Chapter I

Introduction
This Legislative Office of Education Oversight report describes Ohio’s current system for providing and funding career-technical education and compares Ohio’s funding method

 to those used in other states.  The report also examines the basis for the current 

supplemental funding weights and offers recommendations for improving 

state policy regarding career-technical education funding.
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Background

Career-technical education, formerly known as vocational education, has a long history in Ohio.  Some Ohio public schools offered clerical and industrial courses as early as the late 1800s.  The first cooperative programs with local industry were developed in Cincinnati in 1910.  In 1917, the federal Smith-Hughes Act provided funds for federal and state cooperation in career-technical education.  Ohio responded to this pivotal piece of legislation by providing state matching funds.

Ohio continued to expand its support by establishing vocational school districts.  These districts existed as early as the 1940s, but they did not have the authority to tax until 1963 when the 105th General Assembly allowed them to operate as regular school districts.  

By the end of the 1960s, Ohio solidified its commitment by requiring school districts to provide career-technical education.  In 1969, the 108th General Assembly approved $75 million in state funds to match local funds to build joint vocational school buildings.    

Over the years, career-technical education has grown beyond high school to include middle school and the post-secondary level.  While students in elementary grades may participate in some type of career awareness, there are no funded career-technical education courses at the elementary level.

Currently, there are 13 state agencies that administer or support over 100 Workforce Development programs in Ohio.  These programs range in both their size and scope.  At one time, these agencies operated independently from one another, but they are now coordinated by the Governor’s Workforce Policy Board.  The Ohio Department of Education (ODE) administers approximately half of these programs, most of which pertain to middle and high school career-technical education.  A complete list of these agencies is in Appendix A.

Context for the LOEO study

When the Ohio General Assembly revised its method for funding primary and secondary education in Ohio in 1998, it relied heavily upon the work of Dr. John Augenblick.  In addition to calculating a new base cost amount, Dr. Augenblick recommended a new supplemental funding approach to account for factors shown to increase district spending beyond the base cost amount, such as special education and pupil transportation.  

Dr. Augenblick’s recommendation originated from an analysis of school spending conducted by the Ohio Department of Education (ODE) in consultation with Dr. Bruce Gensemer of Kenyon College.  When Dr. Gensemer completed this analysis in 1997, he found many factors that explained the differences in spending across Ohio school districts.  In addition, he found two factors that did not increase district spending beyond the base cost amount – the percent of students enrolled in gifted education and the percent of students enrolled in career-technical education.  

In response to this finding, the Office of Career-Technical and Adult Education of ODE conducted its own analysis in late 1997 to prove that there are higher costs associated with providing quality career-technical education.  The analysis refuted the claim that career-technical education does not increase district spending.  In fact, the Office of Career-Technical and Adult Education analysis found that districts spend considerably more on career-technical education and recommended a weighted-pupil funding mechanism for career-technical education to replace the existing “unit funding.”

LOEO’s legislative charge

The Ohio General Assembly initially declined to adopt the ODE recommendation for a weighted-pupil funding mechanism when revising its method for funding primary and secondary education in 1998.  Instead, the Ohio General Assembly required the Legislative Office of Education Oversight (LOEO) to evaluate the funding of vocational education.  The language included in Amended Substitute House Bill 650 of the 122nd General Assembly (February 1998) states:

“Not later than December 31, 2000, the Legislative Office of Education Oversight shall issue a report to the Ohio General Assembly that includes, but is not limited to, the following:

(A) An evaluation of state funding for vocational education, including state and local funding for joint vocational schools;

(B) An analysis of districts’ vocational education costs;

(C) A recommendation for a mechanism for funding vocational education costs through a weighted-pupil mechanism or some other type of funding mechanism.”

However, in 1999 the Ohio General Assembly adopted a weighted-pupil funding mechanism in Amended Substitute House Bill 282.  To respond to the changes in career-technical education funding, the scope of this study encompasses the funding arrangements as specified in Am. Sub. H. B. 282.  LOEO’s study focuses primarily on “secondary” career-technical education which includes middle and high school, grades 7-12. 

Methods


LOEO used multiple methods to examine career-technical education costs and to determine a new funding mechanism:  

1. Reviewed over 50 documents, including journal articles, web sites, and reports of major studies regarding career-technical education and school funding.  A selected bibliography is in Appendix B.

2. Interviewed state-level representatives from the Ohio Department of Education, Division of Policy, Research, and Analysis and the Division of Career-Technical and Adult Education; the Auditor of State; in addition to legislators and legislative staff.

3. Visited a total of seven school districts in the three different settings providing career-technical education.  Interviewed district treasurers concerning the submission of career-technical education expenditures for ODE’s cost analysis.

4. Examined the Ohio Department of Education’s 1997 cost analysis that serves as the basis for the current weights for career-technical education.

5. Analyzed the year-end expenditure data submitted by school districts through the Education Management Information System (EMIS) as a means to either confirm the existing weights or to develop new weights.  

6. Contracted with an independent research firm experienced in studying career-technical education to assess other states’ approaches to funding career-technical education.  The firm conducted a survey of all 50 states to provide policy recommendations for the State of Ohio.

7. Worked with an expert in the use of multiple regression analysis to develop various regression models to empirically examine the effect of career-technical education programming on school district spending.

Report organization

The next chapter of this report describes the delivery of secondary career-technical education in Ohio.  Chapter III provides an overview of how career-technical education is funded through state, local, and federal resources.  Chapter IV examines an ODE analysis of the cost of providing career-technical education.  Chapter V presents the findings from various methods used by LOEO (to examine the cost of providing career-technical education) including an assessment of other states’ approaches.  LOEO’s conclusions and recommendations are provided in Chapter VI.

Chapter II

Description of Career-Technical Education in Ohio
Career-technical education occurs in a variety of settings and is comprised of multiple programs and course offerings.  This chapter provides an overview of the current system for 

delivering career-technical education instruction at the secondary level.
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Career-technical education students

Career-technical education in Ohio typically begins in middle school when students are exposed to various careers, informed of the academic and technical skills they will need in order to pursue those careers, and begin the rudimentary steps of personal career planning.  Once in high school, where the bulk of career-technical education occurs in the junior and senior year, students enroll in academic and occupationally-specific courses designed to prepare them for careers and post-secondary education upon graduation.   

Career-technical education also extends to the post-secondary level for those high school students enrolled in Tech Prep.  Tech Prep is a specialized set of academic and technical classes that students begin in their junior year of high school.  After graduation, Tech Prep students migrate to a Tech Prep-affiliated institution of higher education where they pursue an associate’s degree – building upon their high school course work.  This report, however, focuses solely on career-technical education at the secondary level, including only the high school years of Tech Prep programs.  

In fiscal year 1999, the Ohio Department of Education’s (ODE) Office of Career-Technical and Adult Education reported approximately 345,000 middle and high school students enrolled in career-technical education programs in Ohio.  This number represents a “head count” of any student taking at least one career-technical education course. This number translates into approximately 72,000 full-time equivalent (FTE) career-technical students.

Instructional settings 

Under Ohio law, school districts are required to provide a minimum of 12 different career-technical course offerings and at least 20 career-technical classes.  However, school districts enrolling 40% or more of their eligible students in career-technical education programs may be exempt from this rule and instead provide a minimum of 10 courses and 16 classes.

In order to meet these requirements, districts are allowed to join together to satisfy the career-technical needs of students.  As such, there are three primary settings in which career-technical education occurs in the state. 

1. Joint Vocational School (JVS) is a school building that specializes in career-technical education for juniors and seniors.  Because most JVS students attend school there the entire day, JVSs offer “academic,” along with career-technical coursework, in order to fulfill student graduation requirements.  Students are transported to and from the JVS by their home school district.  

JVSs are constructed, maintained, and operated under the auspices of Joint Vocational School Districts (JVSD).  JVSDs are comprised of city, local, and exempted village school districts that join together to build and operate a joint vocational school building.  JVSDs were created as a way to spread the cost of providing career-technical education across several districts.  

Similar to other school districts, JVSDs have their own school board, superintendent, and treasurer.  JVSD boards are generally comprised of representatives from each member district.  In those instances where the member district is a local school district, the Educational Service Center (ESC) to which the district belongs represents that district on the JVSD board.  The ESC may, however, elect to have the local district represent itself. 

In addition, JVSDs have the authority to issue bonds and levies pending approval by a majority of residents from member or “associate” school districts belonging to the JVSD.  Currently, there are 49 JVSDs serving a total of 502 associate school districts.

Associate school districts belong to a JVSD, but they offer a select number of career-technical education courses in their own district.  While sending some students to the JVSD, some associate school districts offer their own career-technical courses, such as business, marketing, and work and family studies, to the high school students remaining in the district.  These courses are provided with the district’s own resources or by teachers employed by the JVSD.  Career-technical courses provided in the associate districts by a JVSD-employed teacher are referred to as “satellite” programs.

2. Singles (independents) are larger school districts that independently provide at least the minimum number of career-
technical courses (12) and classes (20) required by law.  In the case of single school districts, all career-technical instruction occurs within the district, though not necessarily in the building where the student takes his or her “academic” coursework.  Currently, there are 28 single school districts, which are mainly urban districts.  

3. Compacts are an arrangement formed by two or more school districts that do not have the student population or the financial capacity to independently provide a full array of career-technical courses.  In compact arrangements, each school district specializes in a limited number of career-technical programs in which it enrolls its resident students, as well as those from other compact member districts.  By specializing in different career-technical programs, districts belonging to a compact are able to offer the minimum of 12 career-technical courses and 20 career-technical classes required by law.  

Compact students typically divide their day into “academic” or career-technical courses.    This arrangement can occur within the same building or the student may spend part of the day in a different setting.  Compact districts work out the details among themselves for how students will be transported to and from member districts.  There are 16 compacts comprising 78 school districts.  

Some school districts do not offer any career-technical courses and instead contract with another district to allow their students access to career-technical programs.  Though similar to compacts, these arrangements are referred to as “vocational contracts.”  Four districts 
in the state contract with one “single” district for career-technical education.  Single and compact districts
are collectively referred to as “comprehensives.”

Administration

Each of the 49 JVSDs, 28 singles, and 16 compacts are grouped by ODE into Career-Technical Education Planning Districts (CTPD), formerly known as Vocational Education Planning Districts (VEPD).   There are 93 Career-Technical Education Planning Districts in the state, each of which is guided by a “lead” district.  Lead districts are responsible for coordinating career-technical education planning and data reporting for member districts.  School districts partnered in a compact have one lead district.  In the case of singles and JVSDs, each career-technical education planning district serves as its own lead district.   

Exhibit 1 illustrates how career-technical education is currently organized in Ohio.  Appendix C contains a map of career-technical education planning districts and the school districts they include.  

Exhibit 1

Career-Technical Education Organization

Fiscal Year 2002
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Source: Ohio Department of Education, Office of Career-Technical and Adult Education
Career-technical education program areas

Although most often associated with industrial trades such as carpentry and welding, career-technical education also includes courses from the service sector (e.g., cosmetology and culinary arts) to the high-tech sector (e.g., computer-assisted design and computer networking).  Career-technical education courses at the secondary level are grouped into three main program areas:  Workforce Development, Work & Family Studies, and Career-Based Intervention.  


Workforce Development (WFD) are the academic and career-technical education courses intended to lead to high-skill and high-wage jobs.  In fiscal year 2000, there were 85 courses offered within the Workforce Development program area.  These courses are organized into six “clusters”: arts and communication; business management; environmental and agricultural education; health careers; human resources and services; and industrial and engineering.  

There is a broad range of courses offered within this program area.  Specific examples of Workforce Development courses include horticulture, marketing, dental assistance, early childhood education and care, auto technology, aircraft maintenance, and culinary arts and food service management.  

Academic Workforce Development courses – or integrated academic courses – include math, science, and English courses designed to teach traditional academic subjects through career-specific, hands-on applications.  For example, an integrated math class would teach geometry by demonstrating its application in the field of carpentry or algebra by having students determine voltage based on a circuit’s current (amps) and resistance (ohms).  

It is important to note that integrated academic courses are more likely to be taught in joint vocational schools than in compact or single districts where career-technical students tend to take traditional academic courses.  


Work & Family Studies (WFS) are courses designed to prepare students to make informed choices and to develop the knowledge and skills for responsible citizenship in family, community, and work settings.  In fiscal year 2000, there were 12 course offerings focusing on such areas as family relations, nutrition and wellness, parenting, and personal development.  


Career-Based Intervention (CBI) includes courses offered in both the academic and work-related areas.  In fiscal year 2000, there were six course offerings in the traditional academic subjects of language arts, reading, mathematics, science, and social studies.  In addition, there is a general Career-Based Intervention course that provides work-based learning experiences for students.   

These courses are intended to help students who are at-risk of dropping out to improve academic competence, graduate from high school, develop employability skills, and prepare for post-secondary careers or higher education.  These courses are offered to high school and some middle school students.

Programs that were previously labeled as Occupational Work Adjustment (OWA) and Occupational Work Experience (OWE) are under CBI.  Courses within Career-Based Intervention range from single-period classes to half-days spent in an approved work setting.  

A complete list of courses offered within each program area can be found in Appendix D.

Student enrollment

In fiscal year 2000, there were approximately 76,000 full-time equivalent (FTE) secondary students in career-technical education.  ODE could not provide an “unduplicated” headcount of students for fiscal year 2000.  Exhibit 2 displays the enrollment of these full-time equivalent students in the three program areas and in each setting. 

Exhibit 2

Full-Time Equivalent Student Enrollment in Secondary Career-Technical Education

by Setting and Program Area

Fiscal Year 2000
	
	Program Areas
	

	Settings
	Workforce Development

(WFD)
	Work & Family Studies

(WFS)
	Career-Based Intervention

(CBI)
	Total

(by setting)

	Joint Vocational School Districts
	27,838
	8,765
	6,296
	42,899

	Singles
	8,369
	3,055
	2,009
	13,433

	Compacts
	6,574
	11,802
	1,642
	20,018

	Total (by program)
	42,781
	23,622
	9,947
	76,350


Source: Ohio Department of Education, Office of Career-Technical and Adult Education, October 1999 EMIS data.

In terms of setting:

· 56% of FTE students were in JVSDs;

· 18% in singles; and

· 26% in compacts. 


In terms of program area:

· 56% of FTE students were in Workforce Development;

· 31% in Work & Family Studies; and

· 13% in Career-Based Intervention.

Exhibit 3 illustrates these proportions.

Exhibit 3

Full-Time Equivalent Student Enrollment in Secondary Career-Technical Education

by Setting and Program Area

Fiscal Year 2000
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Furthermore, in terms of just the Workforce Development program area, full-time equivalent students are enrolled as follows:

· 65% in JVSDs;

· 20% in singles; and 

· 15% in compacts.




It is important to note that over 90% of career-technical education takes place in high school.  For seventh and eighth grade students, nearly all participate in Work & Family Studies or Career-Based Intervention.  

Chapter III

Description of Career-Technical Education Funding
Career-technical education funding comes from a combination of local, state, and federal resources.  This chapter describes Ohio’s funding mechanism and includes 

the impact of recent changes to the school funding formula.
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Similar to regular education funding, the current method for funding career-technical education in Ohio is a state and local partnership.  Career-technical education also receives a significant amount of federal funding, although this is a small percent compared to state and local resources.  Exhibit 4 illustrates these percents.  In fiscal year 2000, it is estimated that approximately $700 million in state, local, and federal funding was provided for career-technical education.  

Exhibit 4

Percent of Career-Technical Education Funding

[image: image7.wmf]502 Associate Districts

Joint Vocational School Districts (49)

27 Districts

4 Districts

 Vocational Contracts

1 District

Singles (28)

78 Districts

Compacts (16)

Comprehensives (44)

Career-Technical Education Planning Districts (93)

from State, Local, and Federal Sources 

Fiscal Year 2000

Source: Office of Career-Technical and Adult Education, Ohio Department of Education (July, 2001).

State Funding

The state provides the majority of its funding for career-technical education through two different line items within the biennial operating budget: base cost funding and vocational education enhancements.  Within each line item, there are several programs or funding provisions.

Base cost funding (Line Item GRF 200-501)

In 1999, a weighted-pupil method for funding career-technical education was adopted in Am. Sub. H.B. 282, the operating budget of the 123rd General Assembly.  Prior to the enactment of a weighted-pupil funding mechanism, career-technical education in Ohio was funded through “units.”  

A unit was considered a class with a minimum of 12 secondary students and 690 hours of instruction.  In fiscal year 1998, the last year of unit funding for all districts, the average unit amount was $45,000.  This amount included the state’s minimum teacher salary (based on education and experience), 15% of the salary for fringe benefits, and a basic classroom allowance.  

Because units were not funded on a per-pupil basis, they were not tied to the per-pupil base cost amount.  As a result, career-technical education units did not receive the same yearly increases as regular education funding.

Weighted-pupil funding.  Under the new method for funding career-technical education, each student generates the base cost amount ($4,052 in fiscal year 2000) plus a weighted amount for the portion of time spent in the three program areas – Workforce Development, Work & Family Studies, and Career-Based Intervention.  The portion of time is translated into full-time equivalent (FTE) students for funding purposes.

Exhibit 5 displays the weights assigned to each of the three program areas as listed in Am. Sub. H.B. 282.  These weights provide 30% and 60% more funding for each career-technical education full-time equivalent student enrolled in the program area.  A detailed explanation of how the weighted formula works can be found in Appendix E.  

Exhibit 5

Weighted Funding Levels for Career-Technical Education 

Fiscal Year 2000

	Program Areas
	Funding Weight

	Workforce Development (WFD) 

(includes integrated academic and Tech Prep courses)
	0.60 x base cost amount

	Work & Family Studies (WFS)
	0.30 x base cost amount

	Career-Based Intervention (CBI)
	0.30 x base cost amount


Source:  Ohio Revised Code, Section 3317.014. 

LOEO attempted to report the increase in overall state funding for career-technical education between fiscal years 1999-2000 caused by the change from “units” to a weighted-pupil funding mechanism.  However, this type of comparison was only available for JVSDs.  

In fiscal year 1999, the last year for their units, JVSDs received a total of $144.8 million.  In fiscal year 2000, the first year of weighted-pupil funding, JVSDs received a total of $159.8 million, a 10% increase in state funding.

With the June 2001 enactment of Amended Substitute House Bill 94 of the 124th General Assembly, the weights of 0.6 and 0.3 were lowered to 0.57 and 0.28, respectively.  This adjustment was made to account for changes made to the cost-of-doing-business factor – an adjustment to the base cost amount to reflect regional cost differences in providing education.  The purpose of lowering the weights was to provide districts a comparable level of career-technical education funding as that received when the previous cost-of-doing-business factor was used.

Am. Sub. H.B. 282 of the 123rd General Assembly, in combination with Ohio Administrative Code Section 3301-61-16, requires all school districts that receive supplemental (weighted) funding, and/or associated services funding, to spend those dollars only on career-technical activities approved by ODE.   Districts are also eligible to receive a weighted per-pupil amount for students identified in any of the special education categories.  Current Auditor of State guidelines further require that districts document how they are spending these career-technical education dollars and return to ODE any funds not spent.


Other base cost funding sources 

In addition to the weighted-pupil funding, the state also supports career-technical programming with a number of other funding provisions – all of which are funded through the base cost funding formula.  

Associated services.  As previously stated, a “lead district” is designated for each of the 93 CTPDs to plan, evaluate, and provide career counseling and related services for the member districts.  To help offset the costs of providing these associated services, lead districts receive an additional .05 weight for each career-technical student within their service areas.    
School districts must also document the amount of the associated services funding they spend and return to ODE any funding that exceeds eligible costs.  The Auditor of State monitors the use of these funds.  To date, there has been only one case where these dollars have been returned. 

25% supplement.  The state provides supplemental funding to school districts that send students to JVSDs and compacts.  Although the sending school district is not providing the instruction to these students, it is permitted to count 25% of full-time equivalent (FTE) career-technical students in its own ADM.  For example, if a district sends 30.6 FTE students to a JVSD, 25% of these 30.6 students (7.65 students) are added to the ADM of the sending district.  

The rationale for this supplemental funding is to help defray any additional transportation and coordination costs of sending career-technical students “out-of-district” to be educated.  The 25% supplemental funding began in 1975.
Extended services.  This is additional funding provided to school districts to supplement the cost of paying for staff whose services go beyond that of the regular school year (182 days).  The state funding for extended services reimbursed districts approximately 7% of the actual cost of providing the program.  Examples of staff services that qualified under this category of funding included summer school teachers, librarians, counselors, nurses, etc.  Extended services funding was reduced by approximately half in fiscal year 2000 and was eliminated in fiscal year 2001. 
Graduation, Reality, And Dual-Role Skills (GRADS).  GRADS is an in-school instruction and intervention program for pregnant and parenting teens.  Unlike the other three program areas, the primary method for funding GRADS continues to be units.  These units are based on the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) teachers.  In fiscal year 2000, one complete unit generated $45,000 in state funding.  This amount was then adjusted to account for the relative wealth of the district employing the GRADS teacher.  

GRADS teachers qualify for one complete unit of funding when they report at least 690 hours of combined in-class and out-of-class instruction for the current school year and have taught at least 36 GRADS students the previous school year.  A lesser amount of instructional hours or students results in a reduced level of unit funding.    

While GRADS is primarily funded through teacher units, a small portion of GRADS is funded on a per-pupil basis.  GRADS classes in which the teacher reports less than 360 hours of instruction are funded on a per-pupil basis and receive a weight of 0.3 instead of a portion of a teacher unit.

According to the Office of Career-Technical and Adult Education, over 95% of the costs associated with providing GRADS are personnel-related.  That is, the majority of the funding is used to pay teachers’ salaries.  In fiscal year 2000, there were a total of 7,978 students enrolled in GRADS courses; this represents a headcount of all students enrolled in the program.  A total of FTE students enrolled in the program for fiscal year 2000 was not available.  The majority of GRADS programs (66%) were in JVSDs that year.  
Vocational education enhancements (Line Item GRF 200-545)

In addition to the base cost funding provisions, districts receive specific state funding for a number of career-technical education programs.

Jobs for Ohio Graduates (JOG).   Created in 1987, this is a school-to-career transition program designed to assist “at-risk youth” (ages 14-21) complete their secondary education before transitioning into a job, post-secondary education, or the military.  JOG encourages participants to explore career interests, acquire job-seeking skills, and increase their overall employability.  Participants are also given the opportunity to participate in work-based learning activities such as job shadowing, mentoring, and work-place experience.  Since 1991, JOG received the majority of funding (75%) from state revenue and the remainder (25%) from locally-generated resources.  JOG is administered to districts on a grant basis through the Ohio Department of Education.

Tech Prep Consortia Grant Program.  Combining the last two years of high school with a two-year associate degree, these programs stress mathematics, science, 

communications, and technology.  Tech Prep programs within schools are organized by 26 consortia in Ohio, involving 44 public colleges, universities, and regional campuses; all CTPDs; and more than 600 business, industry, and labor representatives.   Tech Prep is the fastest growing career-technical program, with enrollment increasing from 607 students in 1995 to 10,820 students in 2000.  

Tech Prep is funded through both state and federal resources.  The Tech Prep Consortia Competitive Grants are used to support and expand the number of students enrolled in Tech Prep programs throughout the state.  Students enrolled in Tech Prep are included in the Workforce Development program area and receive a 0.6 funding weight.

Individual Career Plan & Passport.  Districts receive this grant funding to develop career plans, identify initial educational and career goals, and develop a “career passport” that provides a clear understanding of the student’s knowledge, skills, and credentials to present to future employers, universities, and other training institutes.  
Vocational education equipment replacement.   Funding is provided to districts for the replacement of obsolete equipment used to train students for employment.  Districts with a large percentage of disadvantaged students are given priority in the distribution of these funds.  This was formerly a separate line item in the operating budget (GRF 200-526).  

JVSD transitional funding.   JVSDs with an adjusted recognized valuation per pupil equal to or less than $3 million are guaranteed to receive at least a 2.8% increase in state aid.  This funding applied to fiscal year 2000 only.  The purpose of this funding was to aid JVSDs transition from units to weighted-pupil funding.

Exhibit 6 provides a list of secondary career-technical education programs and provisions funded by the state for the fiscal year 2000 operating budget.  Given the limitations of the data, LOEO had to combine actual and allocated amounts to estimate state funding provided to joint vocational school districts, compacts, and singles for career-technical education.

Exhibit 6

State Funding Provided to School Districts for Career-Technical Education 

Fiscal Year 2000

	
	
	Fiscal Year 2000

	GRF 200-501
	Base Cost Funding  (actual allocation)
	

	
	Base Cost Funding (excluding guarantee funding)
	$185,438,942

	
	Weighted Funding
	$75,755,537

	
	Associated Services
	$9,248,086

	
	25% Supplement
	$19,025,597

	
	Extended Services
	$592,569

	
	GRADS 
	$ 5,053,952

	GRF 200-545
	Vocational Education Enhancements (appropriated)
	

	
	Jobs for Ohio Graduates (JOG)
	$9,975,000

	
	Tech Prep Consortia Grant Program
	$6,585,230

	
	Individual Career Plan & Passport
	$6,144,277

	
	Vocational Education Equipment Replacement
	$5,188,703

	
	 JVSD Transitional Funding 
	$400,000

	Total
	
	$323,407,893*


*Note:  This amount is an estimate of the state career-technical education funding provided to single, compact, and joint vocational school districts for fiscal year 2000.   

Additional funding provisions  

Similar to regular education, there are provisions that also affect the amount of career-technical education funding received by districts, including JVSDs.  

Guarantee.  In February 1998, as a provision of the overall changes made in school funding, the 122nd General Assembly created the “guarantee” that school districts would receive at least the same amount of funding as in fiscal year 1998.  Because compact and single districts received base cost funding and “grants” for career-technical education students instead of units in fiscal year 1999, they were guaranteed that their operating funds would not fall below their fiscal year 1998 level.

However, in fiscal year 1999, JVSDs continued to receive unit funding rather than base cost funding; therefore, they were not subject to the 1998 “guarantee.”  In fiscal year 1999, JVSDs received a substantial increase, approximately 8%, in total funding.   ODE attributes this increase to more units provided for “non-instructional” teachers, such as Career Pathway Specialists, School-to-Work Coordinators, and  Apprenticeship Coordinators.  

ODE also speculated that the funding increase was due to an increase in the number of “satellite” programs.  Satellite programs are courses that take place in the associate school districts, but are funded through the JVSD.  

In fiscal year 2000, all singles, compacts, and JVSDs received base cost funding and the career-technical education funding weights.  However, while compacts and singles were “guaranteed” their fiscal year 1998 funding level, JVSDs were guaranteed their fiscal year 1999 funding level.  

Because JVSDs received an unusually large increase in funding in fiscal year 1999, there were a substantial number on the “guarantee” in fiscal year 2000 – 14 out of 49 JVSDs.  Furthermore, because the “guarantee” for JVSDs is based on a later year, JVSDs are assured a higher level of “guaranteed” funding than compact and single districts.  

Cap.  When the Ohio General Assembly revised its method for funding primary and secondary education in 1998, it placed a “cap” on the amount of increase in state aid that each school district was eligible to receive.  The cap in state aid was either a 12% increase in total funding or a 10% increase in per-pupil funding, whichever was greater.  

Similar to regular education, JVSD base cost funding was subject to the cap.  In fiscal year 2001, approximately $4 million in base cost funding was subject to the cap for JVSDs.  The last year for the cap was fiscal year 2001 for both regular school districts and JVSDs.

***********

Local Funding

In addition to state funding, local funding serves as a significant source of revenue (47%) for districts providing career-technical education.  Local revenue is determined through two primary sources:  the charge-off and levies.   

Charge-off.  The charge-off is the step in the base cost funding formula that considers the amount of local funding that a school district will contribute.  For the 612 regular school districts, the charge-off is 23 mills.  In its simplest form, the base cost funding formula assumes that each school district will contribute 23 mills times its assessed valuation to the total base cost of educating its students; state funding pays the remainder.   In fiscal year 2000, the base cost funding formula produced an average state share of approximately 47% (excluding the guarantee) for regular school districts, which includes singles and compacts.


As noted, 49 JVSDs serve a total of 
502 associate school districts.  Based on negotiations between ODE and the Ohio General Assembly, the JVSD charge-off is 0.5 mills.  The total assessed valuation of a JVSD is the sum of the total assessed valuation of all the associate school districts served by that JVSD.  The relative low wealth of JVSD associate school districts results in JVSDs having a higher average state-share percentage than regular school districts.  In fiscal year 2000, the average state share in base cost funding for JVSDs was approximately 67% (excluding the guarantee).  

Tax issues.  All 612 school districts can issue local tax levies for school operations or bonds for school construction 
and improvements, pending approval 
by a majority of district residents.  
Revenue raised through these local sources of funding may be used to benefit any type of educational program, including career-technical education.   

JVSDs benefit from similar taxing and bonding authority.  In order for levies to pass, they must be approved by a majority of voters within the associate districts comprising the JVSD.  Unlike single and compact districts, however, local revenue generated by JVSDs is used exclusively on career-technical education.  It is important to note that singles and compacts are not prohibited from issuing levies exclusively for career-technical education.  
According to ODE, JVSDs had a total of 57 issues on the ballot between 1996 and 2001, with 31 passing.  Issues ranged from 0.25 mills to 2.70 mills and included both operating levies and bond issues.

***********

Federal Funding


A final source of revenue for career-technical education is federal funding (6%).  As stated, federal support for career-technical education dates back as far as 1917.   The primary source of federal career-technical education funding is the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act of 1998, also referred to as Perkins III.  In order to receive federal funding, states must provide “matching” funds.  In fiscal year 2000, approximately $2.3 million state dollars were appropriated through GRF 200-416 of the biennial operating budget for this purpose.

Once the state provides the matching funds, the Perkins III funds are separated into two grants: the Vocational Education Basic Grant and Tech Prep.  The Vocational Education Basic Grant primarily funds secondary career-technical education programs and is administered by the Ohio Department of Education (ODE).   The Tech Prep grant supplements the state funding for Tech Prep, and the funding is co-administered by ODE and the Ohio Board of Regents (OBR).  

For the Vocational Education Basic Grant, a portion of these federal funds is used for state administrative purposes (5%) and leadership (10%) while approximately 70% is devoted to secondary career-technical education programs.  The remaining 15% is dedicated to post-secondary education.  Ohio receives approximately 10% of its Tech Prep Grant for administrative purposes with the remainder going to the 26 Tech Prep consortia throughout the state for programming.  Exhibit 7 shows the federal funding for career-technical education in Ohio for fiscal years 2000 and 2001.

Exhibit 7

Federal Funding for Career-Technical Education 

Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001

	
	Fiscal Year 2000
	Fiscal Year 2001

	Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education 
	
	

	Vocational Education Basic Grant
	$43,184,072
	$44,682,695

	Tech Prep Grant
	$4,462,988
	$4,449,520

	Total
	$47,647,060
	$49,132,215


Chapter IV
Ohio Department of Education Vocational Cost Analysis
This chapter examines an Ohio Department of Education (ODE) cost analysis used by the Ohio General Assembly to implement a weighted per-pupil mechanism

 for funding career-technical education.
[image: image8.wmf]Program Areas

Career-

Based 

Intervention

9,947

(13%)

Work & 

Family 

Studies

23,622

(31%)

Workforce 

Development

42,781

(56%)


Background and methodology of ODE’s cost analysis

In late 1997, the Ohio Department of Education’s Division of Career-Technical and Adult Education performed an analysis of career-technical education expenditures to:

· Determine the per-pupil cost of providing “quality” career-technical education programs; and 

· Have the Ohio General Assembly use this cost figure as the basis for distributing career-technical education funding to school districts.    

The primary purpose of ODE’s cost analysis was to prove that career-technical education costs more to provide than regular education, an assertion refuted by the research of Dr. Augenblick and Dr. Gensemer.  

ODE modeled its analysis of career-technical education costs on the approach used by Dr. Augenblick to calculate Ohio’s base cost amount for regular education.  Similar to how Augenblick examined the actual expenditures of successful school districts to determine how much regular education should cost, ODE examined the expenditures of what it considered successful Career-Technical Education Planning Districts to determine the cost of career-technical education.

Just as Dr. Augenblick first eliminated high- and low-wealth school districts prior to his base cost calculations, ODE eliminated high- and low-cost Career-Technical Education Planning Districts prior to calculating the cost of a quality career-technical education.   Next, ODE established six criteria for determining career-technical education quality and selected eighteen Career-Technical Education Planning Districts meeting at least five criteria for its cost analysis.  

Treasurers from the lead school district of the selected planning districts were then asked to complete worksheets documenting all expenditures relating to career-technical education within their planning area.  The worksheets were designed to account for vocational spending in the three main program areas of Workforce Development, Work & Family Studies, and Career-Based Intervention.  

To arrive at a per-pupil cost of quality career-technical education for each program area, ODE:

· Summed the expenditures by each career-technical education program area for all Career-Technical Education Planning Districts that submitted worksheets;

· Subtracted spending for equipment since it is a capital good and it is funded through a different line item. (Augenblick 
also factored out the cost of capital goods in his base cost calculations); and

· Divided the expenditures for each program area by the total number of full-time equivalent students receiving career-technical instruction within the planning district.  

To ensure that each school district would have sufficient funding, ODE proposed the creation of supplemental funding weights for each program area (one weight for Workforce Development, and a second weight for both Work & Family Studies and Career-Based Intervention).  The weights represented the percent above the base cost amount that districts seemed to be spending in order to provide “quality” career-technical education.  

Exhibit 8 illustrates the recommended supplemental funding weights derived from ODE’s 1997 cost analysis as well as the weights that were negotiated and ultimately adopted into law through Am. Sub. H.B. 282 of the 123rd General Assembly in 1999.   These weights were adopted in combination with a relatively low charge-off level of 0.5 mills for JVSDs. (The lower the charge-off, the more the state pays.) 

***********

Exhibit 8

ODE Recommended versus Ohio General Assembly Adopted 

Weights for Career-Technical Education 

	Vocational Program Area
	Recommended by ODE

1997

 
	Adopted by the Ohio

General Assembly 

1999

(Am. Sub. H.B. 282 123rd G.A.)

	
	Additional Vocational Spending from ODE Analysis
	
	Base Cost*
	
	Funding Weight
	Funding Weight

	Workforce Development
	$3,474
	/
	$4,040
	=
	0.86
	0.60

	Work & Family Studies
	$2,384
	/
	$4,040
	=
	0.59
	0.30

	Career-Based Intervention
	
	
	
	
	
	


*Base cost amount as calculated by Augenblick and adjusted for inflationary growth of 2.8%.  

Source:  ODE Performance-based CTPD Expenditure Analysis; Section 3317.014 of Am. Sub. H.B. 282 of the 123rd General Assembly.  

LOEO examination of ODE cost analysis

LOEO reviewed ODE’s cost analysis to verify the evidence supporting the current funding weights.  The purpose of LOEO’s examination is not to imply that ODE should have used a quality-based approach.  However, since a quality-based approach was used, LOEO examined how it was applied.  

In reviewing ODE’s cost analysis, LOEO identified several methodological concerns with the way in which “quality” Career-Technical Education Planning Districts were selected for the analysis, as well as inconsistencies and errors in the reporting and analysis of the cost data.  These concerns include:

· Inadequate indicators of what constitutes “quality” career-technical education programs; 

· The exclusion of five Career-Technical Education Planning Districts whose expenditures should have been included in the analysis, but were omitted by mistake or lack of follow-up by ODE to obtain the needed data; and

· Inconsistencies and errors in treasurers reporting career-technical education expenditures across the Career-Technical Education Planning Districts included in the analysis.  

In addition, ODE could provide no documentation regarding the number of career-technical education students and their associated expenditures, therefore, it was impossible for LOEO to verify ODE’s cost calculations.  These problems raise serious concerns regarding the accuracy of ODE’s cost analysis and ultimately the appropriateness of the current weighted-pupil funding mechanism for career-technical education.  

Inadequate indicators of quality career-technical programs.  ODE used six criteria to identify what it considered successful Career-Technical Education Planning Districts.  Those planning districts meeting at least five of the six criteria were deemed of sufficient quality to be included in the cost analysis.  The six criteria used by ODE were:

1. Post-program placement.  Placement of at least 95% of Workforce Development students in one of the following settings: employment, post-secondary education, or military service.

2. Work Keys. Proficiency level performance by at least 17% of Workforce Development students on the Work Keys assessment.  Work Keys is a criterion-referenced test that measures applied academic skills needed for a variety of occupations.  

3. Student retention.  Loss of no more than five percent of Workforce Development students from career-technical programs. 

4. Career Passport.  Production of acceptable Career Passports by at least 75% of Workforce Development students.  A Career Passport is a set of formal documents that identify and describe the skills a student has attained upon completing a career-technical program.  
5. Articulation of career goals.  Articulation of career goals by at least 75% of eighth grade students.

6. Program offerings.  Provision of course offerings in all six career clusters 
of career-technical education courses.  (The six career clusters are: arts 
and communication, business and management, environmental and agricultural systems, health services, human resources/services, and industrial and engineering systems.)

Although two out of the six criteria, post-program placement and student retention, serve to distinguish high-quality vocational programs from average- or low-quality programs, the remaining criteria are inadequate quality indicators for the following reasons: 

· The articulation of career goals and program offerings criteria fail to distinguish among Career-Technical Education Planning Districts.  An essential characteristic of any measurement of quality is its ability to distinguish among the entities being analyzed.  LOEO found that 82% (77) of all 94 CTPDs met the minimum articulation of career goals threshold and 85% (80) offered courses in all six career clusters.  Given that the vast majority of CTPDs met these two criteria, their value as quality indicators is limited.  

· Non-standard definition of an “acceptable” Career Passport.  The definition of what constitutes an acceptable Career Passport is determined locally by each school district, preventing meaningful comparisons. 

· The Work Keys is a voluntary test.   The only criterion of the six that is an actual assessment of career-technical knowledge is the Work Keys test.  Unlike the Ohio Ninth Grade Proficiency Test, however, the Work Keys assessments are voluntary.  In addition, students take a combination of different sections within the test.  Some students take two sections while others take three sections.  

As such, the test provides no standard measurement of student performance across Career-Technical Education Planning Districts and is therefore not a measure of successful districts.  Work Keys is no longer used as an assessment for secondary career-technical education students, as of the 2001-2002 school year.

In addition, none of the six criteria specifically measure the quality of Work & Family Studies and Career-Based Intervention courses.  Yet, in fiscal year 1997, 41% of all vocational students were enrolled in Work & Family Studies and Career-Based Intervention courses.

Without adequate indicators of educational quality, a quality-based approach for examining career-technical education costs cannot be done, since the costs derived do not necessarily reflect the cost of a quality program.  In the absence of defensible quality measures, the only valid method for selecting districts to include in the analysis is to examine the expenditures of all Career-Technical Education Planning Districts in the state or a random sample of these districts. 

The exclusion of districts.  According to data supplied by ODE, 22 Career-Technical Education Planning Districts met at least five of the six criteria and should have been included in ODE’s cost survey.   Yet, the expenditures of only 17 were analyzed.  According to ODE, four Career-Technical Education Planning Districts that should have been included in the cost analysis were omitted by mistake.  A fifth district failed to submit data on behalf of its members.  Even within the 17 districts analyzed, not all member district expenditures were represented because they did not submit their expenditure data to the Career-Technical Education Planning Districts.  

The exact effect of the unanalyzed districts on the cost analysis is unknown; their inclusion could have led to a recommendation for higher or lower funding weights.  

Inconsistencies and errors in the reporting of career-technical expenditures.  The expenditure worksheets completed by treasurers and analyzed by ODE also cast doubts on the accuracy of ODE’s cost analysis.  Some examples of inconsistencies and errors in the reporting and analysis of expenditure data include:  

· Lack of consistent expenditure reporting.  Two treasurers whom LOEO interviewed stated that the instructions ODE provided for completing the cost analysis worksheets were vague and failed to specify commonly used Uniform School Accounting System (USAS) codes to identify expenditures.  As a result of vague instructions, LOEO found that treasurers were inconsistent in their reporting of expenditures.  For example, two treasurers included academic teachers in their instructional costs, while others only included career-technical instructors.  

In addition, several treasurers recorded the cost of their GRADS programs along with Work & Family Studies courses, while others included it as a separate line item.  By including it in Work & Family Studies, expenditures related to this program area were inflated.  

· Lack of common instructions.  LOEO found that the instructions from ODE regarding the types of funds to include in the analysis changed over time as the worksheets districts used to provide cost data to ODE were submitted.  As a result, half of the treasurers interviewed included expenditures from federal funds on their worksheets while the other half did not.  

· Inclusion of federal funds.  The inclusion of federal funds in a cost analysis to determine how much state support career-technical education should receive is inappropriate.  The base cost amount, as calculated by Dr. Augenblick, excludes all expenditures from federal sources.  

Because the ODE cost analysis divides the per-pupil cost of career-technical education by the base cost amount to arrive at the various funding weights, the inclusion of federal funds inappropriately inflates the weighted amount.  While the exact size of this inflation is unknown, the impact may not be negligible since federal funds comprise six percent of the total budget of secondary career-technical education in Ohio.  

Insufficient documentation.  Although ODE was cooperative in providing LOEO with many documents related to its cost analysis, the documents themselves failed to sufficiently describe how the cost analysis was conducted, making verification of its conclusions impossible.  For example, several districts belonging to the Career-Technical Education Planning Districts analyzed by ODE failed to submit expenditure data.  In response, ODE stated that it excluded the students from these districts in its career-technical expenditures per- pupil cost calculations.   However, no documentation regarding the number of excluded students was provided, making it impossible to verify the accuracy of the per-pupil cost amounts reported by ODE.

On the expenditure side, ODE added a “prorated amount” of approximately $1,000 per FTE, on average, for administrative costs for each participating Career-Technical Education Planning District.  Yet, an explanation of how this administrative cost was calculated is not documented and was not clear to LOEO even after several interviews with ODE staff.  

A final note
ODE’s Office of Career-Technical and Adult Education reported to LOEO that its cost analysis was conducted in an extremely short amount of time (two months) in order to help inform the drafting of Am. Sub. H.B. 650 of the 122nd General Assembly in February 1998, the legislature’s response to the Ohio Supreme Court’s first DeRolph school funding ruling.  (As it turned out, the Ohio General Assembly did not act 
on ODE’s recommended funding weights until 18 months later date with the enactment of Am. Sub. H.B. 282 of the 123rd General Assembly in 1999).

While LOEO recognizes the constraints faced by ODE, the limitations of ODE’s cost analysis raise enough concerns about the study’s validity to call into question its use as the basis for determining the current 0.6 and 0.3 weights, providing 60% or 30% more supplemental funding for all full-time equivalent career-technical education students.

Chapter V

LOEO Career-Technical Education Cost Analysis
This chapter presents the findings of several approaches used by the Legislative Office of Education Oversight to assess career-technical education costs.

Using multiple approaches, LOEO intended to determine how and by what amount career-technical education should be funded in Ohio.  These approaches included:

1. Examination of commonly-cited reasons for high career-technical education costs;

2. Examination of specific components of school district spending on career-technical education to confirm the magnitude of existing weights or to develop new weights; 

3. Examination of aggregate school district spending on career-technical education, using multiple regression analysis; and

4. Comparison of Ohio’s approach to funding career-technical education to approaches used by other states. 

Commonly cited reasons for higher career-technical education costs


Some advocates claim that career-technical education is more expensive to provide than other forms of instruction for three commonly cited reasons:  higher teacher salaries, smaller class sizes, and the purchase and maintenance of career-technical education equipment.  

LOEO examined each of these factors to determine the extent to which they may contribute to higher costs for career-technical education. 


Higher teacher salaries.   Some advocates claim that in order to compete with the private sector, school districts hire career-technical education teachers at a higher salary than “regular” education teachers to compensate for their technical skills and experience.  This argument pertains to the high school level where nearly all of the occupationally-specific courses are offered.

In comparing teacher salaries, LOEO found, on average, that the salaries of career-technical education teachers are not substantially higher than those for regular education.  In fiscal year 1997, the average salary for career-technical education teachers was $40,927 compared to $39,855 for regular education teachers at the high school level, and $38,811 for all classroom teachers.  This represents a 3% difference in salaries between career-technical and regular high school teachers, and a 5% difference between career-technical and all K-12 classroom teachers.  

LOEO also found that career-technical education teachers averaged 16 years’ experience compared to 15 years for all regular education teachers in 1997.  This could explain the differences in salaries.

Small class sizes.  Some advocates also cite smaller class size as a reason for the increased costs for career-technical education. Because state funding for these courses begins in middle school, LOEO compared the average class size for grades 7-

12 between regular education and career-technical education for the 1996-1997 school year.  

LOEO’s analysis found that, on average, career-technical classes were smaller (14.5 students) than regular education classes (19.5 students).  Within the 
program areas, Career-Based Intervention classes were the smallest, on average, with 11.5 students.  Work & Family Studies classes, in contrast, were the largest with an average of 16.2 students.  Workforce Development classes average 13.5 students.  These comparisons are displayed in Exhibit 9.

***********

Exhibit 9

Class Size Comparison between Regular and Career-Technical Education

Grades 7-12

1996-1997 School Year

	
	Average Class Size

	Workforce Development (WFD)
	13.5

	Work & Family Studies (WFS)
	16.2

	Career-Based Intervention (CBI)
	11.5

	Career-technical education grades 7-12 
	14.5

	Regular education grades 7-12
	19.5


Source:  EMIS Course Master and Student Course files, fiscal year 1997.

While the difference in class size between regular and career-technical education was not as large as some advocates claim, there were, on average, five less students in career-technical classes. 

In addition, LOEO found that Workforce Development classes provided at JVSDs were larger, on average (14.4 students), than those taught in compacts (11.5 students) and singles (12.9 students).

Equipment.  Expensive equipment purchases are often cited as contributing to the high cost of career-technical education.  In recognition of this additional cost, Ohio has historically funded the purchase of equipment separately from operating expenses, which generated the weights.  Therefore, expensive equipment is not an argument for supplemental weights.  

LOEO expenditure analysis

Given the concerns regarding the consistency and reliability of ODE’s 1997 cost study, LOEO attempted to determine the cost of career-technical education through a separate analysis.  Unlike the ODE study, which relied on district treasurers to supply cost data through self-administered worksheets, LOEO focused on specific components of year-end expenditures  submitted by districts to the Education Management Information System (EMIS).  The purpose of this analysis was to either confirm the existing weights for career-technical education or to develop new weights.

LOEO attempted to separate various components of career-technical education expenditures from regular and special education for all three types of career-technical districts – compacts, singles, and JVSDs.  By isolating various components of expenditures, LOEO intended to focus exclusively on non-capital, operating expenses that were paid with state and local funding.   

Once the necessary career-technical education expenditures were isolated, LOEO intended to estimate the cost for the three program areas – Workforce Development, Work & Family Studies, and Career-Based Intervention.  With the costs isolated, weights could be determined based on the proportion of spending for each program area.  However, throughout the course of this study, LOEO encountered numerous obstacles that prevented the expenditures from being isolated accurately for this type of detailed  analysis.

Inability to isolate career-technical education spending.  The current reporting requirements of the EMIS make it impossible to isolate career-technical education expenditures – especially for compact and single districts.  

Because compacts and singles provide a full range of educational services beyond career-technical education, it is nearly impossible to isolate the portion of a district’s total spending that exclusively pertains to career-technical education.  For example, a single or compact district reports 
expenditures for “student support services,” such as guidance counseling or health services, for all students.  There is no distinction for what portion of these expenditures is spent on regular, special, or career-technical education students.  

Numerous examples of this type of “co-mingled data” occur throughout the expenditure reports.  While it is somewhat easier to isolate career-technical education spending for joint vocational school districts, given their primary focus on career-technical education, these same issues affect the quality of their data as well.  

Lack of course-level spending.  Determining the cost of career-technical education by each of the three program areas – Workforce Development, Work & Family Studies, and Career-Based Intervention – requires that school districts report all expenditures related to providing these programs at the course level.

However, districts are not required to report expenditures by course level; therefore, LOEO was unable to determine the amount that is actually spent within each program area.  The lack of course-level expenditures makes it impossible to estimate the costs associated with providing the Workforce Development, Work & Family Studies, and Career-Based Intervention programs.  

The inability to isolate career-technical education expenditures, combined with the lack of course-level expenditures by program area, prevented LOEO from analyzing the year-end expenditures of school districts on career-technical education.  LOEO was therefore unable to confirm the validity of the existing weights or to develop new weights.

Multiple regression analysis  

As mentioned, a 1997 analysis done by Dr. Bruce Gensemer for the Ohio Department of Education, found that the percent of career-technical education students in a district does not influence overall district spending.  The analytical tool used by Dr. Gensemer to reach his conclusions was multiple regression analysis, a widely used statistical technique that examines whether some circumstances (or factors) influence another.  

For example, multiple regression has been used by school funding researchers to examine whether the average family income or the percent of students with disabilities influences how much money a school district spends per pupil.  

Regression analysis allows the examination of relationships using aggregated school district expenditures.  Using aggregate expenditures can be a more accurate way to study the cost of a program even when inconsistent coding produces inaccurate detailed-level data.  In other words, even though the detailed-level data are not consistently reported, the overall spending amounts can still be accurate.

The regressions performed by Dr. Gensemer in 1997 (using data from the fiscal year 1996), found 17 different factors that explained approximately 80% of the differences in spending across Ohio school districts.  Two of those factors, the percent of students with disabilities and the percent of students in poverty, justify state policies that provide supplemental special education and Disadvantaged Pupil Impact Aid (DPIA) funding to school districts.  

One factor that Dr. Gensemer found that was unrelated to district spending was the percent of career-technical education students in a district.  When using multiple regression analysis to compare the percent of career-technical education students in each school district to that district’s total spending, Dr. Gensemer found no pattern to suggest that higher percentages of career-technical education students were associated with overall higher district spending.  

In order to see if we could find evidence to support supplemental weights, LOEO contracted with Dr. Gensemer to rerun the multiple regression analyses he performed in 1997 using some additional and more precise career-technical education factors, including:


The percent of students in Workforce Development, Work & Family Studies, Career-Based Intervention, or GRADS as four separate factors;


The percent of students in high-, medium-, and low-cost career-technical education courses; 


The percent of students in districts attending a JVSD;


Whether a district belonged to a career-technical education compact; and


Whether a district belonged to a JVSD.  

LOEO focused on revising the 1997 regressions to look again at the relationship between career-technical education and district spending.  The regression analysis is based on fiscal year 1996 data, in order to focus on spending that occurred prior to districts receiving supplemental funding weights for career-technical education.


LOEO findings for district spending.  In conducting this more precise regression analysis, LOEO found the following:

· The percent of career-technical education students in a district is unrelated to overall district spending; 

· The percent of career-technical education students enrolled in the Workforce Development program area has no effect on district spending.  (These students currently receive a weight of 0.6).  In other words, the regression analysis found no pattern to suggest that districts with a relatively high proportion of Workforce Development students spend more to educate these students than their regular education students.  

· The percent of career-technical education students enrolled in the Work & Family Studies and Career-Based Intervention program areas also has no effect on district spending.  (These students currently receive a weight of 0.3).  

Although some individual school districts may spend more on career-technical education, there is no statewide pattern of increased spending.  The regression analysis would be able to detect a pattern of increased spending of any size if the pattern existed.

Because districts currently receive an additional 30% or 60% for students enrolled in the three program areas, LOEO looked for other factors that might influence district spending on career-technical education to justify the existence of these supplemental weights.


LOEO requested a former career-technical education superintendent, with over 25 years of experience, to categorize each career-technical course offered in fiscal year 1996 into what he considered either high-, medium-, or low-cost categories.  Some examples of courses within each of these cost categories include:  

· High-cost courses:  auto collision repair and cosmetology; 

· Medium-cost courses: marketing and food science; and 

· Low-cost courses: family relations and business English.

The purpose of this ranking was to see if an alternative grouping of career-technical education courses might show that career-technical enrollment does impact district spending, although not related to the three program areas upon which the current weights of 0.6 and 0.3 are based.  Appendix F describes the variables used in the regression analysis and lists the high-, medium-, and low-cost courses.

Exhibit 10 displays how courses in the three program areas are represented in the high-, medium-, and low-cost categories for fiscal year 1996.   It also reports the full-time equivalent students enrolled in these courses.  (The number of courses by program area in Exhibit 10 are different from the current number of courses reported in Chapter II due to changes in course offerings since 1996.)  

Exhibit 10

Allocation of Career-Technical Education Courses and Students in Three Program Areas 

Across High-, Medium-, and Low-Cost Categories

Fiscal Year 1996 
	Program Areas
	Cost Category
	Courses
	FTE Students

	
	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Workforce Development
	High
	52
	42%
	17,379
	26%

	
	Medium
	42
	34%
	17,435
	26%

	
	Low
	19
	15%
	5,135
	8%

	
	Subtotal
	113
	91%
	39,949
	60%

	Work & Family Studies
	Medium
	2
	2%
	2,151
	3%

	
	Low
	6
	5%
	13,857
	21%

	
	Subtotal
	8
	7%
	16,008
	24%

	Career-Based Intervention
	Medium
	3
	2%
	6,870
	10%

	
	Low
	1
	1%
	4,547
	7%

	
	Subtotal
	4
	3%
	11,417
	17%

	Total
	125
	101%*
	67,375
	101%*


Source:  Ohio Department of Education, Division of Career-Technical and Adult Education, October 1995 EMIS Data and LOEO consultant rankings.

*Note: Percentages do not equal 100% due to rounding error.

Although all high-cost courses are within the Workforce Development program area, the majority of Workforce Development courses were not identified as high cost.  That is, the high-cost courses are only a subset of courses currently classified in the Workforce Development program area, 52 of 113.  Furthermore, only 26% of the full-time equivalent career-technical education students are in these high-cost courses.

The regression analysis found that:

· The percent of students in high-cost courses does impact overall district spending; and  

· The percent of students in medium- and low-cost courses does not impact district spending. 

In sum, the regression analysis suggests that not all career-technical education courses impact district spending.  In fact, there are only a subset of courses, within the Workforce Development program area, that cause districts to spend more.  

In effect, the current funding system, which is based on student enrollment by program area, results in 100% of career-technical education students receiving 
a supplemental weight.  However, if supplemental funding were based on student enrollment in courses demonstrated to impact district spending, approximately 26% of career-technical education students would receive a supplemental weight. 

The finding that only enrollment in high-cost courses increases a district’s spending calls into question the appropriateness of using the three program areas as the basis for the current funding weights.  During the course of this study, LOEO learned from the Ohio Department of Education that the decision to use the three program areas as the basis for weighted funding was made prior to ODE’s cost analysis.  ODE “suspected” that Workforce Development cost more, but they had no evidence to support this assumption.  They believed that it would be easier to fund by program area than course.    

LOEO findings for JVSD and compact membership.  It appears that “where” career-technical education takes place also affects district spending.  The updated regressions show that the 501 associate districts belonging to JVSDs spend, on average, less per pupil than the 28 single districts spend.  This finding suggests that JVSD-affiliated school districts enjoy “economies of scale” relative to singles.  That is, they are able to offer educational services to all of their students less expensively than non-JVSD districts.   

This finding supports the principal reason for creating JVSDs – to spread the cost of providing career-technical education among a greater number of students.  This finding is supported by LOEO’s analysis of career-technical education class sizes which found that JVSDs tend to have larger classes than singles or compacts, particularly for Workforce Development classes.  The updated regressions did not show, however, that districts belonging to compacts enjoy similar economies of scale.

LOEO findings for GRADS.   The updated regressions also show that having a relatively high percent of students enrolled in GRADS courses causes districts to spend more.  While not identified as “high-cost,” LOEO speculates that the small number of students enrolled in GRADS courses, which fluctuates from year to year, impacts district spending.

LOEO findings for high school.   The updated regressions found that the percent of students enrolled in high school does impact district spending.  It costs districts more to educate students in high school (grades 9-12) than grades K-8.  
This higher cost applies to all high 
school students, including career-technical education students.  

This finding is supported by research literature that states high school is more costly than grades K-8 for the following reasons:

· Teachers at the high school level are more “specialized” and teach fewer subjects.  As a result, high schools must hire more teachers than elementary schools where teachers have more “general” backgrounds and teach multiple subjects;  

· High school courses, such as chemistry and physics, which often require labs are more costly to provide; and

· High school classes are generally smaller than those in grades K-8.  

It is important to note, however, that the higher cost of providing high school was taken into account when the Ohio General Assembly revised its method of determining a base cost funding amount for elementary and secondary education in 1998.  

For JVSDs that serve only high school students, the regression analysis found that JVSD-affiliated school districts enjoy “economies of scale,” therefore, they are able to offer educational services to all of their students less expensively than non JVSD-affiliated districts.

Career-technical education funding approaches in other states


In order to compare Ohio’s method of funding career-technical education to approaches used by other states, LOEO contracted with MPR Associates, an independent research firm experienced in studying the field of career-technical education.  MPR researchers contacted representatives from a number of national agencies, including the Office of Vocational and Adult Education of the U.S. Department of Education, the National Association of State Directors of Vocational Education Consortium, and the American Vocational Information Association to learn about the methods other states use to fund career-technical education and the amount that they contribute. 

Information gathered from these discussions confirmed LOEO’s assessment that there is very little national research available on how career-technical education is funded.  In fact, there are no studies available on the actual costs of providing career-technical education.  As a result, MPR Associates resorted to surveying all 50 states to learn about each state’s approach to funding career-technical education.   It is important to note that MPR’s analysis focused exclusively on funding approaches and did not compare the quality of programs.  

MPR Associates learned that, although the level of career-technical education funding is most often based on historical precedent or political compromise, there are some patterns.  They found that states use four general approaches to funding career-technical education:

· Unit funding; 

· Foundation grant programs; 

· Weighted funding; or

· Performance-based funding.

Exhibit 11 shows the number of states that used each method of funding in fiscal year 2001.  A detailed description of each approach is provided in Appendix G.

Exhibit 11

State Approaches to Funding Career-Technical Education 

 Fiscal Year 2001

	Funding Approach
	Number of States

	Unit funding
	29

	Foundation grants
	10

	Weighted funding
	9

	Performance-based funding
	2

	Total
	50


Ohio relative to other states

Compared to other states, Ohio earmarks a relatively large amount of funding for career-technical education.  For the nine states that use a weighted funding approach, Ohio’s weights of 0.6 and 0.3 are among the largest.  In addition, Ohio has the second largest base cost amount.  As a result, when the larger weight is multiplied by a relatively large base cost amount, the overall level of funding is higher.  Exhibit 12 displays the funding amounts for states using a weighted funding approach for fiscal year 2001.

Exhibit 12

States Using a Weighted Funding Mechanism 

for Career-Technical Education 

Fiscal Year 2001
	
	Base Cost Amount

(Fiscal Year 2001)
	Weight
	Base Cost and Weighted Career-Technical Funding 

per FTE*

	Ohio
	$4,294
	0.30   or   0.60
	 (either)   $5,582   or   $6,870 

	Illinois
	$4,425
	0.30   or   0.50
	  (either)   $5,753   or   $6,638

	Indiana
	$4,267
	0.14   to   0.48
	    (from)   $4,864   to   $6,315

	Kansas
	$3,820
	0.50
	$5,730

	Alaska
	$3,940
	0.20
	$4,728

	Texas
	$2,537
	0.37
	$3,476

	Louisiana
	$3,020
	0.05
	$3,171

	Georgia
	$2,243
	0.20
	$2,696

	South Carolina
	$2,012
	0.29
	$2,595


*Base Cost and Weighted Career-Technical Funding per FTE = Base Cost Amount + (Base Cost Amount x Weight).  Additional adjustments, which include supplemental payments to districts for poverty, at-risk students, school size, local effort, transportation, and facilities are not reflected in these amounts.

MPR Associates found that most states fund career-technical education between 20% and 40% higher than regular education instruction, while Ohio funds career-technical education between 30% and 60% higher than regular education.   

Ohio’s weights and higher base cost amount rank it among the largest state supporters of career-technical education.  It is important to note that Ohio’s weight of 0.60, the Workforce Development weight which yields approximately $6,870 per full-time equivalent student (FTE), is applied to the majority of all secondary career-technical education FTE students (56% in fiscal year 2000).  

MPR Associates found that while the weight of 0.30 used for Work & Family Studies and Career-Based Intervention programs is closer to the weights used in other states, the type of instruction in these program areas does not parallel that of traditional vocational programs in other states.  Courses offered in the Workforce Development program area are most consistent with courses labeled as “vocational education courses” in other states.  

Specifically, instruction in the Work & Family Studies and Career-Based Intervention program areas focuses on broad career themes, such as personal development or employability skills, which may be relatively cheaper to provide than other forms of vocational instruction.  In fact, ODE staff reported that the cost of supplying and equipping these two program areas may be significantly less than the cost for the more “traditional” vocational courses offered in the Workforce Development program area.   

The finding by MPR Associates that courses within the Work & Family Studies and Career-Based Intervention program areas may be less expensive to provide than courses found within the Workforce Development program area supports the regression finding that the percent of students in these medium- to low-cost courses does not impact district spending.  In fact, MPR Associates speculates using program areas as the basis for providing weights may result in Ohio overfunding some career-technical courses and underfunding others. 

Furthermore, MPR Associates reports that the site of career-technical education instruction – singles versus joint vocational school districts – may affect the cost of providing career-technical education.  That is, joint vocational school districts, by design, should be able to provide career-technical education services to a larger number of students than singles, leading to a cost savings.  This finding also supports the regression finding that districts belonging to a joint vocational school district spend less per pupil than singles.

To determine the appropriate level of Ohio’s career-technical education funding requires an analysis of career-technical education expenditures.  As noted, the Education Management Information System (EMIS) does not collect the necessary detailed data to perform this type of analysis.  At a minimum, MPR Associates suggests that efforts be undertaken to collect the necessary level of data that will allow the state to quantify the actual cost of providing career-technical education.  In addition to calculating the overall cost of career-technical education, this type of analysis will also identify which, if any, courses are either “over” or “under” funded.  

Chapter VI

Conclusions and Recommendations
This final chapter presents LOEO’s conclusions and recommendations regarding the

 state funding of career-technical education at the secondary level.  

Summary

Career-technical education in Ohio typically begins in middle school and continues through high school, where the bulk of career-technical education occurs.  High school career-technical education courses are offered in a variety of settings, including joint vocational school districts (JSVDs) where instruction focuses almost exclusively on career-technical education.  

 Career-technical education courses are currently grouped into three program areas for state funding purposes:  Workforce Development, Work & Family Studies, and Career-Based Intervention.  For each full-time equivalent (FTE) student in Workforce Development courses, school districts receive state funding equal to 60% more than the base cost amount.  For each FTE student in Work & Family Studies or Career-Based Intervention courses, school districts receive state funding equal to 30% more than the base cost amount.  

ODE cost analysis

The basis of the current per-pupil supplemental funding weights of 0.6 and 0.3 was the result of an analysis conducted by the Ohio Department of Education’s (ODE) Office of Career-Technical and Adult Education in 1997.  In examining this analysis, LOEO found numerous methodological errors and inconsistencies that call into question the validity of the findings.  As a result, the accuracy and validity of the current career-technical funding weights must be questioned as well.

LOEO’s examination of career-technical education costs
LOEO analyzed the cost of career-technical education through a variety of methods, including: an inspection of teacher salaries and class size; multiple regression analysis; and a comparison of the funding practices in other states.  LOEO also tried to confirm the existing weights or develop new weights by examining spending data in the Education Management Information System (EMIS).  LOEO found, however, that the data were not available to isolate the spending on career-technical education, nor to separate the spending by the three program areas of Workforce Development, Work & Family Studies, and Career-Based Intervention.

Teacher salaries.  LOEO found, on average, that the salaries of career-technical education teachers are not substantially higher than those for regular education.  In fiscal year 1997, the average salary for career-technical education teachers was $40,927 compared to $39,855 for regular education teachers at the high school level, and $38,811 for all classroom teachers.  This represents a 3% difference in salaries between career-technical and regular high school teachers, and a 5% difference between career-technical and all K-12 classroom teachers.  LOEO also found that career-technical education teachers averaged 16 years’ experience compared to 15 years for all regular education teachers in 1997.

Class size.  Smaller class size is also cited as a reason for higher costs.  LOEO’s class size analysis found that, on average, career-technical classes were smaller (14.5 students) than regular education classes (19.5 students) in fiscal year 1997.  While the difference in class size between regular and career-technical education was not as large as some advocates claim, there were, on average, five less students in career-technical classes. 

 Regression analysis.  Overall, LOEO’s updated regression analysis found that not all career-technical education courses impact district spending.  In fact, there are only a subset of courses, all within the Workforce Development program area, that are related to districts spending more.  Courses within Work & Family Studies and Career-Based Intervention do not affect district spending.  

Since only enrollment in these high-cost courses increases a school district’s spending, this finding questions the appropriateness of 100% of full-time equivalent career-technical education students receiving supplemental funding.  In addition, since only 26% of career-technical education students are enrolled in these high-cost courses, the use of the three program areas as the basis for the current funding weights does not accurately reflect the courses that cause districts to spend more.


The updated regression analysis found that “where” career-technical education takes place also affects district spending.  The 501 school districts belonging to JVSDs spend, on average, less per pupil than the districts that do not belong to a JVSD.  This finding suggests that JVSD-affiliated school districts enjoy “economies of scale.”  That is, they are able to offer educational services to all of their students less expensively than non JVSD districts.   

Similarly, the study of other states found that JVSDs, by design, may be able to provide career-technical education services to a larger number of students than comprehensives and, therefore, produce a cost savings.  

This finding is supported by LOEO’s analysis of career-technical education class sizes which found that JVSDs tend to have larger classes than singles or compacts, particularly for Workforce Development classes.  Larger classes help bring about economies of scale by reducing the number of teachers needed to serve students.  This is the principal reason for creating JVSDs – to spread the cost of providing career-technical education across more students.  

LOEO’s updated regressions also show that the percent of students enrolled in GRADS courses causes districts to spend more.  

Other states.  Compared to other states, Ohio earmarks a relatively large amount of funding for career-technical education.  For the nine states that use a weighted funding approach, Ohio’s higher weights of 0.6 and 0.3 are among the largest.  In addition, Ohio has the second largest base cost amount.  The combination of Ohio’s weights and higher base cost amount rank it among the largest state supporters of career-technical education.  

Furthermore, Ohio provides a supplemental weight for Work & Family Studies and Career-Based Intervention courses that other states do not define as “traditional” vocational education and that do not warrant additional funding.  These courses may be less expensive to

provide.  This is consistent with the regression finding that the percent of students in these courses has no impact on district spending.

Conclusions and recommendations

LOEO found little evidence to support Ohio’s current configuration of supplemental funding weights for career-technical education.  There is no evidence to support the state providing 30% or 60% more funding for all career-technical education students.  LOEO’s analyses suggest that only a subset of career-technical education courses within the Work Force Development program area require districts to spend more.  Only 26% of full-time equivalent career-technical education students are in these high-cost courses.

In order to confirm the findings of this study, career-technical education spending must be analyzed at a more detailed level than the current data permit.  If the Ohio General Assembly is interested in determining a more precise method for funding career-technical education,
In conducting its study, LOEO encountered difficulties obtaining consistent data for career-technical education.  In contrast to the amount and quality of the data available for city, local, and exempted village school districts, information regarding JVSDs is lacking.  While fiscal data for regular school districts, such as revenue sources and annual spending per pupil are readily available through each district’s Local Report Card, these statistics are no longer reported for JVSDs.  Currently, these data can only be obtained through special requests.

In order to increase access to career-technical education data, which would improve accountability and better inform educational policy,  
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LOEO recommends that the Ohio General Assembly:


 


	Require ODE to form a working group to study whether specific career-technical education courses warrant supplemental funding beyond that provided for regular education.  This should be a one-time data collection effort that includes, prior to the start of the upcoming school year, clear guidelines on how selected districts should document their spending by course.


 


	The guidelines developed by this working group should include but not be limited to, methods for uniformly:


 


Coding career-technical education expenditures by course;


Prorating fixed and shared costs (e.g., utility and administrative costs); and


Using the actual cost data to derive appropriate weights for new groups of career-technical education courses.


 


	LOEO’s analysis examined district spending prior to the advent of weights.  In order for the working group to acquire more precise and uniformly coded data, these guidelines have to be established before the new data are collected for the next school year, fiscal year 2003.  Since the weighted-pupil funding mechanism has provided additional state dollars for career-technical education since fiscal year 2000, the working group should also examine the appropriateness of districts’ increased spending.  In other words, given that districts have more state dollars to spend, the working group should review how districts are spending these additional dollars.





The working group should also determine if there are quality measures that can be used to select districts to include in the study.  If there are no quality measures, a random, representative sample of school districts should be used.  


 


	Although LOEO is recommending a one-time data collection effort to determine appropriate weights, the working group should also consider how their procedures could be used for periodic updates in the future.  The membership of this working group should include representatives from school districts, ODE, LOEO, and the Auditor of State. 








LOEO recommends that the Ohio Department of Education:





Increase the amount and improve the quality of career-technical education data reported.  Examples of specific data include:





Revenue sources and annual spending per pupil for JVSDs;


Career-technical education enrollments by grade level and type of course;


Number, salary, and experience levels of career-technical instructors; and


Career-technical education-specific revenue and expenditure reports.








Career-technical education class sizes are not substantially smaller than those in regular education.
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