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What changes are necessary to make Pennsylvania’s system of funding public education more fair and effective?

Introduction

The General Assembly shall provide for the maintenance and support of a thorough and efficient system of public education to serve the needs of the Commonwealth
-Article III, Section 14 of the Constitution of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

In 1831, through the Common School Fund, the Commonwealth made $100,000 available to support public schools.  In his proposed 2007-08 budget, Governor Ed Rendell has budgeted almost $9.3 billion for Pre-Kindergarten through Grade 12 education, 34% of total General Fund expenditures.  Fifty-three percent ($4.95 billion) of the PreK-12 subsidies are for basic education funding.  

Over the last 175-plus years, precisely how dollars provided by the General Assembly have been disbursed has varied significantly.  The Common School Fund required at least two matching dollars from county school taxes for each dollar of state support.  As such, these funds were disbursed based on the number of taxable residents with total number of students and the wealth of the county as inconsequential factors.  It wasn’t until 1895 that the number of school age children was considered in how to distribute funding to school districts and the wealth of districts was not recognized as a funding consideration until 1923.  The initial framework upon which our funding system was built was not constructed in such a way as to address issues related to the unevenness in funding between districts or toward defining basic levels of funding required to effectively instruct students.  Consideration toward local wealth finally emerged in the 1949 School Code with the General Assembly taking the school district’s actual instructional expense (AIE) into account in 1957.  The mid 1960s through 1983 School Code included a state aid goal equal to 50% of the median AIE per student of all districts.  With a 55% peak in state support achieved in 1975, the 50% state share goal was removed from the School Code. 
The last use of any consistent “formula” was the Equalized Subsidy for Basic Education (ESBE), which was last used in 1991-92.  The ESBE formula distributed funds to school districts using a per pupil dollar amount multiplied by the number of students and the school district’s aid ratio, which is a measure of wealth of the district and which resulted in wealthier districts receiving less per pupil than poorer districts.  Students were weighted at 0.5 for kindergarten, 1.0 for elementary (grades 1-6) and 1.36 for secondary (grades 7-12).  The per pupil dollar amount was initially set at the statewide median instructional expenditure (AIE); however the cost to the Commonwealth of annually funding this obligation became prohibitive so the formula was abandoned in 1992.  Since 1992, no standard, consistent funding formula has been used.  However, the premise of the ESBE formula provides a practical basis for adequately funding schools.
Where we are now:  The Basic Instructional Subsidy

The current Basic Instructional Subsidy for 2007/08 allocates to each school district an amount equal to its 2006-07 Basic Education Funding Allocation, plus it includes eight supplemental funding formulas.  The following is a summary of the eight supplemental funding formulas:  (Below are brief descriptions with actual calculations more laborious and detailed)
Table 1:  
	Name of Supplement
	Brief Description

	1.  Base Supplement
	Each district will receive a portion of this supplement based on its Market Value/Personal Income (MV/PI) Aid Ratio.  

	2.  Poverty Supplement
	189 Districts will receive a portion of this supplement based on its MV/PI Aid Ratio in combination with its percent of students eligible for free and reduced lunches as of October 31, 2006. 

	3.  Foundation Supplement
	169 Districts will receive a portion based on their current expenditure per student not equaling the state median per pupil expenditure.

	4.  Tax Burden Supplement
	34 Districts will receive a portion of this supplement if the district’s 2005 market value must have changed by less than 10% increase over its 2000 market value.

	5.  Growth Supplement
	44 Districts will qualify for this supplement based on student growth in the district. The wealth of the district is also considered in this supplement.



	6.  Small District Assistance Supplement
	107 Districts qualify for this assistance.  A district’s Average Daily Membership (ADM) must be less than 1,500 and its MV/PI aid ratio must be equal to or greater than .6000.

	7.  Limited English Proficiency Supplement 
	31 Districts qualify based on the number of enrolled students identified as limited English Proficient must be greater than 3.5% of its 2005/06 ADMs.  The wealth of the district is also considered in this supplement.

	8.  Inflation Index Supplement
	262 Districts qualify based on all of the funding above at a minimum must equal 3.4% multiplied by its MV/PI aid ratio over its 2006/07 Basic Education Funding Allocation.


After considering all of the supplements described above, a hold harmless factor is included in the calculation and applies to 170 school districts.  This factor states that after all of the above supplements are calculated, each district shall receive a minimum increase of 2.0% over it 2006/07 Basic Education Funding Allocation.  These supplemental funding streams were implemented in an effort to promote some form of equity and adequacy among the state’s 501 school districts.

     
Recognizing the inherent inadequacy and inequity of how Pennsylvania currently funds our public schools, and the lack of a rational funding system to help better understand our complex $19.6 billion education budget, the General Assembly passed Act 114 of 2006, requiring a costing out study, performed by independent contractors with the goal to identify the basic educational cost per pupil to enable each student to meet Pennsylvania’s academic standards and assessments.  
In formulating our recommendation we have relied on the wealth of information provided through the EPLC monthly leadership meetings, and the EPLC Educational Finance Primer (November 2006).   It goes without saying that we are eager to learn of Augenblick’s, Palaich and Associates Costing-Out Study results, especially as related to their econometric approach to the cost function.  

     
In advance of this landmark costing-out study, our group finance project has focused our efforts on providing a rational, weighted student formula.  Our proposed formula moves well beyond the current, Basic Instructional Subsidy, with its eight funding supplements and offers a formula which aims to promote equity and adequacy for all students across our state’s 501 school districts. To address accountability issues in the distribution of public education dollars, we envision the distribution of funds, based on our proposed weighted student formula, to occur within a transparent system consistent with the transparency principles outlined in the Thomas B. Fordham’s Institute’s, Fund the Child report (June 2006, p. 1):

· Funding follows the student
· The funding formula is responsive to student’s needs with the funding amount reflective of the student’s needs in meeting academic standards and assessments

· The school receives the funding as real, flexible dollars

· Accountability determined by student “results” rather than by inputs, i.e., programs, activities, etc.
Although the statutory goal of a state share of 50% was removed in 1983, we assert that our proposed weighted student formula will best achieve its end to create a rational, equitable and adequate funding system if the state reinvigorates a goal to provide a greater share of school funding.  Currently, the Pennsylvania state share is in the bottom five in the nation.  Conversely, Pennsylvania is ranked 7th in the “overall” high level of K-12 spending per student, with a disproportionately high portion of this funding coming from local dollars.  This situation creates overwhelming dependency on local property taxes and has resulted in a system of inequity in Pennsylvania that, in most states, may very well be deemed unconstitutional.  
	Table 2:  Revenues and % distribution of revenues for public elementary and secondary education, by source and state or jurisdiction: FY2005

	
	
	Revenues [in thousands of dollars]
	
	
	
	Percentage distribution
	 
	 

	State or jurisdiction
	Total
	Local
	State
	Federal
	Local
	State
	Federal

	United States
	$487,761,164
	$214,389,438
	$228,562,195
	$44,809,532
	44.0
	46.9
	9.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nevada
	1 
	3,393,152
	2,215,988
	920,244
	256,921
	65.3
	27.1
	7.6

	Nebraska
	2 
	2,800,202
	1,633,416
	877,246
	289,540
	58.3
	31.3
	10.3

	Illinois
	3 
	21,281,907
	12,683,909
	6,758,417
	1,839,581
	59.6
	31.8
	8.6

	South Dakota
	4 
	1,061,844
	526,012
	355,969
	179,863
	49.5
	33.5
	16.9

	Missouri
	5 
	8,373,954
	4,768,959
	2,859,179
	745,815
	56.9
	34.1
	8.9

	Texas
	6 
	36,798,422
	19,466,061
	13,214,827
	4,117,534
	52.9
	35.9
	11.2

	Pennsylvania
	7 
	21,439,695
	11,937,783
	7,717,500
	1,784,412
	55.7
	36.0
	8.3

	North Dakota
	8 
	920,566
	431,813
	340,259
	148,495
	46.9
	37.0
	16.1

	Maryland
	9 
	9,886,032
	5,496,485
	3,729,271
	660,276
	55.6
	37.7
	6.7

	Connecticut
	10 
	8,015,309
	4,527,506
	3,062,150
	425,653
	56.5
	38.2
	5.3

	Rhode Island
	11 
	1,878,044
	1,002,573
	725,609
	149,862
	53.4
	38.6
	8.0

	New Hampshire
	12 
	2,242,384
	1,236,214
	879,428
	126,743
	55.1
	39.2
	5.7

	Virginia
	13 
	11,990,159
	6,292,194
	4,871,156
	826,809
	52.5
	40.6
	6.9

	Maine
	14 
	2,308,518
	1,135,119
	946,282
	227,117
	49.2
	41.0
	9.8

	Florida
	15 
	22,633,476
	10,720,541
	9,533,209
	2,379,726
	47.4
	42.1
	10.5

	Massachusetts
	16 
	12,735,802
	6,525,322
	5,442,172
	768,309
	51.2
	42.7
	6.0

	Colorado
	17 
	6,911,807
	3,475,507
	2,954,905
	481,395
	50.3
	42.8
	7.0

	New York
	18 
	43,649,605
	21,682,869
	18,768,008
	3,198,727
	49.7
	43.0
	7.3

	Tennessee
	19 
	6,942,997
	3,153,736
	2,998,090
	791,171
	45.4
	43.2
	11.4

	New Jersey
	20 
	21,738,449
	11,331,905
	9,450,496
	956,048
	52.1
	43.5
	4.4

	Georgia
	21 
	14,726,455
	6,848,011
	6,466,311
	1,412,133
	46.5
	43.9
	9.6

	Ohio
	22 
	19,912,038
	9,633,419
	8,752,118
	1,526,501
	48.4
	44.0
	7.7

	Montana
	23 
	1,293,161
	514,077
	584,289
	194,794
	39.8
	45.2
	15.1

	South Carolina
	24 
	6,267,520
	2,768,595
	2,837,312
	661,614
	44.2
	45.3
	10.6

	Iowa
	25 
	4,481,531
	2,055,162
	2,051,947
	374,422
	45.9
	45.8
	8.4

	Indiana
	26 
	11,278,665
	5,214,024
	5,326,048
	738,593
	46.2
	47.2
	6.5

	Louisiana
	27 
	6,057,201
	2,337,820
	2,878,017
	841,364
	38.6
	47.5
	13.9

	Arizona
	28 
	8,151,688
	3,301,561
	3,898,118
	952,009
	40.5
	47.8
	11.7

	Oregon
	29 
	4,999,669
	2,052,095
	2,439,989
	507,585
	41.0
	48.8
	10.2

	Wisconsin
	30 
	9,432,162
	4,036,880
	4,789,269
	606,013
	42.8
	50.8
	6.4

	Wyoming
	31 
	1,130,977
	438,594
	585,593
	106,791
	38.8
	51.8
	9.4

	Oklahoma
	32 
	4,621,537
	1,520,859
	2,466,399
	634,278
	32.9
	53.4
	13.7

	Mississippi
	33 
	3,642,050
	1,099,730
	1,965,158
	577,162
	30.2
	54.0
	15.8

	Kansas
	34 
	4,468,190
	1,582,904
	2,431,195
	454,091
	35.4
	54.4
	10.2

	Utah
	35 
	3,227,340
	1,126,268
	1,775,126
	325,946
	34.9
	55.0
	10.1

	Alabama
	36 
	5,861,380
	1,906,607
	3,253,486
	701,287
	32.5
	55.5
	12.0

	Kentucky
	37 
	5,379,257
	1,671,516
	3,049,129
	658,612
	31.1
	56.7
	12.2

	Alaska
	38 
	1,679,646
	418,199
	957,820
	303,626
	24.9
	57.0
	18.1

	Idaho
	39 
	1,816,509
	576,766
	1,043,927
	195,816
	31.8
	57.5
	10.8

	Arkansas
	40 
	4,034,796
	1,235,669
	2,349,685
	449,442
	30.6
	58.2
	11.1

	California
	41 
	59,481,350
	17,588,882
	35,234,574
	6,657,894
	29.6
	59.2
	11.2

	Michigan
	42 
	18,365,247
	5,776,655
	11,043,486
	1,545,106
	31.5
	60.1
	8.4

	West Virginia
	43 
	2,779,795
	766,318
	1,684,324
	329,154
	27.6
	60.6
	11.8

	Washington
	44 
	9,266,940
	2,761,736
	5,629,205
	875,999
	29.8
	60.7
	9.5

	Delaware 
	45 
	1,376,724
	395,278
	851,355
	130,091
	28.7
	61.8
	9.4

	North Carolina
	46 
	10,446,941
	2,760,943
	6,552,886
	1,133,112
	26.4
	62.7
	10.8

	Minnesota
	47 
	8,687,246
	2,069,248
	6,050,153
	567,845
	23.8
	69.6
	6.5

	New Mexico
	48 
	3,049,760
	413,289
	2,133,707
	502,763
	13.6
	70.0
	16.5

	Vermont
	49 
	1,283,411
	97,823
	1,090,538
	95,050
	7.6
	85.0
	7.4

	Hawaii
	50 
	2,274,165
	50,578
	1,986,614
	236,974
	2.2
	87.4
	10.4

	District of Columbia
	51 
	1,285,489
	1,126,022
	†
	159,467
	87.6
	†
	12.4


† Not applicable; - Not available
Table 2 Source:  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data (CCD), "National Public Education Financial Survey (NPEFS)," fiscal year 2005, Version 1a.

The following chart compares the state’s share of revenue as a percentage of the total district budget for academic years 1995-96 and 2004-05, revealing state’s decreased level of support.

Figure 1:  
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Recognizing the need to increase the state’s level of support, we concede that the Commonwealth may not be able to support at the 50% level.  Without providing an absolute mandate with respect to the 50% share in the overall percentage of state funding, an immediate goal will be for the state to provide an increased share of school funding with the money provided to be distributed in a manner that is fair and equitable to the Commonwealth’s 501 school districts, which vary in many ways, especially in size and local wealth.
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Recommendation

Our recommended funding formula moves Pennsylvania to a standards-based education finance system in order to meet the Commonwealth’s obligation to provide a thorough, efficient and equitable education for all students.  To achieve this end, a foundation, student weighted formula amount must be established, which represents the funding per student necessary to meet the proficiency goal relative to state educational standards.

Our proposed, composite formula model is based on the formula formerly used in Pennsylvania, Equalized Subsidy for Basic Education (ESBE), and the formula implemented in Maryland as a result of The Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act enacted in 2002.  Both of these models include the following important components of a fair funding system:

1. The cost per student to provide an adequate education based on state standards.

2. The number of students in a school district.

3. A measure of the local wealth of a school district.

The Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act

This law was enacted in Maryland in 2002 as the result of a costing-out study ordered in 1999 by the General Assembly.  The Commission on Education, Finance, Equity and Excellence was formed to study Maryland’s school finance system.  The motivation for this study was low test scores as well as wide variation in educational quality in Maryland.  Further, there was a significant disparity in education funding across the state.   Because the funding and education quality issues also exist in Pennsylvania, it makes good sense to look at the Maryland model for guidance.

The Maryland funding formula is similar to the ESBE formula.  The Maryland costing-out study determined a per-pupil foundation amount necessary to achieve student success.  The study also determined pupil weighting factors in alignment with the disaggregated groups under No Child Left Behind:  Special Education, Limited English Proficiency, and economically disadvantaged populations.  In addition, the formula uses a geographic cost-of-education adjustment similar to Pennsylvania’s aid ratio.
Although not addressed under the ESBE or Maryland funding formulas, a weighting is recommended for students residing, but not enrolled in the public school district.  School districts bear a cost for these students, either through transportation, services to nonpublic schools, homeschool student costs or charter school tuition.  Therefore, this needs to be a part of the state funding formula.
Standards-Based Funding Formula
Components used in the recommended funding formula include the following:

1. Standards-based Foundation Amount Per Pupil

2. Weighted Pupils
a. Kindergarten



b. Special Education

c. Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
d. Economically Disadvantaged

e. Resident Students Not Enrolled in the Public School District

3. Market Value/Personal Income Aid Ratio 

Values used in the formula to be implemented in 2007-2008 are recommended as follows:

1. Standards-based Foundation Amount Per Pupil:  $7,785 (calculated using the 2002 Maryland study amount of $6,612 increased by the Act 1 “index” to 2007-2008).
2. Weighted Pupils (values based on the Maryland study, with the exception of Students Not Enrolled in the Public School District):

a. Kindergarten:  0.5 or 1.0 depending on half or full day program.
b. Special Education:  1.17
c. Limited English Proficiency:  1.0
d. Economically Disadvantaged:  1.1
e. Students Not Enrolled in the Public School District:  0.5
3.
Market Value/Personal Income Aid Ratio:  Currently calculated annually for each School District by the PA Department of Education

Funding Formula:  Standards-based funding = Foundation Amount x Weighted Pupils x Aid Ratio
As mentioned previously, a costing-out study is currently in process in Pennsylvania by Augenblick’s, Palaich and Associates.  When this study is completed, the Pennsylvania values can be easily substituted into this formula for the foundation amount and student weightings.

Calculations

The standards-based formula was calculated using data provided by the Pennsylvania Department of Education.  Actual data were available for total students, limited English proficiency students, economically disadvantaged students and market value/personal income aid ratio.  Special education students were estimated at 16% of total students for each school district.  Resident students not enrolled in the public school district were estimated at 8% of total students.

In 2007-2008, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s budgeted distribution for the basic instruction subsidy is $4.950 billion.  Using the standards-based formula in 2007-2008 would require an estimated $8.256 billion in Commonwealth funding. This represents a total increase of $3.306 billion.

The following chart shows the relationship of state funding comparing the current system with the standards-based formula.  The data are presented graphically by aid ratio for the five wealthiest school districts, five average wealth school districts, and the five poorest school districts.  
Chart 2:
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This chart (See Chart 2) indicates that the standards based funding model more equitably distributes state funds to schools based on need.  Using the current distribution formula, there is an irregular relationship between state funding per student and wealth of the school district.  Implementing a standards-based formula increases state funding for poorer school districts and establishes a more rational funding pattern across all wealth levels.
Over the past several years, Pennsylvania has moved to a standards-based education system.  A standards-based funding model completes this transition and more adequately funds public education.
Obstacles:  
In this section we identify obstacles and problems facing the implementation of our proposed, new formula.  The list below is not comprehensive, but is intended to identify those obstacles we expect to be the most significant and to require high priority attention.  We also propose the development of recommended responses and methodologies to overcome each of these obstacles.

· Potential push back from wealthy districts:  Similar to the current “Hold Harmless” policy, the initial formula will have to articulate a guarantee of no loss of funding to districts expected to experience a loss of revenue with implementation of the new formula.  This guarantee would be short termed, allowing wealthier districts to develop additional local strategies for meeting eventual short-falls.   In determining an appropriate phase-in time period, we may refer to Maryland’s formula and resultant new state education finance system, phased in over a six year period.

· No relief from state courts:  Careful wording of the introduction to the legislation must include terms that could trigger Supreme Court cases from “class action” groups of parents in currently under-funded districts.  
· Perception that we spend too much on education:  The general public already thinks that we spend too much on education.  This can only be overcome if all school districts and related agencies embark on a formal and well developed public relations plan.  
· Most political support comes on behalf of tax-cuts and caps, not increases:  It is unreasonable to expect this political reality is to significant change and is further unreasonable to expect change without significant push.  It can only change as the educational community impacts on the local legislators in those key districts, which suffer under the current model.  The legislators, through a variety of strategies (state income tax, sales tax, gambling revenue) can make their own case that this is actually a “redistribution.”

· Tension of “what works” vs “local control”:  The educational community must recognize this fact and agree to greater state control on a system which provides greater funding to all!  The time of “here is the new pot of money, spend it anyway you wish” is over!
· Lack of accountability for state lawmakers on this issue:  This can only be overcome through public relations and local impact on local legislators.

· Funding advocates have been ineffective in delivering a compelling message:  There needs to be a new coalition of educational organizations such as PSBA, PASA, PSEA and others to unite on some of the more fundamental issues involved.  

Accountability:  
Successfully moving to our proposed, standards-based, weighted student funding (WSF) formula will no doubt be challenging and will require the support and participation of school district leaders and policy makers who are willing to roll up their sleeves and commit to the hard work and the trial and error of developing a new and creative solution.  Policymakers at all levels must play a role in making a weighted student funding, such as our proposed formula, a reality. Districts will be able to make significant strides toward implementing WSF within their own jurisdictions at the state and local levels, while the federal government adjusts its funding policies in ways that would immediately improve equity and provide incentives for states and districts to act.

The following is list of what we consider key recommendations to best advance the position of WSF.  
 

· Substantially Increase the State’s Role:  WSF will be easiest to implement and would have the greatest impact if the Commonwealth provides a greater share of school funding.  States should increase the share of school funding to the highest level possible to improve student-based funding equity.
· Make State Dollars Follow the Child According To Need:  The bulk of funds must follow our students based on a system of weights that takes into account the educational “needs” of the students.
· Ensure That Districts Allocate State and Federal Funds According to WSF Principles:  States should “require,” in statute, that districts pass state and federal funding directly to schools.
· Encourage Districts to Allocate Local Funding According to the Principles of WSF: The State must present districts with powerful incentives to allocate funds fairly. The State could require districts to show they are allocating local funds equitably according to a WSF approach in order to become/remain eligible for state funds.
· Include All Public School Options Fully Within the WSF Approach:  The State should ensure that public Charter Schools and other comparable options receive full funding on par with traditional districts.
· Shower the Public with Data:  States should develop systems that provide clear and intelligible information about how funding is being distributed and spent at all levels.  The system should be transparent.
 

Though federal funding represents a relatively small share of total education spending, we assert that Washington can also contribute to the implementation of WSF. An abbreviated list of our federal dollar recommendations include:  

· Equity based on real salary costs as a condition for federal funds eligibility

· Real salaries and not “average” salaries must be used in the calculation of equity.

· Amend funding allocation formulas that favor wealthier states

· Title I, per student allocations should be amended so that:

· States with low wealth receive more money

· States with high poverty receive more money
· States with high spending effort receive more money.

 

While WSF would work best if all these pieces are put into place, policymakers should keep their eyes on a system of funding that treats all students equitably regardless of where they live and what type of public school they attend.
Our discussion related to “accountability” would not be complete without identification of “what folks” need to be held accountable.   Our deliberations on this fine point of “Who’s, Who?”, reveals a three-pronged effort.   

1. Legislators:  The legislators need to be accountable for enforcing implementation upon passage of an act of this sort.  Without the “appropriate teeth” for supplying appropriate funds to Pennsylvania districts within a timely manner, the result will be similar to the same lapsed funding policy currently in legislation.  A joint funding “subcommittee” of both houses should oversee the implementation of this formula with a special agent of the Finance Division of the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) in charge.
2. Districts:  School districts need to be tightly monitored to insure that they are making best use of the new funding formula.  This should emanate from PDE.  On-site, special audits and visitations should be made to all schools that receive above a stated percentage of increased state aid.  The law should place some caveats relative to spending purposes, i.e., increased funds must be directly applied to non-salaried accounts.
3. State Supreme Court:  The third prong needs to be the ability of this formula to be tested and acted upon by the state Supreme Court.  The “Abbott” formula in New Jersey was court ordered, thus facing the state legislator and department of education to monitor appropriate implementation according to the Supreme Court ruling.
Summary
Funding levels inherent, the real focus from a policy perspective remains focused on how we can make a recommendation to best address the issues of adequacy and equity.   Our recommendation is primarily focused on the development and realization of a standards-based, weighted student funding (WSF) formula that will ensure adequate school funding, reduce funding inequities among school districts; ensure excellence in school systems and student performance; provide mechanisms to assure accountability and provide appropriate time and strategies to enable a smooth transition for our recommended changes.  

Funding that truly “follows” the child means moving a real dollar amount between school budgets as a specific child moves between schools or even districts.  The school that the child attends then decides how to best spend the funds.  The system we propose is not a set percentage of educational dollars to be spent in the classroom – it is a fundamental shift in the “philosophy” of public education funding.  Central to our proposed standards-based, weighted student funding (WSF) formula is our strong belief that “Buildings, programs, and staff positions are not funded – kids are!”  Such a school finance system will enhance the equity of school funding and do so in a way that supports schools and educators in their efforts to raise achievement for all students.
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Chart 1:  Pennsylvania’s public school districts receive their funds from two primary sources: local sources (i.e., mainly local property taxes) and the state government.   Small amounts come from the federal government and miscellaneous sources.  As shown by the chart, Pennsylvania's school districts receive 57 percent of their revenues from local sources and 38 percent from the state.  (� HYPERLINK "http://www.pde.state.pa.us/schoolfinance101/cwp/view.asp?a=3&Q=76800" ��http://www.pde.state.pa.us/schoolfinance101/cwp/view.asp?a=3&Q=76800�)
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