66262 ' 3
H7878 3 2,902 $16,135 $936 $9,385 $5,804 $1,882 5,560  $323 43,234 $2,000 $649 11.0%
18080 9  8.319 $32,947 $1,627 $21,215 $10,295 $3,06¢ $3,932  $194 $2,532 §1,229 - 4365 8.9%
16282 13 11.416 $77,500 $1,762  $34,0683 $21,523 $23,05 $6,789  $154 $3,038 §1,885 2,020 29.1%
18383 11 10.138 $91,236 $3,710 $33,730 $20,276 $40,940 $8,999  $366 $3,327 $2,000 ¢4,038 43.1%
18484 13 12.272  $109,19% $2,502  $36,479 $23,035 $52,182 $8,808  §204 $2,073 $1,877 44,252 46.7%
18585 15 12.918 $64,379 $1,824 $38,534 $24,335 $3,334  $4,984  $141 $2,983 §1,884 $258  5.0%
18686 5 5.000 $20,331 $172 $15,720 $3,465 $1,318 44,006 $34 $3,144  $693 $263  6.4%
K67LL 11 11.000  $101,972 $3,440 $37,441 $22,000 $45,971  $9,270  $313 $3,404 $2,000 4,179 43.6%

17777
7979
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APPENDIX G-7. EXTRRORDINARY SERv(CES REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C SYUDENTS. PAGE 4

UNREIM  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION ~ TRANSPORT ~ REGULAR ED EXTRAORDINA UNREIMBURSED EDCOST TRAWS TUITION EXTRA  EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FTE cosT CosT TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE PERCENT
RANGE

$ 20k+ 121 108.992  $745,886 $29,314  $339,633  $190,840 $244,727 46,843 4269 43,116 $1,751 $2,245 31.6%

RERARAFRAAIAARIRRREARRANREARR A R ARASERARAIRAHRAARARRRE AR AR RARR AR RARAERRERE R RRRE R AR AR AR IR AR ARRRAREAR IR AR Ak bk h b hdh ik

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 0,000+:
K7676 16 15,127  $226,717 $5,054 $56,573 $30,254 $144,944 $14,988  $334 $3,..0 $2,000 9,562 62.5%

RANGE :
$ Okt 16 15,127  $226,717 $5,054 $56,573 $30,254 $144,944 $14,988  $334 $3,740 $2,000 $9,562 62.5%

HhRARRhREREEh AR KRR AR ARR AR AR AR RRR AR AR AR RA AR AR AR ARRAAE R AR AR AR IR AR AARRIR AR AR ARRAR RIS f & kR AR A 4
STATE TOTAL EXCLUDING CHICAGO:
1321 1226.606 11,798,490 683,746 $4,916,798 $2,318,628 5,246,810 $9,619 4557 $4,008 $1,890 $4,278 42.0%
CHICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 299:
381 357.071 $3,001,780  $136,984 $1,510,774  $714,142 $913,848 48,407  $384 $4,231 $2,000 $2,560 29.1%
STATE T0TAL:
1702 1583.678 $14,800,270  $820,730 $6,427,572 $3,032,770  $6,160,658 $9,346  $518 $4,059 $1,915 $3,800 39.43
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APPENDIX G-8. PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C STUDENTS. PAGE 1
UNREIM  UNREIK
SERV EDUCATION  REGULAR ED  PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  REG ED  FAC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS

UNIT COUNT FIE CosT TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE PER FTE  PERCENT

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $120,000+:

1818
1919
caoce
caice
D2525
02727
D3030
FATFF
65555

OO NG OO N2 cAB N VD WO WO

RANGE
$120k¢ 0 0.000 $0 $0 $0 $0 3

****i**i**i***************************************i*************************************************************************

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $100,000+:

RO6AR
c2acc
ca3cc
D2424
09494 2 2.000 $13,839 $8,942 $58 $4,839  $6,920  $4,471 - §29  $2,420  35.0
66060

D OND N ON? NG o

RANGE
$100k+ 2 2.000 §13,839 $8,942 $58 $4,839 46,920 §4,471 $29  $2,420  35.0%

ii**t**i*i**i**********i*********ii********************i****ﬁ***i*****i*************ii****i**i***********i******i****ii*i**i

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 80,000+:

A12RR §
B1616 i
D2626 3
D2828 1 0.560 $5,808 $1,805 $2,197 $1,806 $10,371  $3,223  $3,923 43,225 3LR§
02929 3
D3131 10,917 $3,986 $6,992 $0 -$3,006 44,347  $7,625 0 -43,218 -75.43%
D8595 - 3
FB8FF 3
K65LL %
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APPENDIX G-8. PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C STUDENTS. PAGE 2

UNRETM  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION  REGULAR ED  PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  REG ED  FAC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FIE Cost TUITION REINBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FYE PER FTE PER FTE PER FTE  PERCENT

RANGE
$ 80K+ 2 1.4717 $9,794 $8,797 $2,197 -$1,200  $6,631  $5,956  $1,487 -$812  -12.3%

AEARRARREARARAARRARAARARAARAAAARARRARARAARAGRRARARARERRARRERRRAARRARRRRARARRRARAARRERA KRR RAARRARRARRRAARRARARRRAAR AR ARAAES

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 60,000+:

RO7AR 1 1.000 $7,691 $2,640 $2,411 $2,640  $7,691  $2,640  $2,411  $2,640  34.3%
A10AA ?
A13AA 3
B1515 3
09090 1 1.000 $9,895 $4,779 $337 $4,779 9,895 4,779 $337 44,779 48.3%

E3232 5 4.976 $46,075 $25,850 $3,675 $16,550  $9,259 45,195 $739  $3,325  35.9%
E3434 1 6.976 $67,767 $31,081 $14,0687 $21,999  $9,714 84,455 2,105 43,154  32.5%

F46FF §
F51RK 1 1.000 $8,599 $3,570 $1,459 $3,570  $8,599  $3,570 1,459 43,570  41.5%
65252 ) §
65454 1 1.000 $12,515 $4,769 $3,038 $4,768  $12,575 44,769 43,038 44,768  37.9%
G5858 1 1.000 $12,575 $5,035 $505 $6,035 412,575  $6,035 $505 46,035  48.0%
65959 10 9.220 $93,440 $29,2M1 $34,891 $29,272 $10,13¢  §3,175  §3,784 43,175  3L.3%
K66LL $
RANGE

$ 60k+ 27 26,172 $258,617 $108,001 $61,003 - $89,613  ¢9,801  $4,127 2,331 3,424 4T}

ARRRARRARERRRRARRRARARRRARRARRRARNRRRRRRRRARRRARKARARARRRARAARERRRRRRRARAARRRRRARRARRRERRRARRRRRAARARARAARRRRRRARRERAAAR R AL L

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 40,000+:

AO1AR 3
RO2RA $
R03AA 2 2.000 $13,986 $8,012 $988 $4,986  $6,993  $4,006 $494  $2,493  35.6%
AO4AA §
ROSRA 3
AO8AA §
RO9AR )
Al $
BI717 1 5.160 $38,764 $18,107 $11,873 $6,78¢ 47,512 3,509 2,301  §1,702 22.7%
E3333 2 1.140 $11,302 $7,957 $0 $3,345 9,914 $6,980 $0  $2,934  29.6%
-E3535 1 1.000 $15,139 $6,980 $1,179 $6,980 §15,139  $6,980  $1,179 46,980  46.1%
F3636 $
F3737 3
F38FF 1 1.000 $8,557 $2,677 $3,204 $2,676  $8,557  $2,677  $3,204  $2,676  31.3%
F39FF §
G-30
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APPENDIX G-8. PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C STUDENTS. PAGE 3
UNREIH  UNREIM

SERV EDUCATION  REGULAR ED PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  REG ED  FAC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT COUNT FIE ost TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE  PERCENT
F40FF %
F41FF 3
F43FF 3
Fa444 1 1.000 $9,104 $3,034 $3,037 $3,033 49,104 43,034 43,037 43,033 3%
F45FF 1 0.618 §6,107 $2,197 $1,714 $2,196  $9,914  $3,567  $2,782 43,565  36.0%
P48XR 1 0.977 $10,275 $3,010 $4,255 $3,010 $10,517 43,081 44,355 3,081  29.3%
F49KK 1 1.000 $8,478 $3,051 $2,315 $3,052  $8,478 3,051  $2,375 43,052  36.0%
F50KK $
65353 1 1.000 $6,31 $4,298 $202 $1,810  $6,310  $4,298 $202 31,810 28.7%
65656 3
#7070 1 1.000 $19,162 $3,185 $12,791 $3,186 $19,162  $3,185 412,791 43,186  16.6%
LAV)! %
R7272 $
7373 %
H7474 %
7575 2 1.889 $24,213 $5,817 $12,579 $5,817 $12,618  $3,079 86,659  $3,080  24.0%
R7771 6.874 $86,275 $22,409 $41,456 $22,410 $12,551  $3,260  $6,031  §3,260  26.0%
H7979 §
18181 ! 1.000 $2,856 $2,550 $306 $0  $2,856  $2,550 $306 $0 0.0%
K63LL 3
K64LL %
K68LL %
K6969 %
RANGE

$ 40k+ 30 25.656 $260,528 $93,284 $95,959 $71,285 $10,155  $3,636  $3,740 42,778  27.4%

tiﬂ'ﬂ*ﬂ*itﬂ'iﬂ'uitﬁtﬂ'ﬂ'i*iﬂiﬂii*it*i*ﬂiiiiitiiiﬂiiiii*tiﬂ*ﬂii*ﬂ'ﬂiﬂ'itﬂiitﬂ'titiiiiitiiiiﬂ'tﬂﬂ*ii*ﬂtﬂ'iiiﬁﬂ'*

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 20,000+:

R14RA
F42FF
65757 5
G6161
66262
H1878 1
18080
18282
18383
18484
18585
18686
K67LL

4,762

0.972

$58,188

$12,427

$15,210

$3,144

$27,768

$6,140

G-31

$15,210

$3,143

$12,219

$12,785

$3,194

$3,235

$5,831

$6,317

$3,194

$3,233

LU=

26.13%
3
3
25.3%
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APPENDIX G-8. PRIVAYE FACILITY TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C STUDENTS. ’ PAGE 4

UNREIM  UNREIM
SERV EDUCATION  REGULAR ED  PRIVATE FAC UNREIMBURSED EDCOST  REG ED  FAC REIM EXCESS  EXCESS
UNIT  COUNT FTE (o8t TUITION REIMBURSEME EXCESS COST PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE  PERCENT
RANGE

$ 20k+ b 5.734 $70,615 $18,354 $33,908 $18,353 $12,315 43,201  ¢5,913  §3,201  26.0%

RERRRRARARRRRRRARRARRRRARRRRRRRRRERRRRRRRARRRRR KRR RAARRARRRRRRRRRRRARRKACIRARRRRRRRRRRARRRRRRRRRRAARRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRR R RRE R

ERV PER PUPIL RANGE § 0,000+:

H7676 2 2.000 $18,208 $7,480 $3,248 $7,480  $9,104  $3,740  $1,624 43,740  41.13
RRNGE
$ Oks 2 2,000 $18,208 $7,480 $3,248 $7,480  $9,104  §3,740 1,524  $3,740  41.1%

RRRREARRRRRRRARARRARRRRRAERRRARRRRRRRRARRR AR RRRRRRARRRRRRERRAARARRRRERRRARARRRRRRRARR AR R AR RRRRARARRRAAR AR RRRRRRRRRRRAAR
STATE TOTAL EXCLUDING CHICAGO:

69  63.039 $631,601 $244,858  $196,373 $190,370  $10,019  §3,884 83,115  §3,020  30.1%
CHICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 299:

56 47,217 $627,769 $199,797  $228,018 $:199,154 $13,295  $4,231 4,846 4,218 3%}

STATE T0TAL:

125 110.256  $1,259,370 $444,655 $425,191 $389,52¢ $11,422  $4,033  $3,856  §3,533  30.9%

G-32
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APPENDIX G-0. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILITY AND EXTRAORDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C STUDENTS. PAGE 1
PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION {FUND CODE B)-------- EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE C)--e--s--ccecmnenee-
SERV EDCOST  REG ED FAC REI EXCESS EXCESS EDCOST TRANS REG ED EXTRA EXCESS EXCESS

UNIT  COUNT PER FYE PER FTE PER FTE PER FYE PERCENT  COUNT PER FTE PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE PER FIE PERCENT

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $120,000+:

1818 § 75 $13,618  $710 45,594 $1,991 6,743 47.1%
1919 § 22 $16,536  $549 46,511 41,986 48,588 50.3%
ca0cc § 17 $13,605  $919 48,306 $1,970 44,248 29.2%
c21cc § 5 $18,402  $473 $7,189 $2,000 $9,666 51.3%
02525 § 12 $13,962 $1,281 $5,569 §$1,663 47,981 52.4%
D27217 $ 12 $12,953  $312 46,215 $2,000 45,050 38.1%
03030 % 16 $12,810  $394 $5,566 $2,000 5,638 42.7%
F47FF § 24 47,838 $804 $3,674 $1,985 $2,983 34.5%
69585 § 4 $7,487  $307 3,737 $1,000 $3,057 39.2%
RANGE

$120k+ 0 $ 187 $13,112  ¢684 $5,747 $1,950 46,100 44.21%

*it**titt*itittitikttttttttttt**t*tt**tttttt**tt*t*tttttt*ttt**titt*tttttttttttttt*ttttttitttt***ttttttttttt*ti*

ERV PER PUPIL RANGL $100,000+:

A06AR % 2 $8,773  §130 $2,907 $2,000 43,996 44.9%
caacc § 7 $8,030 $1,663 $5,939 $1,481 §2,273 23.4%
c23cc % ]
02424 § 49 $12,117 522 44,771 $1,804 46,064 48.0%
09494 2 $6,920 $4,471 $29 $2,420 35.0% 9 415,757 4599 $4,471 $1,941 $9,944 60.8%
66060 $ 1 $7,171 $1,298 $3,287 $2,000 $3,182 37.6%
RANGE

$100k+ 2 $6,920 $4,471 $29 $2,420 34.97% 68 $11,907  $653 44,763 §$1,794  $5,983 47.64%

ARARRRRRRERRRRRARRRRARRRRARRAEARRARRRERRARRRRRRRRARAE ARRRARARRARRARRAAARRARRRRARRERRAARARRRRRRRRARRRAARARRARRARE

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 80,000+:

R12AA % 18 $11,230  $797 $3,997 $1,968 §6,062 50.4%
B1616 $ 60 $12,132  $758 44,381 $2,000 $6,509 50.5%
02626 3 9 416,059  $159 $5,017 41,951 9,250 57.0%

D2828 1 10,371 $3,223 $3,923 $3,225 31.1% 23 $15,376 891 $4,528 42,000 $9,739 59.9%

D2929 3 22 $13,588 $0 $4,365 $2,000 $7,223 53.2%
D131 1 44,347 $7,625 $0 -$3,278 -75.4% 18 $10,868 883 ¢4,682 $2,000 45,069 43.1%
09595 % 2 $12,543  $904 $4,343 $2,000 $7,104 52.8%
FB8FF 3 5 $7,905 4526 $4,053 $2,000 42,378 28.2%
K65LL L] 16 $5,250 4760 $3,413 $1,869 §728 12.1%
G-33
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APPENDIX G-9. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILIYY AND EXTRAORDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C STUDENTS. PRGE 2
PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION (FUND CODE B)-------- EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE C)---------eeose--m=-
SERV EDCOSY REG ED FAC REI EXCESS EXCESS - EDCOST TRANS REG ED EXTRA EXCESS  EXCESS

UNIT  COUNT PER FTE PER PTE PER FTE PER FTE PERCENT COUNT PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE PERCENT

RANGE
$ 80k+ 2 $6,631 $5,956 $1,487 -$812 -12.3% 173 $11,984  §669 $4,325 $1,982 46,346 50.163

tt*t*t*t**ttt*t**t*t*tt*tttti*ttttttttt**t*ttttt**t*kttttt**t*t*tt*ttttttkt**ittttt*ttttttttttt*ttttt*tttt*t*ttt

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 60,000+:

RO78R 1 $7,691 $2,640 $2,411 $2,640 34.33 6 $11,392 $0 43,341 $2,000 $6,051 53.1%
A10AA 3 6 $10,868  $276 $3,174 $2,000 $5,970 53.6%
R13RA 3 10 $5,436 8336 43,608 $1,641 $523  9.0%
B1515 $ 43 $7,772  $405 $3,779 $1,947 2,451 30.0%
£9090 1 49,805 $4,779  $337 $4,779 48.3% 5 $18,605  $993 $4,779 $2,000 $12,819 65.4%
E3232 5 49,259 5,195 4739 $3,325 35.9% 6 49,118  $798 $4,471 $2,000 3,445 34.7%
E3434 7 49,714 $4,455 $2,105 $3,154 32.5% 43 $7,846 $1,021 84,316 $1,932 2,619 29.5%
F46FF 3 14 ¢8,052  $134 $3,102 $1,962 $3,122 38.1%
F51RK 1 48,599 43,570 $1,459 $3,570 41.5% 33 $6,762 8247 43,570 $1,713 81,726 24.63
65252 3 9 $10,589  $829 $3,164 82,000 46,254 54.8%
65454 1 $12,575 44,769 $3,038 $4,768 37.9% 15 $8,006  $390 $3,446 $1,891 43,059 36.4%
(5858 I $12,575 46,035  $505 46,035 48.0% 8 $6,466  $233 46,035 4664 $0 0.0%
65959 10 $10,13¢ 83,175 $3,784 $3,175 31.3% 28 $10,367 $1,275 $3,543 $1,849 86,250 53.73
KO6LL 3 %
RANGE

$ 60k+ 27 $9,881 $4,127 $2,331 $3,424 34.65% 226 48,381  $600 $3,827 41,839 43,315 36.91%

ARRARARRRARARRRRARRARERAAARRRARRAARADARIARARARARAARARRERRRRRARARRRAARARRRRARRARRRRRRRAARARRARRARRRAARARRARAR AR AE

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 40,000+:

RO1RA $ 17 $7,255  $686 $3,206 $1,922 $2,813 35.4%
ROZAA $ 7 86,049 $1,721 $3,33¢ $1,714 2,722 35.0%
RO3RA 2 $6,993 $4,006 $494 $2,493 35.6% 34 $10,654  $209 $4,006 $2,000 44,857 44.7%
AO4AR 3 2 $7,454  $386 $3,717 $2,000 $2,123 27.1%
ROSAA $ 1 $11,717 $1,003 $3,322 $2,000 47,398 58.2%
R0BAR $ 10 $7,808  $23 $3,345 $2,000 $2,486 31.7%
R09AA % 2 $5,229 4386 $3,172 $1,901 $542 9.1%
A11AA % 37 49,503 $232 43,639 $2,000 84,096 42.1%

B1717 7 $7,512 $3,509 $2,3001 $1,702 22.7% 12 46,791  $220 $3,509 $1,833 41,669 23.8%
E3333 2 $9,914 46,980 $0 $2,93¢4 20.6% - 27 $10,179  $556 $4,791 $2,000 $3,944 36.7%
E3535 1 $15,139 $6,980 $1,17% 46,980 46.1% 34 $10,198  $536 $4,459 $1,936 44,339 40.43
F3636 § 45 8,446  $565 $3,303 $2,000 $3,708 41.13
F3737 % 11 $5,333  $671 ¢3,024 $1,950 1,030 17.2%
F38FF 1 $8,557 $2,677 $3,204 42,676 31.3% 5 $7,249  $713 $3,097 $2,000 $2,865 36.0%
F39FF % 14 45,358  $356 $2,987 $1,087 41,640 28.7%
G-34
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APPENDIX G-9. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILITY AND EXTRAQRDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C STUDENTS.

SERV

UNIT  COUNT PER FIE PER FTE PER FIE PER FTE PERCERY

F40FF
F41FF
F43FF
F4444
F45FF
F48KK
F49KRK
F50RK
65353
65656
H7070
LY
H7212
7373
H7474
7575
H7777
H7979
18181
K63LL
K64LL
K68LL
K6969

RRNGE

§ 40k+

PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION (FUND CODE B)

EDCOST REG ED FAC REI EXCESS EXCESS

EDCOST 1T

RANS

EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE C)
REG ED EXTRA
COUNS PER FIE PER FYE PER FYE PER FTE PER FTE PERCENT

PAGE 3

EXCESS  EXCESS

? 15 $7,905  $966 $2,926 $2,000 $3,945 44.5%
3 44 $7,858  $343 $3,720 2,000 $2,481 30.2%
$ 7 49,843 $1,944 $3,246 $2,000 $6,541 55.5%
1 $9,104 $3,034 $3,037 43,033 33.3% 22 $7,190  $516 $2,968 31,666 $3,072 39.9%
1 $9,914 $3,567 $2,762 $3,565 36.03 40 $7,289  $864 $3,002 $1,986 $3,165 38.8%
1 $10,517 $3,081 $4,355 $3,081 29.3% :
1 48,478 $3,051 $2,375 $3,052 36.0% 15 ¢7,957  ¢518 $3,194 $2,000 ¢3,261 38.7%
t 3
1 $6,310 $4,298  $202 §1,810 28.7% 7 $12,182  $623 $3,506 $2,000 7,299 57.0%
t %
1 $19,162 43,185 12,791 $3,186 16.63 2 846,412 $298 $2,865 $2,000 §1,845 27.5%
$ 6 $5,500  $432 $2,909 $2,000 1,113 18.5%
§ 7 ¢8,058  $245 3,235 $1,714 43,354 40.43
H 20 $6,432  $208 3,519 $1,991 1,130 17.0%
§ 9 ¢7,900 $517 $2,733 $1,778 43,906 46.43
2 $12,818 $3,079° $6,659 $3,080 24.03% 9 $6,550  $292 ¢3,079 $1,982 1,790 26.1%
8 $12,551 $3,260 $6,031 $3,260 26.0% 24 $10,569  $365 $3,329 $1,835 $5,770 52.8%
§ 6 47,195  $301 $3,327 $i,656 $2,511 33.53
1 $2,85 $2,550  $306 $0  0.0% 7 ¢8,655  $278 $2,922 §1,714 $4,297 48.13
3 1 $5,048 $64 $3,570 $1,542 $0 0.0%
$ 11 ¢5,382 $1,787 $3,6:8 $1,797 2,314 32.3%
$ 1 $7,793 $0 $2,767 $2,000 $3,026 38.8%
% 19 $7,708  $159 $3,018 $1,590 3,259 41.4%
30 $10,155 $3,636 $3,740 $2,778 27.36% 530 $8,262  $516 $3,461 $1,901 $3,415 38.91%

*t*tit*tttttﬂ**t*t*ﬂ'*ﬂ'*ﬂ'**tttt*ttH‘*tttﬂ'*t**t*l‘*H‘H‘**t*ﬂ'ﬂ'***t*ttﬂ'*tttttt****t*ﬂ'iﬂ'tﬂ'it*it*t*t*it*tttt

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 20,000+:

A14AA
F42FF
65757
G6161
66262
H7878
18080
18282
18383
18484
18585
18686
K67LL

3
$

5 ¢12,219 $3,194 $5,831 $3,194 26.1%

§
$

1 12,785 $3,235 $6,317 $3,233 25.3%

OO NS O\G ONE N N8 o\

G-35

$4,876
$7,891
$7,111
$7,468

45,560

$3,932
$6,7689
$8,999
$8,898
$4,984
$4,066
$9,270

322

$365
$1,165
$533
$149

$323
$194
$154
$366
$204
$141

$34
$313

$3,526
$2,536
$3,194
$3,122

$3,234
$2,532
$3,038
$3,327
$2,973
$2,983
$3,144
$3,404

$1,700
$1,996
$2,000
$1,516

$2,000
$1,229
$1,685
$2,000
$1,877
$1,804

$693
$2,000

$15
$4,524
$2,510
$2,979

$649
$365
$2,020
$¢,038
$4,252
$258
$263
$4,179

0.3%
50.0%
32.6%
39.1%

$
11.0%

8.9%
29.1%
43.1%
46.7%

5.0%

6.4%
43.6%




RPPENDIX G-9. COMPARISON OF PRIVATE FACILITY AND EXTRACRDINARY REIMBURSEMENT FOR PH/C STUDENTS. PAGE 4
PRIVATE FACILITY TUITION (FUND CODE B)-=------- EXTRAORDINARY SERVICES (FUND CODE ()----e--v=omcncemces
SERV EDCOST REG ED FAC REI EXCESS EXCESS EDCOST TRANS REG ED EXTRA EXCESS  EXCESS

RANGE
$ 20k+ 6 $12,315 $3,201 $5,913 $3,201 25.99% 121 §6,843  $269 43,116 $1,751 §2,245 31.57%

RRRRRRRAARAERARRRAAARARARIARARRRARRRARRRRRRRRRR AR R SR RRRRRARARRARRRRARAAAR AR AR AR AR AR R AR AR AR AR RRRRRS
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 0,000+:
H7676 2 $9,104 $3,740 $1,624 $3,740 41.1% 16 $14,988  $334 $3,740 $2,000 $9,582 62.5%

RANGE
$ Ok+ 29,104 $3,740 $1,624 $3,740 41.08% 16 $14,988  $334 $3,740 42,000 $9,562 62.54%

RARRRARAHRAEARRRRAARRRRAAIRARARRRARRRRRRRRRAERR RRRAR AR RRRRARRE AR RRRAARARRAARRARRRARRARARAR AR R RRRAARRRR AR AR AR
STATE TOTAL EXCLUDING CHICAGO:

63 $10,019 ¢3,884 $3,115 $3,020 30.1% 1321 $9,619  $557 $4,008 $1,890 $4,278 42.0%
CHICAGO SCHOYL DISTRICT 299:

56 $13,295 $4,231 $4,846 $4,218 31.7% 381 48,407  $384 4,231 $2,000 $2,560 29.1%
STATE TOTAL:

125 $11,422 4,033 $3,856 $3,533 30.9% 1702 89,346  $518 $4,059 $1,915 3,890 39.4%
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APPENDIX H

ANALYSIS OF SPECIAL ED PERSONNEL COSTS AND
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PERSONNEL COSTS AND REIMBURSEMENTS BY SERVICE UNIT GROUP
PERSONNEL COSTS AND REIMBURSEMENTS BY EAV PER PUPIL RANGE

PERSONNEL REIMBURSEMENT FOR SELECTED TEACHER CATEGORIES
BY SERVICE UNIT GROUP

PERSONNEL REIMBURSEMENT FOR SELECTED TEACHER CATEGORIES
BY EAV PER PUPIL RANGE
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APPENDIX B 1. PERSONNEL COSTS AND REIMBURSEMENTS BY SERVICE UNIT GROUP.

STAFF FTE LOCAL PL 89-313  PL 94-142  PL 94-142  PERS SERV  OTHER PERS REINBUR TOTAL SALARY  LOCAL 89313 FLOW REIM
UNI? EXCL. B/E SALARY SALARY FLOW THRU  DISCRETION SALARY SALARY ALL STAFF  (EXCL. H/H) $ it THRUR %

SERVICE UNIT GROUP 1:

J8THT 6355.024 $1%8,842,520 43,322,881 $3,123,821  $264,777  $134,006 $9,961,138 437,713,538  $213,362,681 74.4% 1.68 1.5% 17.7%

GROUP
1 6335.024 $156,842,520 3,322,881 $3,123,821  $264,777  $134,006 9,961,138 $37,713,538  $213,362,681 74.4% 1.6% 1.5% 17.7%

bri i ittt it anaie it rnatartotttid it taidstadttaitiaieititdiitrdtoaantirdardisttiet ettt iiiitteitiotitiiotatttiitindeissinidiitisiiti

SERVICE UNIT GROUP 2:

M2 320.896 46,073,946 $54,674  $323,468 $0 $59,631 $70,774 1,736,545 $8,319,038 73.08 0.7% 3.9% 20.9%
BISIS 758.436 $13,517,548 204,958  $720,147 $0 $74,692 $17,024  $4,216,796  $18,751,165 72.13 1.1% 3.8% 22.5%
B1616 1580.071 $31,947,567  $475,330  $759,226 $0 §353,913  #826,131 88,759,665  $45,121,832 7418 1.1% 1.8% 20.3%

(1818 1965.141 $44,082,297  4607,787 $1,464,838 468,117  $111,942 $1,946,282  $9,455,029 57,736,292 76.4% 1.1% 2.5% 16.4%
C1919 1092.877 428,447,960 418,893  $917,607  §146,426 465,985 444,007  ¢5,676,454 435,888,232 79.3% 0.5 2.6% 15.8%
C2CC 441,266 412,031,551 103,809  ¢438,602 11,667 445,970 707,450 42,368,270 615,707,319 76.6% 0.7% 2.8% 15.1%

C21CC  305.650 49,055,541  §105,668  $193,165 $0 $6,080 §0  $1,803,793  $11,164,247 81.1% 0.9% 1.7% 16.2%
D2424 1389.534 425,546,185  $736,370  $802,043  $245,689 493,154  $742,983 6,480,319  $34,647,743 W7} 2.1% 2.3% 18.7%
D2525 304.14¢ 47,677,997 $78,856 433,004 $0 $32,3% $48,179  $1,696,482 $9,966,934 77.0% 0.8% 4.3% 17.0%
2626  493.798 410,700,125  $162,439  $424,510 $0 $34,140 $17,000 42,579,544  $13,917,758 76.9% 1.28 3.1% 18.5%
D121 7140 47,187,427 $83,517  $319,770 $0 w9 $0  §1,715,875 $9,355,811 76.8% 0.9% 3.4% 18.3%
D2828  531.957 410,194,322 $222,874  $386,782 $0 $35,764 $0  $2,740,822 413,580,564 75.1% 1.6% 2.8% 20.2%
02929 441,948 49,674,975  $213,321  $465,260 $0 4455 §73,660 2,298,959 12,771,696 75.8% 1.7% 3.6 18.0%
D3030 593.345 12,525,808  $232,600  $255,222  §31,000  ¢82,468  $122,972 42,903,354  $16,153,424 77.5% 1.4% 1.6% 18.0%
D3131  581.957 11,343,055  $312,521  $355,036 $0  $56,034 $88,165  $3,148,774  $15,303,585 7413 2.0%8 2.3% 20.6%
B3232  396.543 48,581,544 $46,943  $426,090 $0  $39,880 $0  $2,200,621  $11,295,078 76.0%8 0.4% 3.8% 19.5%
3333 Sa2.424 412,025,370 $271,620  4684,086  $11,299  $109,500 $36,245 43,089,154  $16,227,274 7418 1.7%  4.2% 19.0%
E3434  805.501 14,735,941  $253,079  $1,100,115 $0 821,947 4415375 44,210,085  $20,936,542 70.4% 1.2%8 5.3% 20.13
3535 715.910 $14,449,475  $173,627  $823,680 $0 $116,668 $78,778 43,825,980 419,468,208 74.28 0.9% 4.2% 19.7%
65353 164.146 43,201,005  $116,387  $214,913 $0 $39,187 $0 $924,312 $4,495,874 7128 2.6% 4.8% 20.6%
63454 161000 2,681,486 $16,495  $222,716 $0 $22,638 $0 $869,454 $3,812,789 70.3% 0.4% 5.8% 22.8%
65555 125.500  #2,411,028 $26,700  $174,728 $0 $8,874 $0 $740,147 $3,361,478 71.7% 0.8% 5.28 22.0%
GROUP

2 13969.240 $298,092,223 44,688,468 $11,905,029  $515,198 $1,705,606 5,635,925 73,440,434  $395,982,883 75.3% 1.28 3.0% 18.5%
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SERVICE UKIT GROUP 3:
AIOMA  158.067  $3,229,948 $6,536  $287,4M2 $0 21,229 $0 $923,449 §4,468,634 72.3% 0.1% 6.4% 20.7%
MM 524,399 11,900,839 $40,000  $509,582 $0  $50,850 509,279  $2,810,566  ¢15,821,116 75.2% 0.3% 3.2% 17.8%
A3 206,322 $4,059,075 §75,914  $127,966 $0 431,650 $0 $1,077,387 $5,371,992 75.6% 1.4% 2.4% 20.1%
A4MR 172,000  $3,341,094 §31,786  $220,304 80 $0 §0 $971,330 $4,54,514 73.2% 0.7%  4.8% 21.3%
BITAT 287.704  $5,239,760 $68,811  $182,058 $0 824,212 $650,350  $1,366,807 $7,531,998 69.68 0.9% 2.4% 18.1%
H-1
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APPENDIX E 1. PERSONNEL COS?S AND REIMBURSEMENTS BY SERVICE UNIT GROUP.

STAFF FTE  LOCAL PL §9-313  PL 94-142  PL 94-142 PERS SERV OTHER PERS REIMBUR TOTAL SALARY  LOCAL 89313 FLOW REIM
UNIT EXCL. H/H SALARY SALARY FLOW THR0  DISCRETION SALARY SALARY ALL STAFF  {EXCL. H/H) t t THRU§ %
220C 278.400 6,232,030 $68,145  $161,245 28,961 423,268  $422,815 1,264,070 $8,200,543 76.08 0.8% 2.03 15.4%
C236C  62.500  $2,256,218 $0 $35,504 §0 $0 $0 $436,727 $2,728,539 82.7% 0.08 1.3% 16.0%
DI0%0  145.489 2,876,760 435,399 $109,876 §0 $1,260 $0 $759,780 $3,783,075 76.0% 0.9% 2.9% 20.1%
9494 134,900 44,091,370 $0 $122,890 §0 §0 $0 $927,111 $5,141,371 79.6% 0.08 2.4% 18.0%
09595 87.700  $2,119,734 $0 $90,704 $0 $0 $0 $545,560 $2,755,998 76.9% 0.0% 3.3% 19.8%
65656 246,000 85,068,663  $138,304  $242,416 $0 $64,817 $55 1,308,567 $6,822,822 7438 2.08 .68 19.%%
G5757 265.500  $4,080,236 $52,681  $197,106 $0 420,665 $0  $1,337,212 $5,687,900 71.7% 0.9% 3.5% 23.5
65858 126,313  $3,206,375 $20,585  $118,477 $0 $0 $34,776 $759,540 $4,199,753 76.33 0.5% 2.8% 18.13
GROUP
3 2695204 57,702,111  ¢538,161 $2,405,680  $28,961  $237,951 §1,677,275  §14,488,106 $17,078,25 74.9% 0.7% 313 18.8
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SERVICE UNIT GROUP 4:

AL
A2MA
ASKL
AOGAA
AT
AOBMA
A09M
73636
37
F38FF
FIOFF
PAOFF
F4OFF
FA3FF
R4
PASFF
FAGFF
PATFF
F4SKR
PASKK
FS0RK
65252
65959
66060
66161
§7070
g
PYELE)
BT
vl
E787

286.683
142,615

§0.298
151.546
422,550
181.234
146.810
586.200
149.900
107.624
149.946
211,178

70,816
105.016
390.763
471.246
111.947
197.803
157.683
325.929
21.831
119,083
386.106

78,550
2719.210
343.284
249.010
170.718
242,027
432.408

16,211

$3,966, 507
$1,701, 067
$1,448,177
$3,016, 3%
$5,077,957
$2,987,784
$1,602,801
$9,950,819
$2,258, 606
$1,678, 001
$2,928,320
$3,984, 438
$1,153,947
$2,030,718
$5,163,832
$8,115, 568
$2,3%0,167
$3,543,151
§2,805,02
$5,240,551
$4.602,097
$2,25,302
$6,932,503
$1,690,468
$4,949,313
$4,624,760
$4,24,173
$3,689,819
$3,805,995
$8, 069,573
$1,647,614

$0
$17,134
$0
$24,460
$47,805
$6,104
$29,114
$178,945
$24,535
$0
$60,480
$13,975
$13,699
$18,761
$1°4,134
$57,030
$12,732
$4,200
$21,057
$1,207
$0
$42,676
$75,739
$34,018
$80,419
$161,519
$32,161
$72,652
$122,815
$106,308
$19,830

$312,109

$92,187
$167,043
$231,047
$260,529
$262,187
$107,051
$599,183
$172,462
215,171
$229,787
$330,483
$108,553
$157,370
$295,670
$796,126
$184,008
$370,010
$306,152
$468,725
$394,429
$172,457
$413,288
$116,747
$297,512
$480,78%
$444,102
$u3,229
$210,543
$665,290
$158,210

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$436

$0
$55,620
$13,982
$150

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$17,865
$0
329,819
$20,170
$0

$22,313
$39,437
$25,696
$48,012
$60,336
$33,531
$30,023
$93,297
§61,470
$0
$16,200
$65,209
§37,825
$37,194
$81,785
$180, 366
$47.91
$84,875
$54,206
$120,161
$74,560
$36,459
$111,415
$21,999
$54,739
$132,721
$84,571
§14,962
$26,647
$68,979
§15,194

H-2

$65,550
$637,780
$1,026
$163,382
$52,767
$10,150
$423,854
$507,253
$62, 564
$166,580
$0
$3,315
$33,51
$72,200
$39,101
$41,692
$0

$0
$35,81
$0
$34,066

$7,425
$318,751
$43,537
$71,035
$67,969
$38,000
§0

326

$1,400,954
$562,295
§482,427
$853,203
§1,707,399
$1,042,170
$543,665
$3,043,095
$791,902
$5680,432
$946,739
$1,104,562
$412,091
$649,875
$1,912,985
$2,746,984
$720,357
$1,229,502
$928,705
$1,905,447
$1,592,074
$714,889
$2,060,455
$527,930
$1,634,954
$1,711,296
$1,390,141
$977,332
$1,205,057
$2,348,661
$470,325

$5,767,433 68.88 0.08 S5.4% 4.3
$3,049,900 55.8% 0.68 3.0% 18.4%
$2,124,369 68.28 0.08 7.9% 22.7%
$4,336,502 69.63 0.6% 5.3% 19.7
$7,206,793 70.5% 0.7% 3.6% B.71%
$4,342,362 68.8% 0.1% 6.0% 24.03
$2,736,508 58.6% 1.1% 3.9% 19.%
$14,428,212 69.08 1.2% 4.8 2113
$3,385,521 66.7% 0.7% 5.1 23.43
$2,640,940 63.5% 0.0%8 8.2% 2.0%
§4,181,520 70.08 1.4% 5.5% 22.6%
$5,102,082 70.3% 0.3% 6.5% 21.6%
$1,759,666 65.6% 0.88 6.28 23.43
$2,966,199 68.5% 0.6% 5.3% 21.9%
$7,667,507 67.3% 2.3% 3.9% 4.9%
$11,937,766 68.0% 0.5% 6.7% 23.0%
$3,333,100 70.5% 0.4% 5.5% 21.6%
$5,231,738 67.7% 013 .13 23.%
$4,180,72 6713 0.5% 7.3% 2.8
$7,756,281 67.6% 0.0 6.0% 24.6%
$6,697,226 68.7% 0.0% S5.9% 23.8%
$3,211,803 69.9% 1.3% S.4% 22.3%
$9,600,633 72.2% 0.8% 4.3% 21.5%
$2,391,162 70.7% 148 4.9% 2.1%
$7,024,482 7058 1.1% 4.8 23.3%
$7,429,842 62.2% 2.28 6.5% 23.0%
$6,238,685 68.0% 0.5% 7.14 22.3%
$5,069,029 72.85 1.4% 4.8% 19.3%
$5,440,781 70.0% 2.3% 3.9% 22.1%
$11,296,811 71.4% 0.9% 5.9% 20.8%
$2,31,11 T1.3% 0.9% 6.0% 20.4%




APPENDIX H 1. PERSONNEL COSTS AND REIMBURSEMENTS BY SERVICE UNIT GROU?.

STAFF FTE  LOCAL P §9-313  PL 9%4-142  PL %4-142

ONT EXCL. B/E SAUARY SALARY FLOW THRU

B7979 131622 $2,246,400 $19,719  $220,653 $0
18080 309.374  $3,845,350 §77,810  $386,3M $0
18181 172.474  $2,753,398 $0 $266,7M4 $0
18280 344.022  $5,117,84 $93,653  $292,9%2 $0
18383 357.066  $4,927,643 $89,587  $371,309 $0
18484 416,590 46,334,412 $108,597  $367,846 §0
18585 195.642 3,284,232 $66,205 160,186  $19,543
18686 201.516  $3,180,325 $65,018 256,756 $9,196
RO3LL 141328 $2,022,942 $14,500  $170,900 $0
Re4LL  157.610 42,781,521 $15,950  $228,272 $0
ROTLL  328.9%2 5,511,445 72,911 $351,611 §0
R6SLL  409.100 47,066,306 §$34,720 518,909 $0
R6969 578,514  $9,177,314  $175,242  $938,440 $5,210

PERS SERV  OTHER
DISCRETION SALARY SALARY

PERS REINBUR TOTAL SALARY

ALL STAFF

{EXCL. B/B)

LOCAL 89313 FLOW

¢ % THRUE

§32,23  $14,608
£70,998  $1,078,230
$112,784 $0
$44,285 $0
$44,380  $1,007,204
$51,05  $331,502
§7,0  $305,004
$62,903 $
$36,03  $83,605
$9,210  $68,262
§60,012  $21,472
$65,815  $294,548
$160,659  $2,68

$717,871
$1,286,018
$1,068,386
$1,648,750
$1,547,886
$2,091,484
$1,025,976
$1,020,303

$759,072

$968,413
$1,847,713
§2,372,259
$3,308,302

$3,251,470
$6,744,778
$4,201,382
$7,197,444
$7,988,009
$9,284,866
$4,868,288
$4,594,501
$3,087,02
$4,091,690
$7,865,164
$10,352,5%9
$13,767,815

GROIP

4 10852540 $175,354,771 $2,287,533 $13,794,060  $179,580 $2,559,642 6,105,895 957,860,362  $258,141,8 67.9% 0.9% 5.3% 0.4
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 SERVICE UNIT GROUP 5

AO3MA  642.577 $12,494,896  $154,384  $724,420 $0  $107,924  S215,811  $3,319,431  $17,006,866 73.4% 0.9% 4.3% 19.5%
AR 103,000 82,175,448 $0  §144,73 $0 24,600 $0 $594,986 §2,939,757 74.08 0.0 4.9% 20.2%
FAIFF 434573 $9,150,079  $234,534  $585,387 $0  $83,123  ¢864,704  $2,529,879  $13,448,606 68.08 1.7 4.4% 18.8%
BSIK  375.800  ¢6,761,192  $199,464  $654,97L  $25,886 459,417  $502,562  $2,020,%20  $10,224,402 66.18 2.08 6.48 19.8%
FROFF  127.607  $2,247,151 $52,181  $133,59 $0 22,980 $48,900 $683,049 $3,187,790 70.5% 1.6% 4.28 U4
G6262 96,000  $1,911,205 $50,215  $157,103 $0  $16,668 $44,075 $592,823 $2,772,089 68.9% 1.8 5.7% U4
B7272 138.667  $2,507,958 $0  $180,485 50 §37,985  $118,002 $796,004 $3,640,434 68.9% 0.08 5.0%8 21.9%
B7575  95.615 41,855,007 $24,348  $128,553 $0 $15,m8 $0 $553,693 $2,577,319 7.0 0.9% S5.08 20.5%
B7676  208.500  $5,524,792 $0 $353,395 $0 $0 108,253 81,280,432 $7,268,872 76.08 0.03 4.9% 17.6%
K6SLL  232.676 3,834,339 $46,819  $225,850 $0 829,737 $138,316 41,140,295 $5,415,3% 70.8% 0.9% 4.28 21.1%
Re6LL 172785  $2,725,346 $30,497  $172,005 $0  $65,371  $199,638 $824,668 $4,017,525 67.8% 0.8% 4.3% 20.5%
GROUP

5 2607.800 $51,188,313  §792,442 $3,460,411  §25,886  $463,533 62,240,251 14,338,180 72,508,016 70.8% 1.1} 4.8 19.88
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TOTAL 36499.988 $741,179,938 $11,629,485 34,609,020 $1,014,402 $5,100,738 $25,620,484 $197,840,620 $1,007,074,687 72.9% 113 3.4 19.5%




APPENDIX H-2, PERSONNEL (OSTS AND REIMBURSEMENTS BY EAV PER PUPIL RANGE.

STAFF FTE  LOCAL PL 89-313  PL 94-142  PL 94-142 PERS SERV (QTHER PERS REIMBUR TOTAL SALARY  LOCAL 89313 FLOW REIN
UNIT EXCL. B/ SALARY SALARY FLON THRU  DISCRETION SALARY SALARY ALL STAFF  (EXCL, B/E) i § THRUY %

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $120,000+:

C1818 1965.141 $44,082,297  $607,787 1,464,838  $08,117  §111,942 §1,946,282  §9,455,029  §57,736,292 76.4% 1.13 2.5% 16.4%
C1919 1092.877 428,447,960  $188,893  $917,607  $146,426  $65,985 444,907 5,676,454 435,888,232 79.3% 0.5% 2.68 15.8%
C20CC 441,266 $12,031,551  $103,809 438,602  §11,667 445,970  $707,450  $2,368,270  $15,707,319 76.6% 0.7% 2.8% 15.1%
C21CC  305.650  §9,055,541  $105,668  $193,165 $0 $6, 080 $0 81,803,793 $11,164,247 81.1% 0.9% 1.7% 16.2%
D2525 304.140 47,677,997 §78,856  $433,024 $0 832,396 $48,179  $1,696,482 $9,966,934 77.0% 0.8% 4.3% 17.0%
D211 .40 47,187,427 $83,517 319,710 $0  $49,22 $0  $1,715,875 $9,355,811 76.8% 0.9% 3.4 18.3%
D3030 593.345 $1:,525,808  $232,600  $255,222 431,000 82,468  $122,972  $2,903,354 416,153,424 77.5% 1.4% 1.6% 18.0%
PATFF  197.803 43,543,151 $4,200 370,010 $0  $84,875 $0 $1,229,502 $5,231,738 61.7% 0.13 7.1§ 23.%
65555 125.500  $2,411,028 $26,700 - $174,729 $0 §8,874 $0 $740,147 $3,361,478 TL7% 0.8% S5.2% 22.0%
RARGE

$120k+ 5302.863 $126,962,760 §1,432,030 $4,566,967  $257,210  $487,812 $3,269,790 427,588,906  $164,565,475 77.28 0.9% 2.8% 16.8%
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EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $100,000+:

AOGAA 151,546 $3,016,358 $24,460  $231,047 s0 848,072 §163,382 $853,203 $4,336,52 69.6% 0.68 5.3% 19.7%
C2CC  278.400 46,232,039 §68,145  §161,245 428,961  $23,268  $422,815  $1,264,070 £8,200,543 76.08 0.8% 2.0% 15.48
C23¢C  62.500  $2,256,218 $0 $35,594 $0 50 $0 $436,727 $2,728,59 82.7% "% L3t 16.0%
D2424 1389.534 425,546,185  $736,370  $802,043  $246,689  $93,154 742,983 46,480,319  $34,647,743 T % 2. 18.T%
D494 134,900 84,091,370 $0 $122,890 $0 $0 $0 $927,111 $5,141,371 79.6% .08 2.4% 18.0%
66060  78.550  $1,690,468 $34,018  $116, 747 $0 $21,999 $0 $527,930 $2,391,162 70.7% 1.4% 4.9 22.1%
RANGE

$100k+ 2095.430 $42,832,638  $862,993 §1,469,566  $275,650  $186,493 $1,329,180 410,489,360  $57,445,880 74.68 1.5% 2.6% 18.3%
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EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 80,000+:

AIZAA  320.896  $6,073,946 $54,67¢  $323,468 $0 $59,631 §70,774  $1,736,545 $8,319,038 73.08 0.7 3.9% 20.9%
B1616 1580.071 $31,947,567  $475,330 759,226 $0  $353,913  $826,131  ¢8,759,665 43,121,832 7413 1.1§ 1.8% 20.3%
D2626 493.798  $10,700,125  $162,439  $424,510 $0 $34,140 $17,000 2,579,544  $13,917,758 76.9% 1.28 313 18.5%
D2828 531.957 810,194,322 $222,874 386,782 $0 $35,764 $0  $2,740,822 413,580,564 75.1% 1.6% 2.8% 20.2%
D2929 441,948 49,674,975  $213,321 465,260 $0 845,52 $73,660  $2,298,959  $12,771,696 75.8% 1.7% 3.6% 18.0%
D3131 581.957 §i1,343,055  4312,521  $355,036 $0  $56,034 $88,165  §3,48,714  $15,303,585 741§ 2.0 2.3% 20.63
D955 87.700  $2,119,734 $0 $90, 704 $0 $0 $0 $545,560 $2,755,998 76.9% 0.0% 3.3% 19.8%
FSOFF  127.607  $2,247,151 $52,181  $133,529 $0 422,980 48,900 $683,049 $3,187,790 70.5¢ 1.68 4.28 2.4
K6S5LL 232,676 43,834,339 $46,819  $225,850 $0 829,131 $138,316  $1,140,295 §5,415,35 70.8% 0.9% 4.2% 2L.1%
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AFPENDIX B-2. PERSORNEL COSTS AXD REINBURSEMENTS By EAV PER PUPIL ™WGE,

STAFF FTE LOCAL CPL§9-M3  PLO4-M42 P 94-142 PERS SERV OTHER PERS REIMBUR TOTAL SALARY  LOCAL 89313 FLOW REIM
UNIT EXCL. B/H SALARY SALARY FLOW THRU  DISCRETION SALARY SALARY ML STHFF (EXCL. H/E) $ t THRUY %

$ 80k+ 4398.610 488,135,214 41,540,159  $3,164,365 $0 $637,720 $1,262,946 423,633,213  $118,373,617 74.5% 1.3% 2.7% 20.0%

ittt it b R b R b b b R R b R R R R b Rk bbbk kbbb b fh R d b ik b bbbkt b d bkt bk ke

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 60,000+

AOTAA 422950 5,077,957 $47,805  $260,529 $0 460,336 $52,767  $1,707,399 $7,206,793 70.58 0.7% 3.6% 23.7%
R0 158.067 43,229,948 $6,936  $287,4M $0 821,29 $0 $923,449 $4,468,63¢ 72.3F 0.13 6.43 20.7%
A3 206.322  $4,059,075 $75,914  $127,966 $0 431,650 $0 $1,077,387 $5,371,992 75.6% 1.4% 2.4% 20.13%
BI515 758.496 413,517,548  $204,958  $720,147 $0  $74,692 $17,024  ¢4,216,796 418,751,165 7213 1.1% 3.8% 22.5%
D090 145.489  $2,876,760 $35,399  $109,876 $0 §1,260 $0 $759,780 $3,783,075 76.08 0.9% 2.9% 20.1%
3232 396.543 8,581,544 $46,943  $426,090 $0 439,880 $0  $2,200,621  $11,295,078 76.03 0.4% 3.8% 19.5%
E3434 805,501 14,735,941 253,079 41,100,115 $0 8221947 415,375 §4,210,085 20,936,542 70.48 1.28 5.3 20.1%
FAGFF 111947  $2,350,167 $12,730  $184,008 417,865 47,971 $0 $720,357° 3,333,100 70.5% 0.4 5.5% 21.6%
FSIRK 375800 86,761,192 199,464 = 654,971 425,886  $59,417  $502,552  $2,020,920  $10,224,402 66.1% 2.0% 6.4% 19.8%
65252 119.083  $2,245,382 $42,676  $172,457 $0 436,459 $0 $714, 889 $3,211,863 69.9% 1.3% 5.4 2.%
G5454 161,000 2,681,486 $16,495  $222,716 $0 $22,638 $0 $869,454 $3,812,789 70.3% 0.43 5.8 22.8%
65858 126.313 43,206,375 $20,585 811,477 $0 $0 $94,776 $759,540 44,199,753 76.3% 0.5% 2.8% 18.1%
65959  386.106  $6,932,503 $75,739  $413,288 $5,840  $111,415 §1,393  §2,060,455 $9,600,633 72.28 0.8% 4.3% 21.5%
R66LL  172.785  $2,725,346 $30,497  $172,005 $0 $65,311  $199,638 $824,668 $4,017,525 67.8% 0.8% 4.3% 20.5%
RANGE

§ 60kt 4346.492  $78,981,224 §1,068,822 44,970,117  ¢49,591 794,265 $1,283,525 $23,065,800  $110,213,344 717§ 1.08 4.5% 20.9%

Rt e g e T T T e R  d d L t L T ala aa it T T T Trrerry

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 40,0004:

2
ISHEN

ROIMA  286.683  $3,966,507 $0 312,109 $0 822,313 $65,550 41,400,954 $5,767,433 68.8% 0.08 5.48 24.3%
M2 142,615  $1,701,067 $17,134 $92,187 $0 439,437 $637,780 $562,295 $3,049,900 55.8% 0.6% 3.0% 18.4%
MOIRA  642.577  $12,494,896  $154,384  $724,420 $0 $107,924 215,811 43,319,431 417,016,866 73.4% 0.9% 4.3% 19.5%
RO4AA  103.000  $2,175,448 $0 $14,73 $0 $24,610 $0 $594,986 $2,939,757 74.0% 0.0%8 4.9% 20.2%
ADSAA 80298 $1,448,177 $0 $167,08 $0  $25,69 $1,026 §482,427 $2,124,369 68.28 0.0% 7.9% 20.7%
ROBAA 181,234 42,987,784 $6,104  $262,187 $436 433,531 $10,150  $1,042,170 $4,342,360 68.8% 0.13 6.0% 24.0%
ROSAA  146.810 1,602,801 $29,114  $107,051 $0 830,023 423,854 $543,665 $2,736,508 58.6% 1.13 3.9% 19.9%
AR 524,399 $11,900,839 $40,000  $508,562 $0 50,850  $509,279 42,810,566 415,821,116 75.28 0.3% 3.2% 17.8%
BITIT  287.704 45,239,760 $68,811  $182,058 $0  $24,212  $650,350 41,366,807 $7,931,998 69.68 0.9% 2.4% 18.1%
B3333 522,424 412,025,370 271,620  ¢684,086  $11,299  $109,500 $36,245 43,089,154 $16,227,274 7418 174 4.2% 19.0%
E3535 715,910 §14,449,475  $173,627 823,680 $0  $116,668 §78,778 43,825,980  $19,468,208 74.28 0.9% 4.28 19.7%

F3636 586.200 49,950,819  $178,45  $599,183  $55,620  $93,297 507,253 43,043,005  $14,428,212 69.03 1.2 4.2% 211
F3737  149.900  $2,258,606 §24,535  $I7T2,462 413,982 461,470 $62,564 $791,902 $3,385,521 66.7% 0.7 5.1% 23.4%

FISFF  107.624  $1,678,001 $0 $215,111 $150 $0 $166,580 $580,432 $2,640,940 63.5% 0.0% 8.2% 22.0%
FIOFF 149,946 62,926,320 $60,480  $229,787 $0 $16,200 $0 $946,739 $4,101,526 70.0% 1.4% 5.5% 22.6%
F4OFF 217,178 3,584,458 $13,975 $330,483 $0 $65,209 $3,375  $1,104,582 $5,102,082 70.3% 0.3% 6.5% 21.6%
H-5 323
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APPENDIX E-2. PERSONNEL C0STS AND REIMBURSEMENTS BY EAV PER PUPIL RANGE.

STAFF FTE  LOCAL PL §9-313  PL 94-142  PL 94-142 PERS SERV OTHER PERS REINBUR TOTAL SALARY  LOCAL 89313 FLOW REIM
WNIT EXCL. B/H SALARY SALARY FLON THRU  DISCRETION SALARY SALARY ML STAFF  (EXCL. H/E) { § THRUE %

PAIFF 434573 48,150,079 234,534  $585,387 $0  $83,123  ¢864,704  $2,529,879  $13,446,606 68.08 1.7% 4.43 18.8%
F43FF  105.016  $2,030,779 $18,761  $157,370 $0 $37,194 §72,220 $649,875 $2,966,199 68.5% 0.6% 5.3% 21.9%
P4444 390,763 85,163,832 174,134 $295,670 $0 81,785 $39,101  $1,912,985 $7,667,507 67.3% 2.3 3.9% 24.9%
PASFF 471,246  $8,115,568 $57,000  $796,126 $0  $180,366 $41,69 2,746,984  $11,937,766 68.08 0.5% 6.7% 23.0%
F4SKX  157.683 2,805,022 $21,057  $306,152 429,819  $54,206 $35,811 $928,705 $4,180,772 67.1% 0.5% 7.3% 2.%
FA9KK  325.929 45,240,561 $1,227  $468,725  $20,170  $120,161 $0  $1,905,47 $7,756,281 67.6% 0.08 6.08 24.6%
FS0RK  277.837 44,602,097 $0  $394,429 $0 $74,560 $34,066 1,592,074 $6,697,226 68.7% 0.0% 5.9% 23.8%
(5353 164,146 3,201,075 116,387  §214,913 $0 $39,187 $0 §324,312 $4,495,874 71.2% 2.63 4.8% 20.68
(5656 246,000 85,068,663  $138,304  $242,416 $0  $64,817 $55  $1,308,567 $,622,822 74.3% 2.0% 3.6% 19.2%
7070 343.264  $4,624,760  $161,519  $480,789 0 $132,721  $318,751 81,711,296 . 47,429,842 62.28 2.28 6.5% 2.0
BTl 249.010 4,244,173 $32,161  $444,102 $0 484,571 $43,537  $1,390,141 $6,238,685 68.08 0.5% T.1% 2.3
7272 138.667  $2,507,958 $0  $180,485 $0  $37,985  $118,002 $796,004 $3,640,43¢ 68.9% 0.03 5.08 2L.9%
E7373  170.718 43,689,819 §72,650  $243,209 $0 $14,962 $71,035 $971,302 $5,009,029 72.8% 1.4% 4.8% 19.3%
BT474 242,027 43,805,995 4122815  $210,549 $1,749  $26,647 $67,969  $1,205,057 $5,440,781 70,08 2.3% 3.9% 2R
7575  95.615  $1,855,007 $24,38 128,593 $0 415,718 $0 $553,693 $2,577,319 7208 0.9% 5.0% 21.5%
1777 432.408 48,069,573 $106,308  $665,290 $0 68,979 $38,000  $2,345,661  $11,296,811 71.4% 0.9% 5.9% 20.8%
B7979 131.622  $2,246,400 $19,119  $220,653 $0 ¢33 $14,608 $717,871 $3,251,470 69.1% 0.638 6.88 2213
18181 172.474  $2,753,39% $0 266,774 $0 $112,784 $0 41,068,386 $4,201,342 65.5% 0.0% 6.3 25.4
F63LL 141,326 $2,022,942 $14,500  $170,900 $0 $36,023 $83,605 $759,072 $3,087,042 65.5¢ 0.5% 5.5% 24.68
R64LL  157.610  $2,781,521 $15,950  $228,2M $0 829,21 $68, 262 $968,413 $4,091,690 68.03 0.43 5.68 23.71%
K6SLL  409.100  $7,066,306 §34,72  $518,909 $0  $65,815  $204,548 2,372,250  $10,352,559 68.3% 0.3t 5.08 22.9%

6969 578.514  §9,177,334  $175,242  $938,440 $5,210  $160,659 $2,66  $3,308,302  $13,767,815 66.7% 1.3% 6.8% 24.0

RANGE
§ 40k+10680.073 $190,616,080 $2,580,099 $13,714,941  $138,435 2,374,694 45,577,189 §58,160,506 273,181,944 69.8% 0.9% 5.08 2L.%

Miﬁiiﬂ“ﬂﬁﬁiﬂ‘iiiﬂﬁHmﬁﬁﬁiiimiﬁiﬂiﬁiiiiiﬁiiiiiiiiiiiﬁiiiﬂiiiiiiiiitiiiiiiiiiiiii*iiiiiiﬂiiiiiiﬁiﬁriiﬁiii

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 20,000+:

A 172,000 $3,341,094 $31,786  $220,30¢ $0 $0 $0 $971,330 $4,564,514 73,28 0.7 4.8% 2L.}%
F42FF  70.816  $1,153,947 $13,699  $108,553 $0 $37,8205 $33,551 $412,001 $1,759,666 65.6% 0.8% 6.24 23.4%
65757 265.500  $4,080,236 $52,681  $197,106 $0 420,665 $0 81,337,212 $5,687,900 71.7% 0.9% 3.5% 23.5%
G6161 279.270  $4,549,373 $80,419  $297,5M2 $0 $54,739 §7,425  $1,634,954 $7,024,482 - 70.5% 113 4.8 2.3
G6262  96.000  $1,911,205 $50,215  $157,103 $0 $15,0668 $44,075 $592,823 $2,772,089 68.9% 1.8% S.7% 2.4
E7878  76.211  $1,647,614 $19,830  $158,210 $0 815,10 §0 $470,325 82,311,173 71.3% 0.9 6.8 20.44
18080 309.374 3,845,350 $77,810  $386,312 $0 470,998 41,078,230  $1,286,018 $6,744,778 57.08 1.28 5.7% 19.1%
18282 344,022  $5,117,834 $93,653  $292,922 $0 $44,285 $0  §1,648,750 $7,197,44 70.1% 138 413 22.9%
18383 357066  $4,927,643 $89,587  $371,309 $0 $44,380 $1,007,204  $1,547,886 $7,988,009 61.7% 1.13 4.6% 19.4%
18484 416,590  $6,334,412  $108,597  $367,846 $0  §51,025  $331,502  $2,001,484 $9,284,866 68,28 1.28 4.0% 22.5%
18585 195.642 43,284,232 $66,295  §160,188  $19,543 $7,054  $305,004  $1,025,976 $4,808,288 €7.5% 1.4 3.3 .1t
18686 201.515  $3,180,325 $65,018  $256,756 $9,196  $62,903 0 $1,020,303 $4,504,501 69.24 1.4% 5.6% 22.2%
R67LL  328.992 45,511,445 $72,911  4351,611 $0 460,012 $1,472  §1,847,713 $7,865,164 70,13 0.9% 4.5% 23.%%
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APREXDIX E-2. PERSONNEL COSTS.AMD REINBIRSEMENTS BY EAV PER PUPIL RANGE.

STAFF FIE  LOCAL PL §9-313  PL 94-142  PL 94-142 PERS SERV OTHER PERS REIMBUR TOTAL SALARY  LOCAL 89313 FLOW REIM
UNIT EXCL. E/H SALARY SALARY FLOW THRU  DISCRETION SALARY SALARY ALL STAFF  (EXCL. B/R) $ $ THRUE %

RANGE
§ 20k+ 3112999 $49,284,710  $822,501 $3,325,848 28,739  $485,748 62,828,463 $15,886,865  $72,662,874 67.8% 1.3 4.6 21.9%

WMWMiMMiWiHWiMﬁiﬁiﬁiﬁﬁﬂi*iiiiﬁiﬁﬁiiﬁﬁﬁiiiii*ﬁ'ﬁﬁiitﬁiiiﬁiiiiiitﬁiiﬁiﬂ%m

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 0,000+:

7676 208.500 5,524,792 $0 $383,3% $0 $0 $108,253  $1,282,432 $7,268,872 76.0% 0.03 4.9% 17.6%
RANGE
§ Ok+ 208.500  $5,524,792 $0  $353,3% §0 $0 §108,253  §1,282,432 $7,208,872 76.0%8 0.08 4.%% 17.6%

P T T L L L G T e i L
STATE TOTAL EXCLUDING CHICAGO:

30144.967 $562,337,418  $8,306,604 $31,565,199  §74,625 $4,966,732 $15,659,346 $160,127,082  $803,712,006 72.5% 1.0% 3.9% 19.9%
CEICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 299:

6355.024 $158,842,520 $3,322,881 §3,123,821  $264,777  §134,006 $9,961,138 $37,713,538  $213,362,681 M.4 1.68 1.5% 1.7
STATE TOTAL:

36499.988 §741,179,938 $11,629,485 $34,689,020 $1,014,402 ¢5,100,738 $25,620,484 $197,840,620 $1,017,074,687 N.% 11§ 3K 19.5%
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APPENDIX H-3. PERSONNEL REIMBURSEMENT FOR SELECTED TEACHER CRTEGORIES BY SERVICE UNIT GROUP.

PH/TMH/OSP TEACH REIM
SERV  PH TEACHER TH TEACHER  OSP TEACHER  REIMBURSEMENT AS § OF REIMBURSEMENT AS % OF
UNIT REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT ALL TEACHERS TEACH REIM ALL STAFF STAFF REIM

SERVICE UNIT GROUP 1

J8187 $1,343,224 $1,660,472 $0  $28,582,725 10.5% $37,713,538 75.8%
GROUP
1 $1,343,224 $1,660,472 $0  $28,582,725 10.5% $37,713,538 75.8%

RERERRRRERRERRERERERREKEER IR RRREERRRRRERIE TR RERRRERRRRERRRRRRIRRERRRERRERERRRCRRRAR IR AR Lk dk Xk kA kAR
SERVICE UNIT GROUP 2

A123A $0 $82,712 $0 $1,293,582 6.4% $1,736,545 74.5%
B1515 $49,632 $132,792 $0 $2,906,182 6.3% $4,216,796 68.9%
B1616 $121,232 $307,048 $0 $6,413,461 6.7% $8,759,665 73.2%
C1818 $211,048 $312,199 $24,276 $6,561,222 8.3% $9,455,029 69.43%
€1919 $25,032 $153,120 $0 $3,841,005 4.6% $5,676,454 67.7%
c2o0cc $20,000 $40,600 $0 $1,695,546 3.6% $2,368,270 71.6%
ca21ce $0 $146,336 $0 $1,308,527 11.2% $1,803,793 72.5%
D2424 $54,960 $503,783 $0 $4,655,494 12.0% $6,480,319 71.8%
D2525 $0 $58,832 30 $1,293,606 4.5% $1,696,482 76.3%
D2626 $20,576 $76,480 $0 $1,840,799 5.3% $2,579,544 71.4%
02727 $28,000 $103,104 $0 $1,313,993 10.0% $1,715,875 76.6%
D2828 $8,816 $118,272 $35,096 $2,099,201 1.7% $2,740,822 76.6%
D2928 $0 $129,360 $0 $1,632,523 7.9% $2,298,959 71.0%
D3030 $0 $170,984 $0 $2,176,122 7.9% $2,903,354 75.0%
D3131 $19,240 $127,280 $0 $2,254,235 6.5% $3,148,774 71.6%
E3232 $0 $80,884 $0 $1,694,902 4.8% $2,200,621 77.0%
E3333 $0 $211,056 $0 $2,237,789 9.43 $3,089,154 72.4%
E3434 $65,768 $172,208 $0 $3,129,475 7.6% $4,210,085 74.3%
E3535 $8,816 $259,512 $0 $2,905,181 9.2% $3,825,980 75.9%
65353 $0 - $46,784 $0 $738,125 6.3% $924,312 79.9%
65454 $0 $8,816 $0 $673,001 1.3% $869, 454 77.4%
65555 $0 $0 $0 $626,934 0.0% $740,147 84.7%
GROUP

2 $633,120 $3,242,162 $59,372  $53,290,905 7.4% $73,440,434 72.6%

kkkRkkkkRhhhkhkhkhhdddddkdkthhkhhhhhkhkhk kb Rk hkhhkk kb hhkhhhtthhhdbdddhdhdhdddddhdhddddhddhhhdhdhdhihhhhkkk
SERVICE UNIT GROUP 3

| A10AA $0 $24,000 $0 $788,104 3.0% $923,449 85.3%
‘ AllRA $60,472 $107,504 $0 $2,124,165 7.9% $2,810,566 75.6%
‘ AL13AA $8,000 $133,112 $0 $836,161 16.9% $1,077,387 77.6%
| Al4AA $21,576 $0 $0 $791,986 2.7% $971,320 81.5%
B1717 $8,512 $61,024 $0 $1,073,191 6.5% $1,366,807 78.5%
c22cC $2,592 $82,851 $0 $820,616 10.4% $1,264,070 64.9%
H-8 )
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APPENDIX H-3. PERSONNEL REIMBURSEMENT FOR SELECTED TEACHER CATEGORIES BY SERVICE UNIT GROUP.

PH/TMH/OSP TEACH REIM
SERV  PH TEACHER TH TEACHER  OSP TEACHER  REIMBURSEMENT AS % OF REIMBURSEMENT AS % OF
UNIT REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT ALL TEACHERS TEACH REIM ALL STAFF STAFF REIM

ca3cc $0 $0 $0 $283,054 0.0% $436,7217 64.8%
D9090 $44,011 $28,096 $0 $526,701 13.7% $759,780 69.3%
D9434 $0 $0 $0 $667,232 0.0% $927,111 72.0%
D9595 $0 ) $0 $0 $382,818 0.0% $545,560 70.2%
65656 $0 $50,800 $0 $975,286 5.2% $1,308,567 74.5%
65757 $65,048 $45,336 $0 $1,125,904 9.8% $1,337,212 84.2%
65858 $8,000 $25,464 $8,864 $493, 061 8.6% $759,540 64.9%

GROUP
3 $218,211 $558,187 $8,864  $10,888,279 7.2% $14,488,106 75.2%

AhhRhhEhRARRERRERRRRERRRERE IR ARk RRRRARKR IR AR AR AR AR kR R hh Rk Rk Rk Rk Rk TR dhkhdrh bk khdhddhdhkddhtirt

SERVICE UNIT GROUP 4

AQ1RA $8,000 $64,688 $816 $1,212,079 6.1% $1,400,954 86.5%
A02AA $0 $8,000 $0 $451,539 1.8% $562,295 80.3%
AQ5AA $0 $67,249 $0 $380,122 17.7% $482,427-  78.8%
AQ6AA $8,000 $48,000 $0 $704,017 8.0% $853,203 82.5%

9.0% $1,707,399 83.0%
A08AA $8,000 $32,000 $16,640 $893,182 6.3% $1,042,170 85.7%
RO9RA $0 $24,826 $0 $466,912 5.3% $543,665 85.9%
F3636 $74,160 $140,640 $16,000 $2,464,854 9.4% $3,043,095 81.C%
F3737 $31,864 $42,504 $0 $636,554 11.7% $791,902 80.4%
F38FF $0 $8,000 $0 $520,346 1.5% $580,432 89.63%
F39FF $8,000 $64,168 $0 $762,368 9.5% $946,739 80.5%
F4QFF $0 $32,000 $0 $911,208 3.5% $1,104,582 82.5%
F42FF $0 $13,944 $0 $333,728 4.2% $412,091 81.0%
FA3FF $8,000 $39,584 $0 $558,224 8.5% $649,875 85.9%
F4444 $8,000 $119,200 $0 $1,665,947 7.6% $1,912,985 87.1%
FASFF $19,320 $181,324 $0 $2,309,841 8.7% $2,746,984 84.1%
F46FF $0 $61,224 $0 $618,017 9.9% $720,357 85.8%
FATFF $0 $8,000 $0 $1.051,376 0.8% $1,229,502 85.5%
F48KK $16,000 $25,632 $0 $783,%41 5.3% $928,705 84.3%
F49KK $24,000 $56,728 $0 $1,680,000 4.8% $1,905,447 88.2%
F50RK $0 $76,496 $0 $1,363,245 5.6% $1,592,074 85.6%
65252 $7,708 $0 $0 $557,108 1.4% $714,889 77.9%
65959 $8,000 $90,328 $0 $1,649,463 6.0% $2,060,455 +  80.1%
66060 $0 $24,344 $0 $426,375 5.7% $527,930 80.8%
66161 $16,776 $72,184 $0 $1,152,587 7.71% $1,634,954 70.5%
H7070 $16,728 $82,712 $0 $1,526,469 6.5% $1,711,296 89.2%
BN $7,952 $48,816 $0 $1,160,448 4.9% $1,390,141 83.5%
H1373 $31,104 $40,864 $0 $681,773 10.6% $977,332 69.8%
H7474 $0 $0 $0 $906,600 0.0% $1,205,057 75.2%
H7777 $16,000 $60,840 $0 $1,885,668 4.1% $2,348,661 80.3%
H7878 $32,000 $48,000 $0 $368,159 21.7% $470,325 78.3%
H7979 $8,049 $16,000 $0 $569,200 4.2% $717,877 79.3%

H-9

l AQ7AR $12,000 $115,336 $0 $1,417,283
=
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APPENDIX H-3. PERSONNEL REIMBURSEMENT FOR SELECTED TEACHER CATEGORIES BY SERVICE UNIT CXOUP.

PH/TMH/OSP TEACH REIM

SERV  PH TEACHER T™E TEACEER  OSP TEACHER  REIMBURSEMENT AS 3§ OF REIMBURSEMENT AS % OF
UNIT REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT ALL TEACHERS TEACH REIM ALL STAFF STAFF REIM
18080 $7,736 $55,904 $0 $1,125,838 5.7% $1.286,018 87.5%
18181 $0 $41,296 $0 $949,135 4.4% $1,068,386 88.8%
18282 $0 $64,000 $0 $1,439,769 4.4% $1,648,750 87.3%
18383 $0 $73,280 $0 $1,276,604 5.7% $1,547,886 82.5%
18484 $0 $80,648 $0 $1,737,361 4.6% $2,091,484 83.1%
18585 $16,000 $72,000 $0 $883,080 10.0% $1,025,976 86.1%
18686 $0 $46,296 $0 $790,495 5.9% $1,020,303 77.5%
K63LL $8,000 $24,000 $0 $643,694 5.0% $759,072 84.8%
K64LL $0 $8,000 $0 $741,516 1.1% $968,413 76.6%
K67LL $8,000 $117,328 $0 $1,492,806 8.4% $1,847,713 80.8%
K68LL $31,952 $146,232 $0 $1,852,857 9.6% $2,372,259 78.1%
K6969 $0 $111,688 $50,112 $2,637,517 6.1% $3,308,302 79.7%
GROUP

4 $441,349 $2,554,303 $83,568  $47,639,405 6.5% $57,860,362 82.3%

i*i*iii*iiiiiiiiiii*iiiii*iiiiiii*iiiiiiiiii*ii**iii*iiiii*i*ii*i**iiiiii*i*i*i**i*iiiiiiiiiiii*iitii*ii

SERVICE UNIT GROUP 5

20333 $40,128 $84,656 $24,000 $2,530,427 5.9% $3,319,431 76.2%
AQ4AA $0 $32,000 $0 $440,926 1.3% $594,986 74.1%
F41FF $16,000 $225,240 $0 - $1,984,034 12.2¢% $2,529,879 78.4%
FS1KK $32,000 $115,933 $0 $1,621,792 9.1% $2,020,920 80.3%
F88FF $0 $108,768 $0 $557,726 19.5% $683,049 81.7%
66262 $8,000 $40,000 $0 $460,968 10.43 $592,823 77.8%
07272 $8,000 $24,000 $0 $604,373 5.3% £796,004 75.9%
07575 $0 $40,320 $0 $476,649 8.5% ¢553,693 86.1%
07676 $32,000 $64,000 $0 $993,739 9.7% $1,282,432 77.5%
K65LL $41,840 $88,656 $0 $891,252 14,6% $1,140,295 78.2%
K66LL $0 - $7,664 $63,344 $618,938 11.5% $824,668 75.1%
GROUP

5 $177,968 $831,237 $87,344  $11,180,824 9.8% $14,338,180 78.0%

RRRRRRRAARARERERRRRRRARRARR AR RARR AR AR AR AR AR RA SR RhR bbb bbb bbbk kb bk bbb bdbhkdbhdhhbdhbdhdhthbds

TOTAL $2,813,872 $8,846,361 $239,148  $151,582,138 7.9% $197,840,620

B-10 3 3.
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APPENDIX H-4. PERSONNEL REIMBURSEMENT FOR SELECTED TEACHER CATEGORIES BY EAV PER PUPIL RANGE.

PH/TMH/0SP TEACH REIM
SERV  PH TEACHER TWH TEACHER  OSP TEACHER  REIMBURSEMENT AS % OF REIMBURSEMENT AS § OF
UNIT REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT ALL TEACHERS TEACH REIM ALL STAFF STAFF REIM

-ww - P T T P L LT CYT e T TR L YT rTr e rr e g EYYT Y Y Y Y T L] ceeroacnee EYYT YT LYY Yy P el

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $120,000+:

c1818 $211,048 $312,199 $24,276 $6,561,222 8.3% $9,455,029 69.43%
€1919 $25,032 $153,120 $0 $3,841,005 4.6% $5,676,454 67.7%
c20CC $20,000 $40,600 $0 $1,695,546 3.6% $2,368,270 71.6%
c21cC $0 $146,336 $0 $1,308,527 11.2% $1,803,793 72.5%
D2525 $0 $58,832 $0 $1,293,606 4.5% $1,696,482 76.3%
D2727 $28,000 $103,104 $0 $1,313,993 10.0% $1,715,875 76.6%
D3030 $0 $170,984 $0 $2,176,122 7.9% $2,903,354 75.0%
F47FF ' $0 $8,000 $0 $1,051,376 0.8% $1,229,502 85.5%
65555 $0 $0 $0 $626,934 0.0% $740,147 84.7%
RANGE

$120k+ $284,080 $993,175 $24,276  $19,868,331 6.6% $27,588,906 72.0%

********************************************************************************************************

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $100,000+:

RO6RA $8,000 $48,000 $0 $704,017 8.0% $853,203 82.5%
caacc $2,592 $82,851 $0 $820,616 10.4% $1,264,070 64.9%
c23cc $0 $0 $0 $283,054 0.0% $436,7217 64.8%
D2424 $54,960 $503,783 $0 $4,655,494 12.0% $6,480,319 71.8%
D9494 $0 $0 $0 $667,232 0.03% $9217,111 72.0%
G6060 $0 $24,344 $0 $426,375 5.7% $527,930 80.8%
RANGE

$100k+ $65,552 $658,978 $0 $7,556,788 9.6% $10,489,360 72.0%

********************************************************************************************************

EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 80,000+:

Al2RA $0 $82,712 $0 $1,293,582 6.4% $1,736,545 74.5%
B1616 $121,232 $307,048 $0 $6,413,461 6.7% $8,759,665 73.2%
D2626 $20,576 $76,480 $0 $1,840,799 5.3% $2,579,544 71.4%
D2828 $8,816 $118,272 $35,096 $2,099,201 7.7% $2,740,822 76.6%
D2929 $0 $129,360 $0 $1,632,523 7.9% $2,298,959 71.0%
p3131 $19,240 $127,280 $0 $2,254,235 6.5% $3,148,774 71.63%
D9595 $0 $0 $0 $382,818 0.0% $545,560 70.2%
F88FF $0 $108,768 $0 $557,726 19.5% $683,049 81.73%
K65LL $41,840 $88,656 $0 $891,252 14.6% $1,140,295 78.2%
H-11
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" APPENDIX H-4. PERSONNEL REIMBURSEMENT FOR SELECTED TEACHER CATEGORIES BY EAV PER PUPIL RANGE.

PH/TMH/OSP TEACH REIM
SERV  PH TEACHER TMH TEACHER  OSP TEACHER  REIMBURSEMENT AS § OF REIMBURSEMENT AS % OF
UNIT  REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT ALL TEACHERS TEACH REIM ALL STAFF STAFF REIM

RANGE
$ 80k+ $211,704 $1,038,576 $35,096  $17,365,597 7.4% $23,633,213 73.5%

T T TRy L
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $ 60,000+:

AO7RA $12,000 $115,336 $0 $1,417,283 9.0% $1,707,399 83.0%
A10AA $0 $24,000 $0 $788,104 3.0% $923,449 85.3%
A13AA $8,000 $133,112 $0 $836,161 16.9% $1,077,387 77.6%
B1515 $49,632 $132,792 $0 $2,906,182  6.3% $4,216,796 68.9%
D9090 $44,011 $28,096 $0 $526,701 13.7% $759,780 69.3%
E3232 $0 $80,884 $0 $1,694,902 4.8% $2,200,621 77.0%
E3434 $65,768 $172,208 $0 $3,129,475 7.6% $4,210,085 74.3%
F46FF $0 $61,224 $0 $618,017 9.9% $720,357 85.8%
FS1KK $32,000 $115,933 $0 $1,621,792 9.1% $2,020,920 80.3%
65252 $7,708 $0 $0 $557,108 1.4% $714,889 17.9%
G5454 $0 $8,816 $0 $673,001 1.3% $869,454 17.4%
65858 $8,000 $25,464 $8,864 $493,061 8.6% $759,540 64.93
65959 $8,000 $90, 328 $0 $1,649,463 6.0% $2,060,455 80.1%
K66LL $0 $7,664 $63,344 $618,938 11.5% $824,668 75.1%
RANGE :

$ 60k+ $235,119 $995,857 $72,208  $17,530,188 7.4% $23,065,800 76.0%

L e T L e Lt Lty
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE $§ 40,000+:

AO1AA $8,000 $64, 688 $816 $1,212,079 6.1% $1,400,954 86.5%
A02AA $0 $8,000 $0 $451,539 1.8% $562,295 80.3%
A03AA $40,128 $84, 656 $24,000 $2,530,427 5.9% $3,319,431 76.2%
A04AA $0 $32,000 $0 $440,926 7.3% $594,986 74.1%
AO5AA $0 $67,249 $0 $380,122 17.1% $482,427 78.8%
R08AA $8,000 $32,000 $16,640 $893,182 6.3% $1,042,170 85.7%
AO9AA $0 $24,826 $0 $466,912 5.3% $543,665 85.9%
Al1AA $60,472 $107,504 $0 $2,124,165 7.9% $2,810,566 75.63%
B1717 $8,512 $61,024 $0 $1,073,191 6.5% $1,366,807 78.5%
E3333 $0 $211,056 $0 $2,237,789 9.4% $3,089,154 72.4%
E3535 $8,816 $259,512 $0 $2,905,181 9.2% $3,825,980 75.9%
F3636 $74,160 $140,640 $16,000 $2,464,854 9.4% $3,043,095 81.0%
F3737 $31,864 $42,504 $0 $636,554 11.7% $791,902 80.4%
F38FF $0 $8,000 $0 $520,346 1.5% $580,432 89.6%
F39FF $8,000 $64,168 $0 $762,368 9.5% $946,739 80.5%
F40FF $0 $32,000 $0 $911,208 3.5% $1,104,582 82.5%
F41FF $16,000 $225,240 $0 $1,984,034 12.2% $2,529,879 78.4%
H-12
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_ APPENDIX H-4.. PERSONNEL-REJABURSEMENT FOR SELECTED TERCHER CATEGORIES BY EAV PER PUPIL RANGE.

PH/TMH/OSP TEACH REIM
SERV  PH TEACHER TMH TEACKER  OSP TEACHER  REIMBURSEMENT AS § OF REIMBURSEMENT AS % OF
UNIT REIVBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT ALL TEACHERS TEACH REIM ALL STAFF STAFF REIM

FAJFF $8,000 $39,584 $0 $558,224
F4444 $8,000 $119,200 $0 $1,666,947
F45FF $19,320 $181,324 $0 $2,309,841
F48KK $16,000 $25,632 $0 $783,041
F49KK $24,000 $56,728 $0 $1,680,000
F50RK $0 $76,496 $0 $1,363,245
65353 $0 $46,784 $0 $738,125
65656 $0 $50,800 $0 $975,286
H7070 $16,728 $82,712 $0 $1,526,469
H117 $7,952 $48,816 $0 $1,160,448
H7272 $8,000 $24,000 $0 $604,373
H7373 $31,104 $40,864 $0 $681,773 10.
H7474 $0 $0 $0 $906,600
H7575 $0 $40,320 $0 $476,649
H7777 $16,000 $60,840 $0 $1,885,668
H7979 $8,049 $16,000 $0 $569,200
18181 $0 $41,296 $0 $949,135
K63LL _ $8,000 $24,000 $0 $643,694
K64LL $0 $8,000 $0 $741,516

l K68LL $31,952 $146,232 $0 $1,852,857

$649,875 85.9%
$1,912,985 87.1%
$2,746,984 84.1%

$928,705 8/ &
$1,905,447 8.8
$1,592,074 85.6%

$924,312 79.9%
$1,308,567 74.5%
$1,711,296 89.2%
$1,390,141 83.5%

$796,004 75.9%

$977,332 69.8%
$1,205,057 75.2%

$553,693 86.1%
$2,348,661 80.3%

$717,877 79.3%
$1,068,386 88.8%

$759,072 84.8%

$968,413 76.6%
$2,372,259 78.1%
$3,308,302 79.7%

O e UN OO -] O
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K6969 $0 $111,688 $50,112 $2,637,517

RANGE
$ 40k+ $467,057 $2,706,383 $107,568  $46,705,485 7.0% $58,180,506 80.3%

TTTTTTeTeveTRveveversrveversrpresswassrrre T TT TR T IS IR EEAE R AL T A AL f bbb b bbbk
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 20,000+:

Al4AA $21,576 $0 $0 $791,986 2.7% $971,330 81.5%
FA2FF $0 $13,944 $0 $333,728 4.2% $412,091 81.0%
65757 $65,048 $45,336 $0 $1,125,904 9.8% $1,337,212 84.2%
G6161 $16,776 $72,184 $0 $1,152,587 7.7% $1,634,954 70.5%
66262 $8,000 $40,000 $0 $460,968 10.4% $592,823 77.8%
H7878 $32,000 $48,000 $0 $368,159 21.7% $470,325 78.3%
18080 $7,736 $55,904 $0 $1,125,838 5.7% $1,286,018 87.5%
18282 $0 $64,000 $0 $1,439,769 4.4% $1,648,750 87.3%
18383 $0 $73,280 $0 $1,276,604 5.7% $1,547,886 82.5%
18484 $0 $80, 648 $0 $1,737,361 4.6% $2,091,484 83.1%
18585 $16,000 $72,000 $0 $883,080 10.0% $1,025,976 86.1%
18686 $0 $46,296 $0 $790,495 5.9% $1,020,303 77.5%
K67LL $8,000 $117,328 $0 $1,492,806 8.4% $1,847,713 80.8%
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APPENDIX H~-4. PERSONNEL REIMBURSEMENT FOR SELECTED TEACHER CATEGORIES BY EAV PER PUPIL RANGE.

PH/TMH/OSP TEACH REIM
SERV  PH TEACHER TMH TEACHER  OSP TEACHER  REIMBURSEMENT AS % OF REIMBURSEMENT AS % OF
UJIT  REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT REIMBURSEMENT ALL TEACHERS TEACH REIM ALL STAFF STAFF REIM

esawe cecesecsmasane L X SasereseSEGrer CLACNLCESRASGS ASATRSEARGE CSCAESCERESEEEE SToSooeEes

RANGE
$ 20k+ $175,136 $728,920 $0  $12,979,285 1.0% $15,886,865 81.7%

FRARERERERRRARERERRRARARRRRARARRRRARRIRRRRRARRARRAREREARERERRRRRRRRARRRERIRRRERRRRAR KR FRR AR AR AR IR IR IRS
EAV PER PUPIL RANGE § 0,000+:

17676 $32,000 $64,000 $0 $993,739 9.7% $1,282,432 77.5%
RANGE
$ Ok+ $32,000 $64,000 $0 $993,739 9.7% $1,282,432 77.5%

*********i******t**-************t*****************i****_*************t********************* kkkkkhkkkRhkhdhk

STATE TOTAL EXCLUDING CHICAGO:
$1,470, 648 $7,185,889 $239,148  $122,999,413 1.2% $160,127,082 76.8%

CHICAGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 299:

$1,343,224 $1,660,472 $0  $28,582,725 10.5% $37,713,538 75.8%
STATE TOTAL:
$2,813,872 $8,846,361 $239,128  $151,582,138 7.9% $197,840,620 76.6%
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AXD PL 94-142 PL §9-313  TOTAL GRANTS/

UNIT  DISTCOBE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CHAPTER 1 REIH?URSE!ENT

MO0RA 16019427061  $688,357.83 $1,390,164.40  2,078,521.83
SERVICE UNIT ROOMA  3388,357.43 $0.00 §0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,390,164.40 $2,078,521.83
% OF PROGRAM T0TAL 0.35 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 §.13 0.45

B St 11228 a2t 12 R e et Radaias s Rt raat Rsetatsasetadadotstatatedeteddnzazterattiteatytiaddtatdtoteitg et dtitaiitatrysadatifttdndidertotratiisd

A01M2 08008300026 $90,086.00 $52,528.22 §16,277.14 §1,621,36 §160,512.72
A01MA 08008304026 $24,469.30 $21,894.03 §268.25 $747.19 $47,318.17
A01M 08043119022 $74,668.10 $27,311.95 $1,579.66 §2,260.30 §28,311.90 $134,311.91
M1AA 08043120022 $95,311.00 §9,162.48 §3,945.10 $13,018.40 $121,437.08
A01AR 08043205026 $38,875.00 §20,174.79 §6,825.03 $1,297.43 $67,172.25
A01M 08043206026 $43,638.40 §17,392.11 §2,901.35 §8,206.90 $72,138.76
MM 08043210026 §44,581.80 $19,181.35 $10,845.09 §74,608.24
A1 08043211026 $22,204.00 §4,646.78 $26,870.78
MIM 52089145022 $435,631.40  $141,548.08 §49,7712.29 §49,806.76  $110,493.72 §787,252.25
M1 52089145061  $216,703.80 §22,455.52 §455,873.50 §695,032.82
201M 52089200026 $21,290.00 $19,055.87 $3,945.10 $50,290.97
A1 52089203026 $93,213.00 $31,870.10 §9,616.19 $3,235.54 §13,606.32 $151,541.15
MM 52089202026 $70,694.70 §27,459.53 33,945.10 §1,983.48 $104,082.81
ROIM 52089203026 $29,600.00 §21,322.63 $8,576.76 §11,402.50 $70,901.89

SERVICE USIT AOIMA  §1,307,186.50  $413,547.97  $132,375.82 §90,754.22  $163,814.44  $455,873.50 $0.00  $2,563,552.40

% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.67 0.40 0.22 0.37 1.56 0.92 0.00 0.55

thkttitibbb it dktt bbb i bkt i dh bbb db kb b hh bbb Rbk bR kbR bk bbbk bbbtk kbbb R bk kiR Rbkd bk ckb AR bbbkt bR RhR AR RANRRRRARERRRR AR AR RRRARE RbR AR AN AR bR RRR R

A2A 04101131064 $50,462.08 §76,619.02 $41,618.72 $11,721.04 §180,420.86
M2 04101133004 $16,264.00 $13,446.70 §7,401.01 $31,111.11
R02MA 04101134004 $14,842.00 §16,893.75 §7,118.94 $38,854.69
M2 04101140004 $43,510.20 $28,923.93 $16,378.28 $88,812.41
20282 04101140061 $90,974.63 $197,649.97 $268,624.50
M2 04101207016 $31,231.26 $44,343.30 $23,344.58 §,704.00 $135,623.14
B2 04101320026 $106,055.50 §5,954.40 §8,242.35 §2,015.22 $122,207.47
a2 04101321026 $53,808.20 $22,080.04 §13,459.79 $89,348.03
A2 04101322026 $46,729.00 §25,781.01 $10,344.71 $62,860.72
M2 04101323026 $102,167.00 §33,438.38 $17,621.58 $5,052.88 $158,279.8¢

SERVICE UNIT A0ZAR  $556,043.87  4267,486.53  $145,529.96 $18,789.14 $36,704.00  $197,649.87 $0.00 $1,222,203.37

% OF PROGRAM 10TAL 0.28 0.26 0.1 0.08 0.35 0.40 0.00 0.26

bttt eyttt il e td eyt ettt i il ottt ittt aitatdzd el i diisty ittt adiititiodeidiodisotliotizotiotagaaatisd

M3 04101205025 §3,249,473.33  §1,120,723.89  $985,463.60 §84,094.55 §38,318.28  $838,110.18 $6,316,184.43

I-1
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOK AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
INI?  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CEAPTER 1 REINBURSEMENT
SERVICE UNIT AO3MA  $3,249,473.93 $1,120,723.88  $985,463.60 $84,004.55 $38,318.28  $6838,110.18 $0.00  $6,316,184.43
$ OF PROGRAX TOTAL 1.66 1.09 1.62 0.3 0.36 1.69 0.00 1.35
Hhitti i Hb R L L T e T e e
A4 04101122022 $575,257.77  $283,919.82  $132,031.93 $13,904.87 $7,174.30  $168,958.00 §1,181,246.69
SERVICE UNIT AO4i  $575,257.77  $283,919.82  $132,031.93 $13,904.87 §7,174.30  $168,958.00 $0.00 $1,181,246.69
% OF PROGRAM TOTILL 0.29 0.28 0.22 0.06 0.07 0.3 0.00 0.25

Lt it LR bt At tan tattaiadssatiiisitaliiatiiatitaattaaatizintaidiiaatsteataitatrattaattteiiiititattonttiadrestiizcedttdoistittittdzeitititiiiit]

R0SMA 04004100026 $1,976.00 $100,396.92 $8,331.18 $110,704.10
ROSAA 04004100061  $471,000.40 $95,950.33 $221,801.90 $788,752.63
AOSAR 04004200026 310,425.33 $10,425.33
SERVICE UNIT AOSAA  $472,976.40 $95,950.33  $110,822.25 $8,331.18 $0.00  $221,801.90 $0.00  $909,882.06
$ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.24 0.0 0.18 - 0.03 0.00 0.45 0.00 0.20

et ety ettt et Rttt Ryt et ittt ettt idtatintiotitatiittiirtrititotiitttotitiottts

A06MR 47071164003 $9,948.60 $1,972.55 $11,921.15
aosaa 47071161004 $13,062.40 $2,145.79 $15,208.19
aea 47071212017 $30,089.00 §13,039.46 $9,352.40 $2,483.98 $54,964.84
BO6M 47071720026 $53,835.00 $37,229.8¢ $8,052.75 $9,23.12 $108,331.31
ao6ar 47071221026 $35,317.00 §32,903.60 $13,620,53 $81,841.13
ROGAA 47071222026 $23,939.00 $15,005.16 $7,581.65 $13,896.38 $17,496.00 $77,918.19
A06AA 47071223026 $23,483.20 $32,404.63 $8,345.55 $1,141.10 §65,374.48
DGR 47071226026 $77,823.00 $38,988.72 $116,811.72
Ao6A 47071231004  $130,397.50 $22,297.58 $19,158.9% $1,739.48 $173,593.50
M6 47071261026 $40,650.00 $17,885.44 $9,41.2 $16,204.82 $84,213.53
A6 47071269004 $1,370.00 $328.54 $1,698.5¢
1060 47071801060  $421,231.10  $137,663.40 $269,732.54 $828,627.0¢4
SERVICE UNIT AOGAR  $861,145.80  §349,892.16 §77,557.64 $44,679.48 $17,496.00  $269,732.54 $0.00 $1,620,503.62
$ OF FROGRAM T0TAL 0.4 0.34 0.13 0.18 0.17 0.55 0.00 0.3

L iy by ettt 2 sttt et tatatitaz e atltaiadeazatatatetitetaittiantdontiatdiatitatatiodinittisiiiitittatasitiseyiitits

M7 16019424026  $102,752.00 $38,971.45 §21,735.55 $7,466.25 $170,925.25

A7A 16019425026 $21,303.00 $19,895.70 $3,047.59 $44,246.29

M7 16019426026 §54,138.00 $54,498.49 $18,290.06 $126,926.5¢

ATAR 16019427026 $175,637.98  $134,519.11 $54,014.54 $11,321.87 $375,499.50

MM 16019428026  $324,143.79  $212,047.(9 $36,142.69 $14,920.85 $637,252.42
2 341
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SERVICE e EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
WNIT  DISTCOOE PERSCRNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CEAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMEN?
MOTAA 16019428061  $649,948.10 $39,668.86 $405,792.53 $1,095,409.49
M7AA 16019429026 $72,910.60 $24,789.20 $18,937.66 $116,637.46
M7 16019430026  $129,021.60 $49,818.10 $43,273.85 $3,280.33 $225,395.688
M7AL 16019431026 $31,460.60 $15,870,16 $1,709.12 $49,039.88
M7M 16019432026 $53,858.50 $30,187.33 $13,711.09 $1,410.88 $99,167.80
A7 16019433026 $19,040.00 $18,746.60 $9,777.56 $5,088.70 $52,652.86

SERVICE OWLT AOTAA  $1,634,214.17  $639,010.09  $270,639.71 $43,496.88 $0.00  $405,792.53 $0.00 $2,993,153.38

t OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.83 0.62 0.45 0.18 0.00 0.82 0.00 0.64

thibbkrrkbbtbi bbbkt bkt Ak b b bbbk bbb bbb b bR b d R R kb bbbt bbb bbb b b b kb kb b bk kb bk R bbb bbbk bk bbb kbbbt k e

A082A
ot
AG3AA
0822
A0SAA
A08Aa
082
2080
20834
A08AA
08
10824
A08aA
AoSAA
08
08

08008301026
08008308026
08008399026
55098000060
55098001026
55098002026
55098003026
55098004026
55098005026
55098005041
$5098006026
35098012002
55098013002
55098014002
55098145004
55098301017

SERVICE UNIT A(SAA
% OF PROGRAM T0TAL

$17,920.00 $35,409.21 §2,549.18 $95,878.45
$38,072.80 $8,963.02 $47,035.82
$27,030.40 $45,673.21 $17,129.72 $38,646.20 $128,479.53
$365,033.71 $162,479.45 $462,451.27 $989,964.43
$42,707.80 $61,557.26 $104,264.86
$61,520.80 $33,458.2 $2,077.78 $97,056.80
$36,206.40 §20,594.54 $8,168.30 $64,369.24
$27,355.00 $18,790.70 $46,145.70
$164,928.50  $144,864.61 §24,204.75 $334,017.86
$8,000.00 $8,000,00
§43,465.49 $31,606.01 $75,071.50
$29,517.80 $17,805.58 $47,323.38
$81,203.30 $50,494.89 $3,436.84 $135,135.03
$10,800.00 $1,218.90 $12,018.90
$6,135.00 $36,469.78 $8,687.62 $53,292.40
$47,923.50 $14,190.20 $5,651.12 $67,764,82
$1,009,620.30  ¢521,096.19  $162,479.45 $711,925.31 $38,646.20  $462,451.27 $0.00 $2,206,418.72
0.5 0.5 0.27 0.30 0.37 0.93 0.00 0.49

ttitittidib itttk b b bbbt b b H R O bR AR R b kbR bbb bk bk bk b Rk b bRk kR Hbd dhk kR kb b bbbk R d b bbb

092
A0SAA
AO9MA
A0S
A09MA
A09AA
0%

36052008002
36052170022
36052170061
36052220002
36052271026
36052272026
36052275026

$213,M2.50
$155,951.70
$5,020.00
$39,560.20
$45,650.40
$8,195.00

$3,060.72
$137,171.45

$31,552.55
$33,307.9
$65,813.82
$34,529.37

$26,929.63

$6,903.93
$3,945.10
$7,564.73
$3,945.10

$40,072.68

$16,467.57
$1,236.55

I-3 13 14 22

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

$3,060.72

$93,426.89 $511,313.15
$191,950.84 $347,902.54

$43,476.48

$76,813.26

$135,496,52

$47,906.02




SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/

WNIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT ~ SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU (EAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
SERVICE (WIT AOSAK  $468,089.80  $305,435.87 $49,286.49 $57,776.80 $93,426.89  $191,950.84 $0.00  §1,165,968.69
$ OF PROGRAX T0TAL 0.24 0.30 0.08 0.24 0.89 0.39 0.00 0.25

B L Tt 2} 3 L4a2143ai08332idiaasaiaadtaaarattageaeatinttieitiatiditottatentaiint ittt it itiiiiz ottty

AIOAA 31045300026  $930,397.70  $539,908.07  $175,991.30  $536,526.57 $376,686.40 $2,561,510.04
SERVICE ONIT AI0MA  $930,397.70  $539,908.07  $175.991.30  $538,526.57 $0.00  $376,686.40- $0.00 $2,561,510.04
$ OF PROGRAX TOTAL 0.47 0.53 0.29 2.2 0.00 9,76 0.00 0.55

E R TNttt Lttt it tittatatatasisatsicasiiaatadtttaetiteteadttetiititedtiiidoeantsiitiotinitiddtitistiiiititiz o]

AIIAA 31045046022 $2,807,055.60 $1,458,887.18  $463,856.12  $619,331.53 $42,870.74  $650,677.24 $6,062,678.41
SERVICE UNIT ALLAA  $2,807,055.60 $1,458,887.18  $483,856,12  $619,331.53 $42,870.74  $650,677.24 $0.00 $6,062,678.41
§ OF PROGRAX TOTAL 1.43 1.42 0.80 .55 0.41 1.3 0.00 1.30

L At E ittt Rttt et ittt laatteartletitattisasatattatattt ot dettitodtititiistostiiditanattitiiistiittstiitistitisiiiiis]

AL2M 31045101022 244,423.46  $200,012.88 $59,083.57 §97,098.81 §600,618.72
A1 31045301026 $88,555.50  $114,708.29 $27,288.29 $28,804.30 $259,356.38
A1ZAN 31045302026  $111,149.65  $148,365.26 $21,268.70 $70,787.98 $49,211.50 $400,784.09
AIZAA 31045303026  $438,850.10  $328,503.92  $151,149.96  $185,775.82 $6,534.00 $1,110,813.80
A2 31045303061  $495,654.00 $459, 711,17 $935,365.17
MZA 31045304026  $205,023.00  $103,242.75 $25,291.61 $34,136.45 $371,693.81

SERVICE UNIT AI2AR  $1,563,655.71  §894,833.10  $268,083.13  $416,603.36 §55,745.50  $459,711.17 $0.00 $3,698,631.97

§ OF PROGRAN T0TAL 0.81 0.87 0.47 1.7 0.53 0.93 0.00 0.79

B T1T it tis it i laiaattiaaiadtlaisatlatiaiasiatitaisaitiatialiisiatitatiaiataaataaciaiazatitiaiitiioieniniotittincadaiioiiaitieggptetiiiatisttd

AL3AA 31045120022  4988,429.96  $482,614.69  $226,981.67  $154,245.82 $57,463.59  $198,786.00 $2,108,521.13
SERVICE UNIT AI3AA  $988,429.96  $482,614.69  $226,981.67  $154,245.8 $57,463.59  $198,786.00 $0.00 $2,108,521.73

{ OF PROGRAN T0TAL 0.50 N 0.37 0.63 0.55 0.40 0.00 0.45

R a et tatai ittt aatiattiadiiiadiiattatititatsnatziaazatiaiscadatiriaadeeattitdiiadtiedtiossiitistitiioditenttiattottiisiitittiiitiriissid

A4MR 31045131022  §1,039,866.06  $682,517.96  $229,136.56  $256,165.62 $10,274.12  $304,395.05 $2,502,3%.37




SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOK AXD PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
(NIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPOR?  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU (BAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
SERVICE UNIT AL4MA  $1,039,866.06  $682,517.96  $229,136.56  $256,165.62 $10,274.12  $304,395.05 $0.00 $2,522,355.37
$ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.53 0.66 0.38 1.05 0.10 062 - 0.00 0.54

LSttt t Tttt attat et atiatiatsatitattattasscasiaaztidaiatartatazartarsdlaniartinaciasstialidiotyeetadietidizertdtiofiedizadtosceitiot]

BOOOO 34049825062

SERVICE UNIT B000O
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL

$157,305.20

$157,305.20

$157,305.20
0.08

$0.00
0.00

$0.00
0.00

$0.00
0.00

$0.00
0.00

$0.00 $0.00  $157,305.20
0.00 0.00 0.03

B 22t A1z 2 020t 228 2tat 82t tatatsttratzatatataizetardaserttatiiddid el didiitodtytidiiiiditesititdidii ol et aiitdittotitittlio istetiisadio iyl

BIS15 44063003003
BISIS 44063011002
BIS15 44063012026
BISIS 44063013073
BIS1S 44063015004
BIS15 44063018004
BISIS 44063019024
BISIS 44063026004
BIS1S 44063036002
BI51S 44063046003
BIS1S 44063047004
B1515 44063050026
BIS15 44063154016
BISIS 44063155016
BISI5 44063156016
BIS1S 44063157016
BI515 44063158022
BIS15 44063165003
BISI1S 44063165061
BI51S 44063200026

SERVICE UNIT BI1515
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL

B1616 34049000061 -

B1616 34049001002
B1616 34049003004
B1616 34049006002
BI616 34049010002
B1616 34049024004
B1616 34049033002

$16,000.00 $53,694.65 $17,919.04 $87,613.69
$9,598.50 $24,448.84 $1,960.71 $9,773.18 $45,781.23
§147,165.86  $148,498.81 §3,552.56  $118,200.55 $43,983.00 $461,400.78
$10,926.00 $23,727.62 $4,553.92 $39,207.54
$245,628.97  $161,487.16 $30,022.10 $36,207.00 $473,345.23
$10,490.00 $14,198.88 $11,802.26 $36,491.14
$27,544.00 $28,439.65 $7,646.92 §63,630.58
$178,275.80 $53,917.94 $27,551.93 $5,502.50 $265,248.17
$19,402.60 $25,533.37 $44,935.97
$22,706.90 $32,089.90 $6,419.81 $61,216.61
$310,860.89  $167,151.38 $42,652.50 $39,470.93 $360,135.70
$163,514.90 $95,334.67 $103,980.73 $30,960.45 $393,790.75
$49,569.80 $42,486.07 $21,441.80 $22,250.28 $135,747.95
$497,111.13  §144,120.91  $132,32.489 $23,863.11 $39,234.63 $836,672.27
$167,195.19 $80,559.08 $4,638.89 $65,712.83 $65,226.25 $383,332.24
$15,600,00 $3,057.4 $853.38 $19,510.82
$51,785.30 $41,651.06 $1,972.% $12,576.28 $16,042.92 $124,028.11
$81,273.50 $42,565.32 $51,275.57 $175,114.39
§1,495,548.42 $729,162.35 $961,452.45  $286,682.49 $3,472,845.71
$417,563.21  $208,326.54 $27,321.8¢  $101,148.58 $61,008.72 $815,368.89
$3,937,760.97  §1,391,289.30  §971,155.82  $632,163.49  $314,913.25  $961,452.45  $286,682.49 $8,495,417.77
2,01 1.3% 1.60 2.60 3.00 1.94 127 1.82

$18,234.50
$59,478.39
$233,709.50
$21,349.50
$20,704.00
$11,200.00

$29,754.43
$30,460.12
$298,346.86
$3,457.83
$13,239.95
$15,852.09

shtingme

$17,986.79
$7,898.68
$26,032.60

I-5

344

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

$30,943.20
$71,062.36

B 1222ttt aad i d i ey R Yt e ad a aidiea ettt iRttt tidtetigt it ctditatidestiis]

$0.00
$65,975.712
$148,780.38
$629,151.32
$24,806.93
$33,943.95
$27,052.09




"SERVICE ~ EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AND PL94-142 - PL 89-313  TCTAL GRANTS/

ONIT  DISTCODE PERSCRNEL TRANSPORT ~ SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FL0s THRU CHAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT

BI616 34049034004 $93,785.50 $91,717.43 $3,430.14 $188,935.67
BI616 34049036002 $15,184.00 $24,929.47 $560.18 $40,673.65
BIS16 34043037002 $59,952.00 $35,827.47 $95,779.47
B1616 34049038002 $26,308.00 $17,502.18 $515.46 $47,260.55 $91,586.19
BI616 34049041004  $129,641.40 $66,568.04 $1,176.07 $197,405.51
BI616 34049046004  $104,001.87  $113,411.16 $138.24 §217,551.21
BIGIS 34049050004  $211,455.17  $103,559.83 $424.05 $315,439.05
BI616 34049056002  $100,368.55 $99,222.99 $199,591.54
BIS16 34049068002 $33,120.00 $20,376.47 $53,496.47
BIS16 34049070002  $152,144.30 $76,589.11 $228,733.41
BI616 34049072002 $2,868.00 $7,553.4 $10,421.74
BI616 34049073004  $265,431.80  $153,298.87 $834.81 $419,585.48
BI616 34043075002  $134,940.40 $74,863.19 $1,972.55 $211,796.14
B1616 34049076002 $40,290.00 $75,313.92 $6,978.08 $122,642.°
BI616 34049079002 $34,721.60 $30,490.71 $9,528.60 $74,740.9
BI616 34049095026  $160,855.37  $220,339.32 $1,972.55 $21,279.47 $14,751.06 $419,197.71
BI616 34049096004  $138,729.60  $151,394.16 $290,123.76
BI616 34049102004  $110,324.00 $77,557.84 $399.73 $188,281.57
BI616 34043103002 $53,593.00 $29,544.61 $12,664.10 $95,801.7
B1616 34049114002 $42,667.50 $37,340.32 $3,308.60 $83,316.42
BI616 34043116026  $475,265.32  $268,449.25 $0.00 $30,780.37 $24,040.90 $798,535.84
B1616 34049117016 $34,731.10 $91,974.95 $6,569.32 $88,160.07 $221,435.44
BI616 34049118026  $165,551.74  §185,475.06 $1,972.55 $7,736.52 $360,735.87
BIS1S 34049120013 $93,942.60 $85,258.38 $7,590.56 $43,089.90 $229,881.44
B1616 34049121017 $80,619.45 $71,802.26 $4,441.83 $14,340.08 $171,203.42
B1616 34049124016 $29,313.50 $33,075.43 §8,478.51 $61,952.91 $132,820.35
BI616 34049125013 $94,166.32 $70,674.54 $1,972.%5 $4,579.34 $88,554.53 $259,947.28
BI616 34049126017 $74,992.19 $86,050.77 $79.23 $10,209.91  $101,480.46 $272,812.56
BIS16 34049127016 $38,411.00 $31,221.97 $69,638.97
B1616 34049128016 $80,373.31 $39,940.48 $321.91 $28,929.74 $149,571.4
BI616 34049187026  $370,317.82  $219,993.79 $15,591.84 $14,707.69 $620,611.14
BI616 34049220026  $390,278.06  $543,938.08 $4,625.17 $5,436.09 $944,279.40
BI616 34049825060  $4,080,027.58 $54,199.87  $1,907,952.56 $1,997,188.01  $820,135.40  $8,859,503.42

SERVICE UNIT B1616  $8,283,047.94 $3,680,672.54 $1,915,921.99  $213,685.23  $655,135.59 $1,997,188.01  $820,135.40 17,565,786.70
{ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 4.23 .58 15 0.88 6.2 4.04 .82 in

Hht b T T T e b b R R R b b bbb bbb b bbb b b bbb bR b b

BITIT 34049060026 §1,446,976.44  $581,624.98  $199,948.55 $89,761.28  $254,141.25  $355,691.00  $100,948.00 $3,029,091.50

SERVICE UNIT BI7IT  §1,446,976.44  $581,624.98  $199,948.55 $89,761.28  $254,141.25  $355,691.00  $100,948.00 $3,029,091.50
_§ OF PROGRAM T0TAL 0.74 0.57 0.33 0.37 2.4 0.7 0.45 0.65

ittt bk b R R b b b b R b b b b A b b b b b bbb bbb bbb b bk b b b bk b d R d b

CoOCC 14016219061 $13,600.00 $711,529.90  §725,129.90

3¢5




SERVICE EXTRAGRDINARY PRIVATE ROON AXD PL 94-142 PL §9-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
INIT  DISTCCDE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW TERU CHAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
SERVICE UNIT C00CC $13,600.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  $711,509.90  §725,129.90
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Ll 0.16

iifiiiiii*iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiii**iiiitiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiiiifftiiiiiiiiiiii*i*iitiiiiiiiiiitiiiitiiiitiittiiiiiiiiiiiiii**iiiiiii*ii*ii

C1818 14016015004 $1,026,645.50  $911,962.86  $254,470.09 $20,271.94 $2,213,350.39
(1818 14016021004  $956,553.10  $546,203.45  $248,010.24 $23,795.53 . $1,374,652.32 -
(1818 14016023002  $115,519.66  $156,501.34 $55,042.10 $5,619.35 $332,682.45
(1818 14016025002  $556,016.70  $344,651.73  $145,406.07 $1,249.26 $1,047,322.76
(1818 14016026002  $143,296.90  $111,859.84 $54,692.96 $309,849.70
C1818 14016054004 $2,005,513.56 $2,207,974.87  $740,519.91 $25,756.06 $4,979,764.40
(1818 14016057002  $130,246.5¢  $119,932.29 $41,689.89 $271.18 $28,770.44 $320,916.34
C1818 14016059004  $592,180.40  $374,411.34 $67,951.69 $1,034,543.43
C1818 14016211017  $861,428.00  $917,642.41  $199,224.94 $21,418.19 $7,623.00 $2,007,336.54
(1818 14016214017  $937,689.92  $864,230.78  $407,738.32 $11,289.59 $70,289.53 $2,291,238.14
. (1818 14016805060 $2,413,271.30 $1,845,654.45  §718,582.04  $4,877,507.79

SERVICE UNIT CI818  $9,338,361.58  $6,555,460.01 $2,214,746.21  $109,677.10  $106,682.97 $1,845,654.45  §718,5682.04 20,889,165.26
§ OF PROGRAM T(TAL 4,76 6.38 3.64 0.45 1.02 ENE LB 4.48

iiiiiiiiiffiiiiiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiiii*iiiiiiiiiiiiii*iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiittitiiiiiiiiiiiitiii*iiiiiiiiﬂiiiiii*iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii

C1919 14016027002  $182,166.10 $54,350.74 $44,403.09 $6,914.18 $287,834.11
(1919 14016028002  $240,069.80 $47,848.28 $34,184.74 $1,806.60 #223,909.42
C1919 14016029002 $17,587.50 $22,023.93 $9,578.55 $7,851.74 $57,041.72
(1919 14016030002  $110,097.20 $66,621.25 $22,606.45 $10,815,97 $210,140.87
(1919 14016031002 $76,159.00 $35,860.67 §24,467.84 $136,467.51
C1919 14016034004  $351,286.82  $130,413.19 $58,303.32 §51,927.80 $591,931.13
1919 14016035002  $125,472.00 $30,159.81 $16,891.74 . $172,523.55
C1919 14016036002  $244,925.88 $18,775.90 . $32,367.86 $6,056.59 $302,126.23
(1919 14016037002 $51,747.20 $19,211.712 $7,848.80 $3,506.01 $13,851.00 $96,204.73
(1919 14016038002 $45,413.00 $22,275.15 $13,032.5 $3,004,75 $63,725.42
(1919 14016039002  $430,362.45  $118,672.14 $64,639.44 $14,180.42 $11,812.80 $639,669.25
(1919 14016203017  $442,004.25  $103,343.99 $94,831.97 $5,306.82  $378,765.62 $1,024,252.65
(1919 14016225017  $330,484.77  $236,597.54 $93,043.43 $4,846.28  $261,350.85 $926,322.87
C1919 14016804060 $1,555,721.85 $49,841.30 $1,119,410.68  $237,965.72  $2,962,939.55
C1919 14016804062  $126,865.40 $126,865:40
(1919 34049065002 $45,680.00 $22,765.11 $7,105.96 $5,443.40 $80,994.47
C1919 34049067005  $169,989.50 $56,601.58 $42,273.31 $5,210.94 $274,075.33
(1919 34049106002 $12,664.00 $4,453.45 $552.31 : $17,669.71
C1919 34049107002 $69,200.00 $62,176.95 $30,396.63 $4,161.98 §165,935.56
(1919 34049108002  $210,553.99 $85,364.30 $23,407.31 $10,419.64 $329,745. 44
C1919 34049109002  $241,184.20 $96,123.49 $47,460.50 $11,682.04 ' $396,450.23
C1919 34049111002  $164,841.19 $69,983.72 $28,982.71 $263,807.62
C1919 34049113017  $386,803.10  $105,205.03  $166,733.95 $9,650.97  $128,382.03 $796,775.08
C1919 34049115016 $48,761.50 $63,861.87 $26,313.85 $1,211.81 $140,155.03
I~7
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOK RND PL 94-142 PL §9-313  10TAL GRANTS/
WI?  DISTCOBE PERSONREL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CEAPTER 1  REIMBURSEMENT

----- anm ama

SERVICE UNIT C1919  $5,680,046.70 $1,502,591.12  $889,426.28  $164,000.14  $194,162.30 $1,11,410.68  $237,965.72 10,407,602.94
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 2.90 1.48 1.46 0.67 1.5 .26 1.05 .23

it HH R R R R R b b R R i b R R R b b e b

C200C 14016062004  $657,766.74  $287,348.8¢  $111,633.00 $32,841.00 $1,089,589.58

CCC 14016063002  $443,821.45  $217,176.02  $109,422.15 $29,592.06 $600,013.68
C20CC 14016064004 - $416,357.60  $163,658.76  $101,985.25 $18,749.70 §30,965.39 $731,76.70
CCC 14016207007  $704,042.30  $396,168.52  $125,888.76 $4,509.59 $97,525.57 $1,328,13.T4
C20CC 14016207061 $73,938.00 $553,671.85 §627,609.85
SERVICE UNIT C20CC  $2,295,926.09  §1,064,354.14  $448,929.16 $85,692.35  $128,490.96  §553,671.85 $0.00  $4,577,064,55
§ OF PROGRAM T0TAL 117 1.04 0.74 0.3 1.22 1.12 0.00 0.8

LTt ittt LAttt il titRattastaatttstasitiizttttstdettaaad at it isaietsttitiecestiidtisdidtotittisttiitetititytitstsd

(21CC 14016067002  $145,019.20 $19,928.77 $31,158.02 $196,105.99
C21CC 14016068002  $228,714.18  $118,602.26 $12,233.14 $27,146.32 $446,696.50
C21CC 14016069002  $168,493.05 $59,391.53  $105,818.94 §14,482.08 $348,185.60
C21CC 14016070002 $64,708.00 $24,958.98 $21,233.82 $11,300.18 $122,200.98
C21CC 14016071002 $47,42.40 $20,336.02 $14,149.05 $81,909.47
2100 14016072002 $40,002.00 $26,623.35 $23,872.40 $4,021.86 $34,609.61
C210C 14016073002 $58,190.80 $13,479.75 $10,345.26 §2,556.55 §84,572.40
C21CC 14016073502  $136,088.00 $42,703.15 $50,082.52 $6,072.19 $234,945.86
C21CC 14016074002  $489,512.16 $36,753.65 $33,462.38 §1,348.72 $561,076.91
C0C 14016074061 $32,462.71 $329,178.23 $361,640.94
CCC 14016219017 $391,711.68 $0.00  $130,349.36 $49,210,67  $353,314.79 $924,586.52

SERVICE UNIT C21CC  $1,802,416.18  $362,777.50  $492,705.51  $116,138.57  $353,314.79  $328,178.23 $0.00  $3,456,530.78

% OF PROGRAM 10TAL 0.92 0.35 0.81 0.48 3.36 0.67 0.00 0.7

3232021210218 2282324222283282 20301232 8tat12tatai0t183tatatsiasattzzattdttaattarzdtarietiletieitantedeititesteidectitaaittettictityttoltedridsifel]

C22(C 14016085004 $1,297,833.82  $965,369.96  $217,875.86 $87,71711.11 $40,200.47  $191,810.10 $2,800,941.3¢
SERVICE UNIT C22(C  $1,297,833.82  $965,369.96  $217,875.88 $87,771.11 $40,280.47  $191,810.10 $0.00  $2,800,941.34
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.66 0.94 0.36 0.3 0.38 0.39 0.00 0.60

it a t it e Rttt at i L aia it attlatataitactitttititatitgtetatiatattdedietttestttutytettdititdetyttdtttisetittstttitotiidectittriictitst

(23C 14016202017  $413,851.80  $304,595.81 $27,970.79 $47,433.41  §124,358.71 $53,249.00 $971,459.62
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SERVICE s EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOK AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
WNIT  DISTCODE PERSQNNE TRANSPORT ~ SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW TERU CEAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
SERVICE UNIT (230C  $413,851.90  $304,595.81 $21,970.79 $47,433.41 124,358,711 $53,249.00 $0.00  §971,459.62
% OF PROGRAM 70TAL .21 0.30 0.05 0.20 L1§ 0.1 0.00 0.2

ittt bbbt b b G R R Db R R R R b bk kb R R Rk A R R R bbb kR bR

10000

. Dooco

10000

19022000062
19022000063
19022801060

SERVICE UNIT D000
t OF PROGRAM TOTAL

$717,402.64

$212,491.21
(§1,607,489.93  §1
$167,317.00

$212,491.27
,607,489.93
$884,719.64

$717,402.64
0.37

$0.00
0.00

$0.00
0.00

$0.00
0.00

$0.00
0.00

$0.00 §2,047,304.20  $2,764,706.84

0.00 5.03

0.59

2222t aa e at ity Rt et e rd gt it i rattattatttatanatad et tatedtid eyttt tir e et Rttt it rtiidrtslalitlietiinttiidastisdototolotiteintitsy

D2424
D244
D2424
Di4
D2424
D24
D2424
D244
D244
D2424
D2424
D244
Y]
D244
D24
D2424
D2424
D244
D244
D244
D2424
Da424
D2424
D2424
D2424
D244
D244

19022000060
19022002002
19022007002
19022010002
19022011002
19022012002
19022013002
19022020002
19022025002
19022027001
19022033002
19022034002
19022058002
19022060002
19022063002
13022065002
19022066002
19022068002
19022069002
19022054016
19022099016
15022100016
19022108016
19022180004
19022200026
19022201026
19022202026

$2,397,369.27
$97,703.37
$87,671.00
$45,670.40
$80,995.90
$47,442.50
$61,863.00
$93,562.80
$32,160.00

$245,220.50
$23,840.00
$403,369.33
$61,466.40
$124,127.20

$9,600.00
$72,857.70
§244,903.12
$25,450.40
$67,427.64
$418,939.00
$102,498..90
$134, 183,80
$59,540.00
$893,372.50
$166,444.43
$140,812.54

$173,694.67
$107,126.61
$52,618.03
$47,258.81
$17,800.78
$33,089.53
$12,035.22
$126,014.92
§23,763.87
$1,470.65
$83,391.68
$8,425.63
$76,525.95
$24,971.98
$6,382.19
$18,978.13
$23,640.49
$144,366..40
$,571.34
$90,629.82
$247,609.68
$136,011.43
$99,671.84
$29,150.53
$42,765.30
$45,879.54
$37,49.59

$112,513.89
$91,001,30
$41,298.40
$47,204.43
$48,695.09
$56,714.27
$166,157.35
$35,988.54

§181,201. 08
$17,906.83
$181,259..95
$62,316.54
$27,990.29

$1,972.55
$71,248.18
$175,987.99

$9,650.00
$102,971.83
$266,174.9
$94,506.26
$145,335.39
$10,918.75
$596,676. 64
$83,219.63
$91,513.62

$15.56
$152.50
$798.74

$2,670.47
$14,238.88
$23,771.00

$13,850.34
$791.98
$6,032.36

$182.69

$4,280.06
$11,546.88

$3,083.81
$3,305.17

$4,440.08
$3,721.08
$38,902.38
$7,139.98
$2,570.80

% 348

$28,253.62

§1,49,994.98  $994,531.19  $5,005,590.11

§1

$317,359.43
$231,442.83
$135,026.35
$146,021.11
$131,897.59
$204,851.37
$409,512,07

91,912.41

$1,470.65
§523,663.80

$50,964. 44
$667,167.59
$197,008.54
$158,682.37
$30,550.68
$172,026.43
$576,804. 39

$1,671.74
$264,113.10
$956,028.24
$333,016.59
$383,631.10
$163,330.3%
971,716,682
$302, 683,58
$272,246.55




SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROON AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU (HAPTER | REIMBURSEMERT

SERVICE UNIT D2424  $6,138,491.70 $2,177,104.81 $2,820,443.18  $141,500.76 $28,253.62 $1,439,994.98  $994,531.19 13,740,410.2¢
§ OF PROGRAM T0TAL i L1 4.64 0.58 0.27 2.9 43 2.95

Htﬂ'ﬁiiﬂii*iiﬁﬁﬂ’*ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂiiii’i’iiiiiiiiiiiiitﬁhiﬁimtﬁiﬁiiiii’iﬂiiﬂﬂihihi’iii’iiﬂiiiiiiiiiii’ihiiiiiiﬂiﬁiiﬂiiiiiiiﬁiihiiiii

D2525 19022004002  $307,560.28  $244,157.19 $41,309.76  $212,997.03 $806,024.26
D2525 19022045002  $415,155.26  $190,762.30  $153,333.84 $13,847.70 $773,099.10
D2525 13022048002  $264,808.80 $8,719.61 $5,965.06 $219,493.47
D2525 19022048061 . $559,908.21 $83,880.10  $643,788.31
D2525 19022088016  $274,878.44  $246,067.37 $76,780.99 $178.45 $31,430.07 $629,,38.32
D2525 19022205026  $407,861.50  $265,774.51 $66,084.04 $21,916.23 $761,636.28

SERVICE ONIT D2525 $1,670,264.28  $955,460.98  $343,473.69  $248,939.41 $31,430.07  §559,908.21 $83,880.10  $3,893,376.74
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.85 0.93 0.56 1.02 0.30 113 0.3 0.83

bz diesiediteiie tisanta ittt bt ikbidt bbb b bbb b Rk R R kb bbbt R kbR i i b b R i bbb bbb R Rk b b

D2626 19022015002  $209,251.63  $161,729.54 §74,854.31 $36,564.96 $482,400.44
D2626 19022016002  $212,029.03  $102,850.14 $79,059.69 $3,985.29 ' $397,924.15
D2626 19022041002  $225,492.04 $86,372.85  $101,936.07 $16,124.94 §429,925.90
D2626 19022044002  $293,253.97  $199,190.38  $106,785.95 $14,354.09 $613,584.39
D2626 19022044062  $567,900.79 $645,104.33  $210,005.34  $1,423,010.46
D2626 19022087017  $427,280.40  $352,168.16  $168,260.37 $3,770.33  $122,843.58 §1,074,322.84
D2626 19022089004  $176,797.20 $92,083.15 $90,553.40 $40,169.83 $399,603.38
D2626 19022093004  $213,565.70  $141,004.18  $107,372.50 §21,239.46 $483,191.84

SERVICE UNIT D2626 $2,325,570.76 $1,135,408.40  §728,822.29  $136,208.70 $122,843.58  $645,104.33  $210,005.34 $5,303,963.40
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 1.19 1.10 1.20 0.5 L1 1.30 0.93 114

bttt R R i R b b R b R R R R bbb b bk it b b Rk kbbb bbb b

02721 14016078002 $16,000.00 $17,261.60 $3,945.10 $37,206.70
D2727 14016079002 $29,472.00 $18,308.73 $8,308.67 $56,089.40
D2727 14016080002 $83,602.20 $40,552.84 $60,928.65 $10,478.48 $195,562.17
2727 14016081002 $99,392.00 $45,760.83 $59,691.41 $6,852.70 $211,716.94
D2727 14016083002  $449,035.50 $83,128.23  $177,802.46 $109,966.19
D2727 14016083061  $205,041.46 $448,904.45  $115,870.46  $769,816.37
D2727 14016084002  $136,739.20 $61,994.47 $57,284.37 $236,018.04
02727 14016084502 $65,242. %0 $21,868.49 $11,528.7% $10,832.61 $109,472.26
D2727 14016085502 $48,228.50 $35,698.67 $68,658.63 $17,640.43 $170,226.23
D2727 14016086002 $55,556.00 $12,350.58 $11,666.14 $6,8686.30 $86,459.02
D2727 14016212016  $206,751.30  $209,028.57  $116,284.47 $8,652.96 $22,729.21 $563,456.57
D2727 14016234016  $136,923.00 $35,273.50 $16,314.41 $188,510.91
D2727 14016401026  $179,435.10  $153,935.48 $85,766.88 $9,594.84 $12,196.80 $440,929.10
° 349
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SERVICE EXTRACRDINARY PRIVATE ROOM KND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
WI?  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU (HAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT

SERVICE DMIT D2727 $1,711,418.66  $735,181.99  $678,189.95 $42,465.28 $63,399.11  $448,904.45  $115,870.46 $3,795,429.90
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.87 0.72 LI 0.17 0.60 0.91 0.51 0.81

btk b drH R R R e R R R R R R d b b R d b b bk b bbb R bk bbb bbb kb bk kb bbb i

2828 14016087002  $272,836.00 §52,036.06  $162,850.92 $389.78 $488,112.76
D2828 14016088002  $357,554.00 $39,12.L30  $122,063.33 $588.52 $519,327.15
D2828 14016089002  $412,436.30 $351,112.39 $1,059.9¢ $764,608.63
02828 14016092002 $34,458.90 $21,710.81 $56,169.71
D2828 14016092502 $58,741.00 $30,185.88 §24,245.61 $113,172.49
02628 14016093002 $35,995.60 $8,704.33 $44,699.93
D2828 14016209017  $359,768.41 $415,024.04 $6,425.62 $11,036.25 $792,254.3
D2828 14016803060 $1,268,781.97 $1,223,480.59 §548,863.06  $319,046.78  $3,260,172.40

SERVICE URIT D2828 $2,800,572.18  §1,344,823.83  $1,105,711.43 $8,463.86 $11,036.25  $548,863.06  $319,046.78  $6,138,517.39
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL *.43 )| 1.8 0.03 0.11 L1 1.41 1.2

Hhktrkittiktidid ik bbbt bbbkttt bk bkt bk th bbbk kk ki ddbd bbb ittt bhbhtbdbhdbdditdbdikdiddbdtitbibiddiddbddtdidtibitdbibidtiits

02929 14016090002 $83,884.60 $36,416.80 $19,780.75 $2,276.74 $142,358.89
02929 14016091002 $67,794.90 $40,196.70 $15,857.98 $123,849.58
D2929 14016098002  $198,199.60  $134,155.76 $53,771.81 §1,710.52 $387,837.69
02929 14016099002  $670,502.10  $579,688.58  $335,073.56 $63,016.14 $31,817.50 $1,680,097.88
02929 14016100002  $315,814.53  $152,997.44 $92,784.96 $3,070.19 $32,187.52 $596,854.64
02929 14016200013  §4i7,276.19  $145,340.18  $160,046.91 $24,240.09 $41,088.99 $787,992.36
02929 14016200061 $12,886.40 $37,517.2  §223,965.50  $774,428.7
02929 14006201017  $495,53).18  $295,256.23  $229,571.58 $9,721.02 §1,039,086.01

SERVICE UNIT D2929 $2,261,889.10 $1,384,051.69  $906,887.55  ¢104,040.70  $105,094.01  $537,577.22  $223,965.50 $5,523,505.77
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 1.15 1.3 1.49 0.43 1.00 1.09 0.99 1.18

tktiitk bbbt kb bbb bbb bbb R R R R R R R R b b b b b b b e b kbbb b bk b bbb ekt h kb k2

D030 14016094002  $17,600.00  $10,416.28 $28,016.28
D3030 14016095002  $94,988.80  $58,798.04 $1,324.59 $155,111.43
D300 14016006002  $91,088.28  $42,069.19 $133,157.47
D300 14016101002  $124,779.20  $45,757.34 $170,536.54
D330 14016100002  $375,140.82  $116,809.07 9,621.51 $501,573.40
03030 14016103002  $153,833.50  $95,450.%2 $1,652.67 $250,944.49
D3030 14016105002  $130,60.70  $53,331.05 $183,935.75
D030 14016106002  $69,356.00  $29,489.12 $3,721.38 $102, 566.50
D3030 14016107002 $36,000.00  $28,846.59 £2,28.12 $67,084.71
03030 14016204017  §231,627.13  $55,569.15 $59.28 $287,255.56
03030 14016204061  $468,914.18  $20,017.87 $1,189,586.55 §436,206.81  $328,241.54  $2,443,026.95
D3030 14016208017 $59,716.10  $17,160.92 $16,877.02
11 300
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOK AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
WNI?  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRY CHAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
D3030 19022053002 $38,787.20 $15,155.06 $21,416,52 §75,358.78
D030 18022061002  $204,547.98 $54,608.33 $1,572.66 $260,728.97
D3030 19022062002 $57,597.20 $16,352.79 $73,949.99
D3030 19022086017  $327,953.20  $119,102.35 $750.80 $6,056.80 $453,863.15
D030 19022181004 - $235,158.70 $59,128.29 $294,286.99

SERVICE ONIT D3030 $2,717,692.99  $838,069.76  $1,189,586.55 $20,%43.01 $21,473.32  $436,266.81  $328,241.54  $5,558,273.98
$ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 1.39 0.82 1.9 0.09 0.26 0.88 1.45 .19

0 Y1188 a Rasa it st i i A i i tiiatiitii i iz aiitiRitaiizitbtRtzatastattaziaziataiizactzadiat it ittt i iiidieiiditdisdiotiotioilittatioiiytistdzg

D331 14016104002  $105,683.70  $112,378.98 $4,809.76 $222,872.44
D131 14016108002 $17,221.50 $25,152.07 $42,313.57
D31 14016109002  $364,719.60  $174,008.55 §1,636.54 $540,364.69
D331 14016110002 $12,271.80 $12,271.60
D331 14016111002 $291,559.50  $237,841.24 §1,380.22 $530,780.96
D131 14016122002  $245,130.62  $220,044.3¢ $6,577,31 $25,990.11 §497,742.38
D31 14016123002  $257,147.72  $273,447.21 $1,967.66 $0.00 $532,562.59
D131 14016124002  $164,797.76  $136,142.10 , $300,939.86
D131 14016124061 §1,275,322.12  $133,499.20 ¢1,442,735.82 $509,160.74  $431,839.00 $3,792,556.88
D131 14016217016  $111,135.00 $62,115.18 $173,250.18
D331 14016220017 $77,064.00 $62,576.61 $1,765.51 $141,406.12
D131 14016229016  $106,947.14 $60,754.08 $167,701.22
D331 14016231016 $42,341.00 $10,545.68 §752.12 $16,473.96 $70,112.76

SERVICE UNIT D3131  $3,059,069.66  $1,520,776.84  $1,442,735.82 $18,889.12 $42,464.07  $509,160.74  $431,839.00 $7,024,935.25
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 1.56 1.48 .3 0.08 0.40 1.03 1.9 1.51

bbbtk b b b b ok R b b b b bk bbbk b kb bbb bbbk d dhddd d b dkdid bbb iddb bbb bbb bbb dbbakbbihibibbbidid

D90%0 14016097002 ' $699,676.14  $402,716.04  $228,511.98 $28,398.17 §116,391.50 $47,817.00  $1,523,510.83
SERVICE ONIT DS090  $699,676.14  $402,716.04  $228,511.98 $28,398.17 $0.00  $116,391.50 $47,817.00  $1,523,510.83
§ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.36 0.39 0.38 0.12 0.00 0.24 0.21 0.3

ittt bR R R R b b R e R R R R b R R b b R b R Rk bbb b b b d bk bbb bbb

D9494 19022203026  $864,916.87  $615,161.67  $623,476.53 $67,768.38 §2,171,323.45
SERVICE UNIT D9494  $864,916.87  $615,161.67  $623,476.53 $67,768. 3¢ $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,171,323.45
. % OF PROGRAY TOTAL 0.44 0.60 1.03 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.47

bbb bbbt bbbk b b bbh b L bbb bbb b b R R b bbb bR bbb kb e bbb bbb bbb kb Rk h b kbbb ki d bk di bbb ik d Re R bk db bbb dhbiid

D9595 19022204026  $382,291.10  $362,599.07  $273,534.46 $29,648.91 §1,048,073.54

I-12
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOK AND PL 94-142 PL §9-313  T0TAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVI(ES FACILITY BOARD FLO¥ THRY CHAPTER 1 REIMBURSEXENT
SERVICE UNIY D9S95  $382,291.10  $362,599.07  $273,534.46 $29,648.91 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,048,073.5¢
% OF PROGRAM T0TAL 0.20 0.3 0.45 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.22

tkkkktbkbtdikttbkttbkitbkbibhtdhtihtihtbihbhdtitibhiiistittittittbddbbbbbbbitbitbbbdtbbbiktbithbttittttbtttitbitbittitttttsitbtsttbsttirititbittiss

EQOEE 14016801060 $2,228,481.20 $64,346.92 $0.00 $571,632.05  $2,864,460.17
SERVICE UKIT EQOEE  $2,228,481.20 $64,346.92 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  $571,632.05 $2,864,460.17
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL LY 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.5 0.61

22 e s it et st ezt el ot iR Rttt ittt ittt ittt aid ittt ittt ettt it tisitr itialagtnlistsyti]

E3232 14016125002 $69,712.00 $75,963.53 $23,946.78 §1,771.98 §171,394.29
E3232 14016125061 $0.00
E323 14016126002  $178,866.65 §83,229.19 $29,815.01 $13,302.86 $305,213.M
B3 14016127002 $75,557.20 $75,919.57 $32,071.69 $3,352.58 $186,061.04
E3232 14016127502 $92,960.00 $56,186.63 $25,690.52 $4,587.67 $179,424.82
3232 14016128002 $76,514.00 $53,460.68 $12,229.85 $7,262.32 $149,466.85
E3232 14016130002  $550,264.70  $213,058.38  $132,453.37 §10,304.27 $906,080.72
E232 14016132002 $172,845.94  $104,960.05 $52,442.28 $330,248.27
E3232 14016143002 $474,889.70  $117,087.41 $64,557.40 $915.04 §657,449.55
3232 14016143061 $526,913.40  $114,461.64  $643,375.04
E230 14016143502 $110,031.89  §158,993.36 $67,548.09 $15,579.98 $352,153.32
E3232 14016218006  $371,820.16  $316,867.65  $110,059.49 §15,524.33 $95,062.94 $909,334.57

SERVICE UNIT E3232  $2,173,462.2¢  $1,254,886.45  $550,814.48 $12,601.03 $95,062.94  $526,913.40  $114,461.64 $4,790,202.18
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 1.1 1.2 0.91 0.30 0.91 1.07 0.51 1.03

gttty gttt it ettty ittt ittt ittt tatitistiataistiatiistaisiststdtataditdtdissiy]

E3333 14016133002 $36,688.00 $59,198.01 $46,025.56 $141,911.57
E3333 14016147002  $155,874.10  $123,136.62 $87,230.22 $1,157.29 $367,398.23
3333 14016148002  $235,738.10  $232,674.95  $108,409.51 $11,194.81 $568,017.37
3333 14016149062  $148,892.83  $165,983.74 $87,839.73 $2,188.47 $404,904.77
3333 14016150002 $40,848.00 $28,568.81 $28,659.21 $98,076.02
E3333 14016151002 $118,032.00  $170,931.90 $74,619.34 §11.04 $363,594.28
3333 14016152002  $249,694.20  $126,737.46  $112,557.79 $3,484.24 $492,473.69
3333 14016152502  $122,328.40 $30,035.40 $36,803.88 $14,418.75 $203,646.43
£3333 14016154002 $28,316.00 $20,022.37 $11,261.30 $59,859.87
£3333 14016154502 $6,688.00 $22,683.75 $11,618.33 $312.17 $41,302.25
23333 14016155002 $37,737.50  $111,967,33 $43.451.38 $1,509.34 $194,665.55
£3333 14016156002  $16,000.00 $49,749.86 $35,922.15 $101,672.01
3333 14016157002 $95,796.60 $26,856.41 $25,175.68 $147,828.69
£3333 14016158002  $110,171.00 $75,105.80 $56,555.05 §2,872.04 $244,703.89
3333 14016158061  $923,2711.40 §805,174.60  $267,845.16  $1,996,291.16
t13 352
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOK AND PL 94-142 PL §9-313  'OTAL GRANTS/
INIT  DISTCODE FARSCNNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU (HAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
£3333 14016171002  $100,689.50 $35,854.49 $23,824.49 3120,368.48
3333 14016205017  $446,629.30  $407,752.98  $222,603.14 $3,004.69  $103,2711.87 §1,183,261.98
3333 14016215017  $177,799.70 $43,471.20 $74,163.35 $0.00 §295,440.25
SEWVICE UNIT £3333  §3,051,254.63  $1,730,737.08  $1,086,720.11 $25,734.09  $117,750.62  $805,174.60  $267,845.16 $7,085,216.29
% OF PROGRAM T07AL 1.5 1,68 1.79 0.11 1,12 1.83 1.18 1.52

bR R R R R e b b R kbbb kbbb bbb b bR bbb bk b2t

3434
E3434
E3434
E3434
E3434
3434
E3434
B33
E3434
E3434
E3434
E3434
B34
E3434
B3

14016113004
14016113402
14016117002
14016118004
14016135002
14016140002
14016142002
14016145002
14016146004
14016146061
14016159002
14016160002
14016210017
14016228016
14016230013

SERVICE URLT E3434
% OF PROGRAM T07-:

$22,800.00 $81,739.48 $157.52 5104,6:;.38
$48,183.71  $247,115.98 $10,298.69 $2,452.08 $308,050.46
$80,100.50 $72,791.15 $694.33 $153,591.98
$278,048.00  $460,263.10 $15,208.38 §11,976.61 $765,496.09
$264,363.91  $142,179.62 $25,563.88 $13,021.15 $445,128.56
§46,552.00 $65,256.26 $3,945.10 $9,254.13 $125,007.49
$45,322.40 $15,609.42 $5,073.40 $10,970.84 §17,915.70 $114,891.76
$215,764.00  $367,276.64 $21,169.43 $19,929.98 $624,140.05
§2,485,303.05 $472,709.43 §1,214,752.97  $259,053.84  $4,431,819.29
$32,508.42  $172,709.19 $9,253.4 §2,126.28 $216,597.13
§16,219.00  $155,394.26 $5,680.95 $18,191.08 §195,485.29
$26,664.00 $57,423.57 $1,972.5 $1,538.98 $89,599.10
$63,549.90  $302,822.03 §53,720.63 $8,340.56 $36,741.84 $465,174.96
$371,655.80  $360,286.19  $150,886.13 $0.00  $128,855.33 $1,011,683.51
$3,999,034.69  $2,520,872.89  $776,176.20 $97,959.21  $183,512.87 $1,214,752.97  $259,053.84  $9,051,362.67
2.04 2.45 1.28 0.40 1.75 2.46 1.14 1.94

bbb b b b b R e b bbb Rk Rk Rk kb kb kbR Rk kR bk bk bk dk kb kbR kR Rk bk bk

£353

- E3535

E3535
3535
E3535
£3535
£3535
E3535
£3535
E3535
£3535
E3535
B3535
£3535
£3535
£3535

14016144002
14016153002
14016161002
14016162002
14016163002
14016167002
14016168004
14016169002
14016170002
14016172002
14016194002
14016206017
14016227017
14016233016
14016802060
5609920126

$295,228.10
$141,004.80
$208,605.20
$251,084.40
$265,768.30
$109,663.00
$146,126.30

$69,776.00
$306,692.12

$14,447.20
$156,415.20
$429,581.20
$201,475.60
$118,056.41
$671,256.20
$345,811.32

$163,437.12
§79,121.21
$102,375.08
$138,418.89
$202,567.70
$35,902.08
$68,979.71
$67,735.79
$275,338.75
$41,328.06
$90,810.51
$264,399.36
$182,693.38
$90,542.00

$407,588.65

$70,577.93
$41,591.05
§21,611.79
$44,130.34
$56,401.98
$14,79.14
$42,2.32
$37,172.86
$95,804.90
§18,200.19
$48,828.56
$302,687.82
$54,621.95
$26,925.34
$384,762.16
$67,277.5

§6,134.15

$1,703.54
$2,868.88
$16,680.52

$1,549.41
$1,120.74
$0.00

$1,118.68
$1,000.31
$5,205.02

$773.75

$13,666.43

I-14

$535,371.30

$261,771.06

$340,295.61

$436,506.51

$541,438.40

$160,359.23

§258,889.74

$195,805.39

$677,835.77

$74,015.45

$297,172.95

$102,730.57 $1,100,399.26
$30,008.40 $474,004.35
$16,517.53 $252,817.03
$1,116,435,74  $240,624.63  $2,413,068.73

3854,343.96
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SERVICE e EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOH AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  T0TAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONKEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLO¥ THRU CEAPTER 1 REINBURSEMENT

SERVICE UNIT £3535 $3,731,073.35 $2,231,238.30  $1,353,666.79 $51,821.43  $149,256.50  $1,116,425.74  $240,624.63 $8,874,106.74
§ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 1.90 2.1 .23 0.21 1.42 - 26 1.06 1.90

thbb b T R b b bR Rk kb kb bbb b R R b R bR R R R e bR ik b bk R Rk Rk kAR

FOOFF 48072150061  $810,671.70 $810,671.70
SERVICE UNIT FOOFF  $810,671.70 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  $810,671.70
% OF PROGRAY TOTAL 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.00 0.00 0.00 0.17

imﬁﬂﬂiﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁmt*ﬁH‘H’H‘Hﬁiii*iiiiﬁiﬂiiiﬁiﬁﬁiiiﬁﬁiHi‘ﬁﬁiﬁiﬁiiiiﬁﬁﬁiiﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁiﬁii*ﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬂm

F3636 27066200026  $111,305.70 $65,803.65 $16,840.09 §193,949.44
73636 27066201026 $68,440.00 §24,913.15 §1,972.5 §4,276.57 $99,602.27
F3636 27066203026 $59,033.80 §27,498.20 $86,532.00
F3636 28037190002 $29,871.60 $13,918.76 §43,790.36
F3636 28037223026 §44,122.50 $29,453.03 §4,394.74 §71,970.27
F3636 28037225026 $38,248.00 $26,199.08 $64,447.08
F3636 49081029002 $10,712.00 §15,023.2 §25,735.72
F3636 45081030017  $117,308.80 $42,813.36 $23,935.50 §184,057.66
F3636 49081034002  $103,929.60 $17,930.98 §16,847.25 $138,707.83
F336 49081076002 $12,000.00 $9,552.40 $21,552.40
F3636 49081037002  $250,877.50  $116,871.02 $8,333.70 $10,516.24 $386,598. 46
F3636 49081040022  $870,525.01  $333,127.41 §18,376.84 $16,395.82 $1,238,425.08
F3636 49081041025  $784,762.60  $574,932.46 §7,945.4 §26,528.92 $1,394,169.42
F3636 49081100026 $63,059.00  $106,883.50 $13,981.40 $16,524.00 $200,447.90
F3636 49081300026 $99,274.00 $58,942.02 §1,972.55 $160,188.57
F3636 49081665060  $309,519.00 $551,823.74 $831,652.10  $199,673.06 $1,892,667.90

SERVICE DWIT F3636 $2,972,989.11 §1,463,862.74  $563,714.28 $92,732.26 $84,218.81  $831,652.10  §$199,673.06  $6,208,842.36
% OF PROGRAM T0TAL 1.52 1.42 0.93 0.3 0.80 1.68 0.8 1.3

By L L0 bttt aa s tiieassttass tititaratitsssaasaiittiiiatiaiaaiaaitlateatitieatapitanatanaanedtoieeinsiitatitttittiottipititiiiieiis ]

PN 060063070 $9,868.00 $8,802.59 $18,670.59
P G0 $05,138.50 82540167  $6,705.08 $57,445.25
PN 280172606 $6,600.00  89,458.60 $6,100.98 C .5
PN 80TI0% $3.923.80 33,3037 $8,38.89 §65, 633,00
BT 28037208026 $90,8.50  $56,157.97  §20,777.09  $16,42.53 $183,426.09
FT 2803MN0% $32,856.50 $57.08  $13,606.99 $46, 740, 67
P 28039060 $484,932.24 §256,54.05  $29,810.01  $771,290.28
BT 80mN06 $17564.10 $5,076.06 $8,795.78 4B
BT 20088001026 $8,100.00  $9,088.27 $17,188.27
PN 2608800026 $8.525.00 435,049 47,632.18 $51,861.47
T 20088027004 $6,000.00  $12,501.56 $20,501.56
1-15 3954
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY ~ PRIVATE ROOM AND PL 94-142 T0TAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU REIMBURSEMENT
‘ F3731 28088045004 $6,571.00 $6,571.00
F3731 28088071016 $6,688.00 $3,662.79 $10,350.79
SERVICE INIT F3737  $729,015.64  $199,471.35 $72,066.93 $16,442,53 $0.00  $256,547.03 $29,811.01  $1,303,354.49
% OF PROGRAX TOTAL 0.37 0.19 0.12 0.07 0,00 0.52 0.28
T T Y e R e T T T e T e L et T Y
FI8FF 06006017004 $8,000,00 $4,204.50 $12,204.50
F38FF 06006023003 $610.00 $802.48 §1,412.48
FI8FF 06006084004 $3,200.00 $13,457,35 $3,028.46 $19,685.81
F38FF 06006092002 $5,400.00 $1,021.32 $1,533.68 $7,961.00
FIGFF 06006094004 $8,040.00 §17,27.17 §6,585.44 $31,856.61
- F38FF 06006098002 $1,584.08 $1,584.08
F38FF 06006099004 $51,497.50 $18,072.88 $1,960.71 $27,624.62 §13,733.40 $112,889.11
F38FF 06006099061 $27,374,00 $27,374.00
FISFF 06006103022 $16,000.00 $29,642.99 $3,945.10 $1,263.28 $50,851.37
F38FF 06006115602  $114,770.80 $24,430.57 $3,924.11 $21,427.49 $164,554.97
F38FF 06006126004 $12,320.88 $1,972.55 $415.64 §14,709.07
F3SFF 06006175004 $16,239.7 $1,343.30 $17,583.07
FI8FF 06006285004 $15,564.80 $28,823.73 $3,945.10 $5,722.32 §54,055.95
’ F38FF 06006300026 $5,608.00 $10,829.06 $9,371.00 $31,808.06
P38FF 06006303026 $16,000.00 $19,018.04 $3,282.35 $38,300.39
! F38FF 06006305026 $6,000.00 $20,708.27 $1,972.55 $26,131.66 $54,812.48
| FI8FF 08006306026 $35,412.30 $23,901.77 $3,899.13 $16,731.87 $11,601.45 $91,547.12
| F38FF 06006500015 $39,749.50 $10,055.99 $3,945.10 $3,045.20 $56,795.79
F3SFF 06006500061 $16,000.00 $289,923.00 $305,923.00
F3SFF 06006502017 $34,793.00 $16,025.61 $11,248.24 $252.08 $7,305.78 $69,534.71
| F38FF 06006505016 $1,683.74 $1,683.74
F38FF 06006508016 $8,000.00 $2,195.91 $23,053.80 $33,49.1
367 06006510016 $8,013.50 $2,641.90 $10,661.40
P3FF 43059002026 $15,520.00 $27,899.14 $1,972.55 $45,391.69
FI8FF 43059003026 . $22,800.00 $35,596.02 $7,890.21 $11,058.26 $77,344,49
F38FF 43059004026 $51,982.00 $23,681.52 $1,972.55 $17,636.07
F38FF 43055095026 $51,032.50 $22,195.95 $3,945.10 §2,059.68 $79,233.23
SERVICE UNIT F38FF  $561,237.90  $390,318.64 $59,752.93  $108,585.34 $81,826.00  $289,923.00 $0.00  $1,490,643.90
% OF PROGRAN T0TAL 0.29 0.38 0.10 0.45 0.78 0.59 0.32

ittt b R R N R G R R b bbb ok Rk bbb bbbk d d bk d R bR kR Ehd Rt Rt hh R bk bR 4

F39FF
FI9FF
F39FF
F39FF
F39FF
F3SFF

21094038022
27094200026
27094222026
27094225026
27094400026
33048202026

$4,750.00

$1,127.00

$17,198.00

$39,1M1.4
$12,325.11
§9,477.79
$9,365.47
$11,999.54
$24,554.06

$14,732,94

§1,382.92
$4,267.45
$4,459.84
$20,473.41

$50,567.05
$567.49
§825.23
$4,126.72

$6,714.86
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$109,827.43
$12,892.60
$12,812.94
$17,759.64
$16,459,38
$68,940.39




SERVICE ' EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOK AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
NI DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPCRT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CHRPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
FI9FF 33048205026 $25,337.00 $66,603.43 $83,642.57 $79,759.37 $255,342.37
FIOFF 33048205061  $864,388.10 $321,451.74 ) $1,185,839.84
FI9FF 33048208026 $685.00 $28,380.66 $7,7148.15 $36,813.61
FI9FF 33048210026 §271.50 $18,706.37 $1,833.06 $20,816.95
F39FF 33048217026 $10,581.20 $26,912.92 $13,596.51 $9,115.76 $60,206.39

SERVICE UWIT F3OFF  $924,343.80  $248,102.73  $152,136.93  §151,676.48 $0.00  $321,451.74 $0.00 $1,797,711.74

% OF PROGRAY T0TAL 0.47 0.24 0.25 0.62 0.00 0.65 0.00 0.39

B S 1212824ttt Rttaat883asitatatatattatatitiastariersatiatszattaztestiatesitedetiiitile il ddiialisitiiiiisiiiiidiititisinisisiiisiitititisdsd

F40FF 22029265026 $41,432.50 $54,181.11 §11,225.79 $12,566.50 $119,405.90
FAOFF 48072000060  $950,912.40 $1,183.58 $409,898.00 $1,361,993.98
FAOFF 48072062002 $30,762.41 $3,945.10 $34,707.51
F40FF 48072063002 §48,854.28 $20,068.75 $2,070.90 $70,993.93
FAOFF 48072066002 $229.50 $22,044.03 $9,300.38 $7,972.26 $39,546.37
FAOFF 48072068002 $17,871.61 $7,890.21 $25,761.82
F40FF 48072069002 $10,110.16 $2,846.39 $12,956.55 -
FAOFF 48072070002 $187.50 $45,152.50 $5,647.41 $50,987.41
F40FF 48072309026 $42,615.00 $7,685.06 $2,428.17 $52,728.23
F40FF 48072310016 $10,528.50 $22,331.26 $12,261.30 $7,474.30 $52,602.36
F40FF 48072316004 $8,116.08 §8,116.08
FAOFF 48072321026 $30,754.69  $118,402.71 $23,309.65 $21,790.13 $200,257.18
FAOFF 48072322026 $636.00 $34,022.54 $9,815.42 $44,473.96
FAOFF 48072323026 $7,563.50 $30,202.68 $10,215.84 $2,499.62 $50,481.64
F4OFF 48072325026 $278.50 $27,038.96 $17,715.49 $9,754.02 $54,786.97
FAOFF 48072326026 $780.50 $72,659.93 $16,085.82 $30,126.25
FAOFF 48072327026 $8,363.00 $32,744.30 $13,807.86 $16,393.00 $71,308.16
FA0FF 48072328003 $3,224.06 $180.40 43,404.46
SERVICE UNIT FAOFF  $1,051,667.59  §621,517.20  $172,607.07 $88,948.92 $0.00  $409,898.00 $0.00 $2,344,638.78
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.54 0.60 0.28 0.3 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.50
kT b R A R AR R R AR 4
FAIFF 48072150025 $2,489,749.26  $788,727.09 $1,418,405.23 $54,126.02 $810,001.29  $895,210.60  $6,456,219.49
SERVICE UNIT FAIFF  $2,489,749.26  $788,727.09 $1,418,405.23 $54,126.00 $0.00  $810,001.29  $895,210.60 $6,456,219.49
§ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 1.2 0.7 .3 0.22 0.00 1.64 3.9 1.3

B L gt izttt ittt b st aa izt ntatetai it atatatsetiattatseateaszattatiansttndt il it il ittt i il atiotiitisiileitileisitititiiisisilss

FA2FF 43102001004 $35,938.00 $5,918.44 $3,781.30 $45,643.74

FAZFF 43102002004 $26,6824.00 $10,911.88 $6,252.99 $43,988.87

FA2FF 43102021026 $40,794.80 $38,376.61 $6,262.85 $24,597.31 $6,567.71 $116,699.29

FA2FF 43102060026 $37,039.00 $5,350.22 $3,119.58 $33,020.47 $78,529.2
I-17
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROCH AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  0TAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU (RAPTER 1 ~ REIMBURSEMENT
FOQFF 43102069002 $28,000.00 $18,361.30 $12,180.51
PAZFF 43102069061  $106,733.20 $176,759.00 $283,492.20
PQFF 43102122017 $27,712.00 $7,065.07 $3,066.56 $37,843.63
FO2FF 43102140026 $50,035.50 $42,952.88 $15,087.62 $7,126.46 $115,202.46
SERVICE UNIY F42FF  $353,176.50  $128,936.40 $49,757.41 $55,025.76 §63,761.48  $176,759.00 $0.00  $827,416
$ OF PROGRAX TOTAL 0.18 0.13 0.08 0.23 - 0.61 0.3 0.00 0.18

E LR Rt itrals st s iR dtRR s Rttt iiaattRindttta st litastiadisiztiatitattaaszatataiasttartintteasatttytrttiystiteiatrtetitatatnltistiertistiztts]

F43F7
FA3FF
FA3FF
FOFF
F43FF
FA3FF
FA3FF
FA3FF
F43FF
F43FF
FA3FF
FA3FF
F3FF
F43FF
FA3FF
FA3FF
FA3FF

37053000060
37053004026
37053005026
37053006J26
37053008026
37053070016
37053090017
37053230017
37083232002
37053425004
37053426004
37053429004
37053430004
37053431004
37053434004
37053435004
37053438004

SERVICE UNIT F43FF
% OF PROGRAN 70TAL

§52,488.00 $254,505.42 $306,993.42
$25,712.00 $20,052.74 §2,643.2 $48,467.96
$28,176.00 $29,581.37 $6,723.01 $5,593.68 $70,074.06
$5,000.00 $34,908.62 $5,893.98 §845.97 $46,648.57
$137,964.55 $48,108.5¢ $8,884.62 $9,531.43 $28,105.85 $232,594.99
$1,972.55 $1,972.5

$48,8068.00 $1,597.58 $6,049.22 $6,424.14 $62,939.54
$12,997.50 $12,422.75 $6,757.53 $4,955.36 $37,133.14
§36,888.50 $26,664.61 $7,890.21 $3,604.60 $45,036.01 $124,083.93
$3,200.00 $847.25 $4,047.25
$5,664.00 $11,982.38 §1,759.51 $19,405.89
$173,373.10 $27,870.35 $11,251.44 $11,205.18 $16,295.90 $239,995.97
$2,293.00 $844.29 $3,131.29
$4,802.09 $4,852.09

$264.00 $264.00
$9,968.00 $21,204.40 $4,807.11 $35,989.51
$6,464.00 $7,604.49 $1,972.55 $16,041.04
$549,380.65  $248,591.46 $66,604.95 $42,160.96 $93,437.76  $254,505.42 $0.00  $1,254,681.20
0.28 0.24 0.11 0.17 0.89 0.51 0.00 0.27

ik tttrrk it b b R R b e R db kb kb bR 2k kbbb bk bbb bk Rt d bkt b dd R kR bk i bk bbbk A kb bk bbbk kb dk bk bk kbbb Rk d

FUH
PU
PUY
PU
FUH
n
Fidd
PU
FUH
PUY
FHU
PUH
Fi4
PUH

05085001026
22023001026
22025002026
22029003026
22029004026
22029066025
22029087002
22029088002
22023141002
22029176026
22029340003
22029341016
26034316026
26034319024

$81,887.10
$42,564.00
$54,924.00
$56,368.00
$18,570.40
$243,713.63
$22.40
$28.00
$41,381.20
$55,857.60
$10,509.60
$8,717.00
$22,518.00
$19,191.00

$15,617.50
$30,199.63
$29,895.75
$27,109.56
$10,393.58
$55,594.96
§2,23.07
$210.12
$12,659.83
$16,490.80

$3,733.46
$9,559.92
$12,852.08

$8,393.40
$9,161. 47
$3,83.83
$4,891.58
$6,308.91
$56,599.81
$1,972.55
$100.21
$5,138.97
$124.25

$3,651.19
$4,746.58

$1,748.63
$705.40
$805.68
$2,808.60

$10,400.78

$330.94

I-18

$32,665.50

$25,704.00

$12,542.35

357

$107,646.63
$115,296.00
$89,462.26
$91,177.74
$60,976.89
$366,309.18
$4,218.02
$338.33
§11,720.3%
$72,478.65
§10,509.60
$16,101.65
$36,824.50
$32,574.02




»

SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOK AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCOOE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU (HAPTER 1 REINBURSEMENT
FA44§ 26034325026 $34,204.10 $17,972.14 $9,065.39 $61,242.23
P44 26034328024 $25,428.00 $10,006.31 $3,792.96 $39,201.7
PA4L 26034335026 $50,071.50 $27,182.64 $7,844.29 $85,098.43
FU44 26034336026 $22,759.40 $16,696. 61 $9,023.91 $48,479.92
P44 26034337026 $43,481.60 $15,798.68 $3,140.07 $62,420.35
FA44 26034338026  $103,340.30 $17,308.06 $15,157.38 $135,805.74
FAl44 26034338061  $312,780.34 $619,446.43 $88,828.55  $1,021,055.32
P44 26062165026 $37,335.20 $4,610.45 $3,178.65 $45,124.30
Fi44d 26062170026  $100,962.00 $20,988.95 $11,235.42 $3,170.55 $136,356.92
Fi44d 26062175026 $48,961.20 $21,318.80 $8,052.67 $78,332.67
P44 26062180026 $80,032.11 $6,638.99 $4,072.28 $90,743.38
F4444 26062185026  $235,127.67 $82,969.15 $14,030.03 $0.00 $15,743.70 $347,870.55
Fi444 27036115026 $93,940.70 $30,415.38 $10,037.56 $13,125.56 $147,519.20
F4444 27036120026 $31,639.20 $26,534.40 $894.63 §14,444.56 $73,512.19
SERVICE UNIT F4444  $1,876,315.25  $524,987.42  $204,450.99 $47,740.70 $86,655.55  $619,446.43 §88,828.55  $3,448,424.89
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.6 0.1 0.34 0.20 0.83 1.25 0.39 0.74

Hhkibkibkbidtibbit di bt kbbb bt ibktdbk bbbt bbbt bbb bbb bbbkt ibidikbbibb bbb bbb ibibibbdibititiiididitidibbitiditbititbititititbibidhiitibbidiitins

F4SFF
FASEF
F45FF
FASFF
FASFF
FASFF
F4SFF
F4SFF
F45FF
F4SFF
FASFF
F4SFF
FASFF
FSFF
FASFF
F4SFF
MSFF
FASFF
FASEF
FASFF
PASFF
F4SFF
FASFF
FASFF
FASFF
FASFY

38060124026
38060125026
3806026026
38460189026
53430050002
$3090051002
$3090052002
53090076002
53090085002
§3090086002
53090098002
53090102002
53090108002
53090137002
53090303016
53090306018
53090308016
53090309016
53090309061
53090606004
53080622003
53090695004
53090701026
53090702026
53090703926
$3090709626

$99,049.20
$26,470.00
$78,7711.10
$85,290.80
$112,702.93
FASFF

§41,865.40
$92,780.90
$20,400.00
$186,071.05
$19,097.00
$80,877.88
$389,508.69
$17,162.00
$152,118.06
$8,000.00
$102,0080.43
$87,361.04
$503,317.63
$8,000.00
$9,359.00
$12,393.00
$62,028.50
$83,480.40
$42,472.00
$233,678.94

$49,743.10
$22,815.69
$19,510.74
$64,815.81
$37,156.13
53090051002
$39,966.78
$28,905.57
$21,567.56
$96,300.57
$2,121.62
$37,28.62
$221,326.91
$29,396.56
$60,595.58

$23,198.23
$21,741.93

$5,4%.5

$6,837.17

$5,022.27
$24,248.66
$45,791.22
$11,619.10
$21,486.10
$92,200.17

$24,418.22 $7,919.66 $18,878.25 $200,008.43
$2,231.60 $51,517.29
$11,933,94 $1,460.67 $111,676.45
$21,771.92 $5,279.15 $177,157.68
$18,457.17 $24,464.28 $192,780.51
$16,376.50 $20,791.05 $5,917.65
$15,005.20 $28,082.53 $124,919.91
$24,449.78 $8,075.60 $154,211.85
$6,487.72 $46,455.28
$64,416.19 $34,889.14 $381,676.95
$1,972.55 $23,197.17
$16,930.41 $135,056.91
$93,101.75 $80,946.67 $13,135.68 $798,018.70
$7,675.20 $6,926.18 $11,164.16 $72,324.10
$33,027.19 $24,346.05 $13,231.89 $283,318.7
$1, .55 $9,972.55
$6,0680.34 $134,165.00
$17,328.65 $563.56 $18,191.60 $145,192.78
$955,186.33 $1,463,942.51
$14,837.17
$1,972.55 $16,353.82
$3,933.26 $40,574.92
$8,718.68 $12,604.52 $129,142.92
$5,917.65 $6,995.68 $108,012.83
$5,917,65 $69,875.75
$25,803.68 $38,135.12 $389,617.91
I-19 3 5 8

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  70TAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CEAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
SERVICE UNI? F4SFF  §2,570,712.45  $1,009,855.69  $428,247.50  $280,688.81 $74,601.58  $955,188.33 $0.00  $5,319,294.36
% OF PROGRAM T0TAL 1.3 0.98 0.70 1.15 0.1 1.93 0.00 1.14
FUGFF 17064005026  $428,489.80  $171,715.90  $116,363.94  $120,975.43 $69,339.82 $906,884.89
Fi6FP 17064005061 $4,501.59 $251,891.53 $256,393.12
FIGFF 43102108026 $54,475.00 $21,661.98 $3,945.10 $80,082.08
PAGFF 43102375026  $106,223.41 $25,426.28 $14,497.28 $146,146.97
SERVICE UNIT FAGFF  $593,680.80  $218,804.16  $134,806.32  $120,975.43 $69,339.82  $251,891.53 $0.00 $1,389,507.06
§ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.30 0.21 0.22 0.50 0.66 0.51 0.00 0.30

iiiiii*iiiiiiifiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiititiitiiti*iiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii*iiiiiiiiiiiiii*iiiiiiitiii

FATFF
F4TFF
FATF?
FATFF
FATFY
F4IFF
HATFF
FATFF
HATFF
FATFF
HATFF
HATFF
HTRY
FATFE
FATFF
FATFE
FATFF
FATFF
FATFF
FATFF
FATFF

17020005026
17020015026
17020018026
17064002026
17064003026
17064004026
17064007026
17064007061
17064009026
17064010026
17064016026
17064019026
38054017004
38054021026
38054023028
38054027002
38054061004
38054068004
38054072004
38054088002
38054404016

SERVICE UNIT FATFF
§ OF PROGRAN TOTAL

$29,349.60 $11,382.12 $1,923.31 $510.33 $23,438.76 $66,604.12 -
$130,278.70 $76,041.04 $29,392.08 $6,965.53 $22,887.50 $267,564.85
$85,218.70 $56,735.66 $8,919.88 $3,002.10 $2,51.73 $156,378.07
$61,508.71 $18,852.95 $14,564.31 $600.88 $95,526.85
$28,076.00 $41,474.47 $10,803.67 $5,596.03 $85,950.17
$42,420.00 $39,393.86 $5,223.31 $87,037.17
$27,748.00 $45,653.29 $2,958.82 $10,177.79 $86,537.90
$120,038.70 §455,098.43 $575,137.13
$61,469.70 $34,634.87 $16,664.12 $10,357.51 $123,126.20
$12,225.00 $19,092.64 $2,524.86 $4,193.36 $38,035.86
$172,700.69 $79,338.19 $46,160.06 $32,697.98 $26,993.25 $357,890.17
$34,142.00 $33,415.18 $11,204.09 $3,560.36 $102,321.63
$5,080.00 $5,080.00
$20,003.60 $19,142.21 $4,611.82 $702.59 $25,321.11 $69,781.33
$74,864.30 $44,465. 42 $1,972.55 $121,302.27
$131,822.00 $45,446.16 $14,178.48 $9,492.31 $39,824.98 $240,763.93
$21,504.00 $9,204.59 $1,972.5 $1,639.50 $34,320.64
$6,016.00 $99.77 $6,115.77
$8,421.20 $25,834.96 $1,853.17 $36,109.33
$10,000,00 $3,693.26 $1,862,26 $20,555.52
$62,316.00 $23,198.87 $24,268.04 $2,314.76 $13,375.26 $125,532.93
$1,165,202.90  $634,099.51  $197,341.95 $95,566.46  $154,342.59  $455,098.43 $0.00 $2,701,671.84
0.59 0.62 0.32 0.3 1.47 0.92 0.00 0.58

ifiiiiiii*iiiiiii*iiiiifiiiiitiiiiiiitiiiitiifiitiitiifiiiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiittiittiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii*iiiiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii

F4BKK
F4ORK
F48RK

01001001026
01001002026
01001003026

$27,796.80
$22,813.00
$36,280.00

$11,078.01
$18,715.01
$24,054.88

$1,883.73
$3,508.22

$1,802.88
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AND PL 94-142 PL §9-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
UNIT  FISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CHAPTER 1~ REIMBURSEMENT
F4SKK 01001004026 $54,223.60 $19,186.80 $699.06 $74,109.46
FASKK 01001172022  $566,896.10  $211,037.57 $32,530.14 $810,465.91
F48KR 01001172061  $174,022.20 $386,662.32 $960,684.52

SERVICE DNIT FAGKEK  $862,031.70  §284,072.27 $0.00 $40,426.13 $0.00  $386,662.32 §0.00 $1,593,192.42

{ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.45 0.28 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.34

bbb R R A R R R R R R Lt b R R R bt Rtk kb b A Rt R R d b b bbb kR R R AR R b bbb bR AR

FASER 01075001026 $8,104.00 $12,971.38 $21,081.38
F49KK 01075002026 $39,310.50 $12,611.24 $2,895.70 $3,928.09 $58,745.53
FI9KR 01075003026 $39,492.00 $28,760.67 $68,252.67
F49KK 01075004026 $36,077.50 §27,149.52 $1,972.55 $65,199.57
FA9KK 01075010026  $168,132.00 $31,729.84 $324.84 $16,972.95 §217,159.63
F49IX 01075057002 $8,820.00 $5,520.03 §14,340.03
F4SER 01075172016 $0.00 ) $0.00
F4SKK 05005001026 $48,087.50 $36,987.28 §1,451.43 $86,526.21
FASER 05009015026  $154,419.80 $29,751.05 $3,945.10 §18,021.37 $206,137.32
F49KK 07037040026 $50,084.00 $41,140.84 $3,945.10 $95,169.94
F49KK 07007042026 $10,475.00 $13,764.88 $5,150.57 $29,390.45
F49KX 07031001026 §48,864.70 $24,870.98 §73,735.68
F49EK 07031003026  $105,538.00 $54,930.42 $0.00 §6,536.09 $167,004.51
F49KX 07031010026 $16,131.50 $42,406.55 $2,387.00 $60,925.05
F49KK 40056002026 $39,494.00 $56,167.25 §335,33 §3,994.07 $99,990.65
F49KK 46069001026 $36,991.50 $16,680.68 §53,672.18
F49RK 46069006026 $32,800.00 $15,056.25 $1,972.55 §49,828.80
F49RK 46069011026 $35,977.50 $10,740.92 §46,718.42
FA9RK 46069027026 $16,707.00 $22,311.74 - $39,018.74
FASEK 46069117022  $334,531.70  $102,091.49 $7,372.10 $443,995.29
FA9KK 16069801060  $403,614.40 $47,986.07 $676,410.60 $1,128,011.07
FAKK 46086001026 $61,818.50 $43,780.09 $5,670.36 $111,268.95
FA9RK 46086002026 $50,400.00 §23,430.84 $73,830.84
FASKK 51084016026 $61,572.50 $33,261.97 $2,780.68 $97,615.15
SERVICE UNIT FA9KK  §1,807,443.60  $686,121.91 $68,527.81 $69,114.14 $0.00  $676,410.60 $0.00 $3,307,618.06
$ OF PROGRAM T0TAL 0.92 0.67 0.1 0.28 0.00 1.3 0.00 0.7

ittt it b bR R b b b b bbb b b b b kb R bk bk R bbb dHh R R bk b bk d
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FS50RR 05009064026 $40.00 $13,473.18 $7,738.32 $21,251.50
FS0RR 05009262026 $20,434.52 $4,818.94 $25,253.46
FSOXK 38065200026 $315.00 $10,330.24 $1,593.66 $6,961.09 §19,199.99
FS0KX 38065202026 $759.50 $25,161.93 $29,125.07 $1,637.83 $56,684.33
F50RX 38065213026 $313.00 $25,171.44 §11,835.31 $37,319.75
F50RK 40056003026 $269.50 $23,282.92 $20,441.17 $500.40 $44,499.99
F50RK 40056004026 $2,692.00 $29,154.78 §22,661.26 §811.22 $55,319.26
FSORR 51084000060 $1,489,843.43 $534,163.41 $2,024,006.84
I-21
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AND PL 94-142 PL 83-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW TERU CEAPTER 1 REINBURSEMENT
FS0KE 51084001026 $595.00 $9,249.55 $9,987.11 $33,026.48 $52,858.15
FSOKK  51084003A26 $435.50 $10,584.93 $18,040.96 $1,096.24 $30,157.63
FS0RK 51084005026 $772.50 $48,481.55 $21,080.66 $31,921.19 $102,261.90
FSOKR 51084008026 $650.00 $29,717.08 $7,217.5 $8,822.46 $26,842.30 §73,249.41
FSOKK 51084010026 $931.50 $18,741.40 $15,052.713 $7,623.00 $42,348.63
FSORK 51084011026 $268.50 $23,706.3¢ $8,258.86 $7,141.67 $39,315.31
FSORK 51084012026 $13.50 $4,421.30 $382.93 $5,312.33
FS0RK 51084013026 $135.00 $7,198,53 $2,681.91 $10,215.44
FSORR 51084014026 $2,225.00 $25,408.67 $13,449.19 $15,556.49 $27,469.28 ' $84,108.63
FSORK 51084015026 $489.00 $16,316.69 $11,718.11 $4,147.20 $32,731.00
SERVICE ONIT PSOKK  $1,500,747.93  $341,541.06  $198,411.03 $93,957.11 $87,338.07  $534,163.41 $0.00  $2,756,158.61
§ OF PROGRAK T0TAL 0.7 0.33 0.3 0.39 0.8 1.08 0.00 0.5

thﬁﬁm*iiﬂiﬂﬂﬁiﬂiiiﬂiﬂiiiiiiﬂiiiﬁiﬂﬁﬁiﬁiﬂﬂHiﬁiiiiﬁmHiii*iiiﬁiiiiiiﬂiiﬂiiiiﬂiiii**iiiiHiiHiiiﬂHHHHHHHHH

FSIRR 51084186025 $1,804,800.73  $576,380.26  $382,134.14 §57,995.55  $186,071.33 © §747,571.28  $3%4,177.55 $4,209,130.84

SERVICE UNIT FSIEK  $1,904,800.73  $576,380.26  $382,134.14 $57,995.55  $186,071.33  $747,571.28  $354,177.55 $4,209,130.84
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.97 0.56 0.63 0.24 1.1 1.51 1.56 0.90

H‘Hiﬁiiﬁiﬂﬁiiﬁimﬂ‘ﬁﬁiiﬁiﬁﬂiﬁﬁmiﬂhﬂiiiiiiiﬂﬂiiiﬁiiiiiiﬂiiiiiﬁiﬁiﬁiiiiiiiiihﬁiiiiiﬁiﬁiiiiiiiiiiHiiiiiiiiiiiﬁiiii

FSSFF 17064087025  $713,385.64  $169,959.26 $70,386.34 $23,982.94 $29,545.26  $163,946.62 $1,171,206.06

SERVICE UNIT FSSFF  $713,385.6¢  $169,959.26  $70,386.34 $23,982.94 $29,545.26  $163,946.62 $0.00 $1,171,206.06
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.36 0.17 0.12 0.10 0.28 0.3 0.00 0.25

mﬂﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬂiﬁﬁtﬁ%itﬁim*iﬂﬁﬂtﬂtﬂiﬁiﬂfﬂiﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂ%ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁiﬁiiiiﬁﬂiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiﬁiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii

F8389 38054000060 $19,428.71 $19,428.77
SERVICE UNIT F8939 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $19,428.71 $19,428.77
$ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

mﬁﬁmﬂfﬂﬁﬂmﬁiﬂﬂimmw*himwm{iﬁﬁﬂtmihiiﬂiﬁﬂiiﬁiﬁﬁiiﬂ‘ﬁhi khtkiktidkidkididi

GO0JJ 56099017062 $486,705.43 $1,131,411.16  $1,618,116.5
SERVICE UNIT GOOJJ  $486,705.43 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,131,411.16  $1,618,116.59
% OF PROGRAN TOTAL 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.99 0.3%

W*mmﬁﬁhiﬁﬂiiﬁﬁiﬂﬂiﬂiiiﬁHH“H“HHiiiiiiﬁiﬁiﬁﬁiiﬁiiiiﬁiﬁiiiﬁtﬁiiiiiﬁiiiiiiiiiihiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOK AND PL 94-142 PL §9-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CHAPTER 1 REINBURSEMENT
65252 24047000060  $338,994.80 $227,039.86 $566,034.66
65252 24047018016 $2,936.00 $16,217.78 $19,153.78
65252 24047066004 §14,20.40 $30,589.M $8,826.27 $8,193.16 $61,831.54
5252 24047088026 $72,067.50 $88,345.84 $30,554.09 $26,013.13 $216,980.56
65252 24047030004 $7,952.00 $3,350.64 $1,972.55 $13,215.19
65252 24047115026 $85,992.75  $115,833.13 $37,470.13 $56,165.82 $10,758.30 $306,220.13
G525 24047308026  $162,112.94  $159,235.07 $60,727.72 $91,201.15 - $51,818.80 §525,185.68
SERVICE ONIT G5252  $684,278.39  $413,572,17  $139,550.76  $181,663.26 $62,577.10  $227,039.86 $0.00 $1,708,681.54
§ OF PROGRAM T0TAL 0.3 0.40 0.23 0.75 0.60 0.46 0.00 0.37

i*iiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiiii*iiif*iittifi*i*iii*iiiiiiiiiiit*iiiiiittiiiiiiiiiiii*itiiiititiiiiiiiii*iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii

65353
65353
65353
65353
65353
65353
65353

56099114002
56099122002
56099157C04
56099159002
56099161002
56099210016
56099843060

SERVICE UNIT 65353
$ OF PROGRAM TOTAL

$13,400.00 $53,784.02 $3.16 $33,336.60 $100,523.78

$79,853.00 $87,553.17 $21,681.65 $21,752.07 $210,839.89

§24,440.00 $33,995.87 $6,024.17 $4,123.95 $68,583.99

$25,685.00 $59,384.65 $18,519.31 $20,756.92 $124,345.88

$58,443.50 $82,254.38 $13,919.31 $16,743.26 $171,360.45

§69,431.60 $70,325.00 $37,44.91 $60,817.15 $79,167.63 $317,186.29

$592,440.49 $19,978.26  $328,787.87 $282,351.13 $1,223,557.75
§863,603.50  $407,275.35  $426,380.38  $157,529.95 $79,167.63  $282,351.13 $0.00 $2,216,398.03
0.4 0.40 0.70 0.85 0.75 0.57 0.00 0.48

BT a T Ny tatat i titittttaitatiaataatiettaattt et aiilodiiteisiisisesaestitiitittiiiitiittiiiiiititei it

G5454
G5454
G5454
65454
65454
65454
G5454
65454
65454
G5454
65454

56099033C04

5609903361

56099088002
56099088402
56099089002
56099090002
56099091002
56099092002
56099202022
56099205017
56099205061

SERVICE UNIT G5454
$ OF PROGRAN TOTAL

$8,912.50

$77.00
$394.00
$156.00
$715.00
$681.50
$22,458.83
$6,614.50
$792,679.30

§111,499.34

$42,976.76
$17,463.36
$46,778.32
$22,919.45
$33,386.05
$74,166.26
$150,167.07
$67,643.09

§44,247.48

$9,945.64
$8,983.80
$11,924.08
$4,565.19
$9,811.95
$28,249.76
$31,547.03
$12,444.83

$33,220.20

$10,453.09

$5,155.45

§7,514.56
$15,176.85
$13,436.43
$31,016.76
$75,225.64
$28,654.38

§275,939.50

$197,879.52
$275,939.50
$63,375.49
$31,679.61
$66,610.96
$42,877.49
$57,349.43
$134,114.28
$279,398.57
$115,356.80
$792,679.30

$832,688.63
0.42

$567,059.70
0.55

$161,719.76
0.27

$219,853.3¢
0.90

$0.00
0.00

$275,939.50

0.56

$0.00  $2,057,260.95
0.00 0.4

B T T Ny T I et tataatstistiaiiaatiiaiasstaitatstiadadtidioesitelsiteieeitttittieatisuttitittintitsititidicii]

65555
65555
45555

56099017002
56099017061
56099030C04

§757,786.12

$100,606.13

$123,175.23

$18,036.84

$56,905.14

$11,773.16

$25,601.06

I-23
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

)

—

$234,656.98

$130,416.13
$992,443.10
$205,681.43




SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSORNEL TRANSPORT ~ SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW TERU (EAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
65555 56099070C04 $28,788.98 $9,509.83 $6,110.96 $44,409.77
65555 56099081002 $45,531.79 $12,792.58 $8,359.57 $66,683.94
65555 56099084002 $28,204.34 $2,431.48 $30,641.82
65555 56099200026 $69,028.33 $15,140.33 $10,041.73 $9¢,210.39
65555 56099203004 $35,668.05 $9,194.60 $6,959.02 $51,821.67
65555 56099207026 $114,105.48 $35,385.36 $18,383.93 $167,814.77
65555  56095209U26 $183,465.38 $31,621.57 $51,182.91 $266,489.86
65555 56099255026 §142,421.03 $42.67 $1,512.62 : $143,982.32
SERVICE UNIT 5555  §757,786.12  $871,000.74  $191,266.40  $139,924.96 $0.00  9234,656.98 $0.00 $2,194,635.20
t OF PROGRAM T0TAL 0.3 0.8 0.31 0.58 0.00 0.47 0.00 0.47

B N 1 e T L it LI ttzatritiattiaataatatsaitsisitastatediasstittteasdetitedin ileieititiitiititoddiddsissdibit sttt sitittitid

65656  56099365U26  $1,269,335.47  $630,146.72 $1,167,929.83  $192,066.44 $270,754.32 $3,530,232.78
SERVICE UNIT 65654 $1,269,335.47  $630,146.72 $1,167,929.83  $192,066.44 $0.00  $270,754.32 $0.00 $3,530,232.78
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.6 0.61 1.92 0.79 0.00 0.5 0.00 0.76

B S Ll a i a it tttita ittt aatittaitattttiatiattassasstitatttiatateitaattidastedtitdiadeliedtitiiitititectitaisotitodotittindtiiiitl]

65757 56099086005  $1,330,546.50  $697,890.86  $260,728.87  $317,070.22 $294,168.06 $2,900,404.51
SERVICE UNIT G5757 $1,330,546.50  $697,890.86  $260,728.87  $317,070.22 $0.00  $294,168.06 $0.00 $2,900,404.51
% OF PROGRAX T0TAL 0.68 0.6 0.43 1.30 0.00 0.59 0.00 0.62

il 2aR s il 2123 iatli R titiiaaatitasatdltiaizazititiiaiiziaatitataddasaanititaatiied ettt iaditite iiidtdidii i iiditnssditititititlitisetl]

65858 56099204017  §785,784.70  $288,697.94  $270,807.18 $37,784.36 $29,825.14  $163,112.63 $1,576,011.95
SERVICE UNIT G5858  $785,784.70  6288,697.94  $270,807.18 $37,784.36 $29,825.14  $163,112.63 $0.00 $1.576,011.95
$ OF PROGRAX 10TAL 0.40 0.28 0.45 0.16 0.28 0.33 0.4 0.34

E S RT3 s 122288t s 8 a ittt R e st as 82 tsalsiadiatiatlatlsatiatiatzitattatettstatatitaitiinusietetitatiteittianitortotiiogtditaantitditndiagtidtitiogtsisdd

65959 35050000060  $175,378.40 $672,521.04 $847,899.44
65959 35050001026 $37,721.00 $7,300.36 $3,751.79 $1,570.42 $50,349.57
65959 35050002026 $49,237.00 §75,444.83 $27,769.78 $10,104.75 §162,556.36
65959 35050003026 $16,216.00 $45,182.91 $6,390.78 $4,124.81 $34,760.60 $106,675.10
65959 35050025004 $8,000.00 $11,417.10 $2,921.34 §$20,344.44
65959 35050040017 $58,791.50 $27,044.37 $15,855.93 $14,555.14 $65,556.60 $181,803.54
65959 35050044002  $200,132.21  $163,389.89 $40,786.73 $48,076.93 $97,226.09 $549,611.85
65959 35050056002 $496.50 $4,321.39 $1,766.09 $6,583,98
65959 35050065004 $13,823.22 $5,917.65 $19,740.87
65959 35050075004 $26,561.00 $9,975.46 $1,972.55 $1,450.33 $39,968.34
I1-24
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66060 24032001026 $47,562.50 $94,232.11 $34,001.73 $7,352.95
66060 24032002026 $354.50 $22,546.31 $9,393.94 $6,643.89
66060 24032002002
66060  24032024C04 $4,451.11
G6060  24032035C04 $3,589.80
66060 24032054002 $615.00 $78,469.42 $8,880.03 $28,280.88
66060 24032054061  $455,481.10
66060 24032060004 $380.00 $12,808.29
66080 24032072004 $8,099.00 $27,201.52 $7,890.21 $11,981.81
G6060 24032073017 $8,162.50 $23,040.98 $1,759.51
66060 24032074003 $0.00
G6060 24032075002 $8,000.00 $12,910.58 $5,345.61 $8,362.M
66060 24032101016 $2,309.00 $37,055.05 $6,571.68 $942.62
66060 24032111016 $18,180.50 $64,860.55 $18,607.16 $3,550.42
66060 24032201004 $1,508.00 $24,872.57 $7,815.07
1-25
Q 13 (; :1

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE RO0K AND PL 94-142 PL 83-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU (HAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
65959 35050082004 $7,807.10 §1,288.07 §1,765.50 $10,950.67
G5959 35050095004 $64,952.00 $22,356.00 §11,835.31 $4,134.69 $103,278.00
65959 35050120017  $117,930.50 $67,484.28 $33,908.73 $13,774.53 $26,383.40 $259,481.44
65959 35050122002 $79,957.00 $42,018.22 $35,117.03 $6,483.71 $64,287.48 $227,863.44
65959 35030124002  $138,204.20 §24,629.85 $13,802.13 §4,738.98 $181,415.76
65959 35050125002 $75,915.20 §16,822.37 $7,017.18 $11,328.58 $56,703.29 $167,786.62
65959 35050129004 $2,778.00 §4,287.69 §3,963.2 $882.37 $11,911.28
65959 35050135002 $5,087.00 $5,994.44 $5,276.23 §2,914.18 §19,271.85
65959 35050140017 $68,711.80 $15,083.96 §6,941.86 $3,188.52 $93,926.14
65959 35050141002  $242,775.20  $103,136.9 $84,613.77 $22,595.32 $453,121. 4
65959 35050150002 $0.00
65959 35050155022 $90,112.10 $23,375.49 $13,449.19 §2,620.07 $129,554.85
65959 35050160017 $30,960.00 $7,862.55 $38,822.55
65959 35050170004 §42,943.60 $14,192.36 §1,35.2 $58,494.18
65959 35050175004 $20,637.20 $5,854.60 $3,945.10 $30,436.90
65959 35050185004 $10,361.40 $15,582.87 $1,496.06 $4,489.38 $31,929.11
65959 35050195004 $8,000.00 $5,143.50 $3,562,98 $1,923.83 $18,630.31
65959 35050210004 $9,080.00 §13,426.84 §2,61.5 $4,421.54 $29,549.90
65959 35050230004 $16,632.00 $4,388.83 $1,972.5 $1,174.22 §24,167.60
65959 35050235004 $6,440.00 $354.53 $6,794.53
G5959 35050280017 $49,867.00 $20,980.15 $12,627.38 $5,485.96 $16,771.30 $105,731.79
65959 35050289004  $144,698.20 $82,560.06 $29,938.07 §21,090.31 $218,286.64
G5959 35050360016 $8,217.00 $2,447.94 $551.2 $11,216.15
65959 35050400016 $8,062.00 $0.00 $8,062.00
65959 43059001026 $34,629.10 §26,639.35 $7,602.76 $68,871.21
65959 43078535026 $77,816.30 $52,071.14 §27,201.42 $12,692.50 §19,726.22 $189,573.58
SERVICE UNIT G5959 $1,927,306.41  $942,488.60  $414,407.85  $205,334.39  $384,603.50  $672,521.04 $0.00 $4,546,661.83
% OF PROGRAH TOTAL 0.98 0.92 0.68 0.84 3.66 1.36 0.00 0.97

F T T St Lttt i Tt T aaaaeataasttittatataadasadyadaadtatatatadegi o todtitididitossotdidotdittid ittt it

$183,149.29
$38,938.64
$0.00
$4,451.11
$3,589.80
$116,245.33
$646,582.03
§13,188.29
$55,198.54
$32,962.99
$0.00
$34,618.90
$65,669.43
$105,198.63
§34,195.64

$191,100.93

$18,791.08



SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROCK AND PL 94-142 PL 83-313  T0TAL GRANTS/

UNI®  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT ~ SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU (HAPTER 1 REINBURSEMENT
SERVICE ONIT G600  $550,652.10  $406,064.89  $100,264.94 $67,115.28 $18,791.08  $191,100.93 $0.00 $1,333,989.22
_'§ OF PROGRAX T0TAL 0.28 0.40 0.16 0.28 0.18 0.39 0.00 0.29

E T3 L aa l s ittt atatitttttttiialtaliiiitatilaiitiiizetiaiatliiaiatintaiasitiaseacttanarietatentiaaliitiistloiaiedtrisianiniidtitocitizts ol

G6161 29038004026 $88,509.50 $40,715.11 $1,972.55 $131,197.16
G6161 32046001026 $41,496.84 §8,241.08 $49,737.92
66161 32046002026  $170,840.90 $47,000.83 $1,972.55 $219,814.28
66161 32046005026 $19,556.03 $19,843.58 $39,399.61
66161 32046006026 $3,112.80 §3,112.80
66161 32046053002  $282,359.50 $66,664.49 $349,023.99
66161 32046061002 $105,442.00 $14,834.24 $120,276.24
G161 32046256004 $10,837.44 $10,837.44
66161 32046258004 §3,495.41 $3,495.41
66161 32046259004 $2,419.20 $17,452.29 $19,871.49
66161 32046302016 $12,091.58 $12,091.58
66161 32046307016  $108,52¢..4 $30,230.51 $7,318.24 $146,075.25
G6161 32046850060  $805,933.70 $205.10  $310,371.35 $370,169.00 $1,486,679.15

SERVICE UNIT G6161 §1,564,031.30  $307,692.67  $314,316.45 $35,402.90 §0.00  $370,169.00 $0.00 $2,591,612.32

$ OF PROGRAX TOTAL 0.80 0.30 0.52 0.15 0.00 0.75 0.00 0.56

8302231208 10832232200220aaksid0tttzi8biatiatattaitaatataticziidiattatattatiaittitaazttdtiigtiiscdiidieitdtidistiditstidtisititdiniisitisisitists

66262 32046111025  $582,141.00  $154,358.82  $218,935.58 $54,500.48 $85,779.00  $216,754.00 $1,312,468.88
SERVICE UNIT G6262  §$582,141.00  $154,358.82  $218,935.58 $54,500.48 $85,779.00  $216,754.00 $0.00 $1,312,468.88
$ OF PROGRAM 0TAL 0.30 0.15 0.36 0.22 0.82 0.4 0.00 0.28

ittt R R R R R bR R R H R R bR R R bbb bk bbbkt bRkt kbt kb bk bk i b bbb

B0096 50082000060 $68,800.00 . $218,265.24  $287,065.24
SERVICE UNIT H0096 $68,800.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  $218,265.24  $287,065.24
% OF PROGRAM M0TAL 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.0

Ll it It t2222 3 3adtautialiaitatliitzitatadtatla tatizisitattatatsdiesttnrtizcatdatceazzatttdinttdteetitatonaliatliditiidsoiitdistittetiit]

7070 03003001026 $19,816.24 $8,398.64 $18,214.88
E7070 03003002026 $62,807.50 $52,069.89 $24,092.15 $8,128.45 $147,097.99
B7070 03026201026 $3,724.36 $6,304.04 $10,028.40
£7070 03026202026 $16,125.00 §7,711.76 $7,831.93 $31,674.69
B7070 03026203026  $321,861.70 $19,400.04 $36,172.02 $16,585.46 $394,019.22
B7070 03026204026 $8,000.00 $8,753.80 $3,035.30 §26,589.10

;1365




)

SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROON AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRAKTS/

NI?  DISTCODE PERSCHNEL TRANSPOR?  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CHAPTER 1~ REINBURSEMENT

7070 10011001026 $18,875.81 $708.60 $19,584.61
§7070 10011003026 $3,542.00 $36,042.95 $26,199.98 % 42,770.04 $70,55.97
E7070 10011003061  $187,110.00 §649,813.82  $110,828.22  $947,752.04
7070 10011003062  $567,353.04 $6,609.43 $573,962.53
E7070 10011004026 $748.50 $9,33.41 $1,581.40 $11,667.31
7070 10011085026 $162.50 $9,541.01 $1,178.57 $10,882.08
E7070 10011007026 - $9,826.34 $1,972.55 $11,798.89
E7070 10011008026 $876.00 $27,839.49 $8,741.85 $37,451.4
E7070 10011009026 $316.50 $35,005.88 $3,690.24 $39,012.62
7070 10011014024 $12.50 $16,082.59 $579.79 $7,149.26 §23,84.4
E7070 10068002026 $9,966.40 §24,259.46 $7,551.71 $41,777.63
7070 10068003026  $357,753.30 $99,918.00 $41,747.94 $1,954.03 $501,313.21
E7070 10068012026 $57,625.80 $56,168.26 $19,290.24 $5,920.00 $139,004.30
E7070 10068022026 $430.00 #42,977.49 $8,997.95 $12,789.27 §65,194.71
E7070 10068066022 $6,755.63 $1,741.57 $8,497.20
B7070 40056001026 $45,820.00 $30,342.87 $18,531.76 $14,100.53 $13,090.68 , $121,885.84

SERVICE UNIT 7070  §1,640,510.74  $§541,004.77  $237,148.49 $69,397.04 $13,090.68  ¢649,813.82  $110,828.22 §3,261,853.76
$ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.84 0.83 0.3 0.9 0.12 131 0.49 0.70

B 212 21022222882280202202082t2asRat8stztteintsarastsacdstdidtnsdattntetintttitat tteatindetettsttsttlotrettattisidstdttottestattattittitittgtitisd

E7T171 07042100026  $140,712.20 §36,146.86 $14,260.36 $29,656.32 $280,715.74
E7171 40056005026 $22,588.60 $20,893.36 $6,205.65 $10,837.49 $60,525.10
E7171 40056006026  $124,489.50 $27,344.02 $1,469.55 $10,716.46 $164,019.53
M7 40056007026 $38,442.80 $41,285.89 $28,907.03 $6,095.51 $2,282.76 $117,013.99
B7171 40056008026 $23,442.80 $60,029.40 §12,169.90 $16,687.64 $112,329.74
ET71 40056009026  $151,057.90 $99,903.17 $19,369.10 $22,665.48 $292,995.65
ENT1 41057001026 $85,577.40 §82,047.47 $20,625.55 $38,177.92 $226,428.34
E7171 41057008026  $223,868.30  $157,664.75 $16,165.41 $90,050.52 $489,748.98
ET171 41057008061  $386,023.50 $539,337.02 §43,614.58  $968,975.10
E7171 41057013002 $118,626.00 $49,726.95 $17,632.59 $16,996.74 $24,075.00 $227,057.28
B7171 41057014016 $52,764.30 $26,780.19 $13,040.16 $3,511.11 $36,095.76
E7171 41057015003 $54,800.00 $26,484.79 $7,731.00 $267.55 $89,283.36

SERVICE UMIT E7171 $1,422,393.30  $688,306.85  $159,576.32  $245,662.74 $26,357.76  $539,337.02 $43,614.58  $3,125,48.57
% OF PROGRAN T(TAL 0.13 0.67 0.26 1.01 0.25 1.09 0.19 0.67

ttiHt it R b b p bRt bbb b R R fhe bbb b b bR bRkt h d dh bkt bbb bRt b b E b dkktd bt b d bt dk bk ikt AL

§7072 41057000063 $10,800.00 $10,810.00
E7272 41057011026  ¢678,872.14  ¢405,900.72  $§113,210.78  $343,597.60 $40,150.51  $242,094.70 $35,638.00  $1.859,477.45

1-27
366
BEST COPY AVAILABLE




SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY FRIVATE ROOM AXD PL 94-182 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
WIT  DISTCODE PERSORNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRY (EAPTER 1 REINBURSEMENT

SERVICE UNI? E7272  $689,672.14  $405,900.72  $113,210.78  $343,597.60 $40,159.51  $242,098.70 $35,638.00  §1,870,277.45
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.3 0.40 0.19 1.4 0.38 0.49 0.16 0.40

itk S R S R R kb b e R b

H7373 41057003026 $61,082.20 $9,47.42 $10,837.09 $17,092.70 $98,259.4.
E7373 41057009026  $659,744.05  §544,710.93  $232,597.22  $280,761.69 $61,685.56  $284,927.40 $2,084,426.85
§7373 41057009061 $30,623.80 $80,027.54  $170,651.34
313 41057012026  $130,962.10 $35,055.24 $38,425.98 $26,172.01 $230,615.33

SERVICE UNIT H7373  $842,412.15  $589,013.59  $281,860.29  $324,026.40 $81,685.56  $284,927.40 $80,027.54  $2,583,952.93
$ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.48 0.57 0.46 1.33 0.78 0.58 0.3 0.55

Febtr R R o R R R b i b b bR R R R b b bR R e

B7474 41057000060  $172,183.60 $8,493.50 $37,319.09  $218,056.49
EM474 41057000062 $21,452.25 $6,211.69 $33,663.94
B7474 41057002026  $140,388.70  $157,689.31 $52,421.93 §30,154.45 §42,327.66 $422,982.05
E7474 41057004024 $26,033.00 $47,79.13 $8,349.50 $12,005.29 $94,126.92
474 41057005026  $133,946.20 $95,653.53 $34,831.92 $11,576.30 $276,007.95
ET474 41057007026  $454,655.61  $223,052.53  $183,395.30  $120,379.57 $25,311.63 $1,006,794.64
E7474 41057007061  $141,598.80 $271,031.36 $96,108.55  §508,738.71

SERVICE UNIT H7474  $1,096,258.16  $538,839.99  $279,998.65  $174,115.61 $67,639.29  $271,031.36  $133,487.64  $2,560,370.70
§ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.56 0.52 0.46 0.712 0.64 0.55 0.59 0.55

E L LR Tad L tatattttaaa t i ittt aassstatttrttsatttrataatititsiasasatiaaseittarzaitantitaataactytdistzteiteindintitriitiaditttitititittiitii ittt

1575 41057010026  $510,171.64  $175,323.87 $68,778.28  $136,741.82 $59,679.00  $164,619.53 $25,329.17  §1,160,643.31

SERVICE UNIT? H7575  4510,171.64  $175,323.87 $86,778.28 4136, 741.82 $59,679.00  $164,619.53 $25,329.17  $1,160,643.31
{ OF PROGRAX T0TAL 0.26 0.17 0.15 0.56 0.57 0.3 0.1 0.25

B L Al ittt tatttitatizs st tiiiiiitiatiiidttiiiitiislitaiiiziatitidiaieaeyiedasatiiadizetepnaitaiiasatatiadaazaatoitisitdiiiitiiiitiid

7676 50082188022 $22,503.41 $1,248.62 $1,100.31 $24,852.34
7676 50082188022 $1,293,416.07  4707,005.17  $347,048.10  $557,838.92 $2,905,308.26
7676 50082189061 $353,322.62 §19,116.83  $372,439.45

1-28 367
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SERVICE EXTRAORDIKARY PRIVATE ROON AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOY THRU CEAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
SERVICE UNIT H7676 $1,293,416.07  $729,508.58  $348,296.72  $55§,939.2 $0.00  §353,322.82 §19,116.83  $3,302,600.05
t OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.66 0.1 0.57 .30 0.00 0.1 0.08 0.1

0 LTI L0 ARas iRt aRal st aiiiattaatiaiiliatizadsiatitaitiazaitiaictditisaiiyiaatitaniasattadtiiateadtizyttoatooniiieetogatiindiriaiiatidleaddidyd
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50082009026
50082019026
50082030003
50082040026
50082060026
50082070004
50082077016
50082085002
50082090004
50082104002
50082105002
50082110004
50082113002
50082115002
50082116002
50082118002
50082119002
50082130004
50082160004
50082175002
50082181002
50082201017
50082201061
50082203017

SERVICE GHIT 1777
§ OF PHOGRM TOTAL

$94,393.40 $20,2:8.21 $16,456.84 $24,521.30 §155,599.81
3025,375.70  $126,748.17 $68,181.51 $69,070.60 $489,381.98
$1,552.00 $476.62 $2,028.62
$15,677.50 $46,550.75 $9,800.42  $14,6088.80 $146,717.47
$42,043.90 $28,027.11 $14,234.00 $84,305.01
$70,951.00 $40,298.29 $5,307.45 $7,402.28 $123,959.02
$23,536.00 $10,611.99 $3,354.05 $2,753.96 $40,256.00
$23,215.50 $21,305.21 $L,440.45 $15,758.12 $61,726.34
$161,934.40 $69,761.78 $51,230.57 $52,521.68 $1,670.10 §337,140.53
$26,516.00 $9,208.34 $10,093.55 $10,976.51 $56,794.40
$125,259.20 $10,050.91 $2,707.58 $138,017.69

$81,367.10 $27,219.10 $19,828.93 $49,971.82 $27,300.00 $205,746.95 .
$12,642.50 $12,643.18 $1,972.55 §6,153.84 $33,418.07
$50,237.60 $43,237.56 $14,300.37 £8,677.14 $136,454.67
$25,538.00 $27,897.£1 $9,948.40 $17,214.95 $80,658.96
$428,099.50  $170,965.75 $84,417.57 $82,319.67 $8,511.90 $774,314.39
$41,585.60 $24,333.62 $11,133.15 $3,216.73 $80,329.10
$5,984 %0 $5,397.88 $11,381.88
$34,340.20 $27,395.32 $7,598.27 $5,665.68 $74,599.47
$29,677.50 $43,800.62 $7,152.47 $15,257.12 $95,887.71
$31,980.00 $17,684.08 $4,842.23 $54,506.31
$311,114.20  $161,515.11 $66,636.94 - $73,742.78 §31,315.32 $650,384.35
$253,075.20 $801,077.68  $154,560.21  $1,208,713.09
$43,997.00 $42,980.07 $18,675.34 $31,243.64 $136,896.05
§2,220,093.00  $988,423.40  #429,329.64  $491,276.02 $74,867.32  $001,077.68  $154,560.21 $5,159,617.87
113 0.96 0.1 .02 0.7 1.62 0.68 1.1

ittt ittt ittt bbbt bt bt R R b bbb bbb bR bbb b b b bk R bk etk kR d dh d bbb b hb bt h R h bbbk b bk kb d Rhk ke

H7878
7878

- HB8

50082187026
50082187061
50082196026

SERVICE UXIT E7878
t OF PROGRAM T0TAL

$330,621.30  $124,533.54 $69,988.12  $108,809.22 $35,335.60 $669,287.7¢
$33,312.00 $226,056.85 $26,536.91  $285,905.76
$77,392.30 $30,179.92 $2,523.3 $14,422.69 $124,518.23
$441,325.60  $134,713.46 $72,51L.4 $123,231.91 $35,335.60  $226,056.85 $26,536.91  $1,079,711.77

0.23 0.15 0.12 0.51 0.34 0.46 0.12 0.2

ittt thkk bbbkttt kbt hbk ddkd bt il kbbb dbaddt thkbith bbb bbbt dhd itk bbbtk dd i b hbhddd Rk ek RhR Rd R kP dRdR kbR R AR R AR R R AR RRRE R bR bAE R bbbk ka diRkd

87979

45067003026

$17,848.00

$16,160.99

$8,323.07

$4,494.75

1-29
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AND PL 94-182 PL 2313 TOTAL GRANTS/ '

UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT ~ SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLCH THRU (AAPTER | REINBURSEMENT

B7979 45067004026 $39,012.50 $28,207.01 $19,468.05 $18,649.79 $48,933.97 $154,211.32
BN979 45067005026  $112,201.10 $49,200.29 $47,616.01 $14,218.63 $223,240.03
BN979 45079001022 $28,320.00 $16,313.80 $3,926.07 $5,663.39 $54,223.26
B979 45019122019 $0.00 $0.00
979 45079132026 $109,505.00 $44,311.93 $11,453.98 $9,112.00 $174,382.91
H1979 45079132061 $54,434.80 $296, 384.83 $32,834.60  $383,658.23
BN979 45079134004 $11,293.50 $5,335.51 $5,715.30 $4,639.11 $26,983.42
H1379 45079138026 $25,264.50 $9,443.75 $4,556.94 $39,265.19
B7979 45079139026 $65,019.60 $43,163.55 $26,633.49 $17,821.96 $152,658.60
BT 45079140026  $176,723.50 $41,839.62 $3410.4  $37,252.99 $289,965.55

SERVICE UNIT H7979  $639,622.50  $253,980.45  $161,862.35  $111,852.62 $48,933.97  §296,388.83 $32,834.60  $1,545,475.32
§ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.33 0.25 0.27 0.46 0.47 0.0 0.14 0.3

iiiiiiiitiiitiiiiiiiiiii**itii*itiiiiiiiitiii*iit*iiiiiiiiiiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii*ﬁiiiiiitﬁiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii*iiiiiiiitiiiiiiiiiiiiitﬁiiiii

10000 25033010061 $59,937.57 $59,931.57
SERVICE UNIT 10000 $59,937.57 §0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $59,937.57
% OF PROGRAM T0TAL 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01

ii*iiiiii**it*iiiitiiiitiiiii*ii*iiiitiiiiiiititif*iiiiiii*iiiiiiiiiiii*i*iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii

18080 13014001026 $39,862.03 $10,641.08 $50,503.11
18080 13014003026 $1,017.50 $35,864.29 $7,137.58 $10,446.70 $54,466.07
18080 13014012004 $150.00 $33,2.11 $13,495.99 $46,918.76
18080 13014021002 $6,170.83 $4,931.38 §11,102.21
18080 13014046002 $3,110.69 §1,972.%5 $5,083.24
18080 13014057002 $8,390.10 $1,972.% $10,362.65
18080 13014060002 §7,928.45 §2,986.44 $10,914.89
18080 13014062002 $3,244.57 $1,896.38 $5,140.95
16080 13014063002 $0.30
18080 13014071016 $12,135.08 $2,088.70 $12,038.04 $26,261.82
18080 13014141502 ' $0.00
16080 13014186002 $2,429.69 $1,972.55 $4,400.4
18080 13095001904 $5,381.21 §2,417.41 $7,858.62
18080 13095010026 $31,909.41 $13,263.14 $45,172.55
18080 13095011004 $4,840.34 $1,972.55 §6,812.89
18080 13095015004 $12,145.70 $8,722.41 $20,868.11
18080 13095029003 §2,449.43 §1,972.5% §4,421.98
18080 13095049004 $28.00 $29,501.01 $10,870.25 $40,399.26
18080 13095099016 $2,486.03 $2,486.03
18080 42058001003 $986.16 $986.16
18080 42058002003 $0.00
18080 42058007004 $660.00 $6,106.25 $2,501.19 $9,267.44
18080 42058010004 $583.00 $0.00 $1,587.90 §2,172.90
18080 42058100026 $188.50 $12,218.91 $12,400.41

1369




SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
WIt  DISTCODE PERSORNEL TRARSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLO® THRU CHAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
18080 42038111002 $223.50 $10,354.26 $10,539.00 $3,26.39 $24,393.15
18080 42058122002 1,598.48 $1,972.55 $13,571.03
18080 42058133002 $3,681.97 §2,084.98 $5,766.95
18080 42056135002 $1,000.00 $70,774.84 $25,462.17 $37,231.61
18080 42058200017 $1,108.00 $7,580.15 $1,972.55 $3,675.90 $8,877.96 $23,214.5
18080 42058401026 $390.00 $55,608.73 $15,208.12 $15,225.00 $86,432.85
18080 42088501026 $562.50 $19,303.21 $7,683.22 $27,548.93
18080 42058600016 $1,493.50 $10,191.94 $5,917.65 $3,300.00 $20,903.05
18080 42058700016 $3,767.28 $1,972.55 §5,739.83
18080 42058801060 $1,206,975.13 $455,417.49  $104,557.66  $1,766,950.28

SERVICE UNIT 1808¢ $1,214,381.63  $450,807.78  $165,866.64 $28,057.02 $30,679.35  $455,417.49  $104,557.66 $2,449,761.57

% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.62 0.44 0.2 0.12 0.29 0.2 0.46 0.53

B 388 e Rt sia8a1832 20281t 0ta3i21R202232038zs2ttecaadittatsarttttzdzi ittt ttttettatede ittt ietitatatiotitotontiotintatititintatieisttidatitit]

18181  1Z013010026 $16,000.00 $22,176.30 $38,176.30
I6181 12013025026 $38,409.50 $26,425.36 $1,972.55 $2,315.16 $2,099.96 $71,220.53
18181 12013035026  $100,940.00 §72,088.97 $4,309.84 $6,908.89 $31,767.85 $216,015.55
I8181 12040002026  $102,879.80 $81,603.69 §15,382.62 $4,544.67 $199,410.78
18181 12080001026  $150,052.00 $78,370.85 $2,026.55 $1,931.43 $232,380.83
18181 12080002026 $26,856.00 $2,893.2 $29,749.27
I8181 15017000060  $309,496.40 $5.5,466.12 $13,165.00  $838,121.52
18181 15017001026 $16,275.00 $25,070.18 $41,345.18
18181 15017002026 #97,847.80 $43,221.67 $4,926.23 $0.00 $146,001.70
18181 15017003026 $12,052.50 $15,884.90 $91.23 $28,028.63
18181 15017004026 $31,424.50 $55,517.26 $5,226.2 $92,167.98
18181 15051010026 $65,827.50 $39,737.62 $3,774.70 $6,623.24 $115,963.06
18181 15051020026 $77,411.50 $31,20.28 $8,245.20 $116,894.98

SERVICE UNIT 18181 §$1,045,478.50  $494,228.35 $40,955.14 $11,155.48 $45,035.72  $515,466.12 $13,165.00  $2,165,484.31

t OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.53 0.48 0.07 0.05 0.43 1.04 0.06 0.46
rHH S R R R A
18282 21028034007 $18,508.19 §7,038.62  $104,228.18 $189,771.99
18282 21028038016 $37,868.00 $9,302.58 $27,402.63 $216.3¢ $74,789.60
18282 21028047004  $150,657.50 §35,84G.92  $188,158.90 $374,657.32
18282 21028062002 $32,198.40 4 Ly $44,354.87 $90,875.24
18282 21028091004 $10,550.¢0 $4,762.10 $14,985.83 $30,297.93
18282 21028103013 $47,639.94 $27,644.75  $146,331.97 $4,216.28 $8,807.50 $234,646.4¢
18282 21028110004 $3,024.00 $3,160.44 $5,310.54 $11,494.98
18282 21128112016 $250.60 $2,75..92 $1,420.97 $4,423.89
18202 21028115004 $13,491.10 $5,545.40 $34,533.24 $53,568.74
18282 21028168026  $165,342.62 $61,458.42  $243,617.51 $470,418.55
18282 21028188026 $35,271.50 $53,527.89  $14C,394.86 $282,194.25
18282 21028196026 $63,703.€0 $25,063.57 $80,594.13 $2,366.85 $1,092,13 $172,820.28

I-31
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SERVICE EXTRAORDIKARY PRIVATE ROOM AND PL 94-142 PL §9-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
INIT  DISTCODE PERSORNEL TRANSPORT ~ SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW TERU CHAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
16282 25041001026 $24,776.00 $29,148.59 §34,627.09 $68,551.68
18282 25041002004 $18,800.00 $12,067.12 $28,901.50 $59,768.62
18282 25041000 ¢ $62,780.00 $3,533.89 $26,654.04 $92,967.93
18282 25041004004 $27,200.00 $17,667.93 $45,845.87 $90,713.80
18282 25041005004 $26,800.00 $16,020.30 $38,473.64 $81,293.94
18282 25041006004 $1,285.20 $15,263.68 $7,591.70 $24,140.58
18282 25041007004 $11,707.20 $13,348.20 $30,516.95 $55,572.35
18282 25041008004 $362.00 $19,683.36 $12,723.50 $3,804.84 $36,573. %
18282 25041012004 $384.00 $6,677.27 $11,912.24 $18,972.51
18282 25041079002 $8,000.00 $7,153.59 $29,311.16 $44,524.75
18282 2504108.%02  $234,286.40 $69,066.52  $281,322.76 $3,687.2 $10,628.40 $619,591.29
18282 25041082002 $14,904.00 $4,767.33 $24,301.54 $43,972.92
18282 25041099004 $6,088.42 $5,961.16 $12,049.58
18282 25041114004 $17,200.00 $21,033.64 $53,704.42 $91,938.06
18282 25041201017 $84,670,50 $50,007.94  $160,916.20 $3,095.16 $25,480.32 $324,170.12
18282 25041204017 $16,799.20 $10,092.49 $26,497.02 $53,388.71
18282 25041205016 $11,976.80 $7,317.28 $10,568.29 $29,884.37
18282 25041801060  ¢311,548.30 - §444,579.00  $147,741.00  $903,868.30
SERVICE UNIT 18282 41,564,983.45  $579,957.18 §1,861,248.71 $13,581.89 $49,813.19  §444,579.00  $147,741.00 §4,661,904.42
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.80 0.56 3.06 0.06 0.47 0.90 0.65 1.00

B 8382482101223 82232388tia0atttatatsatatatiutattatiitazatatizatatiiattatetatitatettettititatatsetsetttattazastattstatritatrsattitdtttsisiitstss

18383
18383
18383
18383
18383
18383
18383
18383
18383
18383
18383
18383
18383
18383
18343
18383
18383
13383
18383
18383
18383
18383
18383

02091016004
02091017022
02091037004
02091043004
02091066022
02091081016

02091084026 -

30039086003
30039095002
30039130004
30039140004
30039165026
30039166026
30039176026
30039186026
30039186061
30039196026
30073005002
30073050002
30073101016
30073204u04
30073211004
30073300026

$5,600.00
$33,600.00
$53,612.00
$34,098.80
$17,208.00
$41,116.50
$42,901.00
$10,359.00
$119,454.00
$11,259.60
$29,076.60
$80,484.70
$4,800.00
$82,653.20
$127,403.60
§363,686.85
$32,029.00
$4,040.00
$30,573.50
$20,568.00
$5,600.00
$4,000.00
$101,543.50

$2,166.04
$17,435.14
$15,957.11

$6,296.9
$18,880.25
$13,998.7
$34,658.40
$19,850.73
$72,948.37
$11,804.50
$38,4%.19
$21,701.21
$14,607.58
$43,287.58

$7,004,52
$12,313.3
$45,181.94
$26,285.4
$51,931.06
$68,034.36

$8,0061.63

$7,955.34
$92,789.58

$5,212.75
$13,363.58
$6,148.44
$4,000.80
$6,068.39
$9,839.78
$10,425.39
$47,096.24
$3,627.52
$18,779.49
§11,644.07
$1,655.33
$24,372.85
$56,000.37

$6,458.88
$10,646.05
$18,127.47
$12,137.80
$2,962.77
$1,972.55
$41,674.27

$7,766.04
$56,247.89
$82,932.69
$46,544.19
$40,089.05
$61,183.66
$87,399.18
$40,635.12
$239,569.03
$26,691.62
$85,315.48
$119,829.98
$21,062.91
$150,319.63
$190,408.49
$1,229,585.21
$83,669.82
$40,971.49
$100,632.03
$100,740.16
$16,624.40
$13,927.89
$216,007.35

$70.42

$496,757.00  $156,828.00
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SERVICE EXTRACEDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
NI?  DISTCODE PERSORNEL TRANSPOR?  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU (BAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
SERVICE UNIT 18383 $1,455,674.05  $657,609.05  $312,214.79 §70.42 $0.00  $496,757.00  $156,828.00 $3,079,153.31
% OF PROGRAY TOTAL 0.74 0.64 0.51 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.69 0.66

S 2T 328 i R 1088828380888 ttnttaittattsinttatsatatitatitiiatadsaaiaasatsatleateatzatizatzaaizyzatasadazaaiantatiadictiadinadinttiatttitedtiitelizts

18484 20024001026 $86,630.10 $49,578.51 $35,083.13 $171,261.T4
18484 20093017024 $11,952.00 $5,014.93 §5,304.04 $22,270.97
18484 20093348026  $172,454.00 $42,932.39  $105,430.77 $320,817.16
18484 20096006004 $8,000.00 $5,701,15 $2,796.06 $16,497.21
18484 20096014004 $17,096.20 §290.57 $1,479.41 $18,866.18
18484 20096017004 $19,408.00 $0.00 §2,93.39 $13,303.39
18484 20096019004 $11,800.00 §4,682.2 §4,263.48 §19,745.75
18484 20096100026 $59,724.80 $23,130.53 $9,162.63 $92,017.96
18484 20096112004 $57,501.60 $1,405.93 $22,026.05 $80,933.58
18484 20096200026 §40,738.00 $28,910.29 $8,196.35 §77,844.64
18484 20096225016 $40,012.50 $8,134.87 $7,876.51 $56,023.88
18484 20097001026 $10,414.00 $19,285.20 $17,826.49 $47,525.69 -
18484 20097003026 $56,276.00 $48,095.95 $38,208.41 $142,580.36
18484 20097005026  §286,892.3¢  $114,385.77 $55,227.36 $456,505.47
18484 20097018004 $1,195.(5 §4,496.68 $3,717.15 $9,408.83
18484 20097801060  $462,567.22 $4,024,26 $651,554.27  $160,566.76 §1,278,712.51
18484 23030007026 $83,657.50 $40,042.78 $23,417.12 $147,117.40
18484 23035001026 $65,077.20 $31,410.44 $14,701.34 $111,188.98
18484 23076001026 $73,205.00 §18,205.12 $14,147.33 $105,557.45
18434 23083001026 $30,356.00 $35,468.66 $19,460.94 ' $85,285.60
1848¢ 23083002026 $42,734.00 $19,709.50 $16,908.72 §79,352.22
18484 23083003026  $182,493.47 $64,334.12 $75,576.38 $322,403.97
18484 23083004026  $124,558.80 $19,722.84 $56,359.34 $0.00 $200,640.78
18484 25033010026  $134,714.50 $35,696.57 $41,760.12 $212,171.19
SERVICE UNIT 18484 $2,069,458.23  $624,659.13  $581,834.52 $0.00 $0.00  $651,554.27  $160,566.76  $4,088,072.91
$ OF PROGRAN T(TAL 1.06 0.61 0.96 0.00 0.00 1.3 0.1 0.88

ittt R R b b b e A b b b b bR R R bbb bR b b te bt b bbb bt d b bbb b b bbb

18585 57100001026 $0.00

18585 57100002026 $0.00

18585 57100002061 $1,036,932.14  $368,747.60  $971,376.40 $267,441.00 $99,689.00  §2,735,186.14

18585 57100003026 $0.00

18585 57100004026 §7,648.76 $7,648.76

18585 57100005026 $0.00
372
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SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOH AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/

ONIT  DISTCOOE PERSONNEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW TERU CHAPTER 1  REIMBURSEMENT
SERVICE ONIT 18585  $1,036,932.14 $368,747.67  $971,376.40 $7,648.76 $0.00  $267,441.00 $90,689.00  §2,742,834.90
% OF PROGRAM 10TAL 0.5 0.36 1.60 0.03 0.00 0.5 0.40 0.59
St R o T R T R R R R R R
18686 02002001022  $190,420.00 $76,077.90  $163,798.57 §5,482.40 $435,778.87
18586 02002005026 $72,559.60 $22,481.02 $24,786.31 $119,832.93
18686 02044001626 $19,158.90 $2,984.46 $7,721.93 $29,865.29
18686 02044032003 $10,800.00 $2,204.90 $1,762.23 §14,761.13
18686 02044043003 $8,084.00 $304.65 $455.54 : $8,844.19
18686 02044055002 $32,008.50 §7,269.46 $10,505.33 $49,783.29
18685 02044054002 $8,826.00 $12,919.94 $6,976.21 $28,722.15
18686 02044133017 $18,741.10 $21,454.41 $9,965.57 $50,161.08
18686 02061631026 $95,521.50  $127,776.09 $11,231.32 $29,616.76 $324,147.67
18686 02061038026 $25,257.50 $7,281.23 $13,496.64 $46,035.37
18686 02077100026 $30,352.50 §11,871.93 $6,825.88 $49,050.31
18686 02077101026 $62,132.20 $36,809.31 $43,369.05 R $142,310.56
18686 02077101061  $357,447.30 $348,278.92 $97,961.83  $803,688.05
SERVICE UNIT 18686  $931,309.10  $329,441.30  $360,894.58 $0.00 $35,101.16  $348,278.92 $97,961.83  $2,102,986.89
$ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.48 0.%2 0.59 0.00 0.33 0.70 0.43 0.45

WWMWWHWHiﬁiiitﬁﬂﬂﬁfﬂﬂimiﬁﬁiﬁiiiﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂmﬁﬁiihﬁiiﬁiiiiﬂiiiiii*iﬁiﬁﬁiiiﬁiﬁiﬁiﬂiﬁiﬁii

I3 14016299025 35,616,998.85 32,177,715.66 19,229,200.93 13,358,145.13  $3,510,861.42 §5,913,294.79 56,038,051.57 115,844,248.35

SERVICE TNIT J8787  35,616,998.85 32,177,715.66 19,229,200.93 13,358,145.13 $3,510,861.42 $5,913,204.79 $6,038,031.57 115,844,248.35
% OF PROGRAM T0TAL 18.17 1.3 31.63 54.93 33.43. 11.96 26.65 24,83

Hmmmﬂmmﬁimm%mm&miiihiiﬂtﬂﬁ&*ﬂﬁﬁdiﬂimiﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁiﬁiHhii

ROOLL 39055000060  $162,013.20 $188,503.88  $550,522.08
SERVICE WWIT ROOLL  $162,018.20 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  $388,503.88  $550,522.08
§ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.08 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1N 0.12

mwmﬂmﬂwmimmmmH’Hﬂ‘itﬂiiiﬂiﬂﬁﬂiﬁf&iﬁHiﬁiﬁm{iﬂiﬂiiiiﬁﬁiiﬂﬁﬁh

RO3LL 09027001026 $8,000.00 $2,469.5 §17,780.05 §28,249.61

R63LL 0902700202 $8,000.00 $7,73.15 $15,735.1%

R63LL 09027004026 $2,760.00 §3,126.50 §5,886.90

R63LL 09027008026 $1,600.60 $1,600.90

R63LL 09927010026 $6,479.20 $6,479.20

K63LL 28038003026 $3,200,00 $3,310.67 $10,264.77 $16,835.44
1-34
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PL 89-313

SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOX AXD PL 94-142 TOTAL GRANTS/
UNIT  DISTCODE PERSONKEL TRANSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CEAPTER 1 REIMBURSENENT
K63LL 29038005026 $2,680.00 $,730.34 $8,412.34
K6ILL 29038006026 $3,200.00 $3,200.00
K63LL 29038008026 $3,200.00 $3,200.00
K6ILL 29038009026 $8,000.00 $271.96 $10,539.37 $18,611.33
K63LL 29038010026 $8,000.00 $8,000.00
K63LL 29038233017 $0.00 $5,208.11 $5,208.11
K6ILL 29036252016 $0.00
K63Li 29038275004 $1,600.00 $1,600.00
KEILL 29038280004 $4,800.00 $58.88 $6,032.27 $10,891.15
K6ILL 29038284004 $0.00
E63LL 29038801060  $679,136.65  $401,186.15 $70,724.03 $243,889.35 $1,394,936.18
SERVICE UNI® K6CLL  $734,176.65  $404,371.93 $70,724.03 §30,820.06 $45,063.39  $243,889.35 $0.00 $1,529,045.41
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.37 0.39 0.12 0.13 0.43 0.49 0.00 0.33

F Tt L rra Lttt R ttaat s s tsazatitiditatataaziatsadttatazatatssaditatottyttozeatilisletttetitisiteadintititatttittittinssatiglts

R64LL
KE4LL
KE4LL
K&4LL
KE4LL
K64LL
K64LL
KE4LL
RE4LL
K6ALL
RO4LL
EB4LL
KS4LL
KE4LL
K64LL
KE4LL
K64LL

09010000062
09010001026
09010003026
09010007026
09010008026
09010130004
09010137002
09010137061
09010137062
09010142004
09010169004
09010188004
09010192004
09010193017
09010212004
09010224004
09010305016

SERVICE UNIT K4LL
t OF FROGRAM TOTAL

$9,752.00 $9,752.00 -
$43,188.50 $17,895.64 $1,972.55 $29,175.84 $92,232.53
$170,251.14 $67,081.69 §18,622.31 §1,762.62 $8,167.73 $265,305.49
$76,260.69 $45,134.4 $16,311.03 $18,598.59 $156,304.75
$41,272.00 $31,698.57 $7,890.21 $703.28 $81,564.06
$15,696.00 $9,677.60 $1,041.50 $26,415.10
$189,017.8¢  $130,754.38 $27,610.99 $1,493.46 $348,876.67
$158,983.50 $311,420.92 $469,504.42
$116,128.00 $116,128.00
$26,564.80 $16,914.63 §1,234.81 $44,714.2
$55,903.40 $22,520.64 $4,803.16 $83,227.20
$10,882.18 $10,882.18
$10,761.00 §1,972.55 $12,733.55
$50,505.60 $20,435.67 $9,851.79 $585.36 $10,667.22 $92,045.64
$1,552.00 $7,122.83 $12,172.64 $21,350.15 $42,197.2
$7,454.49 §7,454.49
$15,992.00 $0.00 $15,992.00
$370,167.47  $398,333.36 $91,310.90 $35,335.95 $69,360.9¢  $311,420.92 $0.00 $1,875,929.54
0.49 0.39 0.15 0.15 0.66 0.63 0.00 0.40

F 28 R 2 2Rt N isa st ianaisattats i a il Rasattiiazasitalatiziatieiistraiiiatartiesocireitetoatutarzazaartesaikertidioditatotciitartandtiietaditatiisii it

R65LL

09010004026  $1,108,683.31

$196,835. 32

$1%,114.68

I-35

$29,946.38

$95,512.93

3741

$303,463.49

$1,888,156.11




SERVICE EXTRAORDINARY PRIVATE ROOM AKD PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/

INI?  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRARSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CHAPTER 1 REINBURSENENT
SERVICE TNIT RESLL  $1,108,683.31  $196,835.32  $154,114.68 $29,946.38 $95,512.93  $303,063.49 $0.00 $1,888,156.11
% OF PROGRAN TOTAL 0.57 0.19 0.2 0.12 0.91 0.61 0.00 0.40

WﬁmﬁwmmmwmmﬂHiﬂﬁﬁﬁi’ﬂiﬁﬂﬂﬂiﬂﬁihiﬂmmﬁiﬁ

RGLL 03010116022  $794,125.71  $232,217.28  $122,174.38 $7,511.98 $75,108.89  $216,737.79 $1,447,876.03
SERVICE UNIT R6SLL  $794,125.71  §23,217.28  $122,174.38 $7,511.98 $75,108.89  $216,737.79 $0.00 $1,447,876.03
t OF PROGRAX TOTAL 0.41 0.23 0.20 0.03 0.72 0.44 0.00 0.3

 Sisianizttatattetatizititatzazazatiiatisy] itﬂiﬁﬂfﬁﬂﬁfﬁimﬁﬂiﬁﬁiﬂiﬁiﬁ*iﬂHﬁih*iﬁﬁiHiﬂﬂitﬂﬁHﬁiﬁiﬂﬂiﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ

K67LL
R67LL
R67LL
K67LL
RO7LL
R67LL
R67LL
K67LL
R67LL
I67LL
K67LL
ROTLL
R67LL
R6TLL
R6TLL
KSILL

54092000060
54092001026
54092502026
54092004026
54092005026
54032007026
54092008002
54092010026
54092011026
54092012026
54092061003
54092076026
54092118024
54092223017
54092225017
54092801060

SERVICE TNIT K6TLL
$ OF PROGRAN 10TAL

§538,673.11 §538,673.11

$42,563.00 $37,214.33 $6,850.18 $86,687.51
$115,378.07 $29,022.33 $25,031.05 $0.00 $169,431.45
$164,604.97 $34,726.22 $25,770.81 $10,103.96 $235,205.96
$65,537.00 $13,208.92 $7,170.22 $2,485.89 §88,402.03
$37,333.20 $11,369.59 $14,356.79 $726.26 $37,398.86 §101,184.70
$7,200.00 $3,695.06 $134.84 $11,029.90
$12,619.50 $25,913.50 $10,195.61 $48,728.61
$103,992.09 $28,900.21 $16,695.76 $1,315.92 §150,903.98
$24,348.00 $54,331.39 $7,742.05 $86,421.44
$5,688.00 $13,561.39 $4,433.21 $23,682.60
$40,883.68 $16,461.91 $12,433.07 $0.00 $69,778.66
$962,273.98  $118,996.42  $281,406.55 §33,212.13 $28,825.86 $1,424,774.94
$4,156.95 $1,948.88 $6,105.83

$7,780.63 $7,780.63
$195,356.95 $195,356.95
$1,777,778.44  $399,398.85  »e14,169.02 $47,904.16 §66,224.12  $538,673.11 $3,244,148.30
0.91 0.3 0.68 0.20 0.63 1.09 0.70

Wmtmmmiiwmmmiﬁi’ﬂiiﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁiﬂﬁiﬂiﬁﬂﬁitﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ

K68LL
K68LL
K63LL
K68LL
K68LL
K68LL
K68LL
K6LL
KS8LL
K68LL
K68LL

11087006426
18074005026
18074025026
18074035026
18074057026
18074100026
39055001026
39055002026
39055003026
39055005026
39055006026

$683.00
$85.00
$1,000.00
$61.00
$220.50
$290.00
$436.00
$503.50
$5,101.50
$2,281.50
$870.00

$18,555.94
$73,033.85
$85,550.15
$66,667.54
$26,165.78
$16,041.75
$8,321.57
$28,424.66
$72,899.05
$71,512.91
$43,106.89

$1,972.55
$1,388.67
$5,917.65
$1,872.55

$1,972.55
$7,452.30
$10,243.46
$1,972.55
$3,148.19

$2,549.61

$1,784.65

$1,702.60
§1,749.39

1-36
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$21,211.48
$74,507.52
$95,017.41
$68,701.09
$26,386.28
$16,331.75
$30,736.12
$38,165.11
$88,244.01
$77,469.56
$48,874.47
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SERVICE EXTRACRDLNARY PRIVAYE ROON AND PL 24182 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/
WI?  DISTCODE PERSONNEL TRAKSPORT  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU (EAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
R68LL 39055010026 $17,388.92 $4,740.04 $22,128.96
K68LL 39055011026 $1,907.50  $35,21.78 $5,917.65 $7,733.68 $50,776.61
T68LL 39055061025 $74,075.01 . $545,160.8¢  $121,019.50 $32,411.31 $48,536.17 $821,268.89
KS8LL 39055061061  $2,197,716.58 $740,154.00 $2,937,870.58
SERVICE UWIT R6GLL $2,265,231.09 §1,128,083.63  $167,717.66 $47,997.30 $48,536.17  $740,154.00 $0.00  $4,417,689.85
% OF PROGRAM TOTAL 1.17 1.10 0.28 0.20 0.46 1.50 0.00 0.95
B LT T T e S g e e e  E
16969 03025010026 $42,425.50 $27,018.39 $8,257.10 $17,700.99
16969 03025020026 $10,300.00 $26,421.42 $18,393.19 $55,714.61
F6969 03025030026 $19,075.70 $37,716.32 $28,161.86 $85,013.88
F6969 03025040026  $154,318.13  $125,121.18  $142,730.08 $1,619.68 $423,789.08
"R6965 03025050026 $53,600.00 $33,115.15 $15,508.86 $102,224.01
R6965  11012002C26 $80,320.00 $28,030.06 $42,581.80 $150,931.86
16969  11012003C26 $19,238.50 $9,221.21 $63,119.62 $91,579.33
K969 11012004C26 $68,625.00 $14,553.16  $122,257.63 $205,435.79 -
R6969 11015001026  $207,250.90 §79,214.15 §88,391.43 $374,8%.48
16969 11015002026  $491,834.64 $91,590.87  $184,520.38 $6,432.86 $774,387.75
§6969 11015002061 $1,115,911.60 $8,708.02 ' $1,271,647.29  §220,741.34  $2,617,008.25
16969 11015005026 $21,818.80 $16,881.92 $6,049.94 $50,770.66
R6969 11018003026 $40,906.70 $38,213.91 $85,090.90 $164,271.51
X6969 11018077026 $65,634.00 $68,180.82 $30,527.02 $1,513.00 $165,854.84
R6969 11023002026 $29,063.40 $22,550.89 $9,183.07 $849.12 $61,646.48
16969 11023003026 $12,040.00 $9,248.42 $16,128.65 $37,411.07
RES69 11023004026 $44,520.00 $29,117.13 $21,831.80 $95,474.93
K6969 11023006026 $23,600.00 $22,096.95 $10,040.17 $55,731.12
R6969 11023095025  $162,968.00 $76,903.65 $77,956.78 $317,828.43
15969 11070300026 $68,148.44 $48,829.81 $30,603.05 $1,538.27 $149,119.57
%6969 11070301026 $16,540.50 $25,260.70 $10,016.19 $51,817.39
R6969 11070303026 $23,200.00 $23,004.97 $22,01.37 $68,282.34
R6969 11087001026 $40,000.00 $21,449.5 $23,812.74 $85,322.30
16969 11087002026 $32,000.00 $22,247.86 $10,198.96 $64,446.82
K6369 11087004026 $85,708.30 $22,965.01 $20,384.79 $139,058.10
16969 11087005426 $12,000.00 $39,825.16 $15,247.80 $67,072.%6
16969 11087010004 $11,969.50 $7,923.19 $371.88 $20,264.57
16969 11087011004 $24,000,00 $14,327.43 $38,327.43
16969 11087185016 $208.66 §2,60.72 $2,832.38
K696 11087188016 $6,000.00 $13,215.29 $21,275.29
k6969 18021301026 $76,182.70 $92,488.74 $19,472.79 $188,144.23
R6%69 18021302026 $34,694.50 $44,916.92 $18,164.38 $1,796.21 $119,572.02
K6389 18021303026 $19,200.00 $27,942.32 $4,553.52 §51,695.84
K6%69 18021305026 $37,783.50 $72,182.19 $26,29.7 $136,185.41
R6%69 18021306026 $31,944.00 $38,391.25 $22,769.14 $93,104.39




SERVICE EXTRAORDIMARY PRIVATE ROCK AND PL 94-142 PL 89-313  TOTAL GRANTS/

Wt DISTCOOE PERSONNEL TRANSPORY  SERVICES FACILITY BOARD FLOW THRU CHAPTER 1 REIMBURSEMENT
SERVICE UNIT K6969 $3,210,822.31 $1,264,935.25 $1,222,268.77 $13,749.15 $0.00 $1,271,647.29  $220,741.3¢  $7,204,164.11
% OF PROGRAN TOTAL 1.64 1.2 2.01 0.06 0.00 257 0.97 1.3

it R b R R thittkt b A bk R b b bR R i kb bR bRt

19292 45075000060 ) $8,649.11 $8,649.11
SERVICE (1T X9292 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $8,649.11 $8,648.11
§ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00

WMWWWW*H*Hﬁ'ﬂﬂiﬂm*iifiiﬂﬂﬂﬁimﬂﬁhﬁﬁﬁ tiikikhiitidibtiehitibhiedit

09010000060  $533,996.20 $56,459.26 $592,455.46
19022020063 §14,217.32 §14,217.32
37053000062 §26,035.98 $26,035.98
62104428051 $802,396.57  $802,3%6.57
63106428051 $270,019.64  $270,019.64
SERVICE UNIT $533,996.20 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $58,459.26  $1,112,669.51  $1,705,124.97
§ OF PROGRAM TOTAL 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 491 0.37

bbbkt id bbbt 7tﬁi‘n‘ﬁmmmﬁmiﬁmwiiiﬂh"“’ﬁﬂiiiﬁiiiiiﬁﬁiiiiﬁiiiﬂﬂhiﬁﬂiiﬂﬁiiiiﬂ'iiﬂﬁii

STATE T0TAL  196,000,000.00 102,752,091.80 $60,799,972.79 $24,319,506.48 $10,501,909.67 $49,462,511.86 $22,661,010.68 466,497,003.28
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