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Executive Summary 
Nearly 11,000 Washington state students in the 2014-15 school year received educational 
services while living in an institution. 

Arguably no other group of students has a greater need to be educated. The majority are 
several grade levels behind their peers, are more likely to have a learning disability than 
their peers, and have been suspended multiple times and/or expelled from their local 
schools.  

Among researchers, there is broad consensus that education is a crucial antidote to their 
challenges: Education alleviates recidivism and helps the students become productive 
members of society. 

Institutional education is considered a program of basic education in Washington state. But 
increases in basic education during the past two biennia have had no tangible effect on 
students in institutional education programs because the funding structure for the 
programs is both inadequate and non-transparent. 

The net result is that the education of 11,000 students in our state is neither fair nor 
equitable. 

In the fall of 2015 the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) convened a 
workgroup to study the problem. In summary, the workgroup recommends a two-year 
transition: for 2017-18, an increase in funding of $12.9 million; for 2018-19, the 
implementation of a prototypical school funding model, which currently govern general 
education programs.  
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Background 
“Institutional education” comprises the following six programs: 

1. Residential habilitation centers (RHC) provide 24-hour-a-day care of children 
with disabilities. The student population includes those who are profoundly 
intellectually delayed, physically impaired, and/or who have severe behavior 
disorders.  

2. Long term juvenile institutions (LTJI) provide 24-hour-a-day diagnosis, 
confinement, and rehabilitation of juveniles committed by the courts. 

3. Community facilities (CF), previously referred to as group homes are facilities 
operated by juvenile rehabilitation, which provide 24-hour-a-day services for 
adjudicated youth. 

4. County detention centers (CDC) provide 24-hour-a-day treatment and care for 
juveniles who have been placed under protective custody or have committed a 
criminal offense. This includes day reporting students who are court ordered to 
receive educational services at the county detention centers during the day, even 
though they reside at their home. 

5. Department of Corrections (DOC) provides 24-hour-a-day incarceration of adults 
and juveniles committed as adults. Institutional education funding is provided for 
the education of juveniles under the age of 18.  

6. County and city jails (AJL) provide 24-hour-a-day holding, detention, or 
incarceration of adults and juveniles committed as adults. Institutional education 
funding is provided for the education of juveniles under the age of 18.  

Because institutional education is part of basic education, the state is responsible for 
providing enrolled students in all six programs with a fully funded education. 

Institutional education funding was previously studied in a 2011 OSPI report. Juvenile 
justice laws have changed over the years, the report noted, resulting in fewer students 
being served. But those students are more likely to be serious or repeat offenders than they 
were in the past. They face many barriers to achieving academic success and often require 
a great deal of one-on-one academic and emotional support. 

This shift requires a reevaluation of the adequacy of the state’s institutional education 
funding model at meeting students’ needs. 

The report summarized its findings as such: 

Institutional education program funding formulas are not transparent, and the 
funding model has not been adjusted in response to either changes in juvenile justice 

http://www.k12.wa.us/InstitutionalEd/pubdocs/InstitutionalEducationinWashingtonState.pdf
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policies or in light of best practices in juvenile justice/basic education for high needs 
students. 

Neither the lack of transparency in the funding model nor an assessment of whether the 
program allocations either align with or are adequate enough to meet the needs of the 
students were addressed as a result of the 2011 report. These issues were forefront in the 
workgroup’s conversations of the funding model proposed later in this report. 

Current institutional education funding components 
Similar to the prototypical school funding formula for general education, the institutional 
education funding model uses student enrollment to allocate funds intended to pay for staff 
to deliver instruction, as well as non-staff related costs necessary to operate an 
institutional education program. The majority of institutional education programs generate 
state basic education funding through five factors: 

1. Annual Average Full-Time Equivalent Student Enrollment (AAFTE) 
Students in institution schools are counted for funding in the same manner as all students 
in the state, on the designated “count day” each month. An enrolled institutional education 
student is one who on the count day has gone through the intake process and is expected to 
engage in educational activity at an institution sometime during the current school week. 
The count day for institutions is defined as the fourth school day of September and the first 
school day for the months, October through July. The count day may coincide with the local 
resident school district’s monthly count day when the institution calendar aligns with the 
district school calendar. An individual student may only be counted once per month. If a 
district and institution have the same monthly count day and if a student is at both a 
district’s school and an institution on that day, the institution has priority and claims the 
student for that month. 

Institutional education students are report on OSPI Form E-672 on each of 11 monthly 
count days, September through July. The institution’s AAFTE is the average of the 11 
months reported. An institution education allocation is based on the AAFTE. 

2. Staff mix factor 
The staff mix factor is a five decimal number, ranging from 1.00000 to 1.88482, that 
quantifies the educational and classroom experience of certificated instructional staff (CIS). 
This factor is applied to the base salary in the allocation model to provide a higher 
allocation to institutions that have, on average, more experienced CIS staff than others. 
Unlike all other district’s programs and schools, CIS staff employed in institutional 
education programs are not factored in the districtwide staff mix factor. Institutional 
education programs are the only programs in the state that are not funded through the 
districtwide staff mix factor, but rather through a program-specific staff mix factor. 
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3. Staffing ratios 
Table 1 shows the 2015-16 allocation of staff-to-student ratios. The minimum enrollment 
for one CIS unit is one student for each institution type. 

Table 1: Staff-to-student ratios for institutional education programs, 
2015-16 

Institution type 

Certif. 
Instruct. 

Staff (CIS) 

Certif. 
Admin. 

Staff (CAS) 
Classified 
Staff (CLS) 

Residential Habilitation 
Centers 

1 : 7.8 1 : 69.9 1 : 6 

Long-Term Juvenile 
Institutions 

1 : 9.3 1 : 78.7 1 : 64.5 

Group Homes 1 per home None None 
County Detention Centers 1 : 10 None None 
Department of Corrections 1 : 9.3 1 : 78.7 1 : 64.5 
Adult Jails 1 : 9.3 1 : 78.7 1 : 64.5 

 

4. 220-school day funding for CIS 
Institution education funding is provided for 220 school days because the students served 
are confined year round. Because the state recognizes 180 days as the length of a school 
year, the allocation provided for CIS in institutional education programs is multiplied by a 
factor of 1.222 (220/180). This is the only area of the funding model that benefits from the 
220-day factor. Institutions offering less than a 220-day program receive a reduction of 
their allocation. 

5. Materials, supplies, and operating costs (MSOC) 
The funding formula includes an AAFTE allocation for MSOC. For each 1.0 AAFTE, the 2015-
16 allocation for MSOC is $429.77. Since the 2011-12 school year, the MSOC AAFTE 
allocation for institutional education programs has increased from $322.58 to $429.77, an 
increase of 33.2 percent. Because MSOC calculations for general education programs 
contain components not applicable for institutional education programs, it is not possible 
to compare the MSOC allocation for the two typed of students. 

Mentally Ill Offenders Unit (MIOU) located inside Long-Term Juvenile Institutions (LTJI) 
MIOUs are the exception to allocations based on staff-to-student ratios. The units – 
established by the Department of Social and Health Service’s Juvenile Rehabilitation (JR) – 
house students with severe mental health issues who cannot attend school in a typical 
institution setting. Two LTJI programs contain MIOU – Echo Glen and Green Hill. Each 
receives a lump sum MIOU allocation from the state. For the 2015-16 school year, the total 
funding allocated was $125,160. Echo Glen received $52,67 (42 percent of total) and Green 
Hill $72,593 (58 percent). The allocation of funds is negotiated between OSPI and the 
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facilities before the start of the school year, based on the proportion of students served in 
each facility during the previous school year. 

Current funding model 
Institutional education funding model is not codified in state law; it is found only in 
biennial appropriations acts. Section 510 provides the appropriations, as well as conditions 
and limitations. Engrossed Second Substitute Bill 6052, the 2015-17 budget bill, establishes 
the problem clearly (emphasis added): 

(3) State funding for each institutional education program shall be based on the 
institution’s annual average full-time equivalent student enrollment. Staffing ratios 
for each category of institution shall remain the same as those funded in the 1995-
97 biennium.  

(4) The funded staffing ratios for educational programs for juveniles age 18 or less in 
department of corrections facilities shall remain the same as those provided in the 
1997-99 biennium. 

Table 2 shows staffing values, with the AAFTE and staff-to-student ratios, by institution 
type. 

Table 2: Staffing values by institution type, 2015-16 
Institution type AAFTE CIS CAS CLS 
RHC 66.25 1 : 7.8 1 : 69.9 1 : 6 
LTJI 381.84 1 : 9.3 1 : 78.7 1 : 64.5 
CF 53.05 1 per facilities Not Allocated Not Allocated 
CDC 551.72 1 :10 Not Allocated Not Allocated 
DOC 0.18 1 : 9.3 1 :78.7 1 : 64.5 
AJL 12.58 1 : 9.3  1 : 78.7 1 : 64.5 

 

NOTE: Staffing ratios as referenced in this chart are based on ESSB 6052. 

Total funding for 2015-16 
In the 2015-16 school year, institutional education programs received about $14.5 million 
in funding. Table 3 lists the funding sources. 

Table 3: Total funding for institutional education programs, 2015-16 
Type Amount 
Student enrollment/Staff ratios $13,900,000 
MSOC $458,000 
MIOU $125,160 

 

  

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=6052&year=2015
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Carryover and recovery of institutional education funds 
State law allows institutional education programs to carry over as much as 10 percent of 
unspent allocation on the program to the next school year. If an institution is unable to 
spend at least 90 percent of its funds during the school year, then the difference between 
what they actually spent and 90 percent of their state allocation is recovered by the state.  

Since carryover/recovery calculations are not made until the close of a fiscal year, the most 
recent data available for purposes of analysis in this area is the 2014-15 school year. For 
2014-15 school year, state institutional education programs were allocated $13.6 million in 
state funds, of which approximately $548,000 was recovered by the state. Adult Jails were 
the source of 43.0 percent of the recovered funds because four of the five adult jail 
programs that reported student enrollment had less than 1.0 AAFTE.  

 

The workgroup 
The workgroup convened by OSPI came from representatives of four different types of 
institutional education programs, as well as selected staff from Educational Service 
Districts (ESD) and JR. Membership is listed in the Acknowledgements (Page 19). The 
workgroup met four times in 2015-16. 

Guiding principles 
Statutes specifying the duties and responsibilities of institutional education program 
providers differ slightly by program type, but the underlying intent of the language is the 
same. These general duties and responsibilities, as described below, were used as the 
guiding principles of the workgroup through its discussions: 

1. Provide a program of education (between 180 and 220 school days) that is similar 
to the program of instruction offered to non-residential students, to the extent 
practicable, to include special education, transitional bilingual, and other related 
student activities.  

2. Employ and supervise administrators, teachers, specialized personnel and other 
persons deemed necessary to conduct such a program of education. 

3. Provide the necessary textbooks, technology, materials, and supplies to conduct 
such a program of education. 

4. Develop and implement appropriate curriculum, depending on the length of time 
youth are in place. 

5. Spend only those funds appropriated by the Legislature, and allocated by OSPI, 
in addition to funds from private grants, bequests and gifts made for the specific 
purpose of maintaining and operating institutional education programs.  
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Discussion of issues and proposals 
National institutional trends 
Of the more than 60,000 youth who are incarcerated on any given day in the United Stated, 
nearly 36,000 are committed to state custody, two-thirds of whom are youth of color. The 
majority are over-age and under-credited, several grade levels behind their peers, more 
likely to have a learning disability than their peers, and have been suspended multiple 
times and/or expelled from their local schools.  

In November 2014, the US Department of Justice and the US Department of Education 
jointly expressed the responsibility of public schools to ensure that the educational needs 
of students in the juvenile justice system are met through providing a high quality amply 
funded program of education.  

Unique challenges to institutional education programs 
The challenges that institutional education programs face in providing a complete 
education for their students, as well as, special education services for eligible students, are 
unique, and should be reflected in the allocation model for state funds. The workgroup 
identified three major funding challenges. 

First, the programs are statutorily prohibited from utilizing local levy revenue per RCW 
28A.190.030 (6). But the workgroup’s most important guiding principle is to ensure that 
the program of education for residential students is similar to that offered to non-
residential students. To the extent practicable, that includes special education, transitional 
bilingual, and other critical instructional programs. That guiding principle suggests that the 
allocation model for institutional education programs should provide a higher portion of 
the actual cost of running the programs to compensate for the restrictions on usage of levy 
funds. 

Second, recidivism and short-term incarcerations lead to high rates of re-enrollment and 
mobility. (Students’ average stay at a detention center is 7-10 days.) That creates 
occasionally dramatically unpredictable enrollment, which severely impacts the ability to 
hire and or retain qualified staff. 

Third, the population the schools serve is unique. While fewer students are incarcerated 
than in the past, those who remain are often those with greater barriers to academic 
success and require more one-to-one academic and emotional support. Students’ specific 
challenges include mental health diagnoses, substance abuse issues, and disproportionately 
high number of students eligible for special education services. All of these services and 
needs are currently being met within the institutional education delivery. Special education 
services, though, are not claimed by the programs. Because the typical stay of students in 
institutions is so brief, accessing special education funding would create unnecessary 
administrative burden. 
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Funding recommendations 
The workgroup considered three options to align institutional education program 
allocations with the guiding principles and the legal requirements of the programs: 

(1) implement a prototypical school funding model for institutional education 
programs, which governs staffing units for general education programs; 

(2) increase the staff ratios of the existing allocation model, or 
(3) transition to an allocation model currently utilized by another state. 

The workgroup recommends implementation of a prototypical school funding model for 
institutional education programs. 

Assumptions for fiscal calculations 
The fiscal impact referenced throughout this report is based on 2015-16 AAFTE and staff 
mix factors as of July 2016. The baseline of cost uses the current institutional education 
staffing and MSOC allocations with salary and benefit drivers that are currently assumed in 
the state budget for the 2017-18 year. 

Option 1: Implement prototypical institution funding formula 
The workgroup focused on a needs-based conversation regarding actual staffing units. 
Certain positions – such as teacher librarians, nurses, social workers, custodians, student 
and staff safety, and parent involvement coordinators – are either provided by sources 
outside K-12 education or are provided by another staff type that is part of the allocation 
proposal; therefore, these positions are not part of the proposed new funding structure. 
Specific staff units, along with what those units would generate given the 2015-16 AAFTE, 
are shown in Table B1 (Page 21). 

Residential Habilitation Centers 
RHC programs are established by the Department of Social and Health Services for the care 
and treatment of persons whose mental and/or physical deficiencies require exceptional 
needs (RCW 28A.190.020). Case management by a district school psychologist is essential 
to ensure compliance with all applicable state and federal disability regulations and the 
development and implementation of each student’s individual education plan (IEP). All of 
these students have highly significant intellectual, health, and/or social emotional 
disabilities necessitating their residence in a state facility providing 24-hour care. 

The workgroup proposes a prototypical program size of 8.00 and a class size of 8.00. Using 
the 2015-16 RHC AAFTE of 66.25, implementing this would decrease state costs by about 
$143,000. 

Long-Term Juvenile Institutions 
For LTJI, the workgroup proposes a prototypical program size of 125.00 and a class size of 
9.00. Using the 2015-16 RHC AAFTE of 313.84, implementing this would increase state 
costs by $1 million, from $5.2 million to $6.2 million. This proposed funding structure for 
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LTJI, must also be implemented with the proposal for RHMU. They are dependent on one 
another from a fiscal prospective within this report.  

The acuity of the needs of students who attend institutional schools, combined with the 
high percentage requiring special services, requires an adjustment to the current funding 
formula. The 313.84 AAFTE students currently attending LTJI programs in Washington 
have significant academic challenges, are disproportionately likely to require special 
education services, and are more likely than not to have a mental health diagnosis. Recent 
data shows that 80 percent of students at the largest LTJI program had either an IEP, 
mental health diagnosis, or both. 

Community Facilities (formerly known as Group Homes) 
For CF, the workgroup proposes a prototypical program size of 7.00 and a class size of 7.00. 
Using the 2015-16 RHC AAFTE of 53.05, implementing this would increase state costs by 
$217,000, from $783,000 to $1.0 million. 

These type of institutions operate in a similar fashion as a one-room school house with a 
maximum of 15 residents at a time. Only students receiving educational services within the 
home qualify for state institutional education funding. Residents who leave the home to 
receive educational services through another model such as a local high schools or 
community colleges do not generate institutional education funding.  

The proposed funding increase would reduce class size and allocated CLS staff to perform 
the combined functions related to para educator services and/or processing intakes and 
withdrawal of students throughout the year. 

Implementing this proposed staffing allocation model for CF programs would increase 
state costs by approximately $217,000. 

County Detention Centers 
For CDC, the workgroup proposes a prototypical program size of 25.00 and a class size of 
10.00. Using the 2015-16 RHC AAFTE of 551.72, implementing this would increase state 
costs by about $9.6 million, from $6.2 million to $15.8 million. 

Each of the 22 CDC programs in the state will experience an increase in their allocation 
through the implementation of these proposed staffing values because the current 
allocation model does not provide for certificated administrative or classified staff. High 
levels of re-enrollment and mobility, though, increase the need for administrative and 
clerical duties. From the 2011-12 to the 2013-14 school years, the annual average 
combined total of intakes and withdrawals from the CDC programs was 34,168. That 
number represents individual intake and withdrawal processes in a school year. The 
annual average unduplicated headcount of individuals served in the CDC system over that 
same time period was 9,242. 

(Because each student’s intake and outtake must be processed, the need for administrative 
help – classified staff – is essential.) 



13 
 

The current average CDC AAFTE allocation is $11,306. Under this proposal, the CDC AAFTE 
allocation would increase to $28,059, which includes the 1.222 multiplier to CIS allocations 
for delivering a 220-day program.  

Regardless of their offenses, the students need quality educational services. From that 
standpoint, the role of the state is to get the students on track to graduate from high school. 
The requirements of CDC programs, given the state’s role, are comparable to those of small 
high schools.  

Based on April 2016 apportionment data, 17 school districts in the state enrolled fewer 
than a total of 100 AAFTE in their high schools. These districts generate an allocation 
through the small high school funding formula of approximately $22,000 per AAFTE, while 
being required to offer a 180-day education program. Including general fund maintenance 
and operation levy for these districts increased the allocation to about $25,000 per AAFTE. 

Increasing the CDC AAFTE allocation to $28,059, then, would put the allocation in line with 
small high schools. 

Department of Corrections 
For DOC, the workgroup proposes a prototypical program size of 25.00 and a class size of 
10.00. Using the 2015-16 RHC AAFTE of 0.18, implementing this would decrease state costs 
by about $16,100. 

Adult jails 
For AJL, the workgroup proposes a prototypical program size of 25.00 and a class size of 
10.00. The 2015-16 school year, the AJL AAFTE enrollment was 12.58, of which 10.00 was 
at the Maleng Regional Justice Center in King County, served by Kent School District.  

Implementing these staffing allocation values would increase funding to one of the six AJL 
programs, while decreasing funding to the other five. This proposed allocation change 
would align with the fact that each school year, the majority of AJL funds are recovered 
through the annual carryover/recovery calculations. This proposal would increase state 
funding to the AJL programs with large enrollments and actual expenditures at or above 
their current allocation, while reduce state funding for those with small enrollments, 
unable to spend their allocation, and typically are impacted by a high recovery of state 
funds. 

The Maleng Regional Justice Center in King County would see an increase in funding from 
$118,511 to $253,760 – an increase of $135,249. The increase would provide the AJL 
program lower student-to-teacher ratios, which is often required due to either gang 
affiliations, restrictions against placing co-defendants in the same instructional classroom, 
or the types of offenses these youth have committed. 

The other five adult jail education programs would see a collective decrease in funding from 
$397,754 to $334,196, or a total decrease of $63,558.  
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Implementing this proposed AJL staffing allocation would increase state costs by about 
$72,000. 

Mentally Ill Offenders Unit 
Current law does provides funds to MIOU through an appropriation, not through a staff 
allocation model. Since the 2011-12 school year, the MIOU program providers annually 
have split $125,160. The workgroup recommends the adoption and full implementation of 
the recommended adjustments to the MIOU teacher-student ratio and an increase in the 
allocation for classified staff. Once that is accomplished, the set-aside should be eliminated. 

Some students at Echo Glen and Green Hill reside in MIOUs and receive their educational 
services in self-contained classrooms. These classrooms house students who are not able to 
participate in a less restrictive school setting for a variety of reasons, including violent and 
unpredictable behavior, or the likelihood that they may be victimized by other students. 

The number of students largely drives the classrooms needed for MIOU. Currently, six 
MIOU classrooms are in operation, with a seventh classroom scheduled to open midway 
through the 2017-18 school year. 

To align terms between OSPI and DSHS, the Workgroup recommends renaming the MIOU 
to Residential Mental Health Units (RHMU).  

The workgroup proposes a prototypical program size of 125.00 and a class size of 7.50. 
This would decrease the student-teacher ratio and increase CLS, who are essential because 
they provide continuity for students, who will interact with multiple teachers throughout 
their school day. CLS also provide support to teachers, both during class time and by 
preparing for students, since the school office (with copy machines, etc.) is located in the 
school, not the MIOU. 

An additional staffing allocation is necessary to provide a safe and secure learning 
environment for staff and students. It is recommended that 16 full-time equivalent staff are 
needed; if funded, they would be assigned to seven RHMU classrooms and two maximum 
security classrooms, split evenly among Echo Glen Children’s Center (Issaquah School 
District), Naselle Youth Camp (Naselle School District), and Green Hill School (Chehalis 
School District). 

The proposed funding allocation totals $730,000 per school year, and is outlined Table 4. 
This lump sum allocation should be adjusted annually by inflation, based on the Seattle 
Consumer Price Index (CPI). 
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Table 4: School security costs 

Job Class 

Monthly 
Ave. 

Salary 
Hourly 
Rate Benefits 

Salary + 
Benefits 

Total 
FTEs 

Annual 
School 

Support 
Hours 

School 
Security  

Cost 
JR Security 
Officer 3,008 17.29 8.44 25.73 15.00 26,400.00 679,207 
JR Security 
Officer 3,229 18.56 9.06 27.62 1.00 1,760.00 48,606 
     Total 16.00 28,160.00 727,813 

* Cost estimates provided in this chart are based on DSHS/JR data, and do not represent in 
any way the values for salary and benefit allocations within the prototypical schools 
model.  

The total combined increase in funding generated from the proposed RHMU methodology 
is shown in Table 5: 

Table 5: Increases in RHMU funding by source 
Source of Cost Total Cost 
Current Allocation for MIOU -$125,160 
School Based Staffing – Prototypical Model $1,574,790 
School Security Cost $727,813 
Total Combined  $2,177,443 

 

Materials, supplies and operating costs 
The prototypical school funding formula allocates MSOC through seven categories: 

• technology, 
• utilities/insurance, 
• curriculum, 
• library/other supplies, 
• professional development,  
• facilities maintenance and 
• districtwide support. 

The funding structure of institutional education programs shifts much of the non-staffing 
costs out of the K-12 system. The net effect lowers MSOC for the programs, compared to 
general education programs. While utilities, insurance and facilities maintenance are 
typically included, the programs themselves also typically pay for technology, curriculum, 
library and other supplies, professional development, and districtwide support. In addition, 
the technology costs are not averaged over the school buildings and rooms as in a typical 
school district; instead, they are intertwined between the facility technology connections 
and the district connections. 
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Current law provides institutional education programs with an allocation intended to pay 
for MSOC of $429.77 per AAFTE. While the allocation has increased each year since 2011-
12, legislative policy and budget decisions has resulted in slower growth of MSOC for 
institutional students than for general education students. This AAFTE amount has 
increased by inflation each year but has only recently benefited from the increase to MSOC 
allocation. The historical institutional education allocation for MSOC on an AAFTE basis 
dating back to the 2011-12 school year is provided in Table 6: 

Table 6: MSOC allocations vs. expenditures  
Type 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 
Per Pupil Allocation $317.82 $322.58 $333.30 $337.64 $429.77 
Per Pupil Expenditures $344.33 $363.14 $433.31 $380.09 * 

Note: Expenditures for 2015-16 were not available at the time of publication. 

Since the AAFTE MSOC allocation has aligned closely with the AAFTE MSOC expenditures 
over the last four years, the MSOC allocation of $429.77 per pupil should be inflated by the 
implicit price deflator on an annual basis. This would align with state law as it relates to 
inflating MSOC on an annual basis in other areas of the funding formula. This would not 
cost the state any additional money as compared to current law.  

Continuing the AAFTE MSOC allocation by inflation is current budget law, and therefore 
does not create an additional cost to the state. 

Option 2: Increase staff ratios of the existing allocation model 
The workgroup’s second consideration involved keeping the existing allocation structure 
but increasing staff ratios to generate a higher allocation for institutional education 
programs. 

The main challenge with this approach is that the lack of transparency in the allocation 
model would not be addressed. The allocation model can be more clearly aligned to what 
actual program staffing needs are through the implementation of a prototypical model, 
rather than remaining with the general allocation structure of CIS, CAS, and CLS staff ratios. 

The workgroup considered this option because of efficiency. The workload facing the 
Legislature during the 2017-19 is unprecedented. The workgroup recognizes that 
implementation of a completely new allocation structure may not be feasible at this time. 
Appendix A contains staff ratio values that can be adopted into law immediately and will 
provide institutional education programs with the same allocations proposed in Option 1, 
without implementing a new funding structure. 

Only by adopting new funding structure proposed in Option 1, though, can the lack of 
transparency in the current funding structure be eliminated.  

While the workgroup felt this option would be a good transitional approach to increase 
funding, it will not provide more transparency in the allocation and is not recommended. 



17 
 

Option 3: Transition to an allocation model used by another state 
The workgroup also discussed the possibility of using another state’s funding model. New 
York’s is based on actual approved operating expenses. Programs are allocated an amount 
equal to prior year expenses plus an inflationary factor. Arizona’s model is based on the 
number of days in the prior fiscal year that each student (incarcerated for more than 48 
hours) received at least 4 hours of instruction. Allocations are provided on a legislatively 
approved per-student amount that varies by the student’s need. 

Each of those models might hold promise in Washington. But the workgroup did not feel it 
could adequately assess the models without a comprehensive review of K-12 funding in 
each state. The workgroup felt that it was essential to understand the links institutional 
education and general education funding to see if and/or how Washington could replicate 
those links. But such research would have taken much more time than the workgroup 
could afford. 

It was ultimately determined that the implementation of a model currently used by another 
state would not be the most efficient or effective means of dealing with either the 
transparency or adequacy of the funding for these programs in Washington.  

Recommendations 
The juvenile justice reforms enacted during the past decade have not been balanced by 
equal changes in education to the students affected. Those students must receive ample 
educational opportunities. OSPI and the workgroup recommend transitioning to a 
prototypical school funding model during the 2017-19 biennium in the following manner: 

• 2017-18: Increase staff units through existing allocation structure. Table A1 (Page 
20) shows the increases recommended by the workgroup. 

• 2018-19: Implement the transparent prototypical school funding model. Table B1 
(Page 21) shows what the model would look like, given 2015-16 AAFTE. 

Implementing the staffing allocation values recommended in this report would increase 
state investment in each of the institutional education programs for the 2017-18 school 
year as shown in Table 7. 
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Table 7: Increases in institutional education programs recommended by 
workgroup 

Recommendations 
Additional State 

Investment 
General Education Staffing Allocations  

Residential Habilitation Centers ($142,751) 
Long Term Juvenile Institutions $1,028,460 
Community Facilities $243,513 
County Detention Centers $9,527,532 
Department of Corrections ($16,144) 
Adult Jails $71,691 

Materials, Supplies and Operating Costs 0.00 
Mentally Ill Offender Units $2,177,443 

 

Important note regarding categorical program funding 
While not specifically a recommendation, the workgroup feels it is important to request 
that students enrolled in these programs continue to be eligible for certain categorical 
program funds. Institutional education programs receive transitional bilingual services 
(TBIP) and exited TBIP services funding for the students who are eligible to be claimed.  

The student AAFTE from these programs does not contribute to a school district’s AAFTE 
for the purposes of generating Learning Assistance Program or highly capable program 
allocations. This practice should continue in the prototypical school funding model 
proposed in this report.  

  



19 
 

Acknowledgements 
This report and accompanying decision package was a product of contributions made by 
the following participants. OSPI would like to thank them for their time and effort on this 
project. 

Workgroup Member Role/Organization 
Becky McLean Institutional Education Allocations - OSPI  
Kathleen Sandee Institutional Education Program Supervisor - OSPI 
John Bresko Special Education Program Supervisor- OSPI 
Kathleen Harvey Department of Health and Social Services 
Tim Touhey Green Hill – Chehalis School District 
Leonard Edlund Remann Hall – Tacoma School District 
Greg Eisnaugle Remann Hall Day Reporting – Tacoma SD 
Donna Morey White River School District 
Jeff Allen Educational Service District 114 
Monica Hunsaker Educational Service District 114 
Kevin Johnson Educational Service District 112 
Larry Gardner Educational Service District 101 

 

  



20 
 

APPENDICES 
Appendix A: Transitional Allocation Values 
The workgroup proposes that the following transitional values be utilized to increase the 
allocation to institutional education programs during the 2017-18 school year without 
implementing a new funding structure. If this transitional phase-in approach is 
implemented by the Legislature, it is critical the full prototypical school structure of the 
allocation be in place for the 2018-19 school year to resolve the issue related to the lack of 
transparency in the current funding structure.  

Current staff allocations can be found in Table 2 (Page 8). The minimum enrollment for 1 
CIS for all institutional education programs is one student. 

Table A1: Proposed transitional allocations without structural changes to the 
model 
Institution Type CIS CAS CLS 
Residential Habilitation Centers 1 : 5.5 None 1 : 8.0 
Long-Term Juvenile Institutions 1 : 6.7 1 : 78.7 1 : 13.5 
Community Facilities 1 : 7.0 1 : 70.0 1 : 35.0 
County Detention Centers 1 : 6.2 1 : 50.0 1 : 6.3 
Department of Corrections 1 : 6.2 1 : 50.0 1 : 6.3 
Adult Jails 1 : 6.2 1 : 50.0 1 : 6.3 

MIOU/RHMU would also receive the $730,000 allocation for staff and student security 
(adjusted for inflation) in the school years that transition between the current funding 
structure and the structure proposed in this report. 
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Appendix B: Proposed prototypical values for institutional 
education programs 
The table below shows the proposed prototypical program and class sizes, along with what 
the proposed staff units would generate given the 2015-16 AAFTE. 

Table B1: Proposed prototypical values 
 

Teachers Principals Counselors Psychologists 
Teaching 

Assistance 
Office 

Support 
Residential Habilitation Centers 
   Proposed prototypical program size: 8.00. Class size: 8.00 
 1.20 0.00 0.00 0.25 1.00 0.00 
   2015-16 AAFTE (66.25) would generate the following staff units: 
 8.28 0.00 0.00 2.07 8.28 0.00 
       

Long-Term Juvenile Institutions 
   Proposed prototypical program size: 125.00. Class size: 9.00 
 16.67 1.59 1.00 1.00 6.76 2.50 
   2015-16 AAFTE (313.84) would generate the following staff units: 
 39.23 3.99 2.51 2.15 16.97 6.28 
       

Community Facilities (formerly known as Group Homes) 
   Proposed prototypical program size: 7.00. Class size: 7.00 
 1.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 
   2015-16 AAFTE (53.05) would generate the following staff units: 
 6.63 0.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.52 
       

County Detention Centers 
   Proposed prototypical program size: 25.00. Class size: 10.00 
 3.00 0.50 1.00 0.01 3.00 1.00 
   2015-16 AAFTE (551.72) would generate the following staff units: 
 68.97 11.03 22.07 0.15 66.21 22.07 
       

Department of Corrections 
   Proposed prototypical program size: 25.00. Class size: 10.00 
 3.00 0.50 1.00 0.01 3.00 1.00 
   2015-16 AAFTE (0.18) would generate the following staff units: 
 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01 
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Teachers Principals Counselors Psychologists 

Teaching 
Assistance 

Office 
Support 

Adult Jails 
   Proposed prototypical program size: 25.00. Class size: 10.00 
 3.00 0.50 1.00 0.01 3.00 1.00 
 

2015-16 AAFTE (12.58) would generate the following staff units: 
 1.57 0.25 0.50 0.00 1.51 0.50 
       

Mentally Ill Offenders Unit (MIOU) 
   Proposed prototypical program size: 125.00. Class size: 7.50 
 20.00 1.59 1.00 1.00 6.76 2.50 
   2015-16 AAFTE (68.00) would generate the following staff units: 
 10.88 0.86 0.54 0.54 3.68 1.36 
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Appendix C: Abbreviations 
The list below comprises the abbreviations used in this report. 

 

AAFTE Annual Average Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment 
AJL County and city jails  
CAS Certificated Administrative Staff 
CDC County detention centers 
CF Community facilities 
CIS Certificated Instructional Staff 
CLS Classified Staff 
DOC Department of Corrections 
DSHS Department of Social and Health Services 
ESD Educational Service District 
JR Juvenile Rehabilitation 
LTJI Long term juvenile institutions 
LTJI Long-Term Juvenile Institutions 
MIOU Mentally Ill Offender Units 
MSOC Materials, supplies and operating costs 
OSPI Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 
RCW Revised Code of Washington 
RHC Residential habilitation centers 
RHMU Residential Mental Health Units 
TBIP Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program
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