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Record Type: Record i
‘ i
To: Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EQP

. |
cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQP !
Subject; Comments on DD speaker letter . ‘

|

Hi Melinda,

. - : g ‘
Attached below is a redline/strikeout version of the developmental disabilities speaker-letter which
reflects comments that address unnecessary level of detail and wordiness. Please let me know if .
you have questions. Thank you. : : '
Genie Chough A T
x65372 .
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GCL DRAFT 5/21/99

The Hovnolrable T. Dennis Hastert
Speaker of the House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Speaker:

Enclosed for the consideration of the Congress is the Administration’s draft bill entitled the
“Developmental Disabilities Assistance Amendments of 1999". The bill amends programs for
individuals with developmental disabilities (DD) undér the Developmental Disabilities
Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (the Act), and extends. authorizations for these programs
through FY 2004. Key changes made by the bill are summarized below. The provisions of the
bill are detailed in the enclosed sectlon-by section summary.

4

d : y ; e DO o3
State Protectlon and Advocacy systems (P&As) $17 461,000 fé“ﬁ-g V. 111w te Umversﬁy Affiliated
Programs (UAPs); and $10,250,000 feEwil Projects of Natlonal Slgmﬁcance (PNS), with
such sums as necessary authorized for FYs 2001-2004.

The bill replaces the current set of folit.Federal priority arcas act1v1t1es (relating to community
hvmg, employment child development and system coordmatlon and community educatlon)

€S were developed in collaboratlon with consumer and pro gram
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The Honorable J. Dennis Hastert—Page 2

The bill substantially revises the formula for allotting approprlatlons among State DD Councﬂs
and P& As, Current law P €5thal t totake into account "the extent

only data available on numbers and location of persons with DD are 1ncomp1ete and ill-
suited to the DD Act's purposes. The best available data (on numbers of children receiving
supplemental security income (SSI)) are problematm when used for distribution of DD funding
for a number of reasons: the data are unavailable for the territories; changes in the SSI eligibility
standards or definition of disability can affect DD Act funding distribution in unpredictable
ways; and use of means-tested SSI numbers effectively disregards persons above SSI ehglblhty
levels (and may even penahze States that have been most effectwe in placmg 1nd1v1duals with

the formula by replacmg the minimum alletment gnerantee for small States with an equlvalent
dited hold- harmless it cach

benchmarks estabhshed by the Secretary in regulatlons with respect to outcomes related to life
goal activities under their plans.

€, and eliminate redundant and obsolete pr0v151ons

; wme’

Finally, the bill amends part E of the Act (PNS) to prov1de authority for the Seeretary to enter
into 1nteragency agreements with other Federal agencies to carry out PNS activities or 1y
- activities of common interest related to the purposes of part E. For such purposes the



mailto:2im;@ii~iii'ib<:'ii',$W.t-A;;,2

The Honorable J. DennisHastert—Page 3

Secretary is authorized to transfer funds appropriated under this part to such other agencies, and
to receive and use funds from such agencies. This authority, modeled on current authority of the
Department of Education (DoED), will substantially enhance HHS‘s ablhty to collaborate w1th

other Federal agenmes ‘including DoED, on joint 1mtlat1vesf -the Statit EeEETY

We urge the Congress to gii}e the draft bill its prompt and favorable consideration. The Office of
Management and Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submission of this draft bill
to the Congress and that its enactment would be in accord with the Administration’s program.

" Sincerely,

Donna E. Shalala

Enclosures
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Record Type: V Re(:ord

To: Christopher C. JennrngstPD!EOP Jeanne Lambrew/OPD/EOP, Devorah R AdleriOPD/EOP
cc: © . -J. Eric Gould/OPD/EQOP, Eugenia ChcughiOPDz’EOP : '
Subject Developmntl Dlsabilrty Reauth lang!’may be added 1o Jeffords~l<ennedy? o

: Attached is a summary Genie prepared of HHS's proposed reauthonzatlon of the developmental
. disabilities programs which, among other thmgs fund the protection and advocacy programs. It is

" in clearance at OMB (also being reviewed by Education and Labor); 'HHS wants-to get it up to the

Hill ASAP because Kennedy and Jeffords staff tell them they mlght want to add it to the Work
Incen’uves bill’ (may be too’ late for that if the bill is movmg as we hope itis!)

Based on recomendatlons from an outside. analyst HHS is recommendmg changlng the state
fundmg formula and some of the outcome measures (mcludmg ‘adding health as one} They've
. consulted with groups in the process . : . o

. Bottom line: this looks OK to me to go up, but lt s not somethmg l thlnk we need to have Wh
’ l‘House mvolvement in. : : =

o~
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DeVelopméntal Disabilitiéé Assistance Amendments of 1999

HHS has sent a draft bill to reauthorize developmental dlsabllmes programs to OMB requestmg expedlted
clearance. According to HHS, Senators Kennedy and Jeffords have conveyed a‘strong interest in attaching the
reauthorization to the Work Incentives Bill. The following is background on ADD programs and key points of
the proposed Ieglslatxon

BACKGROUND

Nationwide, ADD estimates that there are 43 millibn individuals Qith disabilities, and about 4 million of these
individuals have developmental disabilities (DD}, including mental retardation or autism. Comprising 1.8% of
the nation, the distribution of the DD population is assumed to reflect the general populace. The -

Administration’s FY 2000.budget requests about.$120 million for the following state programs.

Developmental Disabilities Councils: About $65 million in state formula grants will fund state DD
Councils to develop and support local and statewide approaches enabling individuals with DD to
achieve maximum potential and participation in communities. To qualify for funds, states must
establish a DD Council and submit a plan. Council membership includes state agencies, A
nongovernment agencies, and persons with DD, their parents or guardians. Activities include training,
demonstration projects, community support, interagency collaboratlon public educatlon and
prevention.

Protection and Advocacy Systems (P&As): Almost $27 rmlhon in state formula grants to estabhsh

" and maintain a state protection and advocacy system to protect the rights of individuals with DD. P&As

have the authority to investigate incidents of abuse and neglect, primarily in institutional settings.
University Affiliated Programs (UAPs): More than $17 million in discretionary grants for schools that

~ engage in program activities such as preparation and training, commumty service, 1nformat10n

dissemination, and research.
Projects of National Significance (PNS): Just over. $10 mllhon to fund dxscretlonary research pro;lects
that support the needs of families of children with DD. ' . .

KEY POINTS OF DRAFT REAUTHORIZATION BILL

Proposal to change the allotment formuid for DD Councils and P,&As.‘ The draft bill substantially

revises the state formula for-allotting appropriations for state DD Councils and P&As. Current law

~ provides that the formula must take into account “the-extent of need for services for persons with DD.”

This requirement has proved difficult to administer. The only data available on numbers and location of
persons with DD are incomplete and ill- suited to the DD Act’s purposes. The best available data (SSI
children) are problematic when used for distribution of DD funding for several reasons: the data are

" unavailable for the territories; changes in the SSI eligibility standards or definition of disability can

affect DD Act funding distribution in unpredictable ways; and, use of means-tested SSI m;mbers
effectively ignores persons above SSI eligibility levels (and may even penalize states that have been
most effective in placing individuals with DD in.employment). Using SSI data as a factor in
determining allocatlons results in unpredlctable arbltrary and inequitable dlfferences in fundmg levels
among states. : -

ADD recently transmitted a report to Congress identifying alternative formulas for allocating funds.
The proposed allotment formula is based on general population instead of using imperfect data (e.g.,
SSI) as a proxy for individuals with DD. It further simplifies application of the formula by replacing
the minimum allotment guarantee for small states with an equivalent base allotment for all states. The
formula includes a limited hold-harmless, under which each state is guaranteed, for each of FYs 2000 to
2002, an allotment not less than 95 percent of its allotment for the preceding fiscal year. Finally, for FY



2003 and succeeding fiscal years, it reserves the final-5 percent of amounts available for incentive
allotments to states that have achieved benchmarks tied to life goal activities outcomes.

Consultations were conducted on the front and back-ends of the proposal development process, and
involved four national organizations: two representing the DD Councils (one represents 10-12 states,
the other represents the remaining states), one representing P&As, and one representing University
Affiliated Programs. With the hold-harmless provision and gradual phase-in of the incentives funding,
'ADD expects there will be no major surprises and or concerns regarding the formula proposal.

Measuring outcomes: The bill replaces the current set of four federal priority areas activities (relating
to community living, employment, child development, and system coordination and community
education) with six life goal activities that are closely coordinated with standards and reporting
requirements the program has already put in place to comply with Government Performance Results

“Act (GPRA). These activities support and maximize achievement of individuals with DD, including:
education, employment, health, housing, community support, and self-determination. These life goal
activities were developed in collaboration with consumer and program representatives, and are intended
to promote independence, productivity, and integration in the community of individuals with DD.

Since DD Councils and P&As are responsible for collecting the data, ADD consulted with the four
- national organizations to develop the outcome indicators. The organization representing 10-12 states
(Citizens for DD Council) raiséd concerns with outcomes-based life goal activities and the need to link
the results with GPRA. "The organization prefers the four priority areas under current law, and reached
a compromise with the Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities (a larger organization represénting
more than 140 advocacy groups, including Council and P&A members). The Consortium will
recommend to Congress that six outcomes be added to, not replace, two of the four existing measures,
. “for a total of eight reporting areas. -Jeffords staff have signaled that outcome-based performance
measures are a high prlorlty and they. will look elsewhere if the groups do not prov1de
recommendatlons ‘ '

Streamlined reporting and funding: Where possible, the draft bill simplifies and consolidates
requirements in areas such as reporting and funding. First, the annual reporting requirements for DD
Councils and P&As are restated with reference to life goal activities, in such a manner that a single
report can be tailored to meet the requirements of both the DD Act and GPRA. Further; these outcome
data (which states have already begun to report) can be used to determine eligibility for the incentive
funding under the revised allotment formulas proposed in the bill for DD Councils and P&As. The
reports would also be submitted biennially, rather than annually. Second, the UAP grant would
combine the basic and training grants, for a single, streamlined grant. '

Interagency collaboration: The bill provides authority for the Secretary to enter into interag’ency
agreements with other Federal agencies to carry out PNS research activities or to jointly carry out
activities of common interest. For such purposes the Secretary is authorized to transfer funds
appropriated under this part to such other agencies, and to receive and use funds from such agencies.
This authority will enhance HHS’s ability to collaborate with other agencies on joint initiatives that
address the needs of individuals-with DD and their families.
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DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES (BASIC STATE GRANTS)

Authorizing chlslatxon Section 130 of the Dcvclopmcntal Dlsabtlmes Ass1stance and '
Bill of Rights Act, as amcnded :

) ) ‘ Increase
FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000 Or
Actual Appropriation Estimate " Decrease
$64,803,000 $64,803,000  $64,803,000 -0-

FY 2000 Authorization.......Authorizing legislation will be proposed.
Purpose and Method of QOperation -

- The State Developmental Disabilities Councils Program assists cach State to promote the

development of a comprehensive, statewide, consumer and:family-centered system which

provides a coordinated array of culturally-competent sérvices, and other assistance for
individuals with developmental disabilities. The goal of the Council is to: (2) enhance
the ability of persons with developmental disabilities to live, work, and play in their
communities, (b) support state and other programs that develop, coordinate and/or
stimulate permanent improvement in service systems, and (c) give priority to people
whose needs are not otherwise met under other health, education and human services
programs. In order to qualify for funds, States must submit a plan and establish a State
Developmental Disabilities Council to plan and advocate for the broad spectrum of
developmental disabilities. Up to fifty percent of the Council's membership includes
rcpresentatives of major State agencies, nongovernmental agencies and other ¢oncemed
groups. At least fifty percent of the membership must include persons with
developmental disabilities, their parents or guardians. Councils engage in arange of
activities including, but not limited to, program and policy analysis, demonstration of
new approaches, training, outreach, community support, mteragency collaboration and -
coordination, public education, and prevention.

The Administration on Devebpmental Disabilities has been working closely with the
developmental disabilities program network to identify program measures, which will
help determine the difference our programs are making in the lives of individuals with
developmental disabilities. The State Developmemal Disabilities Councils have been
working along with the Protection and Advocacy Systems and the University AfTiliated

- Programs in the development of outcome and impdct -based indicators. The consensus
model we used to develop performance measures is ongoing and will result in the
establishment of benchmarks and targets following an analysis of our baseline year of
data collection and consultation with the devclopmental disabilities program network.
Data systems for automated submission and analysis of the measures are currently being

refined. Performance measures for the State Devclopmental Disabilities Councils include
the followmg

1- 84
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# of adults with disabi hues who obtam mtegratcd work;

*# of businesses/employers that employ and support people thh dcvc opmental
dlsabllmes and

: #of peeple owmng/renting their ownhomes. ~ - .. ¢

- State funding for Developmental Disabilities Councils is allotted among the States on the
- basis of population, the extent of need for services for persons with developmental
disabilities, and weighted by the relative per capita income for each State. The grants are
made to designated state agencies to support the Councils in implementing the approved
~ State plan. The aggregate Federal share of projects under such grants may not exceed
" seventy-five percent except in the case of projects in poverty areas, where the Federal
- share may not exceed ninety percent. In the case of projects conducted by Council
members or staff to implement State plan priority activities the Federal share may beup .
to one hundred percem of the aggregate necessary cost of such activities.

Funding for the Developmcmal D:sabxlmes State Grant program during the last five years
has been as follows o

1995............ DR P R $70,438,000 -
199........ S UPUR et $64,803,000
L 99T e ererr e e———— $64,803,000
19980, RO $64,803,000
1999 0 iveiis e, R $64,803,000

ACF will seek reauthorization through FY2005 of the four programs funded under the
Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act. The reauthorization
proposal will include amendments whxc‘n are budget neutral overall,

Rationale for the Bu‘dget‘R"eguest

The FY 2000 budget request for the Developmental Disabilities State Gram pmgmn is
$64,803,000, the same as the FY 1999 appropriation.

Thesé funds will provide payments to States to support the' Dcveiopmcntal Disabilities
Councils.” These Councils will then conduect activities that increase the capacities and
resources of agencies to devclop, coordinate, and stimulate permanent improvement in
the systems of services for persons with developmental disabilities. Of prionty are those

services to persons whose needs are not otherwise met under othcr health, education and
_human services pmgrams : :

The FY 2000 funds will continue to support policy analyses, systemxc change, and
capacity building activities that improve State services and supports for people with
developmental disabilities and then‘ f.umhes Council funds will be used to:

1- 85
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e preserve families of children with developmental disabilities; o

* insure that ,childrén with severe disabilities have the supports they need to attend
“public schools and that school systems are prepared to educate them;

o provide community living and empl'oym‘ent opportunities to adults with
developmental disabilities that are consistent with their interests, abilities, and
needs; e ‘ -

e involve people thh devclopmcntal disabilities in community recreation programs,
scouting, child care, senior activities, and other community service orgamzanons
as every individual is a valued, participating member of their community;

o leverﬁge funds for-early intervention, education, community supports, employment,
health-care, housing and home-mortgages, and transportation services; and

" e provide pedple with developmental disabilities and their families the lools they
need to have control, choice and flexibility in the services and support they

receive so that they have the skills they need to make choices and take control of
thelr lives.

I- 86
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FY 1998

FY 1999

FY 2000

C Actual - Appropriation - Estimate
Service Grants: , -
Formula ..$64,803,000 $64,803,000 564.803,000
Discretionary | 0 0 | 0
Research | 0 0 0
Demonstration 0 0 0
Development 0 0 .0
Training/Technical 0 0 0
Assistance ’
Evaluation 0 0 0
Program Suppért 0 0.
Other 0 0. R
TOTALPROGRAM 64,803,000 564,803,000 —$64,803,000
Number of Applicants | 55 55 55
Number of Grants 55 55 55
New Starts: . .
# | 0 0
$ 0 0
Continuations:
¢ 55 55 55
$ 64,803,000 64,803,000 64,803,000
| Contracts: ‘ | ‘
. 0 0 0
$ 0 0 0
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DEVELOPMENTAL msamu'rm‘s (PROTECTION AND ADVOCACY) -

Authorizing Legislation - Section 143 of the Developmental Disabilities Assxstance and.
Bill of Rights Act, as amended.

E - ' . ~ Increase
FY 1998 FY 1999 ~ FY 2000 . -or
Actual Approp_riation Estimate .- Decrease:

$26718,000  $26,718000 . - $26,718,000 R

2000.Authox-ization;.‘ ceeeeAuthorizing iegislatibn_ will be proposed.
Purpose and Method of Operation

The Developmental Disabilities Protection and Advocacy program provides grants to
establish and maintain a protection and advocacy system in each State to protect the legal

~and human rights of all persons with developmeital disabilities. Proteciion and
Advacacy funding is allotted among the States based on a formula that takes into account
the population, the extent of need for services for persons with developmental disabilities,
and the financial need of each State. The protection and-advocacy system must have the
authority under this program to pursue legal, administrative, and other appropriate -
remedies or approaches, including the authority to investigate incidents of abuse and
neglect and to aceess client records. - The Protection and Advoeacy system must be’
independent of any agency, which provides such services.

The Administration on Developmental Disabilities has been working closely with the
developmental disabilities program network to identify program measures, which will
help determine the difference our programs are making in the lives of individuals with
developmental disabilities. The Protection and Advocacy Systems have been working
along with the State Developmental Disabilities Councils and the University. Affiliated
Programs in the development of outcome and xmpact-bascd indicators. The consensus. .
- mode! we used to develop performance measures is ongoing and will result in the
establishment of benchmarks and targets following an analysis of our baseline year of
" data collection and consultation with the developmental disabilities network. Data
 systems for automated submission and analysis of the measures are currently being

refined. Performance measures for the Protection and Advocacy Systems include the '
following:

# of persons having reasonable accommodation on the job; - &7

# of people in more integrated/inclusive settings; and
# of barriers removed as a result of P&A intervention

%1/\/
R
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Fundmg for thc Development Disabilities Prutectxon and Advocacy program dunng the
last five years has bcen as follows:

1995 evnbea—— e rareaaaaa $26,718,000
1996, i ORI et ..$26,718,000
1997 e s e ...szs 718,000

1998 .cccveeennnn, cerrereees e ereeneenee vees 526,718,000

_‘1999 ...... ererietereetiereteanestreeeans A $26718000

Raﬁonale for the Budget Reguest:

The FY ZOQO’l_reques't for the Developmental Disabilities Protection and Advocacy
-Program is $26 718,000, the same as the FY 1999 appropriation

’ ~The activities of thc Pmtccuon and Advocacy Systems have been i mcreasmg as more and
. more individuals realize the significance of the Arnencans with Disabilities Act and the

- tole that the Protection and Advocacy System can play on behalf cf people with
developmental d:sabxhtles : ‘ o g

The FY 2000 funds will be used to help States ensure: ,pfot}cction and advocacy for the
legal and human rights of persons with developmental disabilities through outreach
~ programs to unserved and underserved individuals, including persons facing

communications barriers and those who are culturally or geographically isolated; services

‘to institutionalized persons, especially in the area of abuse and neglect; training of
- concerned citizens and persons with developmental disabilities; and other advocacy
resources. Funds will also be used by grantees to provxde such services as counseling and
legal services, advocacy activities and training to service provxders on the rights of
persons with developmental disabilities.

This level of funding is required to support the State Protection and Advocacy System to
continue to provide individual advocacy services to over 40,000 clients during a fiscal.

_ year, pursue class-action advocacy, and provnde :nfomatxon and referral services o
additional thousands of individuals.

1-89
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Name of Program: Developmental Disabilities Protection and Advocacy |

Program Data:
/ .

FY 1998 FY 2000

 FY 1999
_Actnal _: Appropriation Estimate ‘
Service Grants: -
_ Formula $26,183,640 $26.183,000 $26.183.000 -
Discretionary 0 | 0 | 0
Research 0 0 | 0
Demonstration 0 0 0
Development 0 .0 0
Training/Technical 534,360 534,360 534,360
Assistance
Evaluation 0 0 0
: Progmm Suppon' 0 0 0
Other 0 | 0 0
TOTAL PROGRAM' $26,713,000 $26,718,000 - $26,718.000
Number of Applicants 57 , l 57 ’ 57
Number of Grants 57 | 57 57
New Starts: ‘ |
' 0 0 0
$ 0 0 0
~ Continuations:
IR 57 57 57
5 26,183,640 26,183,640 26,183,640
Contracts: o
# 1 o | 1
$ $534,360 $534.360 $£534,360

190
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Administration on Developmental Disabilities

1998 DD Council Program Report

Friday, April 16, 1999

Life Goul Areas Description Total
Employment Adulls have jobs 9,660
Businesses/Employers employed Adults 1,198

Housing individuals have homes 44,837
Public dollars leveraged for housing $46,709,968

Private dollars leveraged for housing $22,678,896

Health Public dollars leveraged for Health Services $72,200,675
’ Private dollars leveraged for Health Services $3,039,001
S

Education Public Educalion Programs/Policies lmproved 951
Schoo! Improving IEP Practices 2211

Community inclusion Public Programs became more inclusive 673
Private Organizations became more inclusive 3

Accessible Buildings/Public Accomimodation 434

Self-Determination Control, Choice and Fleiibiljty in Services/Supporis received 56,196
' Public doliars leveraged for family services/supports $120,418,537

Private dollars leveraged for individual- and family-directed services $4,038,879

hecd - - el R S L R R R - |- N - [ WEMEES . o I Amdva -, p ﬂl—.."A( Page ’ Bf}
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Administration on Developmental Disabilities
1998 Protection and Advocacy Program Report

Thirsday, Aprit 15, 1999

Individual Clients Served  Description Total
Total Client served . 28,613,
Age of Individual clients 0-2 . 586
: . 34 1,491
5-22 17443
123-59 7.968
60 and over 1,002 -
Total $ 28,490
. Racial/Ethnic Background ~ Asian 474
Black or African Americéﬁ 3,108
Hispanic/Latino c 2,943
American Indian or Alaska Native 322 -
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific islander 189
White ‘ . 17.717
Multi-cuitural (identifying with more than one of the above) -940
Other than above 175
Information Not Provided 2,190
Total - ’ 28,059
e s s g
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Individual Clients Served Description Total
Clients’ Living Arrangements -  Independenl 2,431
Parental or other Famiiy Home 17,588
Community Residential Home 2,755
Foster Care : 504
Nursing Home 645
Public (State Operated) 2,293
Private Institutional ' 794
Legal Detention/Jail/Prison/Detention Center - 207
Homeless ' ‘ 101
Federal Facility 13
Other 251
Information not pravided ~ 551
Total 28,133
Closure of Case Problem's
by intervention Strategy
‘Abuse . Persons with disabilities whose environment was changed to increase safety
. orwellare » : 984
Investigations of abuse by the P and A 672
Validated abuse complaints that have favorable resolution as a result of P 7,131
and A intervention )
Employment Persons wilh disabilities who secured or maintained employment or other 510
remedies as a resull of P and A intervention
Public Accommodations -‘Persons with disabilities who secured equal access lo pu'bﬁc 89,351
accommuadaltions as a resull of P and A intervention
Fliirs iy, Apr] 15999 S S S I e M e - YD
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Individual Clients Served Description Total
Housing . Persons with disabilities who secured equal access to or maintained housing 5,008 -
as a result of P and A intervention
Transportation Persons with disabilities who secured equal access to public transportation a 491
a result of P and A intervention
Haealth Persons with disabilities who secured equal access to or maintained heailth 1,365
' - care as @ result of F and A intervention :
Education Persons with disabilities who secured or maintained a more appropriate - 12,803
' educalion as a result of P and A invention ,
Closure of Case Problem’s Short-term assistance 11,689
by Intervention Strategy TA in self-advocacy 12,810
- Negotiation/Mediation/Informal Resolutions 7,972
Administrative Hearings ‘ 2,602
Litigation 1,754
' Totat 36,837
Class-Action Litigation Groups ‘ 211
‘ h Potential Nurnber of Individuals impacted 2,259,636
48

Total State submitted data =

“Thiirsday, April 5, 7999
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Concluded Successfully

54
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
Washington, D.C. 20503-0001 -
Tuesday, October 27, 1998

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM

TO: ' ' Legrslatrv‘eél.rarson Officer - See Distribution below
FROM: ~ i Janet R. Forsgmrrector for Legislative Reference

OMB CONTACT: Melinda D. Haskins
A o PHONE: (202)395-3923 FAX: {202)395-6148
SUBJECT: HHS Report and Transmittal Letter on Allotment Formula under Parts B and

C of the Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act

S v o

DEADLINE: 5 PM Tuesday, November 3, 1998 /

|n accordance wrth OMB Crrcular A 19 OMB requests the views of your agency on the above
“subject before advising on its relatnonshrp to the program of the President. Please advise us if this
item will affect direct spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title
Xiii of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.

COMMENTS: Please review the attached HHS report and transmittal letter that recommends
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LRM ID: MDH256 SUBJECT: HHS Report and Transmittal Letter on Allotment Formula under
o Parts. B and C of the Developmental Dlsabzlltnes Ass:stance and Bill of nghts Act. :

' ’ RESPONSE TO - SR
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL
MEMORANDUM

Af your response to this requ‘ésg for views is short {e.g., concur/no comment}, we prefer that you respond by
e-mail or by faxing us this response sheet. If the response is short and you prefer to call, please call the
branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst’s line) to leave a message with a legislative assistant.

You may also respond by:

{1} calling the analyst/attorney's dlrect line {you will be connected to voice manl if the analyst does not
answer); or

{2} sending us'a memo or Ietter '
" Please mclude the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below.

)

10: . Melinda D. Haskins" Phone: 395-3923 Fax: 395-6148
‘ ‘Office of Management and Budget
Branch-Wide Line (to reach legislative assistant): 395 7362

FROM: » ___(Date)

{Name)

{Agency)

{Telephone)
; ,

The following is'thé respbnse qf our agency to your yequest for vie\lvs on the above-captioned subjéct;
Concur | |
____No Obj;ction
No Cqmmeni
Seev propos?d edits on pages

; Other:

FAX RETURN of ‘pages, attached to this response sheet



. The H(;norable Albert Gore, Jr.
President of the Senate
Washington, DC 20510

- Dear M. President:

In accordance with Section 213 of P.L. 103-230, the Developmental Disabilities Assistance and
‘Bill of Rights Act Amendments of 1994, I am pleased to transmit the enclosed report to-Congress
on the allotment formula in effect under parts B (Federal Assistance to State Developmental -
Disabilities Councils) and C (Protection and Advocacy of Individual Rights) of the
Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (the DD Act). As required by -
© section 213, the report includes recommendanons for alternanve formulas for allocating funds
_ under those parts of the Act -

The review and analysis of the current allotment formula identified two primary weaknesses.
~ First, the minimum allotments and hold-harmless provisions require the formula to be calculated
in an iterative manner, and result in sizable and unpredictable fluctuations in individual State
allotments, unrelated to changes in appropriations, that make advance planning difficult. Second,
the current statutory requirement to use numbers of individuals with developmental disabilities
as a formula factor, while well-intended, results in skewing the distribution for several reasons.
The Administration on Developmental Disabilities uses the data on numbers of children
receiving supplemental security income (SSI), as the best available, but it is inappropriate and -
problematic for numerous reasons. The data are unavailable for the territories; changes in the
. SSleligibility standards or definition of disability can affect DD Act funding distribution in
unpredictable ways; and use of means-tested SSI numbers effectively disregards persons above
 its eligibility levels (and may even penalize States that have been most effective in placing
individuals with DD in employment). Both of the weaknesses identified result in unpredictable
fluctuations in State fundmg under the DD Act and.in arbltrary and mequltable differences in
funding levels among States. » -

The altematwe formula proposed is easier to understand and to calculate, and would enable
States to predict their DD Act funding levels with a high degree of accuracy and to plan
accordingly. State grant allotments would consist of two main parts -- base funding and
formula funding. All States and territoriés would receive both base funding and formula

. funding.

The base funding would be a small percentage of the total amount appropriated for the program
‘concerned (the report suggests an-amount in the range of .30 to .65 percent), which would be
distributed in equal shares to each parﬂmpatmg State and temtory The base funding would
replace the current munmum allotments :

The formula funding would consist of three tiers, each of which would dlstrlbute a specified

. percentage of the remaining appropriations for the program according to. specified criteria. Of

the remainder, 25 percent would be distributed on the basis of State population, and 70 percent
on the basis of State population adjusted by per capita income (using the same adjustment
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methodologv as under current regulations). The final 5 percent would be distributed on the basis .
of outcome measures (including numbers of individuals with developmental disabilities in - ‘
_educational or employment settings in the State). ‘

The proposed formula was designed to be modular--each module or part could be replaced or
changed without redesigning the entire formula. This would allow base funding percentages,

. percentage weights, or outcome measure factors to be changed to respond to changes in -
availability of funds or to reflect newly identified outcome measures.

~ The proposed formula would eliminate the use of minimum allotments, hold-harmless
provisions, and the factor based on the number of persons with developmental disabilities. By
eliminating these.provisions; the formula would no longer need to be calculatéd in an iterative
manner, which would make it simpler and easier to understand. Also, setting the base funding as
- -a percentage of the total appropriation (rather than as specified dollar amounts) would eliminate
the fluctuation in individual State allotments that now occurs independent of changes in
appropriations. Instead, States would see changes in their allotments that are in proportion to
national appropriations (e.g., a 10 percent increase in appropnations would cause a 10 percent
increase in each State’s allotment) »

The developmental disabilities network and grantees in the field who had the opportunity to hear
~ apresentation of the findings regarding this proposed formula viewed the changes as positive.

- We believe they would welcome modifications that resulted in a more equitable distribution of

~ program funds and eliminated the substantlal year-to-year fluctuations in State funding levels.

I am confident that you will find this report informative.

_ Sincerely,

Donna E. Shalala

Enclosure
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Executive ‘S'umrriary. o

| ’I‘he Adnnnlstrauon on Developrnental Disabilities. (ADD) funds two formula grant programs——the
Developmental Disabilities Council (DDC) Grant and the Protection and Advocacy (P&A) Grant. .
Congress mandated that ADD study the current State grants formula. KRA Corporation (KRA)

. . reviewed and analyzed the current State grants formula and reported on these analyses in a January . -

- 1995 report. Ina second phase of the study, KRA developed an alternative formula that responds
to the complexmes of the current formula ‘This report presents ‘the work of thts second phase.

- The formula proposed by KRA is easy to understand and easy to calculate State grant allotments -
will consist of two main parts—base funding and formula ﬁmdmg All States and territories will

- receive both base funding and formula funding. The base funding is calculated as a percentage of ";: .

national appropriations and is the same for all States. The formula funding is determined according :
to three factors, each of which has a weight or percentage share of the formula grant. One of these -
factors is a State outcome measure factor mtroduced mto the: new formula ata 0 05 wetght ‘ '

The proposed formula was desrgned to be modular—-—each module or part can be replaced or changed
~ without redesrgmng the -entire formula. This will allow base funding percentages percentage
_ weights, or outcome measure factors to be changed to respond to changes in national appropriations

or to reflect newly identified outoome measures. The proposed new formula can be summarxzed as
follows : =

(1) Eachi State’s allotment would include base funding, which replaces the minimum
‘allotment, defined asa percentage of the total national appropriations. . (Proposed
~ base fundmg percentages are 0.30 percent for State and temtory DDCS 0. 65 percent '
for State P&As, and 0. 50 percent for territory P&As. ) ,

-(2) In. addltlon each State s allotment would mclude formula fundmg calculated
- according to each State’s populauon (at 25-percent weight), State population adjusted
by per capita income (at 70-percent weight), and State outcomes for people with
. developmental disabilities (at S-percent werght) - :

lnmally, welghts and base fundmg percentages can be set at levels to allow ﬁmdxng to approxrmate
allotments under the old formula and minimize losses and gains to States. Increases or decreases
in the base fundmg percentages can later be made to reflect changes in the national appropriations. -
~ Other outcome measures defined or identified later, including data from the ADD management
mformauon system, could be substituted for the education and labor outcome measures. used-now.
 The modular-natu’re of the forrnula allows'ADD to phase in new outcome measurés ov’er time

The new formula elumnates the use of minimum allotments and hold harmless prov151ons By doing
this, the new. formula no longer needs to be calculated in an iterative manner making i 1t simple and
easy 10 understand. Also, setung the base funding as a percentage of the national appropriations
- eliminates the fluctuation in 1ndmdual State allotments that were due to changes in minimum
~ allotments independent of: appropnatlons changes.. Finally, States will now see changes in their
allotments that are equal in propomon to changes in national appropriations (e. g., a-10-percent

- increase in appropriations would cause a 10-percent increase in aIl mdmdual State allotments)

KRACorporation S o | o "“'ES-Q, N
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Study of Admmlstratlon on Developmental Dtsabtlltles
State Grants Formula

Final Report

1.0 Ihtroducﬁoﬁ

The Adrmmstranon on Developmental Disabilities (ADD) is Iocated wnthm the Admuustra’aon for
Children and. Famxhes ‘Department of Health and Human Services. Among its activities are ADD’s’
“two formula grant programs—the Developmental Disabilities Council (DDC) Grant and the
Protection and Advocacy (P&A) Grant. State programs had perceived what they believed were
several anomalies in grant allotments over time. States (unless noted, States always refers to States
and territories) could not relate increases or decreases in their individual allotments to similar or
proportionate changes in national appropriations. Even in years with level appropriations, State
program allotments increased or decreased from the previous year. More importantly, States could

. not use the formula to predict future funding because of the complexxty of the formula and its

computation. .

Congress mandated that ADD study the current State grants formula. KRA Corporation (KRA) was
awarded the contract to review and analyze the ADD State grants formula and to develop alternative
funding formulas. This study was conducted in two phases KRA completed the first phase in January

" 1995, which involved a study of the current grants formula. In the second phase, KRA developed
-alternatives to the current formula that respond to the complexmes of the current formula. This
report presents the work of this second phase. ~

The formula proposed by KRA 1s noniterative and sxmple to calculate State allotments will consist
of two main parts—base funding and formula funding. All States and territories will receive both
base funding and formula funding. The base funding is calculated as a percentage of national
appropriations and is the same for all States. The formula funding is determined according to three
factors, each of which has a weight representing a percentage share of the formula grant. One of
these factors is a State outcome measure factor introduced into the new formula at a 0.05 weight.

Exhibit 1 presents a diagram representing how the new State allotments are determined. :

The new formula was designed to be modular—each module or part can be replaced or changed
without redesigning the entire formula. This will allow base funding percentages, percentage weights, =
or outcome measure factors to be changed to respond to changes in national appropriations or to
reflect newly 1dent1ﬁed outcome measures. The proposed new formula can be. summanzed as
follows: . ' : : :

¢} The base fundmg wh1ch replaces the minimum allotment, is given equally to all
States. The base funding is a percentage of the total national appropriations that
increases and decreases in proportion to changes in. the total appropriations.

- (Proposed base funding percentages are 0.30 percent for State and territory DDCs,
0.65 percent for State P&As and 0.50 percent for terntory P&As )

KRA Corporaﬁon ' ' : - o . 1
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Base Funding

~ State | ___ Percentage* of + 70%
- weight |-~

Allotment —— | Total Appropriations

25%
weight
5%
weight

Exhibit 1

. Proposed New Calculation of State
- Aliotments

Formula Funding

e ————

- .‘\\_/’—-\\\__/’—\

Population Ny
weighted by per | =
capita income |

e T e e T T
T e T — . .'/'“""-».-“

Population

t “Outcomes |

-

* The proposed base fundmg percentage for State and terntory DDCs is 0.30 percent'
for State P&As it lS 0 65 percent; and for temtory P&As, itis 0.50 percent.




(2) The formula funding distributes the remammg funds to each State accordmg to
threc factors:

- State population factor (at 0.25 wexght)
- State population adjusted by State per capita income factor (at 0.70 wexght)
- Outcome measures factor (at 0. 05 wenght) TR

Section 2 provides a bricf summary of the current formula and Phase I findings. Section 3 discusses
the changes to the current formula that KRA considered. Section 4 provides simulated allotments
using the proposed new formulas. Section' 5 summarizes the conclusions of this study. Appendlx
A in this report contains detailed descriptions of KRA's methodology and full summary tables of
simulated State allotments accordmg to the proposed formula alternatives. :

2.0 Description of Current Formula

The current formula, as directed by the Dcvelopmemal Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act
(the Act) (Public Law 103-230), determined State allotments based on the following factors:

- State population
| . E:;;tent of need of services for persons withdevelopmemal disabilities
. : Financial need of the States

Data sources available when the formula was first designed were selected to approximate the
following factors

(1) Census data and annual intercensile esnmates were used to determme State and
. territory populations.

(2) The extent of need of services for persons with develdpm:ntal disabilities was not
available directly. Instead, the number of persons receiving Adult Disabled Child
Program (ADCP) benefits from the Social Security Administration (SSA) was used
as a proxy. Because the benefits are not avaxlable in the territories, SSA developcd
estimates for the territories. :

(3 The financial need of States was determined by using a 3-year avefage of State per .
capita income (PCI) as calculated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department
of Labor. :

State allotments were directly related to State population and ADCP recipients (allotments increased
with increasing population and ADCP beneﬁciaﬁes) and inversely related to PCI (allotments
- decreased in States with PCls above the national average). The current State grants formula is

. complex with multiple factors, minimum allotments, and hold-harmless provisions. Appendix A
provides a detailed description of the current formula, including how it is calculated.

KRA Corporation - ; R o ' - 3



Accordmg to the, Act, States cannot receive grants less than a legislated mlmmum (a fixed amount, .
$420,475 for State DDCs and $256,983 for State P&As in FY 1995) or less than they received in
1992 or 1993 (referred to as the hold-harmless minimum). If any of the States’ allotments are less
than the larger of the minimum and hold-harmless amounts, the differenceé is subtracted from the
national appropriations and set-aside for that State. Using the reduced national appropriations, the
allotments are recalculated using the foxmula However, because the national appropnatzons are

reduced, more States” alloiments may fall below the minimums after this recalculation. This process
s repeated until none of the allotments fall below the minimum or hold-harmless amounts. The
comphcated processes of determining factor data and calculating the allotments in this manner havc
" prevented States from being able to understand how allotments are determined. :

2.1 Review of the Current Formula

KRA examined Statc allotmcr;t data for ﬁsca] .year (FY) 1988 through FY 1994. Analyses of these -

* data resulted in the following ﬁndmgs

- 1,State population is the most important factor in determining the initial level of -
" . State allotments—States generally receive funds in proportion to their State
population. Because State populations are relatively stable, thxs factor does not cause -

“much year-to-year varlatlcn in State allotmcnts :

< Mlmmum allotments are the most lmportant factor in determining the level of -+ -~

allotments for small-population States and territories—Simulations of the current
' formula, with the minimum allotments removed, produced very large reductions in

allotments to small-population States and territories and smaller increases to large-
- population States receiving grants above the minimums.

. Minimum allotments have the greatest effect on changes in State allotments
from year to year—This occurred because the legislated ‘minimum allotment
-amounts grew faster than, and changed independently of, growth in total national
appropriations. When minimum allotments were increased, a greater share of
‘national appropnatxons was used to satisfy minimum allotments, and the amount of
- funds allotted based on State population, the number of recipients of ADCP, and PCI
-was correspondingly reduced. ‘Therefore. States receiving allotments above the
minimum allotments received percentage increases in grants smaller than increases
in national appropnatxons

+ - Hold-harmless minimums did not affect State grant allotments except in years
following decreases in national appropriations—This occurred because, with
increasing appropriations, all States received larger grants and the hold-harmless '
amount (defined as the allotment received in a previous year) would not come into
effect. Thls occurred in only | year in the period 1988 t0.1994.

. Neither total natmnal appropnatwns nor State grant allotment increases have -
" kept pace with inflation—In rea! dollars, current. State allotments are worth 5 -
percent less than FY 1988 allotmems

KRA Corporation‘ L o : 4
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3.0 Conceptualizing 2 New Formula

A second objective of this project was to develop an alternative State grants formula that addresses
the shortcomings of the current formula identified in the analyses described above. In addition. KRA
explored options for mtroducmg State outcome measures into the funding formula that reflect
ADD’s national objectives for the DDC and P&A programs. Given the findings summarized in
Section 2.2, KRA developed and exaxmned possxble formula alternatives accordmg to the following
guidelines: -

* . A new formula should be simple—Making the new formula simplet to calculate

' will also make it easier for State programs 10 understand ‘and predlct future
allotments :

« ' Anew formula must be fair—The new formula should attem;lt to incorporate the

original directives of the legislation and allot funds based on State populanon level
of need for scmces, and State financial resources. ‘

e . A new formula ‘must be stable—-—Large fluctuations and adjustments in State

allotments that occurred in the past because of changes in minimum allotments

~ should be limited. In addition, States should be able to receive changes in allotments
proportionate to changes in national appropriations.

. A new formula should incorporate outcome measures—The Government

Performance and Results Act of 1993 requires Federal agencies to refocus national

. planning and program strategies on program performance and community outcomes.
ADD has maintained national goals for its programs in the areas of employment,

. housing, and cducanon The new formula should attempt to provnde an incentive for
States to mect State and natlonal goals.

KRA used-an additibnal guideline in dé.velopi'ng anew fofmuia. The projected allotments under the
alternative formulas were compared to the allotments under the current formula. KRA selected for
further examination formulas that minimize changes from FY 1995 allotments. -

Part of exploring alternative formulas includes examining alternative data sources for current or
- proposed formula factors. In order to be appropriate for use in a national fundmg formula data
- sources should meet the followmg criteria: :

. Comprehenswe—Slmtlar data should exist fof all States and territories.

. Stable—-—Data or esumates should be collected usmg the same methods and

' definitions cach year. (

s Penodzc—-——Data should be available on a regular (e.g., annual biennial, or bxannual)
basis. ~

KRA Corporation o ‘ - s



. ]ndepen dent—lf posszble, data should be denved from sources that are mdependent
of State programs and collected objectxvely ‘

3.1 Components ofa New Formula

KRA first examined how the current formula could be adapted or altered to address the issues that
, ongmally motwated the study. KRA proposes the followmg four key changes to the formula

R ,Substltute base funding for minimum a.llotments
R E 'Eliminate the hold-harmless provisions '
e . Ellrnmate the populanon adjusted by the number of people w1th developmemal

~ dlsablllhcs factor .
. ‘ Introduce outcome measures. |

In considering alternatives to current formula factors, KRA purposely selected measures for which -
- data meeting the criteria in Sect:on 3.0  were readily available. In ‘addition, the formula was
simplified by convemng it to a modular construction. Exhibit 1 shows how the formula was .
~ designed in pieces, or “modules,” that can be altered or removed separately without requiring major
redesign of the formula. This is unlike the current formula, which does not easily permit changes.
Also, this proposed modular design eliminates the need: for complex iterative calculations: By

* .calculating the forrnula in separate components or modules, future changes can be made in base |
© percentage or outcome measures without ‘necessitating a redesign of the formula, For example, -

‘outcome measures can be replaced or additional ones added as new data sources develop, ADDMIS.

data become available. or ADD goals change Simple changes in weights of factors can now be -

. made wnhout altering formula programming. - In addition, allotments can be calculated withina °
rSlmple spreadsheet ona personal computer thhout the need for advanced mamfmme prograrmmng ’

3.2 lntroductnon of Base Fundmg

s The anal v51s of the current formula revealed that the minimum allotrnems which are leglslanvely e
’ determmed are very influential in the distribution of national, .appropriations and make the allotment
formula difficult to compute. Also, the hold-harmless’ prov1snons although they had very | little.
- impact except in years following a decrease in appropriations, further comphcate the formula;

" allotments. To address these issues, KRA proposes that the minimum allotments be replaced by base '
- fundmg and that the hold harmless prowsxons be ellmmated ennrely
, The base fundmg would be the base amount every State and territory would receive, in addmon to
the other formula fundmg State and territory base ﬁmdmg could be set at drfferent levels, but each
would be a percemage of the total appropriations. For example the DDC base fundmg would be
. setat0. 30 perccm of the national appropriations. If the national appropriations are $100 million, .
* each State’s DDC base funding would be $300,000; if the national appropriations are $50 million, -

. the base funding would be $150,000. In addition to the base funding, every State would recelve

B funds based on State populatlon and PCI as determined by the new formula. ‘
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Using base funding instead of a statute-mandated minimum accomplishes two objectives. First,

because the base funding is set as a percentage of total appropriations, each State will experience the
~ same percentage increase and decrease in their allotments resulting from changing appropriations.
In other words, a 10-percent increase in national appropriations would increase each: State allotment
by 10 percent. (Under the current formula, a 10-percent decrease would affect States differently
because of minimum allotments.) Second, because the base funding would be awarded before using ‘
the formula to allot the remaining appropnauons the iterative process would be eliminated from the

allotrnent calculanon making the formula easier to use and understand '

3.3 Population Factor

“The proposed new formula will continue to use State population as one of the factors to determine
allotments. Keeping population as a formula factor will also serve to retain consistency in allotment
levels between one formula and the next. In addition, accurate and periodic intercensile estimates
of State and territory populauons continue to be. rcadlly avmlable from the Bureau of the Census.

3.4 - Number of Persons With Deve!opmental Disabilities (ADCP Factor)

The new formula eliminates the use of the number of ADCP recipients for determining State
allotments for a number of reasons. First; ADCP benefits are distributed differently in the States
than in the territories. -Second, the number of recipients of ADCP may not be an accurate measure
of the number of persons with developmental disabilities. Because of income requirements, many
persons with developmental disabilities do not receive ADCP. Thlrd _using the number of ADCP -
recipients as a factor in the farmula could penalize States that have removed significant barriers to
employment for persons with disabilities because receipt of ADCP is determined by an individual’s -
income. Fourth, recently proposed changes in SSI eligibility requirements would affect the estimates
of the number of ADCP recipients. The removal from the formula of an unstable factor or one that
could be changed arbitrarily over time would eliminate some of the instability that currently exists

_in the allotment levels, and no better source of data on the numbers of persons thh developmental
disabilities currently exists.

3.5 State Resources (PCI Factor)

The new formula includes a factor that consists of the State population adjusted by the ratio of the-
national per capita income (PCI) to the State per capita income. The per capita income data source’
- is both reliable and consistent and remains the best proxy measure for State resources.

36 Outcdme'Measures

In an effort to reward States that are effectively addressing issues concerning persons with
developmental disabilities, the new formula incorporates outcome measures. By incorporating
outcome measures into the new funding formula, ADD can reward States relative to meeting State
- and national goals for outcomes for people with developmental disabilities. The Government
Performance and Results Act of 1993 directs Federal agencies to establish policies and programs that
focus on program performance and outcomes for people and communities. Qutcome measures
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introduced into the new formula reflect ADD’s focus areas of education and employment. The
modular structure of the formula allows for the introduction of new or additional outcome measures
to be added later, 1nclud1ng outcomne data collected by the ADD management information system
’(MIS)

KRA examined muluple data sources within ADD’s national focus areas of mdependent living,
education, and employment. Data identifying the percentage of each State’s population of students
with developmental disabilities who are enrolled in the public education system were obtained from
the Department of Education’s Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of The Individuals
* with Disabilities Education Act. The percentage of each State’s population with any disability that
gained employment through the Employment Service was obtained from the Department of Labor’s
Employment and Training Administration’s (ETA‘S) quarterly administrative report (9002 form) ‘
No adequate or comprehensive data sources measuring mdependent lwmg Status. fcr people with
developmental dxsablhtxes could be identified. o

4.0 Simulations of the New Formula

Simulations of the proposed new formula were performed using FY 1995 data to evaluate how
allotments calculated by the new formula would compare to actual FY 1995 allotments. KRA
examined 8.000 combinations of base percentages and factor weights to determine the best formula
weights in order to minimize changes in State allotments compared to FY 1995 allotments. (This
procedure. the sum of squared dxﬁ'erences is discussed further in Appendix A.)

In general, the simulations show that when the base percentages are set higher, small-population
States tend to increase their allotments compared to the old formula and large-population States tend
to receive smaller allotments. Conversely, when the base percentages are set lower, large-population
States tend to receive larger allotments than currently; however, small-populatxon States receive
smaller allotments. :

The following sections detail the results of simulations of proposed weights and base percentages,
including an analysis of the effects on State allotments as compared to FY 1995 allotments.
Simulation 1 represents the best approximation of FY 1995 State allotmients. Simulations 2 through
5 demonstrate the effects of changing these proposed weights and base percentages. Each simulation
‘used the same national appropriations for the DDC and P&A programs as FY.1995.

4.1 Simulation 1: Best Approximation of FY 19895 Allotments

0.25 D e 0.30%

DC State Base Percentage:

Population Weight:

Population/PCI Weight:  0.70 ‘DDC Territory Base Percentage: 0.30%
Outcomes Weight: 005 P&A State Base Percentage: 065% |

P&A Territory Base Percentage: 0.50%
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Exhxbxt A—2 in Annendxx A summarizes the results of this su'nulanon The wexghts are hsted in the
upper-lefthand comer. The population adjusted for per capita income weight is 0.70, the population
weight is 0.25, and the combined outcomes weight is 0.05 (i.e., 0.025 for education and 0.025 for
employment). The total appropriations, base percentages, and base allotments are to the right of the

formula welghts The base funding equals the base percentages times the total appropriations. The - -

State and territory base percentage was set to 0.30 percent for the DDCs. For the P&As, the base
) percentages for Statcs and terntoncs would be 0 65 and 0.50 percent, respecuvely

" The chatt in Ex_hxbxt A 2 shows the percentage gams or losses for the DDCs for all States. " Thc
. States are ordered by populauon and shaded separately for four groups. The first five are territories, .
- The next 14 are States and the District of Columbia that received the minimum allotment in FY
1995. The next 38 are the medium-population States and Puerto Rico, and the last 8 are the large-
population States. Exhibit A-2(2) displays the same information for the P&As. Exhibit A-2(3)
charts the DDC grant allotments for the simulation compared with FY 1995 allotments for the
DDCs. Exhibit A-2(4) displays the same for P&As. Exhiblt A-2(5) lists each State and its FY 1995
and sxmulated allotments and percentage change V :

| , In thxs simulation, the average loss and average gam in all States'i is keptto 3 percent for DDCs '
Average loss for the P&As is 10 percent and average gain is 17 percent. For the DDCs the

maximum gain by a State is 38 percent while the maximum loss is 25 percent. Forthe P&As, the * |

maximum gain for a State is 39 percent, while the maximum loss is 22 percent. Despite these
maximum losses and gains, Simulation 1 best approximates FY 1995 allotments using the snnplxﬁed '
new formula. This option is sxmple (easy to calculate), fair (approximates FY 1995 allotments), and
stable (base grants and State ailotments rise and fall with national appropnauons)

" The fol]owmg simulations explorcd changmg dxﬁ'erent modules thhm the formula to examine the
effects on State allotments k :

42  Simulation 2: Elimiﬁation of the Per Capita Income Factor

S e s

Population Weight: 095 DDC State Base Percentage: - 0.30%

| Population/PCI Weight: ~ 0.00 DbC Tei'ritory Base Percentage: 0.30%
‘Outcomes Weight: 0.05 P&A State Base Percentage: 0.65%
' | P&A Territory Base Percentage: 0.50%

‘The second sunulanon uses the Simulation 1 basc percentages but ehmmates the popuianon adjusted
by the per capita income factor from the formula by assigning it a weight of zero. After allotting -
- funds for the: base ﬁmdmg, this formuia allots funds based only on State population and outcome

measures. » : ‘

Exhibits A-3 and A-3(2)"presem the pereentagelo»s‘s and gain for alll' States (cornpaied to FY 1995)~ ;
eliminating the population/PCI factor and using Simulation 1 base percentages. Exhibits A-3(3) and

KRA Corporation -~ | o S g



4.3 Simulation 3: Elimination of the Base Funding

Population Weight: 025 - | DDC State Base Percentage: 0% _

Population/PCI Weight: - 070 | DDC Territory Base Percentage: 0% _

Outcomes Weight: 005 ' P&A State Base Percentage: . | 0%
h B | P&A Territory Base Percentage: 0%

The third stmulation uses the Simulation 1 weights and eliminates the base fuhdiné ThlS allows the
formula to assign all DDC and P&A appmpnauons accordmg to the fonnula mthout usmg base
‘ fundmg : :

Exh1b1ts A-4 and A-4(2) present the percentage loss and gam for all States when the base funding is
eliminated. Exhibits A-4(3) and A-4(4) compare the Simulation 3 allotments with FY 1995
allotments. Exhibit-A-4(5) prowdes data fer mdlwdua} Statcs for this simulation.

In this simulation, the average loss for the DDCs in all States is 40 percent and thc average gain is
8 percent. For the P&As, the average 10ss 1 1s 63 percent and the-average gain is 15 percent. For the
DDCs, the maximum gain by a State is 20 pcrccnt. while the maximum loss to a State is 95 percent.
For the P&As, the maximum gain for a Sta‘xte is 30 percent, while the maximum loss to a State is 97 -
‘percent. Removing the base funding frorn the formula favors the large- and medjum-population )

. States and decreases allotmcms to small States and territories. Small States and territories lose an

average of 56 pcrccnt of their DDC grants and an avcragc of 70 pcrccnt of their P& A grants.

44  Simulation 4: High Base Fundurxg
: . ,

st e weeos—

- — — =

Population Weight: 025 | DDC State Base Percentage: ___0.50% i
Pgi)xilaﬁbﬁ/PCI Weight: 070 | | DDC Territory Base Percentage: 0.35%
Qutcomes Weigfit: ' _0.05 " P&A State Base Percentage: 0.90%
; _ l _ P&A Territory Base Percentage: 0.55%

The fourth simulation uses basc pcrccmagcs higher than Simulation 1 but keeps the factor wcxghts
the same. This simulation would allot more. funds to the base fundmg, rcducmg the amount of funds

" thatare dtsmbutcd by the formula

Exhxbns A-5 and A-S(Z) present the perccntage loss and gam for DDCs and -P&As for all States thh
higher base grant percentages. Exhibits A-5(3) and A-5(4) compare the Simulation 4 allotments with
. FY 1995 allotments. Exhibit A-5(5) provxdes data for individual States for this sunulanon

In this simulation, the average loss for the DDCs in all States is 10 percerit and the average gzun 1S
21 percent. For the P&As, the average loss i :f 18 percent and the average gain is 17 percent. For the
DDCs, thc maximum gain by a State is 60 percent, while the maxlmum 1oss to a Stateis 19 pcrccnt
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- The fourth simulation uses base j:ercentages higher than Simulation 1 but keeps the faetor weights
the same. This simulation would allot more funds to the base funding, reducmg the amount of funds
- that are dlstnbuted by the formula

3
A

Exhibits A-5 and A 5(2) present the percentage loss and gain for DDCS and P&As for ali States w1th
- higher base grant percentages. Exhibits A-5(3) and A-5(4) compare the Simulation 4 allotments with
FY 1995 allotments. Exhibit A-5(5) provides data for individual States for thls simulation.

In this simulation, the average loss for the DDCs in all States is 10 percent and the average gain is
21 percent. For the P&As, the average loss is 18 percent and the average gain is 17 percent. For the
DDCs, the maximum gain by a State is 60 percent, while the maximum loss to a State is 19 percent.
For the P&As, the maximum gain for a State is 44 percent, while the maximum loss to a State is 21

-percent. Increasing the size of the base funding favors the territories and small-population States by
allotting more funds to the base funding and reducing the amount of funds that are allotted based on
the formula factors. This would decrease the allotments received by States thh larger populations
that benefit from a pure population-based distribution. '

4.5 Simulation 5: Elimination of the Outcomes Factor

Population Weight‘: . 026 DDC State Base‘Percentagee A 0.30%
Population/PCI Weight:  0.74 v DDC Terﬁtery Base Percentage: 0.30%
Outcomes Weight: .0.00 P&A State Base Percentage:  0.65%

| | P&A Territbfy Base Percentage: 0.50%

The fifth simulation uses the Simulation 1 base percentages but eliminates the use of outcome
mazasures as a factor in the formula by assigning it a weight of zero. The 0.05 outcome weight was -
-redistributed proportionately to the population and populaucn'PCI factors. This simulation was
conducted to show the effect on allotments of introducing outcome measures into the formula. '

" Exhibits A-6 and A-6(2) present the percentage loss and gain for all States based on eliminating the
outcome measure factor. Exhibits A-6(3) and A-6(4) compare the Sxmpiauon 5 allotments with FY
- 1995 allotments Exhibit A- 6(5) provxdes data for individual States for this sxmulauon :

The average loss and average gain to all States are the same as in Slmulanon 1 for DDCs and P&As.
This means that the overall effect of introducing an outcome measures.factor at 5 percent is minimal.
As additional outcome indicators are identified or developed, the weight of the outcomes factor
could be increased over time at the discretion of ADD.

' 46 Decreased 'National Appropriétions

All preceding simulations used FY 1995-data. Should the DDC and P&A programs experience
funding decreases in the future, all States would experience major changes in their allotments
compared to FY 1995 allotments. One feature of the use of base funding compared to the current

KRA Corporatioi . - I ‘- | 11



- legislated minimum allotments is that all States would experience these decreases in the same
proportion. Because the base funding is a percentage of the national appropriations (unlike the

- current. legislatively determined fixed minimum allotment), base funding would rise and fall in

- proportion to changes in national appropriations.. The formula allots the remaining funds (the total
appropriations minus the base funding for all States) according to the same factors and weights. This
means that if national appropriations decrease 10 percent, all States would receive allotments 10
percent smaller than the ones they would have rccelved with the proposed ncw formula and current
appropnatxons

Exhibit 2 lists each State’s DDC and P&A allotment according to the proposed new formula, using
Simulation 1 weights (population at 0.25, PCI-adjusted population at 0.70, and outcomes at 0.05),
and national appropriations at current amounts and at 50 percent of current amounts. Calculating
allotments on half current appropnanons the proposed new formula reduces all State grants by 50 *
percent. :

5.0 Summary and Conclusnons

The forrnula that KRA proposes as an alternatwe for adoption by ADD would allot DDC and P&A
funds to all States and temritories in the followmg manner:

(1) * Each State would receive base funding defined as a percentage of the national
appropriations (0.30 percent for State DDC, 0.30 percent for territory DDC, 0. 65
‘. percent for State P&A, and 0.50 percent for territory P&A)

(2) In addition, each State would receive funds dxstnbuted by the new formula according
to its State population (at 0.25 weight), PCl-adjusted State population (at 0.70
-weight?, and State outcomes for people with developmcmal dxsabxlmcs (at 0.05
weight;.

The new formula is modular and the weights for each factor could be changed to reflect changes in
national appropriations or national and State program goals. Initially, weights and base percentages
can be set at levels to allow funding levels to approximate the old formula and minimize individual -
State gains and losses. Increases or decreases in the base percentage can later be made to reflect
changes in the level of appropriations. Other outcome measures defined or identified later, including
data from the ADD MIS, could be substituted for Department of Education and Department of Labor
data used here. This modularity also allows ADD to phase in new outcome measures over time, as
well as to change their weight in the formula,

' The new formula would eliminate the use of a minimum allotment and hold-harmless minimum.
This proposed formula is much simpler in structure and calculation than the current formula and is
easy to calculate within a spreadsheet on a personal computer. It also eliminates the i 1terat1ve process
used to calculate the current formula.
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Proposed Formaha
with 2 50%
Reduction n

Proposed Fonﬁula State DDC and
P&A Allotment Compared to a 50-Percent

Proposed Foduh
with fall 1295
Appropriations Appropriations

DDC Grast P&A Grast DDCGrant  P&A
Allotmen

Aliotment U Aloumest LRl
$164.760  $102302  $329.521  $204,604
$628380  $234.275 $1,256,760  $468,55!
$421.044  $175255 3842088  $350.511
$564.345  $216,047 $1,128689  $432.094
$3241513  $978241 36483,K25 $1956.4%2
3476339  $190,996  $952.678  $381,991
$398.124  SISRT3] . SI9EUT  $337462
SISE3S!  S100478  $316,702  $200.955
$177,622 3105963  $355244 211926
S1572248  $502.956 $3.144,497 $1.005912
$877.025  $305,055 $1,754,050  $610,109
$226.563  $119.895  $453,126  $239,7%9
$430.903  $178.062 $861,806 $356,124
$237,352  $122966  $474,704  $245932
51290178  $422662 52,580,355  $845324
$776401 - $276411 $1.552.801  $552.872
$387.666  $165754  $775332  $331508
$575682  S219.275 S1,1S51364 3438540
$654.588  S241,736 $1.309,176  $483.471
3698301  $254.179 $1.306,602.. $508.3s8
$391287  $223.708 SI.1Z2514  S447.416
$250315  $126,6%  $300631 $253312
$1.137.516  $379.206 $2575032  $758411
$589.739  $I13276 S11794°8  $446.552
$700235  S254.730 $1.400470  $509459
$476,001  SI190.89%  $952001  $381,79%
$210.727  SII15387 $4214%4  $230,774
$920.536  $317.440 S1B41073 3634881
$185981  S108.343 5371863  $216,685
$293,589  S138974  $SEII9  $277.949
$226343  $119.832  $452685  $239.664
3810438 - . $286,100 $1.620876  $572.200
$314.661  $144973  $629.322  $289.945
$247233  $125779  $494466  $251.557
$1.907915  $598.507 $3.815.830 $1.197.013
$1.370.713  $445.587 $2.741.427  $891.175
$512.669  $201.337 $1.025337  $402.674
$448.558 © $183.087  SBILIIS  $366.175
$1.441.955  S465.867 32883909 $931.733
$1.048.130  $353,761 $2.096260° $707.522
$217.085  $117317  $4M3I0  £234.43)
$S67.961  $217.077 $1135921 8434153
$193.921  $110.603  $3B7.842 3221206
$712.747  S258291 $1.425494 3516583

S SL147228 . 3666629 $4.294.457 $1.331.258
$347.462  $154310  $694.923  $308.619
STI4.564  $275888 $1.549.127  $551,776
SI170360  $103.896  $340,720 $207.792
$659.639  $243,174 $1,319278  $486,347
8675957  $247819 $1.351.913  3495.637
$355.293  SI156.539  $710586  $313.077
$161.617  S101407  $323.234  $202.814

. 51220626 . $70,582  $245252  S141,165
1 $124,349 $71073  $248,698  $142146
$114.253 $68,199  $228,507 S136,398
$110214 $67.049  $220,427  $134,098
$121359 S70222  $242719 $140.444

T 868,752 - '

| SI3L504

Exhibit 2

Reduction
Perceat Difference
DDC P&A
- Allotment Allotment
-30.00%  -50.00% .
-50.00%  -50.00%
«50.00%  -50.00%
«50.00%  -50.00%
-$0.00%  -50.00%
«50.00%  -50.00%
«30.00%  -50.00%
«50.00%  -50.00%
«50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50,00%
+50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00% - -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
~50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
«50.00%  -50.00%
«50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
«50.00%  -50.00%
~50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
<50.00%  -50.00%
«50.00%  .50.00%
~50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00% -
-50.00%  -50.00% .
-50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  ~50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-5000%  -50.00%
=50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-$0.00% - -50.00%
~50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-$0.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00% .
-50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
~50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
©<50.00%  -50.00%
«50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-$0.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00%
-50.00%  -50.00% -
<50.00%  -50.00%
<50.00%  -50.00%
- «$0.00%
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Setting the base funding as a percentage of the national appropriations eliminates the fluctuation in
allotments due to minimum changes that have historically been independent of appropriation changes.
In addition, States will now see changes in their allotments that are equal in proportion to changes
in national appropriations (e.g., a 10-percent increase in appropriations would cause a IO-pcrccnt
increase in all mdmdual State allotmcnts if all other factors remained the samc)
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Appendix A

A1 Curreﬁt Formula

The original allocations formula has two factors and is subject to two condmons Ihe two formula
factors are listed below S :

e : Pppulation adjusted by Iiﬁer éapita incfnm:,
. Populéti&x adjusted by the number of persgﬁé with dgvglopquntal Qisabili;iés
The conditions are listed ‘bél‘ow; | | |
. N'o‘ State or territory may fall below'thé »cﬁ’u‘rrent speciﬁed minimum. -
. | No‘ State or 1erﬁtory may fall below a.hpuld-haymlﬂess amoﬁnt.
The on’giﬁal anﬁula.pan bé.smﬁmarized as follov}s: - |
- Equation1 . | Ailarr;:ént‘ = (o = };P‘~ + ,ﬁ‘ * DDP ) * Apé ; -
»Sﬁbject tS: No ététe receivihg less than MIN,,
" no territory receiving less than MIN,, and -
no State or termitory receiving less than HH,.

Where:

Allotment, is the amount of money that State or territory S recewcs,
o .7 is the weight attached to the population adjusted by pcr capita income factor
' - (a is two-thirds in the current formula), '
YP, - is the population adjusted by per capita income factor for State or temtory S,
B . is the weight attached to the population adjusted by the number of persons
: with developmental disabilities factor (P is one-third in the current formula),
DDP, " is the population adjusted by the number of persons thh developmental
o disabilities factor for State or tcmtory S, '
App is the national appropriations,
MIN,  is the fixed minimum for States,
MIN, is the fixed minimum for territories, and
HH; - is the amount a State or territory received in a spec:ﬁed previous year
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A1.1 Population Adjusted by Per Capita Income

The first factor—the State s populanon adjusted by per caplra mcome«—-ls calculated as

follows:
[32595}* épopi'
- SpCI,
'Equation 2 . YP, = —
T O on . s,
SPCI,
Whére:
NPCI is a 3-year average of the national per caj:ita income, :
SPCI, is a 3-year average of the State per capita income,
SPOP, is the State population, and
oz is the sum across States.

A1.2 Populatnon Adjusted by the Number of Persons Wlth Developmental
Disabilities ,

The second factor in the formula—the State's population adjusted by the number of persons
with developmental disabilities (estimated by the number of ADCP recipients, working
population, anc State population)—is calculated as follows: _

ADCP, c
= SPOP_
wPOP, AR
Equation3 " DD = - ‘
: | .« || 4DCP,]
Y L |« SPOP
e WPOPJ Lo
Where:
ADCP, is the number of recipients of the Adult Disabled Child Program,
WPOP, - is the working population of the State, :
SPOP, is the total population of the State, and -
Z, is the sum across States.
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A1.3 Weiahtinc |

These factors are weighted in the ongmal formula with the population ad_msted by per capita
income weight set at two-thirds and the population adjusted by the number of persons with

‘developmental disabilities weight set at one-third as follows, subject to the currently
legislated minimums and hold-harmless amount:

Equation 4 | Allotment, = [-;— * YP, +‘-;— » DDP,| * App

For FY 1995, the minimum is $420,475 for States and $220,750 for territories for the DDCs.
For the P&As, it is $256,983 for States and $137,485 for territories. For 1995, the hold-
harmless amount was the greater of the amount that States and territories received in 1992
or 1993. :

A.1.4 The lterative Process

The two cqriditioris (minimums and hold-harmless amounts) that the original formﬁla is
subject to require an iterative calculation procedure. This procedure includes the following
steps: '

(1)  Allocate funds to States according to the formula.
2) Deterrnine whether the formula (and the distribution in step 6) allots amounts .
less than those specified by the minimum allotment and hold-ha;rmlessk

N provxsxons

(3) . If so, calculate the difference between the allotment and the greatér of the
minimum and hold-harmless amount.

(4)  Sum these differences. . =
" (5)  Subtract this sum from the national allocation.

(6) Distribute the sum accordmg to the differences for the respective States and
territories.

@) cheat steps 1 through 6, using the remainder of the national allocation, until -
all State and temtory allotments- meet thc minimum allotment and hold-
harmless provxslons in step 2
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A.2 The Prcposed New Formula

—— T —

The proposed grants formula has four formula factors and base fundmg The four formula factors
- are listed below: , _

'Populatioo adjusted by per capita income

Population

" A measure of education outcomes

A measure of employment 0utcomes

The base fundmg is calculated asa percentage of the nanonal appropnatxons The formula can be
V summanzed as follows: . :

.Equation 5 Allotrr:ent, = BaseFunding, . FOr?nuIdFundings
Where:
-Allotment, is the total allotment for State S, - :
. Base Funding, - is a set percentage times the national appropnauons as specxﬁed in
o Equanon 6.in Section A.2.1,and : §

Formula I':'undings is specrﬁed by Equanon 7 in. Secuon A2 2

A.2.1' Base Fundmﬁg

Base funding replaces the minimums in the original formula. They are calculated once,
allotted to the States, and subtracted from the national appropriations. The formula funding
is calculated using the remainder of the appropnanon Thxs precludes the necessrty of an

iterative calculatxon '

* Base fundmg 1s ca.lculated by mulnplymg the fixed base percentage times the nanonal
appropnauons as follows :

j Eouation 6 5 Base Funding‘éB *App |
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‘Where:

'Base Funding, is the base amount for State or temtory s for the particular program
: ‘ bemg calculated, -~ - - .
B isthebase percentage for exther States or temtones and
App ‘1s the natmnal appropnauons Tl

i A:2.2 Formula Funding

;< The fqrrm_xla ﬁmd'mg is calcu_lated as fo’llq’v.*é: ‘

. ‘EQHaﬁoni’] ; F,Ormuld Fundmgﬁ,‘-’(a *}’?‘ ,'.* [}*Ps + Y x OM,) * 'APP" ,
RN - |
Where: o

Formula Funding, - is'the amount of money that State or territory S receives, -
o ~isthe weight attached to the popxﬂancn adjusted by per capital
. income factor, ‘

is the population adjusted by per caplta mcome factor for
State or territory S,. « ‘

s the ‘weight attached to the populauon factor

*_ is the population factor for State or territory S,

; 7 is the weight. attached to the outcome measures factor

- OM, ... isthe outcome measures factor for State S, and _

- App' - is the natxonal appropnanons minus the base fundmg

YP,
B
P, ..

A.2.2. 1 ‘ Calculatlon of Populatlon Adjusted by Per Caplta lncome

I» The populatxon adjusted by the per capxta mcome factor 18 calculated as follows: .

| | o wecr) SPOP
: _ o . L SPCI
~ Equation8 '~ - . .o YP;\ = NPCI -
R SPOP
Z (SPCI ] _
Where
' NPCI - isa 3-year average of the natxonal per capxta income,
: SPCI S Axs a 3-year average of the State per capita mcome
SPOP is the State population, and '

Z, . ' isthesum across States. .
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A.2.22 ‘Calculation of Population Factor
The population factor is calculated as follows: |

SPOP,

Equation 9 P,=
. NPOP
Where:
SPOP, ~is the total populanon of the State and
NPOP is the national population.

A.2.2.3 Calculation of Outco,mé_Measure Factors

" The outcome measure factor can be summarized as follows:

Equation 10 ' OM, = a * ED, + b * ES,
v Where:
OM,; - is the combined outcome measure,
a is the weight for the education outcome measure,
ED, is the education outcome measure,
b’ is the weight for the employment outcome measurc, and

ES;  isthe employment outcome measure.
~ Both weights a and b are 50 percent to sr)lit e\?énly the effect of the outcome measures.
Calculation of the Education Outcome Meaéure Factor

‘The enrollment percentage of children ages 6 through 17 served under the Individuals with
. Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) across all disabilities (which included specific learning
" disabilities, speech and language impairments, mental retardation, serious emotional
disturbances, multiple disabilities. hearing impairments, and orthopedic impairments) was
calculated for each State. Data were obtained from the Department of Education’s Annual
Report to Congress on the Implementation of The Individuals with Disabilities Education

Act. Data were reported for each State and territory. A |

.- The State's population weighted enrollmem percentage was calculated by muluplymg the
enrollment pcrcemage by the State population. The educatxon outcome measure for each

KRA Corporation | . o ' ' A-6



State was calculated b} dwrdmg the State s populatron weighted enrollment percentage by
the sum of the States' population welghted enrollment percentages as follows

DD enrolled ’ : .
' ' 2 = SPOP
Total enrollment, '

Equationll -~ . ED, = ‘
S DD enrolled, '
y * SPOP
‘ [ Total enrollment :] :
Where:
DD ‘enrolleds is the number of children ages 6 through 17 served under the
‘ Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) acrossall
: disabilities in State S,
‘Total enroliment, s the total number of children enrolled in school in State S,
Iz, - is'the sum across States.

~ States that have a larger pereentage of students enrolled with disabilities account for a larger
proportion of the national figure and, therefore, receive larger allocations relative to their .
population size.

- Calculation of the Employment Outcome Measure Factor

. For the new formula, employment data were obtained from the Department of Labor’s
Employment and Training Administrations’s (ETA’s) 9002 form. These data are
submitted quarterly by cach State and territory and are meluded in a quarterly report
prepared by ETA. : B

These data were used to calculate the- percentage of people with disabilities receiving -

employment through the Employment Service. The percentage was then muluphed by the

State population. ,

This ﬁgure was then divided by the sum of this ﬁgure across States to form the
employment outcome measure. The employment measure can be summarized as follows:

D receiving employmen:‘

e + SPOP
Totel receiving. employment, C

- Equation 12' . ES. =

>,

\ [ D r'-eceiving' employment,

- * SPOP
Total receiving employment, :

KRA Corporation -~ o ‘ - A-7



Where:
Z, is the sum across States.

States receive larger allocations relative to their population size for a high percentage of
people with disabilities entering employment through the Employment Servicc.

A.2.3 Weighfjng .

These factors are welghted in the proposed formula with each of the factors ngen welght
such that the wexghts in equations 7 and 13 sumto 1, a + [5 +y=1

A.2.4 The Full Allotmient Granu; Equatxcn '

- . The base formula equation 6 and the formula grant: equanon 7 are combined thrcugh
equanon 5to yxeld the following:

Equation 13 >'AII'otmem‘ = (@*YP +BP +Y*OM )~ [App—z‘(B'*App) ]+B‘*App

{

A.3 Statistic Used To Optimize the Formula Simulations

"The primary criterion for designing the new formula is to minimize the change in allotments caused

by the transition from the old formula. An objective measure of this criterion is the sum of squared
losses and gains.

The sum of sqhared losses and gains was calculated to minimize the losses and _gaixis that States and
territories would experience under the new formula. Losses and gains are measured as the

‘percentage loss or gain that a State’s program would experience under the new formula compared

to the old. The sum of squared losses and gains multiplies the percentage losses and gains by itself.
The effect is that the statistic counts large losses and gains more heavily than small losses and gains.

In other words, it counts a 5 percent loss as .0025 and a 50 percent loss as'.25. Although a 50 percent

gain or loss is only 10 times larger than 5 percent, this statistic counts it as 100 times larger.

" Therefore, the minimization process works to reduce a loss in a State that lost 50 percent than a State
that lost 5 percent in funding.” Finally, the statistic sums the squared losses and gains (it adds .0025,

25, and all the other squared losses and gains). By sumrmng these numbers, the statistic evaluates
the joint effect on all States and territories that would lose funding. This single statistic summanzes

' the neganve effects on State and territory allotments.

' KRACorporaton . ‘ S SRR . A8
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A4 Sens:tmty Analysus

- An infinite number of possible combinations of weights and base percentages could be used in the

- formula. The task was o find the combination of weights and base percentages that met the criterion’
of minimizing the sum of squared losses and gams -

Sensitivity analysis was used. The sum of squared losses and gains was calculated for all
combinations of the weights and base percentages within certain ranges and limits. Twenty
combinations of weights were considered. The weight for population adjusted for per capita income
ranged from 0 t0 95 percent, while the weight for population alone ranged from 95 to 0 percent, and
the weight for performance measures was fixed at 5 percent (or 2.5 percent for each of the two
performance measunes) Welghts were incremented 5 percent between simulations. .

100 pcrcent of the appropriation minus the base amounts has to be distributed. This requires that

;- the weights add up to 100 percent. Consequently as the weight for population adjusted by per capita

income was incremented upward by 5.percent, the weight for population was decreased by 5 percent.
Exhibit A-1 lists the 20 possible combinations of weights in this range.

" For each of these combinations of weights, simulations were performed for 400 combinations of
State and territory base percentages. These correspond to base percentages within the range of .00

and .95 percent, and each .05 percent interval within this range. A total of 8,000 combinations of . _

weights and base percentages were calculated, and the combination that yielded the minimum sum
of squared losses and gains for all States was chosen as the optimal siraulation.

A.é Simulafion Charts and Tables

Exhibits A-2 through A-6 detail the results of the simulations discussed above. An explanation of
the exhibits can be found in Sections 4.2 through 4.6.

A.6 'Population and Per Capita Income Chart

Exhibit A-7 shows States’ population and per capxta income an'anged in order of populanon This
~ exhibit can be used to examine the effects of the population adjusted by per capita income factor on
State allotments. States with high per capita income, such as Connecticut, have a peak on the PCI
line and tend to have allotments lower than the average for States of its size. States with low per
capita income, such as Puerto Rico, have a trough on the PCI line and tend to have allotments lngher
than the average for States of its size. : :

- KRA Corporation . ' o ' _ A9
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.Exhibit A-1

Combinations of Weights Considered

Population Adjusted
by Per Capita ' Performance
Population Weight income Weight - - Measure Weight
95% . 0% 5%
90% - 5% 5%.
85% 10% 5%
80% 15% 5%
75% SV L20% 5%
70% Ce 1 28% 5%
65% . - 30% 5%
60% 35% 5%
55% 40% 5%
50% 45% 5%
45% " 50% 5%
40% . 55% 5%

- 35% . 60% 5%
30% 65% 5%
25% 70% 5%
20% 75% 5% .
15% 80% 5%
10% 85% 5%
5% 90% 5% -
0% 95% 5%

KRA Corporation A-10
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Exhibit A-2

Simulation 1: Best Approximation of

Fiscal Year 1995
Formula Parameters ‘ Formula Factors

, : PCl/Population Factor Weight =~ 70% : DDC Grant |P & A Grant
Population Factor Weight 25% - Tol Appropriations $70.438,000 | $26,300,820
Outcome Measures Weight 5% State Base (% Tot. Appr.)| © 0.30%) 0.65%

Individual Outcome Measures - State Base Allotment|  $211314 | $170,955
PwDDinSchool  S0% |Temitory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 030%|  0.50%

PwD Entering Employment 50% - Territory Base Allotment|  $211,314 | $131,504

. ‘Percent Loss or Gain in Allotxhents

C A% TR T T

30%

20%

10% /'J"

0% -f

-10%

-20%

-30% — S B b B e e

—=— Change DDC
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Exhibit A-2(2)

Formula Parameters Formula Factors
PCLl/Population Factor Weight 70% DDC Grant (P & A Grant
Population Factor Weight . '25% | - Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820
Outcome Measures Weight 5% | State Base (% Tot. Appr)| - 030%|  0.65%
Individual Outcome Measures State Base Allotment|  $211,314 |  $170.955
PwDD inSchool  50% |Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.30% 0.50%|
PwD Entering Employment ~ 50% |  Teritory Base Allotment|  $211314 |  $131.504

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments

"?mn Stxvgz]'

KRA Co_r{:oratién
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" Exhibit A-2(3) .

Formula Parameters

PCL/Population Factor Weight 70%
Population Factor Weight 25%
_ Outcome Measures Weight 5%

Individual Outcome Measures

PwDD in School 50%

Formula Factors

DDC Grant |P & A Grant

Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820

State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 030%|  065%
State Base Allomment|  $211,314 | = $170.955

Tenitory Base (% Tot. Appr.) " 030%|  0.50%
_Territory Base Allotment| -~ $211,314 |  $131,504

PwD Entering Employment 50%

Grant Allotments by Populafion

$7,000,000

$6,000,000

$5,000,000

3

' $4,000,000

$3,000,000

i

$2,000,000

' $1,000,000

' $0

KRA Corporation -
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Exhibit A-2(4)

~ Formula Parameters. ] . Formula Factors | |
 PCI/Population Factor Weight  70% ; DDC Grant [P & A Grant
Population Factor Weight 25% a Total Apptopriaxions »$70‘438,000 $26,300,820
Outcome Measures Weight 5% | ~ State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.30% 0.65%
" Individual Outcome Measures | State Base Allotment| . 5211314 |  $170955
PwDDinSchool ~ 50% |Temitory Base (% Tot. Appr.)| -  0.30%| .  0.50%
PwD Entering Employment ~ 50% |  Temitory Base Allotment|  $211314 | $131,504

s

- Grant Allotments by Population

$2,500,000

$2,000,000

' $1,500,000

i

$1,000,000

i

© $500,000

$0 -
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* Exhlibit A-2(5)

- Formula Parameters

Formula Factors .
PCl/Poputation Factor Wedght  70% NSRRI DDC Grant | P & A Grant -
Population Factor Weight  25% " Towl Appromriations| $70.438,000 | $26.300.820
Outcome Measures Weipht 5% Sote Base (% Tol Appr.) 0.30% 0.65%
Individasl Outcome Messures . . Seate Base Alloanent $211314 ¢ 3170955
PwDUD in School 50% Tetritory Base (% Tot Appr.)| 030% 050% |
| PwD Entering Emplovment 0% - Temitory Base Alltment|  $211314 3131504 )
“States 52 | National Per Capiat Income (FY 95)]__ S1O17| 819317 f -
Tesritories 6 _— - i .
New Formuls Old Formula. (New -Old)
‘State  gr DDCGrant PXAGrnt FY9SDDC  FY9SP&A pDC P&A
; Allotment  Alotment | Allotent Allotment Allotiment  Allotment
: AK S $3129521  $AM.604 ‘$420475 $256.983 2163% -20.38%

. AL S $1.256760  $468551 $1,345.843 5447562 £62% 465%
AR 8 $842088 - $350511 $768.612 251077 9.56% 2%
AZ: S $LI128689 3432094 $998.958 $339.216° 1299% . 738%
CA S S6483825 81956482 $6.423,100 2,1708%. 095% 988%
(s o] S 5952678 5381991 STEI 442 - $TT4538 21.60% 39.09%

scr s $796.247 $337.462 $696.655 ‘$261,125 14.30% 2.203%
DC s $316.702  $200955 $420475 $256.983 -24.68% 21.80%
'DE s 5355244 3211926 $420475 $256.983 -1551% -17.53%
FL S S1444v]  SLOOSSI2 . $3,116963 $1.061.995 0.88% 528%
GA *© §  SLIS4050  $610.109 $1,718.762 $600.071 205% 1.67%
H $ $453.126  $239.789 $420475 $256.983 1% - 6.69%
1A s $BSI.BO6  $356,124 - $806.645 $268927 6.84% 3242%
1D S - SATI0E 524590 $420475 $256.983 1290% 4.30%

. S S2580355 845324 203092 $920510 454% £171%
IN S $1.552801  $352822 $1.475995 - $516.778 $20% 691%
KS s $775331 5331508 $617,182 $256.983 25.62% 200% -
KY S SLISI364 3438349 $1.250972 $409,.878 796% 1.00%
LA S - S1309.176  $483471 $1.423.598 $4T2435 204% " 1% ‘

" MA S SL396602  $508358 $1.341702 " SA48.634 4.09% 123% -
MD S SLIBISI4 3447416 $976916 - $340314 21.05% N4 .
ME S $5004631 5283312 420475 $256983 19.06% 1 43%
Mi S S2715032 | SI584lL 2475657 3853465 8.10% 11.14%
MN S SLITOAT8 3446352 $1.039371 $361.941 1348% 23.38%
MO S SLAQ004T0 5509459 $1,.342.585 $467.953 431% BE1%
Ms 3 $952001 1 $3BLT $942.999 $320.466 095% 19.14% -
MT s 3421454  $DOTI4 3420475 8256983 023% ~1020%
NC S S1BA1OTY 3534881 $1.830.536 $S642,100 - 0.58% -L12%
ND s $371.963 5216685 3420475 $256.983 -11.54% -15.68%
NE S . $58TIT0 $2TT949 $425,955 $256,983 185% 816%

_NH '8 $452.685 | $239.664 « $420475 $256983 . T66% £.74%
N) S SLEW8IE . $5T2200 $1.540.860 $514.828 519% IL14%
NM H 5629372 $289.945 - 3479382 ‘$256983 IN2B% 1289%

© NV s $494466 5251557 $420475 $256.983 17.60% S211%
NY S $18158% 51197013 $4325273 $1,400,881 -11.78% ~14.55%
OH S . SLMI4ZT $BHITS $2.9158%4 $1.01353% £62% 1207%

. 0K S $1025337 . $40%6M4 9719 $309330 11.00% 30.18%
OR s $8ITIIS  $366.175 $746.575 $265.181 2.16% 38.08%
PA S $2883950% 931,733 £3219.197 $1.064,649 -1042%  -1248%
PR S s2096260  $07.522 $2.468.561 $£33,381 -15.08% A5.10%
RI s $434310 $234.433 " $420475 $256.983 329% B.77%
sC S SLI35921  S4MIS T 51059457 $368308 % 17.88%
SD S $387842  S221.206 $420.475 $256.983° -1.76% -1392%
™ S S1425494  $516583 51,467,752 - $501,045 " -288% 110%
TX S 34294457 $1333258 $4.520882 $1.512532 S01% -11.85%
uT s $694.923 © $308619 . $548942 - 3256983 26.59% 2009%
VA S OS149127  $SSLTIS $1.429585 $502.535 836% 9.80%
vT $ - SMOTN . $01IN2 " 3420475 $256.983 -18971% -19.14%

S WA S SI3I9278  $486347 51147367 $388.246 1498% B0%

w1 S S13SI9M3 0 5495637 $1.119250 - $457.443 T 248% 835%
wv S 5710586 $313077 . 3809383 .  $27833% ~1221% - 1248%
wY S $323234  $02814 $420475 $256.983 “13.13% ~21.08%
AS T $245252 3141165 $220,750 $137.485 11.10% 268%
GU T $248,698  $142.146 $220.750 T S1T7485 12.66% 339%
NR T  S2BST 5136398 5220750 $137.485 35% 019%
W T SN0427  $134.098 $220,750 $137485 0.15% -246%
Vi T $242719 5140444 S20.7% $137.485 . 9.95% 215%
43 T $131.504 : $137.485 e 4.35%

. KRA Corporation .
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Exhiblt A3

Simulation 2: - Elimination of the Per Capita
' income Factor

Formula Parameters c Formula Factors
PC/Population Factor Weight 0% - DDC Grant |P & A Grant
Population Factor Weight ~ 95% Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820
Outcome Measures Weight - 5% © State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 030%| - 065%
Individual Qutcome Measures , State Base Allotmem $211314 . $170,955
. PwDDinSchool  SO0% |Territory Base (% Tot. Appr)| - 0.30% 0.50%
PwD Entering Employment  50% ) ‘I'en'itbry Base Allotment $211.314 $131,504

' Pgrcent Loss or Gain in Allotments

40% -

20%

0%

T .20%

-40%

‘60% "'r’. 'lillt‘lrll% LS
~—=— Change DDC
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" Exhlbit A-3(2)

Formula Parameters

PCL/Population Factor Weight 0% .

Population Factor Weight 95%
Outcome Measures Weight 5%

Individual Outcome Measures

PwDD in School 50%

PwD Entering Employment  50%

Formula Factors
DDC Grant |P & A Grant
~ Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820
State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 1 0.30% 0.65%
‘State Base Allotment|  $211,314 | $170,955
Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.}| . 0.30%, 0.50%
Territory Base Allotment|  $211,314 |  $131,504

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments

60%

40%

20%

0%

- =20%

-40%

-60% E 2 A N S T S S
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Exhibit A3(3)

“

Fofmula‘ Parameters ‘ - : - . Formula Factors

PCl/Population Factor Weight . 0% DDC Grant |P & A Grant
Population Factor Weight  95% Total Appropriations| $70.438,000 |.$26,300,820
Outcome Measures Weight 5% State Base (% Tot. Appr)| - 0.30% 0.65%
" Individual Outcome Measures | . State Base Allotment|  $211,314 $170,955
. PwDDinSchool  50% |Temitory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 030%| - 0.50%
PwD Entering Employment * 50% Territory Base Allotment| $211.314 | $131,504

'

Grant AllotmenS by Populatioh

$8,000,000

i

£ $7,000,000

3 N

$6,000,000

$5,000,000

$4,000,000

$3,000,000

$2,000,000

$1,000,000

KRA Corporation . ' . - . A8



I

| T . N Lo VI
S T CLee Y '

 Exhiblt A3(4)

Formula Parameters : ,_ Formula Factors ‘
"PCL/Population Factor Weight 0% : =24 DDC Grant P & A Grant
S Population Factor Weight ~ 95% ~ Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820
" ' Outcome Measures Weigm 5% State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.30%| 0.65%
Individual Outcome Measures ' | State Base Allotment| * $211,314 | $170,955
o PwDD in School . 50% |Termritory Base (% Tot. Appr.)| - 0.30% .. 050%
PwD Entering Employment . . 50% ' Territory Basé Allotment $211.314 | $131.504

-Grant Allotments by Population
$2,500,000

- $2,000,000 -

$1,500,000 -

$1,000,000 -

$500,000 T

$0 4

—— New P&A Grant Allotment —— Old P&A Allotment
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Exhlblt A-3(5)

Formuis Parameters

Formula Factors

PCLPopulation Factor Weight 0% e DDC Grant | P& A Grant |
Populadon Factor Weight  95% $70.433.000 | 526.300.820
Outcome Measures Weight Soe Base (% Tot. Apor) 030% 0.65%
Individual Qutcome Messures State Base Aliotoent $211314 3170955
Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.30% . 050%
Temitory Base Allooment|  $211314 $131.504
] ’ National Per Canita Income (FY 95) $19.317 $19.317
Territorkes 6 .
S - o Pct. Difference
_New Formula- i OM Formuls (New Old) -
Seate gr DDCGraat P&AGrant - FY$5DDC FY 95 P&A pDC . P&A
Allotment  Allotment Allotment Allotment Allotment Allotment
AKX s $341.743 208652 $420475 $256983 -18.25% -18.81%
AL 5 $1.143835 $436,406 $1.45.843 $447.562 -1501% ~2.49%
AR S . STSL148 S3IUH $768512 261077 2.14% 2445%
AZ S 51064989  $413962 3998958 $339.216 661% 20%
cA S $7.089.10¢ 52128780 $6,423,100 32170899 1037% -1.94%
e ¢} S $981328  $391BSS $T83 442 "$774638 2600% -4268%
cT S 3950830 3381465 $696.£55 $261,125 3649% 46.09%
DC s 5340164 207634 $420475 $256.983 -19.10% -19.20%
DE s $368820  $215791 $420475 . $256983 -1228% -1603%
FL S $3213418 51025531 $3,116.963 SLO61995 309% -343%
GA S SL709.783  $597.808 51,718,762 . $60007T1 0852% | 043%
- HI $ 476706 $246.502 $420475 $256.983 13371% -4 08%
1A S - $843977 $351049 $B06 646 268927 463% 30.54%
D S $449.966  $238.890 3420475 - $256.983 701% <104%
o S S2811843  $9IL29 52,703,092 $920510 4m% 1.01%
N S SI506876  $539.7149 $1.475.995 $516.778 209% 444%
KS S 5780052  $332852 $617,182 £256.983 26.39% 20.52%
KY S 51055286  $411.199 $1.250972 $409.878 -15.64% 032%
LA § 51164664 $442335 T 51423598 $4T2435 . «15.19% £37%
. OMAT U S S1590549 3563307 $1.341,702 $448.634 1855% 162%
. MD S 51321458 - $486968 £976.916 $340314 35.27% 4300%
ME. S. $491605 3250743 $420475 $256.983 16.92% S243%
Mi S 32315092 SI98IS - SL415.657 $853469 - £.49% 9.80%
_MN S . S1217246  $AS7303 | S1.039371 £ . 1% 2635%
MO S SIANTAT T $506.407 " S1.342.585 $467.953 351% 8 N%
MS s $TN450  $338IW T 3942999 $320.466 SD% . 559%
MT ‘S 5399519 5224529 420475  $256.983 -4 98% -1263%
NC s $1.755.761 © 361039 $1.830.536 - $642.100 . ADE% 491%
ND S 5356997  $212425  $40475 $256.983 -15.10% 11 4%
NE s 5582754  $776.689 $425.955 $256,983 36.81% T 161%
NH s $479.624 3247332 $420.475 $256.983 14.07% 376%
NJ S $19759%2 8673270 $1.540,860 $5145828 282¢% - 30.78%
NM s $569.285  SI7L855 $479.382 £256,983 18.75% 6.18%
NV | S SS11E58  $256.451 $420.475 $256.983 21.69% 021%
NY S 54368994 $1.354476.  $4325273 $1.400 881 1.01% L331%
OH S SL710099 3882287 52935874 $1013530 169% -1295%
OK s $942842 ' $IT9.191 I 7cki $309330 W nsse
OoR s SETO619 $361.194 $746.575 $265.181 17.82% 3621%
PA S $2988.038  $961.375 $3.219.197 $1.064.649 7.18% - 9.70%
PR s $994.876  $394.001 $2.468.56) $833381 -59.70% S2N%
RI 3 $441799 5236565 $420475 $256.983 507% 195%
sC S S1OM414  $405288 $1.059.457 $368.308 -236% 10.03%
sD s IS $217.148 $42047S $256,983 -1115% -15.50%
T S $1.343207 $493,159 $1.461.752 $501.045 $.49% -1.57%
TX S $4140315  $1.289381 $4.520.882 $1.512.532 $42% ~HT5%
ur s $624.231 $288.496 . 3548942 ' $256983 13.72% 1226%
VA S- 31644178 5578.833 $1.429.585 $502.538 1501% 15.18%
vT S $339.348 8207401 $420475 ' $256.983 -19.29% -1929%
WA 5 $1.376335 $502.589 " $1.147.367 $388246 1996% | 2945%
w1 S S1344548  $493.541 81319250 $457.443 1.92% 1.89%
wv s $632912°  $290967 - $809383 ' $2783%9 -21.80% 4.54%
wyY s $318105 5201354 $420475 - $256.983 “435% -21.65%
AS T . s21403 $134376 $220.750 $137.485 0.30% -2.26%
Cu - T 5240185 - $139723 . $220,750 $137.485 8.80% 163%
NR T SI0698  $134.175 $220.150 $137.485 0.02% -241%
pw T $S21463 5132450 $220,750 $137.485 2T1% 366%
Vi T $233432  $137.800 $220.150 $137.485 574% 03%
2t T ; T S131.504 $137.485 435%
A-20
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Exhibit A-4

Simuiation 3:‘ Elimination of tha Base Gram_.

Formula Parameters

PCl/Population Factor Weight  70%
APopulaijn Factor Weight 25%
Outcome Measures Weight 5%

Individual Outcome Measures

PwDD in School 50%
PwD Entering Employment 50%

Formixla

Factors _
DDC Grant |P & A Grant
Total Appropriations|. $70,438,000 | $26,300,820
 State Base (% Tot Appr)|  000%|  0.00%
" - State Base Allotment -$0 - -%0
Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.00% 0.00%
Teritory Base Allotment $0 " 80

20% -

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments

0%

-20%

-40%

-60%

-80%

AN,

7
x

o
o

35

-100%

" —=— Change DDC

KRA CorpOration
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Exhibit A-4(2)

Formula Parameters |- ~ Formula Factors
PCU/Population Fector Weight  70% = DDC Grant (P & A Grant
Population Factor Weight ~ 25% - Total Appropriations| $70,438.000 | $26,300,820
Outcome Measures Weight 5% | State Base (% Tot. Appr)|  0.00% 0.00%
lndividﬁal Outcome Measures : State Base Allotment| - $0 $0
PwDDinSchool  50%  |Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.00% 0.00%
PwD Entering Employment  50% Territory Base Allotment| $0k ' $0

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments

40%

20%

0%

«20%

-40 %

-60%

.80%

-100% -

KRA Corporation ‘ . S B . A22



Exhibit A4(3)

Formula Parameters

. PCL/Population Factor Weight 70%

Population Factor Weight - 25%

- Outcome Measures Weight 5%

Individual Outcome Measures

"PwDD in School 50%
'PwD Entering Employment 50%

Formula Factors

. Total Appropriations
- State Base (% Tot. Appr.)

State Base Allotment |

Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.)
" Temitory Base Allotment

DDC Grant |P & A Grant
$70,438,000 | $26,300,820
- 0.00% 0.00%
$0 $0-
0.00% 0.00%
$0| . %0

‘Grant 'Allbtments‘ by Pop‘nlatioti

(
$8,000,000

$6,000,000

i

$4,000,000

$2,000,000

§0 L5

H

—=— New DDC Grant Allotment —=— Old DDC Allotmént -

KRA Cbrporation
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Exhibit A4(4)

Formula Parameters

PCU/Population Factor Weight  70%
Population Factor Weight 25%

Qutcome Measures Weight 5%

Individual Qutcome Measures

~ PwDD in School -+ 50%
- PwD Entering Employment  50%

- Formula Factors
DDC Grant [P & A Grant
Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820
State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.00% 0.00%
" State Base Allotment|’ $0 . %0
Tertitory Base (% Tot. Appr)|  000%| ~  000%
' Territory Base Allotment $0 . %0

.

3

Grant Allotments by Population

$3,000,000

. $2,500,000

$2,000,000

' $1,500,000

$1,000,000

$500,000

$0

KRA Corporation
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Exhibit A-4(8) -

Formula Parameters

PClUPopulanon Fecor Weight 0%
© . Population Factor Weight 5% .

Outcome Measures Weight 5%

Individual Outcome Messures

Territories 6
‘New Formula
DDCGrant P&A Grant
Smte ST . . Al .
AK s $142.589 $53.241
" AL S SI261093 470879
AR S "$760886  $284,17
AZ S SLI06605  $413.195
CA S $7566358 $LE25200
o0 S $804287  $333917
cT S . $I05589  $263460
. B 3 [V eRY ) $47.468
"DE s S173.619 $64.827
L S $3.538218  $1321.034.
GA S S1,860961  $694.863
H 3 $291692 $108915
7y 3 STB4670  $292.988
1o 3 $317.720 $118633
i3 S S2ES1.709  $1.061.039
IN S 5161819 $604219
K5 s $680360 - 5254039
KY S SLI3395T  $423.408
LA S $132432F  $494.488
MA S $1429781  $3)33865
MD S SLINSRZ $3743
ME S $348995  $130311
Mi S 52489407  $929.519 -
MN S SLISTEN  $4%601
MO S 1434446 8535607
MS 3 $893471 5333613
MT 3 £253.486 $94.649
NC S 51965933 STHOSY
ND s $193.786 572358
NE s $453395  $165.293
NH S SW/LI  SI08716
NJ S SLI003i6  $634.880
NM 3 $504232° $188275
NV s $341559  $171.538
NY S $4MB029 31623500
OH S $3.052006 $1,139.887
oK s $981934  $366.644
OR S $827263  $308.892
PA S SID8I8 51203763
PR 'S $2273759  $B48.998
RI (3 $268994  $100.440
sC S SL115329  $416452
SD s $212941 $79.510
™ S $1.464633 3546879
% S 34925383 $1.839087
ur s $583365  $21782
VA S S16I3767 5602564
vT s $IS6099  $58286
WA S - $1336.507  $499.038
w1 S $1375874.  $5137%7
. WV ‘s $602258  S148TT
wy S SI135.007 - 850410
AS T $40,939 $15.286
Gu T $45095  $16838
NR T $20.739 $7.744
PW T $10.993 $4.108
Vi T $37.883 514,145
- Zl T :

: PwDD in School 0%
. PwD Enterin lo t 50%
© Siates 52 :

-

$0

AN DDC Grant | P & A Grant
Total Appropriations| $70.438.000 [ $26.%00.820'
Soate Base (% Tot Appr.) 000%| - 000%| .
State Base Alloonent 0 $0
Terciewy Base (% Tow Appr.) 0.00% 0.00%
. Tesritory Base Allotment 30 $0
| National Per Canita Income (FY 95} $19.317 $19317
Pct. Difference
Old Formula (New -Old)
FY $5DDC FY 95 P&A pbC P&A
" Allotment | Allotment Allotment  Allotrent
$420475 | $256.983 -£6.09% “19.28%
$1.345.843 - $447.562 -£.30% 2%
$768612 $261.077 -101% 882%
$998.958 . $339.216 10.78% 2181%
$6.423,100 S2.170.899 17.80% -30,14%
. 5783442 $274.638 14,15% 2158%
$696.555 . $261,125 1.28% . 0.89%
$420.475 ' $256.983 4HT1% -81.53%
3420475 $256.983 -S8.71% - STATI%
.53.116963 - $1.061,995 13.51% . 040%
$1,718.762 T S600071 821% 15.80%
-$420475 $256.983 +30.63% -57.62%
- $805.646 268927 “2Ti% 895%
3420475 $256983 ~24.44% 5384%
$2.703.092 $920510 572% 1592%
31475995 | 3516778 9.63% 1692%
$617.182 ' $256.983 10.64% -L15%
- 512%0972 $409.878 9.35% 330%
51.423.598 3472435 £571% 461%
31341702 $448.634 6.56% 19.00%
" $916916 $340314 19.92% 28.54%
$420475 $256983  -17.00% “4929%
2475657 | $853.469 0.56% 891%
. 510353 3361 941 1236% 2048%
$1.342.585 3467.953 684% 14.46%
$942.99%9 320466 ~525% 4.10%
$420475 5256983 3971% £317T%
31830536 $642.100 740% T 1432%
“$420475 5256983 -5381% -71.84%
$425.955 $256983 644% - 3412%
$420.475 $256,983 -075% 0 -S10%
$1.540.860 $514,828 1035% paky 3
4382 3256983 518% -2674%
$420.475 $256,983 -18T1% -5037%
$4.325273 $1.400.881 053% 15.89%
$1935.874 - $1L3SN 396% 1244%
$923.719 $309330 6.30% 1853%
. 3746575 $265.181 1081% 16.48%
$3219.197 51064649 0.15% 1NO%
$2.468.561 $833.381 -1.89% 1.87%
$420.475 $256.983 -36.03% +60.92%
$1.059.457 $368.308 527% 13.07%
$420.475 $256.983 49.36% -69.06%
$1.467,752 $501.045 021% 9.15%
$4.520.882 $1.512.932 . ‘ 895% 21.59%
© o $548.942 $256.983 . 6.2771% -15.24%
. $1.429.585 $502.535 1288% 19.90%
$420475 $256983 £288% 71.32%
$1.147.367 $388.246 16.48% 28.54%
$1.31925 $457.443 429% 1231% -
$809.383 $718.339 | -25.59% 921%
. $420475 $256,983 £7.89% -80.38%
. $220.750 $137.485 81.45% -8888%
$220750 $137.485 C19571% B1.75%
$220,750 $137485 90.61% 9437%
$220.750 $137.485 93.0% 91.01%
$220.750 $137.485 82.84% $9.11%
o $137.485 -100.00%

Formula Factors

" KRA Corporation .
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Exhiblt A-5

Simuiation 4: High Base Grant

Formula Parameters

PwD Entering Employment ~ 50%

PCl/Population Factor Weight  70%
Population Factor Weight 25%
Outcome Measures Weight 5%
Individual Outcome Measures
PwDD in School 50%

Formula Factors
Jd DDC Grant |P & A Grant
Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820
Staté Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.50% 0.90% |
State Base Allotment $352,190 $236,707
Territory Base (% TOL Appr.) 0.35% 0.55%
Territory Base Allotment|{  $246,533 $144,655

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments

KRA Corporation
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Exhibit A-5(2)

Formula Parameters

Fdrmula Factors

PCl/Population Factor Weight 70%
Population Factor Weight 25%
Outcome Measures Weight 5%

Individual Qutcome Measures

PwDD in School ~ 50%
PwD Emcring Employment 50%

DDC Grant |P & A Grant
Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26.300.820

State Base (% Tot. Appr)|  0.50% | 0.90%
State Base Allotment $352,190 £236,707
Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.35% 0.55%

Territory Base Aliotment $246,533 $144.655

60%

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments

[Ter |

40%

20%

0%

-20%

-40 % -+

—— Change :P&A'

KRA Corporation .
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Exhibit A-§(3)

Formula Parameters

“PCU/Population Factor Weight ' 70%
Population Factor Weight  25%
. “Outcome Measures Weight 5%

Individual Outcome Measures -

"PwDD in School - 50%

Formula Factors .
DDC Grant |P & A Grant
Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820
State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.50%|  0.90%
State Base Allotment|  $352,190 | . $236,707
Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.35% 0.55%
Temitory Base Allotment| ~ $246,533 |  $144,655

PwD Entering Employment 50%

Grant Allotments by Population

$7,000,000
$6,000,000 -+ - - -

$5,000,000 1 - - -

i
T
+
s
*

$4,000,000

i
1
+
*
+

$3,000,000

Vv

'$2,000,000

1.
M
+
B
.

'$1,000,000

1§
+ 8
+®

80

3 i
LIS N S S N BN S N S A N Fn S N IR J A SN S A N B Mt £

—=— New DDC Grant Allotment —=— Old DDC Allotment

KRA Corporation
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Exhibit A-5(4)

Formula Parameters

" Population Factor Weight 25%
Outcome Measures Weight 5%

PCU/Population Factor Weight ~ 70%

Individual Outcome Measures

PwD Entering Employment 50%

PwDD in School  50%

VFormula Factors

DDC Grant [P & A Grant

* Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820

State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 050%| = 090%
State Base Aliotment|  $352,190 |  $236,707

Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) - 0.35% 0.55%
Territory Base Allotment|  $246,533 $144,655

Grant Allotments by Po'pulation :

$2,500,000

I
L
+
»
*

$2,000,000

$1,000,000

3
¥
*
*
+

t
f
¢
t

$500,000

I -
-4

$0

RN ACH S TNt e I S 2 1

—o— New P&A Grant Aliotment —— Old P&A Allotment -

KRA Corporation
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Formuia Parameters - - Formula Factors :
PCLPopulation Factor Weight 70% M DDC Grant | P& A Grant

Population Factor Weight  25% Tot! Appropriations| $70.438,000 |  $26.300.820
OQutcome Measures Weipht 5% State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.50% 0.90%
individaal Outcome Measares Sute Base Allotment| - $350190 | - SB6M07-
-PwDDinSchool  50%  Temwry Base (% ToL Appr)| ° 035% . 055% '
: © v L PwD Enterin 103 ¢ S0% Terriuxy Base Aliotment $246.533 sm.sss : .
: ‘ States 52 T | National Per Capita Income (FY 95) 319317 . S19317 ;
. . g i . Pet. Difference .
: NewFomula * - Old Formula . . - {New <Old)
State ST DDCGmrt P&Aert - FY 95 DDC. - FY9SP&A . DDC P&A
) - Allotment  Aliotment Allotment . Allotawent Mhanem A!iotnem
AK $ - SASSZI SIS - S4204TS $256983 826% | 245%
AL S $1263330 - S4TI676 . $1345843 '$447,562 6.13% 539% .
AR 5 $901930 © $378477 .- ST68612 - $261077 17.35% A9T%
AZ S SLISI2 5442892 ' $998.958 $339216 1529%  3056%
CcA .S 55818884 $1646482 -, . $6423,100 2170899 H4% - - U16%
o] ] $998312  $403332 ° $T8IA42  S214438 - 7143% . . 4686%
cT TS $861978  S368174 . $696655 1 - . S261,125. BB% 400% -
DC S S444.0%9 - 8260394 $420475 $256.983 5.50% 133%-
DE S S4TIE  $269.056 $420475 $256981  13159% - 4%
FL S 52908552 . 5895953 $3,116.963 $1,061.995 6% -1563%
GA S SLESETM  SSE34M $1.718,762 S S00OT1 ., -LB% T 2%
H1 s $562937 5291086 $420475 $256983 ' 3388% 1326%
1A s 3919114 $382908 $806.646 5268927 - 13.94% 42.38%
1D s $581,743  $295505 $420475 $256983 ... 3835%  1515%
L S 52416885  $769.160 $2.703.092 ©OS920810. - -1059%  -16.44%
IN S 5152133 - $S38213.  S1.475995 3516778 - 307% 415% e
KS S . 3843750 . 3363473 - s617482 $256983 - W% 4% :
Ky S SLITIAT4 - 3447988 $1.250972 SA9878 . 635% %% Co
LA S S1309012  L4B34S7 $1.423.598 $472435 . 805 233%
MA S $1385207.  $503.106 T S1.341.702 $348.634 IU% 1214%
MD S SLI98622  $454.989 $976.916 . $340314 - L69% 33.70%
ME s $604339 5301733 $420475 3256983 4373% 1741%
© Ml S .$2150786  S700537 $2475657 - $853469 . -1312% -11.92% ,
'MN -8 USLI9SST6 ¢ $454307 . SLOB93TI - -$I6LHAL D 1507% B%
" MO S S13885T7 503975 $1342.585 $467.953 343% 10% .
MS 8 $%91.723 5403180 - $942.999 $320.466 L SB0% C BBI% ..
‘MT S $535334 . $283937  SA04TS. . 5256983 - 1% 1049% .
NC. S si7rasm se03003 7 SIE30536 . . SMZI00 . 311% T | 609% .
'ND s $492200. . $272814 - $420475 - 3255983 1706% . 616%
"NE. S $679.768  $321.185 $425.955 $256,983 H% - UNE
_NH s $562.553  $290957 . . $420475 (3256983 3379% 132%
Ny’ S $1580668 8553513 S1540860 SSI4828 . 158% 751% .
NM S $716497 . 5330657 479382 $256.983 H8% 8B61% .
NV S $598966 © $I00347T  $420475 $256983 . 4243% . 1687%
“NY 5 53493641, S1046838 . $4325273  $1.400.881 -19.83% B21%.
OH S - S2357264 - $R05362 $2935874 $1.013530° A1290% . -2054%
oK S S106163T 3419663 S99 | $309330 1493% 3561%
OR S $949888 5390844 . $746575 © - $265,181 nn% 4139%
PA S, $2681.442 3831385 - $3219.097 - $1064.649 -16.70% 21.35%
PR S. 51994981  $660357 $2.468.561 $833381 -19.18% -20.7%6%
R S $546.538 - $2W6877 $420475 . - 256,983 2998% 161%
sC S .. SLISB0IS  $444517 $1.059457 - $368308 © 930% 20.69%
SD S $S06040 5276383 $420475 - $256.983 2035% C755%
™ S . S1410387  $509.600  S1467.7%2 $501.045 X1 A e -
TX . 'S - 83910719 sx 154412 34520882 $1.512532 -1350% 1 -2368%
ur S . SITET - $345.401 T$548942 . - $256983  © -4D%%  3441%
VA S SILSIBIIT $537387  C $1.429585 . $502.535 - 6.19% 694%
vT. S SA6AD71 - $265.792 | $40475 . 5256983 i0.58% 143%
WA S SI37IBI6  SAESIT? $1.147367 SIBBI4E 14BE% 25.11%
wi S S1346259° 5493062 51319250 3457441 T 205% . TT9%
wv .8 $787.321 - $348.921 $809.383 $278.339 AT L 28536%
wY '8 $449.732 $261.862  $420475 ' 5256983 . 696% . 1.90%
AS - T $276,011  $152282 $2207%0 - S137485 - [ 2508% . 1076%
. GU T . SYI914 - $153057 $220,750 $137.485 %4% - 1UBR
NR T 3261517 $148519- . $220.7% SI37485 © 1841% 803% -
PW T, (5254476 $146.703 " $220.750 $137.485 15.28% 60%
vi T 5273903 S151.113 C$220750 . $137485 24.08% - 10.35%
b4 T $144.655 C 8137485

N 521%

B

" KRACorporaon . . as0
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Exhiblt A6

.Simulation 5: Ellmlnaﬁon of the Qutcomes

Factor
Formula Parameters , Formula Factors

PCLl/Population Factor Weight ~ 74% DDC Grant [P & A Grant

Population Factor Weight 26% - Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820
Outcome Measures Weight - 0% | StateBase (% Tot Appr)|  030%| - 0.65%

Individual Outcome Measures " StateBase Allotment|  $211314 | $170,955
‘ PwDD in School . 50% Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) . 0.30%| 0.50%

PwD Entering Employment = 50% Tézﬁtory Base Allotment| ~ $211.314 | ~ $131,504

* Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments

» KRA Corporation . |

A-31



o v s

Exhibit A-6(2)

Formula Parameters " Formula Factors
PCUPopulation Factor Weight ~ 74% DDC Grant |P & A Grant
Population Factor Weight 26% . “Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820
Outcome Measures Weight 0% | StateBase (% Tot. Appr)| - 030%|  0.65%
Individual Outcome Measures , State Base Allpnncnt - $211,314 $170,955
PwDDinSchool ~ 50%  |Teritory Base (% ToL Appr)| . 030%| ~ 0.50%
PwD Entering Employment ~ 50% Territory Base Allotment|  $211,314 | $131,504

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments

P

40 %

=]

- 30%

20%

10%

-10%

-20%

4
ot
ke

-30%

LI BN B A T B S

LA B A LA Ut S M S T A S K S 4

—— Change P&A

H
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Exhibit A-6(3)

[ p—

Formula Parameters

Pbpulation Factor Weight 26%
_Outcome Measures Weight 0%

_PCU/Population Factor Weight ~ 74%

Individual Qutcome Measures

PwDD in School 50%

PwD Entering Employment ~ 50%

Formula Factors ,
DDC Grant |P & A Grant
Total Appropriations| $70,438.000 | $26,300,820 |
State Base (% Tot-Appr)|  030%|  065%
State Base Allotment|  $211.314 |  $170,955
Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.30% 0.50%
Territory Base Allotment $211314 $131,504

Grant Allotments by Population

$7,000,000

$6,000,000

1

$5,000,000

$4,000,000

1

$3,000,000

$2,000,000

$1,000,000

$0 -

KRA Cofporation
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Exﬁlbtt A-6(4)

Formula Parameters

PCL/Population Factor Weight 74%
" . Population Factor Weight  26%
" Outcome Measures Weight 0%

Individual Outcome Measures
A - PwDDinSchool  50%
PwD Entering Employment 50%

. Formula Factors
DDC Grant [P & A Grant
" Total Appropriations| $70,438,000 | $26,300,820

State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.30% 0.65%
. State Base Allotnent| ' $211,314 |  $170955
Temitory Base (% Tot. Appr.)|  0.30% 0.50%

Territory Base Allotment|  $211,314 | = $131,504

Grant Allotments by Population -

$2,500,000

$2,000,000

i

$1,500,000

»

$1,000,000

i

$500,000

$0 -

»

i

KRA Corporation
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Exhibit A-6(5)

Population Factor Weight  26%

Cutcome Measires Weight 0%

individual Ogtcome Measures.

PwDD i School ,
PwD) Entering Emplo 0%

States 52
Territorcies 6

w
B
®

XCnnsr55E0A2R080R2 22

50%

New Formula

$328.714
$1.262.865

$1.142.500
$6.534.828
$351.342
$788.476
$319.440
335239

$1.780.293
$448078
$854.200
, $477.961
$2.590.486

$T15.294
51159219
$1330.170
$1.359.736
$1.171,833
$499.313

$1.181.819
$1,393.646
$961.363
$420.220
$1.844244
$370.48%
$578.132
3433493

$631.033
$492.462
$1,7145%
$2728.449
$1.022.472
$901,058
$2.809.789
$2.164.5893
$430.062
$1.130,657
. $386.663
© $1,430.867
$4.3850M
04,567
$1.54930
$341,205
$1,309.446
$1.348,168
£101.690
'$322.004
. $246.966
. $250301
- $229.308
$220821

| 5244048

—*-{-q-—a—;:—ywm'mmwmww.mwm-mmmmmmmmmmmmmv:mvxmmu‘:mmmmmmw'mwwmmmmmmm'muimmm

$846973 -

$3.180371

$1.536.464 -

191232

$1.594026

gr DDCGrant P&A Grant
Aliotment  Allotment

$201,734
211116
$1.016.124
$617.579

$238.352 .

 $356.805
$246,861
$848.208

354811 -

$331497

540,785 -

$189.448
5457864
$444376
$252937
$764.731
$347218
$507.517
$384.463
$230422
$635.783
$216266
$715373
$234200
$564,557
$290,432
$250.987
$1.168.298
$887.480
$401 859
$361297
$910.635
$721.059
$233.224

$432654 .

$220.870
$518.112
$1.350514

$308.517

-$551.826
5207956

$404.571
$310.545
$202.470

$141,653

$142.602

$136,626 -
© 8134210

3140822
$131,504

R e I
. PCl/Population Factor Weight 4%

- Formula Factors '
DDCGrant | P& A Grant '
- Total Appropristions| $70.438000 |  $26300820
Saar Base (% Tot Appr.) 030%: - 0.65%
State Base Allotment|  $211314 SI7.955
. Tesvitory Base (% Tot Apgx.) 030%, -~ 030%| .
Termitory Base Alltment| 5211314 $131.504
- . | Narioml Per Cupita Income (FY 95} 319317 s19317
Pct. Difference
OW Formula (New -O1d)
FY 95 DDC FY9SP&A . DDXC P&A
Allotment Allotment Allotment . Allotment
3420475 $256.983 -2182% -2047%
$1.345.843 $447.562 61T% 5.08%
$768612 26107 1020% K%, 2
$998.938 $339.216 1437% 28.54%
36,423,100 S2IT08 1:4% H21%
$T83.442 $274638 2Z20% 39.57%
$E96.655 $261,125 12.18% RI9%
$420475 $256.983 ©L2803% -21.50%
$SAXWATS $256.983 -16.19% 17.85%
$3,116.963 $1.061,995 203% 432%
$1.718,762 $600.071 158% 29%
$420475 $256.983 6.56% 125%
$806.646 268977 1.13% I2.68%
420475 $256.983 1367% 394%
$2.203.092 $920510 4171% TRS%
. 51475995 3516778 4.10% 601%
$617.182 $256.983 25.62% 29.00%
$1.250972 $409.878 133% . 7.54%
$1.423.598 $4T2.435 £356% 3.60%
SLLTR S448,634 1.34% 1097%
6916 $340314 19.95% 30.58%
$420475 $256.983 18.715% -157%
$2.475657 $853.469 IN% -10.40%
$1.039371 5361941 13 35%6%
$1.342.585 $461953 3.50% B4s%
$942.999 $320.466 1.95% 1997%
$420.475 $256.983 Q06% . -10M%
$1.830.536 -$642.100 075% D%
$420475 £256,983 -11.89% -15.84%
$425.955 $256.983 E7I% 7.16%
$420475 $256.983 110% $81%
"$1.540,860° $514.828 345% 266%
9382 $256.983 1.63% 1300%
$420.475 $256.983 AT12% 231%
$4325.173 $1.400.881 -14N% -16.60%
$29315.874 $1.013.530 10% 12449
$923.719 $309.3%0 10.69% 2991%
" ST46575 $265.181 2.60% 38.51%
$3.219.197 $1.064 649 -1272% -1447%
$2.468.561 $833.381 -12.30% -1276%
$420475 $256.983 228% 9.25%
$1.059.457 $368.308 6% 1747%
$420475 $256,983 S04% © .1405%
. $1.467.152 - $501.045 251% 0 341%
$4.520882 $1.512.532 -1.67% -101%
$548,542 $256.983 26.53% 2005%
$1.429.585 $502.535 8£371% 981%
:$420475 - $256,983 -1883% -19.08%
'$1,147.367 $388.246 14.13% 24.55%
$1.315.250 $457,443 2.19% 8.12%
- $809.383 278339 - -1331% 1157%
$420.475° $256.983 2341% 2%
$220.750 $137.485 11.88% 3Mm%
" $220750 $137.485 13.39% IN%
$220750 $137.485 3.88% "062%
$220.750 $137,485 0.03% S238%.
$220.750 $137485 1055% 243%
5137485 | -435%
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