IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY

Digital Repository

Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and

Retrospective Theses and Dissertations . .
Dissertations

1985

A description, analysis, and evaluation of lowa’s
stecial education instructional program funding

ormula "The Weighting Plan’

Thomas M. Burgett Jr.
Towa State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
0 Part of the Educational Administration and Supervision Commons

Recommended Citation

Burgett, Thomas M. Jr., "A description, analysis, and evaluation of Iowa's special education instructional program funding formula "The
Weighting Plan" " (1985). Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 8681.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd /8681

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at lowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University

Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.

www.manharaa.com



http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F8681&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F8681&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F8681&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/theses?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F8681&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/theses?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F8681&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F8681&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/787?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F8681&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/8681?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F8681&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:digirep@iastate.edu

INFORMATION TO USERS

This reproduction was made from a copy of a manuscript sent to us for publication
and microfilming. While the most advanced technology has been used to pho-
tograph and reproduce this manuscript, the quality of the reproduction is heavily
dependent upon the quality of the material submitted. Pages in any manuscript
may have indistinct print. In all cases the best available copy has been filmed.

The following explanation of techniques is provided to help clarify notations which
may appear on this reproduction.

1. Manuscripts may not always be complete. When it is not possible to obtain
missing pages, a note appears to indicate this.

2. When copyrighted materials are removed from the manuscript, a note ap-
pears to indicate this.

3. Oversize materials (maps, drawings, and charts) are photographed by sec-
tioning the original, beginning at the upper left hand corner and continu-
ing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each oversize
page is also filmed as one exposure and is available, for an additional
charge, as a standard 35mm slide or in black and white paper format.*

4. Most photographs reproduce acceptably on positive microfilm or micro-
fiche but lack clarity on xerographic copies made from the microfilm. For
an additional charge, all photographs are available in black and white
standard 35mm slide format.*

*For more information about black and white slides or enlarged paper reproductions,
please contact the Dissertations Customer Services Department.

- L. International






8604451
Burgett, Thomas M., Jr.

A DESCRIPTION, ANALYSIS, AND EVALUATION OF IOWA'S SPECIAL
EDUCATION INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM FUNDING FORMULA, "THE
WEIGHTING PLAN", 1975-1984

lowa State University PH.D. 1985

University
Microfilms
International son.zeebroad, Ann Arbor, Mi4s10s






A description, analysis, and evaluation of
Iawa's special education instructional
program funding formula
"The Weighting Plan"

1975-1984

by
Thamas M. Burgett, Jr.

A Dissertation Sulbmitted to the
Graduate Faculty in Partial Fulfillment of the
Requirements for the Degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Department: Professional Studies in Education

Major: Education (Educational Administration)

Approved:
Signature was redacted for privacy.
fn Chatge df ‘Major Work |
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Fdr thf Major Department

Signature was redacted for privacy.

For the Gradudte College

Iowa State University
Ames, Iowa
1985



CHAPTER I

CHAPTER II

CHAPTER III

ii

TABLE OF CONTENTS

IN'mOHJCrION e e e® o ¢ & o & & & o » o s o
Organization of the Study « « « ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o &
REVIEW OF THELITERATURE ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o o &

Education for All Handicapped Children Act
of 1975 (20 U.S.C. 1411-1420) Public Law
94’142..00--....-
Part A of the Act . . . .
Part B of the Act . . . .
Part Cof the Act . . . .
Part D of the Act . .
Iowa's Statutes Relatlve to Special Educatmn.
Chapter 273 Area Education Agency, Code of
Iwa L L ] L] ° L] L] . L] L] . . L . L ] L] - - L]
Chapter 281 Education of Children Requiring
Special Education, Code of Iowa . . . .
Chapter 442 School Foundation Program, Code
of Iwa L] L ] L] L ] L] L] . L] - . . . L] L] L] L]
Sumnary L] L] L] L ] L] L] . L4 L] L] A3 ° L] L] - L] L] .
Policy Issues in Financing Special Education
Funding Formulas « « « « » s o o o ¢ o
Evaluation of Funding Formulas . « « . .
SUMMALY o o » o o« o o o o s o o o o o o
Special Education Cost Analysis Studies
Cost Projection Studies . . « ¢« ¢ « o &
Smmlary L] L] L] L] L L] L] L] . L L L L] L] L] .

METHODCLOGY/PROCEDURES & « ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o o o & o

Explanation and Description of the
"Weighting Plan" . .« « « « «
Pupil mta - *® L] . o L] . L] . L ]
Budget Data .+ « o o o o o o »
Expenditure Data « « « o » « &
Balance of Funds Data .
Evaluation of the "We:.ghtlng Plan

¢« © o e o

e o o o &
e e ® o o
e ¢ ® & o @
] . L] L] . L]
L] [} L] L] . L[]
[ . . L) . L]
e o ©® o s o

® e ©® o ¢ ¢ © o

.1
. 12
13



CHAPTER IV

CHAPTER V

iii

FmDImS e ® o ® ® & o o 5 & o & o o o o o o

Iowa's "Weighting Plan":

An Operational

Explamtion ° L] . L] L] L] L] L] L] L L] L] * L d L *
Progrdltl m&l s L L L L L] . L L4 . * L L * .
Welgtltlng. . L] . . L] L d L L] L] L] L - L] . L d .

Generating the Funds: District Cost/Pupil,

Allowable Growth, December 1 Count

Relationship to Controlled Budget
Accounting and Reporting Procedures
Reduction of Balance of Funds . .
Sumry L] . L] L] L] * . L] - L] L] . *

Iowa's "Weighting Plan" A Description Base

on Crowner's Taxonomy
Pupil Information . . .
Budget Infommation . . .
Expenditure Information .
Balance of Funds Infonnatlon
Application of Bernstein's Evaluation

Criteria and Crowner's Fiscal Policy
Questions L] L] L] L] L ] . L] L] L ] L] L] L ] L] L ] L]

® o 0 o s Nie o o o

CONCLUSIONS, DISQUSSICN, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ConCluSionNS « o o o o« o o o o o o
DiSCUSSIONS « ¢ o o o s o s o o o &
RecommendationsS « o o o o o o o o o

LIST OF REF‘ERENCES ® e & & o @ © o s © s o & o° o

APPENDIX A:

APPENDIX B:

APPENDIX C:

APPENDIX D:

APPENDIX E:

RULES OF SPECIAL EDUCATION, 1985,

DEFINITIONS OF INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM MODELS

RULES OF SPECIAL EDUCATION, 1985,
MAXTMIM C(LASS SIZE ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o @

RULES OF SPECIAL EDUCATION, 1985,
DEFINITIONS OF DISABILITIES . . . .

OTHER DATA EXAMINED . & « «o o « & &

SECRETARY'S ANNUAL REPORT .« « « « &

® e v & 9

102

102
102
104
106
109
110
111
113
114
117
123

132

134
199
201
208
210

215

218

221
227
232



iv

APPENDIX F: COMPARISQN OF REGULAR PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
PER FUPIL TO TOTAL INSTRUCIIONAL PROGRAM DOLLARS
GENERATED: WEIGHTING ELAN VIA FOUNDATION PLAN,
1983_84 --o-ono-o-o.o.o.o--oc.236

APPENDIX G: FOUNDATION PLAN, CHAPTER 442, 1983-84 . .. .. . . 238
APPENDIX H: AREA EDUCATION AGENCY CONTROLLED FUNDING,

STATE AND LOCAL SCURCES, SPECIAL EDUCATION

SUPmm L] L ] L] L] L] L] L] L] L L L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] 240

APPENDIX I: ICWA ENTITLEMENTS, PART B, E.H.A.,
Pch 94—142 e & & o ® @ ® ® &6 o o @ ° © s © o e o 242

ACKNCWLEmMENTS e e © e @ & ® & ¢ 6 e © 8 © & & & & o o & ¢ s o 244



LIST OF TABLES

TABLE 1 Population Means for Specific Learning Disabled and
Mentally Retarded by Formula « « o o « « o ¢ ¢« o o« » o 54

TABLE 2 Rossmiller's Cost Indices by Type of Handicapping
Condj-tion L] L] . L] L] L] L] L ] L] L3 L] . L] L] L] L] L] L] . . L] L] 65

TABLE 3 Weighting by Category, Special Education Instruction
1975_76 thrOllgh 1983_84 e e o o o o o o o o o o o o o 105

TABLE 4 Allowabhle Growth Rates and Dallar Amounts
1975-76 t}lrou@l 1983-84 [ ] [ ] * L ] L] [ ] [ ] L] L ] L] L ] L ] [ ] L ] .. 107

TABLE 5 Puhlic and Weighted Enrollment Counts
1975_76 thrOllgh 1983-84 e ® & & o o ® o s 6 s e & o o 118

TABLE 6 Nurber (Headcount) of Pupils Served by Program
Model: Special Education Instruction, 1975-76
ﬂlrough 1983-84 (Mﬂdly Handicapmd) e o o o o o o o o 152

TABLE 7 Number (Headcount) of Pupils Served by Program
Model: Special Education Instruction, 1975-76
through 1983-84 (Moderately Handicapped) . « « « « « o 153

TABLE 8 Number (Headcount) of Pupils Served by Program
Model: Special Education Instruction, 1975-76
through 1983-84 (Severely Handicapped) « « « « « « « « 154

TABLE 9 Number (Headcount) of Pupils Served by Program
Model: Special Education Instruction, 1975-76
through 1983—M L] L] e L] . . L] L] L] . L ] - L] L] L ] L ] L ] L ] L] 155

TABLE 10 Deflated Budget Growth Regular Program and Special
Education Instruction from Previous Years
1975-76 thl’.'Ollgh 1983-84 e &6 ® @& o o o © o o o o o o o 161

TABLE 11 Funds Generated by the 1.0 and Additional Weightings
Special Education Instruction, 1975-76 through
1983_84 L] . L] L] . L [ ] [ ] L ] L] L ] . L] L] L] L ] L] L L L] L L] L] 165



TABLE 12

TABLE 13

TABLE 14

TABLE 15

TABLE 16

TABLE 17

TABLE 18

TABLE 19

TABLE 20

TABLE 21

TABLE 22

vi

Receipts Generated by Program Model: Special
Education Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(Mildly Handicapped) « o o o o o o s o o o o o o

Receipts Generated by Program Model: Special
Education .nstruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(Moderately Handicapped) « « o « « o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o

Receipts Generated by Program Model: Special
Education Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(Severely Handicapped) « « « o o o 5 o o = o o o

Receipts Generated by Program Model: Special
Education Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(Total Handicapped) .« ¢« « ¢ ¢ ¢« o o o o o o o @

Expenditures by Program Model, Special Education
Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84 (Mildly
HandiCapmd) L L] L] L L] L] . . L] L] L] . . L4 L] L] L] L d

Expenditures by Program Model, Special Education
«nstruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84 (Moderately
Harldicapmd) L] L] L] . L] L] L] L] L] - . L] L] L] L] L] L] L ]

Expenditures by Program Model, Special Education
Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84 (Severely
Handicapmd) . . . . - . . L] L] L] . L] L] . L] L] L] L]

Expenditures by Program Model, Special Education
Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84 (Total
Harldiwpmd) L] L] . L] L] L] L2 L] L L] L] L] . L] L] L] L ] .

Expenditures by Object: Special Education
Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84 . . . . . .

1.0 Funds and Regular Program Expenditures
Special Education Instruction, 1975-76 through
1983-84 L ] L] . L] L] . L] L] . . . L] L] - * L] . L] L L]

Special Education Instructional Expenditures/
Pupil by Program Model, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(Supplemental Assistance 1.7) .« ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o « &

166

167

168

169

170

171

172

173

174

181

182



TABLE 23

TABLE 24

TABLE 25

TABLE 26

TABLE 27

TABLE 28

TABLE 29

TABLE 30

TABLE 31

TABLE 32

TABLE 33

vii

Special Education Instructional Expenditures/
Pupil by Program Model, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(Resource Teaching Program 1.7) .« « ¢ ¢ ¢ « o o«

Special Education Instructional Expenditures/
Pupil by Program Model, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(Special Class With Integration 1.7) « « ¢ ¢ o »

Special Education Instructional Expenditures/
Pupil by Program Model, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(School Age Self-Contained Special Class With
Little Integration 2.2) .« ¢ ¢ o« ¢ o ¢ o o o o &

Special Education Instructional Expenditures/
Pupil by Program Model, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(Preschool Self-Contained Special Class With
Little Integration 2.2) .« o ¢ o ¢ o o o o o o »

Special Education Instructional Expenditures/
Pupil by Program Model, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(Preschool Self-Contained Special Class 3.6) . .

Special Education Instructional Expenditures/
Pupil by Program Model, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(School Age Self-Contained Special Class 3.6) .

Special Education Instructional Expenditures/
Pupil by Program Model, 1975-76 through 1283-84

(rotal Handicapped)

Balance of Fund by Program Model: Special
Education Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(Mildly Handj.mpmd) [ ] [ ] . L] * L] . L] L] L] ® L] L] *

Balance of Fund by Program Model: Special
Education Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84
(Moderately Handicapped) « ¢ « o o « o o o o o &

Balance of Fund by Program Model: Special
Education Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84

(Severely Handicapped) « « « « o o« ¢ o o o o «

Balance of Fund by Program Model: Special
Education Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84

(Total Handicapped)

183

184

185

186

187

188

189

190

191

192

193



viii

LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURE 1 Special Education Planning Model « « « o ¢ « « s o« o 93

FIGURE 2 Percent of Change fram Previous Year in Total
Public Enrollments, 1975-76 through 1983-84 . . . 144

FIGURE 3 Percent of Change fram Previous Year in Total
Weighted Enrollments, 1975-76 through 1983-84 . . 145

FIGURE 4 Proportion of Weighted Enrollments (Headcounts)
to Total Public Enrollments, 1975-76 through
1.983-84o.oooc.ooooacoo.o.oc-l46

FIGURE 5 Number of Mildly Handicapped Students Generating
Special Education Instructional Dollars
1975—76 thIOUgh 1983-84 e © o o o o o e o o o o o 147

FIGURE 6 Number of Moderately Handicapped Students Generating
Special Education Instructional Dollars
1975-76 tllrough 1983—84 e ® o & 9 & o ® o & o & ® 148

FIGURE 7 Number of Severely Handicapped Students Generating
Special Education Instructional Dollars
1975-76 through 1983-84 e @ o o & o o o ® o @ s » 149

FIGURE 8 Total Number of Handicapped Students Generating
Special Education Instructional Dollars
1975-76 ttlrough 1983-84 e ® & o o o o o o'- e o & 150

FIGURE 9 Proportion of Special Education Instructional
Funds Generated by Weighting Category
Mildly, Moderately, Severely Handicapped
1975-76 through 1983-84 e ®© o ¢ °o ® & s © ® s o » 151

FIGURE 10 Number (Headoount) of Pupils Served in Special
Education Instructional Programs, Total 1975-76
throu@l 1983"84 L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] . - L] L] . . L] . L] 156



ix

FIGURE 11 Regular Program Budget Growth

1975-76 tl]rougkl 1983-84 e o o ¢ o o o o o o o s o 157

FIGURE 12 Dollars Generated for Special Education

FIGURE 13 Percent of Total Instructional Budgets
Devoted to Special Education,
1975_76 ﬂlrough 1983_84 e ®© o © o o & o © o o @

FIGURE 14 Percent of Regular and Special Education
Instructional Budget Growth, fram Previous Year
1975-76 tl’lroug‘ 1983-84 e o @ o @ o o o o o o o

FIGURE 15 Regular Program Deflated Budget Growth
1975_76 ﬂ]roug}l 1983-84 e o © o o & ° & ° o v o

FIGURE 16 Special Education (Instruction) Deflated
Budget Growth, 1975-76 through 1983-84 . . ..

FIGURE 17 Percent of Deflated Budget Growth From
Previous Year, 1975-76 through 1983-84 . . . .

FIGURE 18 Expenditures by Object: Special Education
InStIUCtiOl’l, 1976-77 + 1977-78 e o o o o o o o

FIGURE 19 Expenditures by Object: Special Education
Instruction, 197879 + 1979-80 . « ¢ ¢ o « « o«

FIGURE 20 Expenditures by Object: Special Education
InStIUCtiOn, 1980-81 + 1981_82 e o o o o o o o

FIGURE 21 Expenditures by Object: Special Education
InStIUCtiOl’l, 1982-83 + 1983_84 e o o 8 o o o o

FIGURE 22 Expenditures by Object: Special Education
Instruction, 1976-77 through 1983-84 . . . . .

FIGURE 23 Balance of Funds: Special Education
Instruction, 1975-76 through 1983-84 . . . . .

.160

.162

.163

.164

.176

177

.178

179

.180



FIGURE 24

FIGURE 25

FIGURE 26

FIGURE 27

Percent of Balance of Funds to Dollars Generated:
Special Education Instruction, 1975-76 through
1983—84 (Mﬂdly HandiCapmd) L] L] L] - L] L] L] L] L]

Percent of Balance of Funds to Dollars Generated:
Special Education Instruction, 1975-76 through
1983-84 (Moderately Handicapped)e. « « ¢ « o « &

Percent of Balance of Funds to Dollars Generated:
Special Education Instruction, 1975-76 through
1983-84 (Severely Handicapped) « « « « « o o &

Percent of Balance of Funds to Dollars Generated:
Special Education Instruction, 1975-76 through
1983-84 (Total Handicapped) « « « o o o o o » «

. 195

. 196

. 197

. 198



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT ICN

Iowa's current special education program delivery system which
includes the finance camponent called the "Weighting Plan" became
effective in the 1975-76 school year. Since that time, tremendous
growth in the number of students receiving special education programs
and the financial resources allocated to them has occurred. The
magnitude of this growth during a period of general education
enrollment decline and increased financial pressure on state and
general education budgets has caused great concern on the part of
state policymakers. There is a great need to understand the
financial implications of current special education laws and their
funding mechanisms so that judaments can be made for the future. A
short review of the history of the development of special education
will place this need in perspective.

Tweedie (in Chambers and Hartman (8, p. 48-73)) concluded that
the history of special education has been a history of exclusion; the
exclusion of handicapped students fram school and the exclusion of
their representatives fram participation in education policy
develomgment. Prior to the enactment of the Education for All

Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142) in 1975, most states



authorized special education programs by making them pemmissible at
the discretion of local school officials. Other states' compul sory
attendance laws provided for the exclusion of handicapped students.
The special education programs that existed at this time were most
often based on a caretaking approach. Those handicapped children who
were lucky enough to be admitted to the public schoals often faced
segregation and minimal services. Special education professionals
generally determined the curriculum content and the assignment of
students within these programs while local boards of education
offered little control or direction. The control exercised by
special education professionals caused a rigid division of the school
program into two unequal parts, regular and special education. Also,
school policy included little additional funding for special
education and many handicapped students were denied programs because
of the lack of funds. Education for the handicapped largely depended
on the kindness of state and local govermments, and the generosity of
private charity. Advocates for the handicapped were generally
excluded fram political bargaining for funds and programs. They
lacked political power and were unable to campete with other special
interest groups.

The pattern of exclusion began to change in the 1960s with the
progression of the Civil Rights Movement. Like other minorities,
advocates for the handicapped began to speak in terms of their

"rights". Professional educators reassessed their appraisal of



handicapped students and concluded that all children were educahle.
Amid growing distrust of school officials' ability and willingness to
provide adequate programs, special education advccates changed their
strategy of cooperation with political officials. They undertook
litigation to force camprehensive refom of special education. While
specific demands for programs continued, an additional strategy to
pressure powerful education lobbies into the support of federal
special education reforms was employed. Right-to-education lawsuits
which were directed by advocates for the handicapped threatened
school districts with possihble disruption, expensive court battles,
and the camplexity of implementing subsequent court-ordered
programs. Schools were unable to provide needed reforms on their own
and were afraid that ocostly litigation and court-ordered programs
would cut into existing programs. They sought financial assistance
fran Congress to remedy the situation.

Congress eventually responded to these needs with the passage of
The Education For All Handicapped Children Act, Public Law 94-142,
in November of 1975. 1In that Act, Congress adopted the policy
proposals of refomers and provided substantial Federal assistance to
supplement increased state and local special education funding.
Guarantees of appropriate education were tied to the financial
assistance Congress provided the schools. Inherent in the Act is the
philosophy that handicapped children share with other citizens the

right to an appropriate, publicly financed education. It represents



a statement of nmational goals and is sametimes referred to as a civil
right act because it incorporated judicial decisions which ensured
equal access to education for handicapped children, due process
procedures, and affimed a respect for individual differences. The
philosoply reflected in the major provision of P.L. 94-142 included
the fallowing concepts which have had great financial implications at
the state and local levels:

1. Schools are responsihle for reaching out and ensuring that no
child is excluded fram a free and appropriate public education
(FAPE).

2. Each identified handicapped child must have an individualized
education plan (IEP) that includes present level of perfomance,
annual goals, specific objectives, special education and related
services to be provided, and time schedules; the IEP should be
reviewed and reconsidered at least annually.

3. Handicapped children should be educated in the least restrictive
envirorment (LRE) possihle.

4, Parents of handicapped children must be notified about the
child's identification, evaluation, and placement in special
education programs; parents should participate in decisions, and
must give informed consent to program changes; due process
rights to a fair hearing are to be provided when parents and the
school cannot agree on a handicapped child's evaluation or

program.



Iowa's history of providing education for handicapped children
generally parallels that of the nation. Howe (22) pointed out that
Iawa passed its first special education law in 1945. However, prior
to 1975, it was only pemissible for Iowa public school districts to
provide educationmal programs for the handicapped. Additional funding
for the excess costs of such programs was very limited. Evaluation
and identification procedures were generally loose and unstructured.
Program content was largely left to individual teachers'
determination. Formal due process procedures and those ensuring
parent imvolvement did not exist. While many of the larger school
districts in Iowa provided some programming for handicapped children
under the guidance and direction of the county school system,
comprehensive programming was rare.

Fallowing the mational trend, Iowa's legislature mandated
special education services for handicapped children in 1974 with the
passage of Semate File 1163. These changes in State Code became
effective on July 1, 1975, and preceded the September 1, 1978, date
established by Congress for initial compliance with P.L. 94-142.
Iowa's special education laws have been considered to be some of the
most canprehensive pramulgated at the state level because they
contain essentially all of the elements of and the philosophy
underlying P.L. 94-142. Iowa's state mandate also extended the
federal mandate of services to handicapped students fram age three

through twenty-one to ages birth through twenty-one, and estahlished



funding mechanisms to provide additional funds for the excess cost of
providing the special education instructional and related services.

Included in S.F. 1163 was the abolishment of the county school
system and the establishment of Iowa's intermediate educational
agencies called area education agencies (AEAs) with the expressed
responsibilities for the identification of handicapped children,
assurance of appropriate programing by local school districts, and
the direct provision of special education support services.

As Howe (22) pointed out, there are two major camponents of
Iowa's special education funding mechanism. One is the funding of
the AEAs for special education support services including personnel
such as a director of special education, coordinators, schoal
psychologists, speech and language clinicians, school social workers,
occupational and physical therapists, hospital-hamebound teachers,
itinerant teachers, consultants, and others. The second camponent is
the financing of excess costs of special education instructional
programs which are the direct responsibility of local school
districts. This second component is accomplished by utilization of
the "Weighting Plan," which is the focus of this study.

Iowa's "Weighting Plan" like other weighted systems, provides
funds on a per pupil basis as a multiple of the regular program cost
per pupil. The "Weighting Plan" is developed around a modified
continuum of service model in which the amount of funding for a

handicapped student is associated with the degree of integration into



the regular classes. Students' integration is based on the severity
of their handicapping condition which in turn determines the

teacher/student ratio prescribed by the Iowa Rules of Special

Education to provide appropriate special education instructional
service. Weightings are assigned to handicapped students as part of
the regular State School Foundation Program based on those factors.

Current weightings are 1.7 for the mildly handicapped who are in
regular classes for a major part of the school day, 2.2 for the
moderately handicapped who need more intensive service through
placement in a self-contained special class with little integration,
and 3.6 for the severely and multiply handicapped students.
Non-handicapped students in the regular curriculum are assigned a
weighting of 1.0. by the "Weighting Plan."

As a result of the state laws, subsequent federal laws, and
their accompanying rules and regulations, there has been tremendous
growth in both the numbers of handicapped students served in special
education programs in Iowa, and funds necessary to provide those
programs. In 1975-76, the first year of implementation of the
"Weighting Plan" approximately 27,000 handicapped students were
served in special education instructional programs in Iowa at a cost
of approvimately $59 million in state and local funds. By 1983-84,
these figures had grown to over 46,000 students and $176 million
respectively. The '"Weighting Plan" generates more money as more and

more students are identified as educationally handicapped.



The magnitude of growth in funds earmarked for special education
in Iowa and the continued growth in the number of identified
handicapped students at a time when total school enrollments have
declined has caused great concern on the part of the state
policymakers. Policymakers are beginning to ask "When will it end?"
Pressures on the state's budget and school district's general
education budgets have intensified the concerns recently. 1In this
regard, Iowa too appears to parallel the mation.

Tweedie (in Chambers and Hartman (8)) suggested in 1983, that
the greatest test of special education reform lies ahead. He
reported The Excellence in Education Movement may cause a shift in
educational priorities in a direction away fram one of equity for the
handicapped. He further stated that education budget cuts at state
and local levels pose a serious threat to the presently favored
status of special education and that it is questionable whether or
not special education advocates will be able to hold their own.

Hartman (in Chambers and Hartman (8)) asserted that prevailing
legal and humanitarian attitudes, as well as campliance with the new
laws, has resulted in a very rapid growth of special education
budgets in recent years. However, the new and growing levels of
special education funding are attracting greater attention fram
policymakers concerned with increasing costs. Education budgets are
under strong pressure fram tax and expenditure constraints, negative

voter attitudes in school finance elections, and reduced federal



funding. The luxury of spending "whatever it takes" for special
education, he stated, may well be gone. Hartman states that it is
becaming increasingly important to understand the fiscal implications
of special education laws at all govermment levels when planning
future needs for funds and their allocations. He urges use of his
Resource Cost Model Methodology and the Special Education Planning
Model to accamplish this.

Crowner (10) agreed with Tweedie and Hartman and stated that if
the United States should move into a period of "New Federalism" that
affects the balance of advocacy power between state and federal
govermment, agencies working on behalf of the handicapped will need
to have a precise system for comparison, a set of general guidelines
for evaluation, and for a set of recamendations by which states
special education funding mechanisms may be judged. "With the focus
shifting fram moral imperative and growth, to fiscal efficacy and
retrenchment, it is important that special educators be aware of
funding options and their effects on programs and policy" (p. 508).
He urged use of a taxonomy that will help serve several purposes: 1)
it will enhance awareness; 2) it can provide a gquide for states and
federal govermments to analyze different state funding approaches to
special education; 3) it can be used to camunicate in a unifom
manner; and 4) the taxonamy can serve as a delimitation of funding
variahles which could be manipulated by critics and advocates of

special education alike.
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Crowner developed his taxonony because there is a lack of
consistent terminology and no source in the literature which ocovers
all of the relevant elements or provides a general classification
system for special education funding options.

Bernstein et al. (2) also urged evaluation of states' present
special education funding options and presented some decision
criteria to aid policymakers in the assessment of present or proposed
special education delivery systems. The criteria developed by
Bernstein and his ccalleagues to evaluate funding options and special
education delivery systems include equity, comprehensiveness of
programing, flexibility, accountability, cost effectiveness,
compatibility with the total educational finance system and
educational policies of the state, and lack of needless camplexity.
The criteria were drawn fram general education finance and econamic
literature as well as fram special education literature. These
criteria should be used to evaluate Iowa's special education
"Weighting Plan." The authors admonished that trade-offs must be
made since no system can satisfy all criteria completely and
simul taneously.

Crowner (10) suggested the following questions be asked as part
of a fiscal policy analysis: 1) what funding base does the state use?
2) what formula does the state apply to that base? 3) what elements
do the state allow inside and outside its fomula? 4) to what extent

is state funding more or less discretionary? and 5) what percent of
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the local funding cames from which sources?

Just as the development of special education laws and the
resul ting programs and services for handicapped students in Iowa has
paralleled that of the nation as a whole, so too has the concern
about the magnitude of growth in funding these programs and
services. Bernstein, Crowner, Tweedie, Hartman, and others have
adnonished state policymakers to evaluate special education funding
formulas. They point out the increasing need to understand the
implications of special education laws and funding fomulas when
planning future needs for funds and their allocations.

Another perceived need on the part of Iowa policymakers is that
of a clear, concise explanation and description of Iowa's "Weighting
Plan." In-state and out~of-state educational policymakers and other
interested parties often request this information. Currently, no
such document exists, and therefore, requests are answered with
copies of state laws and rules which lack operational clarity.

In light of the forgoing discussion, the purposes of this
dissertation are 1) to explain Iowa's special education
instructional funding fomula, the "Weighting Plan," and its
procedures in relation to the total special education program
delivery system; 2) to describe the "Weighting Flan" in the
terminology suggested by Crowner's taxonomy so that other researchers
and interested parties will have a standardized description; 3) to

examine and analyze the results of the "Weighting Plan" in terms of
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special education program and budget growth from 1975-1984 and Ly a
camparison of regular program and special education program and
budget growth from 1975-1984; and 4) to evaluate the "Weighting Plan"
through application of Bernstein's decision criteria and Crowner's

fiscal policy questions.

Organization of the Study

This report is canprised of five chapters. The first in an
introduction to the topic presenting background information, the need
for the study, and the purposes of the study. Chapter two contains a
survey of related literature including a section on the Education for
All Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-142), one section on Iowa
statutes pertaining to special education program delivery and
funding; one section about policy issues pertaining to special
education funding; one section on special education funding formulas;
another section about the evaluation of special education funding
formulas; and one section each on special education cost analysis and
ocost projection studies. Methodology and procedures are presented in
chapter three. Chapter four is a presentation of the findings of the
study, including an operational explamation of the "Weighting Plan”
and a description of the "Weighting Plan" as suggested by Crowner's
taxonony of special education finance. Conclusions are presented in
Chapter five along with a discussion of the findings and limitations

of the study. Recamendations are also provided in Chapter five.
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CHAPTER II

REVIBWN OF THE LITERATURE

The survey of literature is organized into seven parts. The
first part reports the provisions of the federal special education
statutory mandate, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of
1975 (Public Law 94-142). The second part reports the main
provisions of Iowa's statutes relative to special education programs
and finance. The third part discusses policy issues including those
of equalization of educational opportunity, adequacy and source of
resources and programming arrangements. Funding formulas are
surveyed in part four, and the evaluation of funding fomulas is
discussed in part five. Special education cost analysis studies and
oost projection studies are presented and discussed along with their
methodologies in parts six and seven respectively. Summaries are

provided at the end of parts two, five, and seven.

Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975
(20 U.S.C. 1411-1420)
Public Law 94-142

Part A of the Act
Part A of P.L. 94-142 lists Congress' findings which include

that: there are more than eight million handicapped children in the
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United States; special education needs are not being met; more than
half of the handicapped children do not receive appropriate
education; one million handicapped children are excluded fram public
schools; given sufficient funding state and local educational
agencies can and will provide effective services; and that it is in
the national interest for the federal govermment to assist state and
local special education efforts in order to assure equal protection
under the law.

This part also states that the purpose of the Act is to assure
that all handicapped children have a free appropriate public
education available. The education should emphasize special and
related services to meet the unique needs of handicapped students,
and to assure that rights of the handicapped and their parents or
guardians are protected.

The next section of the Act defines marny terms including:
special education, related services, free and appropriate public
education (FAPE), various disability categories, individualized
education program (IEP), excess costs, and intemediate educational

unit.

Part B of the Act
This part of P.L. 94-142 establishes the condition that
participating states must submit an annual program plan to the

federal govermment in order to be eligihble to receive federal funds
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fram this part of the Act. The content of the program plan is
defined in detail and includes provisions for: assuring full
educational opportunity for all handicapped children; public
participation in the development of the plan; data requirements,
facilities and personnel needed to achieve full educational
opportunity; establishment of priorities; identification, location,
and evaluation of handicapped children; confidentiality of student
records and information; individualized education program (IEP);
procedural safegquards; least restrictive enviromment, personnel
development, and compliance monitoring activities required of the
states.

Part B of P.L. 94-142 also describes in detail and with
examples the methodology to be used to calculate excess costs, what
minimal fiscal effort is expected by applicant agencies, and
requirements for utilization of Part B funds. Payment, application,
sulmission, and approval processes for funding are also defined and

described.

Part C of the Act
This part of P.L. 94-142 establishes timelines for which the
availability of a free appropriate public education for handicapped
children must be insured. Handicapped children aged 3-18 must have
the program available by September 1, 1978, and not later than
September 1, 1980, for handicapped children aged 3-21.
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Part C of the Act also establishes priorities in the use of Part
B funds. First priority children are defined as those not receiving
any educational progrem and second priority children are defined as
those receiving an inadequate educational program.

Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) are defined in detail
in this part of P.L. 94-142 and must include present level of
performance, goals and objectives, services to be provided, and at
least an annual review. State education agencies are charged with
the responsibility to assure their development and implementation.
Participation in IEP meetings is detailed in terms of content,
student evaluation, the participants, and steps which must be taken
to insure parental participation.

Another section of Part C of the Act deals with the procedures
for the development and implementation of a camprehensive system of
personnel development. These procedures must be included in the

states' annual program plan.

Part D of the Act
This part of P.L. 94-142 details the procedural safeguards and
due process procedures for handicapped children and their parents or
guardians. It guarantees parents or surrogate parents rights to:
review the child's records; an independent educational evaluation at
public expense under certain circumstances; prior notice about the

initiation or change in identification, evaluation or placement of
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the child; infommed consent before preplacement evaluation, initial

special education placement; and an impartial due process hearing.

Iowa's Statutes Relative to Special Education

Chapter 273 Area Education Agency,
Code of Iowa

Section 273.1, Code of Iowa, begins with a statement of the
legislative intent which is to "provide an effective, efficient, and
econanical means of identifying and serving children . . . who
require special education and" . . . "to provide a method of
financing the programs and services."

The next two sections establish Iowa's fifteen intermediate
educational units called area education agencies (AEas) and lists the
duties and powers of their boards. Each is required to provide
special education services to local school districts located within
its geographical boundaries. Authorization for the AEAs to receive
and expend funds, to enter into contractual arrangements, to employ
personnel, to prepare budgets, to determine policies and perform
other acts which are necessary to carry out the legislative intent is
also itemized.

Section 273.5 establishes a division of special education within
each AEA's structure and lists the duties of the AEAs' directors of
special education: 1) to identify special education children; 2) to
assure the receipt of an appropriate special education program for

each identified child; 3) to assign weightings for each child in
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order to generates funds for instructional programs, 4) to supervise
special education support personnel; 5) to provide special education
weighted enrollment counts to each school district and the state
department of public instruction, 6) to sulmit special education
program plans to the state department of public instruction; and, 7)
to coordinate special education programs.

Section 273.9 describes the funding mechanisms available to the
AEAs., It requires school districts to pay for the services and
programs provided by the area education agency. Specifically, this
section states that special education instructional programs shall be
paid by the school district fram funds generated by the "Weighting
Plan" and that those programs shall be provided by the local district
whenever it is practical to do so. School districts are reguired to
cooperate with their AEAs in order to provide appropriate special
education programs for children identified and certified by the AEA
director of special education as children requiring special
education. Special education support services provided by the AEAs
are funded through local districts budgets. The funds are generated
based an increase in allowable growth which is added to the AEAs cost
per pupil for special education support services and then multiplied
by the sum of each constituent districts weighted enrollment. The
funds, although generated on local district budgets, are paid

directly to the area education agency.
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Chapter 281 Education of Children
Requiring Special Education,
Code of Iowa

The first section of this chapter creates a division of special
education within the department of public instruction and charges it
with the responsibilities of pramotion, direction, and supervision of
the education of children identified as requiring special education
in the schools which are under the jurisdiction of the Department.

The next section defines "children requiring special education"
to include children from birth to twenty-one years of age and defines
what "special education" means. A statement of the state's policy
relative to special education is provided next and includes the
following major concepts: 1) to require school districts to make
provision for special education opportunities as an integral part of
public education; 2) to require special education children to attend
regular classes to the maximum extent possible and to discourage
separate facilities and segregated programs; 3) to require a level of
education camparable to that provided to nonhandicapped children to
be provided to handicapped children whenever possible; 4) to allow
cooperation between local districts, private agencies, and AEAs in
order to provide special education programs econamically; and, 5) to
require special education funds to be utilized only for special
education programs and services.

Section 281.3 lists the duties and powers of the division of

special education at the State Department level. Those duties and
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powers include: 1) to adopt rules to carry out the responsibilities;
2) to supervise the special education system; 3) to assist in the
organization of special education classes, schools, and facilities;
4) to adopt program delivery methods; 5) to prescribe special
education curricula and assessment requirements; 6) to cooperate with
other state and local agencies which are responsible for handicapped
children; 7) to investigate and study costs, reeds, and methods of
the special education delivery system; 8) to provide inservice
training for special education personnel; and, 9) to establish
employment and performance standards of special education support
personnel.

Section 281.6 states that it is the duty of the child's parents
to enrall the child for special education instructional services.
This section also allows parents to review decisions relative to
denial of entry or continuance of a child in a program, placement, or
other program decisions, and establishes a mechanism compliant with
federal regulations and due process hearings.

Section 281.9 establishes the "Weighting Plan.” This section
estahlished the original weightings which were in effect for the
1975~76 school year. Those weightings were: 1.0 for pupils in a
reqgular curriculum; 1.8 for special education pupils who are assigned
to reqular classroams for basic instructional purposes but receive
special adaptations and for special education pupils who receive part

of their instruction in regular classroams but also are placed in
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special education classes; 2.2 for special education pupils who
require full-time self-contained special classes with little
integration into regular classroams; and 4.4 for pupils who are
severely handicapped or who have multiple handicaps. The weighting
assigned to each child is dependent upon the educational
modifications necessary to meet the needs of the child. The
weighting for each category of special education is multiplied by the
nunber of pupils in each category as identified and certified by the
AEA director of special education. This total detemines the
weighted enrollment to be used by the district to generate special
education funds as part of the School Foundation Program.

vhis section also establishes the authority of the School Budget
Review Camittee to review the special education costs for the
preceding year and to alter the "Weighting Plan" as necessary for the
subsequent year. The Committee, therefore, establishes the
"Weighting Plan" for each school year and is allowed to increase or
decrease the special education weightings by not more than two tenths
for any one year.

The special education division of the Department of Public
Instruction is required in section 281.9(5) to audit the certified
special education weighted enrollment counts and to certify the
correct special education total weighted enrollments to the state
canptroller so that the funds may be generated for each district's

budget. The division is also allowed to conduct evaluations of
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special education programs and services provided by local districts,
AEAs, and private agencies in order to determine the following: 1)
the program or service meets the needs of the child; 2) proportion of
benefits to cost; and, 3) necessary improvements. Written reports of
these evaluation efforts are to be provided to the legislature.

Section 281.11 of the Code of Iowa defines the content of
special education program plans which must be sukmitted to the
Department of Puhlic Instruction by each area education agency. The
content includes assurances that qualified personnél are employed,
that the instruction provides for a natural and normal progression,
that all revenue generated for special education is expended for the
actual delivery of special education programs and services, and that
the most appropriate agency will provide the special education
services.

Chapter 442 School Foundation Program,
Code of Iowa

Section 442.1, The Code of Iowa, estahlishes a state school
foundation program as the means to finance public elementary and
secondary education. All children are guaranteed a basic financial
support level by requiring school districts to generate property tax
revenues at a rate of $5.40/$1,000 valuation and by reguiring the
state to contribute state aid up to the basic support (foundation)

level. For each district, the total foundation level equals the
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foundation support level (an established amount per pupil) multiplied
by the district's total weighted enrollment.

The state support of the foundation program is defined in
Section 442.3 and is expressed as a percentage of the state cost per
pupil. For the 1975-76 school year the state support equaled 73
percent and increased one percent each year until the 1980-81 year.
At that time the state support was frozen at a foundation level of 77
percent and remained so until the 1983~84 year when it was allowed to
increase one percent per year again for the 1983-84 and 1984-85
school years.

Section 442.4 sets out the enrollments used as a basis for
generating funds via the state foundation program. School districts
are required to certify to the Department of Public Instruction a
basic enrollment count taken on the second Friday of September. This
basic enrollment count includes all resident pupils, regular and
special education. Campensation for declining enrcllments is stated
as adjustments to the basic enrollments although the method to
detemine the amount of campensation has been changed at various
times. Additional weightings for special education pupils and
suppl ementary weightings for pupils whose districts share services of
teachers fram other districts or jointly employ teachers are also
calculated as part of the final kudget enrcllments.

Section 442.7 estahblishes a method to ensure budget growth by

pemitting districts to increase expenditures per pupil by a fixed
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dollar amount. The method to detemine this "allowable growth"
factor has changed at various times, but is expressed as a percentage
of the budgetary state cost per pupil and then translated to a fixed
dollar amount which in turn is added to each districts' previous
years cost per pupil. The allowable growth rates have ranged fram
13.592 percent to 5.0 percent between 1975-76 and 1983-84 school
years, and averaged 8.774 percent during that time.

Sections 442.12 and 442.13 relate to School Budget Review
Cammittee (SBRC) which consists of the state cammissioner of
education, the state camptroller, and three appointed members. The
SBRC has the authority to review districts' budgets and modify them
because of unique or unusual circumstances. Additionally, the SBRC
is charged with the responsibilities to review the recamendations of
the state commissioner of education relative to the special education
weighting plan and to establish the weighting plan for each school
year. Prior to the 1982-83 year, the School Budget Review Committee
also had the authority to detemine the extent to which unexpended
special education weighted funds may be carried forward to the next
year and the extent to which the balances were to be reduced. Since
the 1982-83 year, the School Budget Review Committee determines the
special education balances, and certifies them to the state
comptroller who in turn adjusts school district's budgets to
canpensate for both negative and positive balances.

Section 442.38 provides for advanced state aid payments to
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schoal districts which experience an increase in special education
weichting. If the additional weighting for special education is
greater on the December 1 count of the budget year campared to the
December 1 count of the previous or base year, the difference is
calculated and multiplied by the district's cost per pupil. This
amount is forwarded to the district in state aid. The state
canptroller adjusts property tax and state aid revenues on the next

year's budget to compensate for the state aid advancement.

Sumary

In less than ten years, education of handicapped children has
changed dramatically. The changes have primarily been caused by
mandates enacted at both Federal and state levels. The Education for
All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, Public Law 94-142, granted all
schoal age handicapped children the right to a free and appropriate
public education. Further the Federal law incorporated judicial
decisions ensuring due process and equal access to education for
handicapped children. Inherent in the Act is the respect for
individual differences. Key oconcepts included in P.L. 94-142 are:
1) schools are responsible for the identification of handicapped
children and ensuring that no child is excluded fram an appropriate
education at public expense; 2) handicapped children should be
evaluated and prescribed appropriate educational services without

being mislabeled or discriminated against; 3) each child must have an
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individual ized education program that includes present level of
performance, goals and objectives, and services to be provided; 4)
handicapped children should be educated in the least restrictive
environment possible; 5) parents must be notified about a child's
identification, evaluation, and placement, should participate in
decisions, and must give informed consent to program changes while
being gquaranteed due process rights; and 6) states must assure
campl iance with federal regulations and establish plans for their
implementation including priorities for the use of federal funds.
Iowa statutes oontain virtually all of the main concepts of
P.L. 94-142 and extends the federal age requirements to birth
through twenty-one years of age. Area education agencies were
established as a means to identify and serve handicapped children.
The AEA director of special education is charged with specific duties
and responsibilities: 1) to identify special education children; 2)
to assure the receipt of an appropriate special education program for
each identified child; 3) to assign weightings for each child in
order to generate funds for instructional programs, 4) to supervise
special education support personnel; 5) to provide special education
weighted enrollment counts to each school district and the state
Gepartment of public instruction, 6) to submit special education
program plans to the state department of public instruction; and 7)
to coordimate special education programs.

Local school districts are reguired to provide appropriate
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special education instructional programs for all resident children
identified and certified by the AEA director of special education.
Additionally, school districts are required to fund the instructional
programs for handicapped students from funds generated by the
"Veichting Plan" as part of the overall schocl finance mechanism

known as The School Foundation Program.

Policy Issues in Financing Special Education

In 1969, Rossmiller et al. (36) attempted to identify the
"dimensions of need" for special education programs and to survey
current procedures for financing special educational programs for
exceptiona; students. He reported great difficulty in making
estimates of the number of handicapped students because of the lack
of common definitions and a national census at that time. He
concluded that, whatever the number, there was a tremendous unmet
need because of shortage of trained personnel, limited research, and
low incidence of same disabilities which made it difficult for small
districts to provide special education programs. He found that local
school districts carried the burden of the costs of providing special
education. Rossmiller et al. (36) outlined six major problem areas:
namely, the effect of future developments in medicine on the number
of handicapped students; the effect of current research on the
chemistry of the brain and on learning; the effect of various methods

of financing programs; the usefulness of present categories for the
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organization and operation of special education programs; the effect
of emerging instructional practices, such as individualized learning,
camputer-based instruction and the effect of objective research and
evaluation of instructional programs for children; and for teacher
preparation programs which he noted was conspicuous by its absence.
Alexander (in Relmann and Riggen (35)) detailed the implications
of the dimensions of the program need as related to schoal finance.
He noted that improvements in school finance programs had been sléd
and often haphazard, mainly because there had been no camprehensive
effort to study or revise them. Decisions to allow local control and
local financing precluded contributions to state and mational
studies. State methods of financing were being attacked at that time
because they did not include provisions for high cost children such
as the handicapped. Alexander noted that egualization of educational
opportunity has two major facets: one is the identification and
financing of appropriate programs for specific groups of pupils with
specific educational needs, and the other is the allocation and
distribution of the funds necessary to support such programs on the
basis of relative fiscal ability of a district or state to support
these programs. He pointed out that state equalization formulas are
largely based on wealth variations measured by property valuations,
while federal distribution formulas rely heavily on personal income
as a measure of fiscal ability to pay. Funding categorical programs

aimed at certain educational deficiencies had usually been sporadic
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and lacked unifomity. There has been little empirical research to
support the identification of high cost programs. Alexander
concluded by saying, "The basic purpose of all educational fiscal
policy should be to put the money where the need is and if this is
adequately done, equalization of educational opportunity will be in
large part accomplished" (p. 219).

Providing each and every child with equal educational
opportunity implies that both cost and benefits of education must be
fairly distributed. Weintraub et al. (49) traced the evolution of
educational equity in the United States. They concluded that the
oconcept has changed fram one of identical inputs toward those with
differing needs to differing inputs for the achievement of common
goals and to a new concept of equality of access to different
resources which are necessary to achieve different goals.

Thamas (44) also reported the dual dilemma facing funding
education for the handicapped, namely that of adequacy and equity.
She stated the reason for ineguality of access to educational
opportunity for the exceptional child was the higher cost of
educating such a child. These higher costs were in salary, facility,
transportation, and equipment areas. Personnel expenditures were
higher because of smaller class sizes and the need for ancillary
personnel such as psychologists, speech clinicians, physical
therapists, and aides. Thamas reviewed methods used by states to

distribute state aid to local districts and found excess cost
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fomulas to be the best method if they were fully funded and if what
constitutes "excess cost" can be ascertained. She suggested nine
basic fiscal questions to be answered in analyzing an educational
finance program for the handicapped: 1) How much visibility does
special education have in the overall hudget decision process at
state and local levels? 2) What recourse do districts have when state
allocations are delayed or not forthcaming and campensation given to
start-up expenses being greater than those in subsequent years? 3)
Are regionalization efforts structured so as to not impede the
relationship between general and special education or between local
and state govermment levels? 4) Does the reimbursement fomula take
into acoount the need for ancillary professional and noncertified
personnel? 5) Has attention been paid to interagency planning and
coordinating the flow of funds so children d not slip through the
cracks and unnecessary duplication is avoided? 6) In general revenue
sharing or hlock grant approaches, are mechanisms included to insure
that general fund aid will reach the destination of handicapped
children; 7) Are allowances made for individualizing learning,
canputer-assisted instruction, campetency-based curriculum
development, etc., in planning for the allocation of resources? 8) Is
state aid dependent on local property tax effort in any way that
makes a program for the handicapped dependent on the wealth of the
district? and 9) Does the system include research, demonstration,

personnel training, and evaluation analysis? Thamas also reported
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on policy statements made by various groups. The Council for
Exceptional Children policy statement of 1971 called for local
districts to participate in financing education for the handicapped
at the same rate as for the nonhandicapped, with the state
contribution, supplemented by federal funds, to pay all the excess
costs. The President's Commission on School Finance in 1971 proposed
that local revenue sources be gradually phased out with simultaneous
increases in state revenue, that states adopt budgeting and
allocation criteria to include differentials based on need and
variances in costs within various parts of the state, and that local
funds be used in an amount not to exceed ten percent of the state
allocation as a supplementary source.

The National Education Finance Project in 1971 admonished
individual states to assure sufficient funds in each district to
operate the educational programs needed, to equalize tax burdens
among districts, and to provide local districts with an incentive to
improve their programs.

Bernstein et al. (2) conducted a major study of the financing of
educational services for the handicapped. The authors stated their
purposes were to identify relevant existing research related to
special education finance; to critically review that research; to
evaluate the content, concepts, and methodology of the research; and
to synthesize the research into an organized body of knowledge. The

report focused on financing at the state level and is divided into
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the four major areas of programming, cost detemination, level of
funding, and funding formulas. Bernstein et al. cited these areas as
central issues with programming being the primary one from which the
other three must follow when they wrote for the Special Education
Leadership Conference in 1975. Two separate methods were utilized to
cather information. One involved a comprehensive search of all
availahle literature. The second method was a survey of all states
to obtain information on current procedures in fi.nancing special
education programs.

In the area of programming, Bernstein et al. (2) found
remediation efforts for same educational deficiencies were more
intensive than others and, therefore, more costly. Thirty—-eight
states reported same range of program altermatives to meet varied
needs of students. Programs also varied due to factors other than
type of severity of handicapping condition such as geography, wealth
of the district, the court-ordered placement, and services. The
biggest difficulty discovered was the lack of a standard definition
of the target population without which total special education needs
and costs cannot be detemined accurately. They also found no
concensus on the best methods of remediation, program evaluation, or
measures of program benefit or outcames. Future research cited as
needed in the programming area included determination of how many
children require special education, which program alternmatives are

most effective, and what proportion of children can be effectively
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served by each program type.

In the area of cost determination, Bernstein et al. (2) cited
the National Education Finance Project as the major influence in the
last five years. Rossmiller and colleagues (36), as part of this
project, developed a cost index which was the ratio of per-pupil
expenditures for special education services divided by per-pupil
expenditures for the regular education program. This study inspired
several state-specific studies and doctoral dissertations using the
same ocost index methodology. Bernstein et al. found variations in
expenditures as reported in these studies to be so great that it was
not possible to draw any generalizations. Also, many of these
studies ocould not be compared because different financial data bases
were used; for example, same included expenditures for capital outlay
and transportation while others did not.

Bernstein et al. (2) reported that while many states have tried
to match funding with costs, no satisfactory method of determination
of program need and costs exist. Often past expenditure levels have
been projected to future levels. This procedure is flawed because
past expenditures may have been based on politics, imposed
expenditure limits, or other factors rather than on past needs.
Bernstein et al. stated, "It is likely, for example, that if a
particular service were to be arbitrarily funded at ten times the
funding of another service, it would eventually came to "ocost™ ten

times as much as could thereby be justified by emperical data" (p.
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10). The study suggested four areas for future research in the area
of cost determination: 1) determination of the relationship between
the mix of educational resources needed, their associated costs, and
educational outcomes for students; 2) determination of the critical
factors that affect costs; 3) detemination of the simplest and least
expensive means of isolating, recording, and monitoring special
education expenditures; and 4) detemmination of methods by which
acoounting systems that record past expenditures can be used to
estimate current and future costs.

The third major focus of Bernstein et al.'s (2) review was on
level of funding. They found the literature on full funding
characterized by a lack of empirical data and filled with political
pleas. In the Rand Corporation Study by Kakalik (25), five broad
problem areas were identified. These areas were inequities, gaps in
services, insufficient knowledge, inadequate control, and
insufficient resources. Bernstein et al. added total level of need,
level of state involvement, and timing of state aid payments as
critical issues in the area of level of funding. They reported that
researchers have typically used national estimates of incidence and
subtracted those students actually served to determine the number of
students still needing service. Then, this ummet pupil need was
multiplied by a current average expenditure amount to arrive at the
amount of funds still needed. The assumptions underlying this method

are that the present use of funds is optimal, that the unserved
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population is similar to the currently served population, and that
national incident estimates are accurate for individual states.

These assumptions may well be false. Bernstein et al. reported that
justification for full state funding is generally based on an uneven
distribution of severely handicapped students, a tendency to ignore
the more severely handicapped, high cost students in times of limited
general funds, and variations in wealth between districts. The
arqument presented against full state funding for special education
was a fear of a raid on the state treasury accampanied by a feeling
that local districts will be more econamical if they are required to
expend local funds on education for the handicapped. They believed
that future research should center on advantages and disadvantages of
various proportions of state funding and on the impact of timing of
state aid payments made to schools for programs.

Alexander (in Rehmann and Riggen (35)) argued that the econamic
benefits of educating the handicapped have been largely ignored. He
used a rate of return concept to estimate that, if provided twelve
yvears of schooling, the employed handicapped persons will repay the
public treasury more than the costs of educating all the
handicapped. This estimate was based on the assumptions that seventy
percent of handicapped people will be employed and will have reached
an eighth grade level of education. Alexander stated that the fiscal
resources available for education is basically a function of the

state's ability and effort to support education. He called for
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greater use of sales tax monies to support education at the state
level and a reduction on the reliance on local property tax monies.

Kakalik (25) conducted a review of the literature to identify
the major issues related to cost and finance and to discuss the areas
of future research needed to help resclve these issues. He reported
that since 1976, there had been a major shift away fram local agency
support of special education and toward state and federal involvement
in both funding and control of the programs. Despite recent
improvements, Kakalik noted that a number of issues still remained.
Many students were still not receiving special education services or
were receiving inadequate services. Additionally, inequities existed
in the availability of special education services, gaps in services
existed within geographic regions, information on the costs and
effects of different services needed for policy development was
insufficient, coordinmation of various service delivery systems was
inadequate, and total resources that had been devoted to special
education were insufficient.

Kakalik (25) established a framework for considering special
education cost and finance issues. This framework required the
determination of: 1) characteristics of children to be considered
exceptional and delineation of the special services needed Ly
children with various sets of these characteristics; 2) the total
size and geographic distribution of the handicapped population and

the guantity and geographic distribution of the various services
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needed; 3) the type of public or private agency best suited to
provide each service; 4) the programming arrangements that
educational agencies should make to provide the services for which
they are responsible; 5) the human and other resources needed to
implement those programming arrangements; 6) the total level of
funding required to provide all necessary services; and 7) the method
to be used in allocating funds to local agencies.

Kakalik (25) found that currently there is so much latitude in
definitions of handicapping conditions that the same child might be
identified as handicapped in one jurisdiction and not in another, or
labeled one disability in one jurisdiction and by another in a
different jurisdiction. The definitions of needed service also
appeared to change over time and across jurisdictions. Kakalik
viewed as a fundamental truth that there will not be sufficient funds
to provide every service to every child and that classification of
children as handicapped is related to finance in four ways: 1) a
definition of who is to be served affects the total amount of funds
required; 2) a definition helps to convey to legislators and
executive branch personnel and other policymakers the types of needs
that will be served; 3) a precise definition affects the precision of
the targeting of funds and fiscal accountability; and 4) it may be
desirable for fund distribution formulas to explicitly allocate
varying amounts of dollars depending on the cost associated with the

type of child being served.
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Questions that Kakalik (25) viewed as unresolved in regards to
assignment of service responsibility included the following: 1)
Which agency is response for the education and training of children
in residential institutions? 2) Who is responsible for providing
mental health services such as psychotherapy? 3) What should be the
division of responsibility for vocational education between education
and rehabilitation agencies; and 4) Which agency should be
responsihle for coordination of services and funds so the needs are
met without unnecessary duplication? Kakalik found no definitive
information on various components of pupil's needs. He called for a
mul ti-year research effort on the costs and effects of various
programming arrangements to adequately define what is appropriate and
satisfactory.

Kakalik (25) viewed the cost of various programming arrangements
as unknown, primarily because local districts do not typically
compile and report most data separately for a particular type of
programming arrangement for a particular type of handicapped
student. Their reporting and accounting efforts were developed for
other purposes. He felt that this cost information is needed to
facilitate planning and evaluation, determine the level of financing
required, allow adjustments in the fomnulas currently used to match
need and enhance equalization efforts, and reduce fiscal incentives
for inappropriate classification and placement of children.

Kakalik (25) believed that there is a need for cost of special
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education indices because purchasing power varies, althcugh he
admitted that the real cost of special education has not been
detemined. Two types of special education costs indices were
reported. One measures price variations for given programming
arrangements, and the other measures cost variations across
programming arrangements due to differences in combinations and
quantities of resources required. He cautioned that the cost of
special education may not vary across districts in the same manner as
the cost of education because of econony of scale.

Another issue Kakalik (25) addressed was the proportion of funds
each level of govermment should contribute. He viewed goverrmental
involvement to be necessary in five areas: 1) providing direct
services; 2) contreolling and regqulating the direct service delivery
program; 3) funding those direct services; 4) investing in personnel
training, facilities, and other capital outlay items; and 5)
innovating and stimulating change in service delivery through
research, demonstration projects, and dissemination of infommation.
Actually, all levels of govermment are involved in each of these
areas but in different proportions. Arguments presented for funding
of programs by higher levels of goverrment included the low~incidence
handicapped populations so small in numbers that it is not econamical
for a single locality to provide quality programs on its own,
geographical variation in the incidence of handicapping conditions
which result in unequal financial burden, differences in local
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district's ability and willingness to provide special education,
thereby resulting in unequal opportunity for some students, a large
urmet need which a local district cannot fully fund, an inherent
ability of higher levels of government to raise additional funds
under the current tax structures, the fact that minority populations
needing service appear to be able to exert more pressure at the
federal level than at the state or local level, and the concept that
since special education is mandated by federal and sometimes state
law, state and federal govermments should provide the funds for it.
Arguments against increased funding by higher levels were that
education is primarily a nonfederal responsibility, that higher level
funds are usually acocompanied by controls which may be inappropriate
to the particular local situation, and that federal funds may not be
needed because of the freeing up of regular education funds because
of declining enrallment.

After the total amount of funds necessary is determined and
funding sources are known, decisions must be made about how those
funds are to be distributed. Kakalik (25, 26) indicated that the
method of distributing the available funds should help equalize
resources in relation to need, but also provide incentives for
program involvement and control costs. Criteria to accamplish this
might include factors such as the number and types of handicapped
children in a specific locale, the number currently being served,

personnel employed, the relative costs of resources in the locale,
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the total or excess cost of the program, the ability of local sources
to generate funds, the type of program provided, and the degree to
which local districts have tried to meet estahblished standards and
goals.

Hartman (18) suggested that two factors relevant to policy
decisions in special education funding should be explicitly
oonsidered. These are the relationship between the content and cost
of special education, and the programmatic and management
incentives/disincentives of funding approaches selected. He
attributed the greater costs of educating handicapped students to the
fact that the majority of the handicapped students receive special
education while at the same time are enrclled in general education.
This increases the total cost of their education. He noted that
those students served full time or nearly full time in special
education classes and require a much smaller teacher-pupil ratio, and
therefore, the costs on a per-pupil basis is greatly increased.

Also, some children require more than one type of special education
program or service arrangement. Under federal law, it is necessary
to identify and evaluate each student individually and develop an
individualized education program. Hartman also stated that this
individual process includes a multiperson staffing conference for
each student which is often a lengthy and expensive step.

McCarthy and Sage (30) reported that issues in the financial

support of special education can be viewed as relatively minor
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extensions of major issues confronting the financial support of all
education in general. Educational finance has always been concerned
with detemining the need for service, the amount and source of
necessary resources, and an acceptable way to distribute those
resources among the needs. Inherent in the concept of "acceptable"
is two frequently conflicting principles; one of political reality,
and one of an idealistic desire for same fom of equity. They
concluded that the issue of financing special education was dependent
upon value judgments and cited a need for program flexibility. "It
can be assumed that existing special education systems do not provide
adequately flexible programming and there is a need to develop
systems that do. Flexible programming can occur only when decisions
are not dependent on fiscal influences and appropriate resources are
provided for each child's unique or unequal needs. We must
approximate fiscal neutrality in order to achieve true equity” (p.
415).

Nelson's (34) study focused on how fiscal, social, and
demographic features of school districts influence how many students
are labeled handicapped, the categories in which mildly handicapped
students are placed, and the extent to which these students are
mainstreamed in Wisconsin school districts. Specifically, mentally
retarded (MR), learning disabled (LD), and emotionally disabled (ED)
students were studied. Nelson concluded that the distribution of the

mildly handicapped among disability categories in Wisconsin is
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related to several variables. High enrollments are associated with
serving more students as emotionally disahled, and consequently, a
higher proportion of mildly handicapped students identified as ED.
Wealth, a common measure of fiscal capacity, is associated with fewer
pupils labeled as LD. The retarded tend to camprise a higher
proportion of mildly handicapped in wealthy districts. High total
schoal spending per pupil is associated with fewer LD and more MD
students. Districts with a high tax rate exhibit a preference to
label mildly handicapped as MR and ED rather than LD. Urbanness as
measured by pupil density per square mile is clearly associated with
more students served as ED and fewer as LD. The percentage of
children living in families below the poverty level is strongly
correlated with fewer handicapped students in all categories and a
preference to serve mildly handicapped as LD.

High unemployment like poverty is associated with more LD
students but has little correlation with MR and ED preference. A
higher portion of elderly is associated, like poverty, with a
preference for labeling mildly handicapped as LD.

On March 16, 1983, the Cammission on the Financing of a Free and
Appropriate Education for Special Needs Children reported to the
House Camittee on Education and Labor, United States Congress (14).
Their report discussed issues related to financing special education
programs and proposed nine solutions to remedy problems. The first

six of the nine recammendations focused on management and
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administrative special education issues facing state, local, and
federal officials, and the last three on continued support of 94-142
and increased funding. This group was camprised of leaders from
professional organizations and representatives fram state, local, and
federal agencies responsible for public education. The Camission's
recommendations are as follows: 1) SEAs and LEAs should establish
more flexible and individualized options in the reqular education
program; 2) states should develop standards which define fiscal |
responsibility of local school districts for the related services
mandated by P.L. 94-142 and interagency agreements which ensure
ready access to the camplete range of fiscal resources available
under various state, federal, health, and human service programs for
those mandated services; 3) LEAs and SEAs should increase
coordination of allocation of funds for low incidence handicapped
conditions and then accampany expensive related services; 4)
camunity-based residential programs should be developed in
coordination with LEAs to prevent unnecessary high cost
institutionalization; 5) SEAs and LEAs should reduce unnecessary
conflict-related expenses by encouraging joint decision making and
initiation of conflict resolution strategies to improve parent-school
camunications; 6) Congress and the Department of Education should
target a part of the discretionary funds to encourage districts to
use more effective administrative practices and policies; 7) Congress

should preserve 94-142 without change; 8) Congress should increase
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current appropriations to 94-142 (Part B) and should allocate new
funds for intervention strategies for at-risk children under school
age; and 9) Congress should fully fund the HHA discretionary program
to support model develomment and dissemination programs, research,

and training.

Funding Formulas

Bernstein and his colleagues (2) provided one of the first
reviews of special education funding formulas after the passage of
P.L. 94-142. They reported that in 1971 the Council for Exceptional
Children made the first comprehensive examination of state provisions
for financing special education and, subsequently, identified three
types of reimbursement formulas: unit, per-pupil, and special. The
special type was applied only to ancillary services. Within the
first two types, six subgroups have been distinguished by Bernstein
et al. and Thamas (44, 45). They are defined as: 1) unit—a fixed
sun is reimbursed by the state for each designated unit of
instruction, administration, and transportation; 2) weight—a
multiple of regular per pupil is reimbursed and usually varies by
type of disability or service delivery altermative expenditure; 3)
percentage~—a percentage of full costs incurred by the district is
reimbursed; 4) personnel—a flat amount per person employed; 5)
straight sum-a fixed amount per child is reimbursed and often varies

with type of disability; and 6) excess cost—full cost less the cost
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of educating a regular student is fully or partially reimbursed.
Chambers and Hartman (8) added a seventh type of funding approach,
the approved program method in which costs of approved programs for
special populations are reimbursed fully or partially upon submission
of a program application which details projected expenditures. State
finance plans have also been classified into flat grants,

nonequal izing matching grants, equalization grants, weighted plans
for special needs, and full state funding. Bernstein et al. (2)
noted that the fomulas cited above are only conceptual models; most
state finance plans do not fall neatly into one category but are a
mixture. They felt that the full impact of a funding model must be
assessed with respect to the policy decisions that precede it and the
practices that surround it. For example, categorical approaches may
provide a financial incentive to label more children, while in
noncategorical approaches, accountability may be sacrificed with no
method of relating the dollar to the child. Same formulas may not
encourage placement in less restrictive enviromments because costs
associated with such placements are not reimbursahle or are
reimbursable at lower rates.

Kakalik (26) categorized fund distribution methods into three
types. One type was based on payment for resources with regulations
controlling the allowahle cost of resources and resource use for
handicapped child served. A second type was based on the number of

students served with regulations on cost and use of resources. The
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third type is based on cost with requlations on resource use and the
number of children to be served. Thus, the distribution of funds is
usually based on a fomula plus many constraints. The constraints
determine the flow of funds in an effort to prevent misuse of funds
and to discourage excessively high cost programs. The choice of the
formula to be used and its accompanying constraints affect districts'
future programing decisions. The implications and incentives
created by the formula and its constraints need to be considered in
advance in order to minimize the negative implications and
incentives. Kakalik reported some of the problems associated with
fomulas based on resources: a tendency to maximize class size as a
means of decreasing per pupil cost; the inability of small districts
to qualify for units of ancillary services and administration; the
lack of funding for least restrictive enviromment alternatives;
inappropriate placement of children into programs with lower per
pupil expenditures when the units allocated allow different class
sizes; identical reimbursement for all programs regardless of cost or
quality; failure of districts to offer units because reimbursement is
much less than the actual cost the district incurs; failure to
reflect differences across districts on a cost per unit basis; and a
failure to take into account district's ability to generate local
funds. The use of personnel as a special type of resource unit was
detemined to be even less desirable because this approach does not

account for physical resources needed such as facilities, supplies,
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equipment, or transportation, and may pramote employment of personnel
when "things” are really needed.

Problems associated with funding formulas based on numbers of
students served are: failure to apply the weighting to each
district's cost and therelby penalizing higher cost districts;
weighting by disability which implies a consistency of need among all
children within that disability category; a tendency to maximize the
number of students per staff member; hiring lower salaried staff
members to reduce cost since reimbursement is not dependent on the
actual ocost; inability of small districts with few handicapped
children to receive sufficient funds to provide adequate staff; over
identification of students; placement in lower cost programs or
serving each child for brief periods of time; failure to serve some
types of children when costs are greater than the amount of
reimbursement per child; and creating an inequity of opportunity
because of differences in local fund generation ability if costs are
greater than reimbursement. Kakalik recommended more stringent
regulations on diagnostic and placement procedures, and weightings
based on the designated type of program rather than the disability
type to answer same of the problems associated with formulas based on
the number of children served. A main problem associated with
funding fomulas based on cost is an incentive to inappropriately
serve students in the least costly program when the percentage of

costs reimbursed is less than on hundred percent. Also listed as
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additional problems were costs rising without constraints, an
incentive to over identify handicapped students, and the difficulty
of defining and accounting for excess costs.

Kakalik (26) made it clear that any of these formulas can have
the faollowing disadvantages: 1) discouraging expensive special
education services to a child because of only partial reimbursement;
2) discouraging interdistrict cooperation; 3) discouraging the use of
support personnel or eguipment when they could be as effective as a
special education teacher working alone; and 4) creating inequities
within the total funding levels, general and special education.
Kakalik suggested additional study of the implications and incentives
of various formulas on program delivery models, on the relationship
of special and regqular funding fomulas, and on the relationship of
the special education funding method to the overall special education
delivery system. He thought this research should consider the
identification and labeling incentives, data collection and reporting
requirements and their costs, programmatic costs and incentives, and
acceptability of various constituencies and advocacy groups.

Hartman (18) also felt that funding fomulas can be grouped
according to the main factor used to detemmine the allocation of
funds. He identified three categories: resources, children served,
and cost. The purpose of each formula is to transfer funds fram the
federal to state level to the local school district. The main issue

according to Hartman, is how the various formulas should be neutral
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in its effect and not result in owverclassification to obtain
additional dollars or underclassification because the reimbursement
is not sufficient to support necessary programs or services. Also
the formula should not prevail over the selection of the appropriate
program model for children. He reported that there is still a
tendency to place children in programs where the state's share of
funding is a larger proportion of the total actual costs. This
causes the formula to become a policy tool and to determine program
placements. The number of students per instructional unit is the key
variakle in determining costs of special education. Maximizing class
size is desirable when it makes the most efficient use of special
education resources without reducing program efficiency. Funding
fomulas which require children to be labeled handicapped in order to
qual ify for funding encourages continuation of the labeling process.
The least restrictive enviromment provisions of P.L. 94-142 implies
the need for a funding formula that encourages maintenance of
handicapped children in general education settings.

Hartman (18) reviewed the incentives and disincentives
associated with the three types of funding fomulas. He viewed the
resource~based formulas (unit and personnel) as reducing the
incentive to overclassify children, encouraging maximization of class
size as a cost reduction measure unless the units are fully funded
with state monies, not necessarily requiring that a child be labeled

as handicapped in order to receive funding, being historically viewed
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as discouraging placaments in general education settings, encouraging
multidistrict cooperation if a minimum personnel-student ratios are
established as a criteria for reimbursement, requiring minimal
additional recordkeeping, and providing a relatively direct method of
tracking funds. Hartman believes that the child-based fomulas
(weight and straight sum) are most likely to encourage
overclassification of children, provide the greatest incentive to
serve the unserved population, create an incentive to serve children
in higher reimbursement models if different weightings are assigned
to different program models, must be on a full-time equivalence basis
for weighting, or can be an incentive to serve many children for
short periods of time, encourage maximum class size and labeling, can
provide easily for costs of maintaining students in general
education, and reguire recordkeeping at the individual child level.
The cost-based fomulas (percentage and excess costs) create the
least incentive for overclassification, would be fiscally neutral if
fully funded, create a tendency to place children in lower-cost
programs if the district's contribution toward the total cost is
significant, cause resistance to change in placement from lower cost
programs to higher cost ones, encourage changes in placement fram
higher cost programs to lower cost programs, do not inherently
require labeling of children, require detailed cost accounting,

records and reporting, and provide the most direct method for
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tracking special education expenditures.

Hartman (18) commented that the funding formula provided in P.L.
94-142 is a straight sum method. He noted that when Congress passed
this legislation it was commonly believed that there were many
unserved or underserved handicapped children. It was believed that a
child-based method would encourage child-find activities. This
method, however, encourages identification and service to mildly
handicapped children since it costs less to serve them than the more
severely handicapped.

Moore, Walker, and Holland (33) concentrated on locating
descriptive infomation about special education funding fomulas used
by the states and analytical research about the consequences of
various funding fomulas. They reported that while several efforts
have been made by researchers to describe funding formulas used by
states, close inspection showed few of the studies agreed about the
categorization of individual state's financial method. As an
example, New York described its fomula as an excess cost formula,
but a more intensive review revealed it to be a pupil weighted
fomula which attempted to approximate excess costs through a
separate categorical aid program. Moore et al. concluded that there
were two reasons for such confusion: 1) unclear and highly variable
criteria for labeling state formulas; and 2) the complexity and
diversity of state methods to distribute special education funds.

Variations and complexities of funding formulas defies attempts to
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classify and simplify them.

Wood et al. (52) categorized the forty-nine states receiving
P.L. 94-142 funds in 1980-81 (all but New Mexico) in temms of their
funding formulas. He found that eighteen states used a cost-based
method, eleven of which were excess cost, and seven which were
percentage. Fifteen states were categorized as using a pupil weight
system with ranges of fram one to fifteen different weightings.
Another seventeen states were found to be using a unit approach, five
of which were based on personnel units.

Wood et al. (52) also examined the relationship between the
oost, weighted, and unit special education fomulas to the
implementation of placement of children identified as mildly
handicapped, mentally retarded, and learning disabled in regular
class placements. Handicapped students in regular classes were
defined as those who spent more than fifty percent of their school
hours in regular classroom settings. Predictor variables included
the type of funding fomula system (cost, weighted, or unit) and the
handicapping condition. The criterion variahle was the state
reported incidence rate of handicapped students aged 6-17 in regular
or special education classroams. Population means and standard
deviations were calculated for each handicapping ocondition in regular
and special placements for each type of funding formulas. The

results fram page 138 are represented in Table 1,
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TABLE 1

POPULATION MEANS FOR SPECIFIC LEARNING
DISABLED AND MENTALLY RETARDED

BY FORMULA
Class
Placement Reqular Special
Specific Specific
Learning Mentally Iearning Mentally
Type Disabl ed Retarded Disahkled Retarded
Cost
M 82.99 33.47 17.01 66.53
fo} 20.41 25.47 20.41 25.47
N 18 18 18 18
Weighted
A 84.73 36.40 15.27 63.60
78 10.12 26.19 10.12 26.19
N 14 14 14 14
Unit
M 87.35 39.60 12.65 60.40
o 7.88 21.40 7.88 21.40
N 17 17 17 17
Totals
A 85.00 36.43 15.00 63.57
N 49 49 49 49

Wood et al. (52) drew the following conclusions fram his study:
1) there was no relationship between the type of funding formula and
the percentage of mildly handicapped children served in regular
classroam settings; 2) there is a relationship between the kind of
funding fomula and the percentage of mildly mentally retarded
children served in regular settings. States using cost formulas are
serving fewer mentally retarded children in regular settings and more
in special settings than are states using weighted or unit formulas;

and 3) there is a relationship between the type of funding fomula
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and the number of learning disabled children served in regular
education settings. States using cost formulas are serving fewer
learning disabled students in regular settings and more in special

settings than are states using weighted or unit formulas.

Evaluation of Funding Formulas

Bernstein et al. (2) also urged states to evaluate their present
special education funding options. They presented some decision
criteria to be used to aid policymakers in the assessment of present
or proposed special education delivery systems. They also advised
that the criteria should be met by funding and programming camponents
of the delivery system and should be viewed in relative terms since
no system can campletely satisfy all the criteria simultaneously.

The eight decision criteria presented by Bernstein et al. are: 1)
the method should be equitable by allowing for unequal expenditures
based on pupil need; 2) the method should be comprehensive by
providing for a range of program options and services, while
encouraging placement in the least restrictive setting; 3) the method
should be flexible and sensitive to price level changes over time and
between geographic areas; 4) the method should promote accountability
to insure that aid intended for the handicapped children actually
gets to them; 5) the method should be cost effective with the state
providing start-up and evaluation costs to programs which pramise to

provide equal quality services more cheaply; 6) delivery system
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should be campatible with the total educational finance system; 7)
the method should not be in conflict with state educational policies
of the state which should be made first so funding decisions will be
complementary or at least neutral; and 8) needless complexity should
be avoided but individual differences recognized.

Mange (27) reported that legislators, school administrators, and
school board members faced with increasing costs of providing special
education, worry about the ability of govermmental units to fund the
programs. He believed that a funding formula should provide for
complete or at least a high degree of equalization, that there should
be a mix of funding sources fram all govermmental levels—state,
local, intermediate, and federal--and that these sources should be
coordinated so that the following criteria could be met: 1) a
funding formula should neither encourage or discourage particular
program or service delivery method; 2) funding should be based on
program or service needs, not on the number of students; 3) the
method should provide scmething less than full reimbursement to
prevent charges of unreasonable expenditures; and 4) the method
should be understood by a great majority of school personnel and
other state and local policymakers.

Howe (22) summarized factors that should be considered in
funding special education programs. Those factors included the
following criteria: 1) financing should be as simple as possible,

and require a minimum of resources to administer; 2) reimbursement
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fran the state should be on a current or advanced funded basis; 3)
accountability for the funds must be possible through procedures that
allow for a clear audit trail; 4) special education funds should be
compatible with the basic state educational funding program; and 5)
options for necessary private and out-of-state placements should be
included. He added that establishing program costs accurately will
be necessary in future cost-benefit evaluation efforts.

Crowner (10) states that should the United States move into a
period of "New Federalism” that affects the balance of advocacy power
between state and federal govermment, agencies working on behalf of
the handicapped will need to have a precise system for camparison,
for general evaluation guidelines, and for a set of recommendations
by which states should be judged. "With the focus shifting fram
moral imperative to growth to fiscal efficacy and retrenchment, it is
important that special educators be aware of funding options and
their effect on program and policy" (p. 508). He urges use of a
taxonomy that among other things will help enhance that awareness.

The taxonamy will serve other purposes such as: 1) it can
provide a guide for states and federal govermments to analyze
different state funding approaches to special education; 2)
researchers can use the taxonony to cammunicate in a uniform manner;
3) researchers, using the taxonomy, might consider the validity of
various assumptions that have been made about program biases inherent

in different funding approaches to special education; and 4) the
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taxonomy can serve as a delimitation of funding variables which could
be manipulated by critics and advocates of special education alike.

Crowner (10) developed his taxonomy because there is a lack of
consistent terminology and no source in the literature which covers
all of the relevant elements or provides a general classification
system for special education funding options. His taxonamy consists
of the following four main areas: bases, fomulas, types, and
resources.

Crowner defined "base" as the element or elements upon which
revenues are calculated. He itemized five types of bases: 1) pupil
base in which funds are generated on the number of served pupils; 2)
resource base in which funds are generated on same specific resource
needed to provide services such as teachers or supplies, equipment;
3) service base in which funds are generated on a service provided
such as a resource program; 4) cost base in which funds are generated
on a district's actual cost of operating a special education program;
and 5) unit base in which funds are generated on a combination of
other bases such as a unit camprised of a teacher, an aide, and ten
students.

"Formula" was defined as the method used to compute revenues
generated by the base elements. Crowner identified five fomulas:

1) excess cost formula which compares the cost of a special education
program to the cost of a basic education program and applies funding

to compensate for all or some of the difference; 2) percent of cost
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fomula which limits the funds generated by a base to same fractional
percentage of the actual cost associated with that base; 3) straight
sum fomula which applies a fixed amount of reimbursement for each
base element reported such as $2,000/pupil or $10,000/teacher; 4)
weighted fomula which applies different weightings to base elements
determined by actual costs or perceived relative needs; and 5) mixed
fomula which consists of any cambination of the other four formulas.

Crowner (10) defined "type" of funding as restrictions placed on
the possible use of the funds. Eight "types" were listed: 1)
continuing funds are stahle and continue from year to year; 2)
noncontinuing funds are available only for a fixed time period; 3)
targeted funds are those which must be expended on a prescribed item
such as equipment; 4) discretionary funds may be expended on any item
determined to be relevant to the agency's objectives; 5) inside
fomula funds are funds received fram one source and which must be
deducted from any costs reported for reimbursement fram another
source; 6) outside fomula funds are funds that an agency receives
that will not be deducted fram its primary source; 7) matching funds
are those availahble fram a source only if matched in part or equally
by another source; and 8) mixed funds share characteristics of two or
more types of funding, such as noncontinuing/targeted funds.

"Source" was defined by Crowner as the agency fram which the
revenue flows. He provided a list of five sources: 1) Federal

source such as P.L. 94-142 Part B funds which flow directly or
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indirectly to local school districts; 2) state source is funding to
local districts fram the state; 3) intermediate source is funding
which cames fram a revenue—generating agency which operates on a
regional level; 4) local source is funding which is generated at the
local level through same taxing mechanism such as local property tax;
and 5) private source is funding which is solicited or volunteered by
an individual, business, or charity.

Crowner (10) also suggested the following questions be asked as
part of a fiscal policy analysis: 1) What funding base does the
state use? 2) What formula does the state apply to the base? 3) What
elements do the state allow inside and outside its fomula? 4) To
what extent is state funding more or less discretionary? and 5) What

percent of the local funding cames from which sources?

Summary

Many methods have been used to finance special education
programs and services. Analysis of state school finance plans shows
that most of these methods can be described as reimbursement fomulas
based on unit expenditures or per pupil expenditures. A third
method, designated as special, has been used to reimburse districts
for ancillary service personnel. The unit and per pupil methods or
reimbursement or payment have been further categorized into the
following seven types: 1) unit——a fixed sum for each designated unit

of instruction, administration, and transportation; 2) weight——a
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factor based on a multiple of regular per pupil expenditures; 3)
percentage—a percentage of full costs incurred by the district; 4)
personnel—a flat amount per person employed; 5) excess cost—full
cost less the cost of educating a nonhandicapped student; 6) straight
sum—a fixed amount per child; and 7) approved program-—costs of
approved programs are paid fully or partially upon submission of
projected oosts.

Each method has advantages and disadvantages and must be
analyzed in relation to the policy decisions and practices that
precede it and the practices that surround its implementation. For
example, methods based on the child as a unit may encourage labeling
of a student while methods based on personnel may encourage
inadequate services due to class size.

These methods have also been analyzed to determine their effort
on equalization efforts of the general state schoal finance plan. As
such, they may be described as flat grants, nonequalizing matching
grants, equalization grants, weighted plans for special needs, and
full state funding. Most researchers and school finance experts
believe that for special education, funding should contribute to
overall equalization or at least not interfere with such efforts.

Special education funding methods should meet the following
criteria: 1) the method should be equitable, allowing for unequal
expenditures based on need; 2) the method should be as simple as

possible and require a minimum of resources to administer, and be
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understood by school personnel and policymakers; 3) the method should
allow reimbursement on a current or advance funded basis; 4) the
method should provide accountability by means of a clear audit trail;
and 5) the method should allow for a variety of placement and service
options.

Researchers have identified and analyzed the methods actually
used to finance special education. Categorization of states' methods
have been inconsistent. Many unresolved underlying issues, such as
detemination of actual need, detemination of actual costs, and
determination of comparative costs and benefits of various program

and service delivery models have been reported.

Special Education Cost Analysis Studies

Rossmiller and his colleagues (36) conducted one of the earliest
studies of special education programming arrangements and costs under
the auspices of the National Education Finance Project (NEFP). At
that time, very little was known of the relative cost of educating
handicapped children compared with the cost of educating
nonhandicapped children, or of the program components which
contributed to the cost differentials. Rossmiller and his colleagues
attempted to answer the five following questions in the NEFP study:
1) How many children were estimated to be in each category at the
time, and what is a likely estimate for 19802 2) What criteria are

used to identify the various categories of exceptionality, and what
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is the estimated incidence of each category in the total population
of school-aged children? 3) What are the characteristics of high
quality programs for exceptional children with particular regard to
configurations of human and material resources? 4) What is the cost
of educational programs provided in private schools and public
facilities not operated by regular public school systems? and 5) What
cost differentials are associated with programs for exceptional
children compared to the cost of the regular school program for
nonhandicapped children?

Rossmiller et al. (36) selected a panel to naminate five states
each believed to be offering quality programs. Each state selected
for the study had received at least two naminations and were
geographically representative. Project staff then met with the
director of special education in each state and asked that person to
naminate fram six to ten districts or intemmediate units that were
providing high-quality comprehensive educational programs for
exceptional children. Because of this requirement, only relatively
large districts were included. Project staff next selected five or
six fram those naminated by the state director. Because there were
so few naminations of private schools, little commonality among the
naminations, and an urwillingness to participate, that part of the
study was dropped. Same residential schools operated by the state
were selected for inclusion. The definitions used in this study were

those used by the United States Office of Education at that time,
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namely, intellectually gifted, intellectually handicapped,
auditorially handicapped, visually handicapped, speech handicapped,
physically handicapped, neurological or mental disorders, emotionally
disturbed, special learning disorders, and multiple handicapped.

Information was collected in the following areas: average daily
membership (ADM) by primary, middle, and secondary levels in the
program areas of regular school, prekindergarten, kindergarten,
campensatory, vocational-technical, exceptional child, and other; ADM
in each category of exceptionality; the number and type of special
education personnel, their total prorated salaries, and information
regarding their experience and training; comparable information for
the reqular program stafé; fringe benefits; instructional supplies
and equipment; operations and maintenance of plan; transportation;
food services; debt services; capital outlay; materials and equipment
outlay for exceptional programs; special transportation costs;
district sources of revenue; and general econamic and demographic
characteristics.

Base line date was the per-pupil cost of the regular program.
Costs associated with each special program were camputed and campared
with the cost of the regular program. The cost index was computed by
dividing the cost per pupil in special education programs by the cost
per pupil of the regular education program provided by each local
district. A summary of the data taken fram pages 65 to 101 appears
below:
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TABLE 2

ROSSMILLER'S QOST INDICES BY TYPE
OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION

Number of

Districts Handicap High Low Mean Median
21 Speech Imp 2.12 1.09 1.25 1.18
22 EMR 3.21 1.14 1.92 1.87
22 TMR 3.62 1.18 2.20 2.10
20 Spec. Learn. Dis. 5.20 1.40 2.50 2.16
4 Multiple H 3.86 1.90 2.80 2.73
14 Emotionally Dis. 11.64 1.58 3.70 2.83
17 Visually H 11.45 1.05 3.48 2.97
18 Auditorially H 5.88 1.05 3.15 2,99
15 Physically H 4.64 1.52 3.26 3.64

Expenditures for salaries of teachers and aides represented the
single largest determinant of costs. The costs of transporting some
types of handicapped children were very high such as in programs for
the physically handicapped in which specially equipped buses were
needed. The cost indices were relatively consistent and stahle
between districts serving the educable and trainable mentally
retarded. The authors suspected a relationship between the
expenditure per pupil in special education and the type of financial
support provided by the state. Districts located in states which

provided general aid funding were spending at a lower level and
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districts in states that provided categorical aid funding.

Bernstein et al. (2) indicated that the type of cost indexes used
by Rossmiller et al. (36) must be viewed with caution. It is
possible for twe districts to have exactiy the same special education
ocosts and different ratios because of differences in the regular
program costs. Kakalik (25) also expressed reservations about the
Rossmiller study for the same reason. He suggested, for camparative
purposes, a second index based on the actual resources devoted to
special education in tems of a standardized price of resources.

McClure and his colleagues (31) studied the needs, costs, and
methods of financing special education for the Illinois School
Problems Commission and the Illinois Office of Education. They
sampled twenty-three districts in Illinois and found that cost
differentials were primarily the result of the number of pupils per
teacher. The pupil-teacher ratio plus back-up costs provided the
basis for classifying programs according to their resource
intensity. 'Twenty percent of the special education funds came from
state aid, thirty per cent came fram general funds, and fifty percent
came fram general funds available to local districts. They described
the special education delivery system across state agencies as
chaotic. It was difficult to transfer children fom one service to
another. Emerging trends since 1965 were reported as follows: the
public schools are serving more moderately and severely handicapped;

the distribution of the handicapped is not wniform across districts
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due to socioceconamic status of the cammunity, selective migration of
families, and deliberate placement in foster hames in districts with
sophisticated services; and the better the regular program is at
attending to individual differences, the fewer the mildly
handicapped. Poor districts generally were found to employ minimally
prepared teachers and have higher teacher-pupil ratios; and mildly
handicapped students in these poor districts were more likely to be
placed in special education. McClure and his colleagues stated that
a camprehensive special education program must ing:lude elaments that
are noneducational in nature such as early screening, hame-school
liaison, and ocooperation with medical, mental health,na;nd university
personnel. Finally, there seemed to be a new role relationship
between general and special education because of the utilization of
itinerant and resource special education personnel to maintain
students in general education programs.

McClure et al. (31) found that small class size and special
materials resulted in higher cost for special education programs, and
that eamarking of state aid came fram the need to help local school
districts with these higher cost and as an incentive to serve
handicapped students. Fram 1950 to 1970, the concept of one teacher
for a group of handicapped students gave way to a variety of
instructional arrangements supported by a broad range of support
personnel such as therapists, psychologists, social workers, aides,

etc. The diagnosis of need expanded for a single evaluation by a
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sole evaluator to the cambined judgments of a team of
multi-disciplinarian professionals. These authors suspected that
between the years 1970 and 2000 increasing attention will be paid to
the milder handicaps in addition to the severe. They foresaw a time
when the goal of education will be to develop each student to the
limit of his or her capabilities.

McCQlure et al. (31) made several recommendations in their study
of Illinois: 1) the state board of education should be assigned the
sole responsibility for planning and overseeing all education
programs and related instructional services for handicapped persons
aged birth through graduation fram high school, including
institutional programs; 2) the state board of education should be
responsible for interdisciplinary diagnostic procedures to identify
reeds and detemine proper placement in other governmental agencies
and in private institutions; and 3) the method of funding should be
revised to one of full state funding of excess costs of programs for
handicapped students. They felt the latter to be justified since
children with varying needs are not evenly distributed among the
districts, and the degree of need is wnrelated to local districts'
taxing ability. The reimbursement should be applicable on a current
funding basis with the previous year's enrollment used for

" preliminary payments in the current year until pupil load for the
current year is estahl ished.

Wilken and Callahan (51) believed Congress was working fram 1972
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data, not 1975, and that special education was neither so
underf inanced nor so inadequate as Congress was led to believe when
P.L. 94-142 was under debate. They felt there had been vast
improvements by states in the period fram 1972 to 1975, improvements
that resulted in a growth in spending fram $9.1 million in 1972 to
$2.1 billion in 1975. This translated to an annual average increase
of forty-six percent. There had also been dramatic increases in the
number of students receiving special education. They believed that
many heeds would remain unmet in the foreseeable future, however,
unless the states were willing to deal with three key problems;
inequities in the distribution of special education resources among
local districts, widespread shortages in special education
regulation, and serious deficiencies in coordination of services for
the handicapped provided by education and noneducation agencies.

Wilken and Callahan (51) related inequities in the distribution
of special education resources among local districts to the fact that
state special education resources flow like flat grants without much
relationship to real educational or fiscal need. They suggest that
rural, urban, and minority areas were not getting enough of the
resources.

Wilken and Callahan (51) noted that definitions of handicapping
conditions and special education programs are unclear and vague.
They said: "But until regulations are written in ways that are

scientifically operational, they will border on the useless insofar
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as detemining whether children are being served appropriately or
not" (p. 18).

Wilken and his colleagques (51) also studied state aid for special
education for the National Conference on State Legislatures. A
generation ago, state aid for special education amounted to three
percent of all state aid to local districts. 1In 1973, it accounted
for five percent, by 1975 it accounted for eight percent. In 1963,
only nine percent of all school districts offered instruction for
handicapped students, in 1975 almost all did. Wilken et al. reported
much debate over state special education aid; one argument stated it
was a waste of tax dollars to educate handicapped children, and
another expressed fear that it is but another example of erosion of
local control because of the requirements that accompany the funds.

Wilken et al. (51) found the effect of court decisions on state
aid for special education to have been dramatic. They projected that
state and local govermments would spend $4.7 billion in fiscal year
1976 on the excess cost of educating handicapped children and that
this would amount to approximately $1200 per child.

Existing recordkeeping procedures made it impossible to reach any
definite conclusions about the degree to which handicapped students
benefited fram regular education programs or conversely, the extent
to which expenditures for special education benefited the
nonhandicapped. They believed the question of benefit trade-offs to

be an important one for future policy decisions.
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Wilken et al. (51) found that on the average the state's share of
special education expenditures equaled fifty-five percent, with
federal share fourteen percent, and the local share thirty-one
percent. While the relative percentages varied widely across states,
it was generally true that the greater the level of service within a
state, the less important was the federal share.

Wilken et al. (51) reported that actual costs for special
education were still difficult to determine. The costs exhibiting
the least amount of interstate variation were those related to
programs for learning disabled students and the mildly to moderately
mentally retarded. In other categories, they found so much variation
in cost figures that they questioned even their grossest accuracy.
They cited a critical need for better information about special
education finance because of the growing skepticism of state
legislators. For example, during the early 1970s, it appeared that
states were serving about eighty percent of the children with the
more apparent handicaps such as the mentally retarded, deaf, speech
impaired, and orthopedically handicapped. Smaller percentages of the
emotionally disturbed, students with partial hearing losses, or the
learning disahled were served. At that time, states viewed as
progressive tended to spend more money on special education. Between
1972 and 1976, state support for special education tripled, state and
local expenditures taken together had doubled, and the number of

children served had increased fram six to nine percent of the school
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age population. A trend in the western part of the country to reduce
EMR placements and dramatically increase LD placements appeared to be
false. They were probably the same children simply reclassified. No
especially uniform service delivery method could be discerned in any
region of the country. There was wide diversity in allocation of
resources to particular handicaps and particular program models.
Wilken et al. warned that experts say that "full service™ had not
been reached, but they could not agree on what "full service" was or
what it would cost. In 1975, states estimates of the number of
handicapped ranged fraom a low of 4.1 percent in New York to a high of
21.8 percent in Colorado. Five states indicated twenty percent or
more, and ten states indicated twelve percent or less.

Wilken and his colleagues (51) reported that efforts to revise
provisions for distribution of states aid for special education
usually generated debate over four issues: 1) the value of
categorical restrictions on the use of aid, 2) the need for
administrative discretion in detemining aid payments, 3) the
criteria used for calculating aid payments, and 4) the timing of aid
payments. There had been little research to confim or deny the
allegations made during debate on these issues. Efforts to implement
better service definitions or improve service procedures were
confounded by disagreements over the boundaries of special education,
the consequences of placements in general education, and the levels

of authority over special education services.
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Marriner (29) studied the ocosts of educating handicapped pupils
in New York City, using data collected for the 1975 school year. New
York City served many different types of handicapped and in various
ways. The cost data was compiled for thirty-five discrete programs.
Two factors proved useful in analyzing and summarizing special
education enrollments: the difference between students served full
time in self-contained special education classroams and those served
part time in resource roams or by itinerant teachers, and the
severity of the handicapping condition. Costs were divided according
to services shared by all students, such as central administration or
debt service, and those specifically provided to handicapped
children. The average cost for educating a handicapped pupil was
$5,897 campared to the average cost for nonhandicapped of $2,294.
Using 1.0 for regular program costs, the cost indices for the
handicapped ranged from 1.06 for itinerant speech services to 6.13
for children served at a center for the multiple handicapped. This
study provided a data base to allow an examination of the different
cost components of special education and an assessment of how these
oosts could be reduced. Marriner pointed out that maintaining
handicapped students in regular classroams may be as costly as
educating them full time in special classes because of the addition
of the regular program and the resource roam or itinerant program
oosts.

State aid in New York for severely handicapped students was
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reported to be less than the full costs of special education; for
nonhandicapped, the difference between the costs of education and
state aid amounted to only $1,662. Therefore, two and one-half times
as much local tax levy money to fund each severely handicapped
pupil's education was needed. The most relevant consideration to the
additional cost of educating the unserved population is whether it
will be incremental or marginal cost. Incremental cost per pupil is
the extra expense of educating another child in the existing

program. Marginal costs arise when a new class or classes must be
established to serve a new group of students. Incremental and
marginal costs were studied by Marriner in an attempt to detemmine
the costs of absorbing handicapped students currently placed in
private schools in New York City. Incremental cost estimates were
based on the addition of enough children to necessitate extra classes
but not enough to incur added supervisory or other costs. At that
time, New York City was serving about two-thirds of its total
handicapped population. The additional students fom private schools
would cost about $135 million more, or about five percent of the $2.7
billion City's educational hudget.

Amlung (1) wrote about the efforts of the Educational Priorities
Panel, a coalition of twenty-five parent and civic groups which serve
as an independent fiscal watchdog over the New York City Board of
Education. In 1981, that group sought to detemmine: 1) To what

extent is the federal govermment financing special education? 2) What
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is the fiscal impact of P.L. 94-142 on cities with large
enrollments? 3) What problems exist with New York's special education
finance method, and how can it be changed to benefit the handicapped
children of New York City? and 4) What actions can New York . ity take
to enhance its special education revenues? Amlung surveyed ten other
large cites in addition to New York.

She concluded that the federal government was not Keeping its
financial pramises implied in P.L. 94-142 since Congress has
appropriated only twelve percent of the average natiorwide costs of
educating handicapped children instead of the thirty percent
authorized in the law. She reported a net loss to the states of
nearly $1.25 billion in fiscal year 1981 alone. New York City's
share of that loss was $20 million with an additional loss of $34
million fram state sources due to a change in the state's funding
fomula. For fiscal year 1981, New York City's revenue sources for
special education were found to be fifty-nine percent fram the city,
thirty-three percent fram the state, and only eight percent fram the
federal govermment. Steinhilber et al. (40) reported that in 1979,
the National School Board Association estimated that local school
district's budgets were rising at twice the rate for special
education as for general education, fourteen percent and seven to
eight percent respectively. The ratio of costs of education for the
handicapped to the overall cost of education was found to be

somewhere close to two to one mationally. Of the cities surveyed,
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Amlung found an average increase in special education expenditures of
63.5 percent, while total school expenditures increased only 23.3
percent over the four-year period of 1974-1975 to 1978-1979.

Vasca and Wendel (47) conducted a study to determine the extent
to which local districts rely on federal, state, and local revenue
sources for the operation of special education programs, the
relationship between the average overall per pupil expenditure, and
the ratio of the cost of special education programs to the cost of
regular programs. They surveyed a randam sample of thirty-five
districts across the United States. Two hundred forty-three usable
responses fram all but six states were obtained fram school
administrators, primarily superintendents. Of the districts that
responded, 86.4 percent reported that they received less than
one-fourth of special education funding fram the federal govermment.
More than thirty-eight percent of the districts responded that they
received fifty~one percent or more of special education funding fram
the state. Local sources provided 52.8 percent of responding
districts with less than one—fourth of their special education
funds. The greater the enrollment of a district, the greater the
portion of funds received fram state sources for special education;
64.3 percent of districts spent less than $1600 per pupil annually;
28.5 percent spent $1600-$2200 per pupil annually; and 7.2 percent
spent more than $2200 per pupil annually. Two-thirds of the

districts reported costs of special education to be at least one and
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one-half times as high as the costs for regqular education programs;
fifty percent of the respondents said special education costs were at
least twice as high as general education costs.

Rossmiller et al. (36) conducted a study of expenditures and
funding patterns for the Idaho State Department of Education. The
major purpose of the study was to determine actual costs for
exceptional children for the 1976-1977 school year; to make
recommendations for alterations or improvements in funding patterns
for financing exceptional education; and to make recammendations with
regard to policies currently in effect on the administration,
reporting, and incentive features of Idaho's program for financing
exceptional education. The authors believed that the pramise of
federal funds under P.L. 94-142 was not likely to be fulfilled and
that the fiscal responsibility would remain with the state and local
agencies. They noted that many states had reformed their general
schoal finance formulas in recent years to relieve property tax
burdens and provide greater equality of educational opportunity.

Most had paid greatest attention to the revenue dimension and
relatively little attention to the allocation dimension. Many
legislators and policymakers had come to view equal spending per
pupil as synonymous with equal opportunity. Rossmiller et al. viewed
inequality of educational opportunity as inevitable if state finance
models did not take into account such factors as socioeconamic

backgrounds, handicaps, and language differences. They describe a
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weighted per pupil fommula as one method of attending to equal
educational opportunity for specific student needs. At that time,
they found that twenty states used at least one weighting factor in
allocating resources. Weightings were described as based upon the
specific needs or abilities of pupils, the type of program offered,
or on the geographic or demographic characteristics of an area. 1In
1973, Utah instituted weightings in ten categories of special
education, in five categories of vocational education, and in
professional staff costs. Because of inconsistency in the data
available, the legislature had appropriated half of the special
education dollars by the weightings and half based on each unit's
proportion of the total special education population in the state.
Weightings in special education require sophisticated cost accounting
systems to prevent abuse and clear criteria to determine eligibility
of students for various weightings. Under Idaho's system, districts
are reimbursed by the state for eighty percent of the salaries of
certified personnel, teacher aides, directors, and supervisors of
special education. The state also pays the full costs of social
security and retirement of local district personnel. The foundation
program in Utah also includes a special child sparsity factor applied
to the district's average daily attendance of 1.6 for ten or more
exceptional children, 1.7 for four to nine exceptional children, and
1.8 for less than four exceptional children.

Data for the 1976-1977 school year fram forty districts within
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the State of Utah were collected. A full-time equivalency basis was
used to allocate time and costs for exceptional children in regular
versus special education programs. Thirty hours per week and one
hundred eighty days per year were defined as one full-time pupil
equivalency. A cost index was calculated by dividing the weighted
average special program cost per pupil for the regular K-12 program.
The weighted average cost per FIE pupil for all resource roams
($5,141) was divided by the weighted average cost per FTE pupil for
all regular K-12 programs ($970) to obtain a cost index of 5.3. On
the average then, the cost to educate a full-time exceptional student
in a resource room was 5.3 times greater than the cost to educate a
full~time reqular pupil. On a FIE basis, a comparable figure was
$942, The weighted average cost per FTE pupil in exceptional
programs across all districts was $4,682, or a cost index of 4.8 with
a range fram $.499 to $5,470. The weighted average cost per FIE
pupil identified as communication disordered was $12,650; a cost
index of 13.0. This cost for speech services is very high on a FTE
basis because contact time between student and speech clinician is
only fifty to sixty minutes per week. The researchers found that low
contact-hour programs were characterized by lower FTE pupil-teacher
ratios, greater use of itinerant and ancillary personnel, and more

attention to planning and organization.
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Cost Projection Studies

Howe (21) conducted a cost projection study of special education
funding in Iowa fram 1975-1976 through 1985-1986. He noted that the
approved budgets for Area Education Agencies (intermediate units)
special education support services had grown about $5 million
annually during the first three years of operation. The amount
available for new and expanded support services had been set by the
legislature at 4.87 percent for 1978-1979, and at three percent for
1979-1980. For future years, the budget would be limited to
allowable growth only. Howe used a six percent estimate of allowable
growth to predict future budgets and projected that in ten years the
total costs for special education support services would more than
double. Howe stated that more service should be availahle to each
student if enrollments continued to decline during that period.

Walker (48) studied the effect of fund limits on the provision of
special education in various states. The material used for her study
was gathered by telephone interviews with state and local district
school officials. She summarized her findings as follows: 1)
regardless of the impact of tax or expenditure limits on the total
school expenditures, mandatory special education laws remained in
effect and right to education for the handicapped was seen as a
commitment which must be honored; 2) special education budgets were
less likely to be cut now than ten to fifteen years ago when the law

was pemissive and the right to education was less accepted; 3) if
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cuts are made, they are more likely to be in areas not irwolving
direct service to children and more apt to be proportional across
programs; 4) the federal reguirements of maintenance of effort,
nonsupplanting, and full service have had the effect of protecting
current programatic expenditures; 5) expansion of services will be
at a slower rate than in the past coupled with careful examination of
special education budgets; and 6) the long-temm impact of funding
limits was impossible to determine.

Hartman (19) estimated the cost of educating handicapped children
in 1980-1981 using the resource-cost model (RCM) methodology. RCM is
expressed as a mathematical statement of the relationship among
students, programs, resources, and decision rules in the special
education process. Data fram twenty-eight states were used. Three
values were estimated for each variable: the most likely, a low
estimate, and a high estimate. Hartman's most likely estimate was
$9.0 billion, the low was $7.3 billion, and the high alternative was
$12.4 billion. The magnitude of the range points out the
relationship of programmatic decisions to costs. A sensitivity
analysis was conducted to test the impact of each variable on the
total ocost estimate. The variahles which had the greatest impact on
costs were incidence rates of handicapping conditions, the
student/teacher ratio, personnel salaries, placement patterns, use of
aides, and the inflation rate respectively.

Projecting costs in special education must include anticipated
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program changes and practices caused by legislation, courts,
implementation efforts of the district, and advances in technology.
Hartman (19) believed that extrapolation fram the past experience was
inadequate in predicting the future. He found significant problems
in cost projections because of lack of clear definitions of eligible
students, lack of commonly accepted national standards for special
education programs and services, and inconsistencies in cost data
provided by states because reporting was for other purposes than cost
analysis. In the resource cost model approach used in this study,
the students to be served, the programs and services to be provided,
and the resources which camprise each program were specified. Prices
were assigned to each resource and costs were then estimated. Use of
this model allows evaluation of the cost impact of trade-offs among
various alternatives, such as reducing the size of each class by two
students.

The Education Finance Center of the Education Commission of the
States (38) studied the fiscal implications of P.L. 94-142. Data
from the states of Connecticut, Oregon, Missouri, and Florida were
used to analyze the distribution of students served, state special
education funding systems, and the likely impact of dollars availahle
fram P.L. 94-142. The general findings of this study were that
urban and large districts tended to serve more handicapped students
than rural or small districts, that the number of students served and

the support provided to them was not related to district wealth
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whether it be measured in tems of incame or property wealth, and
that the implementation of P.L. 94-142 may place a greater burden on
low wealth districts since they had a large proportion of students
still unserved. This study indicated that P.L. 94-142 was
potentially the most expensive piece of education legislation ever
initiated by the federal govermment. Funds provided by the law are
distributed on a per pupil basis without consideration of disparities
in state or local fiscal capacity. This analysis tried to assess
both the degree to which different aid systems pramote fiscal equity
and whether the interaction between state and federal funds resulted
in a duplication of state and federal funding. A questionnaire was
also sent to all state directors of special education to assess their
attitude toward campatibility of federal and state funding patterns.
Thirty-nine of the state directors responded. Most directors
believed that handicapped students were not distributed evenly when
property wealth, population density, and minority population were
considered. They expected that the students yet to be located and
served were in districts with below average property wealth and thus
creating a burden that would be shared by the state.

Chambers (6) reviewed the literature on special education cost
differences and stated that there tended to be three types of
emperical studies on the cost of categorical programs: an
examination of the average per pupil expenditure patterns (cost per

student); detemmination of supplemental, replacement, and common
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oosts of the program; and the specifications and costing out of the
components that make up the program (resource cost model).

The ocost per student approach has taken several fomms. First,
the average dollar cost per student has been calculated by simply
adding up all costs directly associated with programs for a
particular type of student and those indirect costs that may be
allocated to the programs and then dividing the total program costs
by the number of students involved. An example of this approach is
found in the study by Kakalik et al. (26) in which the average
reported costs by category of handicapped student were determined.
Chambers (6) reports that while providing summary per pupil
expenditure data, the results of this approach has serious
limitations for analytical or funding purposes. The average cost by
type of student masks a significant variation among individual
student cost. In fact, another recent study done by Hartman (20) of
special education has shown that there is less variation in the cost
per pupil by the type of delivery system (e.g., special class,
resource roam, itinerant instruction) than by type of handicapped
student. The use of the average cost figure also hides the cost
differences attributed to educational need. The differences in
selection, quantity, and organization of resources that cause the
programmatic cost differences are not specified and, therefore, their
effects are not known.

Another, and perhaps more prevalent form of the cost per-student
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approach has been the development of "cost factors" for categorical
and grade level programs. The general procedures in the cost factor
approach were used in the special education camponent of the National
Education Finance Project (NEFP) by Rossmiller et al. (36) in
1968-1969. A cost factor, which is the ratio of the cost per student
of a special education program to the cost per student of the regular
education program was calculated for each special education program.
A ratio greater than one indicated the degree to which the estimated
total cost of a special education program was greater than that of
the regular education program. The overall cost index averaged about
two for all special education students, but there was wide variations
among categories within a single district and among districts with
similar categories.

The cost factor approach, however, presents a number of problems
for cost analysis applications. Rossmiller et al. (36) has noted
some of the primary limitations to using these "cost factors" (p.
14):

"A cost index generally is expressed as
either a statewide average or median . « .« .
Provisions must be made . . . to deal
adequately with the fiscal needs of
individual districts which deviate fram the
state average for good and sufficient reasons

e« « « « They reflect only what is currently
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being done, not what could be done (or should
be done) in the way of educational
programing for specific pupils . « . . Cost
indices show the relative cost of educating
pupils in special programs campared with the
cost of educating pupils in regular programs
« « o« o It is possible that a given special
education program could be offered to an
equal number of students, could provide the
same educational services, and could cost the
same amount per pupil in two school districts
but the cost indexes in the two districts
could differ because of differences in the
cost of the regular program in each district
e« o « « A cost index which lumps together all
programs for educating a particular category
of handicapped children without regard to the
way in which educational services are
delivered to such children will mask a great
deal of cost variation within these programs
e o o« o Finally . . . for a variety of
reasons, cost will vary between districts for
identical programs . . . the cost of

transporting pupils involved in special
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programs . . . pupil/teacher ratio . . .

difference in salaries and in the cost of

educational supplies and materials . . .

these differences will be reflected in

educational program cost and in cost indices."

Chambers (6) reported that subsequent to the original NEFP
study, there have been many individual state studies conducted which
used the cost factor methodology. These have included studies in
Delaware, Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Mississippi,
South Dakota, and Texas (respectively, Rossmiller and Moran, in 1973;
National Education Finance Project, in 1973; Shrag, in 1974;
Sorenson, in 1973; Jones and Wilderson, in 1972; National Education
Finance Project, in 1974; Governor's School Finance Study Group, in
1973; National Education Finance Project, in 1973; Bussell, in
1973). Additionally, cost studies using this approach have been
reported by McClure et al. (31). These studies followed the specific
cost factor methodology developed by the NEFP study, and they
generally found the same results; an overall median index of
approximately 2.0 with much variation among districts and among
categories.
A second methodology that can be used to recognize the costs of

programmatic needs of categorical programs focuses on specifying the
supplemental, replacement, and common costs for the overall

programs. In this methodology employed by Marriner (29), the
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analytical emphasis is on specifying which activities, resources, and
costs are appropriate for each classification and making the
subsequent adjustments to the regular and categorical program costs
to reflect these changes.

Supplemental services and costs are those that are in addition
to the regular education program (e.g., special education resource
roam, vocational education counseling). The students who receive
supplemental programs and services obtain most of their education
from the regular education program. The supplemental programs and
services can be considered campletely additional since the students
receive them while also attending the regular education program.
Therefore, the costs of these programs are totally in addition to
those of the regular program.

Replacement costs are for those programs and services, that, in
whole or in part, are provided in place of the regqular education
program. The general procedure for determining these costs is to
total the direct costs of the replacement education programs, and
then to subtract the costs of the regular education programs and
services which are replaced. The resulting net cost is then the
additionai cost of the programmatic needs of students served by these
programs. Such deductions may include only the instructional
component (for a separate category program classroam within a school)
or the entire regular education cost (for programs provided by other

agencies). The common costs for general services that are provided
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to all students (e.g., district administration, debt service) are
generally allocated to all students or programs in a local district
on a pro rata basis.

vhe major difficulty in this approach to cost adjustment is with
the replacement cost. The supplemental costs are additional by
definition and would need to be included in any adjustment. With the
camon costs, care must be taken not to double-count (including them
both in regular program and in the cost adjustment for special
programs) or amit them (not including them in either program costs).
The initial and non-trivial problem with calculating replacement
costs is deciding specifically which program camponents and services
are being replaced in the regular program. This is not as easy as it
may sound. Further, deduction of the average per student replacement
cost can be a misleading calculation. Many of the costs on a
classroom level are fixed over the range of a few students per class
and the reduction of several students would not appreciably change
the costs of that regular classroom. Similarly, schoolwide and
districtwide service costs are not greatly affected by the reduction
of a relatively small number of students. Rather than deducting the
average costs per student of these components (which are relatively
easy to calculate fram student and financial records), the marginal
costs per student would be the correct deduction. Unfortunately,
marginal costs per student are not generally known since they are not

collected or reported by financial accounting systems in education.
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They will, however, certainly be much smaller than the average costs
per student.

The final cost methodology used in studies of categorical
programs is that of the resource-cost model (RCM) developed by
Hartman (17, 18, 19, 20). The focus of this approach is on the
specification of programmatic tems of the educational progran to be
provided, i.e., the total special education types and numbers of
students to be served, definition of programs in tems of resources,
allocation of eligible students to various programs, student/teacher
ratios, etc. Consequently, the program costs are explicitly
determined from the structure of the educational program. The input
data requirements, calculation process, and projections which result
fram the resource-cost model have been reported by Chambers and
Hartman (7 and 8) in both narrative and schematic design foms under
the model known as the Special Education Planning Model (SEPM). The
fifteen steps which comprise the SEPM are: 1) the total population
in which handicapped students are found is specified (e.g., the K-12
enrollment in public and private schools); 2) the classification
system to be used to identify handicapped students is selected along
with an expected incidence rate for each category (e.g., educable
mentally retarded (EMR): 2.00 percent; visually handicapped: 0.10
percent). The classification system specified may be other than by
type of handicap, for instance, by type of learning needs; 3) the

number of students in each handicapping category expected to need
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special education services is then calculated (total population X
incidence rates); 4) the percentage of handicapped students that are
to receive each special education program are estimated by type of
handicap (e.g., for EMR: twenty percent in consulting teacher
program, forty percent in resource roams, and forty percent in
special classes); 5) the number in each category of handicapped
students to receive each program is then calculated (step 3 X step
4). The total number of handicapped students in each program is also
calculated; 6) the number of students per unit in each special
education program for each category of handicapped student is
specified (e.g., for EMR: forty-five in consulting teacher program,
twenty-five in resource roams, twelve in special classes); 7) the
number of units (and personnel) of each program required for each
handicapping category is then calculated (step 5 X step 6); 8) the
number of personnel to serve each handicapping category and the
number of personnel required for each program are then calculated by
suming across programs for each handicapped category and across
handicapping categories for each program, respectively; 9) the set of
special education programs to be provided to handicapped students is
determined (e.g., consulting teacher program, resource roam, special
class); 10) for each program, the type and quantity of resources
required in the program are selected along with a price for each
resource (e.g., one teacher at $12 thousand, instructional materials

at $500 per class); 11) the unit price for each program is then
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calculated by suming the quantity times the price for each resource
in the program; 12) the cost of special education for each
handicapping category in each program is then calculated fram the
number of units required times the unit cost (step 7 X step 10); 13)
the cost of special education for each handicapping category is then
calculated by summing the costs of each category across all
programs. Both constant and inflated costs are calculated; 14) the
cost of special education for each program is then calculated by
suming the ocosts of each program across all handicapping
categories. Both constant and inflated costs are calculated; and 15)
the total cost of special education is obtained by summing the costs
of all handicapping categories (sum step 13) or by suming the costs
of all programs (sum step 14). Both constant and inflated costs are
calculated. Schematically, the Special Education Planning Model

appears in Figure 1.

Summary
The literature on special education cost differences can be
categorized into three types of studies. The first is an examination
of the average per pupil expenditure pattern or cost per student.
1his methodology may take the form of summing up all the costs
associated with a program and dividing by the number of students
involved, or may be expressed as a comparative ratio of the cost per

special education student to the cost per regular education student.
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While many studies have utilized this methodology, wide variations

among categories within a single district and among districts with

similar categories have been found.

Application of the results

obtained fram cost per pupil studies must be made cautiocusly.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION PLANNING MODEL

A second methodology that can be used to detemine programmatic

costs of categorical programs focuses on specifying supplemental,
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replacement, and cammon costs for the overall programs. The
analytical emphasis of this methodology is on specifying which
activities, resources, and costs are appropriate for each
classification and making adjustments to the reqular and categorical
costs to reflect these changes. The major difficulty with this
methodology is determining the accurate replacement costs for program
canponents and services that are being replaced in the regular
program.

The third cost methodology used in studies of categorical
programs is called the resource cost model. This approach focuses on
the specification of programmatic terms of the educational program to
be provided. Program types, numbers of students to be serveq,
student/teacher ratios, etc. must be defined and a price established
for each resource camponent. Costs are estimated using both constant
and inflated figures. The resource cost methodology has great
utility for policymakers who need to be able to project future needs

and costs of categorical programs.
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GHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY/PROCEDURES

The overall thrust of this study is descriptive and historical
in nature. The purposes are: 1) to explain Iowa's special education
instructional pragram funding mechanism, the "Weighting Plan"; 2) to
describe the "Weighting Plan" in standardized terms suggested by
Crowner's taxonony; 3) to examine and analyze the results of the
"Weighting Plan” in terms of special education program and budget
growth during the nine year period of 1975-84 including a camparison
with regular program and budget growth; and 4) to evaluate the
"Weighting Plan" as suggested by the literature namely through
application of Bernstein's (2) decision criteria and Crowner's (10)
fiscal policy questions.

This chapter describes the methods and procedures used to
accamplish the purposes. The chapter is organized into six
sections: 1) Explanation and Description of the "Weighting Plan"; 2)
Pupil Data; 3) Budget Data; 4) Expenditure Data; 5) Balance of Funds

Data; and 6) Evaluation of the "Weighting Plan".
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Explanation and Description of the
"Weighting Plan"

The procedures for the classification of students identified as
educationally handicapped and in need of special education
instructional programs which are funded by the "Weighting Plan" are
explained in operational terms. These procedures include placement
of students into one of the seven special education instructional
program types, determination of disability or handicapping condition,
and the assigmment of a weighting to accamplish fund generation. A
history of the weightings by category for mildly, moderately, and
severely handicapped students is also reported.

Other factors that determine the special education instructional
fund generation as part of the Foundation Program are explained in
operational terms. These factors include: district cost per pupil,
allowahle growth factors, and the utilization of pupil counts which
are conducted by each school district on December 1 of each year. Aan
example of fund generaticn for nonhandicapped, mildly handicapped,
moderately handicapped, and severely handicapped students is reported
in relation to these factors.

The kinds of information that local school districts are
required to report to the Department of Public Instruction is
itemized. An explanation of the School Budget Review Committee's
responsibilities to review the audited data, to detemmine the

"Weighting Plan" for subsequent years, and to adjust special
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education instructional fund balances is provided. Procedural
examples of balance adjustments indicating the impact on district
budgets are also provided.

This section also describes Iowa's "Weighting Plan" through
application of Crowner's taxonomy of special education finance. The
tems "base", "formula", "type", and "source" are defined in detail

and are utilized to describe the "Weighting Plan."

Pupil Data
1975-84 pupil data were obtained fram the records of the

Department of Public Instruction. These records include: Certified
Public Enrollments; Special Education Weighted Enrollments; and
Secretary's Annual Reports, Special Education Supplement. The data
are presented in graph or table form with explanation and descriptive
statistics of range and mean provided when appropriate. The data
include: 1) public and weighted enrollment counts with percentages
of change fram the preceding year calculated for each; 2) proportion
of weighted enrollments to total public enrollments; 3) numbers of
mildly, moderately, and severely handicapped pupils used to generate
special education instructional funds as well as the total; 4)
proportion of special education instructional funds generated by each
weighted category: mildly, moderately and severely handicapped; and
5) numbers of special education pupils served in each instructional

program model: supplemental assistance, resource teaching, special
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class with integration; school age self-contained class with little
integration; preschool age self-contained class with little
integration, preschool age self-contained class; school age
self-contained class, and total number of pupils served in special

education instructional programs.

Budget Data
1975-84 budget data were obtained fram the records of the

Department of Public Instruction and the Office of the State
Camptroller. The source documents were the Controlled Budgets and
Secretary's Annual Report, Special Education Supplement for each
school district. The data are presented in graph and table fom and
includes: 1) regular program budgets reported in dollars and
calculated by deducting the total of special education budgets from
the total controlled budgets; 2) special education instructional
budgets reported in dollars; 3) the percent of total instructional
budgets devoted to special education; 4) comparison of regular and
special education instructional budget growth from the previous year
in actual and deflated temms. Deflated budget growth was calculated
by applying the mean of the implicit price deflator (annual series)
for total G.N.P. of the two calendar years which comprise each school
year; 5) breakdown of special education generated funds between the
amount generated by the 1.0 (headcount) and the additional weighting

with the percentage each of the total generated funds; and 6)
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receipts generated for each special education program model within
the three weighted categories: mildly, moderately, and severely
handicapped.

Expenditure Data

Special education expenditure data were derived fram the
Secretary's Annual Report, Special Education Supplement for each
school district as submitted to and audited by the Department of
Public Instruction. The expenditure data include: 1) total
expenditures reported in dollars for each program model for each of
the three weighted categories; 2) total expenditures reported in
dollars for each object classification for which the data are
available, 1976-1984 (salaries, employee benefits, employee travel,
supplies/materials, contracted services/non tuition, pupil
transportation, capital outlay, indirect costs, administration,
regular program expenditures, tuition, and total); 3) camparison of
expenditures by object classification as percentages of total
expenditures for each two year period for which data are available,
1976-1984; 4) comparison of utilization of 1.0 generated funds by
regular and special education programs; and 5) comparison of mean
expenditures for each program model calculated three ways: average
expenditures per pupil generating funds, average expenditures per

pupil served, and the mean expenditure of those two categories.
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Balance of Funds Data

These data were also derived fram the Secretary's Annual Report,
Special Education Supplement for each school district as submitted to
and audited by the Department of Public Instruction. The data
include: 1) the balance of funds either positive or deficit in
dollar tems for each program model within the three weighted
categories; 2) a comparison of the total balance of funds in dollar
temms for each year; and 3) a camparison of balance of funds as a
calculated percentage of the total funds generated for each weighted

category and sum of the categories.

Evaluation of the "Weighting Plan"

The author's subjective evaluation of Iowa's "Weighting Plan" is
presented. Two sources in the literature provided guidance for this
evaluation. First the decision criteria suggested by Bernstein is
applied to the "Weighting Plan". These criteria include equity,
camprehensiveness, flexibility, accountability, cost-effectiveness,
compatibility with the total educational finance system, simplicity,
and lack of conflict with the state's educational policies.

Secondly, Crowner's fiscal policy questions are also used to
evaluate the "Weighting Plan." These questions are: 1) What funding
base does the state use?; 2) What formula does the state apply to
that base?; 3) What elements do the state allow inside or outside its

formula?; 4) To what extent is state funding more or less
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discretionary?; and 5) What percent of the local funding cames from

which sources?
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CGHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

Iowa's "Weighting Plan": An
Operational Explanation

Program Models

Students who have been identified as educationally handicapped
and in need of a special education instructional program are
classified by disability/handicapping condition, and by the special
education instructional program model for which placement is
recommended. The recommended program model placement determines the
weighting assigned to the handicapped student and, therefore, the
amount of funds generated by the local school district. Iowa's
continuum of service model for special education instructional
programs consists of seven program types: 1) supplemental
assistance, an individual program in which the handicapped student is
enrolled full-time in regular education classes but needs special
adaptations such as specialized transportation arrangements or
services of an aide or an interpreter; 2) resource teaching program
in which handicapped students are enrolled in regular classes for the
majority of the school day but need special education instruction for

remedial or tutorial purposes fram one half to two hours per day; 3)
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special class with integration program in which handicapped students
are enrolled in reqular classes two or three periods per day but need
special education instruction for the majority of the day; 4) school
age self-contained special class with little integration in which
school age handicapped students are enrolled nearly full-time in
special education but can profit fram integration into regular
classes on a very limited basis; 5) preschool self-contained special
class with little integration in which preschool handicapped students
are enrolled part-time or full-time in special education but may also
be enrolled in private or public preschool regular or kindergarten
classes on a very limited basis; 6) preschool self-contained special
class in which preschool handicapped students are enrolled part-time
or full-time in special education and are offered integration
opportunities with nonhandicapped peers but usually not in a
classroam setting; and 7) school age self-contained special class in
which school-age handicapped students are enrolled full-time in
special education and are offered integration opportunities with
nonhandicapped peers but usually not in a classroam setting. See
Appendix A for the program model definitions provided in the Rules of
Special Education.

It is important to note that placement into an appropriate
special education program model is detemined more by the severity of
the handicapping condition/disability than the type of disability

itself. For instance, a child diagnosed as learning disabled may be
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placed by the staffing team into a special education resource
teaching program or into a special class with integration or into a
self-contained special class. The placement is more dependent upon
the nature and severity of the learning disabilities and the
teacher-student ratio necessary to provide appropriate special
education instructional services rather than the disability itself.
See Appendix B for the maximum class size, teacher-student ratios

assigned to each program model by the Rules of Special Education.

Weighting

Nonhandicapped students enrolled in the reqular program are
weighted 1.0. Mildly handicapped students whose recammended special
education instructional program placement is supplemental assistance,
resource teaching, or special class with integration programs are
currently weighted 1.7. Moderately handicapped students whose
recamended special education instructional program is sel £-contained
special class with little integration which requires fewer students
per teacher than the programs for the mildly handicapped are
currently weighted 2.2. Severely and multiply handicapped students
whose recammended special education instructional program placement
is self-contained special class which requires even fewer students
per teacher than the programs for the moderately handicapped are
currently weighted 3.6. Thus, mildly handicapped students generated

1.7 times the amount of funds generated by regular education
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students, while moderately and severely handicapped students generate
2.2 and 3.6 times the regqular program amount respectively.

The original weightings were 1.0, 1.8, 2,2, and 4.4, and have
been adjusted at various times by the School Budget Review
Cammittee. Tahle 3 reflects the weightings which were in effect for

each school year beginning with 1975-76 through 1983-84.

TABLE 3

WEIGHTING BY CATEGORY
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THRCOUGH 1983-84

Mildly Moderately Severely
Year Handicapped Handi capped Handi capped
1975-76 1.8 2.2 4.4
1976-77 1.8 2.2 4.4
1977-78 1.7 2.0 4.2
1978-79 1.7 2.0 4.0
1979-80 1.7 2.0 4.0
1980-81 1.7 2.0 4.0
1981-82 1.7 2.0 4.0
1982-83 1.7 2.2 3.8

1983-84 1.7 2.2 3.6
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Generating the Funds: District Cost/ Pupil,
Allowable Growth, December 1 Count

In addition to the weighting assigned to each handicapped
student which is dependent upon the recommended special education
instructional progrei model, two other factors detemine the amount
of funds generated by a school district. The first is the district's
cost per pupil. This is the amount equivalent to the district's 1.0
generated amount for regular education pupils and is the basis for
detemining the controlled hudget. It varies district by district.
In 1983-84 most districts' cost per pupil was $2,224 but some were
above and same below that amount. The district ocost per pupil is
determined by the prior year's district cost per pupil with an
allowahle growth factor added. The allowable growth factor for
1983-84 was 6.103 percent which when applied to the state cost per
pupil translated into $133 as an addition to the 1982-83 district
cost per pupil for each district. Therefore, districts with a cost
per pupil of $2,091 in 1982-83 added $133 to arrive at the 1983-84
cost per pupil of $2,224. Using $2,091 as an example of a district's
cost per pupil, a regular student would generate $2,091 (1.0), a
mildly, a moderately, and a severely handicapped student would
generate $3,555 (1.7), $4,600 (2.2) and $7,528 (3.6) respectively.
Table 4 depicts allowable growth rates and translated dollar amounts
from 1975~76 through 1983-84.
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TABLE 4

ALLOWABLE GROWTH RATES AND DOLLAR AMOUNTS
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Year Allowable Factor Amount
1975-76 10.70% $ 110
1976~77 9.825% 11
1977-78 7.84% 98
1978~79 9.422% 127
1979-80 9.484% 139
1980-81 13.592% 219
1981-82 5.00% 92
1982-83 7.00% 136
1983-84 6.103% 133

The seocond factor which detemines the funds generated for
special education instructional programs by local districts is the
number of pupils certified by the Area Education Agency Director of
Special Education on behalf of each constituent district on December
1 of each year. This pupil count is included in the P.L. 94-142,
Part B certified pupil count. The number of resident students
identified for each special education instructional program and their

weightings and disabilities are certified to the Department of Public
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Instruction. The December 1 count serves as the basis for
determining the number of students generating funds for each program
model for the following school year, but there is a provision of an
advancement in state aid if the budget year's (current) December 1
count is greater than the base year's (prior) count. For example, if
district A's certified count on December 1, 1982, indicated fifteen
resource program (l.7) students, eight special class with integration
(1.7) students, and two self-contained special class (3.6) students
for a total of twenty-five students with total additional weightings
of 21.3 (23 times .7 plus 2 times 2.6), the 1983-84 generated funds
would equal 46.3 (25 + 21.3) times the district's cost per pupil
unless the December 1, 1983 count was greater. In that case, the
December 1, 1983 count would be utilized and the state would provide
the additional funds as an advance in state aid during 1983-84 with
an adjustment on the district's 1984-85 controalled hudget to
proportion the property tax and state aid mix appropriately. The
advance in state aid for increased special education enrollment in
the budget year over the base year has totaled $3,407,977,
$2,518,298, and §$1,040,161 for 1983-84, 1982-83, and 1981-82
respectively. There is no reduction in fund generation during the
budget year when districts experience a decrease in the weighted

count taken on December 1.
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Relationship to Controlled Budget

Special education instructional dollars are generated by local
districts as part of their total controlled budgets. Appendix G
depicts local districts' budget formation as determined by the
Foundation Plan and includes special education instructional funds.
The certified enrollment of a district includes the headcount of all
resident enrolled students including special education students. The
certified enrollment count is conducted each second Friday in
September. A formula to campensate for declining enrollment
situations is applied to the actual enrollment. This count generates
the 1.0 funding for all students. The appropriate December 1 special
education additional weighting above the 1.0 total is added to this
fomula enrollment and the resulting total weighted enrollment is
multiplied by the district cost per pupil to reach the controlled
budget amount for each school district.

The state aid contribution toward the controlled budget is also
detemined by the Foundation Plan. All students are guaranteed a
basic financial support level fram property tax by requiring all
districts to levy a uniformm amount of $5.40 per $1,000 valuation.

The state supports the Foundation Plan at a percentage of the state
oost per pupil called the foundation level. For 1983-84, this
percentage was 78%. Therefore, a district's weighted enrollment
times 78% of the state cost per pupil (which is equivalent to most
district's cost per pupil) less the property tax generated by the
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uniform property tax levy equaled the amount of state contribution
for 1983~84. Districts levy additional property tax in the amount of
difference between the foundation level and the controlled budget.
Since special education instructional funds are generated as part of
the Foundation Plan, the 1.0 (headcount) funds are generated in the
same mix of property tax and state aid for special education and
regular program students. This may be as little as 25% state funds
in districts with high property tax valuations. The additional
weighted funds generated on behalf of handicapped students are
generated at the foundation level (78% state aid, 22% property tax
for 1983-84) because the same amount of property tax would be raised

fram the uniform levy if no handicapped students were identified.

Accounting and Reporting Procedures

Districts are required to provide a detailed accounting for the
funds generated for special education instruction. Funds generated
and expended are acoounted for and reported to the Department of
Public Instruction by special education program model. Appendix E is
an example of the Secretary's Annual Report, Special Education
Supplement, which is sulmitted each Augqust 1 for the preceding school
year by each school district. This report includes both special
education program and finance data for each school district. Each
report is audited by the Department of Public Instruction and

summarizing reports are then provided to the State Cammissioner of
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Public Instruction and the School Budget Review Cammittee. This
committee reviews the data and recommendations for adjustments in the
"Weighting Plan" and makes that detemmination on an annual basis.

Information reported on the Secretary's Annual Report, Special
Education Supplement includes: numbers of teachers employed by
disability area and program model; numbers of students served by
disability area and program model; numbers of special education
classes by program model; numbers of teacher aides; numbers of
tuitionin pupils by disability and program model; funds generated by
program model; expenditures of funds by program model and object
classification; balance of funds for each program model; and numbers
of students tuitioned-out by program model and type of service
agency.

The expenditure object classifications include: instructional
salaries; instructional benefits; employee travel; contracted service
non-tuition; supplies/materials; pupil transportation; capital
outlay; indirect cost; administration; regular program expenditures;

and tuition expenditures.

Reduction of Balance of Funds
School districts calculate their balance of special education
instructional funds by subtracting expenditures from the amount of
generated funds for each program model. The sum of each program

model balance equals the district's total special education
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instructional balance of funds. If expenditures exceed generated
funds, the balance is a negative or deficit amount.

Since 1982-83, the Code of Iowa has required the School Budget
Review Committee to reduce all districts' special education
instructional balances to zero on an annual basis. This was
retroactive to 1981-82. Districts with positive balances (generated
receipts exceed expenditures) experience a reduction in state aid in
the year following the occurrence of the balance and in the amount of
the balance. The subsequent year's budget is increased in state aid
and decreased in property tax to compensate for the portion of the
initial reduction which was generated by property tax. As an
example, if District A's final 1982-83 special education balance was
$10,000, it would receive $10,000 less than the scheduled state aid
payment during 1983-84. Further, District A's 1984-85 state aid
would be increased by $4,000 and property tax decreased $4,000 if
property tax equaled 40% of the original $10,000 balance of funds.

Districts with negative balances (expenditures exceed generated
receipts) may request allowahle growth to increase spending authority
and state aid in the amount of the state aid portion of the negative
balance in the year following the occurrence of the negative
balance. The portion of the balance unpaid by state aid may be
generated by a property tax levy in the subsequent year if the
district so desires. If the state aid portion of positive balances

is insufficient to pay the state aid portion of negative balances,



113

the state aid available fram the positive balances is prorated. For
example, if District B's final 1982-83 special education balance was
$-10,000 of which 40% was property tax, it would receive a state
payment for $6,000 in 1983-84 and would be allowed to increase
property tax generation by $4,000 in 1984-85 if the district so
desired. If the state prorated state aid payments to $5,500, then
$4,500 could be generated in additional property tax. In this way,
all districts' special education instructional balances are brought
to zero level annually by reducing positive balances and making

payment for negative balances.

Summary

On the second Friday in September, each district takes a
headcount of all enrolled resident students including those
identified for special education. This enrollment count generates
the 1.0 funds for all students in an amount equal to each particular
districts' cost per pupil and in a proportion of property tax and
state aid that depends on the property wealth of the district and the
state's foundation level. A special education weighted count is
taken each December 1. This count generates the additional funds in
the amount of .7, 1.2, or 2.6 times the district cost per pupil with
state aid contributing the greatest share of the funding as
detemined by the foundation level established for that year.

Districts acocount for the total special education funds generated on
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behalf of their resident handicapped students by program model: 1.7
times the district cost per pupil for supplemental assistance,
resource teaching, and special class with integration programs; 2.2
times the district cost per pupil for school age and preschool

sel f-contained special class with little integration programs; and
3.6 times the district cost per pupil for school age and preschool
self-contained special class programs. Also, districts report
detailed program and finance data on an annual basis to the state.
This data includes fund generation, expenditure, and balance
information fram which the School Budget Review Committee determines
the "Weighting Plan" for the following school year. The School
Budget Review Committee reduces all special education instructional
balances to zero on an annual basis through adjustments in state aid
and property tax.

Iowa's "Weighting Plan" A Description
Based on Crawner's Taxonomy

Crowner (10) developed a taxonomy of special education finance
to assist special education administrators to better understand
related fiscal concepts such as the difference between a funding
base, a funding formula, and a funding source. The taxonamy serves
other purposes: 1) it will enhance awareness; 2) it can provide a
guide to analyze different state funding approaches to special

education; 3) it can be used to cammunicate in a uniform manner; and
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4) it can serve as a delimitation of funding variables which can be
manipulated by both critics and advocates of special education.

Crowner defined "base" as the element or elements upon which
revenues are calculated. He itemized five types of bases: 1) pupil
base in which funds are generated on the number of served pupils; 2)
resource base in which funds are generated on some specific resource
needed to provide services such as teachers or supplies, eguipment;
3) service base in which funds are generated on a service provided
such as a resource program; 4) ocost base in which funds are generated
on a district's actual cost of operating a special education program;
and 5) unit base in which funds are generated on a cambination of
other bases such as a unit comprised of a teacher, an aide, and ten
students.

"Formula" was defined as the method used to compute revenues
generated by the base elements. Crowner identified five fomulas:
1) excess cost formula which compares the cost of a special education
program to the cost of a basic education program and applies funding
to compensate for all or some of the difference; 2) percent of cost
fomula which limits the funds generated by a base to same fractional
percentage of the actual cost associated with that base; 3) straight
sum formula which applies a fixed amount of reimbursement for each
base element reported such as $2,000/pupil or $10,000/teacher; 4)
weighted fomula which applies different weightings to base elements

determined by actual costs or perceived relative needs; and 5) mixed
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fomula which consists of any cambination of the other four fomulas.

Crowner (10) defined "type" of funding as restrictions placed on
the possible use of the funds. Eight "types" were listed: 1)
continuing funds are stable and continue fram year to year; 2)
noncontinuing funds are available only for a fixed time period; 3)
targeted funds are those which must be expended on a prescribed item
such as equipment; 4) discretionary funds may be expended on any item
determined to be relevant to the agency's objectives; 5) inside
formula funds are funds received fram one source and which must be
deducted fram any costs reported for reimbursement fram another
source; 6) outside fomula funds are funds that an agency receives
that will not be deducted from its primary source; 7) matching funds
are those availahle fram a source only if matched in part or equally
by another source; and 8) mixed funds share characteristics of two or
more types of funding, such as noncontinuing/targeted funds.

"Source" was defined by Crowner as the agency from which the
revenue flows. He provided a list of five sources: 1) Federal
source such as P.L. 94-142 Part B funds which flow directly or
indirectly to local school districts; 2) state source is funding to
local districts fram the state; 3) intermediate source is funding
which cames fram a revenue—generating agency which operates on a
regional level; 4) local source is funding which is generated at the
local level through same taxing mechanism such as local property tax;

and 5) private source is funding which is solicited or volunteered by
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an individual, business, or charity.

Using Crowner's taxonomy of special education finance, Iowa's
"Weighting Plan" can be described as a pupil base, mixed fomula
because it utilizes a weighted formula developed as an excess cost
camparison to regular education funding. The type of funding
employed by the '"Weighting Plan" can also be described as a mixed
type; specifically, a continuing/discretionary funding mechanism with
outside formula funds since unexpended funds are reduced annually and
receipts fram other sources such as AEA funds or P.L. 94-142 funds
must be deducted fram reported expenditures. Local and state sources
generate the funds for Iowa's '"Weighting Plan."™ Twenty-two percent
of the additional weighted funds was derived fram local property tax
levies and seventy-eight percent was derived fram state aid payments

to local school districts in 1983-84.

Pupil Information

Table 5 represents Iowa's public enrollment counts and special
education weighted (instructional) headocounts for the school years
1975-76 through 1983~-84. The public enrollment counts are conducted
on the second Friday in September each year and include identified
special education pupils. The special education weighted counts
represent mid-year counts which were conducted either January 15, or
December 1, of each year.

Public enrollments decreased by 113,276 pupils during this
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period while special education weighted enrollments increased by
7,856 pupils.

The cumulative percentages of change in the public and weighted
counts fram the previous year are depicted in Table 5 and Figures 2
and 3. Public enrollment counts declined 21.24 percent while special
education weighted counts increased by 22.53 percent. Since the
1975-76 school year was the first year that special education count

was conducted there is no change shown fram the previous year,

1974-75.
TABLE 5
PUBLIC AND WEIGHTED ENRCLLMENT CQUNTS
1975-76 THRCUGH 1983-84
% Change & Change
Public From Weighted From
Enrollment Previous Enrollment Previous
Year Count Year Count Year
1975-76 610,838 -1.01 33,140 NA
1976-77 603,596 -1.19 36,257 9.41
1977-78 587,113 -2.73 38,032 4.90
1978-79 569,729 -2.96 39,145 2.93
1979-80 550,023 =3.46 41,046 4.86
1980-81 535,732 -2.60 43,647 6.34
1981-82 518,838 -3.16 40,198 -7.90
1982-83 505,407 -2.58 40,070 -0.32

1983-84 497,562 -1.55 40,996 2.31
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Figure 4 shows the percentage special education weighted
(instructional) enrollments are of the total public enrollments for
each school year, 1975-76 through 1983-84. This percentage grew
steadily fram 1975-76 through 1980-81 with rates of 5.43 through 8.15
percent respectively. In 1981-82, the special education weighted
count declined slightly to 7.75 percent of the total public
enrollment then increased again to 7.93 and 8.24 percent respectively
for 1982-83 and 1983-84.

Figures 5, 6, 7, and 8 represent the numbers of handicapped
pupils that generated special education weighted (instructional)
dollars for each school year 1975~76 through 1983-84. Figure 4 shows
the numbers of mildly handicapped pupils weighted at 1.8 or 1.7 (see
Table 3). This number ranged f£rom 23,215 in 1975-76 to 35,673 pupils
in the peak year of 1981-82. Subsequent reductions to 32,830 and
32,659 occurred in 1982-83 and 1983-84 respectively. The overall
increase amounts to 40.68 percent.

Figure 6 shows the number of moderately handicapped pupils
generating funds at 2.2 or 2.0 weightings. This number has increased
each year with the largest increase occurring between the 1975-76 and
1976-77 years. It has ranged from 3,842 to 6,311 pupils, which
represents an overall increase of 64.26 percent.

Figure 7 represents the number of severely handicapped pupils
generating funds at 4.4, 4.2, 4.0, or 3.6 weightings. This number
ranged from 1,321 in 1975-76 to 2,687 in 1983-84. The largest
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increases occurred between the 1975-76 and 1976-77 years, and the
1979-80 and 1980-81 years when the increase totaled 786 and 414
pupils respectively. The overall increase of 1,376 pupils represents
104.16 percent growth in this category.

Figure 8 represents the cambined total number of handicapped
pupils generating weighted funds fram 1975-76 through 1983-84, which
ranged from 28,378 to 41,667 pupils respectively. The 1982-83 year
was the only one in which fewer pupils generated weighted funds than
in the prior year. The small reduction in the mildly handicapped
category in 1983-84 was more than offset by increases in the
moderately and severely handicapped categories. The overall increase
of 13,289 pupils generating weighted dollars fram 1975-76 to 1983-84
represents a total increase of 46.83 percent.

Figure 9 represents the proportion of special education
instructional funds generated by each weighted category. The mildly
handicapped category ranged form 75.41 percent of the total weighted
funds generated to 70.76 percent in 1983-84. The moderately
handicapped category increased from 14.85 percent of the total in
1975-76 to 17.11 percent in 1983-84. In the severely handicapped
category, the proportional range was 9.74 percent in 1975-76 to 13.55
percent in 1976-77. The mean proportion for all years, 1975-76
through 1983-84 equaled 73.07 percent in the mildly handicapped
category and 15.16 percent and 11.77 percent in the moderately and

severely handicapped categories respectively.
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Tables 6-9 shows the number of special education pupils served
in each instructional program model for the 1975-76 through 1983-84
school years. These numbers are reported on a headcount basis on
each district's Secretary's Annual Report, Special Education
Supplement, and do not represent an unduplicated count. The number
of pupils reported as served is a count of all pupils who received
instructional services at same time during the school year. Pupils
served in two different programs may be counted as two children. The
numbers of pupils served will not correspond with the numbers of
pupils generating funds since service is on—-going throughout the year
with a substantial number of pupils entering and exiting at different
times while the count taken to determine fund generation is a
cambination of unduplicated counts of the base and budget years.

Takle 6 represents the number of mildly handicapped pupils
served in supplemental assistance, resource teaching, and special
class with integration program models (see Appendix A for program
model descriptions). This number has ranged from 22,223 pupils in
1975-76 to 38,793 pupils in 1980-8l. Decreases were experienced in
the 1981-82 and 1982-83 years, and then increased again in 1983-84.
The overall increase fram 1975-76 to 1983-84 totaled 66.24 percent.
The mean number of mildly hanaicapped pupils served equals 33,155.

Table 7 represents the number of moderately handicapped pupils
served in school age and preschool self-contained class with little

integration programs. The total number has ranged fram 3,998 pupils
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in 1975-76 to 6,822 pupils in 1982-83 with a mean of 5,855 over the
nine year period of 1975-76 to 1983-84. The mean number of school
age moderately handicapped represents 83.88 percent of the total mean
with 16.12 percent for preschool age moderately handicapped. The
overall increase during that period totaled 70.44 percent.

Table 8 represents the number of severely handicapped pupils
served in school age and preschool self-contained class programs.
The total has ranged from 1,259 pupils in 1975-76 to 2,908 in 1983-84
with a mean total over the nine year period of 2,262 pupils. The
mean number of school age severely handicapped equals 85.19 percent
of the total mean while the preschool age number equals 14.81
percent. The overall increase in the number of severely handicapped
pupils served equals 1,649 pupils, a 130.98 percent increase fram
1975-76 through 1983-84.

Table 9 and Figure 10 show the grand total number of special
education pupils served in all instructional program models for the
1975-76 through 1983-84 school years. This total has ranged fram
27,480 pupils in 1975-76 to 47,480 in 1980-81. Reductions fram the
prior year's total number served occurred in 1981-82 and 1982-83 as a
result of the reevaluation of approximately 4,000 learning disabled
students but increased again in 1983-84. The overall mean number of
pupils served in all instructional models equals 41,272 pupils fram
1975-76 through 1983-84. The mean for the mildly handicapped equals
80.33 percent of the total mean with 14.19 percent and 5.48 percent
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in the moderately and severely handicapped categories respectively.

Budget Information

Figure 11 represents regular program budgets in Iowa's public
elementary and secondary schoals fram the 1975-76 through 1983-84
school years. These figures were calculated by deducting funds
earmarked for special education fram the total controlled budget of
each school district. Total regular program budgets increased fram
$693,531,362 in 1975-76 to $1,022,398,633 in 1983-84. This
represents a 47.42 percent increase during the nine year period.

Figure 12 represents special education instructional budgets
from 1975-76 through 1983-84 school years. Special education budgets
(weighted dollars generated) increased fram $64,279,072 in 1975-76 to
$176,194,748 in 1983-84. This represents an increase of 174.11
percent during the nine year period.

Figure 13 shows the percentage of school districts total
instructional budgets which are devoted to special education
instructional programs. This percentage has ranged from 8.48 percent
in 1975~76 to 14.70 percent in 1983-84. An increase has occurred
each year in the percentage of the total instructional funds devoted
to special education except for a slight dip fram 14.53 percent in
1981-83 to 14.29 percent in 1982-83. Over the nine year period,
special education instructional budgets averaged 12.47 percent of

total instructional budgets.
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Figure 14 compares regular and special education instructional
program budget growth fram 1975-76 through 1983-84. The figures
represent the percentage of growth fram the previous year. Special
education budget growth has been much greater than regular program
budget growth in all years except 1982-83 when special education
budgets grew 2.44 percent over the previous year, and regular program
budgets grew 4.49 percent.

The percentage of increase for special education ranged fram
2,44 percent in 1982-83 to 34.90 percent in 1976-77. The percentage
of increase for regular program budgets ranged fram 0.53 percent in
1977-78 to 8.80 percent in 1980-81.

Tahle 10 and Figures 15, 16, and 17, compares deflated regular
and special education instructional program budgets from 1975-76
through 1983-84. Actual budget dollar amounts were deflated by the
mean implicit price deflator (for overall gross national product) for
the two calendar years comprising one half each of the school years.
Regular program deflated budgets declined 13.26 percent from
$537,329,637 in 1975-76 to $466,082,528 in 1983-84 while special
education deflated budgets increased 61.28 percent fram $49,801,714
to $80,322,186 during the same period. Figures 15 and 16 represent
these dollar amounts. Figure 17 depicts the percent of deflated
budget growth fram each previous year beginning with 1976-77.

Only the 1976-77 year represented regular program deflated

budget growth during this period. All subsequent years experienced a
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decline ranging from .39 percent to 5.72 percent. Special education
instructional program budgets experienced an increase in deflated
budget growth each year ranging from 27.85 percent in 1976-77 to 0.03
percent in 1981-82 except for a decline of 2.35 percent in 1982-83.

In contrast, the sum of each year's reqular program deflated
budget growth is a decline of 13.91 percent, while the sum of each
years' special education deflated budget growth is an increase of
52.25 percent.

Table 11 shows the breakdown of special education weighted funds
between the amount generated by the 1.0 (headcount) weighting which
is equivalent to regular program fund generation and the amount
generated by the additional weighting above the 1.0 (headcount)
weighting. For example, in 1975-76 a total of $64,279,072 was
generated and subseguently eammarked for special education
instructional budgets. Of that amount, $32,538,165 was generated for
the 1.0 weighting, an amount that would have been generated for
regular education if no handicapped pupils were identified.
$31,740,907 in additional funds were generated for the weighting
above the 1.0; in 1975-76 the additional weightings were .8, 1.2, and
3.4 for mildly, moderately, and severely handicapped pupils
respectively (see Table 3).

The percentage of total funds eammarked for special education
instructional programs that was generated by the 1.0 weighting ranged
fram 49.56 percent in 1976-77 to 53.99 percent in 1979-80.
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Consequently, the percentage of total funds generated by additional
weightings above the 1.0 ranged fram 46.01 percent in 1979-80 to
50.44 percent in 1976-77.

Tahles 12, 13, 14, and 15 show the receipts generated for each
special education program model. Generation of funds specifically
for supplemental assistance programs began in 1979-80 and have
increased fram $413,472 then to $1,156,620 in 1983-84, a 179.73
percent increase. Funds generated for resource teaching programs
have grown fram $34,233,833 in 1975-76 to $89,396,830 in 1983-84.
This represents a 161.14 percent increase. Special class with
integration program funds have increased fram $14,236,802 to
$34,128,390 or 139.72 percent.

In the moderately handicapped category, $9,216,622 was generated
for school age programs in 1975-76 and $23,538,084 in 1983-84. 'This
represents an increase of 155.39 percent. Funds generated for
preschool moderately handicapped programs increased fram $495,180 in
1976-77 (when those funds were separated fram those generated for
severely handicapped preschool programs) to $6,616,375 in 1983-84.
This is an increase of 1236.16 percent.

Funds generated for the severely handicapped category increased
from $1,159,769 to $3,043,139 and $5,432,046 to $18,315,310 for the
preschool and school age programs respectively during this period.
These amount to increases of 162.39 percent in the preschool programs

and 237,17 percent in the school age programs.
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The total columns on Tables 12, 13, and 14 show the total
receipts generated for each weighted category: mildly handicapped,
moderately handicapped, and severely handicapped respectively. Over
the nine year period of 1975-76 through 1983-84, $1,125,441,472 was
generated for special education instructional programs: 76.93
percent or $820,792,065 for mildly handicapped programs; 15.20
percent or $177,013,821 for moderately handicapped programs; and
11.87 percent or $133,635,595 for severely handicapped programs.

Tahle 15 reports the total funds generated for all special
education instructional programs from 1975-76 to 1983-84 and
correspond with Figure 17. These funds increased fram a total of

$64,279,072 to $176,194,748 or 174.11 overall.

Expenditure Information

Tables 16, 17, 18, and 19 show special education instructional
expenditures by program model from 1975-76 through 1983-84.
Specification of expenditures for supplemental assistance programs
began in 1979~-80 with $474,785 reported and grew to $1,523,616 in
1983~-84. This represents an increase in supplemental assistance
expenditures of 220.91 percent.

Expenditures for resource teaching and special class with
integration programs increased fram $33,706,995 to $89,419,313 and
fram $11,894,117 to $33,884,675 respectively. Percentage increases

from 1975-76 to 1983-84 equal 165.28 percent for the resource
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teaching programs and 184.89 percent for the special class with
integration programs.

Table 17 shows the special education expenditures for the
moderately handicapped categories, school age and preschool
programs. Expenditures for the school age programs increased 182.27
percent fram $8,571,076 to $24,193,214. Preschool instructional
programs for moderately handicapped pupils increased fram $301,042 in
1975-76 to $6,345,118 in 1983-84. This represents an increase of
2007.72 percent from 1975-76.

Expenditures for instructional programs for severely handicapped
pupils both preschool and school age are depicted in Table 18.
Preschool expenditures increased from $935,841 to $2,688,825 while
school age expenditures increased fram $3,604,821 to $18,527,984.
These figures equal increases of 187.32 percent for the preschool and
413.98 percent for the school age severely handicapped programs fram
1975-76 to 1983-84.

The total columns of Tahles 16, 17, and 18 show the total
expenditures for each special education weighted category; mildly
handicapped, moderately handicapped, and severely handicapped
respectively. Over the nine year period of 1975-76 through 1983-84,
$1,101,687,941 was expended for special education instructional
programs: 73.59 percent or $810,749,771 for mildly handicapped
programs; 16.04 percent or $176,744,204 for moderately handicapped
programs; and 10.37 percent of $114,193,966 for severely handicapped
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programs.

Table 20 reports the special education instructional
expenditures in dollars for each year, 1976~77 through 1983-84 by
object classification comparable information is not availahle for
1975-76. Salaries and employee benefits, expenditures grew fram
$22,406,892 to $54,235,346 and from $3,076,350 to $10,666,325
respectively. Employee travel less than doubled fram $83,136 to
$146,315 and expenditures for supplies/material items went from
$1,872,963 to $2,290,459. Expenditures for contracted service/non
tuition expanded from $190,078 to $348,538. Pupil transportation
expenditures increased over three and one-half time fram $2,124,768
to $7,816,910 while capital outlay expenditures more than doubled
fram $789,535 to $1,631,884. Indirect and administration
expenditures increased from $208,897 to $792,440 and $165,102 to
$558,025 respectively.

Expenditures fraom special education budgets for the costs
incurred by the regular program on behalf of handicapped students
such as integration, regular transportation, facility maintenance,
and ordinary administration categories is detemined by an accounting
formula used by all school districts. These costs are called regular
program expenditures and increased fom $32,214,285 to $63,619,899.

Tuition expenditures for handicapped pupils served by agencies
other than the resident district increased fram $15,652,467 in

1976-77 to $34,476,604 in 1983-84. 50.28 percent of the 1983-84
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total tuition expenditures was expended to AEA 4, 7, and 10, which
operated most of the instructional programs in behalf of their
constituent districts.

Figures 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22 depict in pie graph form the
percentage of expenditures by object classification: 1976-77 and
1977-78 data are included in Figure 18; 1978-79 and 1979-80 data in
Figure 19, 1980-81 and 1981-82 data in Figure 20; 1982-83 and 1983-84
data in Figure 21; and a composite of 1976-77 through 1983-84 is
represented in Figure 22.

Only small differences exist between the composite graph in
Figure 22 and the camponent graphs in Figures 18-21. The percentage
of total expenditures devoted to regular program costs went down fram
41.53 percent in Figure 18 to 38.72 percent in Figure 22 while
salaries increased fram 28.35 percent of total expenditures to 30.03
percent when a camparison with the same year is made. The other
expenditure categories remained even more constant fram 1976-77
through 1983-84.

Takhle 21 depicts the amount of the 1.0 generated funds
transferred to the regular program of school districts as regular
program expenditures (see Appendix F). Comparahle figures are not
available for 1975-76. 1In 1976-77, $42,975,884 was generated for the
1.0 headoount of handicapped pupils. Of this amount, $32,214,285 or
74.96 percent was transferred to districts' regular program budgets

to be expended in support of handicapped pupils for integration,
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facility, reqular transportation, and administration costs.
$10,761,599 or 25.04 percent remained availahle for other direct
special education program costs in addition to the funds generated
for the additional weighting above the 1.0. In 1983-84, 68.01
percent of the 1.0 funds was transferred to districts' reqular
programs, and 31.99 percent remained availahle for special education
direct program expenditure.

Tahles 22-28 shows average expenditures per pupil by program
models. Three different averages are reported for each program
model: the average expenditures per pupil generated funds, the
average expenditures per pupil served, and the mean of the other two
averages. The expenditure per pupil generating funds is an inflated
amount since the number generating funds is based on counts taken on
one day of the school year. The expenditures per pupil served is a
deflated amount since the service count is not unduplicated and
represents composite numbers for the school year. The most likely
expenditure per pupil is the average of the other two.

Table 29 shows the total expenditures per pupil for all program
models from 1975-76 through 1983-84. All three averages increased
each year over the preceding year's average expenditure per pupil.
The range of expenditures per pupil generating funds was $2,080 to
$4,238. The range of expenditures per pupil was $2,148 to $3,784

while the range of mean expenditures per pupil was $2,114 to $4,011.
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Balance of Funds Information

Tahles 30-32 depict the balance of special education
instructional funds for each year 1975-76 through 1983-84 by program
model and weighted category. Balances are calculated by subtracting
total expenditures fram total receipts or funds generated. Negative
signs at the right of a figure indicates a deficit balance of funds;
expenditures exceeding receipts.

Table 30 indicates deficit balances which occurred in
supplemental assistance programs each year since the model was
established as a separate one; the deficit balances have grown from
$61,312 to $366,996. Deficit balances have occurred only twice in
resource teaching programs and once in special class with integration
models. In total, programs for the mildly handicapped generated more
funds than was expended in six out of nine years.

Table 31 reports the data for moderately handicapped programs.
Here deficits have occurred each year in the school age programs
since 1978-79 and in five out of nine years in preschool programs.
Overall, six out of nine years' balances were deficit balances for
moderately handicapped programs.

Table 32 shows the balance of funds for programs for the
severely handicapped. The preschool programs here experienced a
deficit only in 1975-76 when preschool moderately handicapped
expenditures were reported on a combined basis. School age severely

handicapped programs have generated more funds than expended in every
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year except 1983-84 when the deficit balance totaled $212,674.
Overall, programs for the severely handicapped have reported balance
of funds ranging fram $141,640 in 1983-84 to $4,410,820 in 1976-77.

Table 33 and Figure 23 depicts the total special education
instructional balance of funds for each school year in dollar
amounts, while Figures 24, 25, 26, and 27 represents the balance of
funds as a percentage of dollars generated (budgeted receipts for
mildly, moderately, severely, and the total handicapped programs
respectively).

Figure 24 indicates that in 1975-76, 5.92 percent of the funds
generated for mildly handicapped programs was unexpended, but by
1983-84 expenditures exceeded receipts by 0.]12 percent. The range of
balances campared to receipts for moderately handicapped programs
ranged from 8.99 percent in 1976-77 to -10.79 percent in 1981-82 as
shown in Figure 25. Programs for the severely handicapped reported
the largest percentages of balances compared to receipts generated in
Figure 26. This ranged from 37.54 percent of the generated receipts
left unexpended in 1976-77 to 6.07 percent unexpended in 1982-83.

Figure 27 shows the total balance of funds compared to dollars
generated for all special education instructional programs. This
percentage ranged from 8.19 percent in 1975-76 to -0.94 percent in
1979-80. The total balance of funds in 1983-84 was about one quarter
of one percent less than the total amount generated for all special

education instructional programs.
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Application of Bernstein's Evaluation
Criteria and Crowner's Fiscal
Policy Questions

Bernstein and his colleagues (2) proposed eight funding
evaluation criteria which could be used in an assessment of the
funding camponent of any special education delivery system. They
cautioned that trade offs between the criteria are necessary and that
no funding mechanism can satisfy all of the criteria campletely. The
following criteria proposed by Bernstein et al. are stated in terms
of what a funding mechanism should or should not be. This
dissertation author's assessment of how each criterion is met by
Iowa's special education instructional funding mechanism, the
"Weighting Plan" also follows:

1. A special education funding mechanism should be equitable.
Handicapped children have a need for educational services in
addition to, or instead of, those provided to regular students.
There is considerable variation in educational needs between
children with differing handicapping conditions and among
children with the same condition. Therefore, equity of
educational opportunity for handicapped children requires

unequal amounts of expenditures for these children depending
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upon their educational needs. Also, if the needs of handicapped
children are to be met in an equitable fashion, provisions
should be made to insure that educational resources provided a
handicapped child are not a function of the wealth of his/her
(resident) school district. Several factors insure that general
equity is achieved by Iowa's "Weighting Plan." The weightings
assigned to students and, therefore, the amount of funding
generated for their special education programming needs are
based on the severity of the handicapping condition, the type or
intensity of instructional program needed, and the
student-teacher ratio required for appropriate programming. In
a general sense, higher weightings and funding levels are
associated with more intensive special education services and
lower student-teacher ratios. For example, severely handicapped
students who receive all day self-contained programs provided by
one teacher per five students generate more than twice the
funding of mildly handicapped students who receive much of their
education in the regular program and nearly four times as much
funding as that of nonhandicapped students. Bquity also seems
to be achieved when district wealth is considered. Currently,
eighty percent (as detemmined by the Foundation Plan) of
weighted funds come fram state aid and only twenty percent fram
local property tax sources. District wealth, therefore, has

little influence. Another factor which enhances general equity
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in the state's mechaniem to deal with special education fund
balances. Legislation which was retroactive to 1980-81 balances
requires reduction of positive balances and payment of deficit
balances in relation to the state aid and property tax mix.
Thus, annually, all district's special education accounts are
brought to zero balance level with state aid contribution toward
the deficit balances. Districts which need more funds than the
amount generated "up front" receive additional funding as a
reimbursement "after the fact".

A special education funding mechanism should be comprehensive.
A special education delivery system should accamodate the full
range of exceptional conditions for all handicapped pupils if
"appropriateness" of programing is expected. A camprehensive
system must include flexible provisions for transportation and
mobility aid costs which may vary greatly fram district to
district. Although comprehensiveness is primarily a programming
criterion, the funding level is probably its most important
determinant.

Iowa's "Weighting Plan" provides some degree of
canprehensiveness of programing. The difference in the
weightings are reflective of teacher-pupil ratios and other
programming cost variances in a generalized sense. The state's
mechanism to deal with balances as explained under the equity

criterion also pramotes camprehensive programming.
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A special education funding mechanism should be flexible. A
system should be adaptable to changes in factors influencing
program ocosts. These factors include both price level changes
over time and price level differences between different
geographic areas. The system should be flexible enough to
adjust for the variances in the incidence of a given handicap
fram one region of the state to another. The cost of initiating
a new program will usually be higher than those of an existing
program because of "start-up" expenditures and should be
acocommodated by the delivery system also.

Iowa's "Weighting Plan" has met this criteria better since
1980-81 when the provision for payment of advanced state aid
during the budget year to districts which experience increases
in the number of identified weighted students was implemented.
This provision campensates for start up costs of new programs.
Price level differences over time is also provided for Ly the
same allowable growth mechanism that influences general
education budget growth. The same number of students weighted
at the same level will generate more funds each year as the
district's cost per pupil is increased by the allowable growth
rate. The growth rate is partially detemmined by the Consumer
Price Index. Price level differences between geographic areas
is addressed by the "Weighting Plan" through the mechanism
dealing with the balance of funds of each district. Another
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important factor in detemining the flexibility of the
"Weighting Plan" is the School Budget Review Committee's
authority. Annually, the Camittee reviews data and adjusts the
weightings as it deems necessary under the limits established by
the Code of Iowa.

A special education funding mechanism should pramote
accountability. The prime concern here should be that dollars
generated for special education purposes actually reach the
children for whom it was intended—a funding mechanism which can
identify specific expenditure categories at least simplifies
accountability and lends itself toward insuring it.

Iowa's "Weighting Plan" allows for accounting and reporting
systems to be in place which identifies specific expenditure
categories for each special education program model and,
therefore, pramotes accountability. The accounting and
reporting systems and the "Weighting Plan" together help insure
that funds generated for special education purposes actually
reach the children for wham the money was intended.

A special education funding mechanism should strive to be cost
effective. Input-output relationships in the field of education
are not as concrete as in some fields of endeavor, but an effort
should be made to pramote opportunities for improving
perfomance. The delivery system, therefore, should be dynamic

enough to encourage productivity. Cost-effectiveness is a
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function of the flexibility of a system's programming and the
adaptability of the funding levels and formulas. While it may
not be possible to design a funding mechanism which will
guarantee cost-effectiveness, the mechanism must not at least
preclude it. Funding mechanisms which provide no way short of
legislative action to change allocation of funds between
prescribed categories hinders local decision making directed
toward maximizing overall instructional output.

Iowa's "Weighting Plan" provides for same degree of
cost-effectiveness. This is primarily a result of the
flexibility provided by the review and adjustment authority of
the School Budget Review Committee which determines the
weighting categories annually. Also, districts may allocate
generated funds between program models by over expending in one
and under expending in another. All program balances are summed
to determine the district's overall balance of funds. This
allows for local district officials to make decisions affecting
overall instructional output.

A special education funding mechanism should be campatible with
the total educational finance system. This is especially
important when encouragement of the "least restrictive
enviromment™ or educational setting is desired. When the two
finance systems are not well integrated, incampatible

administrative procedures may prohibit participation of pupils
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in both special and regular programs to same degree.

Iowa's "Weighting Plan" is compatible, in fact, an integral
part of the total education finance system of the state, the
Foundation Plan. Special education pupils are funded on a basis
comparable to regular program pupils and are affected by the
same allowable growth rates, timing of payments, and other
provisions of the Foundation Plan. Budgeting, accounting, and
reporting procedures are also integrated with those required for
general education programs.

A special education funding mechanism should not be in conflict
with the educational policies of the state. It is essential
that policy decisions such as program models, immediate
placement procedures, full service goals, etc., be camplemented
and enhanced by the funding mechanism. The need for consistency
between programming goals and funding goals should not be
ignored in the design of the funding mechanism.

Most of these issues are addressed under the equity and
flexibility criteria. However, initially Iowa's "Weighting
Plan" was not campletely congruent to the special education
policies of the state in one important area. Continuous
identification and immediate programming for special education
students was mandated by the state, but funds were often not
generated until a year or more later. This was due to the

utilization of a base year September count for fund generation.
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This situation has largely been alleviated since 1980-81 when
districts became eligible for increased funding when increased
special education enrollments and weightings occurred during the
budget year based on December 1 count dates. Also, through an
accounting mechanism known as the Regular Program Expenditure
Calculation, more special education funds are paid to districts'
general education program as those programs provide more
integration opportunities for handicapped students. 1In this way
the policies of "least restrictive emviromment" and "regular
education preferred" are at least encouraged monetarily.
A special education funding mechanism should avoid needless
complexity. The funding of special education programs must
involve some camplexity since large amounts of monies are
transferred between different levels of govermment. Because of
the diversity of needs of children with handicapping conditions,
it is extremely difficult to design a simple system for
distributing state and local dollars that provide for the
particular problems of each child. Consequently, the intent
should be to avoid unnecessary camplexity, while still
accommodating individual differences.

Iowa's "Weighting Plan" is relatively simple. Only three
weighted categories exist for special education purposes,

currently: 1.7, 2.2, and 3.6. These categories for the mildly,
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moderately, and severely handicapped categories have been

expanded to seven program models by the Rules of Special

Education. Budgeting, acocounting, and reporting procedures have
made implementation of the "Weighting Plan" more complex,
however.

Crowner (10) also suggested the following questions be asked as
part of a fiscal policy analysis: 1) What funding base does the
state use? 2) What formula does the state apply to the base? 3) What
elements do the state allow inside and outside its fomula? 4) To
what extent is state funding more or less discretionary? and 5) What
percent of the local funding comes from which sources? Responses to
these questions relative to Iowa's "Weighting Plan" are as follows:
1) the funding base is a pupil base in which funds are generated on
the number of identified handicapped pupils requiring special
education instruction; 2) the fomula applied to the base is a mixed
formula because it utilizes a weighted formula developed as an excess
oost camparison to regqular education funding; 3) and 4) only
instructional costs which are not reimbursed fram other sources are
allowed inside the fommula (special education support and related
services are funded separately or outside the formula); limited
discretion on the expenditure of funds is provided by the definitions
of program models and by accounting/reporting procedures; and 5) for
1983-84, seventy-eight percent of the additional weighted funds was

provided from state aid and twenty-two percent fram property tax
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generation. Currently (1985-86), the percentages are eighty and
twenty percent respectively.
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TABLE 6

NUMBER (HEADCQUNT) OF FUPILS SERVED BY PROGRAM

MODEL :

SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCI'ION

1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Mildly Handicapped

Suppl emental Resource Special
Assistance 1eaching Class With
Program Program Integration Total

1975-76 NA 15,564 6,659 22,223
1976-77 NA 20,678 6,579 27,257
1977-78 NA 23,571 6,947 30,518
1978-79 NA 26,398 7,554 33,952
1979-80 213 28,116 8,453 36,782
1980-81 290 29,350 9,153 38,793
1981-82 306 26,708 9,309 36,323
1982-83 334 25,711 9,560 35,605
1983-84 333 26,075 10,536 36,944
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TABLE 7
NUMBER (HEADCQUNT) OF FUPILS SERVED BY PROGRAM
MODEL.: SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Moderately Handicapped

School Age Preschool
Sel f~-Contained Sel f-Contained
Class With Class With
Little Integration Little Integration Total
1975-76 3,803 195 3,998
1976-77 4,924 204 5,128
1977-78 5,177 563 5,740
1978-79 5,172 707 5,879
1979-80 5,056 805 5,861
1981-82 4,798 1,409 6,207
1982-83 5,268 1,554 6,822

1983-84 4,99% 1,818 6,814
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TABLE 8
NUMBER (HEADCOUNT) OF RUPILS SERVED BY PROGRAM
MODEL:: SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCT'ION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Severely Handicapped

Preschool School age
Sel f-Contained Sel f-Contained

Class Class Total
1975-76 121 1,138 1,259
1976-77 338 1,588 1,926
1977-78 332 1,801 2,133
1978-79 380 1,777 2,157
1979-80 320 1,841 2,161
1980-81 335 2,106 2,441
1981-32 330 2,352 2,682
1982-83 360 2,330 2,690

1983-84 495 2,413 2,908

1418




TABLE 9

NUMBER (HEADCQUNT) OF FUPILS SERVED BY PROGRAM
MODEL: SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Grand Total

1975-76 27,480
1976-77 34,311
1977-18 38,381
1978-79 41,988
1979-80 44,804
1980-81 47,480
1981-82 45,212
1982-83 45,117

1983-84 46,666

Gl
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TABLE 10

DEELATED BUDGET GROWTH REGULAR PROGRAM
AND SPECIAL EIUCATION INSTRUCTION
FROM PREVIQUS YEARS
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Deflated % Change Deflated % Change

Reqular fram Previous Special fram Previous

Program Year Education Year
1975-76 $ 537,329,637 — $ 49,801,714 —
1976-77 541,661,658 0.81 63,669,786 27.85
1977-78 510,657,090 -5.72 65,578,327 3.00
1978-79 502,762,855 -1.55 68,818,233 4.94
1979-80 496,489,313 -1.25 69.964,619 1.67
1980-81 493,691.324 -0.56 79,800,302 14.20
1981-82 470,047,370 -4.79 79,926,394 0.03
1982-83 468,226,040 -0.39 478,049,346 -2.35
1983-84 466,082,528 -0.46 80,322,186 291

TOTALS  $4,486,947,833 -13.91 $636,030,907 52.25%
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TABLE 11

FUNDS GENERATED BY THE 1.0 AND ADDITIONAL
WEIGHTINGS SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Additional

1.0 Percent of Weighted Percent of

Funds Total Funds Funds Total Funds Total Funds
1975-76 $32,538,165 50.62 $31.740,907 49.38 S 64,279,072
1976~-77 42,975,884 49.56 43,742,364 50.44 86,718,248
1977-78 50,525,986 53.05 44,719,976 46 .95 95,245,962
1978-79 57,921,805 53.64 50,067,767 46.36 107,989,572
1979-80 64,563,324 53.99 55,020,202 46.01 119,583,526
1980-81 80,451,415 53.84 68,970,133 46.16 149,421,554
1981-82 86,530,652 53.74 74,495,712 46.26 161,026,364
1982-83 87,327,150 52.94 77,637,948 47.06 164,965,098

1983-84 93,547,441 53.09 82,653,242 46.91 176,194,748
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TABLE 12
RECEIPTS GENERATED BY PROGRAM MODEL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Mildly Handicapped

Suppl emental Resource Special Class
Assistance Teaching With
Program Program Integration Total
1975-76 NA $34,233,833 $14,236,802 $ 48,470,635
1976~77 NA 47,330,659 14,494,185 61,824,844
1977-78 NA 53,585,708 15,130,398 68,716,106
1978-79 NA 62,206,328 16,932,720 79,139,048
1979-80 $ 413,472 69,316,523 19,169,824 88,899,819
1980~-81 759,604 84,593,529 26,280,933 111,634,066
1981-8&2 936,555 89,959,192 28,588,128 119,483,875
1982-83 1,155,714 85,921,216 30,864,902 117,941,832
1983-84 1,156,620 89,396,830 34,128,390 124,681,840
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TABLE 13
RECEIPTS GENERATED BY PROGRAM MODEL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Moderately Handicapped

School age Preschool
Sel f-Contained Sel f-Contained
With Little With Little
Inteqgration Integration Total

1975-76 $ 9,216,622 Preschool Camb. $ 9,216,622
1976-77 12,647,910 $ 495,180 13,143,090
1977-78 13,253,116 1,207,127 14,460,243
1978-79 14,703,975 1,783,588 16,487,563
1979-80 16,011,973 2,067,501 18,079,474
1980-81 17,079,405 3,332,179 20,411,584
1981-82 18,023,808 4,213,301 22,237,109
1982-83 21,472,424 5,351,244 26,823,668
1983-84 23,538,084 6,616,375 30,154,459
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TABLE 14
RECEIPTS GENERATED BY PROGRAM MODEL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Severely Handicapped

Preschool School Age
Sel f~Contained Sel f-Contained
Class Class Total
1975-76 $1,159,769 $ 5,432,046 $ 6,591,815
1976-77 1,659,103 10,091,211 11,750,314
1977-78 2,139,863 9,929,750 12,069,613
1978-79 1,857,779 10,505,182 12,362,961
1979-80 1,557,304 11,046,929 12,604,233
1980-81 2,104,025 15,271,879 17,375,904
1981-8&2 2,224,387 17,098,321 19,322,708
1982-83 2,766,438 17,433,160 20,199,598
1983-84 3,043,139 18,315,310 21,358,449
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TABLE 15

RECEIPTS GENERATED BY PROGRAM MODEL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Total Handicapped

Total

1975-76
1976-77
1977-78
1978-79
1979-80
1980-81
1981-8
1982-83
1983-84

$ 64,279,072
86,718,248
95,245,962

107,989,572
119,583,526
149,421,554
161,026,364
164,965,098
176,194,748
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TABLE 16
EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM MODEL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION

1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Mildly Handicapped

Suppl emental Resource Special Class
Assistance seaching With
Program Program Integration Total
1975-76 NA $33,706,995 $11,894,117 $ 45,601,112
1976-77 NA 46,139,468 13,343,932 59,483,400
1977-78 NA 55,563,407 14,968,886 70,532,293
1978-79 NA 61,099,346 16,898,767 77,998,113
1979-80 $ 474,785 69,061,771 20,517,798 90,054,350
1980-81 875,228 83,239,497 25,270,797 109,385,522
1981-82 1,162,816 87,298,483 27,025,612 115,477,911
1982-83 1,389,714 85,850,049 30,149,699 117,389,462
1983-84 1,523,616 89,419,313 33,884,675 124,827,604
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TASLE 17
EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM MODEL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION

1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Moderately Handicapped

School age Preschool
Sel f-Contained Sel f~Contained

With Little With Little

Integration Integration Total
1975-76 $ 8,571,076 $ 301,042 $ 8,872,118
1976-77 11,412,049 549,530 11,961,579
1977-78 13,220,740 1,143,594 14,364,334
1978-79 15,631,027 1,650,747 17,281,774
1979-80 17,176,825 2,172,740 19,349,565
1980-81 18,793,501 3,782,495 22,575,996
1981-82 19,971,689 4,663,969 24,635,658
1982-83 21,674,832 5,490,016 27,164,848
1983-84 24,193,214 6,345,118 30,538,332
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TABLE 18

EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM MODEL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Severely Handicapped

Preschool School Age
Sel f-Contained Sel f-Contained
Class Class Total
1975-76 $ 935,841 $ 3,604,821 $ 4,540,662
1976-717 1,017,700 6,321,794 7,339,494
1977-78 1,443,753 7,516,786 8,960,539
1978-79 1,203,780 8,688,545 9,892,325
1979-80 1,305,076 9,996,135 11,301,211
1980-81 1,660,675 12,917,321 14,577,996
1981-82 1,967,417 15,423,445 17,390,862
1982-83 2,326,694 16,647,374 18,974,068
1983-84 2,688,825 18,527,984 21,216,809
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TABLE 19
EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM MODEL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION

1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Total Handicapped

Total
1975-76 $ 59,013,892
1976-77 78,784,473
1977-78 93,857,166
1978-79 105,172,212
1979-80 120,705,130
1980-81 146,539,514
1981-82 157,504,431
1982-83 163,528,378

1983-84 176,582,745
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TABLE 20

EXPENDITURES BY (BJECT':
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975~76 THROUGH 1983-84

Contracted
Empl oyees Employees Supplies/ Service Pupil
Salaries Benefits Travel Materials Non—-Tuition Transportation

1975-76 NA NA NA NA NA NA

1976-77 $22,406,892 § 3,076,350 $ 83,136 $1,872,963 $190,078 $2,124,768
1977-78 26,537,477 4,032,440 86,494 1,881,238 84,442 $2,867,229
1978-79 31,215,240 4,793,301 89,628 1,898,743 255,537 3,795,892
1979-80 36,964,200 5,990,756 121,193 2,021,580 240,884 4,719,035
1980-81 44,067,831 7,519,851 120,725 1,972,114 250,675 5,834,932
1981-8 47,315,781 8,355,323 119,426 1,945,387 318,975 6,764,873
1982-83 50,347,163 9,492,291 136,119 2,112,342 300,509 6,978,209
1983-84 54,235,346 10,666,325 146,315 2,290,459 348,538 7,816,910
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TABLE 20 (Continued)

Regular
Capital Indirect Admini- Program
Outlay Costs stration Expenditures Tuition Total
1975-76 NA NA NA NA NA NA
1976-77 $ 789,535 $208,897 $165,102 $32,214,285 $15,652,467 $ 78,784,473
1977-78 803,059 323,351 416,329 39,490,856 17,334,251 93,857,166
1978-79 760,839 427,840 361,504 41,899,046 19,674,642 105,172,212
1979-80 689,286 597,502 352,396 46,986,508 22,021,790 120,705,130
1980-81 932,491 573,923 362,291 57,962,937 26,941,744 146,539,514
1981-82 1,065,993 653,096 495,131 61,293,041 29,177,405 157,504,431
1982-83 1,476,522 680,707 525,412 60,207,429 31,271,675 163,528,378
1983-84 1,631,884 792,440 558,025 63,619,899 34,476,604 176,582,745
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TABLE 21

1.0 FUNDS AND REGULAR PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
SPECIAL. EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Regular Percentage 1.0 Funds to % of 1.0 Funds
1.0 Funds -rogram of 1.0 Funds Special Ed. to Special Ed.
Generated Expenditures to Reg. Program Direct Program Direct Program
$ $ % $ %
1975-76 32,538,165 NA NA NA NA
1976-77 42,975,884 32,214,285 74.96 10,761,599 25.04
1977-78 50,525,986 39,490,856 78.16 11,035,130 21.84
1978-79 57,921,805 41,899,046 72.34 16,022,759 27.66
1979-80 64,563,324 46,986,508 72.78 17,576,816 27.22
1980-81 80,451,415 57,962,937 72.05 22,488,478 27.95
1981-82 86,530,652 61,293,041 70.83 25,237,611 29.17
1982-83 87,327,150 60,207,429 68.94 27,119,721 31.06
1983-84 93,547,441 63,619,899 68.01 29,927,542 31.99
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TABLE 22

SPECIAL EDUCATIN INSTRICTIONAL EXPENDITURES/

FUPIL BY PROGRAM MODEL
1975~76 THROUGH 198384

Supplemental Assistance l.7

Expenditures/
Pupil Generating Expenditures/ Mean Expenditures/

Funds supil Served Pupil
1975-76 NA NA NA
1976-77 NA NA NA
1977-78 NA NA NA
1978-79 NA NA NA
1979-80 $3,230 $2,229 $2,730
1980-81 $3,677 $3,018 $3,348
1981-82 $4,168 $3,800 $3,984
1982-83 $4,329 $4,161 $4,245
1983-84 $5,028 $4,575 $4,802
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TABLE 23

SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENDITURES/

FUPIL BY PROGRAM MODEL
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Resource Teaching Program 1.7

Expenditures/
Pupil Generating Expenditures/ Mean Expenditures/

Funds Pupil Served Pupil
1975-76 NA $2,166 NA
1976-77 $2,248 $2,231 $2,240
1977-78 $2,438 $2,357 $2,398
1978-79 $2,529 $2,315 $2,422
1979-80 $2,802 $2,459 $2,631
1980-81 $3,145 $2,836 $2,991
1981-82 $3,253 $3,268 $3,261
1982-83 $3,554 $3,339 $3,447
1983-84 $3,821 $3,429 $3,625
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TABLE 24

SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRICTIONAL EXPENDITURES/

FUPIL BY PROGRAM MODEL
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Special (Class With Integration 1.7

Expenditures/
Pupil Generating Expenditures/ Mean Expenditures/

Funds Pupil Served Pupils
1975-76 NA $1,786 NA
1976-77 $2,285 $2,028 $4,313
1977-78 $2,304 $2,155 $4,459
1978-79 $2,547 $2,237 $2,392
1979-80 $2,990 $2,427 $2,709
1980-81 $3,060 $2,761 $2,911
1981-82 $3,156 $2,903 $3,030
1982-83 $3,498 $3,154 $3,326
1983-84 $3,784 $3,216 $3,500
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TABLE 25

SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRICTIONAL EXPENDITURES/
FUPIL BY PROGRAM MODEL
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

School Age Self-Contained Special
Class With Little Integration 2.2

Expenditures/
Pupil Generating Expenditures/ Mean Expenditures/

Funds Pupils Served Pupil
1975-76 NA $2,254 NA
1976-77 $2,528 $2,318 $2,423
1977-78 $2,736 $2,554 $2,645
1978-79 $3,202 $3,022 $3,112
1979-80 $3,532 $3,402 $3,467
1980-81 $4,123 $3,754 $3,939
1981-82 $4,358 $4,163 $4,261
1982-83 $4,657 $4,114 $4,386
1983-84 $5,053 $4,843 $4,948
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TABLE 26

SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRIJCTIONAL EXPENDITURES/
FUPIL BY PROGRAM MODEL
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Preschool Self-Contained Special
Class With Little Integration 2.2

Expenditures/
Pupil Generating Expendi tures/ Mean Expenditures/
Funds Pupils Served Pupil
1975-76 NA $1,544 NA
1976-77 $3,140 $2,694 $2,917
1977-78 $2,553 $2,031 $2,292
1978-79 $2,689 $2,335 $2,512
1979-80 $3,317 $2,699 $3,008
1980-81 $3,856 $3,050 $3,453
1981-82 $3,913 $3,310 $3,612
1982-83 $4,197 $3,533 $3,865
1983-84 $4,166 $3,490 $3,828
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TABLE 27

SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRIJCTIONAL EXPENDITURES/

RFUPIL BY PROGRAM MODEL
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Preschool Sel f-Contained

Special Class 3.6

Expenditures/
Pupil Generating Expenditures/ Mean Expenditures/
Funds Pupils Served Pupil
1975-76 NA $7,734 NA
1976-77 $3,427 $3,011 $3,219
1977-78 $3,892 $4,349 $4,121
1978-79 $3,921 $3,168 $3,545
1979-80 $5,097 $4,078 $4,588
1980-81 $5,340 $4,957 $5,149
1981-82 $6,072 $5,962 $6,017
1982-83 $6,188 $6,463 $6,326
1983-84 $6,342 $5,432 $5,887
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TABLE 28

SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRICT'IONAL EXPENDITURES/
FUPIL, BY PROGRAM MODEL
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

School Age Self-Contained
Special Class 3.6

Expenditures/
Pupil Generating Expenditures/ Mean Expenditures/
Funds Pupils Served Pupil
1975-76 NA $3,168 NA
1976-77 $3,510 $3,981 $3,746
1977-78 $4,360 $4,174 $4,267
1978-79 $4,976 $4,889 $4,933
1979-80 $5,954 $5,427 $5,691
1980-81 $6,344 $6,134 $6,239
1981-82 $7,095 $6,558 $6 ,827
1982-83 $7,577 $7,145 $7,361

1983-84 $8,151 $7,678 $7,915
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TABLE 29

SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRICTIONAL EXPENDITURES/

RUPIL BY PROGRAM MODEL
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Total Handicapped

Expenditures/

Pupil Generating Expenditures/ Mean Expenditures/
Funds Pupils Served Pupil
1975-76 $2,080 $2,148 $2,114
1976-77 $2,260 $2,296 $2,278
1977-78 $2,560 $2,438 $2,499
1978-79 $2,743 $2,505 $2,624
1979-80 $3,087 $2,691 $2,889
1980~-81 $3,420 $3,086 $3,253
1981-82 $3,584 $3,484 $3,534
1982-83 $3,928 $3,625 $3,777
1983-84 $4,238 $3,784 $4,011
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TABLE 30
BALANCE OF FUND BY PROGRAM MODEL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975~76 THROUGH 1983-84

Mildly Handicapped

Suppl emental Resource Special Class
Assistance Teaching With
Program Program Integration Total
1975-76 NA $ 526,838 $2,342,685 $2,869,523
1976-77 NA 1,191,190 1,150,254 2,341,444
1977-78 NA 1,977,699- | 161,512 1,816,187~
1978-79 NA 1,106,982 33,954 1,140,936
1979-80 $ 61,312- 266,312 1,359,534~ 1,154,534~
1980-81 115,624~ 1,354,032 1,010,136 2,248,544
1981-82 226,261~ 2,669,709 1,562,516 4,005,964
1982-83 234,000~ 71,167 715,203 552,370
1983-84 366 ,966- 22,483~ 243,715 145,764~
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TABLE 31
BALANCE OF FUND BY PROGRAM MODHL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Moderately Handicapped

School Age Preschool
Self-Contained Sel f-Contained
Class Class Total
1975-76 $ 645,546 Preschool Cambined $ 645,546
1976-77 1,235,861 $ 54,350- 1,181,511
1977-78 32,376 63,533 95,909
1978-79 927,053~ 132,841 794,212~
1979-80 1,164,853- 105,238~ 1,270,091~
1980-81 1,714,096- 450,316- 2,164,412~
1981-82 1,947,881~ 450,668~ 2,398,550-
1982-83 202,408~ 138,772- 341,180~
1983-84 655,130- 271,257 383,873~

T6T



TABLE 32
BALANCE OF FUND BY PROGRAM MODEL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION
1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Severely Handicapped

School Age Preschool
Sel f-Contained Sel f-Contained
Class Cass Total
1975-76 $ 77,114- $1,827,225 $1,750,111
1976-77 641,403 3,769,417 4,410,820
1977-78 696,110 2,412,964 3,109,074
1978-79 653,999 1,816,637 2,470,636
1979-80 252,228 1,050,793 1,303,021
1980-81 443,350 2,354,558 2,797,908
1981-82 256,970 1,674,876 1,931,846
1982-83 439,744 785,786 1,225,530
1983-84 354,314 212,674~ 141,640
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TABLE 33

BALANCE OF FUND BY PROGRAM MODEHL:
SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTION

1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Total Handicapped

Grand Total
1975-76 $5,265,180
1976-77 7,933,775
1977-78 1,388,796
1978-79 2,817,360
1979-80 1,121,604~
1980-81 2,882,040
1981-82 3,539,261
1982-83 1,436,720
1983-84 387,997~
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CHAPTER V

CONQLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Iowa's history of providing education for handicapped children
generally parallels that of the nmation. Prior to 1975 it was only
pemissible for Iowa public school districts to provide educational
programs for the handicapped. Additional funding for the excess
costs of such programs was very limited. Evaluation and
identification procedures were generally loose and unstructured.
Program content was largely left to individual teachers'
determination. Formal due process procedures and those ensuring
parent involvament did not exist. While many of the larger school
districts in Iowa provided some programming for handicapped children
under the guidance and direction of the county school system,
comprehensive programming was rare.

Following the national trend, Iowa's legislature mandated
special education services for handicapped children in 1974 with the
passage of Semate File 1163. These changes in State Code became
effective on July 1, 1975, and preceded the September 1, 1978, date
established by Congress for initial campliance with P.L. 94-142.
~owa's special education laws have been considered to be some of the

most camprehensive pramulgated at the state level because they
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contain essentially all of the elements of and the philosophy
underlying P.L. 94-142. Iowa's state mandate also extended the
federal mandate of services to handicapped students fram age three
through twenty-one to birth through twenty-one and establ ished
funding mechanisms to provide additional funds for the excess cost of
providing the special education instructional and related (support)
services.

Included in S.F. 1163 was the abolishment of the county schoaol
system and the establishment of Iowa's intemmediate educational
agencies called area education agencies (AEAs) with the expressed
responsibilities for the identification of handicapped children,
assurance of appropriate programming by local school districts, and
the direct provision of special education related (support) services.

There are two major components of Iowa's special education
funding mechanism. One is the funding of the AEAs for special
education support services including personnel such as a director cf
special education, coordinmators, school psychologists, speech and
language clinicians, school social workers, occupational and physical
therapists, hospital-homebound teachers, itinerant teachers,
consultants, and others. The second component is the financing of
excess costs of special education instructional programs which are
the direct responsibility of local school districts. This second
camponent is accamplished by utilization of the "Weighting Plan"

which is the focus of this study.
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Iowa's "Weighting Plan, " like other weighted systems, provides
funds on a per pupil basis as a multiple of the regular program cost
per pupil. The "Weighting Plan" is developed around a modified
continuum of service model in which the amount of funding for a
handicapped student is associated with the degree of integration into
the regular classes. Students' integration is based on the severity
of their handicapping condition which in turn detemines the

teacher/student ratio prescribed by the Iowa Rules of Special

Education to provide appropriate special education instructional
service. Weightings are assigned to handicapped students as part of
the School Foundation Program based on those factors.

Current weightings are 1.7 for mildly handicapped students who
are in regular classes for a major part of the school day, 2.2 for
moderately handicapped students who need more intensive service
through placement in a self-contained special class with little
integration, and 3.6 for severely and multiply handicapped students.
Non-handicapped students in the regular curriculum are assigned a

weighting of 1.0. by the "Weighting Plan."

Conclusions
This study presents statewide pupil and finance data for the
school years 1975-76 through 1983-84 in an attempt to analyze the
results of the "Weighting Plan" and to campare special education

instruction and regular program growth. Several months fram now,
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1984-85 data will be available. This infomation may alter trends

estahlished by this study's data analaysis. With this limitation in

mind, the following conclusions are presented in statement fomm:

l.

2.

Unduplicated, certified special education instructional
enrollments increased by 22.53 percent while public enrollments
declined by 21.24 percent fram 1975-76 through 1983-84.

The percentage of the total public enrollment identified for
special education instructional programs increased fram 5.43

percent of the total in 1975-76 to 8.24 percent in 1983-84.

The numbers of mildly, moderately, and severely handicapped
pupils generating weighted funds increased by 40.68 percent,
64.26 percent and 104.16 percent respectively fram 1975-76

through 1983-84 with a camnbined increase of 46.83 percent.

The total number of handicapped students served in special
education instructional programs has increased from 27,480
students in 1975-76 to 46,666 students in 1983-84. Over the
nine year period, an average of 80.33 percent of the students
was served in programs for the mildly handicapped, 14.19 percent
in programs for the moderately handicapped, and 5.48 percent in

programs for the severely handicapped respectively.



5.

8.

203

For the school years 1975-76 through 1983-84, $1,125,430,072 has
been generated for special education instructional programs
through a canbination of state aid and property tax payments to
school districts; $596,381,822 fram the 1.0 weighting equivalent
to that of nonhandicapped students, and $529,048,250 fram the
additional weighting.

During the nine year period of 1975-76 through 1983-84, regular
program budgets increased by 47.42 percent in actual dollars
while special education instructional budgets grew 174.11
percent. The percentage of the total instructional budget
devoted to special education increased fram 8.48 percent of the

total to 14.70 percent.

When reqular and special education budget growth was converted
to constant 1972 dollar values by the implicit price deflator

(annual series), regular program budgets declined 13.91 percent
while an increase of 52.2 percent for special education budgets

occurred over the nine year period.

Mean expenditures per pupil in 1983-84 for each special
education program model were $4,802 in supplemental assistance,
$3,625 in resource teaching, $3,500 in special class with

integration, $4,948 in school age self-contained with little
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integration, $3,828 in preschool self-contained with little
integration, $5,887 in preschool self contained, and $7,915 in

school age self-contained programs respectively.

The proportions of expenditures in each object classification
varied little over the eight year period 1976-77 through 1983-84
for which this data was available. A composite for those years
indicated 38.72 percent of special education instructional funds
were expended for reqular program services such as integration,
35.20 percent for instructional salaries and employee benefits,

and 18.85 percent for tuition expenditures.

Substantial proportions of the special education instructional
funds were unexpended during the first two years of operation of
the "Weighting Plan"; 8.19 percent and 9.15 percent respectively
in 1975-76 and 1976-77. The balance of funds averaged only 1.13
percent of the total funds generated from 1977-78 through
1983-84 with statewide deficit balances occurring in 1979-80 and

1983-84.

Implementation of Iowa's special education "Weighting Plan" has
been modified over the years by School Budget Review Committee
and legislative actions, namely: the original 1.8 weighting for

programs for the mildly handicapped has been decreased to 1.7;
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the original 2.2 weighting for programs for the moderately
handicapped has been reduced to 2.0 and increased again to 2.2;
the original 4.4 weighting for programs for the severely
handicapped has been reduced to 4.2, 4.0, 3.8, and 3.6;
utilization of a December 1 count for fund generation with a
provision for advanced state aid payments to districts with
increased pupil counts in the budget year; and reduction of
special education instructional fund balances to a zero level

annually.

The "Weighting Plan" as adjusted by legislative action and
decisions of the School Budget Review Cammittee, meet most of
Bernstein's evaluation criteria for funding mechanisms. The
equity criteria is generally met because the™Weighting Plan"
provides increased funding for perceived student educational
needs without regard to school district wealth. Equity and
flexibility has been enhanced with changes allowing for funding
to be more cammensurate with actual delivery of special
education service and for payment for overexpenditure of
budgeted funds. The "Weighting Plan" allows for accountability
and is relatively simple. It is an integral part of Iowa's
total public education finance plan, The Foundation Plan, and
generally is compatible with state educational policies. The

"Weighting Plan" provides for same degree of cost-effectiveness
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through the review and adjustment authority of the School Budget
~eview Committee and because districts may allocate budgeted

funds between program models as required.

Discussion

Since the state mandate for special education services and its
acoompanying funding procedures became effective in 1975-76, both
programs and funds eamarked for handicapped students in Iowa have
experienced substantial growth. Howe's (21) 1978 projections that
special education enrollments would level off in 1981-82 at nine
percent of the total public enrollment and subsequently begin to
decline on a headcount basis in conjunction with total public
enrollment decline has not materialized. While the projected
leveling off of handicapped enrollments has not taken place, the
funding has exceeded the projection that accompanied the enrollment
projections. Special education instructional enrollments increased
to 8.4% of the total public enrollments in 1983-84. However, Howe's
projection that 1983-84 special education instructional costs would
total $167,249,000 was exceeded by 5.58 percent, i.e., $9,333,745.
There is no indication that similar increases will not continue. One
may conclude that all eligible pupils requiring special education
have not been identified even after nine years of the state's special
education mandate. A more likely conclusion might be that

identification criteria and/or their implementation have allowed over
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identification of handicapped pupils to occur. This realization must
cause educators and state policymakers to reassess Iowa's special
education instructional program delivery system including the funding
component, the "Weighting Plan."

Iowa's special education program delivery system was designed to
include a check and balance mechanism. In 1975, intermediate
education agencies (AEAs) became responsible for the identification
of handicapped students, assurance of appropriate programing, and
delivery of related services. Local school districts were charged
with the responsibility of providing appropriate instructional
programs. However they were and remain unable to identify and
generate funds for handicapped pupils independent of the AFAs,
Continuing increases in the number of identified handicapped students
indicate that the check and balance mechanism has failed. There
seems to be several reasons for this dilemma. State and Federal
mandates for special education programs and funding procedures have
created a sharper division between general and special education.
General education may be less than willing to accammodate pupils'
individual differences and special education may be too eager to
accept the responsibility for too many pupils experiencing problems
in general education. This situation is compounded with reduced
federal resources for remedial and other alternmative programs in the
general education setting, limited state financial resources, and

increased pressures fram the Excellence in Education Movement.
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The ™"Weighting Plan" historically has provided financial
incentives to local districts for special education program growth
and continues to do so. The funding level has been primarily
determined by the numbers of identified handicapped students without
restriction on the total number. Therefore, while the amount of
funds generated per pupil has some restrictions, there is no
restriction on the total amount generated for special education
instructional programs. More funds are generated as the number of
identified students increases. This situation provides an incentive
for school districts to identify sufficient numbers of students to
fill special education class rosters and a disincentive to serve

students within general education where funding is more limited.

Recommendations

This study was designed to explain and evaluate Iowa's funding
mechanism for special education instructional programs and to present
the resulting pupil and finance data through 1984. It was not
intended to identify variables which may have produced the results
indicated by the data or to evaluate the total special education
program delivery system. Further study is recommended in the
following areas:

1. Differences between area education agency's identification,
weighting, and placement procedures for handicapped students

should be investigated. Such a study should focus on the total
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number of handicapped students identified, the
disability/handicapping conditions assigned to them, as well as
the type of program in which the students are placed. Judgments
should be made about whether or not significant differences
exist among the AFAs, and if so, what the causes for these

differences are.

Since the largest number of special education students are
identified as mildly handicapped with minimal adjustments to the
reqular program provided, alternative methods to deliver
instructional services to mildly handicapped and "borderline"
students should be investigated. Students who need more than
the usual amount of time or different instructional strategies
employed in order to be successful in the regular curriculum

should be provided that opportunity within general education.

The results of these studies could lead to a more cost effective

funding mechanism; one in which financial resources and program

responsibility are shared between general and special education and

one in which the concept of "least restrictive enviromment" is better

appl ied.
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APPENDIX A

Rules of Special Education 1985
Definition of Instructional Program Models

12.5(1) Self-contained special class. An educational program
for pupils with similar educational needs who are severely
handicapped and whose instructional program is provided by a special
education teacher. The pupils shall be offered opportunities to
participate in activities with nonhandicapped peers and adults.
Preschool programs of this type may be operated on a multicategorical
basis. (Reference ilowa Code section 281.91(1)"d")

12.5(2) Self-contained special class with little integration.
An educational program for pupils with similar educational needs who
require special education but who can benefit from limited
participation in the general education curriculum with nonhandicapped
pupils. The maximum class size for this model is eight (8) at the
preschool and the elementary levels and ten (10) at the secondary
level. Preschool programs of this type may be operated on a
multicategorical basis. (Reference Iowa Code section 281.9(1)"e")

12.5(3) Special class with integration.

a. An educational program for pupils requiring special
education who have similar educational needs and who can benefit from
participation in the general education curriculum in one or more
academic subjects with pupils who are not handicapped. The maximum
class size for this model is twelve (12) at the elementary level and
fifteen (15) at the secondary level with the exception of the hearing
impaired which is ten (10) at both levels. This program shall
include provisions for ongoing consultation and demonstration with
the pupil's teachers.

b. Programs of this type may be operated on multicategorical
basis with approval of the director. For approval to be granted, the
following conditions shall be considered: Support services provided
to the program including appropriately authorized consultant
services; the need for and availability of paraprofessionals to
assist the teacher; served pupils have comparable educational needs:
the chronological age range does not exceed four years; and program
curriculun consists of appropriate content for handicapping condition
served. (Reference Iowa Code section 281.9(1)"b")

12.5(4) Resource teaching program. An educational program for
pupils requiring special education who are enrolled in a general
education curriculum for a majority of the school day but require
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special education in specific skill areas on a part-time basis.
Pupils enrolled in this type of program require special education for
a minimal average of thirty minutes per day. The maximum class size
is eighteen (18) at the elementary and secondary level with the
exception of the hearing and visually impaired which is fifteen (15)
at both levels. The teacher of a resource teaching program shall
serve in no more than two attendance centers. The teacher of a
resource teaching program shall serve in no more than two attendance
centers. This program shall include provisions for ongoing
consultation and demonstration with the pupils' teachers and may be
operated on a multicategorical basis. (Reference Iowa Code section
281.9(1)"b")

12.5(8) Special adaptations (supplemental assistance).
Handicapped pupils may be weighted in accord with Iowa Code section
281.9(1)"b" when the diagnostic—-educational team recommends that
through special adaptations the pupil can appropriately be served in
the general education classroom. Authorized programs may include:
Intensive short-tem special education instructional intervention;
interpreters for hearing impaired pupils; readers for visually
impaired pupils' educational aides; aides for physically disabled
pupils or other handicapped pupils for assistance in and about
school ; materials; and, specialized or modified instructionally
related equipment for use in the school.
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APPENDIX B

Rules of Special Education, 1985
Maximum Class Size

670—12.6(28l) Maximum class size. Maximum class size limits are
set forth in 12.6(5) and are predicated upon one teacher to the
specified class size. In instances where a teacher is employed less
than full time, the maximum class size shall be proportionate to the
full-time equivalency of the teacher employed.

12.6(1) Class size and age span (subrule 12.30(2). If, in
unique circumstances, it is necessary to exceed the class size
maximum for a resource teaching program, a special class with
integration or a self-contained special class with little
integration, the director shall review the proposed placement for
appropriateness in acoord with Iowa Code section 273.5 and maintain
appropriateness of the program for all pupils in the class; that
support services are provided to the program, including appropriately
authorized consultant services; that consideration has been given to
the need for and availability of paraprofessionals to assist the
teacher; that consideration has been given to the need for additional
instructional staff; that served pupils have comparable educational
needs; that the chronological age range does not exceed six years
(four years for a multicategorical special class with integration);
and, that program curriculum consists of appropriate content for the
handicapping conditions served.

12.6(2) Special circumstances. When circumstances necessitate
placing a handicapped pupil in a less restrictive model for receipt
of the recommended program, that pupil shall count as two pupils in
camputing class size maximum.

12.6(3) Staff-to-pupil ratio. The staff-to-pupil ratio in
self-contained special classes for severely handicapped pupils shall
be one teacher and one educational aid for each five pupils. When
pupils numbering six through nine are added, an additional
educational aide must be employed. When the tenth pupil is placed,
another teacher must be employed for that program. The chronological
age range of pupils enrolled in a self-contained special class shall
not exceed six years.

12.6(4) Secondary level classes. Self-contained special
classes with little integration at the secondary level may be
operated with enrollments of fifteen pupils if an AEA work experience
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co—orc}irator co-ordinates and supervises on and off campus work
experiences for those pupils requiring specially designed career
exploration and vocational preparation.

12.6(5) Maximum class size.

$pcqial Class Sell'.g'ontqined Special Class Sc“gﬁ;‘;&‘;’li"cd

Resource With integration With Little Integration Class

Eg;'r]yx‘rf Elemen:ary | Secondary | Preschool? | Elementary | Secondary® Hursuclzg;lgcd“
IS"T"?;'; and Language 18 12 s 3 8 10 s
Hearing Impairment 15 10 10 g 8 10 5
Behaviorally Disordered 18 12 15 8 8 10 5
Learning Disability 18 12 15 8 8 10 5
Menial Disability 18 12 15 8 8 10 5
Physical Impairment 18 12 i5 8 8 10 s
Visual Impairment 15 12 15 8 8 10 5
Multicategorical 18 12d 154 8 Not An Option
E;F‘hfgitégg:)yeyulliply Not An Option S

The staff-to-pupil ratio for handicapped preschool ase pupils shall be one teacher and one educational aide

for each class.
b See 12.6(4).

€ See 12.6(3).
d See 12.5(3)"'b"".
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APPENDIX C

Rules of Special Education, 1985
Definitions of Disabilities

"Speech and language impaimment," a communication disability,
includes:

1. Impaimment in language. A disability in verbal language
resulting in a markedly impaired ability to aoquire, use or
comprehend spoken, read or written language due to difficulties in
acquisition and usage of syntax, morphology, phonology and semantics.

2., Impaiment in voice: An abnormality in pitch, loudness or
quality resulting fram pathological conditions, psychogenic factors
or inappropriate use of the vocal mechanism which interferes with
camunity or results in maladjustment.

3. Impaiment in fluency: A disruption in the normal flow of
verbal expression which occurs frequently, or is markedly noticeable
and not readily controllable by the pupil. The disruption occurs to
the degree that the pupil or the pupil's listeners evidence reactions
to the manner of the pupil's communication so that communication is
impeded.

4., Impaiment in articulation: Defective production of
phonemes which interferes with ready intelligibility of speech.

"Communication disability" is the inclusive term denoting speech
and language impaiments and hearing impaimments.

"Learning disability" is the inclusive term denoting the
inability to learn efficiently, in keeping with one's potential, when
presented with the instructional approaches of the general education
curricuium. The inability to learn efficiently is manifested as a
disability in an individual's reception, organization, or expression
of infomation relevant to school function. This disability is
demonstrated as a severe discrepancy between an individual's general
intellectual functioning and achievement in one or more of the
following areas: School readiness skills, basic reading skills,
reading camprehension, mathematical calculation, mathematical
reasoning, written expression and listening comprehension. A
learning disability is not primarily the result of sensory or
physical impaimments, mental disabilities, behavioral disorders,
cultural or language difference,environmental disadvantage, or a
history of an inconsistent educational program. The following
criteria shall be applied in identifying a pupil as learning disabled
and in need of special education.

1. Hearing sensitivity must be within normal limits unless the
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hearing loss is temporary or not educationally relevant, such as a
high frequency loss above the speech range.

2. Vision must be within nommal limits after correction unless
the impaiment is temporary or not educationally relevant.

3. Intellectual functioning must be at or above one standard
deviation below the mean as measured by an instrument recognized as a
valid measure of intellectual functioning. A total or full-scale
score shall be used in applying the intellectual criterion. In cases
where measured intellectual functioning does not meet this criterion,
but the results are suspect and the pupil's level of intellectual
functioning is believed to be within the stated criterion, the
individual responsible for assessing intellectual functioning shall
state in writing the specific data which support that conclusion.

4. A severe discrepancy between current achievement and
intellectual functioning exists when a pupil has been provided with
learning experiences that are appropriate for the pupil's age and
ability levels, and obtained scores in the achievement area(s) of
concern are below the pupil's present grade placement and are more
than one standard deviation below the mean on the distribution of
achievement scores predicted from obtained intellectual functioning
scores. In establishing the difference of one standard deviation,
the effects of regression toward the mean and errors of measurement
must be applied. If the technical data necessary to account for the
effects of regression are not available, the discrepancy between the
obtained achievement and intellectual functioning standard scores
must be at least two standard errors of measurement for the
difference.

If normreferenced tests are not availahle in a particular
achievement area, the diagnostic-educational team shall state in
writing the assessment procedures used, the assessment results, the
criteria applied to judge the importance of any difference between
expected and current achievement, and whether a severe discrepancy is
present that is not correctable without the provision of special
education.

In cases where a pupil's obtained scores on norm-referenced
tests are not severely discrepant fram intellectual functioning, but
the results are suspect and the diagnostic-educational team believes
that the pupil's current achievement is severely discrepant, the team
shall state in writing the specific nonnorm-referenced data,
including a description of the assessment procedures used and the
criteria applied to determine the presence of a severe discrepancy,
which supports the team's conclusion. In such cases, a copy of the
supportive documentation will be reviewed and maintained by the
director.

5. A member of the diagnostic-educational team must observe the
pupil's performance in the general education classroam setting for
school-aged pupils or in the hame or center-based setting for
preschool pupils. The primary purposes of the classroam observation
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are to seek evidence for the existence of a learning disability and
to determine the degree to which the disability, if any, affects
learning. The individual responsihle for the observation must be
someone other than the pupil's classroam teacher who is trained to
use observation as a diagnostic procedure.

6. The severe discrepancy between achievement and intellectual
functioning must not be primarily attributable to behavioral
disorders, chronic health problems, physical impaiments,
envirormental disadvantages, cultural or language difference or a
history of an inconsistent educational program.

7. The degree of the achievement-intellectual functioning
discrepancy may decrease as a pupil receives special education,
progresses academically and maintains that progress. Consideration
of these factors will be used to determine a pupil's movement along
the continuum of special and general education options, and in
targeting appropriate transfer from a special education instructional
program. A pupil who attains an achievement level cammensurate with
expected performance, given current grade level placement and
intellectual functioning, and is able to maintain satisfactory
educational performance in the general classroam setting shall be
transferred fram the special education instructional program.

"Mental disability" is the inclusive temm denoting significant
deficits in adaptive behavior and subaverage general intellectual
functioning. For educational purposes, adaptive behavior refers to
the individual's effectiveness in meeting the demands of one's
erviromment and subaverage general intellectual functioning as
evidenced by perfommance greater than one standard deviation below
the mean on a reliahle individual test of general intelligence valid
for the individual pupil.

"Behaviorally disordered" is the inclusive term for patterns of
situationally inappropriate behavior which deviates substantially
fram behavior appropriate to one's age and significantly interfere
with the learning process, interpersonal relationships, or personal
adjustment of the pupil to such an extent as to constitute a
behavioral disorder.

1. Clusters of behavior characteristic of pupils who are
behaviorally disordered include: Cluster I—Significantly deviant
disruptive, aggressive or impulsive behaviors; Cluster
II—Significantly deviant withdrawn or anxious behaviors; Cluster
III—Significantly deviant thought processes manifested with unusual
camunication or behavioral patterns or both; and Cluster
IV—Significantly deviant behavior patterns characterized by deficits
in cognition, cammunication, sensory processing or social
participation or a combination thereof that may be referred to as
autistic behavior. A pupil's behavior pattern may fall into more
than one of the above clusters.
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2. The detemination of significantly deviant behavior is the
conclusion that the pupil's characteristic behavior is sufficiently
distinct fram that of the pupil's peer group to qualify the pupil as
requiring special education programs or services on the basis of a
behavioral disorder. The behavior of concern shall be observed in
the school setting for school-aged pupils and in the hame or
center-based setting for preschool-aged pupils. It must be
determined that the behavioral disorder is not maintained by primary
intellectual, sensory, cultural or health factors.

3. In addition to those data required within the comprehensive
educational evaluation for each pupil requiring special education,
the following areas of data shall be gathered when identifying a
pupil as behaviorally disordered which describe the qualitative
nature, frequency, intensity, and duration of the behavior of
concern. If it is detemmined that any of the areas of data
collection are not relevant in assessing the behaviors of concern,
documentation must be provided explaining the rationale for such a
decision. Such documentation will be reviewed and maintained by the
director.

(a) "Setting analysis data" is information gathered through
infomal observations, anecdotal record review and interviews
describing the setting from which a pupil was referred; documented
prior attempts to modify the pupil's educational program so as to
make behavioral and academic achievement possible in the current
placement; and, social functioning data that includes information,
gathered from sources such as teacher interviews and sociametric
nmeasures, regarding the referred pupil's interaction with peers.

(b) "Pupil behavioral data" are measures of actual behavior
that include the specific recording, through systematic formal
observations, or a pupil's behavior, including the frequency of
behaviors of concern; and, measures of reported behavior that include
checklists or rating scales and interviews that document the
perceptions of school personnel regarding the behavioral pattern of
the referred pupil and the perceptions of the pupil's hame and school
behavior obtained fram the parent or surrogate parent.

(c) "Individual trait data" is information about the unique
personal attributes of the pupil. This information, gathered through
pupil and teacher interviews and relevant personality assessments,
describes any distinctive patterns of behavior which characterize the
pupil's personal feelings; attitudes, moods, perceptions, thought
processes and significant personality traits.

"Physical disability" is the inclusive term in denoting physical
or visual impaimments of pupils requiring special education.

"Physical impaimment," a physical disability, is manifested as
an aberration of an essential body structure, system or function.
Physical impaimments are defined operationally in terms of
orthopedic, neuramuscular, other health impaiments, or any
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cambination, which may be a result of congenital or acguired
conditions of unknown or miscellaneous causes. These pupils may
manifest functional impaimments in body balance, ambulation and limb
and hand utilization. The severity of these noncognitive functional
limitations are such that the pupil needs special education.

"Hearing impaiment," a communication disability, is a loss of
auditory sensitivity ranging from mild to profound which may affect
one's ability to communicate with others.

1. "Deaf" pupils include those individuals whose hearing
impaiment is so severe that they do not learn primarily by the
auditory channel even with amplification, and who need extensive
specialized instruction in order to develop language, cammunicative
and learning skills.

2. "Hard of hearing" pupils include those individuals whose
level of camunication ability is adequate to allow them to acquire
speech and language and to learn by auditory means although they may
experience difficulty, under certain circumstances, in oral
communication, language and learning skills with or without
amplification, and who may need various classroam and instructional
modifications in order to make full use of school experiences.

"IEP" means individualized education program.

"Severely handicapped" are pupils with any severe disability
including pupils who are profoundly multiply handicapped.

"Profoundly multiply handicapped" are descriptive of pupils who
may exhibit a cambination of the following characteristics:

1. Use no means of communication beyond affect responses or use
an augnented camunication system that is not a standard symbol
system to indicate needs and wants.

2. 2re dependent in mobility or requires supervision in order
to meaningfully traverse between points in the enviromment.

3. Are dependent in all daily living activities.

4. Have minimal social interaction skills and may exhibit
severe maladaptive behaviors.

5. Have mental, physical or sensory handicaps.

6. Have fragile medical conditions, including seizures.

"Visual impaimment," a physical disability, is characteristic of
pupils whose vision deviates fram the nomal to such an extent that
they require special education. Educational functioning and visual
and adaptive skills are used in detemining needs of pupils with
visual impaimments.
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APPENDIX D: OTHER DATA EXAMINED
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PART B, EHA COUNTS: AGES 3-21

1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Cammuni-~

cation/
Year Speech LD MD BD PD HI SP VI |Total
1975-76 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
1976-77 17,475 17,552 12,079 1,587 400 562 — 117 49,772
1977-78 16,838 18,971 12,413 1,958 422 630 — 148 51,380
1978-79 16,916 21,676 12,322 2,4529 551 737 677 168 55,476
1979-80 16,044 23,961 12,544 3,095 672 789 667 238 58,010
1980-81 15,753 25,771 12,268 3,872 764 784 677 204 60,093
1981-82 15,218 22,347 11,932 4,016 975 754 676 188 56,106
1982-83 14,656 21,340 11,965 4,612 1,052 779 723 202 55,329
1983-84 14,506 21,269 12,042 5,274 1,128 75 700 179 55,854
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GROWTH IN PART B, EHA COUNTS

AND SPECIAL EDUCATION WEIGHTED COUNTS

1975-76 THROUGH 1983-84

Part B, HHA % Growth from Weighted % Growth from

Child Count Previous Year Count Previous Year
1975-76 NA — 33140 —
1976-77 49772 —_— 36257 9.41
1977-78 51380 3.23 38032 4.90
1978-79 55476 7.97 39145 2.93
1979-80 58010 4.57 41049 4.86
1980-81 60093 3.59 43647 6.34
1981-82 56106 -6.63 40198 -7.90
1982-83 55329 -1.38 40070 -0.32
1983-84 55854 0.95 40996 2.31
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APPENDIX E: SECRETARY'S ANNUAL REPORT



SPECIAL EDUCATION SUPPLEMENT

Page § ot 1y
AEA NO County No Datesct No 233
o 3 3 SECTION 1. PROGRAM DATA
Name of District
ITEM A. PROGRAMS BY DISABILITY
(HEAD COUNT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS AND HEAD COUNT OF RESIDENT PUPILS
ONLY ENROLLED IN A SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM PROVIDED BY YOUR DISTRICT)
RESOURCE SPECIAL SELF SELF
SUPPLEMENTAL TEACHING CLASS WITH CONTAINED PRESCHOOL PRESCHOOL CONTAINED
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS INTEGRATION CLASS HANDICAPPED HANDICAPPED CLASS TOTAL
(1) 2) {3} (4} (5) 6) 7 8)
t | No.ol | No.ot Na.of | No.of No.of | No.of No.ot | No.of | No.of X X X
r“l"é'hg. ng:l,s Tcha. h?nslou Te:n. Pupllol 1’:71:‘. Nn:n 'r:n: mpﬁl #:h:' ;‘\?D:: #:h:' 'F‘:m?: ":’:ﬁ:' ':9::
XXX 17 XXX 1.7 XXX 1.7 XXX 22 | XXX 22 | XXX 36" | xXxx 3.6 XXXX [ XXXXXX
Physical . ..o, XXX o W
Communication ......... XXX o "
Hearing . ... ... XXX P “
Vision ... XXX ° 5
Menial ....... XXX Fl 7
Behavioral XXX 73 O
57
Leataing ... XXX T
Severe/Prolound XXX XXX | XXX | XXXX | XXX | XXXX | XXX [ XXXX { XXX | XXXX 3 i
Mul |
Muin Categor ca XXX | XXX XXXX XXXX | XXX | XXXX XXXX XXXX | XXX | xxxx |*® XXXXXX
GRAND TOTALS XXX B o7 3 QW 19 kS EQ o7 & g ‘s_s ‘u o |ﬁ 0
ITEM B. NUMBER OF RESIDENT PUPILS IDENTIFIED/WEIGHTED ATTENDING REGULAR CLASS ONLY
(NOT IN A SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRA )
RESQUACE SPECIAL SELE PAESCHOOL PRESCHOOL
TEACHING CLASS WITH CONTAINED CONTAINEO
PROGRAM INTEGRATION CLASS HANDICAPPED HANDICAPPED HA TOTAL
1.7 1.7 22 22 3.6 36
(1 (2) 3) (4) (5) 6 o
o] i 19 37 37 %) 9
ITEM C. NUMBER OF RESIDENT PUPILS IDENTIFIED/WEIGHTED NOT ATTENDING SCHOOL
SA17 RIP 17 SCIN17 scc22 Ps 22 PS 3.6 $CC 3.6 TOTAL .
(N (2) 13) (3} (5) (5) (7) (8) :
[0} 9 25 1 T 43 49 55 |
|
ITEM D. NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION CLASSES
RTP 1.7 SCIN 1.7 scC 2.2 pPs22 PS 36 SCC 36 TOTAL
(1) (2) (3 (4) (5) (6) 1}
O] ] 37 37 43
ITEM E. NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER AIDES (HEAD COUNT)
I SA17 RTP ¥ 7 | SCIN17 sSCC22 PS22 PS36 SCC 3.6 TOTAL
() 3] ) @ {5) (6) [td] {8
@[: [‘z? 3 7 @ 0 55
ITEM F. PROGRAMS BY DISABILITY: [NUMBER OF NONRESIDENT PUPILS ONLY (HEAD COUNT) ENROLLED
IN A SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM PROVIDED BY YOUR DISTRICT INCLUDING DISTRICT
COURT PLACED CHILDREN AND CERTAIN SPECIAL EDUCATION CHILDREN, AS DEFINED BY
THE CODE OF IOWA, SECTIONS 281.12 and 282.27)
RESOURCE SPECIAL SELF : SELF
SUPPLEMENTAL TEACHING CLASS WITH CONTAINED PRESCHOOOL PRESCHOOL CONTAINED
ASSIS(‘:’)ANCE Pnot(azr:Ams INTEGRATION CL(:)SS HANDICAPPED HANDICAPPED cu;ss TO(;)AL
3]
No. of Puplls No. of Pupils No of Pupils No of Pupia No of Pupils No. of Pupils No. of Pupliis No. of Pupils
7 1.7 1.7 22 22 36 36 XXXXXXXXXXXNNXX
op3
Physical ..o =
C olon ...
| EE
Heanng . ... .. -
Vision . .. e
137
Menial ... oot e,
(k]
Behaviorat...........
8
Learning ...
Severe/Prolound .. . XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX B
£ i 51
GRAND TOTALS IIT © il’r F! g 5
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SECTION II.  FINANCIAL DATA (Cont.)

ITEM E. EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM OBJECT OR FUNCTION 234
SUPPLEMENTAL 'RIEi%EﬂRNcg CLSAPSE&‘?lerH COI?SALIFNED PRESCHOOL Lk
PRI
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM INTEGRATION CLASS HANDICAPPED HANEDSI%’A‘QEELD CO(P{I’AASI‘P;ED TOTAL
) 12) £]] “) {5) (6) ) (8
1.7 17 1.7 22 22 36 3.6 XX X X X X X X X X X X
L 7% 57 1 W = 37
Salaries (Inalructional only) .....
£, A " N 49
4 3
Employse Travel
17

Supplies & Malerials ...........

Contracled Services (Non-tuition)

Pupll Transpontation ...........

Cspital Qutiay ................. "
Indlrect COBt ..oovvviiiiinnnen, o
AdminIsiation .......iiviiaan o’
SUBTOTAL ...ovvvierernnne. * N" @y - " " . @3
r:'ul:;pmom::d-:nl;f-::s' {12 g 81 46‘13 5 37 0
sane v oy [ ofF # F [ r @}" =

GRAND TOTAL EXPENDITURESFr E F‘ qu [E jﬁ l“ F —l

ITEM F. BALANCE OF FUNDS: RESIDENT PUPILS ONLY (ITEM C Total Receipts LESS(-) ITEM E Grand Total Expenditures)

SA 1.7 RTP17 SCIN 17 scc2.2 PS 2.2 PS 3.6 scc 3.6 TOTAL
m (2) ) 4 %) {6) [54) (8)
9 3 13 25 3

1984-85 BALANCE i 1

apsusTMENTS |49 3] 13 25 7 49 1
FOR TO BALANCE
°”'< FINAL 25 37 0 1 i3 €3 7
USE BALANCE

ITEM G. CONTRACTED INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS (NUMBER OF RESIDENT PUPILS ONLY ENROLLED IN
A SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM PROVIDED BY ANOTHER AGENCY)

RESOURCE SPECIAL SELF SELF
SUPPLEMENTAL TEACHING CLASS WITH CONTAINED PRESCHOOOL PRESCHOOL CONTAINED
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS INTEGRATION CLASS HANDICAPPED HANDICAPPED CLASS TOTAL
No. of Pupils No. ol Pupils No. of Pupils No. of Pupils No. of Pupils No. of Pupils No. of Pupils No. of Pupils
(2] (2) [E)] 4) {5} (6) 7 {8)
1.7 1.7 1.7 2.2 2.2 36 3.6 XXXXXXXXXXX
o
[IS—— > {1714}
Disinet
25
Dustrict
N
- ——AEA
- € 37
—_— ~AEA
3
————e — - Prvale A
nvale Agency (0]
—-. Qut of Slate
TOTALS F’ o iﬁ 73 Ilo 25 1]

ITEM H. CONTRACTED EXPENDITURES (TUITION) FOR RESIDENT PUPILS ONLY ENROLLED IN ASPECIAL EDUCATION
PROGRAM PROVIDED BY ANOTHER AGENCY (AS IDENTIFIED IN ITEM G, CONTRACTED
INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS ABOVE). DO NOT INCLUDE TRANSPORTATION EXPENDITURES.

NAME OF DISTRICT OR AGENCY NUMBER OF PUPILS } TOTAL 1984-85 CONTRACT DOLLARS| TOTAL DOLLARS PAID ON 1984-85 “BALANCE PAYABLE ON
CONTRACTS 1984-84 C?NTRACTS
{51

31} (2 (k1] “

g 19 37 u
1. TOTALS (oo @

2. Total Dollars Paid This Year on Previous Year Contracts (1983-84) ..

3. GRAND TOTAL Contracted Dollars Paid (1+2) .......o.oviinieneeniianiiin i
(Should match page 10 of 11, ltem E, Tolal contracted Services for nsltuchional Progiam ( Taibuny Column 81
STATE OF IOWA AFFIDAVIY
8.
County

Wae, the undersignad officers ot the school district of , being duly
sworn on oath, state that all data in the Secretary’s Annual Report as submitted herewith for the period beginning July 1, 1984:and ending June
30, 1985 are true, correct, complete, and done in full compliance with the pertinent statutes of the State of lowa and rules of the State Department of
Public Instruction, as we verily beligve. :

(Signature of District Secretary) (Signature of Board President) {Signature of Superintendent)
Subscribed and sworn 1o me by the above school district officials on this day of . 1985.
Seal
My Commission Expires

Notary Public
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SECTION Il. FINANCIAL DATA
ITEM A.

BALANCE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDS CARRIED FORWARD FROM PREVIOUS YEARS: 1982-83, 1983-84
1. 1982-83 Special Education Balance (Page 3 of 11. Item A, Line 6, 1983-8B4 SAR) ......... ..ot ® l“ j
{Deficit Balances for Which Allowable Growth and/or State Aid was Granted by School Budget Review Committee = 0)

2
2. 1983-84 Special Education Balance (Page 10 of 11, Item F. Final Balance. Column 8, 1983-84 SAR) ............ovvivvienn [-l l
(Delicit Batances for Which Allowable Growth and/or State Aid was Granted by School Budget Review Committee = N)
37
3. Total 1982-83 + 1983-84 Special EJUCAtION BAIANCE .........vuviirnerioateienrrternseiisaeiteieiraieiiiananses r ]
(1+2)

4. State Board Approved Expenditures From Total 1982-83 + 1983-84. @l"
Special Eucation BAlanCe ... ......oeiiiiiiiiiiii et e aaeaes e s [”_—
F ]

5. Sspecial Education Balance of Funds Applied by the School Budget Review COMMIEE ............cccevirniviiiiineiiiennns

6. A ining Balance of Speical Education Funds Carried Forward From Previous Years; 1982-83, 1983-84.
(3-4-95)

ITEM B. RECEIPTS (SPECIAL EDUCATION CONTRACTED SERVICES TUITION)

NAME OF DISTRICT NUMBER OF PUPILS | TOTAL 1984-85 CONTAACT DOLLARS| TOTAL DOLLARS RECEIVED 1984-85 8BALANCE UPAID ON
CONTRACTS 1984-85 CONTRACTS
[} ) {3) {4) {5}

@r: i F 3
1 TOTAL eviinranineniinnneeaneanns

2. Total Dollars Received This Year on Previous Year Contracts (1983-84) ............... 87
3. GRAND TOTAL Contracted Dollars Received (142) .........covvvveinirnnennnns

ITEM C. 1984-85 RECEIPTS: DOLLARS GENERATED BY SPECIAL EDUCATION PUPILS AS PRESCRIBED BY
CHAPTERS 442 & 281 (RESIDENT PUPILS ONLY)

1 2 k] 4 5 6
Receipts Receipts lor
Weighting Distnct tor Addilional
No of ol Per Pupil 1 Waetght TOT&#L
Pupiis Pupils Cost Cot txCol 3 Col 2+ Col 3 Cot 4+Col 5
(1) SA 17 o " 3 a3
(2 RTP 17 55 (1) 13 25
(3) SC.IN. 17 i “ 55 &7
@) scc. 22 O " : o a3
(5) PS 2.2 [ e ik ®
6) PS. 36 37 43 t S5 67
) _scc.  3e & L P :

1984-85 TOTAL Receipts |35 1 n 25 37 1)
Generated .

ITEMD. REGULAR PROGRAM EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL CALCULATION

1 2 3
Pe:centage ol Disincl Regular Program
Por Pupil Cost Ouinct Expenditure Per Pupil
to Apply Per Pupil Cost Amount

{Col 1 X Col 2)
(1) SA. 1.7 100% o3
2 RTP. 17 100% »
(3 SC.IN. 17 45% ol
@4 scc. 22 30% “
(5) P.S. 22 30% o
(6) PS. a6 25% @
(7) SCC. 36 25% |
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APPENDIX F: COMPARISCN OF REGULAR PROGRAM EXPENDITURES PER FUPIL TO
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM DOLLARS GENERATED:
WWEIGHTING PLAN VIA FOUNDATIOQN PLAN, 1983-84
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Comparison of Regular Program Expenditures Per Pupil*
to Total Instructional Program Dollars Generated:
Weighting Plan via Foundation Plan

1983-84
$8006
3.6
$1334
$2224
$4893
$3781 $3781 2.2
—_— 266 224
T $2669 $222
$1557
$2224  $2224% $2224%
1.0
$2224° _$2224 $2224 $1001% | $2224 $667 $2224 $556
A B c D E h
Regular 100% RTP 100% SCI 45% 2.2 SCC  30% 3.6 SCC  25%

A. Pupils in a regular curriculum are assigned a weighting of 1.0.

B. Children requiring special education who are enrolled in a regular classroom
program for most of the school day, but who require special education instruc-
tion in specific skill areas on a part-time basis are assigned a weighting of
1.7; Resource Teaching Program (RTP).

C. Children requiring special education with similar educational needs who are
enrolled in a special education classroom but who can profit from participa-
tion in one or more academic subjects with pupils who are not handicapped are
assigned a weighting of 1.7; Special Class with Integration (SCI).

D. Children requiring special education who require full-time, self-contained
special education placement with little integration into a regular classroom
are assigned a weighting of 2.2; Self-Contained 2.2 Class (2.2 SCC).

E. Children requiring special education who are severely handicapped or who have

multiple handicaps or who are behaviorally disorderedare assigned a ‘reighting
of 3.6 (3.6 scCC). '

#Based on 1983-84 State average cost per pupil of $2224, Actual district per pupil
cost will vary from district to district.
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APPENDIX G: FOUNDATION PLAN, CHAPTER 442, 1983-84



FOUNDAZ3gN PLAN
Chapter 442
1983-84

Maximum Authorized
Budget

Unspent Balance

Federal Aid

Miscellaneous Special State Aid
Income SBRC Allow. (from Appr. Funds) Controlled Budget =
District Cost Per Pupil x
Weighted Enrollment
Additional Mill
, Levy
$l813*, Foundation Level
(78%) ($2224+5100)
State Aid

*Includes AEA Support
Flow-through Dollars
in the amount of $100.

(Approx. 60% State Average
1983~84)

Including Ag. Land and

Other Property Tax Relief

Uniform Property Tax

$5.40/$1,000
Assessed Valuation
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APPENDIX H:  AREA EDUCATION AGENCY CONTRALLED FUNDING: STATE AND
LOCAL SQURCES, SPECIAL EDUCATION SUPFORT
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AREA EDUCATION AGENCY CONTRALLED FUNDING

STATE AND LOCAL SQURCES
SPECIAL EDUCATION SUPPORT

Special Education

Year Support Budgets
1975-76 $26,452,545
1976-77 28,866,383
1977-78 35,269,488
1978-79 34,613,359
1979-80 46,150,191
1980-81 48,460,926
1981-82 52,840,850
1982-83 51,284,821
1983-84 55,629,875
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APPENDIX I: ICWA ENTITLEMENTS, PART B, E.H.A., P.L. 94-142
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IOWA ENTITLEMENTS

PART B' EHA, P-L. 94"'142

Pass 'f‘hrough $ DPI Total
Year AEAS Allocation Entitlement
1978-79 6,015,628 2,004,790 8,020,418
1979-80 9,003,808 2,998,456 12,002,264
1980-81 10,060,003 3,175,873 13,235,876
1981-82 10,088,878 3,178,893 13,267,771
1982-83 9,766,817 3,254,919 13,021,736
1983-84 10,308,287 3,434,109 13,742,396
1984~-85 10,914,588 3,469,115 14,383,703
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