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oo 7 . __ INTRODUCTION B .o

o - . ' . . ‘1 J - - . . . . - ]
* -State Qompensato‘ Education programs offer ‘supplemental, or additiopal,
e 1n?truct;onal or related services.... over and above the regular school pro-"

l w4

gram...." Compensatory Education services are focused on individual students rather
5
than on the system that is charged with the respdhslblllty for proyidlng the educa-
I B i"‘
tional serv1bes. Whlle the spec1f1cs of the programs may vary from one school dis-

tr1ct tb another, all of them operate on the assumptlon that the curriculum content,
. . .

materials, instructlonal act1v1t1es, other services, and staff .which constltute the

/ \

'regular school program are adequate. . ) ’ .

In a number of school dlstr1cts 25% to 60% of the tested?students fall below

the Statﬁh1de mlnfmum standard for pupil prof1c1ency " Whett the. numbers 1nvolved are

P thls large, Compensatory Edueation is an 1nappropriate term. Tt—tends to obscure the

reallty that there are dlstr1cts where the "regular school program' is 1nadequate and .
should be reexamined and revised, When more ‘than lS% of the stEfénts tested fall be-
low the Statewide minimum standard 1t may well be that the major causes as well ‘as

4

< the solutlons to the problem 11e w1th1n elements “of the regular school program rather

- .
o« *
L]

than WIth the individual student.

—The philosophy that Compensatory Education programs are supplemental activ1t1es
is apparent in the amount of State funding. in that category. New Jersey wxll spénd
sllghtly less than one bllllon dollars in State Aid to Educatlon during the 1977 1978 ‘ .
" 'school year,’but only 6% of this total has been allocated fbr Compensatory Educatlon.”

’ s

As a category of State School Aid, the Codgensatory Education Fund is oversh?dowed by

o

. amyriad of other aid c13551f1catlons anﬁ costs that command 94% of the totanexpendl-‘

, ?

., _ -tures in the State's educatlon budget. . e “ ,
* 7 @~ o -
- ,f- EVen though Compensatoryiﬁducatlon Funds are a small proportlon of the educa-
!
tion budget they representxan 1mportant source of addltlonal support for a numbér of
- . , < oo e
school distracts ,P ) ‘ . ,' ’ . - ™
- I N i
) e ’ : /
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. The estimated amount of myney the State will grant to a school district to
/ . [ * .

provide Compensatory Education services to studenfs is determined by multiplying the

number of students in the district who meet the program eligibility requirements by’
* 2

a predetermined ddllar amount of aid per pupil? Prior to June, 1977, the formula

N .

for calculating the number ofheliiibie studenﬁs cons;séed of a weighted count of
. ¢ . . .

students enrolled in Federal, State, hndllocal Compeﬁsatory Eéucatidh prdgrams the
.previoﬁs year. xhq'State Bepaftmeﬁ; of Bducation has recently developed.a new formﬁla
4fb£,calcu1ating student eligibility and fund{ng ;chool qigtrict;, and ‘it is the ne;

fbrmulg which is the subjec; of this paper.
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\ S’I‘ATE COMPENSATORYL EDUCATION IN NEW JERSEY
THE ALLOCATION FORMULA .

« ®

R . ’
“ v P i

.Chapter 212 of. the Publit ‘Educ¢ation Act of 1975 (the ThoroughAand Efficient Law)

: eStablishes a cOmpensatory education fund which each year, grants school districts ad-
ditional funds to educate students who ‘are enrolled in preventive and remedial pro rams

- »

(approved by the State ﬂbard of Education) or who have academic, social, ecoﬂomic, ar .

o

environmenq;l needs that prevent theig succeeding in a regular school programmA On

June 1, -1977, the State Board of Education formally adopted the-revr51ons in the Admini-
" strative Code ftecéssary to 1mplement the provisions in the 1975 Law. During the twelve
¢ _» months prior to the<State‘Board's action, the criteria,for student eligibility and a

- .suitable formula for allocating funds were hotly debated topics. A mumber of advocates
) M $ R -

¢

_for the suburbs hoped that student eligibility and the amopnt ofifunds'awarded a district
woyld be based primarily, if not solely, .on the results: of district level assessment.

Some urban 1nterests, on theﬁother hand, felt the hard pressed C1t1es should have prior;

- ”

. ity and that.socio-economic factors (poverty criteria) should be the maJor-element in

the new eligibility and funding formula. This summer, districts applied for a Share of
s> o

the 357 leliqn in Compensatory Education funds available for the 1977-78 school year

(fiscal year 1978) as well as an additional‘il.7 million dollars in small Compensatory
v : : . ’
Education Research and Development grants. _

\

* The formula that was finally accepted was a combination approach that incorpor-
-9

 ated ‘test scores\as an indicator of academic ne and the number of children in the

district, receiving public assistance under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children

program as an indicator, gf-economic need (poverty). The eurrent formula applies to

the 1977-7é and 1978-?5 school years. It is an’ interim divice for allocating funds to:- -
3 - i M o , \, B -

school districts and not a permanent formula.

-




. . - )
1 -2 - I ‘ .
: .

THE STATE COMPENSATORY' EDUCATION FORMULA SRR
FOR 'FISCAL YEAR 1078 (1977-1978 AND FISCAL YEAR 1979 (1978 1979)

e .
’ . . N .
* a v ~
3 N .
N

School dlstr1ct53 using some rather broad cr1ter1a, were requlred to 1dentify

»

eligible students. The State Department of Educatlon (SDQE), u51ng 5tat15t1ca1 tcch-

£

~

niques, complled their own est1mates of e11g1b1e students for each distrlct and'set
11mits on the number of students they would fund. The formula, which presumably favors

urban and h1gh poverty areas over the suburbs, is somewhat compllcated and was the ob-

'
T, . 4 ~

ject of cr1t1clsm from the outset. . ’ « "
J ‘ : ' C-
fdentifying Eligible Students . . .
. ’ at the District Level T ‘ . v
Cfa351f1catlon by Test Scores S ) o \ )

-

-

Any student who answered less than 65% of the questions correctly ‘on the v &\\7

October, 1976 Statew1de Assessment Test or on an "establlshed" re11ab1e and valld local

or commercially developed test could be counted as an e11g1b1e student. School districts
]

were @ermtted to use local or commercially developed tests for all gra.des except in-

coming grades 5, 8 and 11. Students»ln grades 5, 8 and 11 had been tested_the\prev1ous,

' T Voo R T
year'when they were in grades‘4, 7, and 10 with the Statewide Assessment Test, so it

was relatively easy for districts to. identify eligihle students in3those‘gradesf

A The prov151on that allowed the use of locally or commerclally developed tests

0;,. ~

in the "untgs ed" grades enabled some dlstr1cts, depend1ng on which test they used to '
measure students prof1c1ency levels, to 1dent1fy a greaterqpumber o eliglble students,
r

Both local and commercial tests-vaty in the difficulty “of their conte .. i fe&ences

i ~..\

between test 1nstruments parti 1ar1y Teading: tests, in areas such as word.cholce,

sentence ‘complexity and structure and on math tests in the level of computatlonal

’

problems, oftert result in a 51tuatlon where the same student scores 75% Lorrect on one

‘v N

test and 60% correct on another Knowledgeable staff at thp dlstr1ct 1eve1 could
<)
select a more d1ff1cu1t commercial test and 1dent1fy a 1arger number of eligible stu-
dents. It was efpected that some dlstr1cts, espec1a11y those which tested students
‘ T - } .. N ’ .,a
o ) ‘f i - / B » = N

g




with a variety of instruments or had used less demgnding tests'to made_students' pro- -/

ficiency levels. loék better, might changeover to more difficult ;estsg

v

Classification by gociai&coﬁbmic, or Environmental Needs ° e

~

-

L. . School ﬂistrigts were also permitted to claséify students whose test scoi'és

- . . . & - . . i R .

N yere above t__he. minimum proficiency level (65% correct) as eligible for Compensgtory
$ . Education services. The State guidelines 'stipuiated only that "tbﬁe needs asséssment
Q‘}

\

.gonceming....sopial, economic;, or environmental factors clearly dgmonstratess) that
is necessary". This provision benefited |

L 4

. ﬁrollmegt-in preventive ‘or remedial progra

stricts wh:ich 'ha§' large concentrations of poo’r.fmdv‘sécially.disgdvantagéd s;;‘zdents,"'.
" and ;vhgre certain ch;racterist‘ic‘.s of the area could have 4 negative effect o s'tud;n;s"
o learning.. By allowing for differe:;ces in the quality of ;lifé among ::onunyx.rxitie~s, the ., A
. . « " . . S : v, |
guiéelines enabled u;ban distri;qts in pgrticulag té;_account‘ for th¢ ‘effect.:s of a de- ',
' pressedbenvix‘-onment. L N \ ) L ‘ ¥, . . T g

Each distri\ct. is required to have "defailed information documenting the 'heekds

assessment for enrollment' of these students available for a S.ta;’e audit. No other
o N 2 . o

_specifics, e.g., the type, format, and quality of the documentation are included in A
-~ . Y ', A L * ' \ . : .

the State hgui‘delin.e,s. ’ ' T ' ‘ ‘ L L
. v \_. R ~ f}\ L ) \- . , . ) - : -

., It is up to the local diStrict to justify eligibility with whatever form of

3 X e

13

s

< p . .. ' -, . . . : *
. - documentation it chooses, a teacher's recoRen'dat'lon will be sufficient. In theory,

(

. . - - .
_some districts could have found grounds for classifying mearly all,'{,f their pupizs in
_ _one 'of>t;he broad and g&‘néral caateg.ories and the lack of specific State guideline

would make it difficult td challerge distri.ét level‘eligibi:lity clﬁéjsffica;i'ons. Some

e Fi

observers were concerned that wealthy suburbs in pg}_‘ticular might 'capi_talize on the

N

', liberal guideliﬁes and enroll A.large‘numbers of students in compensatory education

programs. Tn _practice, howgver, it did not matter 'because ,thé;State Depaftment of ~

)
.

; B&ucation (SDOE) ;)et l_imitfon the numbér'pf e}igible studepts'eacf() district was allowed. )
- . . . . ¥ Ve
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o o
- T . Identifying Eligible Students ) -
- S e , at the State Level B o

- - < [ .

J Although the §tate Department of Education d1d not issue spec1f1c gu1de11nes

/ .
4 that.might have encouraged a more unlform system of c1ass1fy1ng students, districts be- - .

came eliéible for funding according‘to a State, and not a locally determined eligibility

level. A hypothetlca} distriét could ldéntlfy as mamy eligible students as it-chose, o

-~ but it would be funded up to the State determlned eligibility’ rimlt (Colum E, Flgure 1)
B and no more. For example, 1f District A 1dent1fied 2000 e11g1b1e students and the StateQ .
had determ;ned Distrlct A's e11g1b111ty 1eve1'at 1300 students, ' Dlstrlct ‘A would be | )
?funded for on1y~1300 students Dlstr1ct A could elect to offer remed1a1 and preventive
- services to the remaining 700 students, but the services would have to be financed with ;

s‘ '.\ ' * - ' . s * i ' ‘.... \.\
non-State funds. . ) - et ; .

»

Districts that identified fewer.students than the limit imposed by the State’

-

determined eP1g1b111ty 1eve1 récéived State £unds based on the dlstrlct level est1mate. )

W

LI

-~

1f, for example, Dlstrlct B had identified 978 eliglble s;udent;, whzle the State’ De- N

7

.pdigment of Educatlon (SDOE) had determlned there were 1200 eligible students 1n Dlstrict ' ¢

B Dlstrict B would be funded for only 978 studentst . . . . “ .‘ " .

« Vs
) These State determined e11g1b111ty lgvels will not be -in force until the 1978-

The Attorney General's office recently ruled .

1979 schoal year (f1sca1 year 1979).

that 1977-1978 ‘Compensa¥dry Education funds had to be awarded using the old formula
based on September, 1976 student enrollmenf in,Federal, State, and local Compensatory‘
Education programs School d1str1cts ear11er in the year, had used theé September, 1976
enrollment figures to estimate their 1977- 1978 budgets, the formula for State deter— ‘

| /{ mined e11gib11rty 1eVels was not adé%ted until this past June L . .- £

o Some school d1str1cts were*bliglble for more State aid under‘the old fbrmula |

than under the June,.1977'new formula. Th15'¢ou1d have led to wandfall funds for the

L)

" districts in question, but did not.

e

ording to an SDOE staff—member, these d1stricts

~

reduced the1r thgets to. confo the new formMa.' : Coee . .

EKC Tt B
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. o S . Calculating a District's =~ - .
. : o “ ‘ , State Determined Eligibility Level
- . Each district's eligibility, or allocation level is "expressed as the numbex of ‘ .
. & tr . -
- students in that district for whom the State Department of Education Wiii grant Compen- N )
) , -

satbry Education funds. State dq;ermined eligibility levels are statistica1 estimates :

\ - d

_and not actual counts. They are. the product of\a formula that attempts to quantify the

@
fextent of academic and economic need in a given school district. .

» The Severity of_Academic Need c ‘ L . . .
, 3 - ) . i '
In order to determine the extent pf academic need in a district, the State De- -
U partment of Education utiliied the actual score$ of a district's students on the October,

.ot ' 4,
>

~

9 : ¢ . « .
1976 Statewide -Assessment Test. . . . )

. ~

~ . L ‘ v ,.g
For students in grades 4, 7, and 10, those. scores below the minimum standard .

\ .
' ;
J . ) 5 ‘

(§S% correcti'Were weighted din 4 categories. Students who scored the lowest (0 to 19%-

»

' correct)‘wére counted 4 times heav1er than students who scored below, but close to the ’ ¢

ninimum standard (50% to 64% correct)i. The State Department of Education's rationale
in weighting the scores was to take into account the differences in the severity of {.
. : - + ’ ’ -
B TN : ' .- ,
- need between a student who scored 4 points’below the minimum standard and a student who .

scored 40 points.below the minimum standard. The weighted scores were used by SDOE to

develop a mathematical gquation to account for the range of score differences across

A

the 4 cdtegories below the minimum standard rn the tested grades which was ca11ed the
. severity;index. SDOE' also used the results of the 1976 Statewide Assessment Test to ) L. .
!
,compute by extrapolation, the estimated total number o£ students below,grade (below

T the mihimum standard) in’ each district (See Colﬁmn B, Figure ). - - ‘ﬁ R -

. L. ; The estimated ﬁ:ﬁﬁer of students below grade and’the severity index were com~ ;
' \binedeith other-functions in an equation for computing district academic need. Dis- i
. ‘trict academic need (Column c, Figure I) represents: the extent of academic need in a °

* -

. given district and-is expresse@ as the number of students in & district who, .on the “




* _ basis of acdademic criteria, are eligible for Compen“sator): Education. The main elements

"+ ‘in the equatiom for computing District Academic Need are the .severity index, which was .<

" .
. . -

’ based on the weighteﬂ distributions’ of scores on the 1976 Statewide Assessment Test;

. and the estlmated number of: students below the mnlmum standard in the ‘untésted grades,

4.

whiéh‘was extkrapolated by using a complex parabolic equation. Both the extrapo;atlons" .

and the equafion on which they were based h'ave/feen the object of some criticisms from
distriots where there was dissatisfaction with State determined eligibility levels.
L3 \ ¢ ‘ : ’ - P N

The Sevei'ity of Economic Need . o .

.. . ot
.

» i <

The State Department of Educatlon uses a count of the number of ch11dren in a
distr;l.ct who rece1ve aid. through plﬂ)!.lc assistance programs (ca11ed the AFDC count) as
a.s mdicatFr of that dls\/;lct's economc neeK(poverty level). The AFDC count (Column ,

D, Flgure 1) was selected because SDOE- felt it was "the- most[v1ab1e of the \s»oclo-economc - N

..options", \In ‘shoft, it was more si le, more ate, and,less controversial than any .
mp 24

‘ of the other measures that were qonsidered:

‘ It/was partlcularly 1mportant for urb,an dlstmcts that Ia,credlble and reIAtlvely

°

,{ .
Urban educatdrs have been insisting for years that . glven a low incom¢’ child and a middle v -

PR

~ income chrld who are both at'the same prof1c1ency Ievel, it. w111 c¢ost more to prov1de
z ' -

&urate/economc ,need 1nd1catqr was 1nc1uded in the State determned eligibility formula.
: /

’ equivalent services to the low 1ncome ch11d than to hlS mddle 1ncome cmmterpart. The

' formula appears to reflect Just S)A/ch an underlylng, assumptlon. ;I‘he economic need ele-

’

ment in the equatlon has .been- asslgned a great"? welght than the academic‘need 1nd1cé.tor,

~ 4

and this becomes very apparent wheh the mathematlcal constants 1n the formula are ex-.

amined. - . . . ' o R .7 @ :

3

" Balancing tie Equation with Mathematical Constants - . .

One of the problems that SDOE wanted 'to e11m1nate f;om the formul)was the Y,

phenomenon of overlap, or double countlng, of students who' fell into both the economic '

°

need‘(Column D, F:Lgure I) and academic need (Column C, Flgure I) categorles. It w% s
— ’ .

LI ]

’ . “ . “
. N




B . .
~ '» , r
’

calculated that approx1mately 33% of the total students in both of tHose ategories

-

7 were being counted twice. To resolve ‘the prohlem SDOE reduced the number f students

in the District ‘Academic need category (Column é Flgure 1) 53% by using a mathemat1cal
i o1
constant of .67. All/students in the AFDC count (Golump D, Flgure I) were g1ven full

——

-~

- ~ .
. weight by applylng a constant of 1.0, « - ‘ Coe AN

. .. , .
. ; It should be noted that SDOE could just as easily have assi&ned the lesser
constant to economic need w1th the result that academic need would have been the

> S e v . L4

' Some observers may feel the dlfferene% be--

inant
factor in the formula “for allocat1ng funds
4 tween the two constants is ot significant,.but vhat ‘they overlook is the fact that*

- there is an important underlylng assumptlon present. The welghtlng’ln "the constants -

s

assumes that economic need, or what SPOE refers.to-as soc1o-econom1c status; is, at
[ 3

least’in relatlon to Compensatory Education funds, the most 1mportant of\the two var1-

:////’/;hles in the formula In this regard the formula promlses to dlstrlbute funds in faVor
+  of d1str1cts with large concentrathns of poor puplls. RN 28
. ., ' . * . '-" LY -

> S
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g District Elrg}blllty Level

To most, school dlstrlctg, thé most 1mportant part of the formula is their DlS-.

-. -

.trict Ellglblllty Level (Column E, Flgure 1), the number of students el;glble for .

y  September, l977 enrollment 1n Compensatory Educat1on programs. It is thls number wh1ch
" when mult1p11ed by the $165 per pupil thé StaZe allows results in an estimdte of a
ﬁdlstr1ct s total award For example, if D1str1ct A's ellglbllity Jevel (Column E,
. ( .
Figure 1) was 199.52 students, the district would receive a total of $32 920 80. . ..
($165 x 199.52) - ) T . ‘ e
. . ) . i | )
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© . THE EQUATION .

District .

(Colum B) )

‘Estimgted
- Total No.
» of Students

Below Grade
225

- S

Acadenmic Need

Academic Need x Constant |

(Column. C)

Distfict
Academic °
‘Need .

155.81
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.
>
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w(bolumn D)

District = -

Economic "
Need

95. °
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District
Econon@c Need

(AFDC Count),

X

(Column E) ’
District -
Eligibiiity
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199,52
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N Three Spec1a1 Cases .

e

For the léyﬂ 1978 school year, the District El)glblllty Level for Atlanth
City, Camden, and Newark was calculated at 100% i.e., these ‘cities would recelve Com-
- pensatory Educatlon funds f:r every student who met the Dlstrlct -Level 'Eligibility
fcr1ter1a. ‘A combinatlon of stat13t1ca1 factors has resulted .in what should amount to ,' . s
some considerable galns in Compensatory Educatlon funds for those three hard-pressed .
S Urban distr1cts ‘Althouéh Compensatory Educatiohn funds are a relatlveby small pro-
portion of all the aid to educatlon funds dlspensed by the State, the above allocation
plan is' a V1ctory°of sorts for urban advocates What is important to remember is }hat
in relation to“Compensatory Educatron; the preventiveland“remedial component of the
ThorOugh and Efficient Law, the f?rmidable and unique combination of negative social

forces' -that press upon the poor urban pupil has been taken 1nto account.

1977 - 1978 (Flscal Year 1978) ¢ Underfgnded Programs o -
Thérs is one dlsturblng fact about Compensatory Education during'the current o
school year: the $57 million.State ailocation,is not enough to fund afl.of the eligi-
ble students~at $165 per child. Enroilments'have outstripped resources.' SDOE feels
that districts will have no cholce other than to‘offer "watered'down" programs, so the
p051t1ve effects of the new 1nfu51on of’ funds to cities will be forestalled untll “next

o

year (f13ca1 yégr 1979) when the programs are fully funded.

d , 1978 - 1979 (Fiscal Year. 1979)
l\ /.
The formula that has been described in the preceeding pages is an interim
device that will be used in 1978-1979 and then supposedly replaced by a permanent .
. N , . . ¢

~formula for the 1979- 1980 school year. Details on the 197§ 1980 formula are lacking.
It may contain some elements ‘of the interim formula, or be a totally different system.
The practice of funding districts on the basis of the previous year's enroll-
. ment in Compensatory Educathn Programs will be continued. The number of students in
‘a dlStrlCt whorw111 be eligible for enrollment (and funding) in September, 1978 (the

1978-1979) school year, will be a‘ilhctlon of the number of students who are enrolled
o I . -

14 N

<
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in Compansator& education programs on September 30, 1977.
S | .

e
P

‘ _ "Some AdditiOnal'Considerations

There are a number of knotty phllosophlcal and’ grogrammatlc issues concerning

¢ ot

«

'Compensdtory Educatlon that face SDOE. Perhaps the most controver51al and difficult

>

to resolve wlll bé the relationship of- 1mproved pupllaberformance to awarding future
State aid.” It seems loglcal, if only in the narrow sense, that school districts would / ", ;f
recéive‘lees:Compensatory Education funds as the proficiency levels of their pupils

incrgdse. In short, being successful might result in a loss of State funds. If this,6

7

is to be the case, then it ‘can be said that the system will be rooted in some formid-

able disincentives for school distmicts. A related qdestion is whether or not districts
}

that deﬁonstrate 1mproved pupil proficiency levels wlll become eligible for funds that :

Ay

will enable them to maintain the level of excellence they have achieved. Dlstrlct lgyel
planners are generally very dollar conscious and if a loss-of State aid is the penalty .
they must pay for being successful if the process can be seen as litexalgy Ieflnlng

N

\
oneself out of business; some districts might see advantages in mov1ng slowly and ex-

ertlng less,than a maximum effort. -
- '

A
On the other side of the co;nwis the question of what happens to school dls-

v
\

tr1cts that fall to show 1mprovement in pupil prof1c1ency It agaln se€ms loglcal to’
malntaln, if not increase, the amount of State funds fhese districts recelve. The State,
"' if it is not.prudent, might then gind ditself in the role of rewardlng mediocrity and
suhsidiziné«failure. .

Part of the problem relates to minimum standards. The State preseritly has ‘a

. standard for measuring pupil proficiepcy, but no standard exists for measuring school
district prof1c1enc?£ the x;ate ‘at wh1ch the academic skills of Compensatory Education

students improve. -SDOE will have to resolve thls problem as well as a number of others.

T e
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! e Conclusion ' ) '
While it is understood that Compensatory Education’ funds will probably do’ .
e . ¥

very-little 'to cjose the gap irf?chool expenditure levels between wealthy and poor
disfi:icts, it is montheless important tha‘t the educational consume;t; and the’ interested
obser\ver {;nde,rstand how the gystem works. Compensatory Education funds are the séurc;a
of financing for preventive, and remedial programs ‘mandated in‘the Thorough arid Efficient
" Law. The cufrent formula, an interim device for f&fcaﬁng funds for the 1977-1978-
and 1978-1979 s:chool years, is a combination approach thgt takes both §cad‘e1nic.and h
economic need into account. Some observers claim the inter:".m formula appears to focus
the limited State funds precisely where they are most Sne.eded: in the hard-pressed ’
poor and urban districts. Thoroughly pl;lnﬁed, adequately func.led,‘"and .well managed,

- the Compensafory Education program could h;alp to revgrse)the downw: trend in New /
Jersey educatipn. But before this can become a reality, SDOE must face up to and re-
soivg some kn.otty philosap\})\ifal 'a.nd programmatic igs'ues._ Taime—\:‘rs importents a-number,
of critical ’decisijons will have to be made in the relatively near future:

+

- o .
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4 a

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION: . Preventive and,reme&ial programs, supplemental to (i;(idddi;ion

¥

: pensatory Education Fund. : ,

"to) ‘the Tegular school program that are established for studen
have academic, social, etonomic, or environmental needs that prevent
: them, from succeeding in the regular school program. Compengatory Educa-

s who "y

tion programs are paid for with State Aid to Education through the Com-

L

CATEQORICAL STATE AID: State Aid‘to Education that {s allocated to stchool distric;s .~

FR

REGULAR SCHOOL 'P

. g
v

-

MINIMUM paoncmvc;{ LEVEL,

OR MINIMUM STAND

{ B

WETGHTED COUNT,"
WBIGHTING:

for specific categories or classifications 6f students and/or seryices. =

For example, Compensatory Education, Bilingual Education, and Local”™ - . 4
Vocational Education-are all categorical aid programs that provide |,

amount of State aid to education funds in a specific category or classi<.
fication that will be awarded to a school district. '

ROGRAM: ~ The curriculum content and materiails, ins/tructional activities,
services and 'staff training designed to address the learning tneeds -of

all studenys. Activities -and services designed to address the needs of .
specifi‘¢ groups or classifications of students are not part of the regu-

lar schodl program, they are supplemental. e

‘. { - .!/.‘—" \ -
ARD: . Des:ijgnated as 65% mastery of both the communication/skills and
computational skills sections of the Statewide Assessment Test. Students

in the tested grades who-scored less than 65% torrect- performed below
the minimum standard and thereby became eligible for enrallfient in*re:gi-
C ‘. .

ial programs. ' / g

OR : ( K A s -
A mathematical operation that increases or de¢reases the numeri- .

cal™value of a unit, a statistical adjustment., Weight/ings or weighted

. pupil counts are used frequently in education st ti;&'t cs. For example,

the State may decide it wishes to provide funds to; s¢hool districts for
a specific service for all students. Llet us assume that the ¢ost of
providing the service to a Special Education student has been fixed at

. 3 times the amoint needed to provide the same.service to.a student.in ;o

~ %

the regular school program. A 300 student school 4is;rict with 275 regu/
lar students and 25 Special Education studentsiwould weight Spécial Eduy

.cation students 3 times heavier than regular stidents to get an accurate

estimate of the cost of providing ices to all students. .'Trhe/scho

district would claim 350 eligible’Students. . , /

Calculation: i o e
. S "\ Special ‘Weighted - /
regular . - .Education "/ §tudent / ,
students . studerits /’ ‘Gount - . .
275 e B2 Tx ] gase g

“  ‘PUBLIC EDUCATION ACT OF 1975: Alsd known<as the "Thorough and Efficient Law:, this law -

provided for a thorough and efficierit.ssystem of free public education,
implemented a State aid program to suppofrt such a system, and revised and ™
supplemented parts of other New Jersey ,e/ducationai statutes. The Act was
amended in 1976 to provide for the establishment of Minitum (St;a_t‘:ewi{ 7

Standards of Pupil Proficiency. ' ;# e

/
- Ko BN / v, ) / 3

R
. / p P

&

. specific-typés of sérvices for specific types ofgd_e/nts. Ty
e : S ' . -
" STATE AID FORMULA; . , A mathematical ejuation or calculation used to determine the '/

-




“x bl
‘/
<. '
» .
4 I
H .
T o>
e " -
l‘ . ,
t
[
s
;
.
-~
.-
.
)
,
R
/ ;l
.\-—d—
B
[
v? t
.
—
.
Le
, :
.
N ]
\ e
4
, o v
L4
4 .
..
=
- O

k.

rrlC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘ St . REFERENCES DA

s a .
- -~ . \ P

"Determinatlon of Ehglblllt)a Lev@s For State Compensatory
Bducatlgg" New Jersey Stﬁte Department of Educatlcn 1977.

»
N ¢

( -

"Guidelines For The Planh1ng~and Implementatlon Of New Jersey
.State Compensatory Education Prdgrams'|. New Jersey State

.

Department of Education. June, 1977 ) .

/ , . N -t ' ,\“\ N
\ « " . N v
/ N \ i‘
New Jersey,'"Publlc Educatlon Act’ of 1975".* Chapter 212
' Laws 'of 1975 (1975). - . .
—‘_'t—' -
3 - . 1
N . '
. :\ i i
[N . . . -~
1 ‘ ‘, . N t
u‘r - N -
Y- . \
F
R A ~ i
\;' ’/
. -
e E’ . . .
é ol ~ == h
N ¢ / .
. . . ) :
- \\\‘ . -, . .
Toea P
* : “ ‘. 33 +
/"' .
- J a é , 4 ) '
. . Voo, . ’w\ ¢ .
S Yo o —
1. . B ~
¢ , ' ~
’ 2 ’ k ' [
~ > : ‘ .

. L 1s

i < -e

[
e
..
%
s
%
i
g
.
P
|
|
:
X
-

-
p
R . &
.
. L)
e
I' N
.
.
b ol
{
R
.
I
7



