
. . . 

<&~ •• i 
• Eugenia Chough 06/01/9901 :29:03 PM: . , 

I 

Record Type: Record 

To: Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EOP 

cc: Cynthia A. RicelOPD/EOP 
Subject: Comments on DD speaker letter 

Hi Melinda, 

. . I 
Attached below is a redline/strikeout version of the developmental disabilities speaker letter which 
reflects comments that address unnecess~ry level of detail and wqrdiness. Please let me know if 
you have questions. Thank you. : 

Genie Chough 
x65372 

~ 
SPK521.W 

i, 



GeL DRAFT 5/21/99 

The Honorable 1. Dennis Hastert 
Speaker of the Hous~ ofRepresentatives 
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) under the Developmental Disabilities 
Assistance and Bill ofRights Act (the Act), and extends authorizations for these programs 
through FY 2004. Key changes made by the bill are summarized 'below. The provisions ofthe 
bill are detailed in the enclosed section-by-section summary. 

The bill provides authorizations of appropriations of~b~JX!!~'¥!~"~~i!!!0I1 ~()i:E;¥:~~Q.Q~;~@r~tl1i~ 
aIiiotinti$64,803,000 ifq~lffi?grafilsii€llWilW;sumroft~State DD Councils, $26,718,000 ~il;l~n:urd
""",',""""""""""'''~,,~~ '4;;"w'~'" """'""":'':'''''~'' '" c.. , ""'~'o""'''%'=o.;.. ,~:. """""""""~ . . ""'\"" '''''''-'~ 

State Protection and Advocacy systems (P&As); $17,461,000 ~w;img§,~!~ University Affiliated 
Programs (UAPs); and $10,250,000 :fq:r~~wil1'ifuna Projects ofNational Significance (PNS), with 

~~,,; ,>,',">~ ~_",,,= ",YNM, 

such sums as necessary authorized for FYs 2001-2004. . 

The bill replaces the current set of:f?~~Federal priority areas activities (relating to community 
living, , 9hild development, and sY,stem coordination and community education) 
with oal activi ti es that are~:tlO'scl'ee:ol'airiMt5d;,:*i'tft~gfMa'a"'ra8'!Ma"!fe"{5i\tifi"
ffi<:ttiji~~~~~g~~gj~~~~'~"'ii"~""~~;;'Pl~";ithiiff~~ti~i~G~~~~tp~~=';~ce 


te'rioFtin'o:]eAuiiemellts,. These life~l!{)a.N-aetiMitiesJiinclude_Hfe .• 
~ M> 

..'.1.'.ir$.:ift.'.'.e.,8;....1,0.··'·,· 
, -~"jNjjll-"'W1t ~~~__~""""',___~.... ~"" ."'~~_ ~w-..~~.;.~ 

suppoiifnlmd;maximize::acmeVCHlent~r{)IKCM;;lifCJ;g6ar§~t;;mdiMiauaI~&VxOO;IDID"'iiiCltftl~education,
'h;';M. '» ".;;'~0U:_;;'""""";;;~~~:W7;h..v,"".w~';;;':''',,;'%!'';':V7'I''''''~>,f;;"4ihJ~W@%;••;;;~m;¢4:............""-*¥;",:.:.~.<""" .."""'i;~'7),~w'~)..")51~~;;"::;;%>;''.';::$;;l;1~..«iJ)ek~p:±l 


employment, health, housing, community support, and self-determination. iEf:t~g.!1i 
!!~ developed,in collaboration with consumer and program 
representatives, ~e,~i,~\tit! ~;!!i!~promote;!ltS::ill~~~~tl~t§i2i.a independence, 
productivity, and integration and inclusion in the community of individuals with DD. 

mailto:i:E;�:~~Q.Q~;~@r~tl1i
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The bill substantially revises the formula for allotting appropriations among State DD Counciis 

and P&As. Current law m:(Ni'i:l'~~!~ E~~"~!~~~the formula ~~ ~9!take into account "the extent 
of need for services for persons with DD". This requirement has proved ' 
1m '16menfiii~~inanner:'eon8igfCnt~v/itli lWe~lc-i818:five':intenC:becri:iUse . "p, ~ ",":,""" " _ ,',. 0nr1l&.iliii.W,#g%j2:j;;';:;~~")".;L,.> ' . ' -, d'/1!:mi~,;_]y.:,"% :~->- _ _":i:g;l';~2O:f.:8:J~:W;", ,:,., ,,,2im;@ii~iii'ib<:'ii',$W.t-A;;,2< " ,,',_,.;o;;;:s&f.~'fu.!; 
~!i~ only data available on numbers apd location of persons with DD are and 
suited to the DD Act's purposes. The best avail,able data (on numbers of children receiving 
supplemental security income (SSI)) are problematic when used for distribution ofDD 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 ofmeans-tested SSI numbers effectively disregards persons above SSI eligibility 
levels (and rh~y even penalize States that have been most effective in placing individuals with 
D D in employment). U sing~SS~'Qalaias~a\~factoir;ih~aefemiining¥al10Gati0ns~fesi1ltsliTIl'f.[:He:~~

tr><,_,,,,,,,,,, -- ;->.<.' .""=.,.>,,_., - ;<;-;-;-;-;-'''''--''''''''''''''''h._'''''''''' --'--'-;~>'-'''''''''''~''''>\___~''''''''''_'''''''''''m'",,,'.w d<#.",,_~..;n;; 

~~~~~,~,,ft,~,~"i!l~" unpredictable~flJEt~!!!9rl~~P'J(§l~I2'm:*1;,lill~~p"~;'~,lle;PD~:~9(:~jI2iii 
arbitrary and inequitable differences in funding levels among States. 

The revised allotment formul~~aP1\t:i~l!lElq4;li;US§ta~£&1212~~Q~g~d~F~1fJst~l~ ~~i!~ 
~ltinlSef~:Qfinai~:H:lu'a13';viinfmD.:fJga:JacJOl: isf\BWse{l1ohgeri'efaT~poptl1ati ()n:~'in'steaalr()f using
t:&..'>.."....,,,<r;#,:,;mrn:,,,w.;r;uhl:.~~~li~m,,r"'",,,,,;,Ujj'UJ¥r0!::t..;r1fls!~~:1:T~~,,~~,;;;r.Jix";;b;,,::;;.<::~ ,- ',"''''''_''''''.'.''w.:., _ ~,' '_ ... M_',"",~, "4~"" ._Mmw.,· """",«:<*""""<;<''''''',.''')"'''_'''''''''''.,...."....<.<.,,,•••'''''' -" 

~~~Ef~£!7(mfar(~!~~:~~SI)~~3?f~!f~n~!di~i,2!I~!rwit1i!~;g. It further simplifies application of 
the formula by replacing the minimum allotment guarantee for small States with an equivalent' 

base allotment for all States.~ ~!r~;'~()'~~m includes~&1!,~ite~ hold-harmless, ~n~fj~0~ii§'~~'t@ 
? ".m!' '~!ffl't' ,1"-' ',"'","""" "!,""W,,'ttl;;' ~ j~." 

,""~<::,,,;.:;:~",', ~. ,:t;"J: ,:,n.:~ ~:OO:;:';$p¥HMZf~jQrutY,;~S!.!,,;la;?J.(;,':. -', ;~&;!}:~11l::~~~{t,il~;idkf~J,J1kr..;t,0..;;'1:;;C;1ix':i1U&;',.u?,l::.il~&-::t:::·;:~:~<7:l1t"'b;;;;;;J~ill;m~~J;!M::..f~~;.~~:,~~~ilih,,\~~"";1~:U,I*'1/,,'iK);'14~:11~ilt. , <ji.m;:v:':~~ftlO~,~~b.",::-,};,"),,'~-.:;.;. 

aHotriibftCf6i~lIic~,> ·rcee(linfigeal:~:car.... Fillaln~;foi"RY 
> 

·2003;;affii sne"e:eelii·n":::fi'g'ear;';eafifit:;;;'~-,l>.tfi».'~"..., ., ;" ',JfMlk;.z;~~;;"';("<~w.bLM,,,-;,,Il~'<h':<0',~~~/.:... ...., ;';;"0j~~!:i"i'R,,~t~~ ,:,. h:.hlf#:><J, ~~~i,,-rn,~ ~, ...Ei,1iiiW4- .,;,;,,);fkri{(" :",.tY.(Yj«,v,., .. '11':""~I;W}X;::';.I;.Il!-mi".K:'&_:>"';~:1'~i)"t1~'!..I'" J?<.~l11!ji:'ia~,jY,'J'~Jl~llL~il 
~~~~~~rr~l:!~X~l1as(:~!iE~!:f);~~i;i~!~~!l:\i,~~I:.!2:~~~~!!~:;~~~'~~,~~!~e:~~~~X~~£~~!1~

2003 .•.. The~in€enti;v:e~an0tineiit~1reeri.famOthe finalS percent of ~mQ\ffit'$kt\~taHa.1:H~fQr\:!~qQilli:¢q 
p- "_...v"'-"_.',';,',',,_.,'_>«m~~,',,', ''''',_-'''' ,,..,.-_;<,,,,<10;",,, ~;~...."'''',!,_'''';__._ ,,,.,'X .... ..,.·h_-_ .",,",, W;'?hl A~"\:wA,p~*~~,,.;'\d,~,~""7....dr ~};U!.Y.,*.'Y."" "".,.."",~,,,,,·~=o.,;,;w;::,,,..,.. ~,: 

Mle:fffient'$ 0fr:i.imall0tmentI~w0um[.oe.;aWaraeCl~to States that acfii'eMe lrilQ;'§:9m:~g;e¥,:ex~e'QqQ&
i:< _;;>,'/ 'T";;;' ",'""I1""W>«", ,_=_",~ / /. ' - ,",-""-""'''''''''''.:.'///"< ,",M'd"d """"""'" .»:= . """,,,,,,,",,,,,,,,,,,,, ~1M;;;;;>",j.· <;;'fflAk\l':;;%V"""'''''''\U~1';~iiGi":''i''?i',,m2i::i::,,::%,!itil!E!;,;',. ",<!;!II'M.<Y' 

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

The bill also amends part D of the Act (UAPs) in its entirety. 

are separate, amounts grant and 
amendments incorporate the life goal activities;:t~~J1t$l...!ito 

foster coilaborative efforts with other DD Act programs and responsiveness to GPRA 
re uirements. EilHilK':%tWese illhese::amendments reotGafiiu'?'anCf:"Streamliric'·'t1:re:'c·'1irf:,in:afi:!'cfioftq ~~~~~~li1.:f~ ':"""''"' ii~~W~rJd",~'j=_'im5(5tS:k.4;;:..i-ili;:;~i~ii.'1M.L~~~~"~~'\il{t,ij:mmake program organization, purposes, and requirementsi"easierlto"'iTI1derstand~i!'9re'eagflM
/,iJm" " ,,,,"""~"',,''''''''''__ h , '_"""""''''_''''=''''=':>:ri;i!r",,,,,~';-;,,;;;,,:',;,;_;::' _,~~;;;"~,.,,,,_ 

l:ii\~Qf~!ai~a¥i151e, and eliminate redundant and obsolete provisions. 
li,'''.''.'''''Ir.,,,,,,,.,,m+i,,~J~4:);l.l~1<l , 

Finally, the bill amends part E of the Act (PNS) to provide authority for the Secretary to enter 
into interagency agreements with other Federal agencies to carry out PNS activities or ~,~j;§,l,~!l 
~~~ 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. Dennis Hastert-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 substantiallyenhance HHS's ability to collaborate with 
other Federal agencies,including DoED, on joint initiatives:m'eefiftg~§'taruto~~J)'jpcfiMes:afta 

, . ~~;t;i;i;;1L.. ~§~~1:L~~, 'c 1"'.L,t;,...,.>uttlk~~,iJ<-1~~ 

2f~!f~!i2i~:g;t~d!~li!i¥.··~t1~!}15~q~f:~&Uim!J~I~~I?12:r~~~!lt§i~fiittl~' 

We urge, the Congress to give 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 



Cynthia A. Rice OS/27/9906:54:30 PM 

Record Type:' Record 

Christopher C. Jennings/OPD/EOP, jean,ne Lambrew/OPD/EOP; Devorah R. Adler/OPD/EOP 

cc: ' .J, Eric Gould/OPD/EQP. Eugenia Chou'gh/OPD/EOP , 

Subject: Developmntl,Disability Reauth lang/may be .added to Je,ffords-Kennedy? 


Attached, is a summary Genie prepared of HHS's p~oposed reauthorization of the developmental, 
disabilities programs which, among other things, fund the protection and ad~oca,cy progr'ams. It is 
in clearance at OMB (also being reviewed by Education and. Labor); . HH$ wants,to get it up to the 
Hill ASAP because Kennedy and Jeffords staff 'tell them they might want to add it to the Work ' 
Incentives bill (may be too late for t~at if the bill is moving as. we hope it is!)

. , 

Based on recomendations from an outside. analyst, HHS is recommending changing the .state 
funding formula and some of the outcome l1ieasures(including 'adding health as one}. They've 
consulted with groups in the process.. 

, Bottom line: this looks OK to me to go up, but it'~ not something I think we need. to h~ve White 
House involvement in. ' " , . < ' " 

'~ 
DD0527.W 
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Developmental Disabilities Assistance Amendments of 1999 

HHS has sent a draft bill to. reauthorize development~l disabilities programs to Ol'yIB, 'requesting expedited 
clearance, According to HHS, Senators Kennedy and Jeffords have conveyed as'trong interest in attaching the 
reauthorization to the Work Incentives Bill. :The following is background on ADD programs, and key points of 
the proposed legislation. . 

BACKGROUND 

Nationwide; ADD estimates that there are 43 million individuals with disabilities, and about 4 million of these 
individuals have developmental disabilities (DDY, 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 aDD Council and submit a plan. Council membership includes state agencies, 
nongovernment agencies, and persons with DD, their parents or guardians. Activities include training, 
demonstration projects, community support, interagency collaboration, public education, and 
prevention. 

'! 	 Protection and Advocacy Systems (P&As): Almost $27 miliion in state formula grants to establish 
and maintain a state protection and advocacy system to protect the rights of individuals with D.o. 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, community service, information 
dissemination, and research. . 

• 	 Projects of National Significance (PNS): Just over $10 million to fund discretionary research projects 
that support the needs of families ,of children with DD. . 

KEY POINTS OF DRAFT REAUTHORIZATION BILL 

• 	 Proposal to change the allotment formuhifor DD Councils and ~&As. The draft bi'U substantially 
revises the state formula for allotting appropriations for state DD Councils and P&As. Current law 
provides that the form,ula 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 fordistribution ofDD 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 numbers' 
effectively ignores persons above SSI eligibility levels (and may even penalize states that have been 
most effective in placing individu'als with DD in employment). 1}sing SSI data as a factor in 
determining allocations results in unpredictable, arbitrary and inequitable differences in funding 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 imp'erfect data (e.g., 
SSI) asa 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 ofFVs 2000 to 
2002, an allotment not less than 95 percent of its allotme!ltfor the preceding fiscal year. Finally, forTY 



2003 and succeeding fis.cal 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 proposaldevelopme~t process; and 
involved four national organizations: t~o 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 su~risesand or concerns. regarding the formula proposal. 

• 	 Measuring outcomes: The bill replac~s the currentset of four federal prio'rity 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 collabonition with consumer and program representatives, and are intende'd 
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 indicator~. The organization representing 10-12 states 

(Citizens for DD Council) raised concerns with outcomes-based life goal activities and the need to link 
th~ 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 representing 
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 <;>f the four existing measures, 
. for a total of eight reporting areas . .Jeffords staff have signaled that outcome-based performance 
measures are a high priority and they. will look elsewhere if the groups donot provide. . 
recommendations. 

. . 

• 	 Streamlined reporting and funding: Where possible, the draft bill simplifies and consolidates 
re4uirements in areas such as reporting and funding. First, the annualreporting 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 interagency 
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 onjoint initiatives that 
address the needs of individuals· with DD and their families. 
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. \~ :'CF/Admillistranoq on 370 L'Eofant Promenade. Aerospace Building. Wasbioton, DC 20447 
Deveionmental Disabilities 

FAX SHEET 


From: < • 

•.... We!lu~ 


Phone: ( ~) < 4.6 to -< .55 b b 

FaJ: phone: (rJ:Y,l) =15b - 14..? / 

cc: . 

Phone: to '10-!irLfI 
Fa; phone: (202) 690--6904 

REMARKS: o Urgent @/For your fe\;CW 0 Reply ASAP o Please comment 
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DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES (BASIC STATE GRANTS) 
" ,. 

Authorizing Legislation - Section 130 of the Developmental Disabilities Assistance and 
Bill ofRights Act, as amended. ' ,',"" 

Increase 
FY 1998 FY 1999 IT 2000 Or 
Adual 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 9.Deration 

. The State Developmental Disabilities Counci Is Program assists each Stat~ to promote the 
development of a comprehensive, statewide, consumer and 'family-centered system which 
provides a coordinated array ofculturally-competent services. and other assistance for 
individuals with developmental disabilities. The goal of the Council is to: (a) 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 toplim and advocate for the broad spectrum of 
developmental disabilities. Up to fifty percent of the Council's membership includes 
representatives of major State agencies, n!Jngovemmental agencies and other concerned 
groups. At least fifty percent of the membership must include persons with 
developmental disabilities, "their parents or guardians. Councils engage in a range of 
activities including, but not limited to, program and policy analysis, demonstration of 
new approaches, training, outreach, community support, interagency collaboration and· 
coordination, public education, and prevention.' , 

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

, Programs in the development of outcome and impact-based indicators. The consensus 
model we used to develop perfonnance measures is ongoing and will result in the 
establisrunent ofbenchmarlcs and targets following an analysis of our baseline year of 
data collection and consultation with the developmental disabilities program network. 
Data systems for automated submission and analysis of the measures are currently being 
refined. Perfonnance measures for the State Developmental Disabilities Councils include 
the fQIlowing: ' , 

1- 84 
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# of adults w~th disabilities whoabtairi integrated work; 

'# afbusinesseslemployers that employ and support people with'developmental 
disabilities~ and' .,' 

# ofpeople owning/renting t,heir own homes, 
~ .. 

State funding for Developmental Disabilities Criundls is aUotted among the States on the 
b'asis ofpopulation. the extent ofneed 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 (he case of projects in poverty areas, where the Federal 
share may not exceed ninety percent. In the case ofprojects conducted by Council ' 
members or staff to implement State plan priority activities the Federal 'share may be up 
to one hundred percent of the aggregate n~essary cost of such activities. 

Funding for the Developmental Disabilities State Grant prograrh during the last five years 
has been as follows: ' 

1995. , ..........,: ... , ........ ,...... , ... ; ........... $70,438.000 ' 

'1996., ... , ............... :....... ,., ......... , ...... $64.803,000' 

1997..... , . , . , ................. ', ... ' ........... , , ...$64.803,000 

1998....... , , ... " .... , , , ............... , , ... , , .... , ... $64,803,000 

1999........... :....... ,........... , ................ $64.803.000 


ACF will seek reaulhorization through FY200S of the four programs funded. under the 

Developmental Disabilities Assist~cc and Bill of Rights Act. The reauthorization, 

proposal will include amendments which are budget n~utral overall. ' 


Rationale for the BudgerReguest 

The FY lOOO budget requeslfor the Developmental Disabilities Stale Grant program is 
$64,803,000, the same as the FY 1999 appropriation. 

These funds will provide payments to States to support the Developmental Disabilities " 
Councils. These Councils will then conduct activities that increase the capacities and 
resources ofagencies to develop, coordinate. and stimulate permanent improvement in 
the systems of services for persons with developmental disabilities. Of priority are those 
services to persons whose needs are not otherwise met under other health" education and 
Jluman services programs. 

The FY 2000 funds will continue to suppon policy analyses, systemic change, and 

capacity building activities that improve State services and supports for people with 

developmental disabilities and their families. Council funds will be used to: 


I· 85 



ADD ~02 690 6904 P.05 

• preserve families of children with developmental disabilities; 

• insure that ,children with severe disabilities have the supports they need to attend 

public schools and that school systems arc prepared to educate them; 


, , ' 

• provide community living and employm,ent opportunities to adults with 

developmental disabilities that are corisi~tent with' their interests, abilities, and 

needs" " 
• 

• involve people with developmental disabilities in community recreation programs, 
scouting. child care. senior activities. and other community service organizations 
as every individual is a valued. participating member of their community; , , 

• leverage funds for early intervention, education, community supports, employment, 
health-care, housing and home-mortgages, and transportation services; and ' 

" • provide people with developmental disabilities and their families the lools they 
need to hav'econtrol, 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 
their lives. 

,\ 
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Name,!r Program: Developmental Disabilities Basic State GrantS 

Proa:ram Data: 

Service Grants: 

FY 1998 
Actual 

FY 1999 
Appropriation 

FY 2000 
Estimate 

Formula ..$64.803.000 $64,803.000 $64.803,000 

Discretionary 0 0 0 

Research 0 0 0 

Demonstration 0 0 0 

Development ° ° 0 

Training!! echnical ° 0 0 
Assistance 
Evaluation 0 0 0 

Program SUppOI1 0 0, 0 
.)

" ,

Other 0 0 
" . 

0 

TOTAL PROGRAM 564,803.000 $64,803,000 . $64,803.000 

Number of Applicants S5 S5 5S 

Number of Grants 55 55 SS 

New Starts: 


# 0 0 0 


$ 0 0 0 


Continuations: 


# 5S 5S 5S 


$ 64.803,000 64,803,000 64,SQ3,OOO 


Contracts: 


#. 0 o· 0 


$ 0 0 0 
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DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES (PROTECTION AND ADVOCACY) 

Authorizing Legislation· Section 143 of the Developmental Disabi Iities Assistance. and. 
Bill of Rights Act, as amended. . 

Increase 
FY 1998 FY1999 FY 1000 .'. Or. 
Actual Appropriation Estimate Decrease 

$26,718,000 $26,718,000 $26,718,000 


2000 Authorization ............. Authorizing ]egis!ationwill be proposed. 


Purpose and Method of Operation. ' 

The Developmental Disabilities Protection aiid Advocacy program provides grapts to 
establish and maintain a protection and advocacy system in each State to protect the legal 
and human rights ofall persons with devClopmeiatal disabilities. Protection and 
Advocacy funding is allotted among the States based on a fonnula that takes into account 
the population, the extent of need f~r services for persons with developmental disabilities, 
,and the financial need ofeach State. The.protection and advocacy system must have the 
authority under this program to puisue.legal. administrative, and other appropriate . 
remedies or approaches, including the authority to investigate incidents of abuse and 
neglect and to access client records .. The Protection and Advocacy system must be 
independent orlmy agency, which provides stich 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 impact-based indicators. The consensus 
model we used to develop perfonnance measures is ongoing and will result in the . ,. 
establishment ofbenchmarks and targets fol~owing an analysis of our baseline year or 
data' collection and consuItatiop with the developmental disabilities network. Da,ta 
systems for automated submission and analysis of the measures are currently being 
refined. Perfonnance measures for the Protecticm and Advocacy Systems include the . 
following: . .t.;.sJ:~ 

# of persons. having :easonable.acco~odat.ion on the job; 
# ofpeople In more mtegratedfmcluslve semngs; and 

r 0 ...... • ~C/ 
. ,~ DVV'~ ~ 

# of barriers removed as a result ofP&A intervention . .~, 

V· 
f~f\~ 

.1~ 88 



ADD 
202 690 6904 P.08 

Funding for'the Development Disabilities Protection and Advocacy program during the 
, last five years has been as follows: ' 

1995........................ ,... , .... , ......... " ,.,$26; 71S.000 

..' 1996 ... ' .. , .. , ................. ,.... ,...........' .•.. $26. 71S.000 

, 1997~ ......... ) .... ~ ...............................$26,71S.000 

1995... " .•....... ,.;, .... , .... ;. ' .. ', ..... , ..•, ... ",.$26,718,000 

'1999, ... , ....... ; , ........ , , ........ , ... , . ~, .: .... ,;$26.71S,ooo 


Rationale for the Budaet Request: 

TheFY 2000 request forthe Developmental Disabilities Protection and Advocacy 
, Program is '$26,718,000. the same ~ the FY 1999 appropriation. 

,The activities of the Protection and Advocacy Systems have been increaSing as more and 
more individuals realize the significance of the Americans with Disabilities Act and the 
role that the Protection and Advocacy System can play on ,behalfof people with 
develop~ental disabilities. ' , j , 

The FY 2000 funds will be used to help States ensure: protection and advocacy for the 
legal and human rights ofpersons 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 ofabuse and neglect; training of 
concerned citizens and persons with developmental disabilities; and other advocacy 
resources. Funds will also be usedby grantees to provide such services as ~ounseling and 
legal services. advocacy activities and training to service providers on the righlsof 
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 provide information and referral services to 
additional thousands 0 f indi viduals. 
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Name of Program: Developmental Disabilities Protedion and Advocacy 

Program Data: 
I 

FY 1998 FY 1999 FV 2000 
ESli 

$26,183,640 $26.183,000 $26.183.000 

0 0 0 

0 ° 0 

° 0 0' 

0 0 0 

534,360 534,360 534,360 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 , I° ° 

$26,718,000 $26,718.000 ' $26.718.000 

57 57 57 
J 

57 57 57 

° 0 0 

0 ° 0 

57 57 57 

26,183,640 26,183,640 " 26,183.640 

' I 

$534,360 5534.360 5534,360 

Service Grants: 

Formula 

Discretionary 

Research 

Demonstration 

Development 

T raining/T echnical 
Assistance 
Evaluation 

Program Support 

Other 

TOTAL PROGRAM' 

Number of AppJic,ants 

Number of Grants 

New Starts: 

'# 

$ 

Continuations: 

# 

5 


Contracts: 


# 

$ 

I.QO 




.-i 
IS) 

a.. 

A£I'11i"istrlltioll Oil DeveiopJllelltal Disabilities '1 

~ 
I.D 1998 DD COllllCil Progralll RepolAt
ill 

Lift· G(I(I/ Arcils 	 JJes,'riplirm Totalre 

Employment 	 Adults have jobs 9,660 
Businesses/Employers employed Adults 1,198 

Ho.using 	 Individuals have homes 44,837 
Public dollars leveraged for housing $46,709,968 
Private dollars leveraged for housing $22,678.996 

Health 	 Public dollars leveraged for Health' Services $72,200,675 
Private dollars leveraged for Health Services $3,039.001 

j 

Education 	 Public Educalion Programs/Policies Improved 951 
School Improving IEP Practices 2.211: 

Community Inclusion 	 .Public P(ograms became more inclusive 673~ 
Privale Organizations became more inclusive 731 
Accessible Buildings/Public Accommodation 434 

'1 Self·Determlnatlon Control, Choice and Flexibility in Services/Supports rece~ved 56,196 
.-i 

Public dollars leveraged for family services/supports $1:20,418,537
1'l 
.-i 	 Private dollars leveraged for individual- and family-directed services $4,038,979 

(]\ 

tR 
rl 
I 
rl 
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Administration on Developmental·Disabilities 
, . 

1998 Protection and Advocacy Progra~ Report 
(SJ' 
0"\ 
\.0 

N 
(SJ 
N 

Individual Clients Served -Description Total 

Total Client served 28,~13, ' 

Age of Individual c;lients 0-2 586 
3-4 1,491 

5-22 17,443 

23-59 7,968 

60 andover 1,002 

Total 28,490 

. Racial/Ethnic Background Asian 

Black or African American 

474 

.3.109 I, 

HispaniclLatino 2,943 

American Indian Of Alaska Native 322 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 189 
.~ 

~ :r White 

Multi-cultural (identifying with more than one of the above) 

17,717 

940 

Other than above 175 

Information Not Provided 2.190 

;t 
.-i 

Total 28,059 

() 
.-i 

J\ 
J\ 
J\ 
,..f 

I 
-i 
\J 
I 

~ 'tJiji;:idiij" AiJli115, 19'99 :.-_:~/"""'~"'~..';';;:'·'; ..~·.;'· ..-Ji';·_ 'Pageloj'J 



CL 
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I. 

N 
T"I 

Individuill Clients Served Descriptio" Total 

(S) Clients' Living Arrangements
en 
\.0 

(S) 
en 
\.0 

N 
(S) 
N 

Closure of Case Problem's 
by Intervention Strategy 

'Abuse 

~ 

If) 
T"I 

If) 
T"I 

en 
fR 
..-i 
I 

T"I 

Employment 

Public Acc::ommodatlons 

Independent 

Parental or olner Family Home 

Community Residentia~ Home 

Foster Care 

Nursing Home 

Public (State Operated) 

Private Institutional 

Legal DetenUon/Jail/Prison/Oetention Center 

Homeless' 

Federal Facility 

Other 

Information not provided 

Total 

Persons with disabilities whose environment was changed to increase safety 
or welfare 

Investigations of abuse by the P alld A 

Validated abuse complaints that have favorable resolution as a result of P 
and A intervention 

Persons with disabilities who secured or maintained employment or other 

remedies as a result 9f P and A intervention . 


. Persons with disabilities who secured equal access 10 public 
accommodations as a result of P and A intervention 

2.431 

17,588 

2,755 

504 

645 

2,293 

794 
207 

101 

13 

251 

551 

28,133 

984 

672 
7,131 

510 

89,351 

N 
: :.:••• :-.:,,: .. ~'....:: '.~""."~ .. \-~:.::. "" .....'C."i'I•••"'...:..:..... ·; ......,:,....... '_ ..-,...:.· •• "~'";.;,s:;.__·"·.. -' ...,~.u...."";O"C .....~""'~(~:....~·~IIIII!..i:....,.~~ei;,71 /
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I"') 
~ 

I"') Q... ..... 
..J 

Q... 0:'
IndiJ'idllal Cliellts Served Descriptioll Total f ­a 

f ­

lSI"'" Housing(]l 

ill 


Sl 
J\ 

J) Transportation 

"\I 
Sl 
."\1 

Health 

Education 

Closure of Case Problem's 
by Intervention Strategy 

Class·Action Litigation 

~ 

~ 

I 

() 
-I Total State submitted data = 
() 
-I 

~ 
J'I 
,-f 

I 
,-f 

\I 

Persons with disabilities who secured equal access to or maintained housing 
as a result of P and A intervention 

Persons with disabilities who secured equal access to public transportation a 
a result of P and A intervention 

Persons with disabilities who secured equal access to Of maintained health 
care as a result of P and A intervention 

Persons with disabilities who secured or maintained a more appropriate 

education as a result of P and A invention 


Short-term assistance 


TA in seff-advocacy 


. NegotiatIon/Mediation/Informal Resolutions 

Administrative Hearings 

Liligation 

Total 

Groups 


Potential Number of Individuals Impacted 


Concluded Successfully 


54 

5,008 . 

491 

1,365 

12.803 

11,699 


12,610 


7,972 


2,602 


1,754 


36,831 


211 

2,259,636 
" 

48 
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LRM ID: MDH256 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 


OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

Washington. D.C. 20503-0001 


Tuesday. October 27. 1998 


LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM 


TO: LegiSlative Liaison Officer· See Distribution below 

~. ~.~NU.l~ / . 
FROM: Janet R. Forsgrdrl'''(fo(})A'Ssistant Director for Legislative Reference 
OMB CONTACT: Melinda D. Haskins . . 

PHONE: (202)395-3923 FAX: (202)395-6148 
SUBJECT: HHS Report and Transmittal Letter on Allotment Formula under Parts Band 

C of the Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act 

DEADLINE: CSPMTuesday, November 3, -~ 998."[ ,. 
In accordance with OMB Circular A-19, 0MB requests the views of your agency on the above 

. subject before advising on its relationship 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 
alternative formuias for allocating funds under the Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of 
Rights Act. 

DISTRIBUTION LIST 

AGENCIES: 
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LRM 10: MDH256 SUBJECT: . HHS Report and Transmittal Letter on Allotment Formula under 
Parts. Band C of the Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act 

..'of 
RESPONSE TO 


LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL 

MEMORANDUM 


.If you·r response to this request 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 direct line (you.wlll be connected to voice mail If the analyst does not 

answer); or . 
(2) sending us a memo or letter 

Please include the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below. 

TO: Melinda D. Haskins· Phone: 395-3923 Fax: 395-6148 
Office of Managemeilt and B~dget 
Branch-Wide line (to reach legislative assistant): 395-7362 

FROM: _____________~_ (Date) 

__~------------(Name) 

_______________ (Agency) 

______~______.,.._- (Telephone) 

The following is the response of our agency to your request for views on the above-captioned subject: 

Concur 

_._ No Objection 

No Comment 

_._ See proposed edits on pages ____ 

Other: 

FAX RETURN of . pages, attached to this response sheet 



. The Honorable Albert Gore, Jr. 
President of the Senate 
Washington,'PC 20510 

, Dear Mr. President: 

In accordance with Section 213 ofP.L. 103-230, the Developmental DisabilitiesAssistance and 
. Bill of Rights Act An:,endments of 1994, I am pleased to transmit the enclosed report to Congress 
on the allotment formula in effed under parts B (Federal Assistance to State Developmental 
Disabilities Councils) and C (Protection and Advocacy oflndividual Rights) of the 
Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (the DD Act). As required by . 
section 213, the report includes recommendations for alternative fOrnlulas for allocating funds 
under those paris 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 th'e 

, SSI,eligibility standards or definition ofdisability 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 beeninost effective in placing 
individuals with DD in employment). Both of the weaknesses identified result in unpredictable 
fluctuations in State funding under the DD Act and.in arbitrary and inequitable differences in 
funding levels among States. . 

The alternative 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 territories would receive both base funding and formula 

funding. 


The base funding would be a small percentage of the total amount appropriated forthe program 
concerned (the report suggests an·amount in'the range of .30 to ..65 percent), which would be 
distributed in equal shares to each participating State and territory. The base funding would 
replace the current minimum allotments. ' 

'. -" 

The formula funding would. ~onsist of three tiers, each ofwhich would distribute a specified 

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

the remainder, 25 percent would be distributed on the b~is 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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methodology as under current regulations). The final 5 percent would be distributed on the basis. 
ofoutcome 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 percentag~s, 


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 minirnumallotments, hold-harmless 
provisions, and the factor based on the nunlber of persons with developmental disabilities. By 
eliminating these. provisions, the formula would no longer need to be calculated in ari 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 arein proportion to. 
national appropriations (e.g., a fo percent increase in appropriations would cause a 10 percent 
increase in each S~ate's allotment). . 

The developmental disabilities network and grantees in the field who had the opportunity to hear 
a presentation 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 substantial year-to-y.ear 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 Summary, 


The Aqministration on DevelopmentaI Disabilities (ADD) funds ~o formcla grant programs-the 
Developmental Disabilities Council (DOC) Grant and the Protection andAdvocacy (p&:A) Grant. 
Congress mandated fhat ADD study the current·'State grantS formula KRA Corporation (KRA) 
reViewed and analyzed the current staie grants fori::Oula and reported on these analyses in a January , 
1995 repoit~ Ina second phaSe of the study, KRA developed an alternative formula that responds 

, to the complexities of the current foimul~. ,This'reportpres~ntsthework of this second phase. 

The formula proposed by KRA is easy to understand and easy to, Calcula.te. State grant 8.IlotIp.~nts " ' 
will consist of1:wo main parts4ase funding and formula funding. All States and territories Will 
receive both base funding and formula fu,nding'. The base fundirig is calculated asa percentage of 
national appropriations' and is the same for ~l States. The formula funding is determined according 
to three factors, each ofwhich has a weightor p~rcentage shafe ofthe formula grant One of these, 
factors is a State outcome measure factor introduced into the -ne'v.. formula at a 0.05 weight. 

The proposed formula was designed tobe modular~hmodule 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 chan.ged to reSpond.to cbatiges in national appropriations 

or to reflect newly identified outcome measures. The proposednewfo~ula can be,sUmmarized as 

follows: ' 	 , ', 

;, 

(l) 	 Each State'sallotrnent wocld include: base r..mding~whichrePlacesthe ininiinum 
allotment, defined as 'a percentage of the total national appropriations. ' (Proposed 
base funding percentages are 0.30 percent for State and terri~ory DOCs; 0.65 ,percent' 
for Stille P&As, and 0.50 percent for territory p&As.f ' 

, (2) In'~ddition, each State's allotment wo~d iriclude formula funding calculated 
aCCQrding to each State's population (at 25-percent weight), State population adjUsted 

"by per capita income (at 70-perccmt weight}, and State outcome,s for people with 
, developmental disabilities (at 5-percent weight).' :" ' 

". . 	 '. 

Initially, weights and base funding percentages can be set at le~eIs to allpw,funding to approximate 
allotments under the old formula and minimize losses and gainS to States. increases or decreases' 
in the base funding 'percentages can later be made to ,reflect changes iIi the national appropriationS. ' 

, Other outcome meaSures defined or identified later, including data from the ADD management 
information system, could be, substituted fC!r the education and labor outcome measures· used now. ' 
The modular nature of the formula allows' ADD to phase in new outcome, measures over time. . ,.' . . ., 	 , 

The new formula eliminates the use ofminimUm allotments and hold-haImless p~visions. By qoiIlg 

this, the newJomiula no 1011gerneeds to be, calculated in an iterati:Ve manner making it simple and 

easy to understand. Also,' setting the, base funding as a Percentage of the national' appropriations 


, eliminates'the fl\lctuation iIi individual Stilte allotments that ~ere ,due to' ch~ges' in minimum 
allotments independent' of appropriations changes., Finally, States will no~ see changes in ,their 
allotments that are eq~ in pr~portion to changes in national appropriations ,(e.g." a ',I O-percent , 
increase in appropriations would caUse a to-percent i~crease in all individual-State allotments): ' ' 

KRA Corporation 	 . ES-1 
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, 	 . 

Study of Administration' on Developmental Disabilities 
, . State Grants Formula 

. , 
•Final Re'port 

1.0 	 Introduction 

\ 	 ' 

The Administration on Developmental Disabilities (ADD) is located within the Administration for 
Children and, Famili~, Department ofHealth and Human SeIVices. Among its activities are, ADD' s 

'two formula grant programs-the Developmental Disabilities Council (DOC) 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 territones) 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 complexity 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 aDalyze the ADD State grants fonnula and to develop alternativ~ 
funding formulas: This study was conducted in two phases. KRA completed the first phaSe in January 
1995, which involved a study ofihe current grants formula. In the second phase, KRA developed 

'alternatives to the current formula that respond to the complexities of the current formula. This 
report presents the work of this second phase. ' . 

The formula proposed by KRA is noniterative and simple to calculate. State allotments will consist 
oftwo main parts-base funding and formula funding. All States and territories will receive both 
base funding and formula funding. The base fuI'!cing 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 fo'rmula grant. One of 
these factors is a State outcome measure factor introduced into the new formula at a 0.05 weight. 
Exhibitl presents a diagram representing how the new State allotments are determined. 

The new formula was ~esigned 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 identified outcome rp.easures. The proposed new formula can be, summarized as 
follows: 

(l) 	 The base funding, which 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 StateaI').d territory DDCs, 
0.6~ percent for State P&As, and 0.50 percent for territory P&As.) 
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for State P&As,it is 0.65 percent; and for territory P&As, it is 0.50 percent. 



(2) 	 The formula funding distributes the remaining funds to' each State accorciing to 
three factors: 

State population factor (at 0.25 weight) 

State population adjusted by State per capita income factor (at 0.70 weight) 

Outcome measures factor (at 0.05 weight) 


Section 2 provides a brief surtunary ofthe current formula and Phase I findirigs. 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 . Appendix 
A in this report contains detailed descriptions ofKRA's methodology and full summary tables of 
simulated State allotments according to the proposed formula alternatives. 

2.0 	 Description of Current Fonnula 

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

• 	 State population 

• 	 Extent of need of services for persons with,developmental disabilities 

• 	 Financial need of the States 

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

( I ) 	 Census data and annual intercensile estimates were used to determine State and 
. territory populations. 

(2) 	 The· extent of need of services for persons with developmental 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 available in the territories, SSA developed 
estimates for the territories. . 

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

State al.lotments were directly related to State population and,ADCP recipients (allotments increased 
with increasing population and ADCP beneficiaries) and inversely related to PCI (allotments 
decreased in States with PCIs 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, in~luding how it is calculated. 
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According to the Act, States cannot receive grants les~ than a legislated miniinum (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 toa~ the. hold-harmless minimum). If any ofthe States' allotments are less . 

. than the larger of the minimum and hold-harmless amounts, the difference is subtracted from the 
national appropriationS and set-aside for that State. Using the reduced national appropriations, the 
allotments are recalculated using the formula. However, because the national appropriations are 
reduced, more States 'alloirneQts may fall below the minimums after this recalculation. This process 
is repeated until none of the allotments fall below the minimum or hold-harmless amounts. The 

. complicated' processes ofdetemiining factor data and calculating the allotments in this manner have 
prevented States from being able to understand how allotments are determined. . 

2.1 	 Review of the 'Current Formula 

KRA examined State allotment data for fiscal· year (FY) 1988 through FY 1994. Analyses of these . 
data resulted·in'the following fmdings: ' 

• . , . State population is the most important factor in determining the initiallevel.of . 
. . State' allotments-States generally receive funds in. proportion to their State 

population. Because State populations are relatively stable, this factor does not cause'· 
much year-to-year variation in State allotments. . . . . " 

• 	 ,Minimum allotments are the most important factor in det~rmining the level of . 
allotm'ents for smail-population States and territories-'Simulations ofthe current 

· formula, with the minimum allotments removed, produced v~rYlarge reductions in 
allotments to small-population States arid territories andsmaller increasestqlarge­
population States receiving grants aboveth~ minimums. 

• 	 Minimum allotments have the greatest effect on changes in State allotments 
from year to year-This. occurred because the legislated"miriim~ allotment 

· amounts grew faster than, and changed independently of, growth in total national 
appropriations. When minimum: allotments were increased, a greater' share' of 

.' national appropriations 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 appropriations. . , 

. . 

• 	 . Hold-harmless minimums did not affect State grant allotments.. except in years 
following decreases in n.ational 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. T.his occurred in only I year in the pe~od 1988. to 1994. . 

.. 

• 	 Neither total national appropriations nor State grant allotment increases have' 
kept pace with inflation-In real dollars, current State. allotments' are worth 5 
percent less than FY 1988 allotments. 
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3.0 Conceptualizing a New Formula 

A second objective of this project was to develop an alternativ~ State grants formula that addresses 
the shortcomings ofthe current formula identified in the analyses described above. In addition. KRA 
explored options for introducing State outcome measures into the funding formula, that reflect 
ADD's national'objectives for the DOC and P&A programs. Given the findings surnmarized 'in 
Section 2.2, KRAdeveloped and examined possible formulCi alternatives according to the following 
guidelines: " 	 ' "", 

• 	 A DeW formula should be simple-Making the new formula simpler to calculate 
will also make it easier for State programs to understand and predict future 
allotments'. 

• 	 A new formula must be fair-The new formula should attempt to incorporate the 
,original directives of the legislation and allot funds based on State papulation, level 
of need for services, and State financial resources. 

, • 	 A Dew 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 education. Th~ new formula should attempt to provide an incentive for 
States to meet State 'and national goals. 

KRA used an additional guideline in developing a new formula. 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 funding formula, data ' 
sources should meet the following criteria: 

• 	 Comprehensive-Similar data should exist for all States and territories. 

Stable-Data or estimates should be collected using the same methods and ' 
definitions each year. 

• 	 Periodic-"Data shouid be available on a regular (e.g .• annual, biermial, or biannual) 
basis. 
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, 	 " 

• 	 Independe~t-Ifpossible, data shoUld be derived from sources that are~dependent 
of State proSnuns,and collected objectively. " ' 

3.1 	 Components of a ,New Fonnula 

KRA ftrstexamined how the cUrr~nt formula could 'be,acl8.pted or :altered' to address'the issues that 
originally motivated the study. KRA proposes the followingfour key changes to the formul,a: 

• Substitute base funding for mfuimum allotments. ' ' 

• 	 'Eliminate the hold-h~less provisions. 

• 	 Eliminate the population ~djusted by the number of people with developmental 
disabilities factor. ' 

.' , Introduce 'outcome measures . 

In considering alternatives to current fOrrIlUla factors, KRA purposely selected measures for which 
data meeting the criteria in Section 3.0' were readily available. .In· addition, the , formula' was 
simplified by converting it to a modular construction. Exhibit I'shows how the formula was 
designed in pieces, or "modules," that Can be altered or removed separately without requiring major 
rede~ign of the formula. This is unlike the current formula, which does not easily permit changes. 
Also, this proposed modular design ,eliminates th!! aeed· for complex iterative calculations;' By 

,calculating the formula in separate components or modul~s, future changes can be made in base 
percentage or outcome measures without necessitatlng a redesign ofthe formula~ For example, 

'outcome measures can be replaced or 'ad,ditional ones added as new dauisources develop, ADD Mis, 
data become available. or ADD goals change: Sirr..pJe changes ·in weights of factors can now be 

· made with:out altering formula prograffiming. ' In addition, allotments can be calculated Within a 
'simple spreadsheet on a personal computer without the need for advanced mairiframe progra.nuD.ing.: 

, . 

3.2 	 Introduction ofBase Funding 

. The l analysis of the current formula revealed that the minimum allotments~ which are legislatively 
determined. are very Influential in the distribution ofnational,. appropriations and make the allotment 
formula difficult to. compute. Also, the hold-harmless provisions, although they .had very little 

, impact except in years following a decreas~' in appropriations, further ~complicate:the 'formula 
, allotments. To address these issues, KRA proposes that the minimum allotments be replaced,by:base . 

funding and that the hold.;.harmless provisions be eliminated entirely. ' ...' . 

. .... " 

, Th~ ,base funding'would be the b~eamount every State' and territory wo~ld receive, in addition to . . 
the other forinulafunding. State and territory base funding could be set at'different le~els, but each 
would be. aperc~'nuige ofthe IOtal appropriations, For example, the DDCbase funding would be , 
set at OJ 0 percent of the national appropriations. If the national appropriations '~e '$100 million, ' 

'. each State'sDPC ~ase 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 woldd'receive ' . 
· funds based on State population and PCI as determined by the new formula. ' ." , .' 
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Using base funding instead of a statute-mandated minimwn accomplishes two objectives. First, 
be~use 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 appr<?priations. 
In other words, a IO-percent increase in national appropriations would increase each State allotment 
by 10 percent. (Under the current formula, a IO-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 appropriations, the iterative proCess would be eliminated from the 
allotment calculation., ma.ki~g 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 
ofState and territory populations continue to be readily a~ailable from the Bureau of the Census. 

3.4 Number of Persons With Developmental Disabilities (ADCP Factor) 

The new formula eliminates the use of the number of ADCP recipients for detennining 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 
ofthe number of persons with deVelopmental disabilities. Becatise of income requirements, many 
persons with dev~lopmental disabilities do not receive ADCP. Thi,rd" using the number of ADCP . 
recipients as a factor in the fJrmula could penalize States that have ren1ove~, significant barriers to 
employment for persons with disabilities because receipt ofADCP is determined by an individual's 
:income. Founh, recently proposed changes in SSI eligibility requirements would affect the estimates 
of the number of ADCP recipients. The removal from the formula of an unr.table 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 ofpersons with developmental 
disabilities currently exists. 

3.5 State Resources (PCI Factor) 

The new formula includes a factor thai 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. 

3.6 'Outcome'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 $oals for oll:tcomes 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. Outcome measures 
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introduced into the new fonnula reflect ADD's focus areas of education and employment. The 
modular structure of the fonnula allows for the introduction of new or additional outcome measures 
to be added later, including outcome data collected by the ADD management infonnation system 
(MIS). 

KRA examined mUltiple data sources within ADD's national focus areas of independent living, 
education, and employment. Data identifying the percentage ofeach State's population of students 
with developmental disabilities who are enrolled in the public education system were obtained from 
the Department ofEducation's Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation o/The Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act. The percentage ofeach State's population with any disability that 
gained employment through the Employment Service was obtained from the Department ofLabor's 
Employment and Traiping Administration's (ETA's) quarterly administrative report (9002 form). 
No adequate or comprehensive data sources measuring independent living status for people with 
developmental disabilities could be identified. 

4.0 Simulations ofthe 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 ofsquared differences, is discus!'ed further in Appendix A.) 

In general, the simulations show that whenthe 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-population 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 approximatiortof FY 1995 State allotrrients. Simulations 2 through 
5 demonstrate the effects of changing these proposed weights and base percentages. Each simulation 
used the same national appropriations for the DOC .and P&A programs as FY 1995. 

4.1 Simulation 1: Best Approximation of FY 1995 Allotments 

Population Weight: . 0~25 DDC State Base Percentage: 0.30% 

PopulationfPCI Weight: 0.70 ·DDC Territory Base Percentage: 0.30% 

Outcomes Weight: 0.05 P&A State Base Percentage: 0.65% 

P&A Territory Base Percentage: 0.50% 
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Exhibit A-2 in Appendix A summarizes the results ofthis simulation. The weights are listed. in the 
upper-Iefthand 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 (Le., 0.025 for education and 0.025 for 
employment). The tomi appropriations, base percentages, and base allotments are to the right of the 
formula ~eights. The base funding ~qua1s the base percentages times the total apprQpriations. The 
Stateandierritory base percentage was set to 0.30 percent for the DDCs .. For the P&As, the base 

. percentages for States and territ<;,ries would be 0.65 anp 0.50 percent, respectively. 

· The chart in Exhibit A-2 shows the percentage gains or losses for the DDCs for all States.· The 
· States are ordered by population 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 3.f:ld 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~ Exhibit A-i(5)·Iists each State and its FY 1995 
arld simulated allotments and percentage 'change. . .. 

. 	 In this' simulation, the average loss and average ga..Ui in8iISta~es' is kept to 3 percent for DOCs.' 
.. 	Average loss for the P&As is 10 percent and average gain is 17 percent. Fo~,the ODCs 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, Simul,ation 1 best approximates FY 1995 alloiIl'ients using the simplified 
new formula. This option is simple (easy to calculate), fair (approximates FY 1995 allotments), and 
stable (base grants and State ailotments rise and fall with national appropriations). 

The followi11g simulations explored changing different modules within the formula: to examine the 
eff~cts on State allotments. 	 i 

4.2 Simulation 2: Elimination of the Per Capita Income Factor' 

Population Weight: 0.95 DDC State Base Percentage: 0.30% 

PopulationfPCI Weight: 0.00 DDC Territory lJase Percentage: 0.30% 

Outcomes Weight: 0.05 P&A State Base Percentage: 0.65% 

P&A Territory Base Percentage: 0.50% 

The second simulation uses'the Simulation 1 base percentages but eliminates the population adjusted 
·by the per capita income factor from the formula by 'assigning it aweight ofzero. After allotting­

.' funds for the base funding~ this formula allots. funds based only on S~te population and outcome 
measures. 

Exhibits A-3 and A-3(2) present the percentage loss and gain for aU States (compared to FY 1995) 
eliminating the populationIPCI factor and using Simulation 1 base percentages. Exhibits A-3(3) and 

I . . 	 .. . 
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4.3 Simulation 3: Elimination 01 the Base Funding 

Population Weight: 0.25 DDCState Base Percentage: 0% ' 
" 

"PopulationIPCI Weight: 0.70 DDC Tenitorr Base Percentage: 0% 

Outcomes Weight: 0.05 P&A State Base Percentage:'; 0% 

P&A Territory Base Percen~e: 0% 

The third simulation uses the Simulation I weights and eliminates the base funding. This allows the 
fonnula to assign all DOC and P&A appropriations according to the formula without using base 
funding. 

Exhibits A-4 and A-4(2) present the percentage loss and gain 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. ExhibitA-4(5) provides data for individual States for this simulation. . , 

In this simulation. the average loss for~J DDCs in all States is 40 percent and the average gain is 

8 percent. For the P&As,the average loss is 63 percent and the·average gain is 15 percent. For the 

DOCs. the maximum gain by a State is.20 percent. while the maximum loss.to a State is 95 pertent 

For the P&As. the maximum gain foi a stite is 30 percent. while the maximum loss to a State is 97 

percent. Removing the base funding froin the formula favors the Iaige- and medium-population 


, 'I • 

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

average of 56 percent of their DOC grand and an average of 70 percent of their P&A grants . 


. 4.4 Slmulation4: Hiah Base FuhdinQ . . ..... .. 
) I 

Population Weight: 0.25 I 
DDC State Base Percenta~e: 0:50% 

.. " 

PopulationIPCI Weight: 0.70 j DDC Territor'y Base Percentage: 0.35% 

Outcomes Weight: '0.05 I P&A State Base Percentage: 0.90% 

I P&A Territory Base Percentage: 0.55% 

'The fourth simulation uses base percentag~s higher than Simulation I but keeps the factor weights 
the same. ' This simulation would allot more funds to the base f~nding, reducing the amount of funds 
that are distributed by the formula. ,\,' .'' 

Exhibits A-5and A-5(2) present the percen~ge loss and gain for DOCs and·P&As for all States with 
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 this simulation. 

, ,I ' ' 
In this simulation, the average loss for the :ODCs in all States is 10 perce#t and the average gain is 
21percent. 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 ptn:ent. while the rna)timurn loss to a State is 19 percent 
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The fourth simulation uses base percentages higher than Simulation 1 but keeps the factor weights 

. the same. This simulation would allot more funds to the base funding. reducing the amount offunds 


that are distributed by the .fonnula. . . 
\, 

Exhibits A-5 ~d A-5(2) present the percentage loss and gain for DDCs and P&As for all States with 
higher base grant p::rcentages. Exhibits A~5(3) and A-5(4) compare the Simulation 4 allotments with 
FY 19?5 allotments. Exhibit A-5(5) provides data for indiyidurJ States for this 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 
DOCs, 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 .aState is 21 
'percent. Increasing the size of the base funding favolS the teJritories and small-population States by 
allotting more funds to the base funding and reducing the amount of funds that are allotted based on 
the fonnula factors; This would decrease the allotments received by States with larger populations 
that benefit from a pure population-based distribution. 

4.5 Simulation 5: Elimination of the Outcomes Factor-
Population Weight: 

I PopulationIPCI.Weight: 

0.26 

0.74 

nnc State Base Percentage: 
, 

nnc Territory Base Percentage: 

0.30% 

0.30% 

Outcomes Weight: .0.00 P&A State Base Pertentage: . 0.65% 

P&A Territory Base Percentage: 0.50% 

. The fifth simulation uses the Simulation 1 base percentages but eliminates the use of outcome 
m~asures as a factor in the fonnula by assigning it a weight of zero. ,The 0.05 outcome weight was . 

. redistributed proportionately to the population and population-PCI factors. This simulation was 
conducted to show the effect on allotments of introducing outcome measUres into the fonnula. . . 

. . 

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 Simulation 5 allotments with FY . . (. 

1995 allotments. Exhibit A-6(5) provides data for individual States for this simulation. 

The average loss and average gain to all States are the same as in Simulation 1 for DOCs 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 ofADD.. 

4',6 Decreased~ational Appropriations 

All preceding simulations used FY 1995· data. Should the DOC and P&A programs experience 
funding decreaSes in the future, all States would experience major changes in their allotments 
compared to FY !995 allotments. One feature of the use of base funding compared to the current 
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legislated !!'irimum 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 natioruJ 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 wo~d receive allotments') 0 
percent smaller than the ones they would have received with the proposed new formula and current 
appropriations. 

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 onhalfcurrent appropriations, the proposed new formula reduces all.State grants by 50 \ 
percent 

5.0 Summary and Conclusions 

The formula that KRA proposes as an alternative for adoption byADD would allot DDC and P&A 
funds to all States and territories in the following manner: 

(1) , 	Each State would receive base funding defmed as a percentage of.the national 
appropri!ltio:1.s (0.30 percent for State DDC, 0.30 percent for territory DDe, 0.65 

'. percent for State P&A, and 0.50 percent for territory P&A). 

(2) 	 In addition, each State would receive funds distributed by the new formula according 
to its State population (at .0.25 weight), PCI-adjusted State popUlation (at 0.70 

,weight\ and State outcomes for people with developmental disabilities (at 0.05 
weight). ' 

The new formula is modular and the weights for each factor could be changed to reflect changes in 
national appropriations o'r 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 ofappropriations. Other outcome measures defined or identified later, including 
data from the ADD MIS, could be substituted for Department ofEducation 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 ih 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 iterative process 
used to calculate the current formula. . , ' 
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exhibit 2 

Proposed Fonnula State DDC and 

P&A Allotment Compared to a 50-Percent 


Reduction 

Proposed Faria'" 
wttb.50% 

Redac:tioa III 
Appropriatiolu 

PrDpoMdFOI"IIIIail 
wttb fall 1995 

Appropriatiou 
Pen:eat Dlft'trellee 

Stale SIr DOC Graat 
A.IIob.eal 

P&:A Graat DOC Grut 
AJioaHIIr AUoaHat 

.&:A 
Grur 

AIIocIHtIr 

DOC 
AUoaHaI 

P&:A 
ABoaaeat 

AK S SI64.76O SI02.302 $l29,521 $204.604 -50.00% -50.00"/0 
AI. S S6lI.380 S2J.40275 SI.lS6.76O S46&,SSI -50.00% -50.00"/0 
AR S 1421,044 SI7S.lSS Sl42.088 $l50.511 ·50.00% -50.00% 
AZ 5 S564.345 $116.047 SI,I28.619 S411.094 -50.00% ·50.00"/. 
CA 5 $l.2"1.913 $978,2.. 1 S6.4Il,m SI,956.412 -50.00% ·50.OCW. 
CO S 1476,339 SI9O.996 S952,678 5381,991 ·50.00% ·50.00"/0 
CT 5 539&'12" S168.731 . S796.2..7 5337.-'62 .5O.OCW• ·50.00".4 
DC S SI51,351 SI00."78 $l16.70:2 SlOO,9S5 .50.00% -50.00".4 
DE 5 SI77.622 S105,963 Sl55.244 '$211,926 ·50,00% ·50.00".4 
FL 5 SI.572,2 .. 8 S502,9S6 $l,I44.497 SI,005,912 -50.00".4 ·50.00% 
GA 5 $877,025 $l05,OS5 SI.754,050 1610,109 "·50.00% ·50.00"/. 
HI 5 $226.563 SII9.895 1453.126 SlJ9.719 -50.00% -50.00".4 
lA 5 $430.903 SI78.062 $861.806 $l56.124 -50.00".4 . -50.00".4 
lD 5 SlJ7.352 SI22.966 $47".704 $1"5,932 -50.00"/0 ·50.00"/0 
rt 
IN 

5 
5 

SI.290,178 
$176.-401 

1422.662 
. $176."11 

$2.580.355 
SI.552.801 

$845.324 
SSS2.122 

-50.00% 
·50.00"/0 

·50.00"/. 
·50.00% 

KS 
KY 

5 
S 

$l87.666 
SS?s.W 

SI65,754 
$119.275 

$175.332 
SI.151.364 

$l31.508 
143&,549 

-50.00"/. 
-50.00% 

·50.00".4 
·50.00"/0 

LA 5 1654.588 $1"1.736 S1.309. I76 $483.471 -50.00"/0 -50.00% 
MA 5 1698.301 $254.179 S1.396.6O:!. " SSOU58 -50.00% -50.00"/. 
MD 
ME 

" S 
S 

S591.lS7 
SlSO.3IS 

$223.708 
S126.656 

SI,I82,SI" 
S500.63 1 

5447,"16 
S2Sl.312 

-50.00% 
-50.00% 

-50.00% 
-50.00"/0 

MI 5 SI.I37.'16 S379.206 Sl.;..7S.032 $758."11 ,'0.00% -50.00"/0 
MN 
MO 

5 
5 

S589.739 
$700.235 

$223.276 
$254.730 

SI.I79 ...... 
SI.4OO.·410 

S4.c6,5,2 
S509."59 

·50.00"/. 
•50.00"/0 

.50.00".4 
-50.00"/• 

MS S $476.061 SI9O.899 $952.001 $l81.799 -'0.00% ·50.00".4 
MT 
NC 
NO 
HE 

5 
S 
S 
S 

$210.727 
$920,536 
S1S5.981 
$293.589 

S115.387 
S317.440 
S108.343 
S138.974 

1421.454 
SI,841.073 

·tl7l.S63 
'587.179 

SlJO,774 
1634.881 
$216.685 
$177.949 

·50.()(W. 
-50.00"/0 
-50.00% 
-50.00% 

·50.00"/0 
-50.00"/. 
-50.00"/0 
-50.00".4 

NH 
NJ 

5 
S 

S226.343 
$810.438 

SII9,832 
$286.100 

$452..685 
SI.620.876 

SlJ9.664 
S572,200 

·50.00% 
-50.00"/0 

·50.00"/. " 
-50.00% . 

NM S S314.661 SI44.973 1629.322 $219.945 -50.00"/0 -50.00".4 
NV 
NY 

5 
5 

$247.233 
S1.907.9 I 5 

SI25.779 
S598.507 

$494.466 
S3.81S.830 

$151.5S7 
SI.197.013 

-50.00"/0 
-50.00"/0 

·50.00"/. 
-50.OCW. 

OH 5 S!.3'70.7I3 $445.587 $2.741.427 $891.175 "50.00% -50.00".4 
OK 5 S512.669 $201.337 SI.025.337 S402,674 -50.00% . -50.00"/0 
OR 
PA 
PR 
RI 

S 
5 
5 
S 

$448.558 
SI.441.9S5 
SI.048.130 

$217,1S5 

S183.087 
$465.867 
S353,76I 
SI17.217 

S197.115 
S2.883.909 
$2.096.260 " 

$434.310 

S366.I75 
S931.733 
$707.522 
S2J.4."33 

-50.00".4 
-50.00".4 
-50.00".4 
-5O.()(W. 

-50.00"/0 
-50.00",. 
~5O.OO"/o 
~~0.00".4 

5C 
50 
TN 

5 
5 
5 

S567.961 
S193.921 
S7 I2.747 

$217.077 
S110.603 
SlS8,291 

SI.135.921 
S387.842 

SI.425.4CM 

1434.153 
$22li06 
S5I6.583 

-50.00"/. 
·50.00"/. 
-50.00".4 

-50.00"/. 
-50.00"1. 
-50.00".4 

TX 
lrr 
VA 

S 
S 
S 

$2.147228 
S347.462 
$174.5~ 

S666.629 
SI54.310 
$275.888 

S4.2CM.4S7 
.1694.923 

SI.549.127 

SI.333.258 
$308.619 
Sm,776 

-50.()(W. 
-50.00% 
-50.00% 

-50.00"/• 
-50.00".4 
-50.00".4 

VT 
WA 
WI 
WV 
WY 

S 
S 
5 
5 
S 

S170.36O 
S659.639 

' 1675.957 
S355.293 
S161.617 

SI03.896 
$243.174 
S247.819 
S156.539 
SI01.407 

$340.720 
SI.3I9.278 
S1.351.913 

$710.586 
S32.3.234 

$107.792 
$486.347 
$495.637 
Sll3.077 
$202,814 

-50.00% 
-50.00% 
-50.00"4 
-50.00% 
-50.00"4 

-50.00"/. 
-50.00".4 
-50.00"/. 
-50.00"/. 
-50.00".4 

'AS 
" GU 

NR 
PW 

T 
T 
T 
T 

SI22.626 . 
. S124.349 

S114.253 
S110.214 

S70.582 
S7I.073 
168.199 
167.049 

$245.252 
$248.698 
$228.507 
$220.427 

S141.IM 
SI42.146 
SI36,398 
SI34.098 

-50.00"4 
-50.00".4 
-50.00'Y. 

. -50.00".4 

-50.00"4 
-50.00"/. 
-50.00".4 . 
-50.00"4 

VI 
Zl 

T. 
T 

S121.359 S70m 
S65.752 

$242.719 SI-40.444 
SI31.504 

-50.00% -50.00"/. 
-50.00% 
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Setting the base funding as a percentage of the national appropriations eliminates the fluctuation in 
aIlottnents 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 IO-percent increase in appropriations would cause a IO-percent 
increase in all individual State allotments if all other factors remained the same), 

* * * 

. ,. 
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Formula Calculations and Simulations 
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Appendix ~ 

A.1 Current ForJnula 

The eriginal allecatiens fermula has two. facters and is subjeCl to. tWo. conditiens..The two. fermula 
facters are listed below: ' ' , 

• , Pepulatien adjUsted by per capita inceme 

• Pepulatien adjusted by Ute num},er ef persens with develepm~ntal disabilities 

The cenditiens are listed belew: 

• No. State er territery may fall belewthe current specified minimum. 

• No. State er territery may fall,belew a held-l:wmless ameunt. 

The eriginal fermula,can be sununarized as fellews: 

, Equation 1 Allotment = (ex * YP + P * DDP ) * App , 
I '., • 

Suhject to.: 	 No. State receiving less than MINh 
no. territery receiving less than MIN2,and 
no. State er territery receiving less than HR". 

Where: 

Alletments is the ameunt efmeney that State er territery S receives, 
ex is the weight attached to. the populatien adjusted by per capita income facter 

(ex is twe-thirds in the current fermula), , 
., 	 is the pepulatien adjusted by per capita income facter fer State er territery S, 

is the weight attached to. the pepulatien adjusted bY,the nUmber efpersens 
with develepmental disabilities facter (P is ene-third in the current fermula), 

DDPs 	 is the pepulatien adjustec;i by the number ef perSens with develepmental 
disabilities facter fer State er territery S, 


App' , is the natienal apprepriatiens, 

MINI is the fixed minimum fer States, 

MIN2 is the fixed minimum fer territeries, and 


, 	 , , 

HHs is the ameUnt a State er territery received in a specified previeus year. 
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A.1.1 Population Adjusted by Per Capita Income 

The first factor-the State's population adjusted by per capita income-is calculated as 
follows: 

. NPCI) * SPOP .. 
,( SPCII I 

Equation 2 yp. = 

.~. [r ::~{) •SPop·1 

Where: 

NPCI' is a 3-year average ohhe national per capita incOme, ' 
SPCIs is a 3-year average of the State per capita income, 
SPOPs is the State population, and 
:Es . is the sum across States. 

, . .' 

A.1.2 Population Adjusted by th~ Number of Pilrsons With 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, 
* SPOP( wPOP, ". 

Equation :3 DD =--'-;~-:---'---:----,---= 

, I( ADCP 1 " ], :"'t"' . . ' * SPOP ,
L", WPOP ,,' , , 

s 

Where: 

ADCPs is the number of recipients of the Adult Disabled Child Program, 
WPOP ' is the working population of the State, s 

SPOPs is the total population of the State, and . 

:Es is the sum across States. 
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A.1.3 Weighting 

These factors are weighted in the original fonnula with the populati~n adjusted by per capita 
income weight set at two-thirds and the population adjusted by the number of persons with 
developmental disabilities weight set atone..'third as follows, subject to the currently 
legislated minimums and hold-hannless amount: 

Eq~ation 4' Allotment = (.! '" yp . + 1.. '" DDP 1'" App
.1 	 3 I. 3 . 1 

For FY 1995, the minimum is $420,475 for States and $220,750 for territories for theDDCs. 
Fo~ the P&As, it is $256,983 for Statesand $137,485 for temtories.For 1995, the hold­
harmless amount was the greater of the amount that States and territories received in 199'2 
or 1993. 

A.1.4 The Iterative Process 

. . 	 . 

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

( I ) 	 Allocate funds to States according to the formula. 

(2) 	 Determine whether the formula (and the distribution· in step 6) allots amourits 
less than those specified by the minimum allotment and hold-harmless 

\. provisions .. 
. . 

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

(4) 	 Sum these differences. 

(5) 	 Subtract this stim from the national allocation. 

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

(7) 	 Repeat steps 1 through 6, using the remainder of the national alloCation, until . 
all State. and territory allotments meet the, minimum allotment a.nd hold­
harmless provisions in step 2. 
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A.2 The Proposed New Fonnula 

The proposed grants formula has four formula factors and base funding; ,The four formula factors 
are listed below: 

• ' Population adjusted by per capita incom~ 

• Popu,lation 

• A measure of education outcomes 

• A measure ofemployment outcomes 
\' . 

, ." 

The base funding is calculated as a percentage of the national appropriations. The formula can be 
, summarized as follows: '. 

Equation 5 Allotment, = BaseFunding, + FormuJaFundings 

Where: ' 

, Allotment. is the total al1o~ent for State S, . , 
Base fundin& ' is a set percentage times the national appropriations as specified ~ 

"; 
Equation 6.in Section A2.1, and 

Formula Fundin&s is specified by Equation 7 itt,Section A2.2. 
, ,I • , 

A.2.1 . Base Funding 

Base funding replaces the minimums in the original formula. They are calculated OIice, 
allotted to the States, and subtracted from the national appropriations. The formula funding 
is calculated using the remainder of the appropriation. This precludes the necessity oian 
iterative calculation. . 

Basefundi~g is calculated by multiplying the fixed base percentage times the national 
appropriations as follows: . . .. 

. , 

'Equation 6 
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"Where: . 

, Base Fundin& ,is the base amoUnt for State or territoiy s for, the particular program , 
being calcUlated, , ' 

B 'isthebase perc~ntage for eitnerStates orterritaries, and 
App is the national appropriatiqnS. . '.' ­

- , . 

, A~2.2 Formula Funding 

:: . , The formula funding is calculated as follows: 

. ' 

-Equation 7 Formula Funding, = (a *.Y'P, ,+ p. * ~, + y * OM,) * App' 

Where: 

Fonnula.Fundin& is the amount ofmoney that State or temtory'S receives, ' 
a' '. , . is the weight attached to the population adjusted hyper capital 

income factor, . 
is the population adjusted by per capita income factor for 
State or territory S"'. ' 

p is the weight attached to the population faCtor, 
P, ',,' is the population factor for State or territory S; _ 
Y is the weight attached tathe outcome measures factor" 
OMs i~the outCQme measures factor for State S, and , 

'App' , is the national 'appropriations minus the base funding .. 

A.2.2.1 C.alculation of Population Adjusted by-Per Capita Income· 

The, population adjusted by the per capita income f~ctOI'iscalculated as fo]]ows: ' 

Equation~ , 

. Where:, 

". J; , • 

NPCI is a 3..;year average of the national per capita income, 

SPCI, is a 3-year av~rage ofthe Sta~e per capita income, 

SPOP. .is the State population, ,and 

1::, , .is the ,sum across States. " 


• 1: " 
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A.2.2.2 Calculation of Population Factor 

i, . ' 

The population factor is calculated as follows: 

SPOPsEquation 9 P---­
" NPOP 

Where: 

SPOPs . is the total population of the State, and 
NPOP .is the national population. 

A.2.2.3 Calculation of Outcome. Measure Factors 

. 'The outcome measure factor can be sumnlarized as follows: 

Equation 10 OM . =a '" ED ~ b. '" ES·" " , 

, Where: 

OMs . is the combined outcome measure, 
a is the weight for the education outcome measure, 
EDs is the education outcome measure, 
b . is the weight for the employment outcome measure, and 
ESs is the employment outcome measure. 

Both weights a and b are 50 percent to split evenly the effect of the outcome measures. 
. . 

Calculation of the Education Outcome Measure 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 
caIculated for each State. Data were obtairied from the Department of Education's Annual 
Report to Congress on the Implementation a/The Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act. Data were reported for each State and territory .. 

The State's .population weighted enrollment percentage waS calculated by multiplying the 
enrollment percentage by the State population. The education outcome measure for each 
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State was calculated by dividing the State's population weighted' enrollment percentage by 
the sum of the States' population weighte~ enrollment percentages as folloWs: 

,( DD enrolled. ) * SPOP . 
Total enrollment. ' , 

Equation 11 	 ED" ­

L, [[ T:: :::::::::,.1 ·s~opl 
Where: 

DD enrolleds 	 is the number ofchildren ages 6 through 17 served under the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) across all 
disabilities in State S, 

Total enrollments 	 is the total number ofchildren enrolled in school in State S, 
and 
is the, sum across States. 

States that have a larger percentage ofstudents 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 fonnula. 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 each State and territory and are included in a quarterly report 
prepared by ETA 

, , 

These data were used to calculate the' percentage of people with disabilities receiving , 
employment through the Employment Service. The percentage was then multiplied 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 employment 1 
" . " * SPOP(, Tota,I receiving employment" ' . 

Equation 12 ES I = --'-;:-;~-----___-.:..t.~__---.:' 

'L [[ D receiving employment" 1*, spopj 
S Total receiving employment, .' 
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Where: 

Es is the sum across Stat~s. 

States receive larger allocations relative to their populatio'nsize for a high percentage of 
people with disabilities entering employment ~ough the Employment Service. 

A.2.3 Weighting 

These factors are weighted in the proposed fonnula with each of the factors given weight 
such that the weights in equations 7 and 13 slim to 1. IX + P+ y = 1. 

A.2.4 The Full Allotment Grants Equation 

The base fonnula equation 6 and the fonnula grant: eq~on 7 are combined through 
equation 5 to yield the following: 

Equation 13 ,Allotment, = (IX*YP, +~*P,+y*OM)* ~pp-I:,,(BI *,App) ]+BI *,App 

i 

A.3 Statistic Used To Optimize the Formula Simulations -

·The primary criterion for designing the new formula is to miriim.ize the change mallotments caused 
by the transition from the old fonnula. An obj ective measure ofthis criterion is the sum of squared 
losses and gains. . 

The sum ofsquared losses and gains was calculated to minimize the losses and gainS that States and 
territories would experience under the new fonnula. Losses' and gains are measW'ed as the 
. percentage loss or gain that a State's program would experience under the new fonnula compared 
to the old. The sum ofsquared 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 lossi5 only 10 times larger than 5percent, 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 summing these numbers, the statistic evaluates 
the joint effect on all States and territories that wouid lose funding. This single statistic summarizes 
the negative effects on State and territory allotments. 
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,A.4 Sensitivity Analysis 

. An infinite number 'of possible combinations of weights and base percentages could be used in the 
formula The task wasio find the combination of weights and base percentages that met the criterion' 
ofminimizing the sum of squared losses and gains. 

Sensitivity analysis was, used. The sum' of squared losses and gains was calculated for all 
combinations of the weights and base percentages within certain rang~ and limits. Twenty 
combinations ofweights were considered .. The weight for population adjusted for per capita income 
ranged from 0 to 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 measures). Weights were incremented 5 percent between simulations. ' 

\ ' , 

100 percent 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. 
ExhibitA-l lists the 20 possible combinations ofweights in.this range. 

For each of these combination~ of weights, simulations ~ere 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 
ofsquared losses and gains for all States was ch~sen as the optimal sim~ation. 

A.S Simulation 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.6Population and Per Capita Income Chart 
I 

Exhibit A-7 shows States' population and per capita income arranged in order ofpopulation. 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 ~e average for States of its size. States with low per 
capita income, such as Puerto Rico, have a trough op the PCI line and tend to have allotments higher 
than the average for States ofits size. ' 

* * * .' 
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,exhibit A-1 


Combinations of Weights Considered 


Population Adjusted 
by Per Capita Perfonnance 

Population Weight' . ' Measure Weight Income Weight 

5% 
90% 

0%95% 
5%, 

85% 
5% 

5% 
80% 

10% 
. 15% ' ' 5% 

" '20% 5%75% 
' " "25% 5% 

65%' 
70% 

5% 
60% 

30% 
5% 

55% 
35% 
40% 5% 

50% 45% 5% 
'45% 50% . 5% 

40% 55% 5% 
35% , 5% 
30% 

60% l 

65% 5% 
25% 70% 5% 
20% 75% 5% 
15% 80% 5% 
10% ' 85% 5% 
5% 90% 5% 
0% 95% 5% 
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EXhibit A·2 

, 
Simulation 1: Best Approximation of 

Fiscal Year 1995 

Fonnula 
PCIiPopulation Factor Weight 70% P& A Grant 

Population Factor Weight 25% 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 

PwDD in School 50% 0:30%Territory Base (% Tot Appr.) '0.50% 

PwD Entering Employment 50% , $21t314 , Territory Base Allotment $131.504 

DDCGrant 

·Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments 

30% 

20% 

·10%·20% t====111111118~~~~~llllllllit 

- ChangeDDC 
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exhibit A.2(2) 

Formula Parameters Formula Factors 
PCIIPopulation Factor Weight 70% --------~------~DDCGrant P& A.Grant 

Population Factor Weight . 25% 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 

PwDD in,School .50% . Territory Base (% Tot Appr.) 0.30% 0.50% 

PwD Entering Employment 50% . Territory Base Allotment $211.314 $131,504 

Percent· Loss or Gain in Allotments 

20%t==I•• 

·10% 

-- Change P&A 

KRA Corporation A·12 
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Fonnula Parameters 
PCIIPopulation Factor Weight 70% P& A Grant 

Population Factor Weight 25% 526.300.820 

O~tcome Measures Weight 5% 0.65% 

Individual Outcome Measures $170,955 

PwDD in School 50% 0.50% 

pwD Entering Employment 50% Territory Base Allotment $131.504$211.314 

DDCGrant 

570,438.000 

.0.30% 

5211.314 

Base (% Tot Appr.) 0.30% 

$7,000,000 

$6,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$4,000,000 

$3,000,000 

$2,000,000 . 

51,000,000 

50 

Grant Allotments by Population 

I Ten:. I 

- New nnc Grant Allotment - Olc:l DDC Allotment 

KRA Corporation . A-13 



exhibit A-:02(4) 

Fonnula Parameters. 
P&AGrantPCIJPopulation Factor Weight 70% DDCGrant 

.$70,438,000 $26,300;820Total Appropriations Population Factor Weight2S% . 

0.30%State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.65%Outcome Measures Weight 5% 

$211.314State Base Allotment . $170.955 Individual Outcome MeasUres 

0.30%Territory Base (% Tol Appr.) 0.50%PwDD in School 50% 

. Territory Base Allotment $211.314 $131.504PwD Entering Employment 50% 

G~nt Allotments by Population 

$2,500,000 .......--~I TCIT. , 

$2,000,000 

$1,500,000 

SI,OOO,OOO 

$500,000 

.-- New P&A Grant AUotn1en~ - Old P&A AUotment 

KRA Corporation A-14 



exhibit A.2(6) 

. Formula Parameters Formula Factors I 
PClII'OIlVlation fllCUll' Wc:igb! 10% DOCGl"II1It P&~ 

PopuIaIion na.ar Weigb\ 2.5'1> ToIIl~ S1O.438,OOO S26JOO.820 
Outcome Measures Wei2ht 5'1> Sc:III: Bu: ('I> TaL Appr.) 0.30'1> 0.65'1> 
lndiftd.w Ovtc:omt Measures Sc:III: Bu: A1IccmcIIt SlIl.314 $liO.955 

PwDD in SdJooI SO'lb Tcni1l:ll"y Bu: ('I> TaL Appr.) 0.30'1> ~, 

PwD Emerinl! • ! SO'lb . Tc:rriury Bale AI.IocmcrDt SlIl.3I.. $131.!i04 
SWes 52 N.o-J Pt!'Cl;!ia lDcome t'FY 9S) 119.317 S19~17 

Tenttarics 6 

Pet. DUrerc:ace 
New FormUla Old Formula (New-<>Id) 

DOCGI'Ut P&AGI'Ut FY95DOC FY95P&A DDC P&A 
Sta~ SII' A.IIoCmeaI A.IIoCmeat A.IIoCmeat A.IIoCmeat AIIIiIiIIart ~ ,' 

AI( S $329.s21 tln4.604 '$420.475 $2.56.983 ·21.63" -20.38" 

AI.. S $1.2.56.760 S468.S51 $1.345.843 $447.562 ~.. 4.69'1> 

/tJI. S S842.08.8 $3SG.s1I $768.612, S26IJm 9.56'.1> 34.216'1. 

AZ S $1.128.689 $43l.O94 S998,958 $339.216 12.99'1> %7.38'1> 

CA S $6.483.8lS $1.956.482 $6.423.100 $2,170.899. 0.95'" -9.18'1> 

CO S S9Sl.678 $381.991 S183.442 1274.638 21al'l1> 39,1M, 

,cr S S196.241 $337.462 S696.6SS S261.12.5 1...30'1> 29.23" 

DC S $316.702 SlOO.955 $420."75 $2.56.983 .24.68'1> -21.80'1> 


.OE S $355.244 SlII.9:26 $420."75 $2.56.983 ' ·15.51" .17.53'io 

FL S $3.144..... ' SIJXl5.912 $3.116.963 SI,(I6I.995 0JI8'I, ·5.28" 

OA S $1.754.0s0 1610.109 SI.718.762 S6OO,071 l.OS.. 1.67... 

HI S 1453.126 $239.789 1420."75 $2.56.983 7.77'1> ' -6.69'1> 

IA S $861.806 s3S6.124 . .$268.9%7 6.84.. 32... 2 .. 

10 S 147".704 Sl"5.932 1420. .. 75 $2.56.983 12.9O'lb -4.30'1> 


~ 

0. S Sl.58O.35S S84S.324 ' $2,i03.1l92 S920.S10 -4""" -8.17 ... 
IN S SI.sSl.801 SS5l.S22 SI.475.995 ' SSI6.778 5.2D'lt 6.tn. 
KS S rn5.332 $331.sos 1617.182 $2.56.983 2.5.62'1> 29Jl11'1. ' 

'KY 	 S SI.151,364 S438.S49 SI.2S0.m S409,878 .7.96'1. 7JlII'I. 
LA S $1.309.176 $483."71 SI."23.s98 S47l.435 -1.04.. , 2.34.. 

, MA S $1.396.602 $SOII.358 SI.34I.702 ' '$448.634 4,1M, 13.31.. 
MO S SI.IWI.. $447."16 1976.916 . S34Q.31.. 21.115.. 31..,.. 
ME S SSOO.631 S2S3.312 S420."75 $2.56.983, 19.II6'J. ·1.43" 
loll S Sl.%75.on $758."11 $2,475.657 ".10'1.S8S3.469 ·11.1<'" 
MN S SI.I79."78 S44USl $I.o39.37i $36t.941 13.48" %3.38" 
MO S SI.400."70 . SS09."S9 $1.34l.S8S 5467.953 4.31 .. &.87.. 

$952.001 .MS S $381.799 S942.999 $320.466 0.95.. i9.1.... 
MT S 1421."54 Sl3O.77" 1420."75 S2S6.983 0.%3" -10.20'1. 
NC S $1.841,073 1634.181 SI.I30.s36 $642.100 0.58.. ~l.Jl'I. 
NO S, 5371.963 Sl16.685 1420."75 $2.56.983 ·11""" ·15.68" 
NE S $m.l79 S277.949 142.5.955 $2.56.983 37.8S.. 8.16.. 
NH S 1452.685 $239.664 '. 1420."75 $2.56.983 ' 7.66'1. -6.7"'1> 
Nl S $1;620.816 ' . $S7l.2OO SI.540.860 SSI..,828 5.19'1. 11.1.... 

NM S, 1629.322 S2S9.945 . $479.382 $2.56.983 31.28" 12.834­
NV s 1494.466 S2.51-'57 1420 ... 75 S2S6.983 17.60'1> ·2.11" 
NY ,S S3.815..830 SI.I97.o13 14.32.5,273 $1.400.181 ·11.78" ·1"-'5'io 
OH S $2.7 .. 1 ... 21 SS91.17S $2,935..814 $I.o13.s30 ~.. ·ll,07.. 
OK S $ 1.02.5.331 S402.614 $923.719 S309.330 IIJl11'1. 30.18.. 
OR S SS9'7.11S S366.m $746.5" S26S.181 20.16'1. 38.(J1l"
PA S S2.8S3.909 $931.733 $3.219.197 SI,(164,649 .10.42'1. ·12.48" 
PR S $2.096.260 S707-'22 $2.468-'61 5833.381 ·15.(J1l" ·I!UO'I. 
RI S 1434.310 5234."33 1420."75 $2.56.983 3.29'1> ".77" 
SC S $1.13$.921 1434.153 $1.059."57 $368.308 7.2l'1. 17.18.. 
SO S $387.842 rnl.206 1420.475 S2S6.983 .7.76'1. ·13.9l'I. 
TN S $1.~2.5."94 S516-'83 ,$1.467.752 SSOI.D45 .•l.I8" 3.10'1. 
TX S 14.294."57 S1.333.lS8 14-'20.882 SI.5IlS32 ·5.01'1> ·II.SS" 
UT S $694.923 S308.619 SS48.942 " $2.56.983 26.S9'1. 20.09'1. . 
VA S $1>'9.121 S551.776 SI.429.585 SSQ2.S35 8.36.. 9.80'1. 

1420."75 ·IS."" ·19.1....VT S' S340.72O , S201.792 	 S2S6.983 
WA S . $1.319.218 $486.347 $1.1"7.367 $388,246 1".98" 25.%1" 
WI S SI.351.9I3 149'.631 S1.319.2S0 . 1457.443 2.48.. 8.35.. 
wv S $710-'86' .S313.077 S809.383 ' 1278.339 ·IUI.. 12.48" 
WY S S323.234 S202.814 1420.475 S2S6.983 ·23.13" ·2I.(J1l"
AS T S245.lS2 SI41.165 S220.75O SI37.485 11.10'1. 2.68.. 
GU T Sl48.698 SI42.146 S220.75O SI37.485 12.66" 3.39'1. 
NR T S2l8.5CT7 SI36.398 S220.15O SI37.485 3.51 .. ~.79'I. 
PW T S220.421 SI34.098 S220.75O SI37.485 '()'IS" .2.46'lb 
VI T S242.7J9 SI4O.444 S220.75O SI37.48' , 9.95'" 2.15"
ZI T $131.!i04 	 SI37.485 -4.35.. 

. KRA CorpOration, A·15 
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ExhlbltA-3 

Simlliation 2: . Elimination of the Per capita 
, Income Factor 

Formula Parameters 
PCIIPopulation Factor Weight .0% P& A Grant 

Population Factor Weight. 95% Tow Appropriations $70.438.000 $26.300.820 

Outcome Measures Weight 5% State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.30% 0.65% 

Individual Ouko~e Measures State Base Allotment $211.314 $170.955 

PwDD in School 50% Territory Base (% Tot Appr.) 0.30% 0.50% 

PwD Entering Employment 50% $211.314 $131.504.. Teni~ Base Allotment 

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments 

40%~==-

-20% +--'--­

-40% -I------b 

. - Change nne 

KRA Corporation . A-16 
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Exhibit A03(2) 

Formula Parameters 
PCIIPopulation Factor Weight 0%. DDCGrant P&A 

Population Factor Weight 95% $70.438,000 $26.300.820 

Outcome Measures Weight 5% 0.30% 0.65% 

Individual Outcome Measures $211.314 $170,955 

PwDD in School 50% Base (% Tot Appr.) 0.30% 0.50% 

PwD Entering Employment . 50% Territory Base Allotment $211.314 $131,504 

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments 

40%+---+~ 

20% -10--­

-20 % +---.-tI~ 

-60% -LH+f-++'!+ 

-ChangeP&A 

.KRA Corporation A-17 



exhibit A-3(3) 

Formula Parameters 
PCIIPopulation Factor Weight 0.% 

Population Factor Weight 95% Total Appropriations 

Outcome Measures Weight 5% State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 

, , Individual Outcome Measures , State Base Allotment 

PwDD in School 50.% ,Territory Base (% Tot Appr.) 

PwD Entering Employment '50% Territory Base Allottnent 

DDCG~t 

$8,0.0.0.,0.0.0. 

, $7,0.0.0.,0.0.0. 

$6,0.0.0.,0.0.0. 

$5,0.0.0.,0.0.0. 

$4,0.0.0.,0.0.0. 

$3,0.0.0.,0.0.0. 

.$2,0.0.0.,0.0.0. 

$1,00.0.,0.0.0. 

$0. 

$70.438.000, 

0.30% 

$211.314 

0..30.% 

$211.314 

P&AGrant 

' $26.300.820 

0.65% 

$170..955 

0..50.% 

$131.504 

Grant Allotments by Population 

I Terr. I 

- New DDC Grant Allotment ----- Old DDC Allotment 

KRA Corporation ' A-18 



••• _,...~ • :~ •.'. ........ .".,. Jv. 


--"--" .. '- . 
1: 

exhibit A-3(4) 

Fonnula Parameters 
P&APCI/Population Factor Weight 0% 

$70,438,000 $26,300,820Total Appropriations Population Factor Weight 95% 

0.30% 0.65%. State BaSe (% Tot. APPr.) Outcome Measures Weight .. 5% 

S211,314 S170,955State Base Allotment .l~dividuaJ Outcome Measures 

0.30%Base (% Tot. Appr~) 0.50%PwDD in School 50% 

S211,314Territory Base Allotment S131.504PwD Entering Employment. 50% 

DDCGrant 

Grant Allotments by Population 

. S2,('OO,000 

SI,500,000 

SI,OOO,OOO 

S500,000 

-- New P&A Grant Allotment -Old P&A Allotment 

KRA Corporation . A-19 



exhibit A-3(S) 

Formula Parameters Formula Factors 
P&'A GrantPClIPopulaIion Faacr Weight 0% DDCGranl 

$7Q,438JXX) S26.3OO.820Population Facmr Weight 95,*, TotaI~ 
Outrome Measwes Weil!!1t S'*' 0.30%SCIIc Bue ('*' TO(. Appr:) 1l.6S'*' 

SI'1O.9SSlndiYlduai Ou!ccme M_res $211.314Salle Bu: AlIocmr.:at 
Q..SO%PwDO in School SO% Tarita'y BIle ('*' TO(. Appr.) 0.l0% 

SI31.S04PwD Enterill£ Emnlovmetlt SO% $211.314Tarita"y Bu: A1IccIIat 
SI9317Nat:iooal Per CmrilllDi::onl! {FY ~ S19.317SIIUes 52 

Tcrritor'Ies 6 

Pet. Dutereace 
New Formula' Old Formula (New"()kI) 

DOCCrant P&'ACnmt FY95DOC FY 95 PAl!. DOC '. PAl!.
Stale SIT 

AliocmaIt AlIoCmaIt AlIoCmaIt AlIoCmaIt AlIoCmaIt .wac-t 

AK S 5343.743 . S208.6S2 $420.475 $256.983 ·IB~'I> .18.81'1> 
AI.. S SI.143.835 $436.406 S1.345.843 S447.S62 ·15.01'1> .2.4"*' 
A.R S '$752.148 $324.909 $768.612 S261.Q77 .2.14'1> 24.45'1> 
AZ S SUI64.989 $413.962 S998.~ $339.216 6.61'1> l2.O3'1> 
CA S $7.089.104 $2.128.780 $6.423.100 $2.1'10.899 10.37'1> '·1.94'1> 
CO S $987.328 S391.855 $783.442 '$274,638 .26.02'J, ·42.68'1> 
CT S . S9S0.830 $381.465 $696,655 S261.125 36.~ 46.09'*. 
DC S S34O.164 S21J7,634 $420.475 S2S6.983 .19.10'1> .19.20% 
OE S $368.820 $215.791 $420.475 $256.983 ·12.2B'*' ·16.03,*, 
FL .S S3.213.418 SI.Q2S.531 $3.116.963 SI.I16I.995 3.09'*' ·3.43'1> 
GA S' SI.'109.783 S597.508 SI.7IB.762 S6OO.Q71 .~.n'l> . .o.43,*, 
HI S $476.706 $246.s02 $420.475 $256.983 13.37'1> -4.OS,*, 
IA S . $843.977 $351.Q49 S806.646 S268.9z1 4.63'1> 30.54,*, 
10 S $449.966 5238.890 $420.475 . $256.983 7.01'1> ·7.Q4'1> 
n. S S2.811.843 $911.219 $2.703.092 $'920.510 4,ON. ·1.01'1> 
IN S SI,506,876 S99.749 SI.475.995 $516.778 2.0')'1, •.44,*, 
KS S S780,os2 $332.BS2 S617.182 S2S6,983 26.39'1> 29.52'1> 
ICY S 51.0$5.286 $411.199 SI.2S0.972 $409.878 ·15.64'1> 0.32,*, 
LA S SI.I64.664 $442.335 SI.423.598 $472,435 ·IB.I,,*,. -6.37'1> 
MA S SI.590.549 SS63.5(7 S1.341.702 $448,634 18.55'1> 25.62'1> 
MO S SI.321.458 S486.91'J8 1976.916 S340.314 35.27'1> .3.09'*' 
ME. S. S491.60S S25O.743 S420.475 S2S6,983 16.92'1> .2.43'1> 
MI S S2.315.Q92 $769.815 $2.475,657 S8S3.469 -6.4,,*, -9.80% 

.MN S . Sljl7.246 $457.303 SI.m9.371 5361.941 . 17.11'1> 26.35'1> 
MO S SI.389.747 . S506.407 SI.342.5SS 5467.953 3.51,*, 8.22'1> 
MS S $799.450 $338.~74 $942.999 $320.466 ·15.%5 5.5,,*, 
MT 'S S399.519 $224.529 . $420.475 $256.983 -4.98,*, ·12.63'1> 
NC S SI.755.761 . S610.596 SI.830.536 $6042.100 -4.08,*, -4.91'i1> 
NO S S356.997 S212.425 . '$420.475 $256.983 .15.10% .17.34'1> 
NE S SS82.754 $276.689 $425.9S5 $256.983 36.BI'I> . 7.67'1> 
NH S $479.624 S247.332 5420.475 $256.983 14.07,*, ·3.76,*, 
.N] S SI.975.932 .S673.270 SI.540.860 S514.828 28.24'1> 30.78'1> 
NM S SS69,285 S272.B55 $479.382 $256.983 IB.75'1> 6.18'1> 
NV S 5511,6S8 $256.451 5420.475 m6.983 21.69'1> '.0..11'1> 
NY S $4.368.994 51.354.476 $4.325.273 S1.400.88I 1.01'1> ·3.31 'I> 
OH s S2.710.099 S882.2S7 S2.93S.874 S l'oI3.sJO ·7.69'iI> ·12.95'1> 
OK S S942.842 5379.191 . $923.719 $309.330 2.07'1> 22.S8'*' 
OR S s879.619 5361.194 $746.57S S26S.IBI 17.82'1> 36.21'1> 
PA S $2.988.Q38 5961.373 S3.219.197 SI.Q64,649 ·7.18'1> . -9.70% 
PR S $994.876 5394:ooJ S2.468.561 $833.381 ·59.70% "52.72'1> 
Rl S $441.799 S236.565 5420.475 $256.983 5.07,*, .7.95'1> 
SC S SI.034.414 S40S..lS8 51.0$9.457 5368.308 .2.JK, 10.03'1> 
SO S S373sn $217.143 5420,475 $256.983 .11.15'1> ·13.50% 
TN S SI.343..107 5493.139 51.467.7S2 SSOI.Q4S .s.4,,*, ·1.57'1> 
TX S $4.140.31.5 SI,289.381 54.S20.882 SI.5I2.532 .s.42'1> ·14.7S'I> 
IJT S 5624.231 $288.496 5548.942 • Sl56.983 13:72'1> 12.26'*' 
VA S· SI.644.178 $578.833 SI.429.585 SS02.S3S 15.01'1> IS.18'1> 
vr S 5339.348 $207.401 5420.475 $256.983 ·19~ ·19~ 
WA S SI.376.335 SS02.S89 51.147.367 $388.246 19.96'1> 29.4S'I> 
WI S SI.344.548 $493.54!' SI.319.2S0 $457.443 I.m 7.8,,*, 
WV S S632.912 . 5296.967 . S809.383 . $278.339 ·21.80% 4.54'1> 
WY S S318.105 S20I.354 5420.473 Sl56.983 . ·24.3S'I> ·21:65'1> 
AS T 5221.403 SI34.376 $220.750 $137.483 ·2.26'1>O.m 
au· T $240.185 SI39.723 $220.750 SI37.485 8.80% 1.63,*, 
NR T $220.698 SI34.173 $220.750 SI37.485 .().02'1> ·241'1> 
PW T S214.636 S132.45O S220.75O SI37.485 ·2.77'1> ·3.66'1> 
VI T 5233.432 SI37.800 $220.750 5137.485 S.74'1> 0,23,*, 
ZI .T SI3I.S04 SI37.485 -4.3S'I> 

KRA Corporation 
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ExhlbltA-4 

Simulation 3: Elimination of the Base Grant. 

Formula Parameters 
PCIJPopulation Factor Weight 70% P& A Grant 

Population Factor Weight 25% ' 570,438.000 526.300.820 

Outcome Measures Weight 5% 

Total Appropriations 

·0.00%. State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.00% 

Individual Outcome Measures State Base Allotment SO SO 

PwDD in School 50% 0.00% 0.00% 

PwD Entering Employment 50% 

Territory Base (% Tot. Apl'r.) 

Territory Base Allotment SO SO 

Grant 

Percent Loss or Gain in .t\Ilotments 

-40%+--~ 

~ ChangeDDC 
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exhibit A-4(2) 

Formula Parameters 
PCI/Population Fl!.ctor Weight 70% 

.\ 

Population Factor Weight 25% 

OutCome Measures Weight 5% 

ndi,vidlllAl Outcome Measures 

PwDD in School 50% 

PwD Entering Employment 50% 

Total Appropriations $70.438,000 

State Base (% TOL Appr.) 0.00% 

SweBase . $0 

Tetritory Base (% TOL Appr.) 

Tetritory Base Allounent 

0.00% 

SO 

P &. A Grant 

S26,3oo,82O 

0.00% 

$0 

0.00% 

SO 

Percent Loss or Gain in AllotmentS 

40%...-==..,." 

20 % +--'---t 

0% +-----f,: 

-20% +---1+ 

---'- ~hange P&A 

KRA Corporation A-22 
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exhibit A-4(3) 

Formula Factors 
DDCGnmt P&AGnmt 

Population Factor. Weight Total Appropriations $70,438,000 S26.300.820 

Outcome MeasUres Weight 5% . State Base (% Tot Appr.) 0.00% 0.00% 

lndividualOutoome Measures State Base Allounent SO $0 

PwDD in School 50% Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.00% 0.00% 

PwD Entering Employment 50% Territory Base Allotment ·SO SO 

Grant Allotments by Population 
\ 

$6,000,000 

$4,000,000 

$2,000,000 

- New DDC Grant ADotment - Old DDC ADotment . 

KRA Corporation . A·23 
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Exhibit A-4(4) 

Formula' Parameters Formula Factors 
PCllPopulation Factor Weight 70% DDCGrant P& A Grant 

Population Factor Weight 25% Total Appropriations $70,438,000 $26,300.820 

OQtcome Measures Weight S% State Base (% TOL Appr.) 0.00% 0.00% 

Individual Outcome Measures State Base Allotment $0 SO 
PwDD in School 'SO% Territory Base (% TOL Appr.) 0.00% 0.00% 

PwD Entering Employment SO% Territory Base Allotment SO SO 

Grant AUotments by ,Population 

. $2,500,000 


$2,000,000 


. 51,500,000 


$1,000,000 


, - New P&A Grant Allotment '-- Old P&A Allotment 

KRA Corporation A-24 



exhibit A-4(5) 

Formula Parameters Formula Factors 

'!Dcome SI9 17 SI9317 

"":D;:;DC~G::-:I"aIIt="'-::P~A~A:-:G~nn=t-tPCl/Popul:atioo fa:uJr Weigh! 70'1> 
l'IlpuIatioo fa:uJr Weight lS'I! $70.438.000 S26.3OO.820Tota.I Apprnpriatiocs 

Scale 8ue('I! Tot. Appr.)Outl:otne Measun:s Wei! % .O.CICl'I! O.CICl'I! 
SO SOSalle 8ISI: A.lIoaIIeIIl 

Tc::rri1Dry 8ue ('I! Tot. Appr.) O.ClCl'l! O.CICl'I!PwDD iD School 50'1> 
SO SOPwD Emcrin 10 SO'ib TaritI:Iy Base A.IIoIm:m 

NadoaaJ PI=rSWes 52 
Terrtcortes 6 

'New Formula Old Formula 

SUle SIT DOCGI"aIIt 
~t 

PAA GI'IIDt 
~, 

FY " DOC 
~', 

FY95P&A 
AJIoaDeDt 

DOC 
~ 

P&A 
A.IIcICIiaiftII 

AI( S SI42.S89 553.241 1420.475 $256.983 -66.O!I'A> -79.'2.8'1! 
'AL S SI.26I,093 $410.879 SI.345,843 S447.562 -6.lO'J, SolI 'I! 

AA S .$760,886 S2&4.I07 $768.612 5261.0T7 -I.oI'l! L!2'1! 
AZ S SI.106.605 1413.195 S998.958 S339.216 10.78'1! 21.81% 
CA S $7.566.358 S2.Il25.200 . 16.423.100 $2.170.899 17J1O'l, ·30.14'1! 
00 S 5894.287 $333.917 $783.442 $274.638 14.15'1! 21.s8'1! 
cr S $7OS.589 5263.460 S696.6SS 5261.125 1.'2.8* O.89'l! 
DC S S127.171 147.468 1420.475 S2.S6.983 -69.77* -81.53* 

. DE S S173.619 564.871 1420.475 S2.S6.983 -SS.7I'I! .•74.77'1! 
fL S $3.538.218 .SI.321.134 .53.116.963 . SI.061.995 13's1'I! . 24,40'1! 
GA S SI.8«).961 5694.863 SI.718.762 S6OOD71 8.27'1! 15.8O'1! 
HI S 5291.692 . S108.915 1420.475 S2.S6.983 -30.63* ·57.62% 
IA ~ 5784.670 5292.988 . S806.646 5268.927 -2.72* 8.95'10 
ID S S317.720 S118.633 1420.475 S2.S6.983 -24.44'1! -53.84'1! 
n. S $2.857.709 SI.067.039 52.703,092 S920.510 .5.72* 15.92'10 
IN S SI.618.199 S604.2i9 Sl.475.995 5516.778 9.63* 16.92'1! 
KS S S680.360 S2..~.I)39 $617.1!2 . S2.S6.983 10.24'1! -I.IS'I! 
KY S SI.133.957 14:.>3.408 SI.2S0.972 S409.B78 ·-9.35'1! 3.lO'J, 
LA S SI.324.321 1494.488 SI.423.598 S472.435 -6.97'1! 4.67'1! 
MA S SI.429.78 1 S~33.865 SI.341.702 $448.634 6.s6'I! 19.CICl'I! 
MD S SI.171.532 $,37.438 $916.916 $340.314 19.92* 28,S4'1! 
ME S 5348.995 SI30.311 1420.475 S2.S6.983 .17.C1Cl'1! ..c9.29'1! 
MI S 52.489.407 5929.519 $2.475.6S7 ,$853.469 O.56'l! 8.91 'I! 
MN S SI.167.870 5436D7~ SI.039.371 $361.941 12.36* 2O.48'1! 
MO S SI.434.446 $535.6m SI.342.SSS $467.953 6.84'1! 14.46'1! 
MS S s893.~t7I 5333.613 5942.999 1320.466 -5.25* 4.ID'II 
MT S S2.S3.486 594.649 5420.475 S2.S6.983 -]9.71* -63.17'1! 
Ne S SI.965.933 S734,(m S1.830.536 5642.100 7.«1'1> 14.32'1! 

·ND S $193.786 S72,358 '1420.475 S2.S6.983 -53.91 'I! -71.84'1! 
NE S 5453.395 SI69.293 54lS.9SS S2.S6.983 6.44'1!. -34.12'10 
NH S 5291.160 SI08.716 1420.475 S2.S6.983 -30.75'1! ·57.70'1. 
NJ S SI.700.316 $634.880 S1..540.l!6O 5514.828 10.35* 23.32'1! 

NM S 5504.232 . 5188.275 5479.3!2 S2.S6.983 5.18'1! -26.74* 
NV S 5341.559 5171.535 1420.475 S2.S6.983 -18.77'1! -50.37'1! 
NY S 14.348,029 $1.623.509 54.325m 51.Gl.881 0's3'1! 15.89'I! 
OH S 53.OS2.006 51.139.587 $1.935.874 SI,013.530 '].96'1! 12.44'1! 
OK S 5981.934 S366.644 $923.719 S309.330 6.30'11 18.s3'1! 
OR S $871.263 $308.892 $746.575 S26S.181 10.81'1! 16.48'1! 
PA S 13.223.878 $1.203.763 $3.219.197 $1.1164.649 O.l5'1! 13m'l! 
PR S n.m.759 5848.998 S2.468.s61 5833.381 -7.89'1! 1.87'1! 
Rl S 5268.994 Sloo.440 ' 5420.475 S2.S6.983 -36.03* ;.fj().92'1! 
SC S SI.llS.329 1416.452 SI.OS9.457 5368.308 5.27* I3m'l! 
SD S 5212.941 $79.510 5420.475 S2.S6.983 -49.36'1! -69.06'1! 
TN S $1.464.633 S546.879 SI.467.752 SSOI.D45 ~.21'1! 9.15'10 
TX S 14.925.383 S1.839.1)87 14.520.882 SI.512.S32 '8.95* 21,S9'1! 
lIT S 5583.365 5217.822 5548.942 S2.S6.983 6.27'1! -15.24'10 
VA 
VT 

S 
S 

$1.613.767 
SI56.099 

$602.S64 
. 5SS.286 

. $1.429's85 
1420.475 

SS02.S35 
S2.S6.983 

12.88'10 
-6l.88'1! 

19.9O'I! 
-77.32'1! 

WA S SI.336.s07 5499.038 51.147.367 S388.246 16.48'1! 28,S4'1! 
WI S $1.375.874 ' 5513.737 $1.319.250 S457M3 4.29'1! I2.3 I'I! 
wv S S602.2S8 5224.877 S809.383 5278.339 -25,S9'1! ·19.21% 
WY S $135.D07 $50.410 S42O.47S $256.983 -67.89'1! -80.38'1! 
AS T $40.939 515.l86 $220.750 $137.485 -8t.45'1o -88.88'10 
au T S4S.09S SI6.838 S220.750 $137.485 .•79.57'1! -87.75'1! 
NR T $20.739 $7.744 $220.750 $137.485 -90.61 'I! -94.37'1! 
PW ,T $10.993 14.105 S220.75O $1 37.48S -95.02'10 -97.01'1> 
VI T $37.883 514.14S S220.75O $137.485 -8l.84'1! -89.71 'I! 
ZI T SO $137.485 -IOO.CICl'I! 

KRA Corporation A-25 



ExhlbltA-5 

Simulation 4: High Base Grant 

Formula Parameters Formula Factors 
PCIJPopulation Factor Weight 70% DDCGrant p'&AGrant 

Population Factor Weight 25%' Total Appropriations $70.438.000 $26.300.820 

Outcome Measures Weight 5% Slate Base (%Tot Appr.) 0.50% 0.90% 

IodividuaJ Outcome Measures State Base Allotment $352.190 $236.707 

PwDD in School 50% Base (% Tot Appr.) 0.35% 0.55% 

fwD Entering Employment 50% Territory Base Allotment $246.533 $144.655 

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments 

60%-r"':!!=~ 

40% +-----+~ 

" - ChangeDDC 

KRA Corporation 



exhibit A-6(2) 

Formula Parameters 
PCIIPopulation Factor Weight 70% P&AGraat 

Population Factor Weight 25% 

DDCGraat 

$70,438.000. Total Appropriations $26.300.820 

Outcome Measures Weight 5% State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.50Ch 0.90% 

Individual Outcome Measures State Base Allotment $352.190 $236.707 

PwDD in School 50% Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.35% 0.55% 

PwD Entering Employment 50% Territory Base Allotment $246.533 $144.655 

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments 

40% +----t~~~~ 

-- CbangeP&A 

KRA Corporation A-27· 
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exhibit A-6(3) 

Parameters 
. PClIPopulation Factor Weight . 70% P&AGrant 

Population Factor Weight 25% $70,438.000Total Appropriations $26.300.820 

Outcome Measures Weight 5% 0.50%State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.90% 

Individual Outcome Measures . S_llase Allotment $352.190 . $236.707 

PwDD in School 50% ·0.55% 

PwD Entering Employment 50% 

Territory Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.35.% 

Territory Base Allotment $246.533 $144.655 

DDCGnmt 

Grant Allotments by Population 

$7,000,000 -r-I.......~I..,.,.TCII' 

$6,000,000 . 

$S,ooo,QOO 

$4,000,000 

53,000,000 . 

$2,000,000 

.$0 

- New DDC Grant AUotment - Old DDC Allotment· 

KRA Cqrooration A·26 
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exhibit A-6(4) 

Fonnula Parame~t'S 
PCIIPopulation Factor Weight ' 70% 

, Population Factor Weight 25% 

Outcome Measures Weight 5% 

Territory Base Allotment 

DDC Grant 

$70,438.000 

0.50% 

$352.190 

0.35% 

$246.533 

P & A Grant 

$26.300.820 

0.90% 

$236,707 

0.55% 

$144.655 

Individual Outcome Measures 

PwDD in School 

PwD Entering Employment 

50% 

50% 

Grant Allotments by Population 

$2,500,000 ..,----.­JTat. I,.' 

$2,000,000 

$1,500,000 

$1.000,000 

$500,000 

:.........- New P&A Grant Allotment -..:.. Old P&A Allotment 

KRA Corporation 



,exhibit A~(6) 

Formula Parameters Formula Factors 
f"ClIPopuWiOll Fao:cr Weight 70'i> OOCGnant Pit A Gnant 

PopuWioD Fact« Weight 25~ TClQJ ApprcpriIIioII$ $70.438.000 S26.3OO.820 
Ouu::ome Me:a!IUIeS Wehh! S~ SIaIl: Base (., Tot. Appr.) (l3)'l> 0.9O'l> 
lJIdh1daal Outcome M_m SIaIl: Buc AlIocmeIIt $351.190 ' S236.707' 

PWOO in ScbIxII 5O'l> Taritllry Base (., Tot. Appr.) , ' 0.35" o..s5... 
PwD Emering Enmlovment 5O'l> Taritary BIle AlIocmc:ot $246,533 SI4U55 

SCates 52 NaDonal PerCllrlla Income (f'Y 95) $19.317 $19.317 
TcrrtlOria 6 

Pct.DUlen:ace 
NnFormuia Old FormuJa:: ' , . (New -Old) 

DDeGrut PltAGr- ., FY"DDe " FY"PltA DDe . PId.
Stau! SiT , A1IocmeDt AUoaneat A1IocmeDt A1IocmeDt 'A.IkItIDaIt A.IkItIDaIt 

AI( S S455.211 Sl63.27S . S420:475 $2.S6.983 8.26., 2.45., 
AI.. S SI.263.330 : $471.676 ' $1.345.843 S447.s62 -6.\3" 5.39'l> 
AR S $901.930 . s37S.477 $168.612 $26um 17.35., '''''.97., 
AZ S SI.151.712 S442.892 S998.9S8 $339.216 15.29'i1> ]().56Il, 

CA .S S5.8 I8.884 SI.646.482 $6.423.100 $2.1 '70.899 -9.41" , ' ·lA.l6'l! 
,. " 

CO S $998.312 S403.332 $783.442 $274.638 27.43'" ' 46.86., 
CT S S861.978 S368.174 S696.6S5 ' $261.125. 23.n... 41.oo'l> 
DC S $444.039 Sl6O.394 S420.475 $25:6.983 5.6O'l> 1.33., 
DE S S477.630 S269.0S6 S420.475 $2.S6.983 13.59'l> 4.7O'l> 
FL 5 ·$2.908.S52 , $895.953 $3.116.963 SI.06I,995 ,-6.69'l> ·15.63" 
GA 5 SI.696.734 SS83.444 SI.7IS.762 SlIXJJ1'1I ·1.28" ·2.77., 
HI 5 SS62.937 S291,0S6 S420.475 $2.S6.983 33.88" 13.26~ 
fA S $919.114 S382.90s S806.646 S268.927 13.94'" 42.38., 
ID S $581.743 S29S.90S S420.475 $2.S6.983 38.35., 15.15., 
n. S $2.416.885 $769.160 $2.703.092 S920.510 .10.59'l> ·16.44 ... 

IN S St.52I.339 $538.213 SI.475.995 1$16.778. 3,.07'" 4."" 

KS S $843.750 .' $363.473 s617.IS2 $2.S6.983 36.71" 41. .... " ­
ICY S S1.I71.474 $447.988 SI.lSO.972 S409.178 -6.35" 9.3O'l> 

IJ\ S SI.309.012 :.483.451 SI.423.598 S47'2,435 .-8DS., 2.33" 

MA S Sl.3&S.107 ~S03.106 ' SI.)41.702 $448.634 3.24., 12.14., 

MD 5 SI.198.622 S454.989 $976.916 $340.314 22.69'l> 33.7O'l> 

ME S $604.339 S301.733 S420.475 $2.S6.983 43.n., 17.41" 

MI S ., $2.150.786 S7OO.537 $2.475.651 S8S3.469 ·13.12., .17.92" 


'MN S ·SI.195.976 ,. S454.307 SI.m9.371 $361.941 ISm., 25.52'l> 

MO S SI.388.577 SS03.975 SI342.585 $467.953 3.43'" 7.m 

M5 s. S997.723 S403.I80 $942.999 $320.466 SJIO'lI> 25.81., 
 .'
MT S S535.334 $283.937 1420.475 S2S6S83 'i7.32'l> 1'0.49'l> 

NC. ,s SI.772.577 S6in.oo3 SI.830.536 1642.100 ·3.17., . • -6.O9<l> , 

NO s S492.lOO, $272.814 ' S420.475 $2.S6.983 ' 17.Dti'l> . 6.16., 

NE' S $679.768 5321.IS5 S425.955 S2.S6.983 59.S9'l> lA.98'" 

NH 5 S562.553 $290.951 ,S420.475 ' $2.S6.983 33.",*, ' 13.22'1> 

NJ 5 SI.S80.668 SS53.513 SI.540Jl6O SSl4.828 7.51.,
2.58" 


NM 5 $716.497 5330.651 5479.382 $2.S6.983 49.46" 28.67., . 

NV 5 SS98.966 S300.347 S420.475 S2.S6.983 42.45., 16.87., 

NY s S3.493.641 S 1 ,046,838 . S4.325.273 SI.400.88 1 , .19,23., 
 ·25.27" . 

OH s S2.S51.l64 . SBOS.362 $2.935.874 SI.o13;53O -12.9O'l> ·20.54., 

OK 5 SI.06I.631 S419.663 $923.719 S309.330 14,93" 35.67" 

OR S $949,888 5390.844 $746.575 S26S.181 27,23" 47.39'1> 

PA 5 S2.681.442 $837.385 53.219.197 SI.064.649 -16.70'1> ·21.3S., 

PR 5 SI.994.981 S660.351 $2.468.561 $833.381 -19.18" ·20.76" , 

RI S S~.538 Slil6.827 S420.475 $2.S6.983 29.98" 11.61..­
sc S SI.158.0,15 S444.5n SI.059.457 ' S368J08 9.3O'l> 20,69'l> 

50 5 SSQ6,040 $276.383 S420.475 ' Sl56.983 2O.3S" 7.55., 

TN 5 . SI.410.387 S509.6OO SI.467.752 S50Ul45 ·3.91'" 1.71., 

TX S 53.910.779 SI.I54.41 2 S4.520.882 SI.5I2.532 .13.5O'J1, ·23.68., 

lIT S $773.671 S345.4:01 S548.942 ' S2.S6.983 --40,94" 34,41'" 

VA 5 SI,sIS.l37 S537.387 SI.429.585 . SS02.S35 6.19'l> 
 6.94" 
VT S $464.971 S26S.792 S420.475 S2.S6.983 10.58" 3.43" 
WA S SI.317.816 $4115.727 S1.I47.361 S38U46 14.B6'l> 25.11" 
WI 5 SI.346.259 . S493.062 . SI.319.lSO S451.443 , 2.05., ,7."" 

wv 5 $787.321 , S348.921 S809.383 $27S.339 . ·2.73., , 25.36'l> 

wY s S449.732 S261.862 , S420.475 S2.S6.9S3 6.96" 1.9O'l> 


.,~ 

AS T S276.1I1 S152.282 S220.75O SI37.485 ,,25.08" 10,76"
, . 
GU T S279.114 S153.051 $220.750 SI37.485 26.""" 11.33., 

NR 'T S26I.517 SI48.519 , S220.75O S137.485 18,47" 8.03., 

pW T, ,S254.476 SI'46.703 . S220.75O SI37.485 IS.l8'l> 
 6.7O'l> 

VI T S273.903 SI51.713· ' S220.75O ' SI37.485 lA:68., 10.35., 

21 T SI44.655 SI37.485 5.21., 


KRA COfporation 
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ExhlbltA-6 

,Simulation 5: Ellmln,ation of the Outcomes 
Factor 

FonnulaParameters 
PCIlPopulation Factor Weight 74% P& A GraDt 

$70,438.000 $26.300.820 

Outcome Measures Weight 0% . 

Tot8J AppropriationsPopulation Factor Weight 26% 

0.30% 0.65% 

Individual Outcome Measures 

State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 

$211.314 $170,955 

PwDD in School 50% 

State Base Allotment 

0.30% 0.50% 

PwD Entering Employment 50% 

Territory Base (% Tot Appr.) 

$131,504$211.314Territory Base Allotment 

DDCGrant 

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments 

40% ""1""':===-

20%1==1. 

lo%f=filll 

-20 % +----lt~li¢.. 

- ChangeDDC 

KRA Corporation, A-31 



exhibit A-6(2) 

~ ..' 

Formula Parameters Factors 
PCIIPopulation Factor Weight 74% DDCGrant P& 

570,438,000.. Total Appropriations Population Factor Weight 26% 526.300.820 

Outcome Measures 0% 0.30%State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.65% 

Individual Outcome Measures State Base Allotment 5211.314 5170,955 

PwDD in School 50% 0.30%Territory Base (% Tot Appr.) 0.50% 

PwD Entering Employment 50% 5211.314rerritory Base Allotment 5131.504 

Percent Loss or Gain in Allotments 

20 % +-----f!,; 

O%~••••••I
. -10% +C-'----+ 

-30 % 4-I-~i-+II'" 

- ChangeP&A 

KRA Corporation 
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Exhibit A-6(3) 

.Fonnula Parameters 
. ·.PClJPopulation F~or Weight 74% DDCGrant P&AGrant 

Population Factor Weight 26% $70,438.000 526.300.820 

.Outcome Measures Weight 0% 

Total ApFpriations 

0.30%. State Base (% Tot. Appr.) 0.65% 

Individual Outcome Measures State Base Allotment 521i.314 5170.955 

PwDD in School 50% Tenitory Base (% Tot Appr.) 0.30% 0.50% 

PwD Entering Employment 50% Territory Base Allotment 5211.314 5131.504 

Grant Allotments by PopUlation 

$7 ,000,000 T~51.~~E.Ipen:. I 

$6,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$4,000,000 

. $3,000,000 

. $2,000,000 

$1,000,000 

- New DDC Grant Allotment ,,:--Old DDC Allotment 

KRA Corporation A·33 



$2,500,000 T"rilT~a'f.::i:Lli:mr~~ 

exhibit A-6(4) 

Formula 

. Population Factor Weight' 26% 

Outcome Measures W 0% 0.30% 0.65% 

Individual Outcome Measures $211.314 S170,955 

PwDD in School 50% Base (% Tot Appr:) . 0.30% 0.50% 

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

$2,000,000 

$1,500,000 

$],000,000 

$500,000 

Grant Allotmentsby Population .' 

...........,.. New P&A Grant Allotment - Old P&A Allotment 

, . 

KRA Corporation A-34 
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exhibit A-6(6) 

Pet. Dlffermce 
New Fonnula Old Fonnula (New"()kI) 

State SIT 
DOCGrut 
AUoImeat 

PI1:AGrut 
.uoc-t 

FY 95 DOC 
.uoc-t 

FY95P&:A 
A.UomIaIt 

DOC 
.uoc-t 

P&:A 
·A.UomIaIt 

AI( 5 $328.714 $204,374 $o4:2n.475 S2S6.983 -21.B2'l> -20.47'l> 
AL 5 SI.26lJ69 s47O.2'Xl SI.345.843 $0447.562 -417'l> S.OII" 
AR 5 $&46.973 . $351.901 $768.612 I26l.1m 10..2O'il> 34.79'1> 
KZ. 5. S1.142..!1OO $0436.026 S998.9!18 5339..216 14.37'l> 28.!14" 
CA 5 S6..534.8l8 SI.971.ooo $6.423.100 $2.170.899 1;74" -921'l> 
CO 5 S9S7.342 $383,319 $783.442 SZ74.638 22..:2ll'l> 39.57.. 
cr 5 $188.476 $335.l!1O $696.655 1261.125 13.l8'l> 28.39'l> 
DC 5 $319.440 $201.734 $0420,475 $256.983 . -24.1l3" ·21..50'1> 
DE 5 $352.396 $:211.116 $0420.475 . $2s6.9S3 ·16.19'l> ·17.l1S.. 
A­ 5 53.180,371 $1.016.124 53.'16.963 SI.(161.995 2.03'l> 4.32'l> 
GA 5 S1.780293 $617.579 SI.7IS.762 $600.671 3.!18'l> 2.92'l> 
Hi 5 $448.678 $238.352 $0420.475 $256.983 6~ ·7..25" 
lA 5 $864.200 $3!16.80S S806.646 S268.927 7.\3.. .32.68" 
10 5, $0477.967 S2A6.861 $0420.475 $256.983 13.67'l> -3.94" 
IL 5 S2.!190.486 $848.208 $2.703,092 $92O.!Il0 4.17.. ·7.l1S" 
IN 5 SI.536.464 S548.171 $1.475.995 SSI6.778 4.10'1> 6.07.. 
KS 5 m5.l94 $331.497 $617.182 S2S6.983 25.62'l> 29.OO'l> 
KY 5 SI.I59219 $0040.785 sl.l!IO.m S409.878 ·7.33'l> . 7.54" 
LA 5 SI33O.l70 S189.448 SI.423.598 S47l.43S. -6..!I6'l. 3.6O'l> 
MA 5 SI359.736 1497.864 SI.341.702 $448.634 1.34.. 10.97'l> 
MO 5 SI.I7I.S33 $444.376 $976.916 S340.314 19.9S" 3O.!I8'l> 
ME 5 $0499.313 S2S2.937 $0420.475 $256.983 IS.75'l> ·I.!I7'l> 
MI 5 SU97.l32 $164.731 $2.47!1.657 S8S3.469 -7.21'l> ·Io.4O'l> 
MN S SI.I81.819 $447.218 SI.039.371 ..$361.941 13.71" . 23.56.. 
MO 5 SI,393.646 t507.517 ,SI.342.SSS $467.953 3.8O'l> 8.45" 
M5 5 $961.363 S384.463 5942.999 $320.466 1.9S'l> 19.97'l> 
MT 5 $0420.220 S23O.422 $0420.475 $256.983 .().Cl6'l> . ·10.34'l> 
NC S SI.844.244 $635.783 S1.S3O.!I36 $642.100 0.75" ~.98'l> 
NO 5 $370.489 S216266 $0420.475 $256.983 -11.89'1> ·15.84'l> 
NE 5 SS78.132 $275.373 $0425.955 S2S6.983 35.73'l> 7.16.. 
NH 5 $0433.493 $234.200 $0420.475 $256.983 3.10'1> -8.87'l> 
Nl 5 SI.!I94.026 SS64.5!17 SI.!I4O.860 SSl4.8l8 3.45" 9.66'l> 

NM 5 $631.033 $290.432 $0479.382 $256.983 31.6J'l> 13.02.. 
NV 5 $492.462 S2S0.987 $0420.475 $256.983 17.12'l> ·2.33.. 
NY 5. S3.7I4.954 SI.l68298 $o4.325.l73 SI.4OO.881 ·14.11.. ·I6.6O'l> 
OH 5 $2.728.449 S887.480 $2.935.814 SI.Ol3.!13O -7.07" ·12.44'l> 
OK 5 SI.022.472 S401.859 $923.719 $309.330 10.69'l> 29.91'l> 
OR 5 $901.058 S367297 · $146.!175 S26S.l81 20.69'l> 38.51'l> 
PA 5 S2.809".789 $910.635 $3.219.197 SI.Q64.649 ·12.72" ·14.47" 
PR 5 $2.164.893 $727.059 S2.468.!161 S833.381 ·12.3O'l> -12.76'l> 
Rl 
SC 

5 
S 

$0430.062 
SI.13O.6!17 

$233.224 
$432.654 . 

$0420.475 
SI.0S9.4!17 

S2S6.983 
S368.301! 

2.28.. 
6.72" 

·9.25" 
17.47'l> 

50 
TN 

. TX 
UT 
VA 

5 
5 
5 
5 
S 

. $386.663 
. SI.43O.867 

$4.355,077 
S694.!167 

SI.549;3()3 

sno.870 
S518.112 

SI.35O.!ll4 
S3OI!.!I17 
S551.826 

$0420.475 
. SI.467.752 

$4.!120.882 
S548.942 

SI.429.585 

$256.983 
$.501,045 

SI.5I2.S32 
$256.983 
S!I02.S35 

-8.04" 
·2.SI'l> 
·3.67" 
26.!13'l> 
8.37'l> 

·14.OS" 
3.41'l> 

·10."" 
20.05" 
9.SI'l> 

VT 5 S341.29S S207.956 $o420.!475 . $256.983 -IS.83'l> ·19.011" 
WA 5 SI.309.446 'S483.!148 S1.I47.367 $388.246 14.13.. 24.55" 
WI 5 SI.348.I68 $494.571 SI.319..2S0 $o4!17.443 2.19'l> 8.12" 
WV 5 $701.690 S31O.!I4S · $809.383 SZ7S.339· ·13.3 1'l> 1I.57'l> 
WY 5 $322.024 S202.470 $420.47S $256.983 -23.41" . ·21.21% 
AS 
GU 

T.. 
T 

S246.966 
S25O,301 

SI41.6S3. 
S142.602 

sno.75O 
· t!:2o.75O 

SI37.48S 
SI37,485 

11.88.. 
13.39'l> 

3m.. 
3.72'l> 

NR T S229.301! SI36.626 sno.75O SI37.48S 3.88'l> . .().62'l> 
PW T sno.821 SI34.210 S220.75O SI37.48S 0.03'l> .2.38'l>. 
VI T $244.048 SI40.822 sno.75O SI37,485 10.55'l> 2.43'l> 
ZI T SI3I,S04 SI37.485 4.35.. 
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