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Vocational Educatlon as a dist1nct-pﬁpgram of s

tudy in Vermont is

a \

During

.

the first State Plan was ﬁeveloped in 1964,

-

qow thirteen years‘old,

- ‘e

the‘goal of this program has’ remained unchanged:
»

to_assist id the development of local programs that will
enable each Vérmonter‘to have, at the end of his/her, fdrmal
education, a knowledge of the - 'world of work' and acquisi-
tion of a salable skill

/ > -
_The. basic pliilosophy, eStablished thfough policy guidelines by the State BoardP

[

. .

> -
’

e

df Education, has also remained constant, - Of primary importance is that pro-‘

grams be designedto serve Yall .youths fnd #1dults who can benéfit from (these)

» ' \

Vo A
Because of the higher costs associated with this type of educa-"*
- ' L . ’

1"

programs."
o

tion relative to more traditional secondaty study, and because of the likeli~

. -

<

1éod that benefits will accrue more to the State as a whole 'than to a giyen

.
s

iQdividual'district, the State has<accepted theresponsibility for:providingﬁ

.
. - L

&

’ N . l.""

e #
-2 i,/

provided i

é
A\
area vocational centenSw-
f,

the original policy guidelines of the State Board called for building a;?
;r ,l».P
of area centers, each of which was to be attached a comprehensive high/%chooL
. . P 4 Iy . r/\,/‘u' .
‘but was to serve an enti;e area; and (i1) general-aid to help Qefrayfthe' -
L} /, R "

K e“VI
higher costs of this type of education--tﬁese additional costs hav‘
i Q

. 4 T
. )
P

addittonal monies. for support.

4 .

Initially, those funds werehof<two types: (1) the State

about 85% of ‘the initial capital costs for building

v' °

stem

cL e
-

< .
1S

~

been es=

~

of

‘.,

timated to average about 25 percent of total operating costs. héfgystem

.

e s

s e

general aid was modified subsequently to reflectol968 changes
w[‘—«f
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o
. the State®s new system for providing general elementary an
.

aid—-the so-called "Miller Formula."

]

specific objectives. . .
x N * r - 8,

hecently; concerns have been raised with-the present system of pro-
. _ ‘ . ' 4 - .
viding aid for vocation education. -Inhparticular, the data Used to allocate

AY

\ LY .
"formula' monies has*been questioned. These concerns were reinforced by new

N

v

changes in the federal lay K"ThesEducation Amendments of 1976"), which required

Vermont to modify its formula for dispensdng federai monies as a cofidition of

- ]
]

.Y " {
s done under contract with the

- ! . M

receiving those monies. This study ifs i:;jpded to be résponsive to those con-

. CermS,, It reports on research and analy
. ¢ ' ) é .
Depar€ment,of'Educatibn subséquent to the recommendation and approval‘of/du?

‘State“ﬁoard of Education at its meeting in February, 1977.

S

. . . N ) ",lx .
° ‘ The report contains fivwe chapters (exclusive of ‘this initial summary '
- . . " . . . . \«‘
chapter). The first of these (i.e., Chapter II) presents the framework for
. o . PR ' De L
the analysis. The remaining four. chapters each coyer a specific topit’o

4 a

concern'to the Sfate Department (and the State Board). Chapter III discusses
data quality and data alternatives. . Chapter 1v analvzes the,impact of P, L.

94482 ("The Education Amendmerlesof l976") on the presentliastEm of financing
L] | .
vocational education in Vermont, Chapter V analyzes a variety pf formula al—
- ' ‘ . <
ternatiues and recqmmends a ngw forhula which is consistent with the new
!

federal regulations. Finally, Chapter“VI discusses’alternative%ethods of

. L

> LI

counting expenditures and of allocating state monies for vocational education."

.
L N

In additicn there are three appendices dealing with, respectiveLy (i) rele-

N ¢

’

' vant laws and regulations, (ii) Lhe bud\lt for vocational educatibn and (i?l)

' ‘-

he data sources and methods uéed for doing sin}lations of ‘aid. alternatives.
Y /' R .




. ‘ . . '
& r “’i ;:’ ; . .
< N ¢ { N
- ) , The balance of this chapter highlights eacb of those chapters and
~ ‘ - '
e reports. the findings. and recommendations in each. The basic document fo .

- J
. . idengifying cyafent objectives, procedures and programs of vocational ed]cation

Pl /\ -
s .

Vermont State Department of Education' s Division of Vocational-Technical \

is "The Vermont Plan for Vocatlonal Education. l978 1982 " prepared by

.,% ':
Education and submitted to the U S Commlssioner of qucation (hereafter
‘. ' . . ~

A

v document will be referred to as the State's "5-Year Plan"). ) : \ .
" * . \ . . ( ‘e ) . o |8 - .
- \ : ' - * . ! N ) O
B 1, ‘Framework e o S ',: et Ce ) .o ' T \\’"'

- - As noted earlier, Vermont $ program in vocation%l education was eé~

. \
“\

. tablished by the Legislature in l964 To accompllsh the ends of that legisl‘- ’

.- tion, the State has established fifteen area vocational centers" (a sixteen h.

e
R

] is currently_in'the lanning stagesﬁ about 80 percent of all funds spent '\‘N .
L) \ A .
\

directly on vocational education in Vermont are expended through these center
, . - . \ . a )
. . . . . s . . .o .
Most of ‘the remainder is used to fund smaller programs at other secondary
[N ' A . 4
> . { . - -

", schools and ¥or .programs Gincluding“teacher training) at postsecondary institu-,

e

tions. 3-4\percent'6f the total is used directly by the State Department of °

Educatian to opeﬁate its- Division of Vocational-Technical Educatidn. (More

’
-
-

—/ N
« .detailed budget informatien is provided, in Appendix B of this report )
¢’ - ., . t.“\
N 4‘; ° + The State pepartment relates'to‘local agericies in a two~fold way:
‘ ' ro. b O oo 3 S [
‘first, by reviewing and approving annual program plans submitted to.the Depart- "\ N
t * - . paed " ) . . - o, b
‘ , PER R ‘ R T "
- ° ment by each of ‘the local agencies seeking assistance; and second, the various _ ’
. means of'providing’financial assistance to these agencies. -Currently moqieé . |
. ‘' are allotted to. local agendies through four channels'>*(i) basicmsupport deter- .
. / ) g . 5 s "»:T‘?W»-trm -ﬁi} .
o mined thrpugh a formula' (ii) dimect paymen;;bfor particular staff; )(iii) TR TR
. o ? . : A g::" ’ \ | o * ‘ T ‘ '
' . , - KRN . .
& * » ' : . ’ - \
- » - V] . -:;_ N a {,»{\ 6 . . . ',

.
. . e , . .
R - : ’ ¢ . . . .
. 4 s . .
v ‘) . . .
I R : . -
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] . . L
' N

categorical grants for speciflc’Rrograms *nd (iv) tuition for certain students.

\ Tl r« -

- YOverall it continues to be the polies of the’ Vermont ]egislature that the non~

' L . 4 . i
d ;
.

|+ Yocal share of funds for vocational education shouldcbe about 25 percent of then.‘

\
. " N o
» . '. P ) N »_.‘p

\ ) .. NI '_
. \\, total. Since'tuition payments are actually made to sending\districts,4the o

l

‘ actuab non-local share is closer to 30 percent These funds ~may be character--l .

. . .
1 o ’

ized as heing dlstqibuted in any of faur ways: (i) to vdrious institutions‘ )

N

aw

(1i) to specific vocational Erograms (iii) to certain subSets of the gogula-'"

) tion; and (iv) to particular areas of the State. Finally, there areﬁessen-

‘ T ) ' h. .
tially three types of decisions the Department may make with regard to allocating ;
tonied: (1) to what extent will allocations be pre-determined through the

. - . . - ) tﬂ‘ L -
*plan~-approval proeess; (2) what mechanisms are most appropri&!e for distri-

" N . \ - o .

[} s o]
buting aid, and (3) what weights should be assigned to the various possible > L
; . 3 . S
Lo elements of a given mechanism. : - . % w7
‘ Findin s: - ' ' . C v
) 1. Because of the few number of institutiords and the uniqge'essq N .
. ? * . L e , -
* - fof many programs, the State has made little,u $ﬁbf its powers’ i
\ ) . - .under the plar approval process. e T GO o N B
, . 2. While the State S-Year Plan and the federal law both focus on
- A . specific programs and Eppulations to “be a1ded the’principle
* 4:& o [N T .
) » concern with the implemenﬁﬁflon of the formula has been the
distribution across igjtitutions. - . ' . ' .
%vzg cv} ! ///i ¢ ." ) ) ! o
f/ g . AR ‘ . -
II. ,In;pact of P. L. 94-482f - R ' .' . .

- Z . > ' ,

oL Title I1 of théﬁ;hducation Amendments of. 1976" (commohly referr d %o .

. ;v;; 4
‘ .

as P. L 94—482) impaéfs upon all aspects of vocational education in Vermod




< Vs . - ' ‘5
- . ) R . . wl , ‘ L A ', ) s _
. . i ’ i ” . s__ l~'
* d . . ' >’ ’
The precise effects of this impact however, are difficult to assess because
o~ a - LY 5
‘L the regulations implementing and interpreting this act have Yet “to.be finalized o
The following are based upon interpretations of August, 1977 \' . .
. Findings‘. P ' . - . oL
- "1: - The law clearly récognizes'tﬁo’distinet.prgégsses involved in
" ".""' . b i . N . i / -—_ .. .
. " o v determining the distribution of non~local funds: ' (i) program -
e * N . . .
- .;‘,’7' % . , e . ° Y » ‘ ) .
S approval; and (ii) aid allocation mechanism.‘-ihe intent of the .
fxﬁ?f"'; law appears to be that the first of these be used dn a muchomore . '
ijJEﬁ ) - 4 active way than is the current practice ir Vepmont. In' particu-
: : ° ¢ ) i ' et N . ._ .' , )
* ) lar, approval of specific programs related -to manpower needs #
v . . N .
. , . . ' ' o .
"should be part of this process, =~ - ) , #
"y ; ) 2. The law requires that priorlty be given to, economicariy depressed
. o ‘ J‘}l . -
[ S ‘ “
‘ 4", 4 areas which propose new programs designed to meet new and emerging .
! P e
6 e T A 4, job opportunities. ‘At present, the regulations require that this ,
v i ;i ol " Y
AN TR ., factor be ipcluded as part of' the aid allocation mechanism”rather
f—'«"o .",.-. " » . . an . . “ .
i . B . . : . - L3
p ;; iy * than the program approval process. : : R :
" RS 7: ’ : NS 2 PN .
. : ;§ 7,, . j? Two sections of the act place very explicit constraints on the‘:T‘a’—
' % 1 £ ‘:; distributdon of federal (and to some extent, matching state)
F - T '.:" ‘ - cror
i e .3 JMomiesy . . T ,
%ﬁ Y ) ~9ubparagraph 106 (a)(S)(B) establishes the basic criteria'~
¢ ‘ l .
e g.','clause (1) of-that subparagraph provides detail to these - -
3 P o e o .
\ , s A \ \
‘ ) LT cr1teria “ith respect to d1stribution across areas: ° .
) ‘:' N "the State will®use as the two most iﬁportant
o " factors in determining this distribu on_ % R
‘ ‘ retative financial ability of (local agencles
. ‘. . . and.the relative number or con entrationv’ FEN
- of low-income families or.individual within‘x . -
‘such ‘agencies”. . ." (Emph#is addefi; note thats, . .
: 3 "most important” is currently intergreted. to mearr- L i
—. o = . K s : i
I . "':,‘ N‘ N ¢ , . , s' . \\;:" v
‘ . ) NN

R LT TR AN A

L \ . . . B ‘ .
P o e S R S~ e - NN .
3, . . e




= - -, v o - .
o ! AN : ¢ -~ " .
‘ Al ) > i e
A k ' . N . L 6
1 - - e ~ 4 [ s
‘\“ R 2 } ¢ < « LEPN > ‘
\\ . :.‘i e - . - ~ p R
3 . ‘ . - ‘ -
v - Al "no other factor may have a weight equal to or D
Y - . greater than either of these two factors.") - . .
N+ ‘ '{ . N ¢ ’ s < - ¢ y h
b | . (ii). -Section 110 estaplishes specific constraints with respect to- - _ ' .
o coe - ~ . ) |' . ) s
f . . ‘ s’
\ . the distribpution of monies across populations (i.e., those .
- : : ' . 7 '
. served” under subparts 2 and 3): |, . -
. / \ * \ ¢ ’ . ; ° T, .
‘ ' "at least 10 per centum . , . for handicapped
RPN persops; . . . at least 20 per eentum , , . o
" l . . for disadvantaged persons; . . ." at least 15 -
. . ' . . . . -
, ) ) per centum for [post secondary]." (At the
re \.\ i y
, 4 . - present time.there is some disagreement regard- . -
K . D L. - . - ‘
A f ing whether the - funds required to be set ‘aside | S
5? zﬁ . *  for handicapped and disabled students can only- N T
> . . ,be applied’to excess.costs or whether they can ® ¥ .
. i- I -. be used'to éover theﬁgﬁdinafy costs ofﬁteachiﬁg o
ﬁg T these students as well,) N ’ ‘ ; . '
Xf‘“ C : . . :
i A / . .. * -
e , (iii) While these constraints are not inconsistent with the objectives ,
- I | of Vermont's current formula, they will cause tlie weights in
« P _~ . LIRS . -
- J S ' . . <
o that formdla to be changed substantially; and. this change may
o2 5 = i . . . .« , i
. ~ " . . . .‘. ', . ' -
'égé y i serioilsly affect-"the effectiveness of the formula. p -
%f j [ . R \_ .- i . . -
i}; PN ! -(iv) - Tf the fqggs set aside for handicapped and disadvantaged \ 1
4 e ’ ) ’ ' ) -‘ . . )
e - L e . L - . A4
*é? , studénts:cih be wsed only to cov?;/gxcess tosts, this require-
¢ . , ‘t‘t * . M P -~
. . . Sy . Do, . - .
L . ment‘wéuld dause a serious disruption to current fund P
e P g ;
g K . - - .
- ’ ) -patterns.’ . . "4 v - ..
~\ ' . ', . » - ' -5 . i X . - - . L : B !
2 * 4, None of those portions of the law dealing specifically with the .
e ' c s - , - d -,
"y hd . .y " . N } * i
4 development of ctiteria for plan approval or aid allocation relate . X
é"' i ) - ! R 4 . . g ° / i
: . NI * . : :
. such actions to,concerng about costs--i,e., either to whether programs 4;
: R T : ~ o
v e 3 ., - L\ [ N
: R are efficient or ,are cost effective. . .
- . . . e ‘«I}C N o . N . A T . o
3 . o ’ PR . : - ) -
i ; . LI . 'A'f . g g% ~ ~ .
III, 'Data Quality. LI | ] . %§%¥ )
- " : . VX Lhoe ! . » %S . Q
Lo . e . o . . _ . i
. s "Data quality's fs b term used to cover 4 number of different issues. -
. . L el Lot e T .
o = N . A PR A 5 . . ~ . - ‘ . A
. Generally, however, thege issugs might be grouped into four types if congerns: ! S
.\/ . TN N -:; :o } ,‘ . . LI i . - : .’/;
B ) ¥ o AP
. b . ' - 4 N . > e "y
- e . . 9 - ‘wfbh
. . e o .
Q' . P . . . A -
. ’ v I k4 . [
L Yo : Y . ) ‘ .
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e . . 4 el
(1) clerical acguracy; (2) -data definition; (3). data measurement; and (4) data

.

* v N c. ‘,. o 4 R ) ~'\' ) L
timing, . The eight specific items QSed_in the current formula and possible al-

) ' .

ternatives were examined in terms~of each of these'issues. \. .
- oA . L o A . ]
--Findings: - : o P
B e . P . - ‘/':""
. 1. 'All of the current,elements seem to be well-recorded, with-the .

Ve Nexception of the manpowerﬂfactor; \Here, some double'counting
.-,\ ’ ‘ o - . \ ' . . . L.
appeared. The impact of‘this'error,on the ‘formfula, however,

was'inéig ficant--for no area cente‘ Hid the error. exceed 0.2%
’ ., L . \Q . -
of its total formula'aid. : D :

e ' . P
- ° ' B K ‘ .

2. A major drawback to” the current formula\i% that factors are Ny
u\_ :

° .

. ' \ <
- . ;’ defined in such a wav that elements are not comparable to one k

* *
v , . .

another,

.

Y

. r,

the size of the student body, some to the size of tHe population,
. - - y \
: and some'simply to the rate of.occurrence of\the particular_

N ~

l‘ * . . ’ ’ . | \
the present timé, only the monEh of November is us ¢

- v

" mast current at the time of aid'calculation)

. Howe eq, it is noﬁ
. - .

s £ Vs . . J
‘ 4, For many of the current 1tems, data timI%g is a seriou s concern,
. . _ \
e In particular three 1tems are taken from the 1970 censup; changes
IR
which have occurred. since then make the valueégg'these ems ques-
) * ' ) v : - T - * L ¢ 4’.‘
. . . . i - 4% AN d
T tionable. On the other end, some itens(euch as unemplo ‘ent) are
. s . 4 . TS
- ) L -
= so current. that'they could not.be used in the area cente s' plan-
* *ning and budgeting Brocess.' ) P Y ,
. . . [

. . >
ot

Some are felated to the'size of the g;gnram, some to .

A
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1V. - Formula Alternatives - ' - y
a e \x . N BN ¢

The current formula fory allocating‘aid is effectiyely six independent

@ -

formulaS' in turn, eagh of ‘these may be characterized as a "flat grant"--i. e.,

the amount of funds re eived by an institution may'not tpe directly éilated to ..

.7,

- “

t 1]

- the stze of the institution's program. The prizfiple alternatives to such.a”™ . .

formula might all be chat cterized ‘as "Variable matching grants:

plicit "price" of vocationa education, and so encourages districts’to expand ®

v\ .- ) L

their efforts.' . * ' t -t
' P B . X - ,
o Findings:. i -

. 1. The present formula as worked wel}, largely because it is dominated

. by the two factors related to program.size: .As sucth4ﬁ&behaves in
, . ) S8 ‘ .
part like a variable matching grant.
° N ‘ v ‘ ‘..
2. Some elements of the current formula are very unrelated to program

. . .
» ! -~ -

size. The unemployment factor is the poorest in this rEgard. By
) d © ‘e’ . L
looking only at the rate. there 1§ no comparability of scale across .

area centersa " TIn general, there appears to be' a neea to make all.

4

of the eleménts more comparable to one another, such as thrpugh.
. o . - L ] : o
- . using a common -base (or denominator).in each factor. v,

-
- '

93. There is significant Variability in the stability of the various .

“
. < -~

. elements:over time, The unemployment rate, for example,aﬁig change -

v significantly from mqnth to month. ° Using data bdsed upon longer

-

.

time"periods'tends-to'alleviate'this problem. * .

T b, :In general, carrent ﬂaétors.are relatea :J e;uity rather than to
- efficiency;‘ it is generally believeé_that the absence ot‘a "price -
- . . : K : "
- g N ' .' f - <. . .
Ve ‘,_. _ 11.. "'u; * . o ] " . . «\‘
4 . ! ‘ -7 A oa ¢
- . . s -
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) effect” and the large local share of expenditures required reduce N |
i

* . .the need for the state to consciously encourage efficieﬁcy‘ LN
o LT . LT \

" - _“' . ' ‘1 ' R _‘e " ' ) * ot

N V. Additional Expenditure and Reveniue Issues . . - ) \

~

o . . f
At the present time, the Division of Vocational-Technical Edu%ation' T, i

. P [ . .- . -
Y 4

only collects data on part of the area centers' budgets. -~ Plant ngiation‘and\{. K g
g . . . — h ..~ vt - ;

Maintenance are omitted. The chapter analyzes the effect of including these -

expenditures in thev#llocation base. In'additjen, the,chapter examines whethet

non-formula state revenues, such. as tu1tion and staff salaries, should be . N

° *

»

left as separate adsistance or, should be included in the formhla. ‘ ©

* . o
- - . . » i

Findings: . ‘ o S N
¢ . ) s ‘ - '_ - Ay “-{

. __ 1) At the present time* requiring a total budget from the area centers

«
e - - se. - A - Y R s L A R

’

o

ot Y ~ P .0 .

would have little effect on the distribution of formula monies. -

- ] - - By . L4 - . \ . -
] . ) S .ot : .
.. . .~ TNowever, it could afféct some-tuition payments. Moreover, in' ° C

©, -
~ . . -

i

. d
raising the totalofdentified expenditures, it ‘could servk as’ a . 3

. Vasd . A . - et - -

. . ~ catalyst for increasinr state appropriations andfor for making it | |
1

i

i

3 - °
o - B 4 -

easier for some centersto meet federal matching requirements. . ) -

- [EVEN
'™ ] ,b V ‘
24 Including tuition in the formula is likely to henefit host distri-cts, “ T
) ‘ assuming no subsequent decling in eurollments. Including aﬁcillary, ¥ ,.1
[ P ~ 9
- ) salaries would have"little effect (but would slmpIify procedures) ° .
. . . IR E ~ . ..
’ if expenditures are used as’a base for formula aid. S T R B
. L ' = ’ < T . A . . ¢
! Q‘ - ! L * ] d ’ ’ / * ‘
' ! . . . {-— < « <
. VI. Recommendatioiis . t T - . . . .
) \ . . - _ ) Lo R |
Amorg the recommenYations made in the_full'Einal:Reportk the follow- ,~ = = &
- T . i ~” . “ , ‘ » ' * . ' ‘ ‘/‘
ing would seem to.be the most significant: .. L i o ffh Lo
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- With-regard t

e “ " a) The State

e T e e a——

’

. ) =TT comparabi

] * M

. .- e)

data items,used?in the aid formula: B .
§§houlé’only"use items whiéh-are collected on &n annual

. - 3 \

P . b) Data items should be measured 1n such a way.as_ to establish :

-.&
¥ .
lity across‘factgrs.

<,

,‘,-\ - L

e
X g
4

Y

KN L

\ ‘ -

) . K

Bl

Q .
basis; data from the decennial census is of very‘limlted valuan_

5 -

* , ..

o "

s 3 . -
< . + ~

o F N .

"1in addition to seeking current’ data, concern’ should be given to

. LY

B
et -

. =
- [ -

v > 3

-

P e

[ ¢ - N

P K * »

‘ expand qa develop new programs)

AR 2 W1th regar& to a new formula, PR

« a) .Given the relatLve wélghts required by P. L.

»' “}“' b)

’

'should consider changing to;a variable matchingigrant~typé 7 i

" the host distric€,4 All of“tﬁése.iﬂems should he” converted to,

-

the planning period of the area centers (and the time needed to "

-
L] - .

- -

o
If’necessary,\the State might .

consider using longer t1me periods (e.g., two vears) in defining

s

factors which tend to. be h%ghly variable. \ o o

'“5'\» -

) . L -

94-482, the Staté
€ v

~ - (R

formula'

Lo - . ’
Such a foriula would insure greater '‘consistency across
" .\;;\ - K . ‘ *'2: . ’

area centersf * . R X ’

-:{"w,w- + \ - ~
- e, -

If it ‘is desired to conrinue the currentfformula, all factors.
v - IR P . '
should be éﬁlculated ona per pupil basis. ' _ R

s “ <

' c) With regard to'what ba523£Q use for a variablenmatching grant L

L

v

expenditureq (as opposed to pupils) would generate a distribu- b

-

- e

tioh” more closely approximating thé current one. .

.
- PR 4"'
S, &

Factors which should be included in a new formula are unemploy-

~ B
=D e rE

" ment, number of low-income families relative to the total popu-

.
° .

_lat!on of the area and the equalized»grand list per pupiI of >«

.

e




e )

R . N o
. Education is found gn-page 3 of the "Logg Range Goa

\

e) With regard to the disadvantagedt

41 »

if the sét;aside is‘aliowed to be applied tb the total -
amount, a factor "number of disadxantaged“studenzsﬁ-

N
total enrollnent for each- center should be incorporated
e b 3 N . 1 . ._ .

into the formulaj )

(ii) if the set~-aside.can onl? be used to cover exceesrkqvgs

S . "a separate formula.using these costs as the. basis, would
: ) ) ,be the most appropriate. ' ”_ . . ‘ o
’ = el : . RN
y® £ N M R ’ * .
\ . )
. ; ‘ - s >
' . 11 .
. Qe
t . ’ kY * ‘l
,% . N ) . ) -
: . FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS - . ‘ .

Vocat'ignal eduéation is an.important component of Vermont's overall

S);sﬁem of formal schoolipg;; over.Jone-hag.f of'al;l ilt}i and ‘12th grad:‘m'the

State receive som¢ form of vocatignal training. A succinct statement of the

oad . .

k1l 4
. ~ ~ N .

basic aim of the Department bf Education's Division of Vocational-Technical »,

" includéd asr part of’

" ’ o . .
v + o,y 4 . ..

This basic aim is expanded upon and® supplemented hy a number of more specific

goals and objectives in the 5-Year Plan.

“has~established fifteen area vocatiOnal centers (a sixteenth 4s currently in

T 2L LA - -

the planning stages), about 80 percent of all funds spent directlykon voca-

-

.its current 5-Year Plan;' ) , ) T
, To assist in”the development of local programs that will Y
'’ * ""enable each Vermonter to.have, at the. end of- his/hér
formal education, knowledge of the 'world of work" and %
acquisition of\a salable skill, " L i >
. . .

-To* accomplish,these gnds, the State“*

¥
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Y
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tional education in Vermont are expended through these centers. While the

ag well as the operation,of other vocational

l‘

operation of the area centers,

education programs throughout the State, is left to local education agencies:

. * the Department of Education plays a much more active role, both in.determining

*

enrollment patterns and in developing specific programs than it does with

general education programs. In effect the need ‘for: statewida coordination

» .

is deemed to b’nore important for vocational education. Mereover, in making
. k4 .

e

funds available ta the State, the federal government also plays a much more

A .
. -
explicit role, As_a result, the constraints imposed by the_State-on'local’

a [

education agencies are to.a significant extent’ the consequence of constraints-

imposed on the State by the fedetal government. ' . .

A , The Department of Tducation s relationship with local agencies is

~ ,developed principally through‘two types of mechanlsms. The first is its set s.'

’ -
. v

. of procedures for program approval As a condition to receiving state funds, .

the local education, agency must annnally Submit a detailed plan to the Depart-

ment of Edueation, describing, among other things, the populations to be . -

- . . . ¢ : .
° served, the*manpower needs-to be met, and the particular océupational programs
t * Y [ 4B ' D R
.to .be offered.' Horeover, for some of its programs, specific prOposals must: .. O
. ® <1

be submitted to the State Department. Approval of, these plans and pxoposals

. s -

. is based upon criteria contained in the Gtate s S-Year Plan, which, in ‘turn, .

. must be approved by the U. S Office of Education. - ) T . Lo
“ . . \ . ¢ s . s g 'j
. The second basis for the Department s relationship with-local agen-\ .
. N Py e L 4o

cies is its. various methods of’ providing financial assistance to these agencies. D

At the present ‘time, monie§ hre allotted to local agencles through four '\ -
g - )

t > .
- [N - -

i .+ .channels: | (i) basic support determlned thrOugh a formula, (ii) direct payments

, —
o

for particular. staff (iii) categorical gn@nts«for specific programs, and (iv)

" -
EX ] . PR e t
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'ket oppogtunities, unemployment level and age and socioeconomic mix of the

- ’ - °ﬂ
° 7 ~

" tuition for certain student§, Overall, it is the policy of the State Legisla-'_

ture that_ the non-local share of funds for vocational education should be abhout

o - .

25. percent of the total., Since tuition payments are actually made to/sending

~
»

distticts, the actual non-locaL share is 'closer to 30 percent, This average

)
’

however, is the result, of some programs being funded 100 percent with state or
federal.monies while others receive no non-local’ funds., o ?" : . ’

« .There are, in fact, a number of parameters across which state and
. . J . . " , ot
federal funds are=directly, or in‘effect, allocated., Basicdlly, monies. are.

allotted to ind1vidual institutions, the ohJect of this allocation is generally

~

specific programs that the institution effers-~these programs are usually .

classed either by subject matter ii e.floccupation) or bv format (e,g., class-

L4 A

[y

" room instrUction, work-study, or cooperative education). By design and/or by i

- ”
indirect conSequence, these non~lgcal monies are concentrated mare heavily on

certain subsets of the population and certain areas of the state. .Population
A4 . ." 1 4

characteristics whlch are generally cons1dered relevant include education
. L

K8

PR

level (secondary, postsecondary, adult), socioeconomic status, physical and/or

»

,ﬁmental well-being, and sex. Relevant area characteristics Include Jabor mar-

~ ‘ .

. % > . . Ay .
. <. ’

population.

o«

- - . O >

In considering the distribution of vocational education révenues, the

. State’ s 5-Year Plan and the new federal lefiislation. idﬁatify "target" groups L.

~

in terms of each of these-parameters, The overall effect of-any allocation

) N . - AR . . -

system will depend, upon how the-criteria established under(each of the parameﬁér
' . . ¥

typeg relate to one another. Vermont s concept of_regional vocational education

* . ¥
. A RS

establishes geographic boundaries for each of: the area centers' that is, each,

% .

By
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s
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A

»W,l

o'

\ﬂ‘. L 3 . )

mechanism are most appropriate for allocating non—local aid

) principally on the first two of these decisions, Chapter IV is concerned\more

44 , . A B , v, R A . o )
‘fgives to encourage opegational efficiency and incentives to encourage local

institution is identifiedrwith a particular arearof the state and.with-that

3'4 4 R 1y B

portion ‘of th€ dtate 8 population living within that area. While students do )
k EE ’

qross thesé bo%ndaries, the analysis in this report assumes that- tHESeﬁshifts

have only a small effect on overall patterns and that the established areas

‘a

and populations are“those actually served by the respective area centers. T

r«‘ LR &{
(These issues are discuséed further'in Chapter 111, in the section on data

50 f s
measurement, and in Chapter.V in analyzing formula alternatives. b )
-~ ”I'

-

The allocation of resources for vocational education involves three

N P
F e

S . ~

types of decision' (1) to what extent;should the overall distribution of

" resources be determin d by‘th@ 'plan approval" process rather than directly . -

through the allocation of non-local revenues- (2) what types of distribution o

- .
»

- N -

w%ights should be assigned to the various possible elements of whatever mecha-

and (3) what EE

.

nism iS‘adopted.

Clearly, these decisions are interrelated WLth each other.

v

Y

four parameters outlined above.

3

o~

4

7

.-

-
N .

,"’.:k »

.

s

e -

RN

“tion, answers to them depend in part upon the interrelationships~emong the ~

'

In addi-:

In the following chapters Chapter III fohgses

* \ )

¢
- N )

. .
with the .second and thirdnquestions. o L ’ ’ -

.

.

, ,\; Moreover, paralleling these decisions must be a concern for efficiency

(i.e., controlling program costs)\~«To the extent that expendituzes are a part o

Y

i

of ‘the- aid allocation process, consideration must be given to what cost dif—

.?

"ferentials are valid or allowable.

13

'Similarly{'the interaction Between{incen-

effort, particularly as both arehembodied in any given allocation,mechanismt g

e

v ~
- , .
- . . - X B

o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘.must be taken inté account.

> -




L4 iJf “

- .final word should be presented on, thp fe ,j
~ - /h,fg;;“
the role of P. L. 94~482 in init1ating the stugévangf
R incorporate a new aid formula into its s-Yéagjfi”,,Z iimary attention will be '
g //P

x4

given to the formula. Additional finance to ﬁ3 b3

N \, N y?’;

v ‘

relate to. the formula.o F

- 'n . . . N

-
e

s ; : LA
. ~ -
. . .
. !
o P f . , i
~

Title II of the "Education Amendments of l§?6" (legally referred to -

. [ oW l
smewat "h ‘

. as P, L 94~482) impacts upon®alle of various types of decisions iHVolved in *

s . ¢ . .
- . o »

the planning and operation ofavocational education programs. Moreover many

»
. 4 -

provisions of *this title require changes in current Vermont practices. Some ¢

v

‘l

of these provisions are simply a pre-cOndition to receiving federal monies

Q -

W for vocational*iducation; others may be viewedias constraints on hoW'the v }i&
C % ‘(( .

M Y [ .o r

- State operates -its Vocational education program, whether or notwib receives
- ¢ ) R . °°' 5\ / » .
federal monies. The legislation eStablishing Vermont s vocational education . .

I c g £ e

.program (see Appendix B) cléarly intends for the State_to- complv with all -
o . v @& . . . . 2
o federal~regulations to the fullest eXtent possihle. T ot ¢

B '

A ~

. R The new federal law clearly recognizes the'two distinct ‘processes vy
s L. N . s -, L.

Y . ' - ) :
- iﬁﬁplved in determining the distribution of non-loeal funds for vocational :

.

- ’

. education-—i e., develqping mechanisms and criteria for program approval and

° . *

o for _the actﬁal allocation of monies to those programs which are approv@d - ' o
Co g 2 ] . a . ’ ey

Several sections ‘0f the law are cohcerned directly with the process of program

€ - ‘ . - v P
4 + ., f..f
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+ approval, primariiy through the establishment of requirements for the State

-t

S-Year'Plah, the State "Annual Program Plan and Accountability Report," and

*

the annual application for aid to be submitted to the State by those local

education agencies'seeking‘a share 6f the™federal dollars., (See Appendix B.)

Of particular importance in terms of their impact on,funding‘deci—_

sions are the portions of the law which establish’ "priorities" for program

'approval. The primary focus of these priorities is the dccupation-mix of a
state's program--parts,of sections 106, 107 and 108 require the state to
justify each occupgtional program it approves.' Im so doing, the state must

. ! ¥
‘provide evidence of specific manpower needs and th& rationale for’the type

and level of program proposed to meet those needs.. Moreover, as required
part§:of that rationale, two other factors are, in effect, criteriaqfor{'

. - » \
approval: ‘(l) the likelihood of a program completer funding a job; an (2)

.o

‘the absence of sex bias in a program or the role of the program in el m1nating

-

sex—stereotyping by occupatlon. Finally, subparagraph 106 (a) (5)(a) rsquires

.priority be given to economically depreséed areas which propose new programs

[

designed to, meet new‘and.emergency Job'obgoztynltles.f

One effect,dé this,explicit/:zprovai process is‘to'narrow the range

N ) kS - -
of criteria for actually distributing ate and-federal monies. 1In efgect the ,

-

Aplan—approval_prqpess may be seen as_acting'as a constraint. on the distribution'
mechanism.‘ Alternatively, that process may also be viewed as a mechanism’for
incorporating into the distributlon mephanism prlorities or incentives which

o
may.be difficult to effectively incorporate into a ﬁundlng formula. For ex-

ample, it may be more desirable ‘to give prlority to local applications which ’

1 v . -
(]

include a detailed ‘lan for~equ1pment maintenance fhan to incorporate into the

fﬁaid formula an incentive for local agencies to perform stich maint%nancet

= e e e e




Ihe effectiveness oﬁ,Such a prov1sion will depend in part, on the correspon- '

/ﬁ * . 4
dence between hudgeged plans ‘and actual expenditures (see Chapt‘ for further

o ° . -

discussion of how to- insure such a correspondence). Y
) . o The federal'law contains two distinct passagcs that outline criteria
which .may, or must, be'used in allocating-availableﬁfunds.' The basic criterion

contained in subparagraph 106 (a)(S)(B) requires funds to be distributed. on the'

-

basis of "Economic, social and demographic factors relating to the need for °

- & o l

e vocational education among the various populasions and the various areas of

»

< A

" the State .-. . Clause (i) of -that subparagrapﬁ adds’ spe_\fic details to
this criterion with respect to area characteristics" the'State will use as

the two most important factors in determining this distribution . .. relative
financial.ability of [local]'agencies e " and the relative number. or con-
L~ . T 5 __—
i centration'of-lOW-income families or individuals within such‘égencies e . h
N

LA * tn
(emphasis added; note that "most important" has most recently. been interpreted
t ‘ -

by federal officials to ﬁean 'no other factor(s) may have a weight ‘equal to

lé""ﬁs‘ ) N ST R
or - greater than eithefﬁﬁf these two factors ) _ = ) ‘iﬁ ‘A; .
L - Similarly, section‘lIO establishes more specific criteria with res-

pect to the populations to be served under subpafts 2 ‘and 3 Yoo . at

.
Vo8 i

\ v
least lO per centum of each State's allotment under sectiqn 103" fr0m appropria—

-~ 'J
.. .

tions'made under section 102 (a) shail be used « + o+ for handicapped persons‘l

L
W .

"« o o at least,ZQ per ‘centumi \ . . for dltadvantaged persons ,:.; . at least

-
-

.15 per centum . . . for [post secondary].? In addition,~baragraph 104 (a)(2)

. requires that "from the funds appropriated to carry out subpart 2, each state
‘. \_\‘\.

‘ shall reserve $50 000" for full-time staff to work towards the eliminatiogwof
4 . . : S ae - . L

'sex stereotyping and -sex bias in vocational education programs. To Ehétsameﬁx

hES

. ).."
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.
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A end, clause 107 (b)(d)(A)(iii) calls for "incentives, to o be provided to eligi-

.

ble reoipients" to’ conduct similar efforts at the local'.level. ' R
N - Finally, two other provisions of the act establish constraints on
o
the distribution mechdnisms. <Clause 106 (a)(S)(B)(ii) prohiblts fuhds from

being distributed "on the basis of per capitalenrollﬁenf'or’through matching,

s ‘

of local eXpenditures on a uniform basis, or from being denied "to any re-

. Y - -~
Y. . . N

. cipient which is making a reasonable tax effort sdlely because,such recipient

.

- ’.
»

‘i's unable to pay the, non-fed%ral share of the cost of new pTo&Fams. And ¢

..‘ ¢ ‘ *

clause 107- (b)(3)(A)(ii) requires the' State to ﬁcontinue bo use approximately

the same amount of its State grant under subpart 2 of this part for programs .

. {

&

in secondary schools durlng fiscal vears 1978 and l979,as it had- used during .

v
. W ) J l

fiscal years 1975 and 1976 unless tyie State is able to‘demonstrate in i€s.

P s @

- > - - - B . . [

(?erar Plan the need to shift funds from such use.” ~ °. T

K . ‘None‘of those portions of the law daaling specifically'with’the
. X L 4 ) .

' developdent of criteria for approv1ng state and/or local plans on for dis-

bursing monies relate such actions dlrectly to. cq~cerns about -cost. These

provisions are written in terms of spggiflc pqurams or resources, not in
T terms of providing incentives for efficient opéracion of a program or whether
7

» .
]

one program with a slightly lower iz;?rity than another might be more cost=
p

-

- ESE
effective than that’ higher priorit rogram, However, the reqhirements f

- -

Qr.
maintenance of non-federal effort are in terms of expenditures (i '€, com-".

. .
» W7 .

~digs,
pliance | Sould be the result of. the same dollars belng spent to buy .fewer B

L ..

°

resources) The only direct references to. costs: are, in, the provisions for :
- . B . W v, »
. making actual payments “to the states. TH!‘payments pursuant to_se tion 110, ™~

4
¢

.must ‘be matched with at least af equal amount o( state and local monieg and -

g k¥ = "
~ e
- - L

all ether payments from funds appropriated under section 102 must also be

L

matched overall with at "least an equal,amount of,state and local monies:‘ Ime-
N * W, N o PO .

» - - - ’
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a4 quirementszhave beep met., . 1 “

N it in the suate s own best interest £o %e effic1ent., And there ciiiifﬂiz_is

tivés into their allo~

4

ha prohibition to states 1ncorporat1ng effici

‘e . . - . ’ -

! S e :
caE}on-mechanisms. u:; C L s : . B . ?/ N '
At the present ‘time, as noted earlier& Vermont°has four *basic mecha~
: ) . o s
‘nisms for allocating state and federal monies. <‘Two of these, direct payments
for staff ‘and tuitions,.are provided:uniformry cross areas and popuiations
without reference to the criteria dlscussed aB ﬁz. * And with a third, categori-

L]

su

cal grants, decisibns regarding prlorltles ar all made at, the plan approval

- ~

stage. Consequently, oﬁly monies dispensed hrough the formula are dohe,so

directly on the ba51s of c;&t@ria related to {4rea and population cbaracteris~
» . =4 PRy -

tics. In the past few years, monies- allocated through {he ‘formula have

- . . Rt 0 - N

. 4, e
:accounted for about one~fourth of the state and fedetal monies and one~-tenth

“ .
~ = ¥ - 7 — ‘

~~of all “Ponies expended fbr:wocational education in Vermont. Whethér or not gg‘

this share should be adjusted will be discusséd in Chapter yr ?%r the' _'J

s

moment it is only imbortant to mote the overall constraints imposed by the

a ° v

-federal law--that is, no matter how monies are, dispensﬁd the priorities iden;‘

13 °

B o

tified in the Act must be adhered to and the overall effect of the allocation

. . N "ﬁ v . P

process must not be contrary to‘the provrsions of subparagraph 106 (a)(S)(B)
L %3
»~-‘ ¢, g ¢ See TP @

Moreover, it‘should also be noted that this constraint applies to al1 federal
,’)3'-,. o B A .

Hne funds appropriated under- section lO3--that is,,funds for special progfams for
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Mo e Cre p ' s ~ : : ) ’
,"'needs. .However; if some programs are training.people;to;%ill a state-

g wide ‘or even broader‘ need fhis may ‘not be a ‘ullef measure.‘l Looking

“total award for-each institution‘(note; the funds available are actually.

'the following concerns about the present formula‘needgzﬁ”be addressed‘

- : * Y

The curxent formula contains the following components:

lxp <t ‘A ‘ . ) - Measure 3_ CoL . Weighé
1, Manpgwer needs * J share of State‘s.nonprofessional ' .
L <ot workers in cgunty , 5% -
2. Vocacional education needs\ o Cij \unemployment in local area . 0%
- Aoy (i1) average income af‘county. - ©10% 7
3. P ograms;f’ D . ; (1) staff (FTE's) of'area.center 40%

. ) e &\ (1i) expenditures for sipplies,

equipment maintenance 0 -~ ¢
. T s ' v and travel - ° . 0%
v - N P . SR . -' ' . - “:ﬂ_ﬁ ) ) .
"4, Ability to pay . - 7. EGL/pupil of host district -~ 25%
- /—\ !

Given the total funds available, the' distribution of(funds is computed‘separateli
- : « - . - . v .
for each of tHese fa;ﬁors%.the allécations are then added together to give a

.

-~

s 5. .
divided into two categories, funds available for the area yvocational centers °*

v

and funds available to all other institutions, based on local-budéet requests)
The overall effect of the’ formula uuring the past three years has been about

L . ‘,‘

a 2: l,variation across institutxons in the share of elig}ble expenditutes reim-

1 -

bu:sed-wiﬁh*statf and federal funds° the nonlocal share has rangedtfrom 227 to

S

.4570‘ _‘. ‘ v et ’ ) a t. . . .:' ' ) , .‘ . )

-~

- d . In terms of the various provisions of P, L 94~ 482 described above,

Pl
.
.

l) "To the extent that vocatiodal education programs train people for local

- . o
. . PSR
-

N labor m;xkets, the manpower ﬁactor is 4 good 1ndicator of replacement

‘at the location and employment patterns of program completers would

S e

Py
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CL . e ‘21 _ zl

.4 . Y , ) '// . . H

i . e - !

AN an Lo . ' o , ;
of fer some, ev1dence on this matfer.' To the‘éxtent that many programs L -~y
— . 7 ¢ , ' !

serve a broader market, it may be more desirable to include this R i
’ ~ » Y ot M !

- criteria in the program approval process. : .o ¢ ) ’ !
o -0 ' ~ : ¢ ‘ ) N o
Inclusion of factor$ to serve as indicators of vocatiomnal educatiomunged ¢ -
{

i

S F |
.1s highly consistent with the languyage of P. L, 94~482,

" measures currently used have some difficulties."ﬂnemployment is factored . )

BN
However, the

calculated on the Basis of an un&eighted average. 'A scaling factor
-~ . ' .

(such as pupils or -population) would make thése measures more effective . -

- (6 X . so. y ot ;

“in with no reference,to the, numger of people a given unemployment ;ate ’
v ' < i
. ]
represents.' For example, while Lamoille County‘may have twice the un- i
: - . !
employment rat% of Ch1ttenden County, it still would have onIy a’ fraction ,é
. 1 !
as many pe0ple unemployed since its work force is,about one~sixth that !
. - . - .
Y . ] » . . - - '
of Chittenden County. The income factog has a similar drawback in being 5
L P ' hid ,/‘,; ;
K|
)

. A
in retlectinghthe relative need of the various areas (further discuseioh.
Jof‘how to degrﬁé and meaSure'these eléﬁents‘ﬁs‘cdntained_in the’next . )
“éhapter). IR . ;A o P S ‘ ' .
v ’ . . . . .
3) Thest;o ffetors related to programs now have a combinkd yeight-of 50 ) N
. percent. (?hlsjwill certainly have to be réﬂ@eed subs antiallyr-such ‘: S~ i
" factors are permissible in the férnula 80 long as theyi do not calse the N '
‘ _oyerall distr;bution'of*thq fornula monies to he out of complianCe_wlth . e
the-federal law. i “ x Mt:/‘.,
4) - Abllity to pay is- ceItainly an appropriate Factor, . The ‘use of thex ‘ . t
equalized grand list is consistent with the general school ‘aid for= . .
« A
. mulaaand with the mariner in.which revenues are raised loéally. How- ~l _ ' ug.
'ever using only the host district s per pupil wealth mayanot be- repre- ‘; N
sentative of the wealth of the area Served by the area center° if 'not, '
- Ty, - LE - 1,/ T
“ s . ‘;“ , 7 . . .\\ YL
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this factor would not be censistent with the,reduirements of the » )

. N - ¢ = . .

o
'l

- 1

federal law. Moteové;, the basis -for comparison here i® again an ‘un-
. : e ' v
- ‘weighted aVefage. Finally, the use of .the 9niform ‘increment table re-
] ' . ,. . . O™ o Y l

. ] i - ‘::“:"i ! . R . .
duces the monies receivgd by the poorest’centers and increases the‘monies
A r ' ‘ *

L) -

which go to .the wealthiest d}striéts. To be cqpéisﬁent wifh<§hQ,federal v

e 2 3 V.

Sﬂ PR - ' .
.law, it would seem-desirable to eliminate! the talile and to ﬁse‘a LT,
' . ¢ . S -
(AN ', . I .
— weighted. average, both of"which are easi%y done.s

NS . * 4 - ‘r
A * * ‘

DATA ‘QuALfTY

. -
~ ] .
.,
. .
PP . ¢
T . - .

- —
Dissatisfaction~¥ith the allocatiens rééult“nn from ;he_presenf for-
.-

mula often get expressed as'fconcern about the quality of the data.’ ‘While

Y

L
)

., this concern with data qu3ality is frequently defined rather simplistically as

3

:a need for "better counting,"
~ -

A Pl
¢

problem is feélly a catch-all for a variety of issues. These issues can be

4
»

RrBuped"inté four catégories: clerical accuracy, data Qéfin;tibps,“data‘meaqufé-
meqt and data timing. .Following. a brief discussion of edch of these categories,

the‘prégent data sources and possible alternatives are éhalyzed in terms of
. . ' ) *ﬂiﬁ‘ } : - i @ ) . Y
these various '"data quality" issues. '

hd B

The potenﬁial for cleriéal‘errors,ariées,‘;n’iarge part, from.the
. ~I . A ot . . .
fact thdt much of tﬁékda§3/ysed in the cutrent: formula is hand-recorded and

e
-, . . . . DA

frequently never subjected to consistency checks.” The actual alioéaﬁign"af'

,formdia monies, in fdct, is presently done b& hand?4 Whilejtherg isfgéneral N

- * . . . 4 _ - “ 2
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a cleser examination shows that the data quality -
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4

agreement about the need to minimize this type of error (its likely. magnitﬁde

.

and possible procedures for minimizing it are discnssed below)

starting polnt
R -3

payers honestly report their income and begin with the recording of returns

by the StateiFax Department’)

The second and third categories are very closely related to each

~
.

other.'

*

particular ob]ectlve' the latter category relates to the problem of how best -

to measure'the type

better.measures for

data'ﬁefinitions)f For exdmple

s+ defined in terms of

Py ‘- A\d

abillty to pay' mi ht be defined in terms the property wealth of the local |
P &

district or in terms of the income of the dist‘ic o »Sbmesof the definitional

-

-\

the only one of four categories on which the federal law.impacts significantly.

. Nk -

items'which are ratios; srecific measures must be?decided for both a numerator
.o 3 . . = . oc.._,

and a denominator..

vhat base to use. for aggregating:or averaging myst be_decided in addition to
the specifis numerator,, For example, if unemployment is selected as a measure -

= of need, should -one include'all workers, or just "insured" workersg or just

"nonprofessional" workers7

unemg}oyment or

A

. »

’

e

SN

LN

fé.bral legislation and the re1ated federal regulations--data definition iz .

£
-

-

.

a

£

L
.

7\.,,_..1

is 1argelv a value Judgment (e.g., do we assume that tax-

N\ . .
The fdrmer relates to what;type of data is most closely related to a

of data actually seleeted (note that the availability of

somé - types of data'may be a factor in deciding on the best

u s

“the "need" for vocatﬁbnaLJEducation might be

in term§ of job epenings._ Likewise

choices haVe been made or the alternatlvesﬁseverely limitedf by the new

) Lp most-instances,ﬁdata measurement i ‘a two-fold problem.

‘Similarly, for measures which are aggregates or averages,

-

And as a paralleI decision, should the unemploy- ..

s iq%‘ w
- ment ‘rate be based on the population intended, to be served by the area center,

the ohoice of

-
«

»

0

-
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R

»
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¢

v
i

[
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, v .

* L4




‘or 6n the population actually serred or on simply the population of the host
district which has administrative and flscal responsibility for the center.,

In part, the answer will ‘be hased on ‘data availability and/or. the cost of

© .

acquisition and on whether the different bases vield different aid allocations.
If this last criteria is, in fact a significant factor in the choice made,

% ' ~ N % . j
. then it is important to assess the likelihood that present relationships will
, P ) ) . o e[S v . N

’
s - -

change ‘and how such. changes could be detected. - R N .

.The choice of a'measurement base is an important issue in the funding
) .6'/» . o
of vocational educationt in part because - there are significant differences
e - PR '

- among the area centers in the number of students enrolled relative to the -

.
-

area's population and in the correspondence hétween the population 1ntended

to be served and the population actually served. The table below shows the.

extent of these differences for. 1975-76. "

.

Fnrollment Patterns of- llrh and 12th Graders

S

4

Area Vocational Centers

1975~76

- Enrollment in Center " -lost District Nighw School .~
as % of Area Total , % Bf Area =~ % of Area

Area'Center . Fnrollment. = ° Total ‘Enrollment Center Fnrollment
- -

- .

".Barre - 39 _ Co o L : )

. BFA . , w .\ s 83 Yy

"~ Brattleboro . 4 o s .53 . 89 ..
Burlington" ] 43 e 47 ‘ 76 . .

" Essex ° L ) § 28 a : 66 - )
", Hartford 3 .48 . ¢ > -+38 - . 80 © -
Lamoille. 36 - 35 .- 80
_Middlebury ’ 36 - . <., - 36 i 58

. ‘Mt~ Anthony ' b2 .58, - ) 20
No. Country 5L s 57.. '"f._* 90
Oxbow © -5l S  BUPE 78
" Randolph o, 43 .3 L ., 46 -
Rutland - . : 34 S 28~ 47
St. - Johnsbury A U o 43 . 80
Springfieid - 47 1~ 68 . CYo82

&

, STATE AVERAGE 41%

-

LS




The final type of concern is with the timing of the data. Clearly
the more recent the dat;a, the more nearly it reflects current needs and; con- °
"4 h
ditions. However, /the extént- that there is a lag between the planning/

. -

: ) M o
budgeting process and‘actual program operation, some data may be "too current."
. ‘ . - > ot 4 . N ;'

A corollary to this principle is that the more stable a particular data itent”

~, . ™" - ’

is over time‘ the more it lends itseIf to plannfhg. In this regard measures

.
e

and lists,-on the other hand, tend to

» , N

be fairly stable over a number of yeafs, Use of data items which are collected

- -
.

. only once in ten years as part of the. decennial census are useful only if they
tend not to change much over the ten-year period Hn general, it would seem
desirable to use more recent information than the 1970 Census. Moreover, for

factors which afe h1ghly varlable, it would seem more appropriate’ Eo use a

valué\which represents an/aVerage over a longer period of time than to use

. EPN
1

the most current information available;

‘

4

The current State aid formula makes use of eight specific data items,

,

identified in’ Section 3. 2.7-2(c) of the State S-Year Plan as the folloving.

(1) number of nonprofess1onal‘ workers, by county“ from the l970 Census' k2§
» I 4 e
~ . . . w ’
vocational enrollments, by area and count rom the Department of Education,
4

F/ll Data Collection, (3) unemployment rate, by labor-market area, for the month

of November, from the Department of Employment Security; (4) average income

e 14

of families and individuals, by county, from the 1970 "Census; , (5) vocational

perso?pel (expressed as full-time equivalents) from the October 1 up-date OE;F'

Local’ Plan for Vocational Education;_ (6) area vocational supplies, equipment
. © . ‘. y : - e R
B . } . 3- r -
maintenance\\and travel €penditures, from the Annual Local Finaneial Report..

i3

' . . . . ‘ . N )
for the previous year;, (7) Equalized Grand Ligt for the host district, from.

e

N
L




o« the Department of Educdtion Qtatisticé and Information Gection *and (8) Average

~ . Daily Membership for the host district from the same source asenumber 7.

L
— r ~

. ) * The first of the ourrent data items has apparentlylbeen misdecorded

for purposes of~computing the formula--some workers were double counted, re-',

sulting in" a sixty percent over-recording of the number of nonprofessional

ER 3 °

-workers. 'HoWever, given that the same type of error'was made for each county,

- »

~and that this factor had only a five percent weight in the formula, the . - .

’

B - overall effect on the allocation of formula aid was, 1nsignificant--for no

- : . o
area center did the error exceed 0. 2% of‘their total formula aid. % Of much

" greater consequence is the fact that this data item reflects conditions in
1970 and that since that time there have been significant changes in employ-

‘
H i 7 ~

'ment patterns. Overall. the labor force has' grown nearly ten percent, Within_
- [

- that figure, agriculture's share has declined substantially; the share employed

in construction and manufacturing has also declined somewhat, while the ‘rela-

. tive ‘number of workers in trade and service has increased. The.only up-toe'

?

date figure available is total number of workers in each area, However, as

.

noted in the first report it would seem most appropriate to omit this factor

from the formula and, instead, let its istpact be felt in the,program approval .
. . , »a
"progess. |, - o i S

. " . LAY

L] . -~

o . ~ The "need" for vocational education is%reflected both in turrent

o - manpower. requirements and in ‘the current supply of unemployed (ox underemployed)

vk
-

._,q:-;,' '. o~
- workers., Over cime the manpower requirements are much more 11kely to remain R
- ’ stable thén is thE'supply of unemployed persons--statew1de economic develop-
- ’ - ment is occurring very slowly. Moreover, accurate ‘data on unemployment is'
- . C/. w i a * ‘l“-

mudh more readily available than data on specific manpower requirements.

[y
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ternatives, there are two potential issues.

A3
or "full-time-equivalent enrollments" should be used.

!

is perhaps a more accurate reflection of "a center § work load, pE

: Vo N tar -
e ¥ - . . : .

The first is whether 'enrollments"

-

Vhile the latter number

O g‘.

- l\d

ficult to collect, Plven ‘that there is only minimal variation a

Cl‘OSS centens

t is more dif-

S or actual,nesources.

~denominator 1f ore wants to focus on funding

"it is not routinely collected on an.annual basis, so that

. ' seem desirable to’ include them all in Such ‘a measure,

law seéms to suggest a broader approach‘ ability-

on the basis of theiarea served.

H

. y“
using enrollment - data is completely adequate for purposes of tﬁe formula.‘ Ihe

- second issue is whether program- 1nputs should be measured in terms-of dollars

»
4

At the presentxtime~ teachers are counted rather than

s,

> . .

salaries, ‘but ‘dollars expended afe used for other eligible inputs

Civen that

v

there is significﬁnt variation in- average teacher salagies, use of FTE s may

v

"be the best alternative; however,

;

it would be simpleréto use a single figure,

and to' the extent that differences in other expenditures’ offset salary dif-
v ®
ferences, use of the single measura may yield the same- distribution.

,The final factor in the present formala is based upon both the: \

equalized grand list of the host distrlct and the district s average daily

membersbip. The latter f1gure is weli recorded and the most appropriate

requirements. If it is des1rei

to focus more on the supply of fund3 available, then population may be a more '

desirable denominator.

One d1fficu1ty with this latter alternative is that

.

+SOMe estimating

would lik;&y be involved,

two issues. The first issue concerns whether more than simply the host dis-

A .

wien regard to the " unalized Grand List," there arve

trict s grand list should be used t0'measure ability-tOmpay To the extent Y

tHat the center is 1ntended to ‘serv

e

e a number of school districts, it'would-
A .

In fact

e
2

. [

to-pay shotld.-be measured e

However determining how to-combine“the

¢ * e ..
.“o . , A .

w/* . .- .".‘ .

~

the federal .ot

e
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‘grand lists of various towns might be difficult to‘do,.especially where districts

. N -

send students to more than one area center. DMoreover, the host districts account

. - -

for over seventy percent of’vocational enrollments,'so that some sort of weighty

. -

scheme would have to be employed, one which woul%iéhange every year. And,

., : s

finally, under present arrangemepts, sending districtq share in ‘the local costs

of vocational education only through tuition payments for ,students*who actually

*
- -

. ‘attend; that is, the risk of underenrollment is hornevby;the’host district.

\‘\Ihe‘actual\consequences of using alternative bases for measuring ‘ability~-te-pay

‘.
. -

will be:tested as part of the empirical analysis. . X .
. ., . i \\_
In addition to the fattors currently in the formula, the new federal

'
L}

“

-

legislation mandates' an add1tional factor. "the relative number or- ‘concent -
P : “ . - A

tion of low-income families or individuals."’ Iwo sources of'data on low-

" income households are readily available. The first is the Vermont State

Income Tax Returns, which iodicate-the number of low-income people who are

N F l
2 .
- ‘ .

working. One problem'with this data is that it does not distipguish among

I3

«full- and part-time employment° the fact that a majority of the loWest returns

are from singlesindlviduals may indlcate that these are'secondary wage earners J

(i e., students, youths living at home, etc. ) who are deliberately worklng

part- time. "Returns are c]assified by flllng status, however so that Jooking

at joint returns (i.e., married couples) should prov1de a good. estimate of .

lowﬂincome working families. Slmilarly, the numbel of exemptions claimed on

\ 3

these returns will bée an indicator of the numbersofmpersons accounted for by

" these tax returns. The‘second soutce of data isthe case ‘lpad of the Aid-to-
B . - N < \h . . '-

Famjilies-with-Dependent~-Children 5}dgiam; This information,‘includihg number

o R S A . -
of families, number of adults, number of children and dolldrs of benefits are
. . . . , - 3

¢ - . . . - . .
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tabulated eath year for the month of February--the Department of Social Welfare

LN ) |°,

believes that this is a representative month,- _VWhile there is.likely some over-.

-

lap between these two sources of data¥ there usually is only one parent present

in an AFDC family while a joint return regires both parents be living together.

. Hence, at least initially it would seem desirable to test the combination of

these two.measures. Finally, it should be noted that, gt present, both are

“ < M +

.tabulated by c0unty. Civen the distribution of the area centers, this base
should create little, if any, Inequity in aid distribution.

' Finally, the new - federal legislation also requires that funds be

§

set aside for three specific populations: postsecondary, the handicapped ‘and

the disadvantaged. These first two groups are dealt with separately»in the

. s

State of Vermont° consequently, it is likely not appropriate that they be

s ° . accounted for&in a general vbcational aid formula. With regard to the dis-

N [N

advantaged hoWever, it-would seem to be desirable to incorpérate the aid Set

aside for them into the formula. The State S-Year Plan allows for a number

0

P

. of definitions of-disadvantaged ‘At the present time, such,students Tust be
identified and counted by the locakl author1ties. It seems desirable to con—

. tinue this practice, particularli given the incentive of state aid‘to identify

" such students. As for incorporating ‘these numbers into an aid formula, it
L

-

should be recognized that the additional resources required to teach such
~wstudents Are dependent upon -both the absolute number of such students and the

aga:
share they represent-of.a given area center s, enrollments. ~Both‘of.these

e 4 < -~

measures will be included in- the empirical analysis.
v ) -~ K

¥

o The State S-Year Plan asserts that "Rata used will‘be based, as

o

nearly as possible on the- service area of the respective schools." Basically,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1

both at the map and at ‘the list 6f‘wheré;réspecfive districts send their

>

these "arexs" are a collection of local school districts for which the réspec-
. N ) - K -

a

' o ¢ ,
tive area centers are the most accessible (i.¢., in most cases, non-host dis-

<

tricts send their students to only one _area center). As a rough géographical

. O
approximation of these variouws areas, the State Plan, on page 131, presents a,
. . > - X . . .

map w%}h each center encompasséd by a.g§rcle with a 15 mile radius. Looking

Y
. .

N - t *
students, there appears to be a reasonable correspondence bétween service
. b . . S - .

@ h .

*areas and county boundaries. Similarly, there is a reasonably good .corres-

pondence between these areas and the "local.labor.markets" as these markets

- 1

‘are defined by theﬂDepartment4of‘Emplgyment Security,

Much information,*pdrticulariy about the generéiupopulation, is not

-
* »

4

available by "area center service area." Fence, the relationships #dentified . .

. . \ ,A
above are important because they permit! data related to these alternative -

. . . - \

bases to serve as useful and valid surrogates for "service area" data. As

7

part of considering formula alternatives, the impact of using different bases g@?
- ‘ R . N J .
will be examined moqg glosely. T ) ‘ . ) %*Nm -

: ’ 'ﬁit%§§espeét‘to what base is actually used for a gﬁvéﬁ dé%a item,

three points seem impprtant.%mihe first is that all of the factors i%*thé
“ ’ ’ s . [ ) { i tx
formula need a denominator of some type to serve as a scaling facton. While
. ‘ : . PR . . N

the relative concentration of some tactors is imgortant,.both.comparabilfty

among Various elements of the formula and overall equity to the population
being served require that aid based on.the formula be related to the magnitude,
.o —_—

LR

-

of the condition served Undgr the present formula, for exampié, Hyde Park :
)may,gsj/ﬁgﬁmuch as one angd one—halﬁZEihéthhe tofal aid Burlington receives

> -

s .
based on unempl%yment! even though Burlington has five times as many unemp loyed

¢

- . PR , &

‘persons as the Hyde Park ;area and Burlington's proéfap serves neér]y three

[ » “

. . ’ ‘ M -
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times as many students.

¢« - <

N N ' .

Part of this inoonsistency‘may be the result of the °.

current formula's algebraic fbrm (this issue is discussed in section I1).

> - The second point regarding what base to use is that for .some factors, )

v

the general population of the grea may be the more appropriate base while

-~ . f o«

for others the numbefﬁﬁf pupils mav be more

/

¢ =

propriate,

being served and others

a potential problem, in:

to the population beyng_served.

This dichotomy is

. This situation is®

(‘also reflected ineP, L. 94-482 where some parys of the act refer to the pupils
. .0 . oy -

terms of comparability across elements of the Yormula{

ih situations where the relat

size;of the' area, ‘Yocational center 'does not

. 'reflect the size of the arep prulation-jjgative to the State total,’

In\the,

alternative formula mechanisms discussed/in part II, an effort is made to ac-

- - R o
- .
o

count for these differences. S : s T

(The third point is that gost,. ava11ability and accuracy are valid

concerns ‘in selecting.a particular item for 1nc1usion in the formula. If

. -«

data,,forvexample, is available by county, it may be more desfrahle to use
', such numbers rather than underta_ke.theﬂofs_t {and initial accuracy. problems)

. o - . L ) .- o o
o0f developing a new data'set. Such considerations are~even more important

/ .

when the need for’compérable data from prev1ous years is necessary. The data .

quality section of the final report will detail some of the ‘tradeoffs involved

LY

for }he recommended formulas. ’ o . I
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addition, t

¢ 4

‘ . 3.

FORMULA ALTERNATIVES e Y

.

The current formula for allocating federal and'state aid‘for woca- .

tional education is difficult to characterize.

~

-

Indeed At is effectively six

-

independent*talculations linked together only by the fact'that the total A

b 7w -

dollars\allotted.under each ‘calculation are .a given fraction of the total

general aid funds available~-i

I -

PERN -

.e;, the'funds available are apportioned to

.-e' . <

each of the formula element's, and then separate calculations are made to allot

-

the monies avdilable under each element.

assumption that interactions among any of the/various

/

aid allocated is small or not i portant, théfeffect of this asgumption is

that districts with relatively

Implicit in?such a formula is the

.criteria undet‘which
H

-

¢
erage valueS/hnder all criteria will not do

as well as they would under a formula which expl;gdtly took account of inter-

.actions between the various formula elements.

.‘- . /k

.

‘ ‘a
M

Q

« - - ’

Modifications to a formula such as the present one may be of, three

types:

. (iii) actually change elements.

(i) change weights, (ii) change way elements are calculated'

& e
The' first of these refers to maintgining the
L #;e“ .

>

S -

same basic formula, but ass1gning different relative weights to the various

components.. P, L‘ 94—482 r

it is understood that the two together must tofal at least 50. percent.

L]

ok,
%nEw law requires

’ -

res at least some of the oresent weights be .

4 - T

r -

-changed in order. that ahility-to-pay and the, relatiue concentration of low

7
’ income families be given their ‘Proper weight-=as noted in the first report -

R s, . .

In

that unless mories are set aside and dispensed

» L4 -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

.?

:appropriated under se

Y

i:ion lOZ(a) of ‘P. L. 94-482 must be expénded on. dis~

4
advantaged students, 15 percent on'. postéecondary students and lO percent -on
ES

.

-

handicapped students. In Vermont

“ \
& ,

been hdministered separately in the pas$

-

Given current prograi structures,

“

separately, the effect of the formula must be that 20 petcengof federal funds

program7,for all three of these groups have

it seems desiraﬂ'% to continue this approach for . postsecondary and handicapped ‘ )

i
s, are incorporated into

~

: ‘N
students. However, given that disadvantaged student
L .
regular secondarv programs,* the basic formula would seem
i

Id
nism for dispenslnp these funds. Including 1n the formula. a factor related

v’ N

to the numbers of disadvantaged.students, at the various centers wouId require

o f

.
A . ‘. .
.
-
-

further alteration of existing weights,

"! _‘ ' i . —“v
Several possibilities for chanhe in the way various eleménts are

/gedtion on data alternatives.

} R .
suggested that the current fmethods .fqr calculating the.unemploynent factor
|

-

calculated werxe noted earlier 1n the It‘was

‘ . ug
and the average income factor\were particularly 11

~r

e -

LS,

Moreover, in general there A&ppeared to be a need to make all of the elements

A »

) more comparable ‘to one another, stich as through hsing -a pommon base. (or
RS N

& ,_4 E
Qimilarly, possibilities for deleting,some of .

. -

denominator) ,in each factor.

‘.
o~

the current factors and/or adding new ones “havée also been observed
. 4

the language of the new‘federal laify” itmwould seem appropriate to delete the °

3”7 f v

manpower factor (with the understanding that’ such cdhcerns become part of

“ \ %

-

the\program—approval pé;cess) and to add™a "disadvantaged student" factor.

—— 7

e -

Given

I ,bw-

*

L~

° ‘

\ X

¥

The exact form of this latter factor wou]d depend upon the type of formula

- o, g
chosén (see below). ... )

- N

¢
. a -

~

3
» PR

- - .

-

:
i

for any given factor involves the interaction between the quality of‘the re=

LK}

the preferable mecha«~ .

kely candidates for revision;

.

' Finally,‘as noted in chapter IW the choice of the data base Co usé

s
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et
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: ’ . ‘b R _ . . .» .~
cording of the data and how well a given'ba§e reflects the»population served

t B
H . — N 4

4
A
N by;the fespective area centers, In this regand .extensive statistical amnalysis -y

Srony

<f—‘ was done on the impact of choosing a partlcular base for each of the three types o
1

: 4
T of population-based factors in the formula. 1In general, the following com-. . ) ?

-
~ .
Hhd - —

ments could be made: . » _

. Lo K : ) e - 4

. 1 Unemployment statistics are, currently collected on a "local labor - ) -
/

market area" basis. Givén the size_and‘economiczstructure of Vermont,
s to try to collect.these statistics on some other basis would not be
particularly meaningful. The alternatives, then, for purposes of a ;oo
a < . s % . . . -l
' g S N N 7
4 formula, are to identify .each area centegswiuh one lOCal labor market

.
. .\.\_3 -t K . r~

area, or .to identify them with as many. as oveglap the1r particular .

..n\\o"““ N

: Es
serv1ce area and to<ﬂevelop a weighted aveﬂagéeof relevant unemploy-

x

“ment rates. Largely because thirteen of the flfteen centers are R

hd o«
.
| - 4

.

located at the*center'of'one of the local labor -market areas and be-

L o catdsé in areas where geography permits overlap, uncmployment,rates do
. *

. .
not differ significantly, differences between usfng one labo market > ‘.

iy T ) L . ) C\\
area for g center versus/9sfhg a welghted average were negligib e for . ) s

- - . -
. .

all the centers,

e i .-
2) Property statistics are collected on a town-by-town basis' in fact as

-
¥ .

part of the»general state educatlon ald formula, thes particular statis~

v
- . a

, ;’// A "Equalized Grand LiSt/Average Daily Hem{ership" is calculated .
.7 annually foreach school district. The choice, thenp, is to use a - ‘lg'
weighted average .of the districts served (with a few exceptions, send-

< :' ,ing districts generally tuition. their students to a siggle area -center), .3

e

: ) - . . .
; a county statistic, .or to simply use the host district as the base.

. . - . '
v v > - L]
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Analyziné the differing effects of these alternatives on the various
centers‘aid, one finds littlc significant'chan%e; in fact, no district's

N L ) . A
allbcation changes by more than 1.6 percent. This result holds‘for'the
- T k.

‘most part because area centers tend to be chated in districts of roughly

- ~ -~

average Qroperty wealth, and because the host districtssweight usually
causes it to dominate any weighted"average. Glven tho»theoretlcal

merits 4s well’ for using only the host di¢trict s property wéalth, there

‘- ~\"4""~'\'\w\ XN
3) fncome statistics are also gathered on a town—hy-town b‘&is.- In general,
—— -, Lo ~ » e,

\-. e ‘h‘*

“iac ome ts suhject . tqrgreater fluctuatlons thand property values. More~

v

over, there are saome difficulties in assigning incomes to specific‘

towns. In addition, there tends to be greater variation in income
) . ’ )

aeross'towns, so that a’single town may not be represeéntative. The
. . R . o o~ .

alternatives, then, are to use a_county base or a weighfed average of -

B
- » LR Y

the districts'served The advantage of the former is that it is more

- ¢ -

stable (the weights in the average Qbu]d have to be altered each year),

¢

.. it is simpler to calculate, and values mav be checked by data from other

sources (particularly the-federal government) which are also collected

- ~ .

‘-on a county baSis. In fact,.the differences between the effects of a
. - . ° e
weighted average and a county-based statistic-result in no more than

) - . . .
a 3 percent variation in aid for any district, Given the general concern

LY
/e

for accurate data, using. the county measure would seem-preferable.. ‘

- Overall the.current formula®is best characterized as a "flat grant"

N o .
L N ;
‘.

‘type formula, Fixed doklar amounts are awarded to the local agencies on the

- - . . 1%;»,,

,basis of, several criteria but the: overall amount is not tied to single factor

4
i
e .
L
\/
v
il \)

I
.

(such as number of students or amount of expenditures) which serves as a’ measure

! . "
- - * ) ~ .
2 ~ N 13
v A 2 b
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R 38
5
" - 3
« N co . . ~ >

o

. is little reason for going to the trouble of computing a weighted-average..

R
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+

. tion is, in fact, this .type of formula. ° -

x -~ &
. ! - . /' .
I ’ . K . 38
| > ! * ) * i "’
S . .

u | i

og local effort. The particular formula used has worked well largely because

50 percent of the total funds awarded are allotted on the basis of”pxogram

v . s

N

resources and another 25 percent are tied to the number of pupils served.,

~ -

* Given the modifications required by P. L. 94-482, such a formula would continue

“ .

to work well only Lf the various\elements were éach related to somé common de~

-

. f -
nominator. . . ?

A
\

An, alternative would be to use a'formufa with a different alpebradc
fo:m. Considering the constraints of thé’federal?lepislation, the most viable
candidates would\be any of the class‘of formulas vhich can be characterized as*
"variable matching grant" formulas. Baslcally,,such formulas relate, the cam-
bined effect of the varlous allocatipn criter1a to some measure of local effort.
fhey may in fact také a number of speciflc forms,‘dependlng upon what aspect

of the school f1nance process local authorltles ‘wish to emphasize, Civen the

- »
State’'s basic objectlve of an overall nonlocal share of 75, ‘percent, the so-

called ' percentage equalizing" formula“would Seem most appropriate=~the present
R . > s 1
so-calledwwlfiller" formula for aiding general elementary and secondary educa-
P " Lo ‘ -

RN

Development’of such a formula‘would involve three:steps*’ (l) choosing
v \ . -

the- speclfic factors and their relative welghts for being combined intp a<'

a& .

;matching‘index 3 (2) choosing a "base" to be matched; and (3) choosing the'

specific methods for determining the values to be}%nserted 1nto the various 2

parts of the formular-this last step is essentially the same task' described
. * 3
above in connection with flat grant formulas. Generally, formula quantities

8 . .

are qonverted to 1n}ex values-—that -is, for apy local agency, the value of a

S d “ 9'3
given factor is divided by the State mean‘value for that factorx f&e principle

. . ', - 0 -
P .

value to this approach is that it emphasizes the relative position of each

local agency. - By putting all factors on‘a commgn scale, it also Tikes it much
o . l_' -
simpler toscombine them. . . ~

s .
~ ™ . Y

e
-
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It should be clear from the’ discussion up to ‘this pofnt thgt the State

I o

does in fact have a large number of chOices open to it, and that in .most cases

dbe choices are as much a matter of valuc judgment as they are ofsempinﬁcal
. . . . )
fact. In the, development of Specific recommendations, for a néasr formula as’
. » / L. ~ . -
part bf this report, three‘principles were followed:. .
. ‘ N e

-~

N

B i ) " N .
1) The: formila should be cofeistent with, and to the fullest ektént pos-

. . “ . . B .
sible it should foster, the objectives of the State's 5-Yéar Plan., In
. this context it is understood that an&;new,formuln must be fully com=
." - . < . ] . ) - - ‘I%"‘ i
pliant wich the requirements of P. L. 94-482.
B . .
2) " The formula shoyld be of such a nature that local agencies can relate

it to their planning and budgeting processes. In this regand, the

) formula should (i) be simpTe——i e.,.have the.fewest stsible factors

l

consistent with achieving the obJectives of the State S-Year Planyw

-

(ii). be cbnsiStent——i.e,; be based n;Ffectors related to one another .

and to the population served by the respedtive centers. ) "

-

- 3) T&e formula should require data whgch is reesonably current- and reliably

- '... Y . - R - PN . "'°

recorded (note thaf)"current" is understood in the context of the pro=
RS .

§§ o&s s Tnd the timmu;gd/ectual allocation decisions.

R

PN
M

IS should be included in‘a new formula and the issue of

-

The issue of what fact

what.akgebraic form the formule should take were, in geheral, treated separately s

(a third issqg of what part oﬁﬁ?gtal nonlecal revenues should be admi\IBtered KL~

-

_f““ through'the formula was also dealt with by. itseff—-and in’ fact discussion oo )
o < L o ., «
* of this issué is left to. the following¢chapter)

! v""% r
Withﬂrespect to formula elements, it is recgmﬁénded th%? five factors
Y




I ) . o ) ‘ R . f !
) . 5 - CL 40
R . ) H .._l
® "Q N :
Q. N . - .
— 1)  relative concentration of low income families.-in the area served by each -
. . . o . __—
- “#- center; .- T o ' . N o e
i - 2) nrelativerunemployment rate in tHe local labor market'area; ," .
o * 3). property wealth of the host district (as measure of ability to pay) .

-

4) relative concentration of ""disadvantaged” students at each institution' ‘.
%' © - > . M . - - ' M

T ® and - - : ..

.. 5) the relative size of the program at each institutioh. )

The spegific data recommended to'be used to measure these factors are described
i Ay B . o

4 ”
- e v . (3

belov in connection with specific formula.alternaeives. The relative ‘weight v
.o R o ) . . .. s % R _.‘ ’ B
¢ = to be assigned to each factor is dependent on the type of forpula selected
,;\" - s ,. ) ] B 4 Lt . M ’ - il

.(see below). ~ K : ' . T
) o - ‘
Ll With respict\tq\formula-types, both a flat grant type and'a variable

matching grant type would be acceptable. However, the latter type seems more

T ) &€;<cgnsistent with the~principles listed above‘and therefore ’it is 1istad as '’

. Le) PR

the primary recommendation. A separate issue is the treatment of the disad- < 3

vantaged set-aside (actually this' is an tssue only if a. variable matching . ,
~ T oo

grant is used) In terms of the above principles, it would be preferable .to .
- f A \M [ ]
o incorporate these monies'(and this;f@ctor) d1rectly into the formula if federal -

S o

authorities deem that permissiblé?* The formula would comnly w1th the federal

. .
5t . M \

law, SO long as (l) the federal set-as1de divided bv the total number of dis- .\ o
/’.‘/ ~— ‘, . 285, » . . ‘
advantaged students is less than one-half average per. pupil cost for the : *

. ..

centers dombined (at'present it equals 0.19); (2) monies may be applied Jh

-

. .- . - -
o ] . the total cost of.educating the disadvantaged, and (3) maintenance of effort

.. R .

- ) _applies ‘to state and‘local fqus only. If any of these three condi;;ons are@w |
vy ~re
P . not met, then the dis@dvantag d monies must be treated separately,_and should > Q//

- . LI 4 T

i W, . e . P §
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ST o & o I+
» + be done 50 on a>"weiéhted'perlpupil" basis (see.beldw). . For eacﬁlof these i
three alternatives, it is reco;mended that the following weights be assigned - * X
- to the variOus factors (weights in thé _Present formula are included for com~ ;
, , -, > : =
ot ;

parison):» , ) I ;
. .+ Current Var. Match Grant Var. Match Grant Flat o -t |
Factor Formila . w/Disadvantape w/o Disadvantage Grant i 5y :
(T = < B - r
Income, .10 - ++ .30 o . .35 .25 . v,
Unemployment <. L10 ‘ .20 .30 ) .20 .
Property Wealth .25 o .30 - .35 - 7,25
: .Disadvantaged ' ~0- ' 20 . -0~ " ,
‘ Expenditures ' .jg Lok ' * .10
Staff | 40 -0- . -0- -0-
Labor Force .05 CL=0- -0~ -0-- .
*included as the "base" for matching .
-, : - ) .

e

[
Q

The specific recommendations, then, are as follows:. b

1) | Variable Matching Grant--disadvantaged included:

- -
.

It is recomhended that Gection 3.2.7-2 of the State Plan be amended,

'

Beginning with the line, '"Five percent/of the funds available . "

L Y
\;-

N . e : !
A om page 38-of the Plan, to read as folldws: - . . t

Five percent of the funds available w1ll be set: aside to be ) : '

|
!
. . Co
{

2 granted to sghools for Excess Costs based on Inquﬂ\tion suppIied -

Ce by ‘the Aregl Excéss Costs ‘are here defined to include ,any of the-

. ) ) . i

. ;QJ””L\Egllowing:' (l) new programs designed to meet new and emerging man- -

c

L . power needs in areas of high unenployment' (2) special costs asso- Lo
» .

ciated with theé education of persons with limited Tnglish speaking N

L o
. -
- 0 . . e

“ « ability, “ahd (3) unanticipated cost increases since the October up-l N

date--items which may be given ‘consideration included such things
Iy § . -

. lp. . .. -l .
©, as teachers newly negotiated contracts and -fringe beneffts teacher- ~ ‘

,k

) ) v
° replacement at a different salary,rhiring of additional teachers and . ‘
v

s
. . i . . e . . . . "y
. ] . . . . . .- . : R , ' . ’
. . . . [} . . )
. EEEY . . ' - ”
CERIC e T el
" pr— [ . . M . s " v N g . . . L.
AN B . .




. purchase of addltional supplies because of unexpected program expansion,

.. ' ‘ unqsual.ttansportation and maintenance costsv In the event that funds

available are insufficient~to cover such costs, trequests will be pro=

N

rated using the "Need Index"fdescribed below. Any unexpended fUnaé

2 in Excess Costs not used in ‘this manner bv April 1, will be put hack

. ¢ into the formula, " - .

From the remaining monies, the Qtate will pay to the appropriate

)
Al

i T . local educa:ion/égencies a share of those agencies .eligible-expendi—

.

. tures; the State's share for each agency shall be equal. to

o - 3

P x Local Need Index ) . s,

-~ - - "

where "P" equals the State's share for_a local agency with average
© . ) . > ’ ' ‘

. need (LNI = 1.0), to be determined hy the funds avallable; and the  °

.

"Local Need Index" is detérmined as follows;‘ . - ’ .

- .
. S ° - - \

S 7 LNI = 0,2(DP) + 0.3(LI) + 0.3(F6L) + 0.2(0N)

- . PN »

. ~-  where, . o i . .
i ‘ ‘ . . : . - total disadvantaged :
- DP = 'number of disadvantaged students at school *  pupils in State -
N R .total enrollment of sghool » total enrollment

. - o ‘(,‘ ‘ in State !
LI = | AFDC recipients‘+ low income families " AFDC recipients + 106 fncome _

. . v . in_county . s fanilies in State
) totai population of ‘county R totar"population of State . .

' *
.

EGL = Equalized Grand List of host distrlct . Fqualized Grand List: of ?tate
' ADM of - host district - O ADM of State

. A . g

B
o -~ i
!
i

.. UN-= unemployment rate of local area -ggemployment rate of State o

. . . -

f/ "eligible expenditures are defiged. to inclpde all direct'%?penditures

-

. . on approved Qection 120 (b) (1) (a) programs during the year immediately'
e, »

N o, [ St L Lo L eh

preceding the year in which .aid is awarded., S . .




. . A . . .

-4) Va“‘ able -*iafcdng Grant --—llsadvaf taged excluded

' e g
. ~ - \ . \. ~ - - . H
“he :n=wula w.a.c b2":he same au apove, except that b .o %

N v

i

2 @) LA = 0u35 WD) 4.2.35 (FGLTH 0.30 (V). . R
. ) < o N . i . . Lo X . Y -
' oo fgb,) the followi ag sect-i'on wowld “z added to the State Plan--., :

e ay

t
‘e . » o * :
) monies, set, asi,d&@for disadva'm eged students shall be allctted |
- . . . o
:o the aporopriate local edUCation agenci_es-ac,cord;-‘.ng o the D T
‘ Zollowing ormula: - . - - ‘ e :
. ’ ‘o ’ ' ( ’ ¢
Allctmenz = [OP% x (number of. disadvantaged punils) x  “unds, ) « .
- o [ B
. . o sua oS (DP) x¢ (disadvan® aged enro};.n.mem:) ava..;a‘tu.c. - ;
hd & * .
for .11 e 1gil,1e mnstitutions < .- ,
. . %;L . - 3 . i%-:
Any monies nct expe':i 2d frorr tese g!lctments'w:LlL be made avai.zo.e W
A . C
° |
to the ramaizing 3 eiigible institutions on a pro rata basis.. :
° s f i . ‘,: ¢ . M ' e . !
-2} Tlac" Grant: o ) T b . ) _
Thbz :.me change in che derml}: .3t of "Ixcess Costs” as above would 2 2. Ll
) . ]
. L b
N © macz2., In additiony follow'ing‘ changes i 'the' calzulation of forf..a . }
+ . R X - N es - o . < i
- : o . L N i
elemerts would bz riade:.- .- . . » STt wr
- A i o P T ) - ! ¢ ' ’ ‘ """*;
. "a) Part I relabeled "igadvatitaged* Students’ ! ) _ «
. . A ’ . oL - \ L
R - .. o e s . o , - -
oo a:aacva.._abeu ‘,\zzi 5 _  fcocali Or areas isauvam‘,ageﬂ oupils . pp ]
.. . .total cwnrollaens: = ¢ 7, total (I aveas o ume it . . o
- 7 S02) = Jigadvantaged Lurtl~ x (ZC of, funds, evaliadlz = A .0 -
Sooe . detal L3 etess N7, 0 dus- : : . :
L7 advaccege? upi;s o T , -t . . S
. . .“ ) ’ . A) " '. - , Py .' » . i’
. . * . R— - L4 .o P P N
- b} Part IT: CL T ‘% . T . S . ,
- ‘ - ‘ ’ e . 4 . )
. n . . .. - .
v ' ’A: change <» ¥ .0 < funds a/a-labJ.a . . .
' °. . \ . M ,
o . B: .palculate (LI) as 13 & azove - _ |, - X .
LN . , (LI;-x enc:lament. | % C,Z3-cf iungs fviilavie = 37 _ TS T
. "~ -total of aveas (LI, . . . : "
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ot

c) . in Part III delete A éhange_B to;read'as follows:

"« 'A, eligible expenditures /;_ total of areas eligible expenditures

t, .enrollment . . . total areas enrollment.
.  {FX) x enrollfient  x -0.}0 of funds available = ¢ . |
: ‘total of areas (EX) - ° - , . " o
x enrollment . h \
YO N - ) * )
N ). It Part IV, eliminate steps D through H and insert: f
) - D. (AM) x efrollment  x 0,25 of furids available = D
A ' total of areas (AM) ' T
7 L X enYollment ] : )
( . ( .

The specific data recommended to be used in these formulas is as follows:

e

1) number of disadvantaged pupils as reported by the area centers as part

of Fall'Data'Collection;~ ' B -

- ¢

2) total enrollment from Department of Educqtlon-—Fall Pata Collection;

. . L. Y

3) ~ number of 'AFDC families from Department of Social Welfare (report for
= . . A - N ‘ R . sy

‘February immediately eding current school year);

L TS

4) * number -of low income families 1 rtmenteof Taxes (number 6f returns

sy .
3

filed as j%int returns, with ‘adjusted gross income less than S3,Q00,

-~ .

. - B . . .
fof+year preceding current school year; - R

“5) . eqnalized grénd'list and A.‘D. M. data from Departnent of Education S
A . } - BN )
Statistics and Informatlon Sectlon‘ - T e

\, <~ p) " to- v

6) unemployment ié average total unemployment for local labor market area

-

R -

for the 18-month period ending June 30th immediate]y prior to the current

school year--from the Denartment of Employment Qecuritv. 3

L - e

7Y population,data is frém Dedartment of Health Vital Qtatlstics Section )
' - ! e
--déta are most recent year. available {currently l975) ) - .
) o ' * :
0 - ( ~ . -
. ) - ) ) o A o
* » - é Ve,
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e One final note should be made regarding the contingency fund and the

.

set-aside for excess costs. The requirements of P. L. 94-482 do not appear to
~o o
: ) prohibit such provisions‘(so long as the overall matching requirements are
. ) !

\ - met, a condition-which should have little effect on these provisions). More=-

~
I © .

over, the' recommended modifiqatlons of, the present formula do not alter the
L :

need for these provisions. It is recommended however, that the definition of

. excess cost be modified fo insure that the State is in comp]iance with federal

- k-

regulationsx In particular, ‘the federal law requires states’ to address the ' ‘

problems of persons with "limited,English speaking ability,” and to give : )

‘priority to "new programs designed to meet new andvemerging manpower needs."
. M - ) :

Given the very small foreign born population in Vermont (considerably less 3 -

hY

than 1 percent of the population) it is estimated that there are no more th : '

N - <@

' 150- 200 students in Vermont schools with ]imited Tngllsh speaking abil

this assumes all foreign born students or children of”foreign born parents have .

.

difficulty. Similarly, the 1im1ted economic development in Vermont makes pro- . :
. grams yhich fit inte-th¥ above priority category unlikely. As a result, it

) would seem better ‘to trea% both of these‘situations as unusual event$ and, .
/ ‘ . . at €2 . -
/ hence, more appropriately classified as'"excess costs,"

T The actual impact of the proposed changes in the formula on each of,

[

. . the area centers for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 is shown-in the table below

0 .

In general, the redoriiended formula tends to distribute aid in a more uniform,
. RS

.
7

. manner, urincipally as a consequence of- establishing cbnsistencv across the

'
et

various factors used in the formula. llowever, the new flat grgnt formula-

shows a more ungven, distrihution, underscorlng the*role that tﬂfahigh weights

' assigned to program factors play in the present formula., To the extent that
, . L ’ . m - .

s ’ B . S

. R N Ao o
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATIO}\{ .

FORMULA~AID , .
) " UNDER ALTERVATIVE PLANS
g - " 1976-1977 . .
i - ~ i '
R » . . . b} l
- FY1976 . FY1977- .
AREA CENiLR CURRENT ___VGR-INCL _VGU-SXCL _FLAT GR, = _CURRENT  _VGM-INCL _VGM-EXCL- _FLAT GR. :
. - - §/pup % S/tup % S/pup % §/puP- % S§/PUP % §/PUP % $/PUP % $/PUP 7% \
BARRE * ~ 120 '33 95 .26 92 25 97 26 107 29 103 28 -106 ‘29 119 32 '[
- , - - I i
AN . L .
BFA 125 39 103 32 136 427 150 47 142 44 113 35 152+ 47 162, 50 ~
BRATTLEBORO *98—25 130 ~32 123 31 121 30 100 25 - 140 35 144 36 152 «38 ’
) . 7 Fl * . . K] , X ' / . ~ A
. BURLINGTON - T 131 23 187 33 . 224 39 193 34 - -148 26 188 33 . 245 43 258 45
T s ‘ 3 . - *
ESSEX JCT. ©122 25~ 93 20 © 94 19 80 16 124 26 115 24 125 22 101 21 .
' - - . . . o . .o L ) *f- ~
HARTFORD 111 26 109, 26 104 24 96 .22 - 131 .30 118 27 118 27° 121 28 ° -
_ At : : S ‘ |-
~ LAMOILLE S 165 45 957 26, 90 25 96 26 (135%'37 95 26 -99. 27 117 32
MIDDLEBURY 126 29 100 23. .94 22 88 20 138, 31 -~116 26 1I5- 26 113 - 26 . )
f . - . L) M . & o~
MT. ANTHONY 124 28 117 .27+107° 25 T 98 227 199 32, 193 31 ;179 @7 125- .20
. . . )\ . '»' . ‘ . M ; . \'\ . I .
" NO, COUNTRY 98 28- 129 37 175 -'50 175 S0 ' -123'= 35 126 36 174 50 174 50
OXBOW: 128" 37 97 .28 103 © 30 113 32 126--35 109 32 <119 35 140-- 4L :
. . ‘o . AY e . T, e .ol -' ¢ —— . '
. 'RANDOLPH, o 168 33 135 .27 130 'Z5 11 22 "#"172 33 _4l56 30 146. 28 134 26 . ~
~RUTLAND 145 023 175 27 156 24~ 111 17  17F 28 198, 32.~179. 29 140 22 “l .
Y SO F Dl CoE e L P A
ST. JOUNSBURY. 142 29 144 29  129° %27 110 22 139° 26 - 182 34 171 32 141 29 - . % L7
SPRINGFIELD - 181 29 189, 30 163 %36 - 112. 18" 280 44 210 33. 185 -29 133 .21 .
. . e ’ N n / . - - Sao v
\. - : ‘ ‘ 7
o . * - , .
.o - - s .
. - . R C
, > 48 ¢
- P '_‘ . ‘o "
- 47 - : | 4
; v . s St
L 1 o . = °
R | . Lo, d "~
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io9 and (2) requiring area centers to report a total budget (1 e.,rone that" in-

v

o~

E

Ric. o e

s N ~

- * K}

““there are systematic shifts in funds, they are the result of variation in/the U "‘
factors mandated by the new ?ﬁderal law. »0f particular importance is the " - .
: o,
‘ variation in the concentratlon of "disalvantaged students" reported by the .7
respective‘centers. This yariation is not strongly correlated with the
economlc status'indicators (unemployment and - cbncentration -of low income = L

.

families) suggesting that either the definition of d sadvantaged may need to . T

.

.. be tightened, .or some auditing of Ebcal reporting may be ﬁ%cessary. . T

. . . . .
Ry - . ,, \ e « -

'
5 . 4 . - o

R : . - . )
-k - " e o - )

e Lid . . . 0

- ] ’ YI : L.

L . ADDITIONAL REVENUF AND EXPENDITURE ISSUES |
° e P

. * .
. ]
. N
. o, 3
. . e
- = . \ %&3 ’
. - hY 50
o . . . gy . -
. .

~

The primarv focus of this study has” beén the development of anew. ... |, ‘>

formula for allocatlng vocatlonal education monies., Tn ththontext of con- ’ 9

siderlng the, impact of a new fbrmula, it would seem useful to analyze two ~ .0
7 related issues Y€1) "incorporating into the formula.those state monies now - .6', D

' -
. .

dispensed as tuition _and/or as direct pavments for staff salaries (the other

“type. of state aid used presently, categorlcal grants for specific programs

is more directly .related to the State' s objectives and should be left as is)y

N
- < ]

‘ / ) s’ % ~ v o '. =N o
clufles expenditures’ for plant operation and maintenance) . ~ ) Ceo
L . . ”
- >
The desirability ‘of makin? these chanres fs, to a siﬂnificant degree,

. . o P

"’:‘F'. .
dependent on the empirical congequences. The tab]es below show some of the - .
. v . = _— T e

’effects. First, however, the rationale for (and obiections to). making sgch

- changés are btiefly outlined.
X s =~

N 2 e . .
7 - - ‘. . .. .
oo i | . -t ! . P - ‘ ‘ - - b 2%
- o ) ' : v L, - C " - - . PR <)
it |, L .




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(%
3
1

-
1) - Dispensing tuition payments through the formula. such a change would

- 8

simplify the aid process and would further concentrate funds on those
. 0\‘ . ml I-"
area centers judged: by formula criteria to be in need Its primary ’

redistributive effect however would be to shift the henefits of
& : .
state aid from thé sending d1stri£ts to host districts. Civen,that host

- &

3

districts already;enroll a disproportionate share of- student53 such a -

- move would likely aggravate the pxoblen. Also, to the extent that shift—
cl *

ing funds to’ the formula would have an effect on .the overall state appro—

~ “ - -

, Priation’ for vocational education it would likely decrease?.' Some
.of the problems wigh the present Euition system may be related to{the.
\seeming lack of correspondence hetween average costs and established ’
tui:i;n rates th1s despite a staQe law requiring such correspondence.
Y - “

't _Finally, the logic of excludlng sendfhg distrlcts w1thout high, schcols

-, -

s not: cl;aa, giveg tbat the actual tuition. is about 25 percent of full

- s ° *

“9

'

q *

| @ Tl T
- 2)  current paxmentS°for9staf$ saiaries through the formula .~
v . -: - -4

‘would‘seem to 31mplify tﬁe aLd process and - Would apparently ‘have little
- 3;

effect on the distrlbutiqn o§;a1d ain; a‘possible reserv tion is the.
¢ W= '9 . « . t .
. impact on the overall appropriation t_.vengthat these items .are supported
., . = e e 4 t :

at 75 percent, - ' -.. . ‘ P,

. ,v,-):mn . . . . . ,g; ) . . Lo K
3) Data on'tﬁtal budgets is' only available for F¥ 1975, Analxﬁis of this -

. . LR 4 .
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4
data shggests- that while the expenditures f%%“plant operation and

mainte ance are a substantial part of total‘costs (overall about

R
-

one—third), includiig them in the allocation base would not cause any‘

significant shifts in the distribution. ‘The pripary benefit‘might be\

\M.«,

to help better 1dentify who really bears the costs of the area centers,

o

as between the host districts and sending districts, in doing so, some. o i
of the variation between tuitions and average_ costs within.districts

Including-these expenditures might also act as a
catalyst for increasing the total state adprbpriation for ubcational ‘ -

-

education gco the extent that that appropriation'is tied to total ex-

might be eliminatnd

. .
v El

. |
penditures.) The principle drawback is that inclusion migtlit weaken

« -
efforts to encourage expenditures on the. pagticular items now covered.
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.COMPARISON .01 TUITION AID AND FORMULA AID
© ~NFY1976 L .

&

AREA
CENTER

“ ———
.. TUITION .-
/STUDENT -

COST/ ZAIDED IF «

o

PUPIL ‘RATI0 - TUITION

FORMULA

“TULTION STUDENTS

AS ‘% OF ENROLL.

BARRE L' {_ -' ‘. . & , “\ . ,.l?'
BFAﬁb ' . C s p A .7 -0 1

, ‘ BRATTLEBORO i / 73 Y J° 3 AR « N e BN ~
"BURLINGTON o, - “ i ST ~ 2
ESSEX JCT. L AR P -/ : n2 .
HARTFORD - - 3FF Ly . - . 12 -
LAMDILLE = - w =~ 327 L < ) NS | e .
MIDDLEBURY N . 2. .. -7 :
MT. ANTHONY.- . RTINS ‘ x S VA &
NO. ‘COUNTRY - 290 =, : Sl . ' .

A OXBOW 3l Sy - "y - RIS

- RANDOLPH 20 i ) = e
RUTLAND gre . - "5 o ’

- ST g¢ JOUNSBURY S o .. P Y
sS)amc’;uam R P2 , e

. INCLUDING ANCILLARY COSTS IN FORMULA AID’

‘FY1976

. AREA
L CENTER

-ANCILLARY AS

% OF TOTAL

CURRENT" ANCIL-~

LARY “AID" PER PUPIL

" RELATIVE (OST

"AID IF ALL FORMULA

(AS, % OF CURRENT)

* BARRE- - 2 s R P R .
BFA AC L ' .
. BRATTLEBORO ~ 3. LI ~ 5 . e
BURLINGTON ! o . ' . AN
ESSEX JCT. SRS , P .
HARTPORD ~ 13 . ‘ Ve
LAMOILLE R . - S -
MIDDLEBURY ' R o - ;o T
MT. ANTHONY oo - R / S
. NO+ - COUNTRY . ) . . S
, " OXBOW o > . T . R TR
RANDOLPH o . ; . . S
. RUTLAND @ B, . A
.SR. JOHNSBURY e sl . s AP
. SPRINGFIELD ' - " : R A
b / r" o \ ’ ~ ., o
ER . - S
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