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LEVERAGING RESOURCES TO DO THE MOST FOR 
STUDENTS:  THE VIEW FROM THE STATE

Katie Hagan, Research Associate



Key finance opportunities for states:

1. Deliver funding via an equitable formula driven by students and 
student types/needs (that stands the test of time).

2. Prioritize flexibility.

3. Ensure access to productivity data: Build an information system that 
benchmarks spending and outcomes by school and share successes.

4. Develop financial skills of district leaders and school communities.

5. Tackle long-term cost obligations and ensure sustainable revenue 
structure.
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For more information: https://edunomicslab.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/SEA_of_the_Future_Vol-2_Prioritizing_Productivity-11-2013.pdf



1. Deliver funding via an equitable formula driven by students and 
student types/needs

Student Based Allocation
• Formula is based on counts of 

students or student types.
• Some states use weights for various 

student types.
• Majority of state use this approach, 

similar to UPSFF, but also have 
funding outside the formula => In 
effect, most are actually operating 
as a hybrid
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http://funded.edbuild.org/national#formula-type



Key Decision:  What portion of 
total funds are in the formula? 

©2018 Edunomics Lab, Georgetown University 

https://edunomicslab.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/chap2_SEAF3_Miller_Roza_Simburg.pdf Additional state analysis by Edunomics Lab

DC apportions some $ outside its student formula.  
For instance, apportions for SpEd Transp., Charter School 

Board, etc. are outside the student-based formula. 
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Key Decision: What should the weights be?

• No empirical method to determine “the right” weight. 

• Can explore evidence of performance of each group to assess which 
student groups need relatively more resources.

Ex. If English Learner secondary student performance is weak across all 
school types, a state might consider adding/raising the weight for this 
student type
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State formulas differ 
in base and type/level 
of weights

Category

Base

Grade level 

Special Education

ELL

At-Risk/ Poverty

Foster Youth
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CA LCFF (FY18)

$7,301

Grades K-3: 1.03
Grades 4-6: 1.00
Grades 7-8: 1.03

Grades 9-12: 1.22

N/A

.20

.20

.20

UPSFF (FY19)

$10,658

Preschool: 1.34
Pre-K & K: 1.30

Grades 1-5: 1.00
Grades 6-8: 1.08

Grades 9-12: 1.22

Range: .97-3.49

.49

.224

N/A

Note of caution when comparing 
amounts/ weights across state and 
district formulas: 
• State formulas deliver funds to LEAs 

(with goal of broad equity, 
flexibility). 

• LEA’s tend to use more nuanced 
WSF formulas (in concert with 
central programs) to meet the needs 
of their students in their schools
taking into account their context and 
spending history



LEA formulas tend to 
differ in complexity 
from state formulas
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Key Decision: Does ‘at-risk’ funding target 
students most in need of additional support?
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• Measuring poverty is challenging, but should be considered  
• Some districts use attendance gaps, courses failed, prior year 

performance, etc. to measure “at risk” (fewer states use measures of 
“at-risk” in formulas)

• Best place to start: see how current definition stacks up to performance
• New measures emerging
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Key Decision: Should weights be additive?
• Usually they are
• In CA, weights are not additive  



New measures emerging, such as the Opportunity Atlas - measuring 
average outcomes of adults by neighborhood in which they grew up
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https://www.opportunityatlas.org/
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Key Decision: How to measure need in ELL weights?

States vary in how they structure ELL weights:

• Standard weight for all students regardless of level.

• Vary the weight dependent on student proficiency (six states do 
this).

• Higher weight corresponding to ELL concentrations within 
districts.

• Combination of any of the above.
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Oklahoma

Key Decision: How to structure weights for SpEd?

• Some weight the type of 
disability (e.g. autism, 
hearing impaired),(e.g. OK)

• Others define level of need 
corresponding to rough 
costs (levels 1-4) (e.g. PA).  

• Treatment of highest costs 
students sometimes is done 
by reimbursement.



Key Decision:  should 
the state require that 
funds delivered on 
behalf of student types 
be passed along in 
same portion by the 
district to the school?

New school-by-school spending 
data will enable understanding of 
whether or not the schools with 
students who generate revenue 
via UPSFF actually receive those 
funds at the school level.
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3. Ensure access to 
productivity data. 
Build an info system 
that compares 
spending and 
outcomes

--Goal is to drive 
continuous 
improvement.

--Train leaders to 
benchmark progress.

--Celebrate successes  

ROI 
Superstars
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4. Develop financial skills of district leaders and school 
communities

• School leader management skills explain significant portion of 
variation in student performance.1

• Most school/district leaders have little access to training in financial 
leadership.2

• Principals are eager to engage more on financial decisions.  They 
believe doing so will better support their staff and students. 3

• Teachers and the public trust financial information that comes from 
principals.3

1. Bloom, N., Lemos, R., Sadun, R., & Van Reenen, J. (2014). Does Management Matter in Schools. Economic Journal, Royal Economic Society, vol. 0(584), pages 647-674, 05. Retrieved from 
https://www.nber.org/papers/w20667
2. Roza, M. (2018). Equipping School Leaders to Spend Wisely. National Association of State Boards of Education, Journal: The Standard, September 2018. Retreived from 
http://www.nasbe.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Roza_September-2018-Standard.pdf. 
3. Research findings presented by Edge Research and HCM.

https://www.nber.org/papers/w20667
http://www.nasbe.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Roza_September-2018-Standard.pdf
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Thank you! 
Katie Hagan

Katie.Hagan@Georgetown.edu 757-589-0490 
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