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FOREWORD

Over the past twenty-five years the Commonwealth of Kentucky has worked
diligently to improve its public education system. Increased funding through
a state Foundation Program has made improvement in the instructional program
possible, and this improvement is reflected in higher student achievement.

As a means of improving the educational programs in the schools, the
Board of Education has made accreditation standards more stringent. Many of
the changes in the standards require additional personnel, whose positions are
funded through administrative and special instructional (ASIS) units, a fund-
ing formula of the Foundation Program. While the number of ASIS units
required for accreditation has increased, however, the method by which local
school districts generate these units has not changed substantially over the
years.

Superintendents of small school districts contend that their districts
are often placed in severe financial difficulty by the necessity of using
local funds to staff the positions required for accreditation. In response to
this concern, the Senate of the 1980 General Assembly adopted Senate Resolu-
tion 77, which directed the Legislative Research Commission to study the
Foundation Program unit allocation system in small school districts in rela-
tion to their efforts to attain a "standard" accreditation rating.

Conclusions and recommendations on the allotment of ASIS units and on the
school accreditation system are included in the report. It is hoped that they
will be helpful to members of the General Assembly and other groups in the
educational community as they continue to strive to improve public education
in Kentucky.

This report was prepared by Sam Sears and Sandra Deaton, with computer
programming assistance from Jim Peyton, Pat Ingram and Susan Harding. The
manuscript was edited by Charles Bush and typed by Pat Heightchew.

Department of Education personnel have been most helpful in providing
information and assistance in the course of this study.

Vic Hellard, Jr.
Director

The Capitol
Frankfort, Kentucky
January, 1981
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SUMMARY

Senate Resolution 77 of the 1980 regular session of the General Assembly
directed the Legislative Research Commission to study the Foundation Program
unit allocation system in relation to small school districts' efforts to meet
the '"standard" accreditation rating requirements established by the State
Board of Education. The resolution also directed the study to determine the
financial impact on these districts of their efforts to attain a '"standard"
rating.

The researchers reviewed accreditation standards and Foundation Program
unit allotment formulas in effect shortly after the Foundation Program stat-
utes were enacted in 1954 and compared them with those 1in effect in the
1979-80 school vyear. Since the resolution did not define "small school dis-
trict," the study design called: (1) for the development of measures to deter-
mine the extent to which the Foundation Program was providing sufficient units
for all school districts in the state to meet the requirements for a '"stan-
dard" accreditation rating, and (2) for determining the financial impact on
all districts resulting from their efforts to satisfy those requirements.

The findings of the study support the following conclusions:

- The Foundation Program is only partially effective in allotting districts
sufficient ASIS units to meet the Board's accreditation requirements,
allotting, on the average, 75.5 percent of the number of units needed.

- The Foundation Program tends to be less efficient in providing smaller
school districts with sufficient ASIS units to meet accreditation
requirements than it is for larger districts.

- The ratio of required to allotted ASIS units tends to be lower in dis-
tricts with smaller average school enrollments, district enrollments, and
numbers of schools than in districts with larger enrollments and numbers
of schools.

- The financial impact on school districts of having to staff additional
ASIS units to meet accreditation requirements tends to be greater for
districts with smaller average school enrollments, district enrollments,
and numbers of schools than for districts with larger enrollments and
numbers of schools.

- Accreditation standards have become increasingly more stringent from the
1950's to the present, while the Foundation Program allotment formula for
calculating the units most closely associated with attaining a '"standard"
rating, the Administrative and Special Instructional Services (ASIS)
unit, has undergone only slight revisions, which have not significantly
increased the number of units allotted to a district.

- There never has been any special provision in the Foundation Program
statutes for increasing the number of ASIS units for small school dis-
tricts.

- The language in the State Board of Education's publication, "Standards
for Accrediting Kentucky Schools," 1is vague and generally permissive
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regarding the ASIS unit positions required for a district to achieve
accreditation. But though the language is permissive, the Department of
Education staff, when making accreditation visits to districts, applies
the standards as if they were mandatory.

There are no accreditation requirements for schools with less than eight
teachers or for special schools.

Recommendations based on the assumption that the ASIS units presently

required for accreditation represent minimum standards necessary for a basic
quality program:

The procedures for allocating ASIS units should be adjusted to provide
districts with more wunits, to give them greater assistance in meeting
accreditation requirements.

Any alterations made in the ASIS unit allotment formula should provide
smaller school districts with a proportionately larger number of units
than would be provided for larger districts.

Recommendation based on the assumption that a basic quality program could

be operated with fewer ASIS units than are presently required:

Accreditation standards could be developed which require fewer ASIS units
than are presently required, with standards being less stringent for
smaller school districts.

Recommendations based on the conclusions reached from an overall analysis

of the accreditation standards:

The State Department of Education document, "Standards for Accrediting
Kentucky Schools," should be rewritten so that requirements and excep-
tions to the requirements are as specific as possible.

The standards should be rewritten so that the number of ASIS units
required for accreditation is very explicit for all positions of required
staffing.

The specific accreditation requirements should be put into the usual
regulation form for review and approval.

If the State Board of Education continues to establish minimum accredi-
tation requirements in terms of ASIS units and if the Foundation Program
is purported to allot units for a basic educational program, then efforts
should be made to insure that the number of ASIS units allotted will more
closely correspond to the number of units required by the standards.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The constitution of the Commonwealth of Kentucky establishes education as
a state function by requiring the General Assembly to provide for an efficient
system of common schools throughout the state. In 1954, the General Assembly
enacted the Foundation Program Law to provide for the distribution of state
education funds in a manner which would assure a basic level of education for
each child in the state. The law did not prevent any local school district
from providing educational programs and facilities beyond the minimum level.

The distribution formula was designed to include calculations for several
types of personnel needed to maintain a basic program at each local school
district. A classroom unit, the unit of measure for the program, is allotted
for basic units, vocational units, special education units, administrative and
special instructional service (ASIS) units, general supervisory units, pupil
personnel units, and growth factor units. The General Assembly amended the
law in 1976 and 1978 to include units for kindergarten and superintendents,
respectively.

The basic, vocational, special education and kindergarten units provide
the foundation of the instructional program. The basic units provide finan-
cial support for most of the state's elementary and secondary classroom teach-
ers and are calculated on a 27:1 pupil-teacher ratio (except for slight
differences allowed for the calculation of teachers in isolated schools).
Typically, a school district receives one basic classroom unit for each
twenty-seven children in the prior year's average daily attendance.

Administrative and special instructional services (ASIS) units are allot-
ted to provide funds for administrative personnel, personnel necessary for
specialized instructional programs, such as art and physical education, and
support personnel, such as librarians and counselors. The Foundation Program
was designed to allot one ASIS unit for each eight basic, vocational, special
education, and growth factor units. Over the years growth factor units were
removed from the formula and kindergarten units were included. With the
exception of the superintendent's position, which was required, the law did
not specify which types of personnel positions should receive priority
staffing with ASIS units.

After the passage of the Foundation Program, educators and consumers
became concerned with improving accreditation standards, so that there would
be an evaluation process to determine that a minimum educational program was
being offered. These changes in accreditation have increased the need for
more administrative and special instructional personnel.

Accreditation Standards

Accreditation of Kentucky high schools began in 1869. The University of
Kentucky, in order that it might determine the readiness of students desiring
to enter the University, without entrance examinations, established accredi-
tation conditions for the state's high schools. In time, the standards estab-
lished by the University were accepted as a basis for student admission by
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other Kentucky institutions of higher education.

As time went on, the process became more involved. The Kentucky Associa-
tion of Colleges and University established a Commission on Secondary Schools
whose function was to meet annually and review for approval applications of
secondary schools seeking accreditation. The primary purpose of accreditation
was still to allow graduates of approved schools to enter college without
entrance examinations. In 1934, the State Board of Education was given the
legal authority for classifying and accrediting high schools. The Commission
on Sefondary Schools of the Kentucky Association now serves as an advisory
body.

In 1957, after the passage of the Foundation Program Law, the State Board
of Education authorized the appointment of three advisory committees to review
and recommend improvements in the accrediting standards, the program of
studies and the course of study for the total school program. After many
months of study, the committees' recommendations were submitted to the State
Board of Education, and approved for implementation for the 1959-60 school
year. There were several changes in the accreditation standards, including
the decision to begin to accredit elementary schools. Since that time,
accreditation standards have continually been reviewed and revised.

Purpose of Study

A review of accreditation standards which were in effect for the years
1949-1955° and the standards for the school year 1979-80% revealed that
there are presently standards which could require at least sixteen more ASIS
positions than would have been required when the formula for allotting the
units was designed in 1954. The 1949-1955 standards did not include any
requirements for elementary and middle schools, or junior high schools (unless
they were a part of a six-year high school). The secondary school standards
required a principal, who was permitted to teach twenty periods per week, and
a librarian, whose time allotment was based on higher staff/pupil ratio than
the present ratio. The standards contained suggested course offerings, which
included the special instructional services, such as fine arts and physical
education, but the language of the standards did not make them mandatory. The
Carnegie Unit requirement for graduation was sixteen units, rather than the
present eighteen, and there was no minimum number of high school course
offerings required, as there is today.

The following table summarizes the review of the two sets of standards
and gives emphasis to the fact that accreditation standards which require per-
sonnel funded by ASIS units have increased over the years.



Table 1

Accreditation Requirements

1949-1955 1979-1980
"B" Class Standard Rating
Elementary Schools No Requirements Principal
Librarian
Counselor
Middle Schools No Requirements Principal
Librarian
Counselor

Art Teacher
Music Teacher
Physical Education

Teacher

Junior High Schools No Requirements Principal
(Grades 7-9) (Unless part of six- Librarian
year secondary school) Counselor

24 Minimum Course
Offerings, Includ-
ing: Art, Music, and
Health, Safety and
Physical Education

Secondary Schools Principal* Principal
(Grades 10-12) Librarian®* Librarian
Counselor
Suggested Course Offerings 27 Minimum Course
Including: Fine Arts Offerings, Includ-
and Physical Education*** ing: Art, Music,

Industrial Arts, and
Health, Safety, and

Physical Education®***

*Permitted to teach twenty periods per week.
**Staff/pupil ratio higher than present - 1/3 time for 0-150 pupils, 1/2
time for 151-300 pupils, 1 full-time for 301-500 pupils.
%**%1949-1955 publication suggested course offerings but did not require a
minimum number; 1980 Regulations require a minimum of 27 course offerings
for a 10-12 secondary school and 37 course offerings for Grades 9-12.

"Financing the Public Schools of Kentucky," a 1973 report of a joint
study made by the National Educational Finance Project, the Kentucky Depart-
ment of Education and the citizens of Kentucky, referred to ASIS units" as an
add-on device to accommodate additional units which could not be accommodated
as a classroom unit," and said that 'they have proliferated to the point of
absurdity." The report presented data showing that each year since the begin-
ning of the Foundation Program, local school districts have staffed increas-
ingly higher percentages of ASIS units than were allocated, with the different
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types of positions increasing from 15 in 1956-57 to 35 in 1970-71. The data
were used to emphasize the rapid growth in the ASIS units and the fact that
the allocation formula was inadequate.

The overriding recommendation of the study was to change to a pupil-cost
unit method of allotting state funds for Kentucky's schools. The new formula
would have eliminated the need for ASIS units, as the cost for those services
would have been included in the pupil cost.

In October 1977 the steering committee of the Governor's Task Force on
Education assigned priority rankings to the many recommendations which came
out of the more than thirty subcommittees of the Task Force. Near thg top of
the list were recommendations for changes in the ASIS unit allocation.

The recommendations were to:
1. Provide one unit for the position of school superintendent;

2. Remove administrative units from the ASIS formula and allocate them
on a pupil enrollment basis;

3. Change the ratio of ASIS units from 1:8 to 1:6 and use the increased
units for auxiliary roles, which were defined by the Task Force as
counselors, social workers, health coordinators, psychometrists and
psychologists; and

4. Fund special instructional units differently.

These recommendations came from different subcommittees and were combined as a
recommendation for a change in the ASIS allocation formula. Priorities were
not established for the individual reconnendations.7

The General Assembly in 1978 amended the Foundation Program law to pro-
vide one unit for a superintendent at each local school district, thereby
removing the need to use an ASIS unit for that position. Over the years other
slight changes in the formula have included the addition of kindergarten
units, which caused an increase in ASIS units, the removal of growth factor
units, and the inclusion of deductions on special and vocational units, which
decreased the number of ASIS units. Basically, the original formula of one
ASIS unit for each eight classroom units has remained the same for over a
quarter of a century, though accreditation standards which require ASIS posi-
tions have expanded substantially.

Superintendents in small school districts contend that because the
Foundation Program formula does not take the size of the school district into
consideration, the small districts are often placed in severe financial diffi-
culty, from having to fund personnel positions necessary to meet accreditation
standards. Senate Resolution 77 (Appendix 1), passed by the 1980 General
Assembly, directed the Legislative Research Commission to study the Foundation
Program unit allocation system in relation to its application in small school
districts, and the effect on small school districts' financial conditions of
their efforts to attain a standard accreditation rating.



CHAPTER II

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Senate Resolution 77 did not define a '"small school district" but it was
assumed that the legislature meant for purposes of the study, that small
school districts are those which do not receive enough ASIS units to meet
accreditation standards. Before such districts could be identified, it was
necessary to review the accreditation standards and list those personnel
requirements for a "standard" accreditation rating which needed to be funded
by ASIS units.

The "standard" accreditation rating was selected for review rather than
"basic" or "comprehensive" ratings, because it was mentioned in the resolu-
tion, it is the minimum level of accreditation for secondary schools, and the
majority of elementary schools have a '"standard" rating. There have also been
indications from past State Board of Education meetings that in the future the
"standard" rating will also be the minimum accreditation rating acceptable for
elementary schools.

Accreditation Requirements for "Standard" Rating

The Kentucky Department of Education publication, "Standards for Accred-
iting Kentucky Schools," was examined for the present study to determine the
types of ASIS units which are actually required to meet the minimum stan-
dard.® Though many types of personnel are desirable for a good instructional
program, it was decided that, only those positions which were listed as an
absolute requirement in the document would be counted as required for the
minimum standard. It was difficult to determine the actual requirements
because of vagueness and inconsistency of style in the document format. In
most cases the standards included such words or phrases as '"should" and "it is
recommended." Interviews with Department of Education personnel9 made it
apparent that there are areas in the accreditation standards which, though
written with permissive language, are, in actual practice, applied as strict
requirements. Because it was necessary to determine a reasonable minimum
staffing level by which a school district may meet accreditation standards, it
was decided to establish such a list of requirements, which would be based on
the printed standards as well as the verbal comments of Department of Edu-
cation personnel. Those positions are principals, librarians, counselors, and
art, music, physical education and industrial arts teachers. The npumber of
those positions needed for the 'standard" rating by each school district
varies, depending on the total enrollment and grade level organization of each
individual school.

Principals

Though all levels of schools, elementary, middle and secondary, require
principals for a "standard" accreditation rating, the proportion varies with
the number of teachers per school. It was difficult to determine the actual
number of principals needed per school because of the inconsistencies in the
language of the standards document. The document states that an elementary



"school of 8 to 12 full-time teachers shall have a principal who devotes at
least half-time to the principalship. Schools with more than 12 teachers
should have a full-time principal." The standards for the middle school do
not mention schools with less than eight teachers in terms of the principal,
but do say that schools with "less than 12 teachers' may have a half-time
principal. A full-time principal is required at the secondary school, except
for the provision that schools with '"fewer than 12 teachers" may have a
half-time principal. If interpreted precisely, the phrases '"more than 12,"
"less than 12" and '"fewer than 12" means that a full-time principal is
required in middle and secondary schools which have 12 or more teachers and in
elementary schools which have 13 or more teachers. It was not clear whether
middle and secondary schools with less than eight teachers are required to
have a principal.

Table 2

Requirements for Principals

Ratio Proportion
Elementary 8 to 12 teachers Shall have at least 1/2 time
More than 12 teachers Should have full-time
Middle Less than 12 teachers 1/2 time
Secondary Fewer than 12 teachers 1/2 time

Discussions with Department of Education personnel resulted in recom-
mendation of the wuse of the following formula for determining the number of
principals needed for each school at all levels:

Fewer than 8 teachers 0 principal

I

8 through 11 teachers half-time principal

12 or more teachers full-time principal

This example shows the difficulty local school district personnel have in
determining the actual accreditation requirements and it shows a limitation of
the study which is discussed below.

Librarians

The accreditation requirements for a 'standard" rating in all levels of
schools "recommend" a media librarian. The standard at each school level
includes a staff-enrollment ratio as shown in the following table:
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Table 3

Librarian/Pupil Ratios

Elementary Middle Secondary __1
Librarian Enrollment Librarian Enrollment Librarian Enrollment
1/2 Up to 400 1/2 to 1 Up to 300 1/2 to 1 Up to 250
1 401-800 1 301-800 1 251-800
2 801-1200 2 801-1600 2 801-1600
3 1201-1600 3 1601 and up 3 1601-2400
4 2401 and up

Even though the standards merely recommend a librarian, Department of
Education personnel reported that all schools are required to have a librar-
ian, or a portion of a librarian, before they recommend the school for a
"standard" accreditation rating. They also reported that they require the
districts to employ librarians according to the enrollment/staff ratio charts,
up to one full-time librarian. After one full-time librarian is employed they
are more lenient and accept added clerical assistance as enrollment increases,
as opposed to requiring additional certified librarians.

Counselors

It was difficult to determine whether counselors are actually required
for accreditation. Again the standards recommend a counselor and give
staff-enrollment ratios, but Department of Education staff are not as definite
about whether a counselor is actually required as they are about librarians.
They report that alternative approaches to having a counselor in the school
are allowed if counseling services are provided by other methods, such as by
contract with another agency or by the use of an itinerant staff person out of
the school district's central office. A review for this study of the staffing
patterns showed that many schools had at least a portion of a counselor, indi-
cating that having a counselor on the faculty was a typical way of providing
counseling services. Therefore, it was decided to include counselors as a
requirement.

Courses of Study

The standards document contains the minimum courses of study that second-
ary schools are required to offer to receive a '"standard" accreditation
rating. A high school with ninth through twelfth grade is required to offer
thirty-seven different courses, including two courses each in art, music and
industrial arts, and a minimum of one combined course of health, safety and
physical education for every pupil. A school with tenth through twelfth
grades only 1is required to have twenty-seven course offerings, and any ninth
grade is required to have ten course offerings.

At the junior high or middle school level, every pupil is required to
receive 1instruction in art, music, and health, safety and physical education.
Required instructional time for each of these courses is less in grades below
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the ninth grade than at the senior high school level, therefore requiring less
of an ASIS unit.

The formulas used to determine the number of ASIS units needed for each
of these course requirements are described in Table 4.

Determining the Ratio of Requirements to Allotments

The plan for the present study called for the development of a method to
determine whether the Foundation Program is providing sufficient ASIS units
for schools to attain the "standard" accreditation rating. Since ASIS unit
requirements for accreditation are derived from pupil enrollment and school
organizational pattern data (what grades the school contains), it was neces-
sary to develop formulas which, when applied to these data, would yield the
minimum number of units required for that rating. Formulas were developed for
determining the minimum number of principal, librarian, counselor, art, music,
physical education and industrial arts units required for each school in the
state for which accreditation is mandated. The formulas are described in
Table 4. The pupil enrollment and school organizational pattern data utilized
are from the Department of Education report, "School Membership and Organiza-
tion, 1979-80, Public Schools,"11 and are as follows:

1. Teachers - the number of teachers by school was used to determine
quotas for principals for all schools. All certified pesonnel in the
school except principals and assistant principals were included as
part of the total number of teachers. This formula was used by the
Department of Education.

2. Pupils - the report contained the first month's enrollment by school
and grade. Since the number of ASIS units allotted was determined,
in large part, by the districts' average daily attendance (ADA), and
since no ADA figures by school and grade were available, it was
necessary to derive an estimated ADA from the available enrollment
data. This was accomplished by determining the average percent
difference between the first month's state-wide enrollment figure and
the final state-wide ADA figure over the past five years. The aver-
age difference between the two figures was an eight percent (8%)
decline from enrollment to ADA. This percentage was deducted from
each school and grade enrollment to arrive at an adjusted enrollment
figure for calculating minimum ASIS accreditation requirements.

a. Elementary Schools - the total adjusted school enrollment was
used to determine the minimum number of librarians and counselors
required for each school. Schools with organizational patterns
of kindergarten through sixth grade (K-6) or schools with grades
K-8 inclusive are classified as elementary schools.

b. Middle Schools - the total adjusted school enrollment was used in
determining minimum accreditation requirements for librarians and
counselors, and art, music and physical education teachers.
Schools with organizational patterns of grades 5-8 or 6-8 are
classified as middle schools.

c. Junior High Schools - the total adjusted school enrollment was
used in determining the number of librarians and counselors



required. Adjusted enrollments by grade were used to determine
unit requirements in art, music and physical education, as time
requirements for instruction in these subject areas vary accord-
ing to grade level. Schools with organizational patterns of
grades 7 and 8 or grades 7 through 9 were classified as junior
high schools.

d. High Schools - the total adjusted school enrollment was used in
determining the number of Ilibrarians and counselors required.
Adjusted enrollments by grade were used to determine requirements
in grades 7 and 8 in art, music and physical education and in 9th
grade physical education. Schools with any organizational pat-
tern that includes grade 12 and begins with grade 7, 8, 9, 10 or
11 were classified as high schools.

3. Special education pupils in self-contained classes are placed in an
"ungraded" category in the Department of Education report. In
elementary school, they are included in the total adjusted enrollment
for each school because grade level enrollments are not used in
determining ASIS requirements. To simplify placement in other orga-
nizational patterns the following procedures are utilized:

a. Middle Schools - all pupils are added to one grade because the
formula is applied equally to all grades.

b. Junior High School - half of the pupils are added to the 7th or
8th grade and half are added to the 9th grade, since requirements
are calculated differently for the 7th and 8th grade than for the
9th grade.

c. High School - in 7th-12th grade high schools half of the pupils
are added to the 7th grade and half to the 9th grade; in 9th-12th
grade high schools all pupils were added to the 9th grade,
because the 9th grade enrollment generated the physical education
requirements; and in 10th-12th grade schools, all pupils were
added to the 10th grade.

4. Special schools and vocational-technical schools operated by a school
district - these schools are included for pupil enrollment and total
school calculation purposes but not used in the calculation of
required ASIS units, since they are not accredited.

Formulas Utilized in Determining Minimum ASIS Requirements

The minimum ASIS requirements for the "standard" accreditation rating for
all schools are discussed in Chapter I. The formulas for converting adjusted
enrollment figures and numbers of teachers in various organizational patterns
to ASIS units and portions of units are listed in the following table.



Formulas Used to Determine Minimum ASIS Requirements

Table 4

for Standard Accreditation Rating

Minimum
ASIS
Position Type of School Base Data Used Formula Required
Principal Elementary, Middle, Number Fewer than 8 0.0
Junior High and of 8 - 11 0.5
Senior High Teachers 12 and above 1.0
Librarian Elementary School Enrollment Up to 400 0.1 per 80
Above 400 1.0
Middle School Enrollment Up to 300 0.1 per 60
Above 300 1.0
Junior High. School Enrollment Up to 250 0.1 per 50
and Senior High Above 250 1.0
Counselor Elementary School Enrollment Up to 700 0.1 per 140
Above 700 1.0
Middle School Enrollment Up to 600 0.1 per 120
Above 600 1.0
Junior High School Enrollment Up to 300 0.1 per 60
and Senior High Above 300 1.0
No
Art and Elementary = ===-- S Requirement?
Music
Teacher Middle and 5th through 8th Number of Varies
Junior High Grade Enrollment Pupils = 150  According to
Grades 5-8 x .3P Enrollment
Junior High Number of Courses .2 of Unit
and High Required (1 each) Allotted
School Grade Per Course® N
9
High School Number of Courses .2 of Unit
Grades 10-12 Required (1 each) Allotted
Per Course® 4
No
Physical Elementary @ ====--  ===== Requirement
Education
& Health Middle and Number of Varies
Teacher Junior High Pupils + 150 According to
Grades 5-8 Grade Enrollment x .49 Enrollment
Physical
Education Junior High and Varies
& Health High School Number of According to
Teacher Grade 9 Grade Enrollment Pupils <+ 150° Enrollment
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Table 4

Continued
Minimum
ASIS
Position Type of School Base Data Used Formula ) Required
Industrial  High School .2 of Unit
Arts Grades 10- Number of Courses Allotted
Teacher 12 Required (2) Per Course® b

apccreditation standards for elementary schools do not require teachers
to be specifically certified in art, music or physical education. Some train-
ing in these areas is required for elementary teaching certification, however.

PArt and music guidelines listed in Department of Education publications
require that pupils receive a minimum of 90 minutes instruction per week in
each and "Standards for Accrediting Kentucky Schools" state that a pupil load
per teacher should not exceed 150 per day. Ninety minutes is .3 of a full
teacher load of 300 minutes per day and 150 pupils is the recommended maximum
pupil load.

CAccreditation for the "standard" rating requires that one course each
in art and music be taught in grade 9 and in grades 10 through 12 and two
courses in industrial arts be taught in grades 10 through 12. One course is
.2 of a full teaching day of 5 hours. Therefore, minimum requirements would
be .2 of a unit for each course.

dPhysical education and health program guidelines require that pupils
receive a minimum of 120 minutes instruction per week in middle and junior
high grades and accreditation standards recommend a maximum pupil load of 150
pupils per day. One hundred-twenty minutes is .4 of a full teacher load of
300 minutes per day.

ePhysical education and health requirements for high school for the
"standard" rating require that one course be offered; it is usually taught in
the 9th grade. The number of teaching units required is derived by dividing
the recommended pupil load of 150 per day into the number of pupils in the 9th
grade.

Use of Formulas in Determining Ratios

The formulas in Table 4 were integrated, for the present study, into a
computer program designed to generate the minimum ASIS unit requirements for
"standard" accreditation rating for each school in each school district. The
data under the section Determining the Ratio of Requirements to Allotments
above were entered with the formulas to calculate the minimum ASIS units
required for each of the 181 school districts. Final ASIS unit allotments for
which each district qualified under the Foundation Program for the 1979-80
school year (from the Department of Education publication, "Calculation _of
Final Allotments of the Public School Foundation Program Fund, 1979-80" 12 )
were then entered. A ratio of minimum ASIS units required to the number of
ASIS units actually allotted was generated. This ratio was used to indicate
how close the Foundation Program comes to providing enough ASIS units for each
district to satisfy standard accreditation requirements. For example if a
distrit were allotted 20 units and the minimum number required for accredi-
tation were 20 units, the ratio would be 100, indicating that the Foundation
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Program is providing sufficient units to that district for the standard
accreditation rating; however, if the allotted number of units were 10 and the
minimum number required for accreditation were 20, the ratio would be 50,
indicating that the Foundation Program is not providing sufficient units to
that district (see Appendices II and III).

Determining the Financial Impact of Attaining the Standard Rating

Senate Resolution 77 also called for determining '"the effect on small
school districts' financial conditions as a result of their efforts to attain
a 'standard' accreditation rating.'" Since preliminary data indicated that
most larger school districts were not allotted sufficient ASIS units to
satisfy requirements for the rating either, the study plan included an analy-
sis of the financial impact of all school districts.

The basic measure of the financial impact on a district was the differ-
ence between the number of ASIS wunits required for accreditation and the
number of ASIS units allotted under the Foundation Program. This difference
represented those units which a school district had to staff at local district
expense and therefore constituted a drain on their finances.

The relative financial impact on any one district was derived from the
following data and calculation:

1. Difference between the number of ASIS units required for accredi-
tation and the number of units allotted by the Foundation Program.

2. Average cost of an ASIS unit for the 1979-80 school year.

3. Total expenditures for current expenses in each district in the
1979-80 school year.

4. The total number of deficit units multiplied by the average cost of
a unit and divided by the total expenditures for current expenses
yielded a percentage which represented the relative effect on any one
district.

Delimitations of the Study

The results of these computer applications for determining the ratio of
required to allotted ASIS units and the financial impact on each school dis-
trict contain slight errors, due to a lack of precise data in some areas. The
limitations thus imposed are as follows:

1. The difference between accreditation requirements specified in
the language of the '"Standards for Accrediting Kentucky
Schools" publication and the somewhat flexible interpretation
of the standards actually applied by accreditation teams and
recommended by the Department of Education, Division of

Accreditation and Program Audit staff. The more flexible
interpretations were used here because they are the require-
ments most often used in actual practice. Since flexibility

exists, there 1is no guarantee that the standards will be
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applied equally in all situations. Therefore, there is the
possibility of error in any calculation of requirements hased
on a general practice fixed number.

2. The application of the 8% reduction factor to each school and
grade level's first month of the year enrollment. This factor
was derived from state-wide first month enrollment data and
state-wide end of year ADA data and applied to individual
school enrollment data. Though this factor probably does
reflect an accurate state-wide reduction, its application to
individual school data may produce slight errors in unit calcu-
lation.

3. The allotment of .2 of a unit per required course offering as a
minimum requirement for industrial arts in grades 10 through
125, Accreditation standards permit a high school to omit
industrial arts courses if provisions are made at a vocational
school for students who elect to take courses in this area.
Such courses are taught by vocational teachers who are not
funded by ASIS units. Application of the formula in each indi-
vidual high school increases the number of units required for
accreditation in those schools satisfying the requirement
through the wuse of vocational schools and thus decreases that
district's ratio. These decreases are very slight and do not
effect the overall outcome of the study, but they do represent
a small error factor.

4. The distribution of ungiaded special education pupils among
middle, junior high and high school grades. The only logical
method of accurately assigning these pupils to grade levels
would be by age, and since this information is not available,
they were placed in grades arbitrarily, as outlined in point 3
above, under the section Determining the Ratio.... This method
obviously produces slight errors in determining units required.

5. The use of an average unit cost in calculating financial
impact. The amount of Foundation Program funds a district
receives for any one ASIS unit varies, because some units con-
tain amounts for extended employment, in addition to amounts
for salary, current expenses and capital outlay, and salary
costs also vary according to the degree and experience of the
person staffing the unit. These factors make it impossible to
determine the exact amount any one unit would cost. Therefore,
an average unit cost figure was used in calculating financial
impact. The use of an average cost figure produces some degree
of error in the calculation but the direction of the error
cannot be predicted. The probability of a large error in any
one district is remote and the overall results of the study
should not be affected.

The above limitations may cause slight errors in any one district's

ratio. However, as pointed out previously, the overall results of the study
should not be altered appreciably as a result.
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Treatment of Data

The following are the mathematical and statistical treatments applied to
the data in order to determine whether the Foundation Program unit allotment
formula has been providing school districts sufficient ASIS units to attain
the standard rating, to determine the factors which had the greatest influence
on the wvariations in ratios and to determine whether the financial impact of
attaining the standard rating is greater for small districts than for larger
districts.

1. Ratio determination - the computer program simply applied the for-
mulas listed in Table 4 above to the data preceding it; the resulting
calculation represented a derived ratio of requirements to allot-
ments.

2. District enrollment as related to average ratios - district
enrollments, grouped by increments, and average ratios for each group
were calculated to determine whether ratios increased as enrollments
increased. This illustrated the relationship between ratios and dis-
trict enrollment.

3. School size as related to ratios - districts were grouped according
to average school sizes, in increments of 100, and average ratios for
each group were calculated to determine whether ratios increased as
school size increased. This illustrated the relationship between
school size and ratios.

4. Correlation - five independent variables which logically could be
associated with the dependent variable, or variable to be explained,
were correlated with the dependent variable, the district ratio, to
illustrate their relationships separately. The independent variables
selected were: (a) district enrollment; (b) average school enroll-
ment; (c) number of schools; (d) number of middle and junior high
schools; and (e) percentage of vocational, exceptional and kindergar-
ten units of the total number of units allotted a school district.
Correlations were also run to determine the relationships between
percentages representing financial impact and district enrollments,
average school enrollments, and number of schools.

5. Multiple regression analysis - to determine the efficiency of the
independent variables as predictors of the dependent variable, dis-
trict ratio, the data were processed in a regression analysis.

6. Percentages representing financial impact as related to district
enrollment - district enrollments in increments of 1000 and average
percentages for each increment were calculated to determine whether
percentages increased or decreased as enrollments increased. This
illustrates the relationship between percentages and district
enrollments.

In addition to the above treatment of the data, groups of districts hav-
ing common variables were studied in order to determine their similarities and
dissimilarities in terms of their variation in ratios. Four groups were stud-
ied: (1) districts with small pupil enrollments; (2) districts with average
size enrollments; (3) districts with large enrollments; and (4) districts
which have ratios of over 100.
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In summary, this chapter contains an outline and discussion of the study
design, which includes data selection, required standards, procedures for
determining ratios of requirements to allotments, procedures for determining
fiscal impact, methods of statistical analysis and procedures for interpreting
data by inspection. Chapters III and IV present "Data Analysis and Interpre-
tation" and "Conclusions and Recommendations'" of the study.
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CHAPTER III

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

The study design outlined in Chapter II called for the development of a
ratio of ASIS wunits required for the '"standard" accreditation rating to the
number of ASIS units actually allotted under the Foundation Program for each
district. This derived ratio, explained in Chapter II, gives an indication of
the extent to which the Foundation Program is providing sufficient units for
accreditation.

Variables which could be logically associated with variation in the ratio
and which could be quantified were selected for analysis. They are school
district enrollment, average school enrollment within each district, number of
schools in each district, number of middle and junior high schools in each
district, and percentage of vocational, exceptional and kindergarten units of
the total number of units in a district. These factors were tested for their
effect on the ratio through a multiple regression equation and individual
correlations. Tables using arithmetic means to 1illustrate significant
correlations and to further clarify these relationships were constructed.

The financial impact on school districts of having to staff additional
ASIS units beyond those allotted by the Foundation Program in order to attain
the "standard" accreditation rating was also calculated. The local school
district's cost for staffing these additional units as a percent of each
district's expenditures for current operating expenses was used as the measure
of financial impact on a district. Correlations between percents representing
financial impact and school district enrollment, average school enrollment and
number of schools in a district were run to determine whether relationships
exist between these variables. Tables using arithmetic means of percents and
district enrollments, average school enrollments and number of schools further
clarify these relationships.

Ratio Analysis

Number of Districts in Ratio Ranges

Table 5 and Chart 1 compare the ratio changes in increments of 10 with
the number of districts falling within each range and illustrates the extent
to which the Foundation Program provides districts sufficient ASIS units to
meet '"standard" accreditation requirements. The median ratio of required to
allotted ASIS units is 75.5. On the average, the program's efficiency rating
in this area is, therefore, 75.5%. It is, of course, lower in half the dis-
tricts and higher in the other half. The data indicates that the program does
not efficiently allot ASIS units needed to meet accreditation requirements.
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Table 5

Number of Districts in Ratio Ranges

Number of Percentage

Ratio Range Districts of Districts
40-49.9 11 6.1
50-59.9 21 11.6
60-69.9 32 1727
70-79.9 48 26.5
80-89.9 35 19.3
90-99.9 24 13.3
100+ 10 5.5
Median 75.5 181 100.0

Chart 1

Number of Districts in Ratio Ranges

40-49.9
50-59,9
60-69,9
76-79.9 48

80-84,

90-99.9

100+

6 S5 {06 15 28 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60

Number of [istricts

Multiple Regression Analysis

In order to determine the efficiency of the five independent variables as
predictors of the ratio of required to allotted ASIS units, the data were
processed in a multiple regression analysis. This analysis measures the per-
centage of the ratio which each individual independent variable explains. The
results of the analysis show that the five independent variables explain 36.8%
of the variation in ratio. Individual percentages are as follows: (1) school
district enrollment, 3.2%; (2) number of schools, 6.3%; (3) number of middle
and junior high schools, 1.0%; (4) average school enrollment within a dis-
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trict, 25.5%; and (5) percentage vocational and exceptional units represent of
the total number of wunits allotted a district, .8%. The variable which
explains the largest percentage of the variation in ratio, then, is average
school enrollment within a district. School district enrollment and number of
schools in a district together explain 9.5% of the variation in ratio. These
three variables, all very closely related to size, explain much of the varia-
tion in ratio. In other words, school districts with smaller average school
enrollments, smaller district enrollment and smaller number of schools tend to
have lower ratios of required to allotted ASIS units than do larger districts.
This circumstance shows that the Foundation Program is presently not as effi-
cient in providing smaller districts with sufficient ASIS units to meet "stan-
dard" accreditation requirements as it is larger districts.

Correlations

Another method of illustrating these relationships is by inspecting the
individual correlations between the significant independent variables and the
dependent variable, ratio. Three of these correlations were significant at
less than the .01 level; that is, such correlations would have occurred less
than once in 100 trials by chance: (1) average school enrollment, .49;
(2) district enrollment, .26; and (3) number of schools in a district, .27.
While it 1is obvious that these three variables are interrelated, and we
already know from the multiple regression analysis that average school size is
by far the strongest predictor, an examination of these individual relation-
ships helps to clarify further how ratio increases as these variables
increase. Table 6 and Chart 2 compares average school sizes in increments of
100 pupils and average ratios for districts falling within each range. It
demonstrates that as the average school size in a district increases, the
ratio tends to increase.

Table 6

Average School Size and Ratio

Number of Average School Average
Districts Enrollment Range Ratio

8 100-199 52.1

24 200-299 63.0

60 300-399 74.5

49 400-499 78.5

26 500-599 84.4

9 600-699 83.2

5 700+ 88.9

181
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Chart 2
fiverage School Size and fverage Ratio
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Table 7 and Chart 3 compare total district enrollments in increments of
1000 pupils and average ratios for districts falling within each range. It
demonstrates that as total district enrollment increases, the ratio tends to
increase.

Table 7

District Enrollment and Ratio

Number of District Average i
Districts Enrollment Range Ratio |
___________._..._m________d.,._._______‘“_.1-_____________-.“_ﬂ
38 0- 999 | 57.0 |
42 1000-1999 72.3 i
41 2000-2999 E 79.1 E
18 3000-3999 g 84.7 |
15 4000-4999 ! 84.6 ?
9 5000-5999 ! 91.9 :
3 6000-6999 E 19.2 E
6 7000-7999 | 91.5 é
2 8000-8Y99 84.1 E
. 2 ' 9000-9999 . 87.1 }
5 10,0004 i 89.5 |

181
e e o e SRR S S
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. 0 Chart 3
District Enrollment and Aiverage Ratio

16000+ 89,500
9909-9999 87.100
8000-8999 84,100

7000-7999
6060-6999
50606-5999
4006-4999
3060-33999
2000-2999
1000-1999
©-999

91.500
79.200

91,900

84,600

84,700

79.100

72.308

57.000

19 50 60 70 80 90 109 119
Average Ratio

Table 8 and Chart 4 compare ratio ranges in increments of 10 and average
number of schools for districts falling within each range. It shows that as
the average number of schools in a district increases, the ratio tends to
increase.

Table 8

Average Number of Schools and Ratio

Number of Average Number Ratio
Districts of Schools Range
11 2.0 40-49.9
21 2.8 50-59.9
32 5 60-69.9
48 T 70-79.9
35 9.8 80-89.9
32 8.2% 90+
179 B
%Jefferson and Fayette Counties omitted (average increases
to 14.2 when included)
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Lhart 4
Average Number of 5chools and Ratlo

90+

80-89,9

70-79,9

69-69,9

50-59,9

40-49,9

&1 5 5 41 & & T & § 18 11 12

Average Number of Schools

Tables 7 and 8 show a distinct positive relationship between district
enrollment and average number of schools in each district and ratio. However,
as has been pointed out previously, average school size or enrollment, Table
6, is the strongest predictor of ratio and has the strongest relationship or
correlation to ratio. These three variables are highly interrelated; for
example, on the average, a school district would most likely have a large
total enrollment if its average school enrollment were large. Similarly, in
order for a district to have a large number of schools, its enrollment and
average school size are likely high.

Fven though there is a high degree of interrelation, the tables show that
districts with smaller enrollments, smaller average school  enrollments  and
smaller number  of  schools  tend to have smaller ratios and larger districts
tend Lo have larger ratios. The tables  illustrate further the conclusions
reached in the multiple regression analysis: the Foundation Program is not as
elficient in providing smaller school districts with ASIS wunits required Lo
meet "standard" accreditation requirements as it is for larger districts.

Variables related to district size, average school enrollment, district
enrollment and number of schools in a district explain just over one-third of

ratio wvariation. Other factors or variables may cause ratios to vary in any
one district but do not necessarily affect variation in ratio on a state-wide
basis. The in-depth analysis of groups of districts having common character-

istics which follows later in this chapter provides additional insight into
other causes of ratio variation.

Financial Impact Analysis

Correlations

Following the procedures outlined in Chapter I, a percentage repre-
senting financial impact as a result of meeting accreditation standards was
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calculated for each district. This percentage represented the amount of local
district general funds a district had to expend in order to staff additional
units beyond those allotted by the Foundation Program to attain the '"standard"
accreditation rating. In order to determine how the percentages were related
to average school enrollment, district enrollment and number of schools in a
district, correlations between the variables were run. The results of these
correlations were as follows: (1) percentage and average school enrollment,
-.51; (2) percentage and district enrollment, =-.26; and (3) percentage and
number of schools in a district, -.26. These negative correlations showed
that as enrollments and numbers of schools tended to increase, percentages
tended to decrease, indicating that the financial impact on school districts
of complying with accreditation requirements tended to be greater for smaller
districts than for larger districts. The following tables help to clarify
these relationships.

Table 9 and Chart 5 compare average school enrollments in increments of

100 with average percentages of those districts falling within each range and
illustrates that as school enrollments increase, percentages tend to decrease.

Table 9

Average School Enrollment and Financial Impact Percentage

Number of Average School Average
Districts Enrollment Percentage
8 100-199 6.7
24 200-299 4.8
60 300-399 2.8
49 400-499 2.3
26 500-599 1.7
9 600-699 1:6
5 700+ 1,2

181
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Chart S
Wverage School Errellment and Financial Impact Percentage
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Table 10 and Chart 6 compare district enrollment in increments of 1000
with average percentages of those districts falling within each range and
illustrates that as enrollment increases, percentages tend to decrease.

Table 10

District Enrollment and Financial Impact Percentage

Number of District Average
Districts Enrollment Range Percentage
38 0- 999 5t
42 1000-1999 3.0
41 2000-2999 2
18 3000-3999 1.6
15 4000-4999 1.6
9 5000-5999 .9
3 6000-6999 2.1
6 7000-7999 .8
/. 8000-8999 135
2 9000-9999 1.1
5 10,000+ .9




Chart B
District Enrollment and Financial Impact Percentage
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Table 11 and Chart 7 compare percentage ranges in increments and the
average number of schools of districts falling within each range and
illustrates that as percentage ranges increase, the average number of schools
tends to decrease.

Table 11

Number of Schools and Financial Impact Percentage

Number of Percentage Number of
Districts Range Schools
10 0.0 8.9
27% 0.1-0.9 8.0%

33 1.0-1.9 9.0
34 2.0-2.9 8.3
34 3.0-3.9 5.5
11 4.0-4.9 4.6
13 5.0-5.9 2:5
8 6.0-6.9 2.6
4 1:0~7.9 2.0
5 8.0-11.0 2.0

179
*Jefferson and Fayette Counties omitted (average increases
L to 15.0 when included)




Chart 7
Number of Schools and Financial Impact Percentage

Tables 9, 10, and 11 clarify the correlation data and show graphically
the relationships between district enrollments, average school enrollments and
numbers of schools and percentages. The relationships are not perfect; that
is, percentages in every district do not increase as enrollment and number of
schools data decrease, but the tables and correlations do signify a strong
tendency for this to occur, strong enough to demonstrate that the effect on
small school districts' financial condition is more pronounced than on larger
districts.

In summary, the multiple regression analysis and independent variable
correlations related to ratio of required to allotted ASIS units and the per-
centages representing financial impact show that districts with smaller
enrollments, average school enrollments and numbers of schools tend to have
lower ratios and higher percentages than do larger districts. These data
indicate that the Foundation Program tends to be less efficient in allotting
ASIS units to smaller districts than to larger districts and that the finan-
cial impact of meeting accreditation requirements is greater for smaller dis-
tricts than for larger districts.

An in-depth analysis of groups of districts to determine how the inde-
pendent variables and other variables specifically affect individual dis-
tricts' ratio of required to allotted ASIS units follows. The groups analyzed
are the ten smallest districts, ten average size districts, the ten largest
districts and the ten districts whose allotted number of ASIS units is suffi-
cient to meet '"standard" accreditation requirements.

Smallest Districts

The ten districts with the smallest enrollments were analyzed. Table 12
shows a summary of the data which were generated for those districts.
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Table 12

Summary Data for Smallest Districts

Adjusted Middle & Average
District District Number of Junior High School
Number Ratio Enrollment Schools Schools Enrollment
537 77.8 150 1 0 150
586 100.0 210 1 0 210
356 48.6 259 2 0 129
6 42 .4 277 2 1 138
524 75.0 278 1 0 278
149 94.1 301 1 0 301
13 43.2 328 2 0 164
132 57.9 355 2 0 177
272 40.0 357 2 0 178
533 5252 367 2 0 183
Group
Average 63.1 288 1.6 191

Within the group the ratio ranged from 40-100, with an average ratio of
63.1. The one district with a ratio of 100 had only one school, with a K-8
grade organizational pattern and only eleven teachers. Therefore that
district's ASIS requirements were five-tenths principal, three-tenths librar-
ian, and two-tenths counselor. These requirements totaled the one ASIS unit
which was allotted to that district. When that exceptional district was
removed from the group, the average ratio of the other nine districts was 59.
The other three K-8 districts in the group did not generate enough ASIS units
to meet the requirements either because (1) the enrollment was smaller than
that of the exceptional district and they did not generate the same amount of
units, or (2) the enrollment was larger, requiring more teachers, which in
turn increased the unit requirement for principal to one full-time.

The districts in the group had either one or two schools. The four dis-
tricts with one school had a K-8 organizational pattern. Their ratio range
was 75-100, with an average of 86.7. With a K-8 organizational pattern those
districts were required to have principals, librarians, and counselors but
were not required to use ASIS units for any of the instructional areas, such
as art, music, and physical education.

With one exception, the districts did not have
schools. The one which had a 7-9 junior high school did not have a 10-12 pro-
gram. In that district the junior high school did not increase the require-
ments any more than a secondary school would have.
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The average school population for the districts ranged from 129 to 301,
with an average for the group of 191. There were no schools with less than
eight teachers or in the special category which did not require accreditation.
There were thus no schools in which the pupils generated ASIS units which were
not required to be used in that school, and consequently allowing that they be
used to help lessen the burden of the heavier requirements in other schools.

A review of the accreditation ratings of the schools in the group, as
reported in the Department of Education report, "School Membership and Orga-
nization, 1979-80, Public Schools,' revealed that 75 percent of the schools
had standard ratings, six percent had basic ratings, and 19 percent had provi-
sional ratings. There were no schools which had a comprehensive rating.

The districts in the group were allotted 61 percent of the ASIS wunits
required for minimum accreditation standards but staffed three percent more
than the minimum requirement. This group had the smallest enrollment and the
smallest average size schools. It had no schools exempt from accreditation
requirements. It therefore had the lowest average ratio.

Average Size Districts

Eighty-three of the 181 districts had enrollments in the 1000 to 2999
range. The ten districts in the middle of that enrollment group were selected
and analyzed. Their enrollments ranged from 1930 to 2095, with an average
enrollment of 1998. Table 13 shows the summary data generated for those dis-
tricts.

Table 13

Summary Data for Average Size Districts

_ Adjusted Middle & Average
District District Number of Junior High School
1 Number Ratio Enrollment Schools Schools Enrollment
!
575 81.2 1930 6 1 321
555 78.2 1935 3 1 645
446 71.1 1943 3 1 647
421 93.5 1952 2 0 976
405 86.1 1971 5 0 394
152 65.8 2022 5 1 404
536 72.0 2028 6 1 338
75 89.3 2029 6 0 338
143 72.2 2079 5 1 415
551 90.4 2095 7 0 299
Group T T
Average 80.0 1998 4.8 .6 478 _J
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Within the group the ratio ranged from 65.8 to 90.4, with an average
ratio of 80. The number of schools in the districts ranged from two to seven,
an average of 4.8 schools per district.

Six of the ten districts had one middle or junior high school, which com-
prised 12.5 percent of the total schools in the district. Though the exist-
ence of middle and junior high schools did not have a strong correlation with
the independent variable when the statistical analysis was done, their exist-
ence did appear to have a significant relationship in individual districts.
To determine the importance of that variable in this group, the ASIS require-
ments were calculated on the assumption that the middle or junior high schools
did not exist in those districts. For purposes of the calculation, the pupils
in grades five through eight were added to an elementary school and the pupils
in the ninth grade were added to a high school. Table 14 shows the require-

ments and ratio without middle and junior high schools. All other data were
unchanged.

Table 14

Comparison of Average Size Districts
With and Without Middle and Junior High Schools

WITH MIDDLE & WITHOUT MIDDLE &
JR. HIGH SCHOOLS JR. HIGH SCHOOLS
Middle &
District | Jr. High ASIS

Number Schools Allotted Requirements | Ratio Requirements | Ratio
575 1 10.8 13.3 81.2 1.1 973
555 1 11,1 14.2 78.2 8.4 132.1
446 1 9.1 12.8 k! 7.4 123.0
421 0 10.1 10.8 93.5 10.8 93.5
405 0 10.5 12.2 86.1 122 86.1
152 1 10.4 15.8 65.8 11.2 92.9
536 1 10.8 15.0 72.0 11.6 93.1
75 0 10.8 12.1 89.3 1271 89.3
143 1 1.7 16.2 72.2 11.4 102.6
551 0 113 12.5 90.4 125 90.4
134.9 80.0 108.7 100.0
(Avg.) (Avg.)

This calculation increased the ratio range of the group from 65.8 - 90.4
to 86.1 - 132.1 and increased the average ratio from 80 to 100. By not having
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middle and junior high school accreditation requirements the total ASIS
requirements for the group decreased from 134.9 to 108.7, a total of 26.2.

The average school size for the districts in the group ranged from 299 to
976, with an average size of 478. Twelve percent of the schools did not
require accreditation because they either had less than eight teachers, or
were special schools. Those schools had a total enrollment of 492, which
generated approximately two ASIS units, units which did not have to be used to
meet accreditation standards. The ASIS units generated by the students in the
special schools are slight but they do make a difference when students are not
used in the calculation of the requirements. For example, two districts in
this group were very similar in enrollment and types of schools, except that
one had a special school, generated four-tenths more of an ASIS wunit because
of the special school, had eight-tenths less of an ASIS unit requirement, and
had a higher ratio. The following table compares the two districts.

Table 15

Effect of Special Schools on Ratio

District 152 District 536
Enrollment 2022 2038
Elementary schools 3 3
Junior high schools 1 1
High schools 1 1
Special schools - 1%
ASIS allotted 10.4 10.8
ASIS required 15.8%% 15
Ratio 65.8 72
*117 pupils enrolled.
**Required .2 librarian, .5 counselor, and .1 physical education more,

because pupils were in schools requiring accreditation.

Accreditation ratings for the average size group were higher than for the
group of small districts. Twenty-one percent had a comprehensive rating, 63
percent had a standard rating, 4 percent had a basic rating and 12 percent did
not require accreditation.

The districts in the group were allotted 79 percent of the ASIS units
required for minimum accreditation standards but staffed 50 percent more than

the minimum requirements.
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Largest Districts

Finally, the ten districts with the largest enrollments were analyzed.
In a separate calculation the three largest districts were eliminated, since
they were substantially larger than the other seven districts. Both sets of
information are discussed, though removing the three districts did not create
a significant difference in the average ratio of the two groups. Table 16
shows the summary data used for the ten largest districts.

Table 16

Summary Data for Largest Districts

Adjusted Middle & Average
District District Number of Junior High School
Number Ratio Enrollment Schools Schools Enrollment
265 80.1 7,970 19 1 419
145 86.8 8,305 18 2 461
175 81.3 8,919 25 0 356
115 88.8 9,425 18 3 523
231 85.3 9,715 18 3 539
291 94.3 10,189 19 3 536
71 85.2 10,580 15 4 705
491 77.9 15,146 34 3 445
165 93.9 29,325 47 10 623
275 96.2 95,211 173 21 550
Group Avg.| 87.0 20,479 38.6 5 516

The enrollments in the group ranged from 7,970 to 95,211, the average
enrollment being 20,479. In the group of seven remaining, once the three
largest districts were removed, the enrollment range was 7,970 to 9,715, an
average of 9,300. Within the total group of ten the ratio ranged from 77.9 to
96.2, averaging 87. The average decreased one point when the three large dis-
tricts were removed.

The number of schools ranged from 15 to 173, with an average of 38.6;
without the three largest districts the range was 15 to 25, an average of
nineteen schools.

Fifty of the schools (thirteen percent) were middle and junior high
schools. The ASIS requirements were not recalculated, as they were for the
average-size district group, but it is assumed that the same changes in ratio
would take place, again showing that the middle and junior high schools
require a large number of ASIS units and will reduce a district's ratio.

The average school population for the ten districts in the group was 516,
ranging from 356 to 705. Twelve percent of the schools in the group did not
require accreditation. Accreditation ratings were slightly higher than those
of the previous group. Twenty-nine percent had a comprehensive rating, 577
percent had a standard rating, one percent had a basic rating, one percent had
a provisional rating, and 12 percent did not require accreditation.
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The districts in the group were allotted 91.7 percent of the ASIS units
required for minimum accreditation standards but staffed 69 percent more than
the minimum requirement.

Districts Generating Enough Units to Meet Accreditation Requirements

Ninety-four and one-half percent of all the districts examined did not
generate enough ASIS units to meet the minimum accreditation requirements. In
an effort to determine why 5.5 percent, or ten districts, did have a ratio of
100 or above, those districts were analyzed individually and as a group.
Table 17 show the summary data for those districts.

Table 17

Districts with 100+ Ratio

: Middle & Average
District District Number of Jr. High School
Number '+ Ratio Enrollment Schools Schools Enrollment
586 ?_ 100.0 210 1 0 210
221 ; 101.9 4382 12 0 365
311 ; 102.5 7187 14 1 513
452 E 102.7 3443 8 1 430
571 ; 103.4 7053 12 0 587
511 i 106.5 3005 6 0 500
125 é 109.0 5043 10 0 504
65 E 110.1 2501 7 0 357
285 % 110.2 4160 7 0 594
134 E 114.1 5943 12 0 495
ro . _ _ S
Group Avg. i 106.0 4293 8.8 «2 456

Within the group the ratio ranged from 100 to 114.1, an average of 106.
The enrollment ranged from 210 to 7187, averaging 4293. Ninety-three percent
of all the school districts are in that range, with only one district smaller
and twelve districts larger. There is at least one district in six different
enrcllment groups, as displayed in Table 7, indicating that these districts
are unusual in their enrollment groups. There is not an increase in ratio
with the increase of enrollment in this group, as is the overall tendency.

The number of schools ranged from one to fourteen, with an average of

8.8, and the average school size was 456. Of the eighty-nine schools in the
group, only 2.2 percent were middle or junior high schools. With two excep-
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tions, the districts in the group were organized on an elementary-secondary
pattern (K-8th grade, 9th-12th grade), so that there were no ASIS requirements
for the sceventh and eighth grades. One district did not have a secondary
school, one had two secondary schools, and the other eight districts had only
one senior high school. Excluding the one district without a senior high
school, the average number of high schools per district in the group 1is 1.1;
the average enrollment is 1267. The average number of high schools per dis-
trict state-wide is 1.3, with an average enrollment of 681, when the five dis-
tricts without high schools and Jefferson County, with twenty-five high
schools and an average enrollment of 1370, are excluded.

Nine percent of the schools in the group did not require accreditation,
thus giving the group the kind of slight advantage discussed previously.

In comparing the ten districts with the other 171 districts it is evident
that they were able to generate enough ASIS units to meet minimum accredi-
tation requirements because, in addition to being in the higher than average
range on each of the variables discussed in earlier sections, other contribut-
ing variables generated slight increases in the ratios. Those variables were
the elementary-secondary organizational pattern, the larger than average size
high schools, a low percentage of middle and junior high schools, and a higher
than average percent of schools which did not require accreditation.

The ten districts with a ratio of 100 or higher were each unusual in
their size group. The data as discussed in this chapter shows that the
Foundation Program is not efficiently providing ASIS units at the level needed
to meet minimum accreditation requirements and only did so for these districts
because they are anomalies, and the variables for each of these districts
meshed in an atypical manner.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

The present study necessitated a thorough review of the Department of
Education's accreditation requirements, both past and present. It also
required a comprehensive analysis of each school district's ASIS unit allot-
ment for the 1979-80 school year, how each district stood in terms of meeting
accreditation standards, and its school organizational structure. The analy-
sis of each enrollment and organizational structure variable which contributed
to the wvariation in the district's ability to generate enough ASIS units to
meet accreditation standards is discussed above. The conclusions from these
analyses are discussed in this chapter.

The accreditation requirements which were in effect at the time the
Foundation Program Law was passed by the General Assembly were reviewed, as
were the law and its amendments. Those reviews disclosed the following:

1. When the Foundation Program Law was passed in 1954, elementary, mid-
dle and junior high schools were not accredited and therefore not
required to use ASIS units to meet accreditation standards. In 1959
accreditation standards were applied to all levels of schools, except
those with less than eight teachers. The present accreditation stan-
dards, therefore, substantially increase the number of ASIS units
needed over the number allotted by the Foundation Program formula,
which has not kept pace with the Board's accreditation standards.

2. In the 1949-55 standards, the only two ASIS positions secondary
schools were required to fill were principals and librarians, and
those were on a much lower staff/time or staff/pupil ratio than they
are at the present time. Secondary schools are now required to staff
full-time principals, a higher proportion of librarians, plus coun-
selors, physical education, art, music and industrial arts teachers.

3. The 1949-55 accreditation publication included suggested course
offerings, most of which are the same as the courses required at the
present time. There was not a minimum number of course offerings
required, such as the thirty-seven presently required for a school
with ninth through twelfth grades.

4., In a school district of one elementary, one junior high and one
secondary school, a minimum of sixteen more ASIS personnel positions
would be required to meet standard accreditation rating requirements
at the present time than would have been required in 1954.

5. The formula for allotting ASIS units in the Foundation Program Law
was on a 8:1 ratio and has not been changed to keep up with the
increased accreditation requirement over the years.

6. The number of types of positions staffed by ASIS units has doubled

since the passage of the Foundation Program Law. The unit for school
district superintendent is the only unit which has been removed from
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the ASIS formula.

7. The Foundation Program Law included a special formula for allotting
classroom units for isolated schools, in the event that they would
not have the average daily attendance required to generate enough
units to support themselves. However, there has never been a similar
provision for small school districts based on enrollment. Nor do the
accreditation standards have separate requirements for small school
districts. A high school with three hundred pupils is required to
have thirty-seven different courses, the same as a high school with
one thousand pupils.

8. The accreditation standards implemented for the 1959-60 school vear
included requirements for the accreditation of elementary schools,
except for those which had less than eight teachers. It was the
belief of the committee that developed the standards that it would be
an enormous task for school districts to prepare their elementary
schools for accreditation and that considering schools of less than
eight teachers at that time would be too difficult. Schools with
less than eight teachers (six percent of the schools in the state)
are still not required to meet accreditation standards. Nor are spe-
cial schools and vocational schools.

9. The 1949-55 "Standards" did not have specific requirements for middle
and junior high schools. After the passage of the Foundation Program
junior high school requirements were included. The recent trend in
school organization is reflected by the present standards document,
which has a separate section on middle schools but none on junior
high schools. The section includes a statement that middle schools
with two grades should be expanded to include another grade as soon
as possible and that the preferred middle school includes grades 6-8.
The tenor of the document strongly encourages districts to move
toward an organizational structure which includes middle schools.

The individual analysis of districts, Chapter III, shows that a district
with middle and junior high schools is required to use more ASIS units to meet
minimum accreditation standards than districts which do not have them. It is
also true that placing fifth and sixth grades in middle schools is more expen-
sive to a district than the elementary (K-6) - junior high (7-9) organization,
because the fifth and sixth grade enrollment in the middle school would
require additional ASIS units.

It was necessary, for the present study to review accreditation require-
ments, to determine which personnel positions funded by ASIS units were
required, so a formula could be developed to measure the financial burden on
local school districts. During the review it quickly became apparent that
there are several areas in the accreditation standards which warrant changes:

1. The accreditation standards document has passages of vague and often
contradictory language, which cause great confusion for the reader
who must follow the document as a guide to meeting accreditation
standards. The separate sections on elementary, middle, and second-
ary school accreditation each appear to be separate documents and
often include statements in one which should be in all three. For
example, the elementary school section includes a statement that
"Programs for exceptional children, including the gifted and
talented, shall be provided".13 No such statement is included in
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the middle and secondary school sections. It could therefore be
assumed that middle and secondary schools may become accredited with-
out having programs for exceptional children.

According to the document, most of the standards are permissive.
However, our conversations with Department of Education personnel
revealed that even though the standards are written as permissive and
adopted as Kentucky Administrative Regulations, they are applied
stringently. The reverse is also true, in that requirements may be
waived if an alternative exists. The standards do not delineate the
requirements which may be altered.

The document does not include all of the requirements for accredi-
tation, but is supplemented by other Department of Education publi-
cations, such as specific program guidelines.

Administrative regulation 704 KAR 10:022 incorporates the document by
reference and therefore the regulation consists of two brief summary
paragraphs. Administrative review procedure is the same whether the
regulations are submitted in detail or are incorporated by reference
material, but it is possible that regulations are not scrutinized as
carefully by the public, or by other reviewers, when they are
incorporated by reference material. It is also evident that they are
not developed with the same precision as they would be if they were
done in the standard regulation form. The lack of specific language
leaves room for wide interpretation when the standards are applied at
the local school level.

The statistical analysis of data involving ratio of required to allotted
ASIS units and percentages representing financial impact on districts and
enrollment and school organizational factors (Chapter 3) provide support for
the following conclusions:

1

The Foundation Program provides school districts, on the average,
75.5 percent of the number of ASIS units needed to meet "standard"
accreditation requirements. One-half of the districts receive from
40 to 75.5 percent support and one-half receive from 75.5 to 100+
percent support. The program, then, is only partially effective in
providing the required number of ASIS units.

The best predictor of a district's ratio of required to allotted ASIS
units was average school enrollment.

The ratio of required to allotted ASIS units tends to be lower in
districts with smaller average school enrollments, district
enrollments, and numbers of schools than in districts with larger
enrollments and numbers of schools.

The financial impact on school districts of staffing additional ASIS
units required to meet "standard" accreditation requirements tends to
be greater for districts with smaller average school enrollments,
district enrollments, and numbers of schools than for districts with
larger enrollments and numbers of schools.

The Foundation Program tends to be less efficient in providing
smaller districts with sufficient ASIS wunits to meet "standard"

accreditation requirements than it is for larger districts.
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The State Board of Education has established the '"standard" accredi-
tation rating as the minimum requirement for secondary school pro-
grams and has indicated its intention to require elementary schools
to meet the same requirements in the near future. The results of the
study show that the Foundation Program does not provide most school
districts, especially those with smaller enrollments, with sufficient
ASIS units to meet "standard'" requirements. This situation raises
questions as to the intent of Section 183 of Kentucky's Constitution,
the legislative intent of the Foundation Program statutes and the
State Board of Education's mandate in KRS 156.160 to establish
accreditation requirements for all schools.

Section 183 of the Constitution says that '"the General Assembly
shall, by appropriate legislation, provide for an efficient system of
common schools throughout the state." The legislative intent of the
Foundation Program 1is 'to assure substantially equal public school
educational opportunities...for those in attendance in the public
schools of the Commonwealth, but not to limit nor to prevent any
school district from providing educational services and facilities
beyond those assured by the Foundation Program.... KRS 157.310 to
157.440 and subsection (2) of KRS 157.990, shall be interpreted as a
measure to provide for an efficient system of public schools through-
out the Commonwealth, as prescribed by Section 183 of the Constitu-

tion of Kentucky..." (KRS 157.315). KRS 156.160 requires that 'the
State Board of Education shall adopt rules and regulations relating
to ...grading, classifying and accrediting all common schools ...".

It is assumed that the current minimum accreditation standards of the
State Board of Education reflect, to some degree, the board's inter-
pretation of an "efficient system of public schools.” It is further
assumed that the Foundation Program is the means by which the legis-
lature intends '"to assure substantial equal public school educational
opportunities" for Kentucky's children and youth. This study indi-
cates, however, that these approaches discriminate to a considerable
extent against small school districts and to a lesser extent against
other school districts.

This observation raises some questions for consideration.

Was it the intent of the legislature in enacting the original Founda-
tion Program statutes to provide a funding allocation system which
would discriminate against some school districts?

Is the legislature aware that over a period of time the State Board
of Education has established minimum accreditation standards which
exceed the capability of the Foundation Program to provide districts
with the units necessary to meet those standards?

Should the State Board be required to take into consideration the
fiscal impact of accreditation standards before they are adopted?

Should the Foundation Program statutes be amended to require, within
reasonable limits based on selected criteria, that State Board of
Education minimum accreditation requirements not exceed those units
allotted through the program?
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Recommendations

Recommendations based on statistical analysis of data related to ratio of

required

follow:

1.

to allotted ASIS units and percentages representing financial impact

The formula for allotting ASIS units should be adjusted so that suf-
ficient units would be provided districts to enable them to more
nearly meet minimum accreditation requirements. Even though average
school enrollment explains a large part of the variation in ratio,
changes in the allotment formula should consider total district
enrollment, since a district with a relatively small total enrollment
may have no choice but to operate relatively small schools, while a
district with a larger total enrollment would have much more capa-
bility of increasing individual school enrollments. Several possible
alterations in the formula follow; they assume that the ASIS units
presently required for accreditation are necessary to a quality pro-
gram:

a. Districts could be grouped according to the total number of
instructional units used to determine the number of ASIS units
allotted, and each group could use a different divisor to arrive
at the number of ASIS units allotted, with smaller districts hav-
ing a smaller divisor and larger districts a larger divisor.
Smaller districts would receive a proportionately larger number
of units.

b. ASIS units which directly involve classroom instruction could be
removed from the ASIS category and transferred to the basic cate-
gory and appropriate adjustments made in ADA requirements for
basic unit allotment and in the formula for allotting those units
remaining in the category. ADA requirements for generating basic
units and total unit requirements for generating ASIS units would
need to be lower in smaller districts than in larger districts.

c. Districts could be categorized according to the total number of
instructional units used to determine ASIS units and each cate-
gory could be allotted a fixed minimum number of ASIS units which
the district would receive, with smaller districts receiving a
proportionately larger fixed number of wunits than larger dis-
tricts.

d. ASIS units which are directly involved in classroom instruction
could be removed from the ASIS category and allotted as special
instructional wunits using a separate formula calculation; the
formula for allotting the units remaining in the ASIS category
would have to be adjusted accordingly. Both formulas would allot
smaller districts a proportionately larger number of each type of
unit than larger districts.

Less stringent accreditation requirements could be developed for
smaller school districts. This approach would assume that a quality
program could be maintained which had fewer requirements for ASIS
units. For example, the course offering requirements could be
reduced for junior high and high schools, or the requirements for
principals, librarians, or counselors could be reduced in smaller
schools.
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Recommendations based on overall analysis of the accreditation standards
are as follows:

1. Standards should be rewritten so that the number of ASIS wunits
required for accreditation is very explicit for all positions of
required staffing.

2. The standards document should be rewritten in a format which is
easier to use as a resource document, is less repetitious, and is
inclusive of all material which affects the accreditation process.

3. Requirements, and exceptions to requirements in the revised document
should be precise and specific.

4. The specific accreditation requirements should be put into the usual
regulation form for review, approval and filing, rather than incorpo-
rating the contents of the document by reference.

5. If the State Board of Education continues to establish minimum
accreditation requirements related to ASIS units, and the Foundation
Program is supposed to allot units for a minimum educational program,
the number of ASIS units allotted should more closely correspond to
the number of units required by the standards.

6. Accreditation standards should be established for schools for which

no standards now exist (special schools, schools with less than eight
teachers and vocational schools).
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APPENDIX 1
80 BR 2126

SENATLE

REGULAR SESSION 1980

Senate Resolution No, 77

April 1, 1980

Senator Clyde Middleton introduced the following resolution

which was ordered to be printed.
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80 BR 2126

A RESOLUTION directing the Legislative Research Ccommis-
sion to conduct a study of state Foundation Program
support of small school district educational pro-
grams.

WHEREAS, the Foundation Program provides funds for
school district programs and staff without regard to
school district size; and

WHEREAS, in many small school districts the Founda-
tion Program formula does not provide enough units for
programs and staff required to attain a standard accredi-
tation rating; and

WHEREAS, the standard accreditation rating indicates
a level of program offerings which is considered to pro-
vide pupils broad, well-rounded educational opportuni-
ties; and

WHEREAS, small districts are often placed in severe
financial difficulty as a result of using local funds to
staff positions required by a standard rating; and

WHEREAS, it should be the responsibility of the
state to provide sufficient funds for units required by a
standard accreditation rating;

NOW, THEREFORE,

Be it resolved by the Senate of the General Assembly of

the Commonwealth of Kentucky:
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80 BR 2126

Section 1. That the Legislative Research Commission
through the Interim Joint Committee on Education is
directed to study the Foundation Program unit allocation
system with relation to its application in small school
districts and the effect on small school districts!
financial conditions as a result of their efforts to

attain a standard accreditation rating.
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APPENDIX

MINIMUM ASIS UNITS NEEDED TO ACQUIRE STANDARD ACCREDITATION RATING
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APPENDIX III

RATIO OF ALLOTTED TO REQUIRED ASIS UNITS
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APPENDIX
v
COST OF ADDITIONAL ASIS UNITS REQUIRED FOR ACCREDITATION
AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL CURRENT EXPENSES EXPENDITURES
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