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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION°
THE BASIC STATE GRANT FORMULA OF
THE CARL D. PERKINS VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT

SUMMARY

Federal- fundmg for the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act (P.L.
98-524), the major Federal statute supporting. vocational education, is
authonzed through FY 1989. ‘The 101st Congress is considering the
reauthorization -of the Perkins :‘Act. In May the House passed the Applied
Technoicgy . Education Amendments of 1989 (H.R. 7). The Senate held
hearihgs on its reauthorization bill (S. 1109, ‘which is a simple extension of
the authorization: of appropnatxons) during -the summer of '1989. Among
proposed .changes, HR. 7 alters the Perkins basic State grant formula.and
contains formulas for dmtributmg ‘basic grant -funds thhm States. This
report discusses provisions.in the Act for the basic grant f formula and within
Stete: distributions of funds and examines the changes proposed in HR. 7.

The current basic: grant formula. has the following components:
distribation of funds is based pnmanly on-State population, but allocations
are ‘adjusted to c)mpensate ‘those States with younger populatxona, to
‘compenzate States with fewer resources, and to ensure that no State receives
less than a minimum. grant. ‘Our analyses show that the influence of these
individual adjustménts. is _relatively small for most States but can be
substantie’ ifor a few ‘States. For example, the minimum grant provisions
increase (sometimes markedly)-the grants of a few (mostly sparsely populated)
States while slightly decreasing grants for all other States.

The basxc grant formula in HR. 7 is similar to current law except that
it contains additional provisions for minimum and maximum payments to
States and specifies:that'no State would receive less than its FY 1989 grant.
Bacause- of this FY 1989 "hold harmless," the H.R. 7 formula would not
change the amount a State receives unless Perkins Act appropriations
inctease. Proposed. rhanges would allocate most increases above the FY 1989
appropnatlon to States that are not affected by current minimum grant
provisions.

Cuirently, States have considerable flexibility in their distribution of
basic grants. In part because of findings by the General Accounting Office
that snme State distributions may favor "wealthier communities over pcorer
ones,” HR. 7 epecifies how States must distribute their Perkins basic grants.
H.R. 7 requires that 70 percent of funds for school districts and postsecondary
institutions be. dxstnbuted based on poverty, 20 percent-be based on nuraber
of . handlcapped students, .and. 10 percent be based on enrollment. The data
meeded to estimate the eftects of these proposed formules are not available at
the Federal level. All that can be said with any confidence is that local
grants would be no less than the H.R. 7 local hold harmless levels (assuming
no decrease in State funding).
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION:
THE BASIC STATE GRANT FORMULA OF
THE CARL-D. PERKINS VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT -

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

Federal‘ﬁmdmg for the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act (P.L.
98.524), the major Federal statute supporting vocatlonal education, is
authorized through. FY 1989,' and the 101st -Congress is considering the
reauthorization of the Act. In May the House passed the Applied Technology
Education Amendments of 1989 (HR. 7. The Senate held hearings on its
reauthorization biil (S. 1109)* in June and'July of 1989.

Among proposed changes, HR. 7 makes-scme alterations in the Perkins
basic. State grant formula and .specifies how States should distribute: these
basic grant funds to Jocal school districts, and postsecondary institutions.®
This, report discusses the current formula and within State distributions of
funds and examines the changes proposed in HR. 7.

State populatlon betweén. the -ages of 15 and 65 is a maJor cemponent
of the basic grant formula. The formula also adjusts grants to increase funds
to States with relatively low per capita income (PCI) and to ensure that no

The General Educatmn Provisions Act (GEPA) automatlcally extends
the Perkins Act authorization for at least an additional year (through FY
1990).

23, 1109 currently is a simple extension of the authorization for
appropriations.

3The Perkins Act defines postsecondary institutions as "legally authorized

to provide postsecondary education within a State, or any postsecondary

educational’institution operated by or on behalf of any Indian tribe which is
eligiblé to contract with the Secretary: of the Interior for the administration
of programs under the Indian Self-Determination Act or under the Act of April
16, 1934." The Act also deﬁnes vocational education as educational programs
prowdmg "other than a baccalaureate or advanced degree” Thus, 4-year
pestsecondary institutions (unless they provide associate degrees, ‘certificates,
or other nonbaccalaureste degrees) are not eligible for Perkins funds. In
addition, private institutions-such as for profit schools--have limited eligibility
for Perkins funds: To receive: fundc such schools must "make a. significant
contribution to obtammg the objectwes of the State plan and.can provide
substantmlly equwalent training at a lesder cost, or can provide aquipment or
services not available in public institutions.”

6
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State receives less than a minimum amount or a maximum percentage
increase. ‘Following an overview of the Perkins Act, the report examines the
influence of these components of the formula (population, PCI, and minimum
and: maximum grants) on-the distribution of Perkins basic grants. Next the
report analyzes HR. 7 changes to the besie grant formula, which contains
additional provisions for minimum and maximum grants. The report
concludes with a discussion of H.R. 7 proposals for the distribution of basic
grant furids. within States.

THE CARL D. PERKINS VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT
On October 19, 1984,.the Carl D. ‘Perkins Vocational Education Act was

signed into law (P.L 98-524).* The Act, which is named for the late chairman
of the House Education and Lakor -Committee, repealed and replaced the

Vocational Education-Act of’ 1963 (P.L 88-210). The purposes-of the Ferkins

Act iticlude- -improving access to quality- vocational educatiow for groups such
as the disadvantaged and the hzmdxcapped -and- assisting ‘States to expand,
improve, -and: modernize vocational' education programs. The Federal
Government provides funding under the Perkins Act for these and other
:purposes; hiowever, Perkins fuiids represent less than 10 percent i-f all publi¢
expenditures for vocational education. State and local funds provide the
preponderance of: resources for vocational education.

The .authorization of appropriations under the Perkins Act was $950
million for FY 1985 and "such sums as may be necessary" for FY 1986
through FY 1989. Fxgure 1 shows the total appropriations for the Perkins
Act and appropriations adjusted for inflation for FY 1985° to FY 1989.
Except for the post-sequestratmn amount in FY 1986° total annual

4For further ii “ormation on the Perkins Act, see U.S. Library of Congress.
Congressional Research Service. Federal Vocational Education Legislation:
Recurring Issués-During the Lasy Quarter Century CRS Report for Congress
No, 88-704 EPW, by Richard N. Apling and Paul M. Trwin. Washington, 1988,
and US. berary 3f Congress. Congressional Research ‘Service. Carl D.
Perkins Vocationel Education Act: Issues for Réauthorization. Issue Brief No.
IB89069, by ‘Richard N. Apling and Paul M. Irwin. Aug. 11, 1989 (updated
regularly) Washmgton, 1989. - Z

’FY 1985 was the first year for which funds were provided under the
Perkins.Act.

6As a result of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985. (P.L. 99-177), most programs 'in the U.S. Department of Education
were subject’ to-a uniform percentage reduction (sequestration) of 4.3 percent
in FY 1986. - For further information, see U.S. Library of Congress.
Congressional Research Service. Gramm-Rudman-Hollings and Depdrtment
. (continued...)
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. -appropriations have 1ncremed for each year of the Perkins Act. However,
annual appropnatlon levels have actually decreased by 7.2 percent during this
period when- adjusted for inflation.

FY 85—89 Perkins- Act Funds
(in current and 1985 dollars) . ”
Millions 2
$1000 :
$900 ‘ e '
"800\ “"bﬁ;;’
$700
$600 ) -
. , e ‘
$500 —t— . ‘
1985 1986 1987 1983 1989 ‘
Fiscal Year
=== Approp. (current $§) % Approp. (1985 §)
Fource: U.S. Deportment of Educotion .

Figure 1

Most of the funding for thé Act is authorized under basic State grants
and national programs. Of the amount authorized for these purposes, 2
percent is reserved for national programs, 1.25 percent for Indian programs,
and 0.25; Jpercent for native Hawaiian programs. Furding for basic State
grants comprises about 90 percent of the appropnatlons for the Perkins Act.

_Besides basic State grants and national programs, the Perkins Act authorizes

several other vocational education programs (only those that are starred (*)
have ever been funded):

‘o *Community-Based Organizations
+*Consumer and:Homemaker Education

o Adult Training, Retraining, and Employment Development

5.. .contmued)
of. Educatwn Programs. CRS Report No. 86-544 EPW, by Angela M. Evans. >
Washmgton, 1986 4
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»  Career Guidance and Counseling

o Industiy-Education Partnership for Trai;zing in High Technology
Occupations

»  *State Counéils on Vocational Education
«  *Bilingual Vocational Training

Figure ‘2 -shows the distribution of FY 1989 funds for basic grants and for
other programs.and activities authorized by the Perkins Act. (See the table
in appendix A for further details on appropriation amounts.)

FY 89 Perkins Act Funding

(in thousands of doiiars)

Comm-—Based Org

Homemakers

Basic Gronts

'$825.600 B}Iinguol Voc. Trg.

.‘92'804 Nationol Progromg

...

Indions/Hawaiians
State Councils

Bource: U.S. Department of Education

Figure 2

From its basic State grant, each State may reserve up to 7 percent for
administrative expenses. ‘Of the remaining amount, each State must spend 43
percent for vocational education program improvement, innovation, and
expansion. The other 57 percent must be spent for vocational education

-
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programs for' special populations and activities.” 'Figure '3 shows the
distribution of basic State grants between resourses for program improvement
and for special populations. Each State must distribute at least 80 percent
of its basic State grant to local educational agencies and postsecondary
institutions. However, 100 percent of funds reserved for the disadvantaged
and handxcapped must be distributed by formulas specified in the Act.

Distribution of FY 89 Basic Grant

(in thousands of dollars

Sex Bigs
Single Parents

‘Adult Trg/Retrg

Brogram Improvement Special Populgtions

$330,157 $437,651 Handicapped
Oisadvantaged
d Tt “ Criming! Offenders
43X 57%
P Note: Administrotive funils excluded.

Source: U.S. Department af Education

Figure 3

"The Perkins Act requires States to distribute 67 percent of their basic
grants as follows:

‘ » Handicepped Individuals 109
; Dlsadvantaged Individuals 22.0
‘ Adults in Need of Training and Retraining 12.0
Single-Parents and Homemakers 8.6
Elimination of Sex Bias and Stereotyping 3.6
Criminal Offenders 1.0

Total 67.0
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Congress has amended the Ferkins Act several times since passing the
Act in 1984. For the most 7art, these have been technical amendments and
have: not significantly chenged the Act. i‘or example, the Augustus F.
Hawkins-Robert T. Stafford Elementary and Secondary School Improvement
Amendmepts (P:X. 100-297) amended the Perkins Act to make funds available
for single jregnant womsn that were. otherwise available for single parents
and homemakers under the basic State grants program. The Omnibus Trade
and Competitive. 8 Act of 1988' (P.L. 100-418) made the most recent
amendments to the Act, adding new provisions for job training in high growth
and high technology vccupations.®

CURRENT FORMULA FOR STATE BASIC GRANTS

This part-of the report discusises the current State busic grant formula.
As noted earlier, basic grant allocations are-made to States according to
population groups, with adjustments to provide relatively larger grants to
States with younger populations and lower income per capita and to ensure
mibjmuih and maximum grants. The first section summiarizes the components
of the formula. Each successive section analyzes the influences of individual
componeénts of the formula on the distribution of basic grants to States.

OYERVIEW OF THE CURRENT FORMULA

Although Congress has: changed some aspects of the State allocation
formula (such.as tke minimum payment a State could receive), the current
formula is similar to the formula used over the last 26 years. The current
State allocation formula distributes funds based on population in thize groups
(16-19, 20-24, and 25-65 years old) and PCL. The formula counts population
in each age group differently. In effect, 55 pervent. of this part of the formula
depends on the population in the-154q 19 age group, 25 percent depends on
the 20 to 24 group, and 20 percent depends on the 265 to 65 group.? To
compensate States with lower PCls, the formula uses an allotment ratio based
on a 3-year moving average of PCI to adjust States’.allocations. The PCI

.adjustment raises allotments for lower income Stutes and reduces allotments

*For a summary of amendments to the Perkins Act, see U.S. Library of

-Congress. Congressional- Research Service. Federal Vocational Education

Legislation: Recurring Issues During the Last Quarter Century. CRS Report
for Congress No. 88-704 EPW, by Richard N. Apling and Paul M. Irwin.
Washington, 1988, Appendix A.

‘"More specifically, the formula multiplies a State’s population between the
ages of 15-19 by a factor or weight of .55, the 20-24 age group by .25, and the

925-65 group by ..20.

11
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for higher income States.!® The allotment: ratio is multiplied by each

population group and the results are totaled for ¢éach group. Allocations are
then based on the each State’s proportions of these totals.

The formula makes several adjustments so that no State receives less
than 'a mini num atiount, which is the greater of:

« the State’s Peckins gront in FY 1985, and

e 0.5 pexcent of the total allocation fcr basic grants.

The minimijim allotment under the Perkins Act for each of the Outlying

Areas!! is $“00 000:"*" The Act also provides that no State (as a result of L2
minimum grant-j~ovision) is to receive an increase that is more than 50
percent greater than its grant for the preceding fiscal year.

STATE POPULATION:AS A COMPONENT OF THE FORMULA
This section discusses the intluence of State population on Perkins grant

- allocations. State po‘mlatxon betwaen the ages of 15 and 65 is the primary

“’The formula is 1.0 -(0.5 x (State average PCI/Natlona‘ a erage PCI)).
The Act places & maximum-of 0.6 and a minimum of 0.4 on the ratio. For
example, the calculated ratio for Alaban)a (using data from FY 1985:87) is
0.614, which is reduced to the mwaximum of 0.6,-and the calculated ratio for
Alaska is 0.371, which is increased to.the minimum of 0.4. Thé Act provides
that the ratio for Puerto:Rico and tke Outlyirig Areas is 0.6.

For the purposes of this report, the Outlying Areas of the United States
are A rican Samoa, Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, the Virgin Islands,
and Palau. ‘Palau is the only remaining.part of the Trust Territories of -the

 Pacific Islands (TTPI). Under the Comp-t of Free Asscciation Act of 1985

(P.L. 99-289),.two of the areas formerly in the. TTPI~the Republic of the
Marstall Islands and the Federated States of chropeam-—adopted Compacts
of Free Association by local referendum, are no longer part of the United
States, and-aré no longer eligible for Federal grante. Voters of Palau have not
yet adopted their Compact of Free Association. Thus, Palau is still part of the
United States and eligible for Federal grants. P.L.99-239 provides that Palau
will continue to be eligible to receive a pmpcr‘txonal sharé--i.e., proportnonal
to Palau’s share of the relevant populatlon in-the entire former TTPI-of
Federal education and other grant prorams until it adopts a Compact of Free
Association with the United States.

13The proportion of.the $200,000 ‘minimum for Ouilying Areas that the
U.S. Department of Education reserves for tl'e basic grants program is
$191,167. Palau’s proportionate share of the minnaum grant that would have
gone-to the TTPI is $65,242.




factor in the current allocation of Federal vocational education funds to
States. In: general, the more populous a State the more Perkins funds it
receives.. The General Accountlng Office (GAO), in its catalog of Federal grant
,formulas, notes that populatlon in a grant-formula serves as a proxy for the
cost of program .servicss:! 13 One reason for distributing funds based -on
population- i is that all people between :the ages of 16 and 65 are eligible for
vocational- educatlon ‘services. If other relevant factors are equal, the more
~elxgxble partxclpants, the greater the total cost of the program. ‘One reason for
counting age groups dlfferently is that those betweer: the ages of 15 to 19 are
most: likely to°participate in public vocational education.™

. Tablel presents the allocation of Perkins funds if the formula were based
only 'on ‘State ‘population: between the ages of 15 and 65 and shows what
happens when different adjustments are made for populations in the three age
groups (i.e; 16-19, 20-24, and:25-65)." This and other tables use:percentage
change :to- show the influence-of formula. components Tn addition, because
States receive very different amounts of funds, many tables also present grants
per capita (i.e;, the State’s grant divided by the State’s 15-65. population) to
show. the mﬂvence cf formula components.

‘The first numerical column in table 1 shows the {“.cribution of State
basic grant funds.for FY 1989 based solely on State r.of. “letion ages 15-65.
The second column shows changes- in grauts. when the adjustments for age
groups are applied: The third numerical column contains percentage
difference between he two grant amounts. The third and fourth columns
yresent the per capita amounts for the grants. -The last column contains the
percentage of each State’s populatlon in-.the 15 to 19 age group, since this is
the group givén most weight in the formula.

As expected, funds allocated only on populatior would result in the same
per capita grant for everyone (i.e., $4.99--the FY 1959 per caplta grant for the
United States as a whole). lemg most weight to people in the 15-19 age

3U.S. General Accounting Office. Grant Formulas: A Catalog of Federal
Aid to States and Localities. Report GAO/HRD-87-28 Mar. 23, 1987.
Washington, 1987.

UThe National Assessment of Vocational Education reports that 97
percent of:all high school students-take at least some vocational educatioa.

15Bstimates in this and other tables were calculeted using population and
incomie data from the U.S. Department of Education. Estimates are rounded
to the nearest $1,000. Unless otherwise noted, estimates are based on the FY
1989 appropriation level for basic grants of $825.6 million. Estimated grants
for the Outlying/ Areas may -differ from those calculated by the U.S.
Department of Education. Alen, entitlements and allocations for the "Trust
‘Territory of the Pacific Islands" for FY 1989 are not comparable to those for
‘FY 1985, because the composition and status,of that area have changed.

13
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I bracket would increase grants ‘to States w1th younger: ‘populations-and reduce
grants:to those with older populatxons A comparison between the allocaticas

- for Mississippi and- Florida illustrates the influence of this component of the
L formula. Approxmately 13 percent of Mississippi’s adult populatlon is
‘between the ages of 15 and 19. Florida has about 10 percent in that- age
range. The populatxon adjustment in the allocation formula would raise
Mismsxppx s allocation by nearly 13 percent and reduce Florida’s by about 7
percent. The changes resulting from the popuilation group adjustments range
from a-loss of -10.0 percent to a gain of 14.4 percent. Per capita grants range
from $4.49 to $5.71. Twenty-five States would receive additional funds
because of thes: adjustment.

ATy 1;(;;::. PGS T s
d oS s
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TABLE 1. Comparison of Basic State Formula Grants
Based on Population Ages 15-65 and '
on Adjusted Population

State

Percent
ages

15-

19

(6)

Alabama
.Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
.Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
tiaryland
Mass. .
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippil
Missouri -

+ ‘Montana

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
‘New Mexico
New York

N. Caroiina
North Dakota

Grant
Grant Grant Percent Grant per
based on based on difference per capita

population adjusted colums capita (15-65)

(15-65) population. 1 and 2 (15-65) (adjusted)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
$13,486,000 $14,19%,000 5.29% $4.99 $5.25
1,801,000 ‘1,802,000 0.06 4.99 4.99
11,066,000 11,032,000 -0.31 4.99 4.97
7,643,000 8,049,000 5.31 4.99 5.25
93,835,000 88,592,000 -5:59 4.99 4.71
11,400,000 10,878,000 -4.58 4.99 4,76
10,986,000 10,681,000 -2.78 4.99 4.85
2,210,000 2,195,000 -0.68 4.99 4,95
38,955,000 36,252,000 -6.94 4.99 4.64
21,079,000 22,132,000 5.00 4.99 5.24
3,707,000 3,620,000 -2.35 4.99 4.87
3,163,000 3,341,000 5.63 4.99 5.27
38,795,000 38,483,000 -0.80 4.99 4.95
18,515,000 19,033,000 2.83 4.99 5.13
9,160,000 9,238,000 0.85 4,99 5.03
8,067,000 7,885,000 -2.26 4.99 4.88
12,418,000 - 12,951,000 4.29 4.99 5.20
14,543,000 15,401,000 5.90 4.99 5.28
3,956,000 4,065,000 - 2.76 4.99 5.13
15,816,000 15,533,000 -1.79 4.99 4.90
20,096,000 19,668,000 -2.13 4.99 4.88
31,052,000 32,283,000 3.96 4.99 5.19
14,094,000 13,971,000 -0.87 4.99 4.95
8,367,000 9,451,000 12.96 4.99 5.64
16,808,000 16,677,000 -0.78 4.99 4.95
2,629,000 2,605,000 -0.91 4.99 4.94
5,159,000 5,156,000 -0.06 4.99 4.99
3,487,000 3,138,000 -10.01 4.99 4.49
3,627,000 3,616,000 -0.30 4.99 4.97
26,313,000 25,589,000 -2.75 4.99 4.85
4,929,000 5,127,000 4,02 4.99 5.19
60,473,000 59,054,000 -2 35 4.99 .87
21,957,000 22,444,000 2.22 4.99 5.10
2,140,000 2,170,000 1.40 4.99 5.06

12

10

11

12

10

11

.32
11.
11,
12,
10.
.59
10.
11.
10.
12,
10.
12,
11.
.89
11.
10.
.05
12,
11.
10.
.82
12,
11.
13.
11.
11,
11.

9.
.28
11,
12,
10.
11.
11.

08
27
34
36

94
06
26
19
63
62
25

55
95

21
85
95

11
19
LS
28
39
32
59

00
04
96
72
42
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Comparison of Bssic State Formula Grants
Based on Population Ages 15-65 and
a4 Adjusted Population--continued

U.S. Totels

$825.600,000 $825,600,000

Grant
A Grant Grant. Percent Grant per
> based on based on difference pex capita Percent
S population adjusted columns capita (15-65) ages
?, ©  .State (15-65) populaticn’ 1 and 2 (15-65) (adjusted) 15-19
5 o (1) (2). ) %) ) (6)
; Ohio 36,026,000 36,432,000: 1.13 4.99 5.05 11.70 )
Oklahoma. 10, 677,000 10,799,000 1.14 4.99 5.05 11.59
1 Oregon 9,025,000 8,559,000 -5.16 4.99 4.73 10.72
Pennsylvania 39,858,000 39,115,000 -1.86 4.99 4.90 11.14
‘Rhode. Island 3‘393 000- 3 273,000 <1.50 4 99 4.91 10.96
S. »Carolina 11, 565,060 \;2,209;000 5.57 4.99 5.27 12.17 o
South: Dakota 2, 250 000 2,286,000 1.60 4.99 5.07 11.53 i
- Telinessee 16,364,000° 16,531,000 1.02 4.99 5.04 11.62
Texas 55,449, 000 57, 147,000 3.06 4.99 5.14 11.93
& Utah 5,523, 000 5,754,000 14.42 4.99 5.71 13.69 :
Vermont: 1, 861.000 1,914,000 2.85 4.99 5.13 11.80
Vzrginia 20,650,000 20,485,000 -0.80 4.99 4.95 11.02
‘Washington 15,337,000 14,736,000 -3.92 4.99 4.79 10.83
W. Virginia ’6,266,000 6,486,000 3.51 4.99 5.16 12.18
- Wisconsin: 15,806, 000 16,091,000 1.80 4.99 5.08 11.62
. Wyoming 1, 616,999 1,593.000 -1.42 4.99 4.92 11.11
: Dist. of CGol. 2,185,000 1,900,000 -13.04 4.99 4.34 8.90
: Puerto Ricc 9,759,000 12,875,000 31.93 4.99 6.58 17.23
. Amer. ‘Samoa '90, 000 145,000 61.11 4.99 8.05 22.22 :
‘. Guam 329,000 441,000- 34.04 4.99 6.68 16.67 .
o N. Marianas 50,000 ‘78,000 56.00 4.99 7.78 20.00 ;
. ‘Trust Tery. &/ ~¢ - -- -- -- -- --
v Virgin Is. 284,000 373,000 29.07% 4.99 6.43 17.24
: 0.008 $4.99  $4.99 11.38%

a/ Current population figures by age groups are not available “or the Trust Territory. :
See foctnote 11 for a discussion of the status of the Trust Territory. :

NOTE: Grant estimates are rounded to the nearest $1,000.

Source: .Congresszional Research Service caicplacions.based on data from the U.S.
Départment of Education
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THE PER CAPITA INCOME ADJUSTVENT-

In addxtlon to-adjustments for the.oge of a:State’s population, another
component of the Perkine basic grant formu}a is the adjustment for a State’s
average PCIL: Tbas gection. examines the mﬂuenco ‘of the. PCI adjustment on
allocations.to Statas Per capita‘income is a measare of fiscal capacity, that
is, & State’s ability to.pay+for vocational education or other programs. 16 The
current formula adiists for.a State’s ﬁscalzcapaclty by increasing payments to

‘States with. relatlvely Jow PCIs and. reducing payments to wealthier States.

One argument hehind this. approach is that relatively poor States (as indicated
by lower, personal income per capita) Have less fiscal capacity to raise revenues
for-vocational education-and thug:requirs more Federal ‘asgistance.

Table 2 shows: changes in allocations resulting from adjusting the formula

for States’ PCL Column 1 contains Staté. grants based on weighted

population ages 15 to 65. (These grants. are identical to those in column 2 in
table 1.) Column-2 shows State grants adjusted for States average PCI and
for: populatlon, and column 3 shows the perceritage dlﬂ‘erences resulting from

‘this-adjustment. Columns- 4 and.b contain the.per capita grants based on the

two formulas. The last-column of tablé 2 contsins each-State’s PCI averaged
over 1935, 1986, and 1987 (as ‘used in the.Perkins basic- grant formula).

Comparing columns 3 and 6 shows:that States with an:average PCI less

‘then the national average of $14,660 would:réceive increased grants after the

PCI ;djustlnent is applied. The adjustment would reduce grants for those
States with PCI’s above the national average. Comparmg Alsbama and Alaska
zllustratas ‘the influence of this adjustraent. Alabama:-one of the poorest
States a8 measured by PCI-would have its grant incteased by nearly 20
percent. Alaska-thh the Nation’s highest PCI-would experience a reductlon
of more thah 20 percent resultmg from the PCI ad;ustment -Changes
resultmg from this adjustment would range from -20.4 percent to 19.4 percent

- and per capita gran’s: for States would vary from $3.86 to $6.81. Nineteen

States would' experience reduced ﬁmdxng (compared with grants based on
population alore) aad 31 would gain funds.”

e

16Some have-criticized .the use of PCI as a measurs of fiscal capacity

" because it inclades only personal income, which may only approximate other

aspects of thetax base such as residential and- commercial propert;, general
sales, and corporate income. For further discussion of this topic, see US.
Department of the Treasury. Office of State and Local Finance. Federal-

.State-Local Fiscal Relations. Sept. 1985. Washington, 1985. p. 207-250.

Y7As one would expect, given that the Perkins Act sets the allotment ratio
at the maximum (0.6) for the Outlying Areas, the PCI adjustment in the
formula would substantially increase grants for these recipients.

17
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TABLE 2. Comparison of Basic State Formula Grants
Baséed on Adjusted Population Ages 15-65 and
on Adjustments for- Per Capita Income

N

Grant
Grant per capita
Grant Grant Percent per adjusted Average
based on adjusted for difference capita for per capita
adjusted per -capita columns (15-65) per capita income
population incoue 1 and 2 (Adjusted) income (1985-87)
State (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
¥. Alabajpa - $14,199,000 $16,945,000 19.34% $5.25 $6.27 $11,312
o. Alaska 1,802,000 1,434,000, -20.42 4.99 3.97 18,444
%~ Arizoma . - 11,032,000 11,730,000 6.33 4,97 5.29 13,649
; -Arkansas 8,049,000 9,606,000 19.34 5.25 6.27 11,018
- - ‘California 88,592,000 74,813,000 -15.55 4.71 3.98 16,876
.- . Colorado 10,878,000 10,478,000 -3.68 4.76 4.59 15,125
Connecticut 10,681,000 8,500,000 -20.42 4.85 3.86 19,676
. -Delaware 2,195,000 2,044,000 -6.88 4.95 4.61 15,594
"+~ Florida 36,253,000 35,946,000 -0.85 4.64 4.60 14,709
Georgia 22,132,000 23,818,000 7.62 5.24 5.64 13,457
Hawaii 3,620,000 3,581,000 -1.08 4.87 4,82 14,743
Idaho 3,341,000 3,987,000 19.34 5.27 6.29 11,287
Illinois 38,483,000 35,936,000 -6.62 4,95 4,62 15,557
.- ‘Indiana 19,033,000 20,872,000 9.66 5.13 5.63 13,157
=% Iowa 9,238,000 9,921,000 8.15 5.C3 5.44 13,380
~ ‘Kansas 7,885,000 ° 7,938,000 0.67 4,88 4,91 14,485
- Kentucky 12,951,000 15,457,000 19.35 5.20 6.21 11,367
Louisiana 15,401,000 - 18,381,000 19.35 5.28 6.31 11,332
Maine 4,065,000 4,530,000 11.44 5.13 5.71 12,892
" Maryland 15,533,000 12,972,000 -16.49 4.90 4.09 17,012
Mass. 19,668,000 15,652,000 -20.42 4,88 3.89 17,694
Michigan 32,283,000 31,942,000 -1.06 5.19 5.13 14,736
Minnesota 13,971,000 13,553,000 -2.99 4.95 4,80 15,023
Mississippi 9,451,000 11,278,000 19.33 5.64 6.72 9,731
.. Missouri 16,€77,000 17,378,000 4,20 4.95 5.16 13,963
"2 . Moritana " 2,605,000 3,109,000 19.35 4.9 5.90 11,698
i: ~ Nebraska 5,156,000 5,490,000 6.48 4.99 5.31 13,627
‘Nevada 3,138,000 2,944,000 -6.18 4.49 4,21 15,496
New. Hamp. 3,616,000 3,162,000 -12.56 4,97 4,35 16,432
New Jersey 25,589,000 20,363,000 - -20.42 4,85 3.86 18,923
New-Mexico 5,127,000 6,119,000 19.35 5.19 6.19 11,512
New York 59,054,000 49,838,000 -15.52 4,87 4.12 16,870
. N. ‘Carolina 22,444,000 25,663,000 14.34 '5.10 5.83 12,467
2. ‘North. Dakota 2,177,000 2,483,000 14,42 5.06 5.79 12,455
-Ohiio 36,432,000 38,125,000 4,65 5.05 5.28 13,896
i8
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TABLE 2. Comparison of Basic State Formwia Grants
Based on Adjusted Population Ages 15-65 and
on Adjustments for Per Capita Income--Continued

3 Grant
- Grant per capita
o Grant Grant Percent per adjusted Average
e ‘based on adjusted for difference capita for per capita
o adjusted per .capita columns (15-65) per capita income
2 . population income 1 and 2 (adjusted) income (1985-87)
: ‘State 1) (2) (3) (&) (5) (6)
g‘ ‘Oklahoma $10,799,000 $12,465,000 15.43% $5.05 $5.82 $12,308
I Oregon 8,559,000 9,303,000 8.69 4.73 5.14 13,302
Ve Pennsylvania 39,115,000 39,717,000 1.54 4.90 4.97 14,355
- Rhode Island 3,273,000 3,261,000 -0.37 4.91 4.90 14,635
..~ .. 8. Carolina 12,209,000 14,571,000 19.35 5.27 6.29 11,341
j“ _South Dakota  -2,286,000 2,719,000 18.94 5.07 6.03 11,790
1 Tennessee 16,531,000 19,379,000 17.23 5.04 5.91 12,042
n Texas. 57,147,000 60,917,000 6.60 5.14 5.48 13,608
: Utah 5,754,000 6,867,000 19.34 5.71 6.81 10,992
i Vermont 1,914,000 2,076,000 8.46 5.13 5.57 13,335

Virginia 20,485,000 19,251,000 ~«6.02 4.95 4.65 15,470
: ‘Washington. 14,736,000 14,478,000 -1.75 4.79 4.71 14,841
- ‘W. Virginia . 6,486,000 7,741,000 19.35 5.16 6.16 10,568
: Wisconsin 16,091,000 16,784,000- 4.31 5.08 5.30 13,946
¢ Wyoming . 1,593,000 - 1,790,000 12.37 4,92 5.53 12,753
: Dist. of Col. 1,900,000 1,512,000 -20.42 4,34 3.45 19,029
) Puerto Rico 12,875,000 15,358,000 19.29 6.58 7.85 na
A Am, Samoa 145,000 173,000 19.31 8.05 9.60 na
: Guam 4%1,000 526,000 19.27 6.68 7.97 na
: N. Marianas 78,000 93,000 19.23 7.78 9.29 na
“ Trust Terr. a/ -- -- -- -- -- na
; Virgin Is.- 373,000 445,000 19.30 6.43 7.67 na
%@“ U.S. Totals $825,600,000: $825,600,000 v.008  $4.99 $4.99 - $14,660
% a/ See footnote 11 for a discussion of the status of the Trust Territory.

NOTE: Grant estimates are rounded to the nearest $1,000.

e Sem vyt g o7

Source: Congressional Research Service calculations based on data from the U.S.
Department of Education.
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MINIMUM GRANTS AND HOLD HARMLESS PROVISIONS

Besides distributing funds based on State populatxon and sverage PCI,
the Perkins forinula provides minimum grants and maximum ir:reases. These
minimum .and maximum-grants- mltxgate the influences of other components
of the formula One argument for a minimum grant ‘is that -below a certain
amount a-State grant.is too small to'be used effectively. For the Perkins Act,
that-amount has been set at 0.5 percent of the total appropriations for besic
grants.® For FY 1989 this amount is $4;120,963.° The currént law also
Astlpulates that no State shall receive--as a result of the application of the
minimum. grant provision--a ‘grant that is 50 percent greater than its grant in
‘the previous fiscal year.

The Perkine:Act also protects States agamst relatively large decreases in
their State grants resulting from changes-in the levels of a State’s factors that
make up the formula. ‘The current Perkins formula protects ("holds harmless"
a State against.decreases bélow its FY 1985 grant level if, 'for example, the
State. experlenced a: sxgmﬁcant decrease in populatxon or'if PCI increased. In.
either ‘case-decreasiig population or increasing PCI--the current formula
would reduce: a State’s allocation. The ‘hold-harmless level ensures that a
State will feceive at least-what it received in FY 1985.2

Table 3 illustratés the influences of the FY 1985 hold harmless and the
minimum ‘State grant. The first: numerical column is the same as column 2
in.table 2 (grants based on adjustments for- population groups and for FC).
The second columin. shows each State’s FY 1985 -grant. The next two columns
irndicate whether the FY 1985 hold harmless, the minimin grant provision,
or both apply to a State. Column.5 shows grants &fter applying the hold
harmless and minimum grant. (These grants are also: estimates of actual FY
1989 grants rounded to the: nearest $1,000.) Column 6 shows the influence
of these adjustments in terms of percentage change, and the last two columns
show the influence on per capita grants.

18Some. Federal formula grant programs-for example, the Dwight D.
Eisenhower Mathemati¢s and Science Education Act--also specify a minimum
State grant of 0.5 pcreent.

As we discussed previously, current law provides that the minimum
grant for the Outlying Areas is $200,000.

2The minimum.grant provisions of the Act are interrelated. The State
minimum for a given State is the greater of two amounts: the State’s FY
1985 allocation and 0.5 percent -of the total allocation for basic grants.
Addxtxonally, no State may receive a grant that is more than 150 percent of
its grant in the previous year as a result of the application of the minimum
grant provisions.

20
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Data. for- Alaska 1llustrate ‘how the FY 1985 hold harmless and the 0.5
percént minimum grant work. Without éither of-these adjustments, Alaska
would have received approximately $143 million (column 1). Since this
amount is. less than Alaska’s FY 1985 -grant (column 2), the hold harmless
would. apply. However, since the hold harmless level for Alaska is less than
the 0.5 percent .min‘mum, the minimum -grant becomes the final grant for
Alaska (column: 5) 3

The result of the FY 1985 hold hatinleis end.the:0.5 percent minimum
is to increase grants to .some (mostly small) States and decrease grants: to
other States. "The increases range as high as 187.4 percent above what a
State would have recewed without thése provmons The decreases are usually
dbout 3 percent. Fxﬁeen ‘States receive increased. grants; 35 experience
decreases.

2Table 3 displays other patterns of interactions between these two
adjustments. Withou® these adjustments, the estimated grant for Idsho is

greater than its FY 1985 grant but less than the 0.5 percent mlmmum,

therefore the fina: grant is the C.5 percent minimum. The grants in column
1 for Maryland, Massachusetts, and New York are greater than the State
minimum but less than these States FY 1985 grants; therefore the final grant
equals the State’s FY 1985 amount. Although it is not completely clear why
FY 1989 allocations for these three States would be bélow their FY 1985

4allocat10ns, at least part of the explenation may be a combination of

increasing per capita income and-declining population, especlally in the 15 to
19 age category. Between FY 1983-and FY 1989, PCI in Massachusetts, for
example, increased 38.6 percent (third among all States). Between 1984 and
1987 its 15-19 year old population-decreased by 9.7 percent (the highest rate
of decline among the States).

S
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TABLE 3.

Including and Excluding State Minimum
Grant Provisions

Comparison of Basic State Formula Grants

Estimated Estimated
Estimated ‘Column 1 Percent grand grant

grant Column 1 ‘less than difference per person per person

without ~ less than 0.5 percent Final between aged 15-65 aged 15-65

State FY 1985 FY 1985 minimum estimated columns no State with State

State minimum grant .grant . ($4,121,000) grant 1 and 5 ninimum minimum

(1) (2) (3) (4) (3) (6) (7) (8)
‘Alabama $16,945,000 $15,524,000 $16,375,000 -3.4% $6.27 $6.06
Alaska 1,434,000 1,566,000 Yes Yes 4,121,000 187.4 3.97 11.42
Arizona 11,730,000 9,957,000 11,336,000 -3.4 5.29 5.11
Arkansas 9,606,000 8,686,000 9,283,000 -3.4 6.27 6.06
‘California 74,813,000 68,148,000 72,297,000 -3.4 3.98 5.84
Colorado 10,478,000 9,158,000 1¢,126,000 -3.4 4.59 4.43
Connecticut 8,500,009 8,224,000 ‘8,224,000 -3.2 3.86 3.73
Delaware 2,044,000 2,682,000 Yes Yes 4,121,000 101.6 4,61 9.30
Florida 35,946,000 31,281,000 345;737,000 -3.4 4,60 4.45
Georgia 23,818,000 21,595,000 23,017,000 -3.4 5.64 5.45
Hawaii 3,581,000 3,919,000 Yes Yes 4,121,000 15.1 4.82 5.55
Idaho - 3,987,000 3,901,000 Yes 4,121,000 3.4 6.29 6.50.
~ Illinois 35,936,000 34,165,000 34,728,000 -3.4 4.62 4.47
Indiana 20,872,000 19,777,000 20,170,000 -3.4 5.63 5.44
Iowa 9,991,000 9,671,3C0 9,671,000 -3.2 5.44 5.27
Kansag 7,938,000 7,207,000 7,671,000 -3.4 4.91 4.74
Kentucky 15,457,000 14,427,000 14,938,000 -3.4 6.21 6.00
Louisiana 18,381,000 16,548,000 17,763,000 -3.4 .6.31 6.09
Maine 4,530,000 4,359,000 4,378,000 -3.4 5.711 5.52
Maryland 12,972,000 13,039,000 Yes 13,039,000 0.5 4.09 4.11
i
22 23

LI-S¥D

"~

B ¥
-
i
4

o)




s

TABLE 3.

Comparison of Basic State Formula Grants

Including and Excluding State Minimum
Grant Provisions--Continued

<y

South Dakota

Sstimated Estimated
Estimated Column 1 Percent grant grant

grant Column 1 less than difference per person per person

without less than' 0.5 percent Final between aged 15-65 aged 15-55

State FY 1985 FY 1985 minimum estimated columas no State with State

State ninimum grant grant ($4,121,000 grant 1l and 5 minimum minimum
1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (N (8)
Massachusetts §$15,652,000 §17,324,000 Yes $17,324,000 10.7% $3.89. $4.30
Michigan 31,942,000 31,283,000 31,283,000 -2.1 5.13 5.03
“‘Minnesota 13,553,000 13,438,000 13,438,000 -0.8 4.80 4.76
Migsissippi 11,278,000 10,346,000 10,898,000 -3.4 6.72 6.50
Missouri 17,378,000 16,877,000 16,877,000 -2.9 5.16 5.01
Montana 3,109,000 3,927,000 Yes Yes 4,12.,000 32.5 5.90 7.82
Nobrasics: 5,490,000 5,165,000 5,305,000 -3.4 5.31 5.13
- Nevada 2,944,000 3,313,000 Yes Yes 4,121,000 40.0 4.21 5.90
New Hampshire 3,162,000 3,913,000 Yes Yes 4,121,000 30.3 4.35 5.67
New Jersey 20,363,000 19,375,000 19,678,000 -3.4 3.86 3.73
* New Mexico 6,119,000 5,391,000 5,913,000 -3.4 6.19 5.96 .

New York ‘49,888,000 51,362,000 Yes 51,362,000 3.0 4.12 4.24
North Carolina 25,663,000 23,593,000 24,300,000 -3.4 5.83 5.64
North Dakota 2,483,000 3,227,000 Yes Yes 4,121,000 65.9 5.79 9.61
Ohio 38,125,000 36,354,000 36,843,000 -3.4 5,28 5.10
-Oklalioma 12,465,000 10,527,000 12,046,000 -3.4 5.82 5.63
Oregon 9,303,000 8,657,000 8,990,000 -3.4 5.14 4.97
Pennsylvania 39,717,000 38,550,000 38,550,000 -2.9 4.97 4.83
Rhode Island 3,261,000 3,911,000 Yes Yes 4,121,000 26.4 4,90 6.19
South Carolina 14,571,000 13,293,000 14,081,000 -3.4 6.29 6.07
2,719,000 3,508,000 Yes Yes 4,121,000 51.5 6.03 9.14

81840




TABLE 3.

Comparison of Basic State Formula Grants
Including and Excluding State Minimum
Grant Provisions--Continued

Estimated Estimated

Estimated Column 1 Percent grant grant
5 grant- Column 1 less than difference per person per person
. without 4 less than 0.5 percent Final between aged 15-65 aged 15-65
" State FY 1985 FY 1985 minimum estimated columns no State  no State
g State: minimum grant grant ($4,121,000) grant 1l and 5 minimum minimum
. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) )] (8)
. , : '
(o " Tennessee $19,379,000 $17,850,000 $18,728,000 -3.4% $5.91 $5.71
N Texas 60,917,000 49,603,000 58,868,000 -3.4 5.48 5.30
B Utah 6,867,000 6,066,000 6,636,000 -3.4 6.81 6.58
vy Vermont 2,076,000 2,779,000 Yes Yes - 4,121,000 98.5 5.57 11.05
L Virginia 19,251,000 18,124,000 18,604,000 -3.4 4.65 4.49
: ‘Washington 14,478,000 12,745,000 13,991,000 -3.4 4,71 4,55
, West Virginia 7,741,000 7,271,000 7,481,000 -3.4 6.16 5.96
P Wisconsin 16,784,000 16,349,000 16,349,000 -2.6 5.30 5.16
i - Wyoming 1,790,000 1,848,000 Yes Yes 4,121,000 130.2 5.53 12.72
P Dist. of Col. 1,512,000 2,514,000 Yes Yes 4,121,000 172.5 3.45 9,41
B Puerto -Rico 15,358,000 13,593,000 . 14,842,000 -3.4 7.85 7.59
o American Samoa 173,000 191,000 Yes a/ Yes a/ 191,000 10.7 9.60 10.62

615490



) TABLE 3. Comparison of Basic State Formula Grants -
- : Including and Excluding State Minimum
Grant Provisions--Continued

;;‘ ' Estimatad Estimated

Estimated Colum 1 ] Percent grant grant
§ grant Column 1 1less than difference per person per person
. without less than 0.5 percent Final betweenr aged 15-65 aged 15-65
L State FY 1985 FY 1985 minimum estimated - columns no State with State
gb“p State mininum grant graat  ($4,121,000) grant 1 and 5 ~minimum ~minimum
= - (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) € (@)

Guam $526,000  $466,000 $508,000 -3.4% $7.97 $7.70

- Northern Marinas 93,000 191,000 Yes a/ Yes a/ 191,000 105.9 9.29 19.12
£ .~ Trust Territory b/ -- -- -- -- -- -- a
H. Virgin Islands 445,000 396,000 430,000 -3.4 7.67 7.41 73 ;
i‘ U.S. Totals $825,600,000 $777,633,000 $825,600,000 0.0% $4.99 $4.99

a/ Minimum grant for the Outlying Areas is $200,000 of which approximately $191,000 is allocated to the basic

grant. . i ;
b/ See footnote 11 for a discussion of the sfatus of the Trust Territory.
NOTE: Grant estimates are fo&nded to the nearest $1,000.

Source: Congressional Research Service calculations based on data from the U.S. Department of Education.

(o




ORS-21

- SUMMARY OF EFFECTS‘ OF BASIC GRANTS COMPONENTS

So far this report has examined the mﬂuences on the dxstnbutxon of
Perkins basic State grants as each component of the formula is added. The
influence of adding each component:can be seen-by comparing variations in
the grants:per capita. (See figure 4.) -If the formula were based:only on a
State’s -population between. the ages of 16 and 65, each State’s per capita
‘grant wouldbe the same (3499 for FY 1989). When all components are ‘added
t6.the forinw'a, States’ per capita-grants vary from $3.73 to $12.72. Thus, we
see that.the combined effect of the components of the formula is to increase
thé-variability of the per capita grants.

Rcmges in Per Capita Grants
(as each formula component is added)

Per Capita Gront
14

L S—

1 ) ! '
Papulation 15-65  Adjusted population PCi adjustment Minimum grants

Formula Component

# u.s. Average ($4.99)

_ Pource: CRS Anolysis based on U.S.
Department of Education Dato-

Figure 4

Another perspective on the Perkins basic grant formula is to determine
which component of the formula has the most influence on allocations to
States. One way to answer. this question is.to remove each component from
the formule and analyze how much allocations changeZ Table 4 shows that
the influence of the formula components is small for most States but can be
substantial for some States Even removing the PCI adjustment, which has
the largest influence on State allocatlons, would produce a median change of
2.65 percent for FY 1989. That is, allocations for 25 of the 50 States would

“22Gee appendix B for the complete results of this analysis.
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change by 2.65 percent or lass At the same time, relatively wealthier States
wouid experience increases as large as 20 percent, and many States in the
South and Southwest woull experience: decreases as great as 12 percent.

TABLE 4. Summary of Changes as Each Component Is
Removed From the Perkins Basic Grant Formula

Formula | .

component Maximum = Maximum Median
removed decrease: increace change
Age

adjustment -8.6% 7.6% 0.9%
PCI | 3

adjustment -12.6 20.5 2.65
Minimum

grant -62.0 2.0 2.0
FY 1985

hold

harmless- -11.9 0.9 0.9

‘Removing-the population adjustments would have substantial influence
on allocations to States such .as Utah and Florida with populations
consnderably younger-cr older-than the Nation-as a whole but would have
minor -effects for raost States. Removing the 0.5 percent minimum grant
would slightly i increase grants to most States, but several sparsely populated
States: would experience ‘decreases as much as 62 percent. Similarly, most
States would sxperience relatively minor changes (usually. increases of less
than 1 percent) as a result of removing the FY 1985 hold harmless provision

“from- the formula. The. maJor exceptions are Maryland, Massachusetts, and

New York, which would experience decreases as great as 12 percent.®®

23ee footnote 21 for a discussion of these effects.
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‘H.R. 7 ALTERATIONS TO STATE BASIC GRANT FORMULA

The proposed HR.' 7% formula is similar to current law except that HR.
7 contams .additional provisions for minimum and maximum payments to
States and- specifies that no State- would receive less than its FY 1989 grant.
Specxfically, ‘H:R.7 provides that, as a result of the minimum grant provisions
of the Act, a State cannot ‘recuive a grant that is greater than the lesser of*
two -amounts:

1. A ‘grant that results in a per-capita grant for the State
that is more than 50 percent above the United States per
capita. grant (in- FY 1989 this amount is $4.99 times 1.5

equals-$7.49)%

2. A grant th’attisf50 percent gljeater:than the State received
in-the:previous fiscal year (that i3, a State might have its
grant -increased as funds are reallocated from States with
high per capita grants,. but it could not could not receive
more. ‘than a 50 percent increase as a result. of this
redxstributxon) '

H.R. 7 also provides that no- State would receive less than its FY 1989. grant.

Because of theproposed FY 1989 hold hatmless,ha comparison of current
law and HR. T State: allotments using FY 1989 appropriations would show
each- State:receiving-the same amounts in bothk cases. Thus, to. illustrate the
differences ‘between the current formula and that proposed .under HR. 7, we
have compared FY 1989 allocations under current law with H.R: 7 allocations
based on the H:R. 7 authdrization level for FY 1990 for basic State grants of
$980- million. ($1 billion minus 2’ nercent for national programs), an 18.7

?AOn May 9 .1989 by ‘8 vote of 402 to 3, the House passed H.R. 7, the
Applied Technology-Education Ameéndments of 1989, which would amend and
extend the Perkins Aét: For further information on H.R. 7, see US. Library
of Congress ‘Congressional Research Service. Carl D. Perkma Vocational
Education Act: Issues for Reauthorization. Issue Brief No. IB89069, by
Rxchard N. Apling and Paul M. Irwin, Aug. 11, 1989 (updated regularly).
Washmgton, 1989.

‘ZHR. 7 uses the term "per pupil payments.”" For the purposes of
estimating basxc State grants under H.R. 7, we calculated the national average
per pupil paymerit by dividing the total amount for the basic State grants by
the:total population ages 15 to 65. For- States; we divided the State’s grant
by the State’s: populatlon ages 16 to 65. It should be noted that these are
not, ‘strictly- speakmg, per: pupxl payments. .Rather they are payments per
capita. We have. calculated and-used per capita payments because sec. 211(3)
of H:R: 7 makes reference to sec. 101(a)(2) of current law, which deals with
pOpulatnon counts in the age ranges 15 to 19; 20 to 24, and 25 .o 65.




S ET

CRS-24

.percem increase over the FY 1989 appropriations of $825.6 million. When
-examining these: compansons, it is important to remember that a change in

what a State would.receive urider the H.R. 7 formula is greatly influenced by
tlus hypothetl.al increase in appropriations. It is important to.corpare a
State’s percent changa to the national change of 18.7 percent rathér than to
whatthe State receives- -under current law and FY 1989 appropriations. The
effects - .of the HR. 7 formula. can ‘be seen inhow it dxstnbutes the 18.7
percent increase. among ‘the ‘States.

Table b shows State-by-State comparisons.® The first.column of hiimbers
shows the FY 1989 grants under ciirrent’ law: The next column. shows the
est:mated grant- amounts whe s the HR. 7 formula is applied to theé HR. 7

-authonzatxon Jevel. The third namerical column provides. percentage
~d1fferences between ‘the two' formulas The last two columns show the "per

capita” .giants (i.e., the grant :.amount divided by the State’s po-ulation
between .the:-ages of 15-and 65) under curzent law and under the proposed

.formula.

“The table illustrates how the HR. 7 formula would distribute an increase.
in appropriations for the, Perkins Act above the FY 1989 level of funding.
Ever though: fundmg for the Perkins Act would increase by nearly 19 percent
if appropriations. reacheéd the authorization level proposed in HR. 7, six

‘States: -(Alaska, Delaware, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, and

‘Wyoming)-and -the District- of Columbia- would ‘recgive no additional funds.
Their -allocations and theu' per ‘capita. grants»whxch range from $9.14 to

:$12.72;-all-more  than 50 percent above the national average-~would remain at

their FY 1989 levels because the’ ‘HR. 7 minimum grant level prevents these
States and the District of Columbia from being reducéd to 150 percent of the
national per capita grant of '$8.88 (assuming ‘funding at the HR. 7
authonzatxon level). Other States’ grants and per capita grants would be
raised-in-most cases by more than the 18.7 percent increase that-funding et
the HR. 7 authonzatxon level would represent.

26Bacause of inadequate. data, we have not been able to calculate precise
grant amounts under H.R. 7 for the Outlying Areas.

33




CRS-25
TABLE 5. Comparison of Basic State Grants
‘Under. Carl 'D. Perkins Vocational Education Act
end Under H.R. 7, as Passed by the Hous2
Using Qifferent Funding Levels
Basic
FY 89 Percent
State H.R. 7 difference Per Per
grant estimated between capita capita
under basic current grant for grant
current State and"H.R. 7 ‘current under
‘State 14 grant grant law H.R. 7
5 ALABAMA $16,375,000 $19,737,000 20.5% $6.06 $7.30
o -ALASKA 4,121,000 4,121,000 0.0 11.42 11.42
1 ARIZONA 11,335,000 13,663,000 20.5 5.11 6.16
< . ARKANSAS 9,283,000 11,189,000 20.5 6.06 7.30
- CALIFORNIA . 72,293,000 87,137,000 20.5 3.84 4.63
;. ~COLORADO 10,125,000 12,204,000 20.5 4.43 5.34
- CONNECTICUT 8, 224'000 9,900,000 20.4 3.73 4.50
L, :DELANARE 4, 121 000 4,121,000 0.0 9.30 9.30
3 ,FLORIDA 34, 7 15,000 41, 868,000 20.5 4.45 5.36
L GEORGIA 23, 016 000 27,742,000 20.5 5.45 6.57
e HAWAII 4,121,000 ~'4,960,000 18.9 5.55 6.59
. IDAHO 4,121,000 4,900,000 18.9 6.50 7.73
: ILLINOIS 34, 726,000 41,856,000 20.5 4.47 5.38
;; INDIANA 20,169,000 ‘24,311,000 20.5 5.44 6.55
v I0WA 9,671,000 11,637,000 20.3 5.27 6.34
4 KANSAS 7,670,000 9,245,000 20.5 4.74 5.72
: KENTUCKY 14,937,000 18,004,000 20.5 6.00 7.23
¢ ‘LOUISIANA 17,762,000 21,409,000 20.5 6.09 7.34
MAINE 4,378,000 S5, 277 000 20.5 5.52 6.65
«MARYLAND 13,039,000 15,109,000 15.9 4.11 4.77
HASSACHUSETTS 17,324,000 18,230,000 5.2 4.30 4.53
’MICHIGAN 31,283,000 '37,205,000 18.9 5.03 5.98
MINNESOTA 13,438,000 15,786,000 17.5 4.76 5.59
MISSISSIPPI 10,898, 000 13,135,000 20.5 6.50 7.83
vHISSOURI 16,877,000 20,241,000 19.9 5.01 6.01
-MONTANA 4,121,000 4,682,000 13.6 7.82 8.88
NEBRASKA 5,305,000 6,394,000 20.5 5.13 6.18
NEVADA 4,121,000 4,900 00 18.9 5.90 7.01
NEW HAMPSHIRE 4,121,000 4,900,000 18.9 5.67 6.74
‘NEW JERSEY 19,677,000 23,717,900 20.5 3.73 4.50
NEW. MEXICO 5,913,000 7,127,00" 20.5 5.98 7.21
NEW YORK 51,362,000 58,106,000 13.1 4.24 4.79
NORTH CAROLINA 24,799,000 29,891,000 20.5 5.63 6.79
NORIH DAKOTA. 4,121,000 4,121,000 0.0 9.61 9.61
OHIO: 36,841,000 44,406,000, 20.5 5.10 6.15
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-

) TABLE 5. Comparison of Basic State Grants

- Under Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act
and Under H.R. 7, as Passed by the House
Using Di’Eferen* Funding ‘Levels~--Continued

e

Basic . . R

FY 89 Percent <

State H.R. 7 difference Per Per ;

grant estimaced batween capita capita

under basic current grant for  grant :
, current. State and H.R. 7 current under .
State law grant grant law H.R. 7 :

-~
¢

E! OKLAHOMA $12,045,000  $14,519,000 20.5% $5.63 $G.78

: OREGON 2,990,000 10,835,000 ~ 20.5 4.97 5.99 5

A PENNSYLVANIA 38,550,000 46,260,000 20.0 4.83 5.79 ;

e 'RHODE. ISLAND 4,121,000 4,900,000 18.9 6.19 7.36 ;
L - SOUTH' CAROLINA ~ 14,080,000 16,971,000 20.5 6.07 7.32
T *SOUTH: vAxorA 4,121,000 4,121,000 0.0 9.14 9.14
o7 “TENNESHE 18,726,000 22,572,000 20.5 5.71 6.88

3 “TEXAS, 58,865,000 70,952,000 20.5 5.30 6.38 ‘

UTAR- 6,635,600 7,998,000 20.5 6.58 7.93 ;i

VERMONT 4,121,000 4,121,000 0.0 11.05 11.05 :

VIRGINIA 18,603,000 22,422,000 20.5 4.49 5.42 ;

WASHINGTON 13,990,000 16,863, 000. 20.5 &4.55 5.49 ~

o WEST VIRGINIA 7,480,000 9,016,000 20.5 5.96 7.18 X

- WISCONSIN 16,349,000 19,549,000 19.6 5.16 6.17 -

‘ WYOMING 4,121,000 4,121,000 0.0 12.72 12.72 ;

_ DIST. OF COL. 4,121,000 4,121,000 0.0 9.41 9.41 .

PUERTO 'RICO 14,850,000 17,888,000 20.5 7.59 9.15 ;

AMERICAN SAMOA 191,000 201,000 5.3 - - ;

GUAM 520,000 613,000 17.9 - - :

‘NORTHERN MARIANAS 191,000 191,000 0.0 . . :

TRUST TERRITORY &/ €5,000 76,000 16.5 . - :

VIRGIN. ISLANDS 441,000 518, (00 17.6 - . y

U.S. TOTALS $625,600,000 $980,000,000 18.7% $4.99 ¢5.92 :

a/ See footnote 11 for a discussion of the status of the Trust Territory.
P NOTE: Grant .estimates are rounded to the nearest $1,000.

’ ! Source: Congressional Research Service calculations based on data from
¢ the U.S. Department of Education.
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WITHIN STATE AILOCATIONB

So far this report has dmcussed the allocatlon of funds among States
under the Perkins Act. This section discussés distribution of funds within
States to school districts,: -vocational-technical institutes, community colleges,
and' other providers of vocational education. The first part of the section
summarizes within State allocation- under current. law. The second part
discusses  proposed changes in allocations within States under HR. 7.

CURRENT FORMULAS

As noted -eiuslier, the Perkins- Act rcquires each State to allocate 43
percant:of its basic grant to program improvement activitiss and 57 percent
for services to special populaiions (see figure 3). Each State must allocate at
least 80.percent of.its basic grant to eligible recipients (i.e., a local educational
‘agency or postsecondary educational: institution). However, States must
distribute 100 percent of funds reserved for t+> disadvantaged (22 percent of
the grant) .and for the: handicapped (10 percent of the. grant) to eligible
recipients.2’

The Perkins-Act sperifies general formiulas for allocating funds earmarked
for the dmadvantaged ‘and -the handicapped within States. States must
distribute ‘half the funds for the disadvantaged based on. the number of
economxcally disadvantaged persons ‘enrolled by che eligible-=acipient during
the.preceding fiscal year. The allocation-of the other half of the funds for the
disadvantaged is based on the number of dmadvantaged students® the

" recipiént served. in vocational education programs in the preceding fiscal
year.® Allocation:of furids-for handicapped students is similar: half of the
funds .is allccated based on the number of economically disadvantaged
students, half is allocated based on the number of handicapped students served
by vocatxonal education programs.

The- Act-does not secify formulas for funds targeted for other specxal
populations (for example, adults in need of training or retraining) but requires
States to-establish these formulas. Moreover, the Act says very little about
the distribution within States of the 43 percent of State basic grants

#'The Act also requires that States allocate "more" ‘of the Perkins funds
to local school dlstncts and postsecondary institutions in economically
depressed areas or in areas with high. unemployment.

”Diq‘advar,;taggd‘stu&.enta may include both those who are economically
disadvantage1 and those who are educationally disadvantaged.

2‘°'l"he State.must assure that-eligible recipients reserve a percentage of
these- funds for limited-English proficient (LEP) students in proportxon that
is at least- equal to the‘proportion-of the recipient’s enrollment that is LEP.
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earmarked -for program improvement, except that any approach a State uses
must result in projects and activitios that are of sufficient size, scope, and
quality to serve the:needs of students. In additioh, the Act does not specify
what ‘proportions of State basic grants to' distribute to secondary and
postseconidary vocatxonal education.® :

"PROPOSED WITHIN STATE FORMULA UNDER HR. 7

In part ‘because of findings by the Nationial Assessment of Vocational
Education (MAVE) and by the GAO,* H.R. 7 contains significant changes to
the thhm State distribution of bamc ‘State grant funds. The bill would

~ehmmate most-of the specific set-asides for special populations (with required

assurances. from States: that these groups will be served). HR. 7 would
require States to allocate 80 percent of the basic State grants to school
districts-and postsecondary institutions and use the.remaining 20 percent for
State-leve! functions. Figure b illustrates Faw basic State grants wouid be
allocated ‘within ‘Stdtes. H.R. 7 would perinit & maximum of 5 percent or

.$250,000 (whichever is greater) for State Administration.®® Ten:percent would

be reserved for sex equity prograins and programs for single parents,

homemakers, and displaced homemakers. Five percent of the State-level funds

could be used for the following purposes:
e Business-education-labor partnerships,
o  Performance standards and measures,

o  Staff-training and retraining for integrating academic and "epplied
technology” education,

-o At least one program for incarcerated youth,

%The National Assessment of Vocational Education (NAVE)--a 3-year
study of vocational education mandated by the Perkins Act and conducted
under the auspxee;of the U.S. Department of Education-—-has found that States
vary considerably in-how they divide their Perkins furds between secondary
and postsecondary vocational education. The NAVE reported that the share
of Perkins funds allocated to postsecondary vocational education varies from
8 percent to 100 percent.

3AThe GAO found, for example, "that the process some [S]tates use for
distributing Perkins funds favors wealthier communities over poorer ones."
General Accounting Office, Vocetional'Education, Opportunity to Prepare for
the Future. ‘GAO/HRD-85:55, May 19, 1989, Washington, 1989 p. 35.

£Not less than $60,000 of these funds must be used for activities of the

sex equity- coordmator
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» Preservice and inservice training, and

»  Support for applied technology student
‘organizations.

H.R. 7 Within—State Formula

Bosed an Disablity
Stote Admin. 20%

X
Local Progroms

Bex Equity Progroms\
102 ° 80%

Basec.on Poverty

%

Stotewide Progmms'
5%

Bos..d an Enrol.
10%

Figure &

Regarding the 80 pertent of the basic grant, States would determine the
division of funds between school districts and postsecondary institutions. H.R.
7 specifies formulas for distributing funds to these recipients that, as Figure
5 shows, generally distribute funds based on poverty (70 percent of the funds),
number of handicapped students (20 percent), and total enroliment (10
percent). Specifically the formulas provide:




CRS-30-

Funds for secondary education programs:

+ 70 percent of funds distributed hased on a district’s proportion of
State’s basic- grant funds from chapter 1 of the Elementary ~nd
Secondary Education Act (ESEA),

+ 20 vercent of funds distributed based- on-a-distrizi’s proportior of
Statu s number of handxcapped students who have individualiztd
education programs as defined in the Education of the Handicappe:
Act, and

» 10 percent of funds distributed bagéd on a district’s proportion of
State’s total number of students enrolled and any adults enrolled-in
any training programs provided by school districts.

Funds for adult and postsei:ondary pirograms:

+ 70 percent of funds:distributed based on an institution’s preportion
of the total number of Peil Grant recipients and recipients of
assistance from the Bureau of Indian Affairs attending institutions
in the State, '

» 20 percent of funde distributed based on an institution’s proportion
of the total number of aid recipients under part A of title I «f the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 attending institutions in the State, and

10 percent of funds distributed based on an institutior’s proportion
=( total students enrolled in institutions in the State.

#.R. 7 includes a-hold harmless provision that would phase in these
formulas and: protect school districts and postsecondary institutions from
precipitous changes in their Perkins funds. The bill prmndes that in the first
year of the apphcatlon of these formulas, no school distriit or postsecondary
institution would receive less than 80 percent of the average cf its allotment
.in the 3 previous fiscal ysars. In years 2 and 3, no school district or

¥Some States have school districts that only serve elementary or only
secondary school students. H.R. 7 provides that any funds that would be
allocatcd to elementary school districts under this formula would be allocated
to the.school diatrict or- stricts that-provides secondary school education for
students in the elementary school district. HR. 7 would permxt grant
recipients to form consortia of more than one recipient, would require scheol
districts that send students to area vceational schools to form consortie with
those.8chools, and would require that school districts receiving a grant of
$5,000 or less to participate in a consortium. States would be permitted to
grant waivers to rural districiz that demonstrate their inability to form a
consortium.
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‘p‘dsﬁeconiisry institution would receive less than 80 percent of its allocation
from the previous year. In the fourth year, no local hold harmless provision

would ‘apply. “This "rolling 8-year" hold harmless would provide a hold

‘harmless level of 80 p.2cent’ the first year, 64 percent (80 percent of 80
Apercent) the secondary year, and 51.2 percent (80 percent of 64-percent) the

third year.

For the following reasons, we are unable to estimate how much school
districts and postsecondary institutions would receive tunder the formulas
proposed in HR. 7 or how estimated grants under HR. 7 compare with
‘current amounts.

« The US. Depertment’ of Education (ED) does not collect data
necessary to estimate the effects of the proposed formulas. For
example, allocations-of chapter 1 funds to counties are available, but
ED does not collect allocdtions to school districts. ED also does not
collect -data on vocational education funding to school districts and

postsecondary institutions.

. Current'ﬁ';’x_iding at the substate level can fluctuate substantiaiiy from
year to year in States using competitive grants to distribute part of
their ‘basic State grants. A district’s Perkins funds miglit increase
sngmﬁcantly durxng the time it-receives a 3-year grant and drop after

_the grant expires.. Depending-on whether the district received ‘a
dxscretlonary -grant during-the year used to estimate changes from
H.R.'7 provisions, a district might appear to experience:a substantial
‘increase or decrease, not-necéssarily because of HL.R. 7 provisions but
because-of its discretionary grants status.

«  As aresult of proposed changes. in-H.R. 7, States might change the
proportions. of basic :grant funds distributed to secondary and
postsecondary: vocational education® Such changes could have
significant effects on funds institutions reveive. For example, a
change-from a 50-50 split to a 75 split for school districts and a 25
split for postsecondary institutions could mean a 50 percent increase
for secondary vocational education and a commensurate decrease for
postsecondary institutions., These changes might overshadow any
effects from the HR. 7 intrastate formulas, and it is difficult to

“Statas ‘may very well make changee if HR. 7 were adopted. For
example, one State-cS¥icial told-us that set aside requirements in the currer.t

law hdve ‘influenced State decisions on distribution of Perkirs tunds between

secondary and postsecondary institutions. For example, this State distributes
100 percent of the adult set aside-to _postsecondary institutions but splits
program improvement funds evenly between the.two- levels. The decisions on

_ distributing set aside.funds-results in an' overall distribution of 80 percent of

Perkins f;*uds to postsecondary and.20 percent to secondary. Those decisions
may be-: reconsldered if set asides “squiremenis were changed.
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- predict which States might alter theu- secondary-postsecondary
dwtributlons and by how much.

All that we can say. with certainty about the effects of the HR. 7 within State
formulas is ‘that, because of the hold harmless provision, the most that a
school district or postsecondary institucdon could lose during the first year of
the -applization of these formulas is 20 percent of the average of its grants
during the previous.3 fiscal years (if total funding for Perkins basic grants
remained the same or increased).
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AFPPENDIX A: Appropriaticn History of Programs Funded Under
the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act,

Fiscal Years 1985-1989 =

(in thousanda of dollara)

Total $842,148  §813,113 $881,967 $888,243 $918,404

g8/ Numbers shown are post-sequestration amounts under P.L. 99-177.

Fiscal year 1985 1986 a/ =~ 1987 1988 1989 b/
State programs:
Basic grants ($782,603) ($748,738) ($815,000) ($804,216) ($851,566)

State grants. 770,613 737363 802,610 751,768 818,702

Ir,,xans and .

Native: ‘Hawaiians 11,890 11,375 12,390 12,448 12,864 ‘
Commumty-based : :
organizations- 0 7178 6,000 6,845 8,892 X
Consumer. and home- §
makmg education 31,633 30,273 31,633 32,791 33,118 :
State councils 1,000 6,986 7,500 7,851 7,904

National programs  (10,178) 96700 (11,0000 (25,658) (26,005) &
Research 6,535 7,369 7,050 7,276 6,965
Demonstrations 143 0 450 14,792 14,594
Data Systems 3,500 2,201 3,500 3,590 4,446

Bilingual vocational : )

training 3,686 3,627 3,686 3,734 3,71 :

Smith-Hughes Act (7,148) (6,841) (7,148) (7,148)  (7,148) :
State grants 6,898 6,602 6,898 6,898 6,898 )
Indians and .
Native Hawaiians 107 102 107 107 107 :
National programs 143 137 143 143 143

b/ Amounts are provided by P.L. 100-436, the FY 1989 Departments of Labor, )
Health and Human Services, and Education, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
and are subject to-additional legislative action. ™

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are subtotals.

Source: Summary and background information on the budget prepared by the
U.S. Department of Educaticz (the so-called "press release” documents).
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APPENDIX B

- The beidw;ngctabig‘illustt;tes-the~e£fects of removing one component at a time from the Perkins basic State grant
. formula, holding everything else constant, and comparing the results in each case with estimated FY 1989 grant amounts.
* The first numerical column contains éstimates of FY 1989 grants. Colurn 2 shows grants resulting from a formula without
© -population adjustment but including all other components. Column 3 displays the effects of the adjustment for per capita
income. Column 4 shows the results of removing the minimum grant provision. Column 5 contains grants without the benefit
of the FY 1985 hold harmless. Colurns 6-9 contain percentage differences between the estimated FY 1989 grants in column
1. and each successive formula modification.

Comparison of Effects of Components
of the Basic State Grant Fornula
of the Carl D. Perkins
Vocational Education Act

Formula Formula
Formula without Formula without Percent differences
Estimated without per capita without FY 1985 betwcen between between between
FY 1989 population income = minimum hold column column column column
Grant adjustment adjustment grant harmless land2 1and3 1 and 4 1 and 5
State 1) 2) 3) (4) (5) (6) ) (8) 9
‘Alabama $16,375,000 $15,570,000 $15,524,000 $16,699,000 $16,526,000 -5.9% -5.2% 2.0% 0.9s
> Alaska 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 1,566,000 4,121,000 0.0 0.0 -62.0 . 0.0
Arizona 11,335,000 11,381,000 10,224,000 11,560,000 11,440,009 0.4 -9.8 2.0 0.9
Arkansas 9,283,000 -8,825,000 8,686,000 9,467,000 9,368,000 -4.9 -6.4 2.0 0.9
‘California 72,293,000 76,637,000 82,099,000 72,727,000 72,961,000 6.0 13.6 2.0 0.9
Colorado 10,125,000 10,621,000 10,981,000- 10,326,000 16,219,000 4.9 -C.4 2.0 0.9
Cornecticut 8,224,000 8,455,000 9,898,000 8,377,000 8,489,000 2.8 20.4 1.9 0.8
e Delawar:: 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 2,682,000 4,121,000 9.0 0.9 -34.9 0.0
“ - Florida 34,735,009 37,356,000 33,596,9C0 35,424,000 35,056,000 7.5 -3.3 2.0 0.9
Georgia 23,516,000 21,945,000 21,595,000 23,472,000 23,228,000 -4.7 -6.2 2.0 0.9
R Hawail 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 3,919,000 4,121,000 0.0 0.0 -4.9 0.0
: Idaho 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 7,929,000 4,121,000 0.0 0.0 4.7 0.0
Tllinois 34,726,000 35,042,000 35,663,000 ?4.415,000 35,047,000 0.9 2.7 2.0 0.9
‘- : 44
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Comparison of Effects of Compoments
of the Basic State .Grant Formula

of the Carl D. Perkins

Vocational Education Act--Continued

R TR

LG

Formula- Formula i
: Formula without Formula without Percen: differences

Estimated without per capita without 1985 between between between between

FY 1989 population: income minimum hold column column column column

‘State Grant adjustment  -adjustment grant harmless 1l and 2 1 end3 1land 4 1 and.5

1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) €D (8) (9 '
Indiana $29,169,000 $19,777,000 $19,777,000 $23,569,000 $20,355,000 -1.9% -1.9% 2.0% 0.9%
Towa 3,671,000 9,671,000 9,671,000 9,846,000 9,744,0000 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.8
.- Kansas 7,670,000 7,855,000 7,307,000 7,822,000 7,741,000 2.4 -4.7 2.0 0.9
- ‘Kentucky 14,937,000 14,427,000 14,427,000 15,233,000 15,075,000 -3.%4 -3.4 2.0 0.9 .
.. ‘Louisiana 17,762,000 16,791,000 16,548,000 18,115,000 17,926,000 -5.5 -6.8 2.0 0.9
‘Maine 4,378,000 4,359,000 4,359,000 4,465,000 4,418,000 -0.4 -0.4 2.0 0.9
‘Maryland 13,039,000 13,039,000 14,394,000 13,039,000 12,651,000 0.0 10.4 0.0 -3.0
* :-Maggachusetts 17,324,000 17,324,000 ~ 18,227,000 17,324,000 15,264,000 0.0 5.2 0.0 -11.9
Michigan 31,283,000 31,283,000 31,283,000 31,479,000 51,152,000 0.0 0.0 0.6 -0.4
Minnesota 13,438,000 13,438,060 13,438,000 13,438,000 13,217,000 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.6
Mississippi 10,898,000 10,34€,000 10,346,000 11,114,000 10,998,000 -5.1 -5.1 2.0 0.9
Migsouri 16,877,000 16,941,000 16,877,000 17,126,600 16,948,000 0.4 0.0 1.5 0.4
Montana 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 3,927,000 4,121,000 0.0 0.0 -4.7 ~0.0
Nebraska '5,305,000 5,313,000 5,165,060 5,410,000 5,354,000 0.2 -2.6 2.0 0.9
- Nevada 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 3,313,000 4,121,000 0.0 0.0 -19.6 0.0
‘New. Hampsi:ire 4,121,000 4,121,060 4,121,000 3,913,000 4,121,000 0.0 0.0 -5.0 0.0
New Jersey 19,677,000 20,253,000 23,713,000 20,067,000 19,859,000 2.9 20.5 2.0 0.9
Mer‘Mexico 5,913,000 5,691,000 5,391,000 6,030,000 5,967,000 -3.8 -8.8 2.0 0.9
New York 51,362,000 51,362,000 54,725,000 51,362,000 48,653,000 0.0 6.5 0.0 -5.3
North Carolina 24,799,000 24,286,000 23,593,000 25,292,060 25,028,000 -2.1 -4.9 2.0, 0.9
North Dakota 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 3,227,000 4,121,000 0.0 - 0.0 -21.7 0.0
-Ohio 36,841,000 36,470,000 36,354,000 37,572,000 37,.81,000 -1.0 -1.3 2.0 0.9
- Oklahoma 12,045,000 11,921,0000 10,527,000 12,284,000 12,157,000 -1.0 -12.6 2.0 0.9
-Oregon 8,990,000 9,488,000 8,657,000 9,168,000 9,073,000 5.5 =37 2.0 0.9
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Comparison of Effects of Components
of the Basic State Grant Formula
of the Carl D. Perkins
Vocational Education Act:-Continued

} Formula Formula
- Formula without Formula without Percent differences
A Estimated without per capita without FY 1985 between between between between
’ FY 1989 population income minimum hold column column colum: column
State. Grant adjustment adjustment grant harmless land 2 1and 3 1 and 4 1 and 5
3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 9

(1) (2)

$38,550,000 $39,147,000

- :Pennsylvania $38,550,000 $39,141,000 $38,734,000 1.5% 0.0% 1.5% 0.5%
- Rhode. Island 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 3,911,000 4,121,000 0.0 0.0 -5.1 0.0
- 'South carolina 14,080, 000 13,352,000 13,293,0000 14,360,000 14,210,000 -5.2 -5.6 2.0 0.9
o South ‘Dakota 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 3,508,000 4,121,000 0.0 0.0 -14.9 0.0
. Tennessee 18,726,000. 18,556,000 17,850,000 19,098,000 18,899,000 -0.9: -4.7 2.0 0.9
.~ Texas 58,865;000 57,177,000 52,959,000 60,033,000 59,408,000 -2.9 -10.0 2.0 .0.9
" Utah 6,635,000 6,066,000 6,066,000 6,767,000 6,697,000 -8.6 -8.6 2.0 0.9
‘Vermont 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 2,779,000 h,l?l 000 0.0 0.0 -32.6 0.0
Virginia 18,603,000 18,770,000 18,983,000 18,972,000 18,774,000 0.9 2.0 2.0 0.9
Washington. 13,990,000 14,573,000 13,656,C00 14,268,000 14,119,000“ 4.2 2.4 2.0 0.9
‘West Virginia 7,480,000 7,271,000 7,271,000 7,629,000 7,549,000 -2.8 -2.8 2.0 0.9
Wisconsin 16,349,000 16,349,000 16,349,000 16,541,000 16,369,000 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.1
Wyoming 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 1,848,000 4,121,000 0.0 0.0 -55.2 . 0.0
Dist. of Col. 4,121,000 4,121,000 4,121,000 2,514,000 4,121,000 0.0 0.0 -39.0 0.0
Puerto Rico 14,850,000 13,593,000 13,593,000 15,135,000 14,978,000 -8.5 -8.5 1.9 0.9
‘American Samoa 191,000 191,000 191,000 191,000 191,000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
‘Guam 520,000 466,000 466,000 518,000 513,000 -10.4 -10.4 -0.4 -1.3
‘Northern Mar. 191,000 191,000 191,000 191,000 191,000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Trust Territory 65,000 65,000 65,000 65,000 65,000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
441,000 396,000 396,000 438,000 434,000 -10.2 -10.2 -0.7 -1.6

Virgin Islands

(=]
o
o

. Totals $825,600,000 $825,600,000 $825,600,000 $825,600,000 $825,600,000 0.0% .08

o
T o
[ 4
o

Grant estimates are rounded t: the nearest $1,000.

Source: Congressional Research Service calculations based on data from the U.S. Department of Education.




