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Commission Legislative History
Legislation was proposed by Senator Pat Browne
(SB 470) and Representative Bernie O’Neill (HB 2) to
put into place an equitable funding formula to distribute
special education dollars
 Passed both chambers unanimously and was signed by
Governor Corbett on April 25, 2013.
 Primary Goal:
Propose changes to state funding formula for special
education which is more accurate, effective, and


predictable.
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Commission Legislative History







Legislation created a legislative commission to recommend an
effective formula to distribute state funding for special education,
No compulsory annual targets or limiting the discretion of the
General Assembly;
Increasing the accuracy of the special education formula by using
three weights;
established a transparent process through a legislative
commission;
maintained the Contingency Fund to make it more accountable
and transparent.
Over 30 organizations are supported the legislation to change to
develop a new formula so the education of special education
students is fairly funded.
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Commission Responsibility


Act 3 of 2013 (House Bill 2), established the Special Education Funding
Commission and charged the Commission with the following tasks and
responsibilities.



The Commission shall:
◦ Review and make recommendations related to special education funding.
◦ Issue a report of its findings and recommendations.
◦ Draft proposed legislation based on its findings.
◦ Consider nationally accepted accounting and budgeting standards.
◦ Develop a special education formula and identify factors that may be used
to determine the distribution of a change in special education funding
among the school districts in this Commonwealth.
◦ Review and consider special education funding factors utilized throughout
the United States.
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Commission Legislative History


Prior to 1991 – Excess Cost Formula
 May have modeled cost but tied to significant/unsustainable increase in
spending



1991 - Legislative Reaction – Consensus Approach – Estimate of Average
Special Education Population – 16% applied with other LEA factors
 Issues:
• Although easier to apply leads to clear overfunding/underfunding
scenarios
• Provides disincentive for General Assembly to fund through an
ineffective formula



Road to Reform:
 Costing out Study
 Economic Downturn – with limited resources, incentive to “get it right”
 Other public funding formula based on actual need and incidence rates
provides confidence of effectiveness
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Commission Membership
House of Representatives Appointees







Representative Bernie O’Neill, Co-Chair
Representative Paul Clymer, Majority Education
Committee Chairman
Representative Mike Peifer
Representative James Roebuck, Minority Education
Committee Chairman
Representative Mark Longetti
Representative Mike Sturla
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Commission Membership
Senate
 Senator Pat Browne, Co-Chair
 Senator Mike Folmer, Majority Education
Committee Chairman
 Senator Ted Erickson
 Senator Andrew Dinniman, Minority Education
Committee Chairman
 Senator Judith Schwank
 Senator James Brewster
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Commission Membership



Carolyn Dumaresq, Acting Secretary of Education



Rita Perez, Acting Deputy Secretary for Elementary
and Secondary Education



Charles Zogby, Secretary of the Budget
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Charge of the Commission
Role of the Department of Education
 The Department shall provide the Commission with data,
research and other information upon request by the
Commission.
 Using existing resources and data systems as well as
nationally accepted accounting and modeling standards, the
Department shall collect data necessary for accurate
functioning of a special education formula developed under
Section 122. The Department shall begin collecting such
data upon the effective date of this section.

Role of Other Bodies in the General Assembly
 The General Assembly shall provide administrative
support, meeting space, and any other assistance required
by the Commission to carry out its duties under this section
in cooperation with the Department.
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Commission Hearings


May 15, 2013 (Harrisburg) – Organizational meeting of Commission



June 13, 2013 (Harrisburg) – Special Education, How It Works for
Students and Schools



July 10, 2013 (Harrisburg) – Special Education, Financing of Special
Education



July 25, 2013 (Doylestown) – Special Education, Why It Costs More to
Educate These Students



August 7, 2013 (Pittsburgh)– Special Education: Cost Categories in
Special Education Funding



August 22, 2013 (Allentown) – Special Education: Considering Costs



September 26, 2013 (Reading) – Special Education: Charter and
Cyber Charter School Funding
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Charge of the Commission
Consider the impact these factors may have on the
distribution of special education funding among the school
districts. The factors may include all of the following:
• Three cost categories of eligible students and a
description of and parameters for the categories.
• A student count for each school district designed for
each category.
• A weighting factor that differs for each of the three cost
categories for students – high, medium and low
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Commission Factors
Act 3 Factors for Funding Formula
Three (3) cost categories of eligible students, established
so that
 Cost Category 1 - students with disabilities typically requiring the leastintensive range of services would comprise
 Cost Category 2 - students with disabilities typically requiring a middle
range of services would comprise
 Cost Category 3 - students with disabilities typically requiring the most
intensive range of services would comprise
 The commission shall determine a description of and parameters for
each of the three (3) cost categories.
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Charge of the Commission
 Adjustments for each school district based on the
market value/personal income aid ratio, the equalized
millage rate, and geographic price differences.
 A proportional system for distributing the changes in
special education funding among school districts
based on the factors listed above.
 Improved systems for collecting and documenting
student enrollment and membership in public
schools.
 Other factors related to the distribution of special
education funding.
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Charge of the Commission
Limitations
 Can not appropriate new money: The special education formula
developed by the Commission shall not go into effect unless the
formula is approved by an act of the General Assembly enacted
after the effective date of this section.
 General Assembly maintains funding authority: The General
Assembly shall, through the annual appropriations process,
determine the level of State funding for special education and the
amount of any change in funding.
 Hold Harmless Protected: The special education formula
developed under this section shall determine only the distribution
of any increase in special education funding among the school
districts of this Commonwealth above the amount of special
education funding in the base year (2010-11) and shall not be used
for any other purpose.
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Survey
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Survey
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Survey
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Survey Instrument
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Survey Instrument
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Survey Instrument
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Commission Factors
A weighting factor that differs for each of the three (3) cost categories
of students with disabilities based on the typical range of services for
each cost category.
Adjustments for any of the following:
A. The market value/personal income aid ratio averaged for each of
the three (3) most recent years for each school district.
B. The equalized millage rate averaged for each of the three (3)
most recent years for each school district.
C. Geographic price differences identified for each school district.
i.

A proportional system for distributing the changes in special
education funding among the school districts, based on factors listed
in this section.

ii.

Other factors related to the distribution of special education funding.
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Commission Final Recommendations
Student Factors reflecting the relative costs of special
education supports and services:
 Three Cost Categories based on student costs (includes
all special education instructional costs and all ancillary
costs—does not include regular education expenditures)
 Category 1: <$25,000/year
 Category 2: >$25,000 and <$49,999/year
 Category 3: > $50,000 and up/year
 Student Count for each LEA for each of the three
categories is based upon Act 16 reporting
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Commission Final Recommendations
Determining Weights: Factor above Basic Education Costs
◦ Step One: Sum of total special education students in
surveyed districts – 26,548
◦ Step Two: Surveyed districts provide percentage of
total special education students
in $1,000 increments
• Step Three: Percentage multiplied by total special
education students – total students in respective range
• Step Four: Mid point in range multiplied total students
in range – total special education costs in range
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Commission Final Recommendations
• Step Five: Aggregate cost in all ranges in each category
divided by total students in all ranges in each category =
Average special education costs in each category
• Step Six: Average special education costs in category
one divided by average per student regular education
expenditure (Section 1110 of Education Cost) =
Weight for Category One
• Step Seven: Average special education costs in
category two divided by average per student regular
education expenditure = Weight for Category Two
• Step Eight: Average special education costs in category
three divided by average per student regular education
expenditure = Weight for Category Three
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Commission Final Recommendations
Weighting factor for each cost category are based on
comparing special education information obtained from
the IFO survey data of 100 school districts:
Category 1 – 1.51
Category 2 – 3.77
Category 3 – 7.46
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Commission Final Recommendations
Factors reflect the cost and ability of a school district to
provide special education services:
LEA Factors
• Relative Wealth: Market Value/Personal Income Aid
Ratio
• Relative Tax Effort: Equalized Mills (EM)
• Economies of Scale/Transportation: Small, rural LEA
factor
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Recommended Formula Summary
(1) Calculate the weighted student count for each school district as follows:
• Category 1 = 1 .51 (students < $25,000)
• Category 2 = 3.77 (students => $25,000 and < $50,000)
• Category 3 = 7.46 (students => $50,000 and above)
(2) Adjust weighted student count for rural and small school districts:
•

Multiply the weighted student count in (1) by 50% of the adjusted sparsity/size ratio
 The sparsity/size ratio = (60%*size ratio) + (40%*sparsity ratio)
 Size Ratio = average daily membership (ADM) / statewide average ADM
 Sparsity Ratio = ADM per square mile / state ADM per square mile
 Adjust by percentage difference > 70 percentile (0.7416)
 For school districts with a sparsity/size ratio <70th percentile no adjustment

(3) Add the school district’s weight in (1) and the adjustment in (2).
(4) Multiply the sum in (3) by the school district’s market value/personal income aid ratio and its
equalized millage multiplier
• Equalized millage multiplier = the school district’s equalized millage rate as a percentage of the
70th percentile (20.12 equalized mills)
•

For school districts with an equalized millage rate > 70th percentile the multiplier is 1.

(5) Prorate funding
•

Multiply the product in (4) for each school district by the amount of funds to be distributed
and divide by the sum of the products in (4) for all districts.
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Charter and APS Funding
Recommendations
Same basic funding principles will apply to charter
schools – state formula weights multiplied by basic
education costs
 Distribution of new money will be phased in over 3
years
 Adjustment for local costs differentials
 Substantiation by charters for costs in category two
and three
 Approved Private Schools (APS)
 Redirect unexpended funds from prior to APS
appropriation
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Contingency Fund


Rename “Extraordinary Cost Fund”



Independent line item



For per-student expenses exceeding $75,000
 $75,000 to $100,000: Use MV/PI aid ratio
 Over $100,000: no aid ratio applied
 Funding cap for Philadelphia SD



Minimum Contingency Fund
 1% of total special education funding PLUS 1% above
the special education appropriation for 2010/11.
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Recommendations – Non-Formula


Retain special education as separate line item



PDE should improve capacity to provide data



General Assembly should consider
 providing funding for competitive grants dealing with
inclusion
 options to generate accurate cost of living data
 whether to apply “hold harmless” and minimum increases
 ways to revise the current transportation formula
 funding issues related to gifted education and disabled
students not currently eligible for special education services
 how to ensure smooth transitions for special education
students who frequently change residence
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Special Education Funding Commission


General Assembly must approve the formula



General Assembly determines level of state funding for special
education
 Only NEW monies appropriated using new formula



Hold harmless for existing special education funds



Nothing in Act 3 and resulting work of commission may violate or
change state or federal law regarding special education
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A special thank you to the members of the
Commission and staff for their dedication
and commitment.
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