
Subcommittee #1 



 DOE school spending analysis 

 Alternative formula types 

 Spending gaps analysis 



 Segments vs. students 

 Overarching concerns 

 Benchmarking 

 Expenditure controls 

 “Smoothing” indirect instructional costs 

 Potential program combinations 



 Two major types of funding formula used by 
other states 
◦ Segmented (FTE-based) 
◦ Student-based 

 Both allow students to be categorized 
according to need and/or services provided 

 Both typically weight funding to account for 
costs associated with different student 
needs/services 

 Both are amenable to further simplification 
over existing programs 



 Each student’s time divided into six segments 

 Segments are categorized into one of 19 programs 
depending on services received; six segments equals 
one full-time equivalent (FTE) 

 19 programs have weights that vary based on need 
and level of service 

 Money intended to “follow a student” must be 
calculated by combining that student’s six segments 

 Systems generate funds for each type of student 
based on prescriptive instructional models 

 Between program designations and categorical 
expenditure controls, systems do not have wide 
latitude in spending QBE earnings 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Total: $3,663 

Gifted 
$764 

Gifted 
$764 

Gifted 
$764 

Grade 
9-12 
$457 

Grade 
9-12 
$457 

Grade 
9-12 
$457 



 Total funding is based on a student count, rather 
than an FTE count 

 Funding for each student is calculated as base + 
additional factors 
◦ Base: an identical amount received by every student 
 Ex. $2,745 per pupil 

◦ Factor:  an additional multiplier, of varying weights 
based on a student’s need and level of service 
 Ex. EIP factor of .4 earns an additional $1,000 per eligible 

pupil 

 Factor weights vary based on need and level of 
service 

 Students may be eligible for multiple factors 

 



 Because funds are calculated per student, 
rather than per segmented FTE, the money 
naturally follows the student 

 Somewhat simpler to calculate than 
segmented models 

 Generation of funds can be less prescriptive 
of how systems must serve each student 

 Systems have wider latitude in spending, 
depending on implementation 

 Simplifies funding of system-level 
characteristics 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

    Earnings: $3663   Weight: 1.33 

            Earnings: $3,663 

Gift 
$764 

Gift 
$764 

Gift 
$764 

9-12 
$457 

9-12 
$457 

9-12 
$457 

Base 
$2,745 

Gifted Factor  
$918 

.33 
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    Earnings: $3663   Weight: 1.34 

            Earnings: $3,690 

Gift 
$764 

Gift 
$764 

Gift 
$764 

9-12 
$457 

9-12 
$457 

9-12 
$457 

Base 
$2,745 

Gifted Factor  
$918 

Technology Incentive $27 .01 
 
 

.33 
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 Would still fund segments (FTEs) rather than students 

 FTEs would continue to be categorized into programs 
based on service level 

 Per-student factors could be added based on student 
or system characteristics  
◦ Ex. a system has an adequate technology plan 

 Money intended to follow a student must be 
calculated by combining the student’s six segments 

 Program funding is based on prescribed services 
while factor funding is more flexible 

 More complex to calculate than either stand-alone 
formula type 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Total: $3,690 

Gifted 
$764 

Gifted 
$764 

Gifted 
$764 

Grades 
9-12 
$457 

Grades 
9-12 
$457 

Grades 
9-12 
$457 

Technology Incentive $27 



Funding unit Segment Student Hybrid 

Categorizes students based on needs/services yes yes yes 

Weights funding based on needs/services yes yes yes 

Weights incorporate staffing ratios and cost 
portioning 

yes yes yes 

Funds program FTEs yes - yes 

Funds per-student base - yes - 

Funds add-on factors - yes yes 

Tracks and funds seat time yes   yes 

Tracks and funds the student - yes - 



Funding unit Segment Student Hybrid 

Multiple student categorizations can overlap - yes yes 

Can fund system-level characteristics - yes yes 

Student categorizations can be consolidated 
or simplified 

yes yes yes 

Systems have wider latitude in spending - yes partial 

State prescribes spending models yes - partial 

Current QBE calculation yes - - 

Simpler than current calculation - yes - 

More complex than current calculation - - yes 



 Funding Achievement 

 Funding Innovation 

 Funding At-Risk Students 

 Funding Technology 



 “Funding follows the student” 
◦ Move On When Ready 
◦ Georgia Special Needs Scholarship 
◦ State Chartered Special Schools 

 Seat time 
◦ State control of what is funded 
◦ Greater uniformity in what is funded 

 System flexibility 
◦ Locals decide how best to serve student needs 
◦ Greater variety in how students are served 

 Benchmarking 

 Expenditure controls 



 In translating from a segment-based to a 
student-based formula, the state can 
calculate the base and factors against one of 
the following benchmarks 
◦ Current total state spending 

◦ Current state spending adjusted for actual cost in 
high-need areas 



 Segment-based 
◦ Applying expenditure requirements to larger overall 

categories, rather than to individual formula lines, 
could offer more flexibility to systems 

 Ex. Student Services 

 Student-based 
◦ Expenditure control by category 

 Ex. Student Services 

◦ Expenditure control by type of student 

 Ex. Special Education base + factors 

◦ Expenditure control at school level 

 



 Low/high wealth systems 

 Small systems 

 T&E 

 SHBP 

 CCRPI 



 A large majority of variation between all current 
program weights is caused by the classroom 
staffing ratio  

 In either model, the formula can be simplified by 
“smoothing” non-classroom costs among all the 
programs 
◦ Ex. Counselor ratio could be made identical across 

programs, as recommended by Subcommittee #2 
◦ There is little value added by calculating each category 

separately for each program in categories where there is 
little variation from one program to the next 

 Each program’s earnings per student or FTE 
could be kept neutral by adjusting the classroom 
costs funded by the state 



  

Kindergarten 

EIP         

              

Grades 1-3   

Grades 1-3 

EIP   

Grades 6-8 

Regular   Grades 9-12 

              

Grades 4-5   

Grades 4-5 

EIP   

Grades 6-8 

Incentive   

Vocational 

Lab 

Elementary   EIP   

Middle 

School   High School 

648,519 FTEs   63,324 FTEs   317,436 FTEs   397,613 FTEs 



            Gifted 
              

Spec. Ed. Cat. I           Limited English 
              

Spec. Ed. Cat. II           Alternative Ed. 
              

Spec. Ed. Cat. V   Spec. Ed. Cat. III   
Spec. Ed. Cat. 

IV   Remedial 
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

Spec. Ed. Low 
Need   

Spec. Ed. Mid 
Need   

Spec. Ed. High 
Need   

Special 
Instruction 

39,096 FTEs   50,750 FTEs   8,886 FTEs   131,382 FTEs 



 What formula type(s) would you like to see 
fully modeled out? 

 What cost level(s) would you like to see them 
benchmarked to? 

 What program combinations would you like 
to hear more about? 

 

 

 



 SBEO Analyst Joy Fethe available to discuss 
specifics of alternative model types with small 
groups on next three Fridays  
◦ Aug. 10, 17, 24 

 Contact 
◦ Joy.fethe@senate.ga.gov 

◦ 404-463-1971 

mailto:Joy.fethe@senate.ga.gov

