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The Rural School and Community Trust is a private, non-profit organization whose mission is to help rural schools and
communities work together for the benefit of all rural people. Economically distressed rural communities are a special
priority for us, and the role of ESEA in schools serving these communities of particular concern.

While there are many important issues in reauthorization that affect these communities, one that concerns us a great
deal seems to be getting very little consideration. Title | of the Act is explicitly intended to reach high-poverty schools,
and formula changes first enacted in 1994 but not funded until 2002 were intended to send more Title | funds to those
school districts with high concentrations of poverty. We strongly support that goal, but those formula changes do not by
any reasonable measure accomplish it. Instead, they systematically discriminate against high-poverty rural and small
town districts as well as moderate-sized, high-poverty urban districts.

The Title | formula is therefore badly in need of the Committee’s close scrutiny. It should be aligned more perfectly with
congressional objectives.
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The Weighting System

In its recently released Blueprint for reauthorization of ESEA, the Obama Administration calls on “...school districts and
states to take steps to ensure equity, by such means as moving toward comparability in resources between high- and
low-poverty schools.” The federal government should answer the same call with respect to the Title | formula and the
distribution of resources among high- and low-poverty school districts.

The intent to send more money to districts with “high concentrations” of poverty was supposed to be accomplished by
the Targeted Grants and Education Finance Incentive Grants (EFIG) first funded under the No Child Left Behind Act.
These two grant formulas use weighting systems that inflate the formula student count in most districts.

Each district’s Title | student count is calculated using two alternative weighting systems. One weighting system inflates
the formula student count on the basis of the percentage of disadvantaged students in a district. Under “percentage
weighting,” the higher the percentage of disadvantaged students in the district, the more each one counts in the formula.

The other weighting system inflates the formula student count on the basis of the absolute number of Title | students in
a district. Under “number weighting,” the more disadvantaged students in a district, the more each one counts in the
formula.

For a given district, the weighting system that results in the higher total weighted formula student count is the one used
in the formula to determine that district’'s share of the Targeted or EFIG grant. Since the amount available to be
distributed under either of these weighted grants is fixed by congressional appropriation, any gain by one district causes
a loss to other districts. It is important to note that a district can “gain weight” in its student count and still lose “weight
share” — and therefore funding -- if other districts gain proportionally more weight than it does.

The number weighting alternative is often favorable to very large districts, especially if the district’'s disadvantaged
student percentage is not very high. But because smaller districts simply do not have enough students to gain much
from number weighting, they are rarely better off under the number weighting alternative. If two districts have identical
percentages of poverty but one is larger than the other, the larger one will receive more per formula student under this
weighting scheme. Moreover, a larger district with a lower percentage of poverty can, and in fact often does, receive
more per formula student than a smaller district with a much higher rate of poverty.

For example, Fairfax County (VA) Public Schools, with a 5.5% Title | eligibility rate, was allocated a Title | grant in school
year 2008-09 of $1,935 per formula student. By contrast, Lee County (VA) Public Schools, with a 32.7% eligibility rate,
was allocated $1,488 per formula student. If all districts’ student count were weighted according to percentage weighting
only (i.e., there was no number weighting alternative), this gap would be eliminated, according to data from the
Congressional Research Service that will be discussed below.

Similar examples are legion. This is a case of a systematic bias favoring population density over population dispersion,
poverty levels notwithstanding.



How the Weighting System is Applied in Two Districts

To demonstrate how this kind of outcome is possible, consider two districts in Texas with a similar percentage of
disadvantaged students but very different numbers of students. Houston Independent School District had a 29% Title |
eligibility rate’ and an estimated 71,000 Title | eligible students in school year 2007-08 while Jim Hogg County School

District had a 28% eligibility rate and an estimated 310 eligible students.

Table 1 shows the student count results for these two districts using percentage weighting. With very similar poverty
rates in these two districts, the weighting system vyields very similar average net weights for each eligible student — about
1.5. Houston’s average net weight is slightly higher because its poverty rate is slightly higher.
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Using percentage

weighting, a Title | formula student in both districts is “worth” about 1.5 students in the eligibility count.

Tabl e 1. Targeted Grant Authorization for Using “Percentage Elig
Houston (70,947 of about 244,500 Jim Hogg (310 of about 1,110 stu-
students are eligible — 29%) dents are eligible -- 28%)
Percentage of Weight Given Actual Number | Weighted Number | Actual Number of | Weighted Number
Students Who Are | Each Student in | Eligible Students | Eligible Students | Eligible Students | Eligible Students
Eligible Bracket in This Bracket (Col 3 x Col 2) in this Bracket (Col 5 x Col 2)
Col. 1 Col. 2 Col. 3 Col. 4 Col. 5 Col. 6
Up to 15.58 1.00 37,570 37,570 174 174
15.59-22.11 1.75 15,747 27,557 73 127
22.12-30.16 2.5 17,630 44,075 64 159
30.17-38.24 3.25 0 0 0
38.25 and up 4.00 0 0 0
Total 70,947 109,202 310 460
Avg. Net Weight of Each Eligible Student 1.54 1.48
Table 2 shows how these two districts fare using number weighting. Because there are nearly 71,000 eligible students
in Houston, some count as much as 3 times in the formula. In fact, over half Houston’s eligible students actually land in
the fifth bracket where each counts as three students. When you add in this extra weight and sum it all up, every eligible
Houston student, on average, counts as 2.69 students in the formula.
Tabl e 2. Targeted Grant Authorization for Using “Number” Weightd.i
Houston (70,947 of about 244,500 Jim Hogg (310 of about 1,110
students are eligible — 29%) students are eligible -- 28%)
Number of Weight G|ver_| Actual Number of Wt?n_;!hted Number | Actual !‘lt-meer Wt?lg!hted Number
Eligible Students Each Student in Eligible Students Eligible Students of Eligible Eligible Students
9 Bracket 9 (Col 3 x Col 2) Students (Col 5 x Col 2)
Col. 1 Col. 2 Col. 3 Col. 4 Col. 5 Col. 6
1-691 1.0 691 691 310 310
692-2,262 1.5 1,571 2,357 0 0
2,263-7,851 2.0 5,589 11,178 0 0
7,852-35,514 2.5 24,710 61,775 0 0
35,515 and up 3.0 38,386 115,158 0 0
Total 70,947 191,159 310 310
Avg. Net Weight of Each Eligible Student 2.69 1.00

“Title | eligibility rate” refers to the formula student count divided by the U.S. Census estimate of the Local Education Agency’s aged

5-17 population.
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By contrast, under the number weighting system, each formula student in Jim Hogg County would still only count as one,
because Jim Hogg has only 310 eligible students, not enough to have any that are counted in any of the higher weight
brackets.

Since each district gets the benefit of whichever weighting system helps it more, each formula student counts 2.69 times
in Houston, using number weighting system, and each formula student counts 1.48 times in Jim Hogg County, using the
percentage weighting system.

In other words, even though these two districts have about the same poverty rate, a Title | student in Houston is worth
about 75% more in the formula than a Title | student in Jim Hogg County, simply because there are more of them. It
should be noted that there are a lot more places like Jim Hogg County in Texas than there are places like Houston, and
that the overall scale of schooling in high-poverty areas of rural Texas rivals the overall scale of schooling in Houston.

In school year 2008-09, over 80 percent of the school districts in the nation, like Jim Hogg County, did not have enough
formula students to make it out of the first bracket in the number weighting system. Over 94% did not get past the
second bracket. At the other extreme, only 16 districts placed students in the top number weighting bracket. The real
advantages of number weighting are reserved for the few.

But the advantage given large districts becomes even more extreme when a Title | student in a large, low-poverty
suburban district “counts more” than one in a small, high poverty rural area, as in the contrast noted above between
Fairfax County Public Schools and Lee County Public Schools. Saying that a Title | student in Fairfax County counts
more because poverty is more highly concentrated there than in Lee County strains credibility.

The Impact of Number Weighting

The Congressional Research Service computed the effect of the number weighting system on school district
allocations for school year 2008-09. It compared actual allocations for each district for that year with those that would
have been made if the formula used only percentage weighting for all districts. These are estimates only. CRS did no
analysis of the results. What follows is the Rural School and Community Trust analysis of these data. *

The Data Base

There were 14,179 recipient entries in the CRS data set, which included districts, State distributions under Part D
Subpart 2, and Puerto Rico. We removed the following:

1 State funding for Part D, Subpart 2 (children adjudicated delinquent by the state)
1 890 districts with fewer than 10 formula students (3,685 formula students)

1 1,061 districts with at least 10 formula students but with an eligibility rate of less than 5% (147,063 formula
students)

1 117 districts for which data was missing (unknown number of formula students)

1 8 districts identified as special purpose districts for special needs students (there are probably more of these
than we have been able to identify).

1 Puerto Rico (409,221 formula students) and Washington, DC. (23,478 formula students)

That left a data set of 12,007 districts with 8,883,165 formula students (18.1% of census estimated school-aged
population). This universe had a net gain of $51.3 million due to number weighting, primarily because Puerto Rico loses
$28.8 million and State institutions under Part D Subpart 2 lose $18.9 million. The shifts we report below include these
shifts as well as shifts among the universe of 12007 districts. That is why district “gainers” consistently gain about $50
million more than district “losers” lose. The difference is mostly the losses from Puerto Rico and the states.

’These data are available at: http://www.formulafairness.com/state _tables.



http://www.formulafairness.com/state_tables
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Gainers and Losers

Of the 12,007 districts in the database, only 553 gained funding due to number weighting (above that they would have
received if percentage weighting only were used in the formula). See Table 3. These larger districts have nearly 4.2
million formula students, or 47.2 percent of all formula students. The Title | eligibility rate in these districts is 18.7%,
slightly above the national average of 18.1%. Collectively, these districts gained a Title | increase totaling $459.6 mil., or
$109.50 per formula student, due to number weighting.

Table 3. Gainers and Losers Due to Number Weighting

Number of Number of Percent Eligibility Total Gain Gain (Loss) Percent Gain
Districts Formula Formula Rate (Loss) Per Formula (Loss)
Students Students Student
Gainers 553 4,196,879 47.2% 18.743% $459,578,900 $109.50 6.5%
No Change 693 362,101 4.1% 19.260% $0.00 $0.00 0.0%
Losers 10,761 4,324,185 48.7% 17.417% ($408,232,400) -$94.41 -6.9%

Of the remaining districts, 10,761 lost funding due to number weighting. These districts have over 4.3 million formula
students, or 48.7 percent. The Title | eligibility rate in these districts is 17.4%, slightly below the  national average of
18.1%. Collectively, these districts received Title | funding totaling $408.2 million less than they would have received if
weighting were done only by percentage ($94.41 per formula student).

Another 693 districts with 4.1% of formula students were unaffected by number weighting, breaking even.

Top Gainers and Losers Due to Number Weighting

The biggest gainers due to number weighting are the very largest urban districts. Although these districts have high Title
| eligibility rates, the advantages of number weighting for them is extraordinary because most of their students are
weighted in the top bracket. Most would say that this is not surprising and that this  outcome fulfills congressional in-
tent.

But beneath the obvious lies the complicated. The districts that lose the most money to number weighting generally
have higher poverty rates than the large districts that benefit.

The 25 rural locale code districts with the largest dollar losses due to number weighting are shown in Table 4 on the next
page. Most of these have Title | eligibility rates above 30% and eight are more than double the national rate.
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Table 4. 25 Rural (locale codes 41-43) Districts that Lose Most to Number Weighting

State District Percent Title I Children I\;\(I’:isg[I::i:gtosel:g?:;
NC ROBESON COUNTY SCHOOLS 40% -$1,958,000
NM GADSDEN INDEPENDENT SCHOOLS 44% -$747,700
SC WILLIAMSBURG COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 37% -$625,900
CA COACHELLA VALLEY UNIFIED 31% -$619,600
FL GADSDEN COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 26% -$580,100
TX CLINT INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 41% -$496,200
AZ NOGALES UNIFIED DISTRICT 34% -$471,900
TX EDCOUCH-ELSA INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DIS 61% -$448,200
KY FLOYD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 35% -$430,100
TX SAN FELIPE-DEL RIO CONSOLIDATED IND 35% -$418,000
GA COFFEE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 27% -$392,100
GA CRISP COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 40% -$391,000
TN COCKE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 30% -$385,700
FL LEVY COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 29% -$381,500
TN CAMPBELL COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 31% -$371,000
NM CENTRAL CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS 29% -$371,000
GA EMANUEL COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 36% -$354,400
TX SOUTHWEST INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 30% -$353,000
NC DUPLIN COUNTY SCHOOLS 25% -$352,500
SC SUMTER SCHOOL DISTRICT 02 25% -$334,500
FL SUWANNEE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 24% -$327,600
NC VANCE COUNTY SCHOOLS 30% -$322,500
GA BURKE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 33% -$318,100
AZ INDIAN OASIS-BABOQUIVARI UNIFIED DI 50% -$311,500
KY KNOX COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 44% -$308,300
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The 25 small town locale code districts with the largest dollar losses due to number weighting are shown in Table 5.
These have similarly high Title I eligibility rates.

Table 5. 25 Small Town (locale codes 31-33) Districts that Lose Most to Number Weighting

Loss Due to Number

State District Percent Title I Children Weighting SY 08-09
GA TIFT COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 28.0% -$865,900.00
NM DEMING PUBLIC SCHOOLS 41.1% -$772,300.00
TX EAGLE PASS INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTR 36.2% -$701,500.00
CA KINGS CANYON JOINT UNIFIED 33.7% -$560,900.00
AZ DOUGLAS UNIFIED DISTRICT 40.6% -$504,700.00
FL HENDRY COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 28.1% -$439,900.00
FL HIGHLANDS COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 27.6% -$433,900.00
GA DUBLIN CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 37.2% -$425,200.00
FL PUTNAM COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 30.9% -$406,600.00
GA COLQUITT COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 29.3% -$401,000.00
TN PUTNAM COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 18.6% -$379,200.00
NC LENOIR COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 26.5% -$378,000.00
NC SCOTLAND COUNTY SCHOOLS 32.2% -$373,800.00
LA MOREHOUSE PARISH SCHOOL BOARD 36.7% -$371,000.00
MS GREENVILLE PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT 45.7% -$360,800.00
WA SUNNYSIDE 39.5% -$348,400.00
SC GEORGETOWN COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 25.0% -$344,300.00
TN LAUDERDALE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 25.2% -$340,900.00
NY JAMESTOWN CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 28.3% -$338,300.00
CA DINUBA UNIFIED 32.1% -$335,600.00
MS MERIDIAN PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT 35.3% -$327,500.00
SC ORANGEBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT 05 29.9% -$319,500.00
CA EARLIMART ELEMENTARY 48.8% -$306,500.00
SC DILLON SCHOOL DISTRICT 02 35.6% -$304,400.00
GA WARE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 29.5% -$301,800.00
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The 25 urban locale code districts with the largest dollar losses due to number weighting are shown in Table 6 . The
Title | eligibility rates in these districts are even higher. Twelve are more than double the national average. These
smaller city school districts in general have much higher eligibility rates than the largest urban districts.

Table 6. Urban (locale codes 11-13) Districts that Lose Most to Number Weighting

State District Percent Title I Children I\-A(I):isgz:iigtoswtl)g?:;
NY ROCHESTER CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 36% -$2,610,300
NY SYRACUSE CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 31% -$2,297,800
NY BUFFALO CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 32% -$2,107,800
TX LAREDO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 49% -$2,064,800
MI FLINT CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 37% -$1,986,500
MA SPRINGFIELD 35% -$1,795,600
NY UTICA CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 37% -$1,521,100
AZ PHOENIX ELEMENTARY DISTRICT 46% -$1,398,700
PA READING SCHOOL DISTRICT 40% -$1,325,200
MI DEARBORN CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 36% -$1,308,900
TX EDINBURG CISD 48% -$1,265,700
GA BIBB COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 33% -$1,238,600
TX PHARR-SAN JUAN-ALAMO INDEPENDENT SC 48% -$1,211,700
AZ SUNNYSIDE UNIFIED DISTRICT 35% -$1,172,200
CA PORTERVILLE UNIFIED 34% -$981,700
OH YOUNGSTOWN CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 32% -$880,400
TX BROWNSVILLE INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DIST 54% -$857,500
MI SAGINAW CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 39% -$831,300
GA DOUGHERTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 28% -$794,900
TX MISSION CONSOLIDATED INDEPENDENT SC 51% -$784,200
PA ERIE CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 29% -$730,700
Az CREIGHTON ELEMENTARY DISTRICT 33% -$698,300
CA BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEMENTARY 38% -$694,700
TX NORTH FOREST INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DIS 44% -$692,400
GA VALDOSTA CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 29% -$669,300
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Perhaps most involved at the time this weighting system was adopted would not have predicted or praised these
outcomes. It is difficult to rationalize weighting systems that take money from high poverty districts like those in tables
4-6, and send it to the low-poverty suburban districts listed in table 7. These are the 25 suburban locale code districts
with the largest dollar gains from number weighting. Only four are above the national average Title | eligibility rate of
18.1%. Most are well below that average and seven are in single digits. It should be noted that many of these suburban
districts are actually county wide districts with inner city cores and suburban perimeters. They are classified suburban
because the students predominantly attend schools in suburban areas. Their district wide poverty rates are generally
well below national average.

Table 7. 25 Suburban (locale codes 21-23) Districts that Gain Most from Number Weighting

State District Per(t::ﬁil:'t:I ;I::‘Ie I Gain Due to I;ggl;er Weighting
NV CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 15% $8,990,000
FL BROWARD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 14% $7,321,800
KY JEFFERSON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 16% $5,429,200
GA GWINNETT COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 9% $4,774,300
GA DE KALB COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 19% $4,593,700
MD PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOO 10% $3,658,500
FL HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 17% $3,207,800
GA COBB COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 9% $3,179,800
MD BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 8% $2,812,400
VA FAIRFAX COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 6% $2,763,100
GA FULTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 15% $2,310,700
GA CLAYTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 19% $2,243,700
TX GARLAND INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 16% $2,125,400
FL DADE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 22% $2,086,800
uT GRANITE SCHOOL DISTRICT 11% $1,907,400
co JEFFERSON COUNTY R-1 8% $1,834,600
FL PASCO COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 15% $1,651,400
HI Honolulu County 11% $1,551,500
CA GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED 16% $1,470,700
SC GREENVILLE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 16% $1,435,500
VA HENRICO COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 9% $1,296,100
MD MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 6% $1,169,800
FL LEE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 14% $1,108,200
CA ELK GROVE UNIFIED 15% $1,100,600
FL POLK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 19% $1,075,100
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Quartile Analysis

These anecdotal results are not accidental. They are products of a consistent formula bias favoring large districts over
poor districts.

We separated the districts in the data base into quartiles based on Title | eligibility rate (Very-high poverty, High poverty,
Low poverty, and Very-low poverty), such that each quartile contained districts that as nearly as possible included one-
fourth of the formula students. The results are shown in Table 8 .

Table 8. Impact of Number Weighting on Poverty Quartiles

All Districts Total Formula El.il-l:::l:i[ty Total Grant Per Ga:; ﬂ':::ze?ue Gain (Loss) Per
Students 9 Formula Student . L. Formula Student
Rate Weighting
Very-High Poverty Quartile 2,216,853 34.9% $1,763 ($33,984,200) -$15.33
High Poverty Quartile 2,224,983 25.6% $1,553 $24,105,000 $10.83
Low Poverty Quartile 2,231,829 18.1% $1,438 $49,436,100 $22.15
Very-Low Poverty Quartile 2,212,120 10.2% $1,330 $10,550,000 $4.77

Only the districts in the “Very High Poverty” quartile lose funding in the aggregate, despite having a Title | eligibility rate
that is substantially higher than even the second, “High Poverty” quartile. The fact that the Title | grant per formula
student reflects the expected policy outcome with the highest per student grant going to the very-high poverty districts
and declines at each successively lower poverty quartile means that overall, the weighting system is serving a purpose.
But the fact that the very-high poverty districts lose funding due to number weighting implies that the number weighting
provision offsets the percentage weighting provision and that the districts within the very-high poverty quartile do not all
fare the same under the formula.

In fact, that is the case. The net gains or losses for each of these poverty quartiles are, in the aggregate, modest. But
that net masks very wide disparities among the districts within these poverty quartiles, disparities based on the
differences in size among those districts. When these quartiles are further disaggregated into sub-quartiles based on the
number of formula students in each district, larger districts within each poverty quartile fare far better than smaller ones
in the same quatrtile.

We present the results for Very-High Poverty Districts sorted into size quartiles in Table 9 on the next page. Among
these Very-High Poverty Districts, the Title | eligibility rate varies very little among the four size quartiles. The two
smaller district size groups have slightly higher eligibility rates than the two larger ones. All four groups are in the mid-
30s in percent Title | eligibility. Nonetheless, the total grant per formula student varies by a factor of as much as 49 per-
cent, with the largest grant going to the largest districts and with each successively smaller size group receiving less
funding per pupil. The “Large” and “Very Large” districts have a net gain from number weighting while the “Small” and
“Very Small” districts on average lose more than $100 per formula student. In effect, all of the nearly $34 million net loss
for the Very-High  Poverty Districts in Table 8 comes from the two small-size groups within that quartile.



Table 9. Very-High Poverty Quartile Districts Disaggregated into Size Quartiles
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Very High Poverty | Total Formula '_I'n_:le:_I Total Grant Gain (Loss) Due | Gain (Loss) Per
Districts Students Eligibility Per Formula to Number Formula Percent Change
Rate Student Weighting Student
Very Large Quartile 553,779 33.5% 2,234 $78,404,200 $141.58 6.3%
Large Quartile 559,135 34.2% 1,734 $15,375,800 $27.50 1.6%
Small Quartile 549,732 36.3% 1,588 -$64,390,200 -$117.13 -7.4%
Very Small Quartile 554,207 35.6% 1,495 -$63,374,000 -$114.35 -7.6%

The same unexpected outcomes are apparent in the Very-Low Poverty District quartile when it is separated into size
groupings (Table 10). Among the very-low poverty districts, the larger districts gain from number weighting while the

smaller districts lose.

Table 10. Very-Low Poverty Quartile Districts Disaggregated into Size Quartiles

Title I in (L D in (L P
Very-Low Total Formula ) If e: . Total Grant Per Gain (Loss) Due | Gain (Loss) Per
Poverty Districts Students Eligibility Formula Student to Number Formula Stu- | Percent Change

Rate Weighting dent

Very Large Quartile 553,779 11.3% 1,539 $82,520,500 $149.65 9.7%

Large Quartile 559,135 10.6% 1,289 $23,318,500 $42.10 3.3%

Small Quartile 549,732 9.7% 1,224 -$42,795,500 -$77.26 -6.3%

Very Small Quartile 554,207 9.3% 1,268 -$52,493,500 -$94.95 -7.5%

Most compelling is this fact: Comparing tables 9 and 10, the largest among the Very-Low Poverty Districts gain more
(over $82.5 mil.) from number weighting than even the largest of the Very-High Poverty Districts ($78.4 mil.) This
reveals the most important dimension of the weighting system used under the Target and EFIG grant programs.
Number weighting provides the greatest comparative weight gain for districts with low “percentage weighting,” i.e., those
with low Title | eligibility rates. The largest of the lowest poverty districts end up gaining more from number weighting
than all high poverty districts, including even the largest high poverty districts.
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The Myth of Percentage Weighting

In effect, the power of number weighting is so great that it overwhelms any impact that percentage weighting brings to
the formula. We compared districts’ share of the national allocation under the Basic grant program with their respective
share under the Targeted grant program. The only difference in these two program formulas is that the weighting
system is used in the Targeted grants and not used in the Basic grants.

We calculated the difference between each district’s allocation share under the two grant programs. This difference is
the net effect of the weighting system. We then calculated the correlation coefficients between that variable and (1) each
district’s Title | eligibility rate (the variable used in percentage weighting) and (2) each district's raw (unweighted) number
of formula students (the variable used in number weighting).

The correlation coefficients between Title | eligibility percentage and the difference in allocation share was a very weak
0.07, indicating relatively little effect of percentage weighting. The coefficient for number of formula students was,
however, an extremely robust 0.87.

We also calculated partial correlation coefficients which statistically explain the influence of one variable (number or
percentage) when the influence of the other variable is controlled. The correlation coefficient for number of formula
students did not change at all when percentage was controlled. That means the percent of students who are Title |
eligible had no influence over the relationship between number of formula students and the change in allocation between
the Basic and Targeted grant programs. By contrast, when the number of formula students is controlled for, the
correlation between eligibility percentage and allocation share fell to -.04. In other words, when you control for the
influence of number weighting, the relationship between percentage eligibility and allocation share actually becomes
slightly negative.

What these statistics mean is that the percentage weighting scheme in the Targeted and EFIG program is a myth. In
effect, it does not exist. Number weighting overwhelms it.

The Rural 900

We track the 900 school districts with the highest Title | eligibility rate among all districts in locale codes 32,33,41,42, and
43 (about 10% of all districts in these locales). We call these high-poverty rural and small town districts the “Rural 900.”
The Rural 900 enroll over 1.2 million students, of whom a Census-estimated 37% are Title | eligible. Fifty-nine percent
are children of color (28% African-American, 23% Hispanic, and 8% Native American or Alaska Natives). If this were
one district, it would be the largest, poorest, most racially and culturally diverse district in the United States. Their
dispersion, however, makes them largely invisible, even to those committed to addressing the needs of high-poverty
schools.

But in the face of diversity and dispersion, these districts share a common fate under the Title | formula. They either lose
funding to number weighting (797 of them) or they break even (103). They are unified by the systematic discrimination
against small, high-poverty school districts in the formula.

This bias is unfortunate on its face, but made worse by the fact that the Rural 900 districts are disproportionally in states
with low levels of spending on public education. Fifty-nine percent of students who attend R900 schools are in the 14
states that spend less than $8,000 per pupil. Only one percent is in the 12 states that spend over $11,000 per pupil.
The Rural 900 therefore depend more on Title | funding to meet the educational needs of their disadvantaged students.
Rural 900 districts’ Title | revenue accounts of 4.9% of total current expenditure, more than double the national average
and triple the average for other rural districts. For these districts, many of which have only one school or no more than
one school at each grade configuration level, the Title | “comparability” issue is in the formula itself.
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Remedies

Reauthorization of ESEA should be accomplished as soon as practicable, but not sooner than these inequities in the
weighted grant formulas can be addressed. The current system takes from most districts, no matter how high their
poverty levels, and gives to a handful of large districts, no matter how low their poverty levels. It is difficult to believe the
results documented here were intended, but whether intended or not, they amount to a perversion of the purpose of Title
| and ESEA, and the damage to equity they inflict should be remedied.

The simplest remedy is to eliminate number weighting and weight all districts on the basis of percentage of Title |
eligibility. Some hold harmless provision could protect districts that now benefit from number weighting, or mitigate their
loss. Other reforms are possible. But the first order of business is to recognize that these formula issues must be
addressed in the current reauthorization, or they will likely be allowed to do harm to the integrity of Title | for many more
years to come.
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