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Section 1

Introduction and Summary

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
In April 2002, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) released an
annual report comparing spending per student in Oregon with that of other states. The
study reported that Oregon remains above average in the amount of tax money going to
public K-12 institutions. Specifically, the report concluded that Oregon spent $5,195 in
1990, about $293 above the national average. In 2001, Oregon spent $7,357 per student,
which also was $278 above average. In short, a cursory review of these statistics
suggested that Oregon’s spending on the public K-12 system had roughly kept pace with
national trends during the 1990s.
The NCES’s findings caused some confusion because the state’s funding process in
2001 generates only about $5,000 per student—as calculated using the state’s funding
formula definition of resources and students. Only the closest observers and analysts
understood the difference between the NCES calculation and the one more commonly
used by the Legislature. Moreover, the NCES findings were in contrast with the
messages sent by school officials across the state that funding was insufficient to cover
current services.
To clarify the education funding discussion, the Oregon School Boards Association
hired ECONorthwest to review public K-12 spending in Oregon since the 1990 passage
of Measure 5, Oregon’s property tax limitation measure, and the beginning of the funding
equalization process. OSBA specifically requested that the study:
•

Describe the various methods used to calculate spending per student in
Oregon and review statewide trends since 1990;

•

Compare Oregon’s spending per student with that of other states, and
particularly neighboring states;

•

Assemble and report quantitative and qualitative data on the fiscal and
service positions of 16 individual districts.

FINDINGS
We begin this section with an overall finding then turn to specific findings from each
part of the study. Oregon’s primary and secondary public schools encountered a very
complex set of changes during the 1990s that render simple statewide spending figures,
like those reported by the NCES, as an incomplete indicator of the system’s fiscal
position and overall health. Two factors in particular have important implications for the
K-12 funding debate.
First, the equalization process, which is now complete and provides a comparable
level of resources to students across the state. By its very nature, the equalization process
created winners and losers over the decade. Districts with historically weak local
property tax bases benefited from the process, saw spending per student increase above
the rate of inflation, and added programs and services they had never offered previously.
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By contrast, historically well-funded districts saw revenue slow and eliminated, or scaled
back a number of programs over the decade.
While districts were adjusting to the new funding process, they were simultaneously
expanding spending for special education programs, which we define broadly to
encompass programs for students with physical or mental disabilities, non-English
speakers, and students at risk of dropping out of school. The growth, which has been
well documented in the news media, was driven by long standing federal mandates to
serve students with disabilities and Oregon’s changing demographic profile. The rapid
growth in special education spending meant that, even in districts in which overall
spending per student exceeded inflation, spending per student on regular instruction often
did not. Consequently, a number of districts struggled to maintain regular programs that
parents and students expected in their local schools, including music, shop classes, and
outdoor school.
In short, the NCES analysis, while accurate in its calculation, fails to capture the
complexity of Oregon’s K-12 finance during the 1990s. Statewide trends in spending per
student fail to capture the experience of any particular district during a period of radical
changes in the financing method. Moreover, by focusing the analysis on overall
spending, the analysis loses the complex tradeoffs between spending on regular and
special education.
With this general finding in mind, we now turn to the specific findings for each
aspect of the study.
Key findings in our investigation of trends in statewide spending per student
are:
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•

Spending per student can be defined in a number of ways and most are
valid. Education analysts have a number of different ways to define the level
of school funding and the number of students served. Common spending
measures include the monies made available to the districts through the State
School Fund; current expenditures, which capture most day-to-day
operational costs by schools; and total expenditures, which additionally
capture capital outlays and interest payments. Finally, some analysts
mistakenly report Oregon “all funds” expenditures, which include end of
year balances and double count payments for district’s internal services.
Common measures of students are fall enrollment, average daily membership
among district residents, and average daily attendance. In addition, the State
of Oregon has created a special weighted measure of average daily
membership that attempts to adjust for student categories that are
extraordinarily costly to serve.

•

Estimates of spending per student vary widely depending on the
definitions used. For the 2001-2002 school year, estimates of spending per
student ranged from a low of $5,081 to a high of $10,037. The lower figure
is commonly used by the Oregon State Legislature and represents the amount
of state and local resources distributed through the school equalization
formula (commonly referred to as “formula operating revenue”) divided by a
weighted number of average daily students (i.e., Formula Operating Revenue
per ADMw). These funds do not include all of the resources made available
to the K-12 system and omits state and federal grants, state-level
administration, child nutrition programs, capital outlays, and interest
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payments. The higher figure represents total expenditures divided by
average daily attendance. Total expenditures capture all system spending
regardless of its source. Average daily attendance produces the lowest of the
student measures, and therefore generates a high per student spending value,
because it captures only those students who actually attend school each day.
•

Determining whether spending per student kept pace with inflation
during the 1990s is not straightforward. Growth in spending per student
varies considerably depending on the measure used. For example, the
formula operating revenue per weighted average daily student, increased
only 20.6 percent during 1991-2001, which lagged behind consumer price
inflation measured either regionally (36.4 percent) or nationally (30.0
percent). The slow growth in the measure is determined, in large part by
increases in the weighted student count, which reflects the fact that Oregon
schools are serving more students in need of special education. By contrast,
current expenditures per fall enrollee, a statistic commonly compared across
states, increased by 46.6 percent, which exceeded inflation as measured by
the consumer price indices. However, that measure failed to keep pace with
two other relevant inflationary measures: average wages per job and private
elementary and high school tuition and fees. Oregon’s average wage per job
increased 54.4 percent during the 1990s while private elementary and high
school tuition and fees, measured nationally, increased 88.4 percent.

•

Throughout the state, growth in spending on special education
significantly outpaced growth in spending on regular programs. During
1992-2000, spending per student (unweighted average daily membership) on
regular instruction grew at an annual average rate of 3.0 percent, which is
slightly above the national rate of inflation and identical to the regional rate
of inflation for that period. However, spending per student on special
education programs (measured across all such programs) grew at an average
annual rate of 14.3 percent. For example, in 1992, Oregon K-12 schools
spent an average of $448 per student (measured across all students regardless
of whether they received such services) on special education programs. By
2000, the system spent $1,301 per student.

Key findings in our investigation of cross state comparisons are:
•

1

Oregon’s national ranking on spending per student varies based on the
student measure used. For the 2000-2001 school year, Oregon’s spending
per student ranks between 12th and 21st nationally in spending per student
depending on the definition of spending and students used. For example,
Oregon’s current expenditures per average daily attendee1 equals $8,593 and
places Oregon 12th in the nation. By contrast, current expenditures per fall
enrollee (Education Week) totals $7,614 and puts Oregon 21st. The major
difference between the two measures is the student measure. Oregon’s
average daily attendance as a percentage of fall enrollees is relatively low2.

Current expenditures as measured by the National Education Association (NEA).

2
While the ratio of average daily attendance to fall enrollment varies considerably across states, ECONorthwest uncovered no
explanation in literature for the differences. One official with the National Center for Education Statistics indicated that methods for
calculating fall enrollment are more consistent across states than are methods of calculating average daily attendance. The official
suggested a preference for using fall enrollment rather than ADA when making cross-state comparisons of per student spending.
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Consequently, measures of per-student expenditures based on average daily
attendance will be much larger for Oregon than for other states, causing
Oregon’s ranking to rise.
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•

Oregon’s K-12 spending as a percent of total personal income fell during
the 1990s but still exceeds the U.S. average. In the 1990-1991 school year,
Oregonian’s spent 4.6 percent of their total personal incomes on current K-12
expenditures—compared to U.S. average of 4.1 percent. During the 1990s,
Oregon’s K-12 spending did not keep pace with personal income growth and
by 2000-2001, K-12 spending equaled 4.2 percent of personal income—still
higher than the U.S. average (3.9 percent). In 2000-2001, California K-12
spending equaled 3.5 percent of personal income. Washington and Idaho
spent 3.5 percent and 4.1 percent of personal income on K-12, respectively.

•

Spending on instruction per student is comparable to the U.S. average
but higher than in neighboring states. About one-half of the difference
between Oregon and other western states per-student current expenditures is
explained by Oregon’s higher per student expenditures on instruction.
Oregon’s per-student spending on instruction is $23 lower than the national
average, but $441 greater than Washington’s, $297 greater than California’s,
and $964 greater than Idaho’s.

•

Spending on benefits per student exceeds U.S. average and averages of
neighboring states; salaries per student on par. Oregon spends $346 less
per student on salaries than the U.S. average, but lower salaries are more than
offset by higher spending per student on benefits (+$448). Oregon’s salaries
per student are roughly comparable to California’s and Washington’s but
considerably higher than Idaho’s. As with the comparison to the national
average, Oregon’s benefit expenditures per student are well in excess of
those in neighboring states—$541 per student above California’s, $461
above Washington’s, and $591 above Idaho’s.

•

Holding key economic and demographic factors constant, Oregon spends
more on K-12 education per student than neighboring states; Oregon’s
higher per student spending is associated with compensation levels and
non-teacher staff-to-teacher ratios. ECONorthwest’s predictive model of
education spending estimates that, given Oregon’s economic and
demographic characteristics, the state would have spent $6,687 per student
for 1999-2000 compared to actual spending of $7,149 per student—a
difference of $462. We successfully explain the $462 difference between
predicted and actual spending by identifying key differences in Oregon’s
programmatic characteristics. Specifically, Oregon’s relatively higher
spending per student is driven, in large part, by above average compensation
packages. In 1999-2000, the Oregon’s average salary and benefits per
employee (measured across all K-12 employees) ranked sixth in the nation.
If one considers only the average benefits per employee, Oregon ranks
second—behind Rhode Island. On the other hand, Oregon saves, relative to
the average state, with higher student-teacher ratios and a smaller proportion
of long-time teachers.

ECONorthwest

November 2002

Oregon School Boards Association

Key findings from the 16 district case studies include3:
•

Current expenditures per student in districts with historically weak
property tax bases outpaced regional inflation during 1991-2001.
Districts with the least local resources per student in 1991 saw the greatest
growth in current expenditures over the decade. Districts like Pendleton,
Coos Bay, Philomath, John Day, and South Umpqua all saw spending per
student increase by more than 50 percent during 1991-2001.

•

Current expenditures per student in districts with historically strong
local revenue bases showed mixed growth. Lincoln County, Beaverton,
and Pleasant Hill are examples of relatively well-funded districts before
Measure 5 that experienced subpar growth during the 1990s. Current
expenditures in these districts failed to keep pace with inflation. Neah-KahNie stands out as a district with substantial local resources in 1991, yet
continued to have strong growth through 2001. Neah-Kah-Nie continues to
have substantial local resources (through local timber-related revenues),that
exceed state support levels.

•

Growth rates in spending per student can be deceiving in declining
enrollment districts. In small districts with declining enrollment, the
spending per student figure provides an incomplete picture of the district’s
health. Both John Day and Burns have recently seen declines in average
daily membership, putting upward pressure on the spending per student
figure and giving the impression that they are in solid fiscal condition.
However, a small district with declining enrollment can be eliminating staff
at the same time spending per student is increasing—they simply are not
eliminating staff at the same rate as the student losses. With a limited
number of faculty, staff reductions often imply the elimination of course
offerings in small schools. For example, Burns recently eliminated the
drafting and wood shop programs at the local high school, but
simultaneously, spending per student increased.

•

Spending per student on regular instruction lagged behind regional
inflation in 10 of 16 districts. While current expenditures per student
generally outpaced inflation, as measured by the regional CPI, a review of
spending per student on regular education instruction shows that regular
programs have declined.

•

Music, languages, sports, and outdoor-school programs suffered in
districts with slow-growing regular education budgets. Districts with
slow-growing regular education programs typically turned to music,
language, sports, shop classes, and outdoor school programs first when
looking for programs to scale back or eliminate.

•

Spending per student on special education instruction increased two to
three-fold in most districts. We’ve measured special education broadly
here, to include alternative education, English-language learners (ELL), and

3
The 16 districts are Beaverton, Burns, Coos Bay, David Douglas, John Day, Lakeview, Lincoln County, Neah-Kah-Nie, Oregon
City, Pendleton, Philomath, Phoenix-Talent, Pleasant Hill, Redmond, Salem-Keizer, and South Umpqua.
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programs for developmentally and physically disabled students. This
category grew more rapidly than other programs for many reasons. One,
there is a federal mandate that requires public school districts to serve
children with disabilities. Parents of disabled children have become
increasingly aware of the services the districts must provide, and are
organized to ensure their children receive proper care. Two, it is likely that
medical advances have resulted in some disabled children surviving who
would not have survived 10-15 years ago. Three, many districts have seen an
increase in their ELL programs, and some districts must accommodate
multiple languages.
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•

Salaries and benefits, as a share of total spending, typically held
constant. Across the state, salary and benefits compose 80 percent to 85
percent a school district’s of spending for on-going operations and
maintenance. In most districts, spending per student on salaries and benefits
grew at the same rate as current expenditures per student and composed the
same share of spending at the end of the decade as they did in the beginning.

•

Benefits growth kept in check by cap on health insurance. Because many
districts have capped health insurance benefits, staff must now pay a portion
of their own health insurance costs.

•

Unfunded retirement costs are not captured in existing expenditure
data. The districts we interviewed reported that retirement payments have
increased over the last few years, but not extremely so. However, across the
state, district officials expect PERS payments to grow substantially in the
next budget year.
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Section 2

Oregon Per Student Spending

BACKGROUND
Per-student expenditures are calculated by a seemingly straightforward formula.

Per-Student
Spending
($ per Student)

=

Spending ($)
Students (#)

Estimates of per-student spending vary widely depending on what numbers are used
in the numerator and denominator. For the numerator, analysts can report current
expenditures, which typically relate to the on-going operation and maintenance of
schools, or total expenditures, which start with operational spending and add capital
outlays and interest payments. Reports may also focus on certain subsets of
expenditures. For example, some reports consider only instructional spending while
others consider spending by only certain jurisdictions (e.g., state spending per student).
As with expenditures, analysts have a variety of ways to count the number of students
served by the schools. Fall enrollment, average daily membership, and average daily
attendance are three distinct measures that each generate a set of unique per-student
spending estimates, and others exist.
Given the variety of definitions for both expenditures and students, analysts can mix
and match the numerators and denominators to create dozens of unique estimates of perstudent spending. Most of the estimates are valid.
The confusion starts when analysts fail to precisely spell out the definition they are
using or compare states or localities using different definitions. Below we report the
most commonly used expenditure and student definitions and then show how common
measures of per-student spending differed in Oregon for the 2000-2001 School Year.

DEFINITIONS
NUMERATORS (EXPENDITURES OR FUNDING)
The National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Association (NEA),
Education Week, and the Oregon Department of Education generate unique spending and
revenue estimates—all valid but all with different purposes. In this section, we define
each measure and discuss which agencies typically use the measure and why. We start
the discussion with Formula Operating Revenues (i.e., State School Fund plus certain
local revenue) the least inclusive measure, and work our way up to total expenditures, as
defined by NEA, which is the most inclusive measure.
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FORMULA OPERATING REVENUES
In Oregon, a common numerator used in education financing discussions is the
amount of Formula Operating Revenues provided per student. During the early 1990s,
the state process to equalize spending per student in districts across the state began. The
state funding formula distributes amounts to each school district based primarily on the
number and type of students. Through a student-weighting method (described below),
districts receive additional resources for students with special needs (for example,
students with physical or mental disabilities, teen parents, or non-English speakers). The
state grant is then reduced by local revenues, which include local property taxes, private
timber privilege taxes, common and county school funds, federal forest fees, and a
number of other funds.
Formula Operating Revenues as described here do not include expenditures for
administration by the state Board of Education or the state Department of Education.
They also do not include state or federal grants or funding for child nutrition programs.
Finally, they do not include monies for capital outlays, which school districts finance
with general obligation bonds backed by local property taxes.
The measure, while useful for the equalization finance process, is not comparable to
any spending or revenue measure outside of Oregon.

CURRENT EXPENDITURES
Current expenditures are commonly reported by the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) and the National Education Association (NEA) and consist
of spending for the day-to-day operation of local public schools but exclude capital outlay
and interest payments on debt. These expenditures include such items as salaries for
school personnel, fixed charges, student transportation, textbooks and materials, and
energy costs.
Moreover, the definition includes:
(a) Expenditures for administration by the state board of education and the state
department of education excluding expenditures for vocational rehabilitation and
salaries for personnel who provide supplementary services, such as state library,
state museum, teacher retirement, teacher placement, and so on.
(b) Expenditures for administration by county or other intermediate administrative
units.
(c) Total current expenditures by local school districts, such as expenditures for
administration, instruction, attendance, health, transportation, net food service,
maintenance and operation, and other net expenditures to cover deficits for
extracurricular activities for students. (Net food service also includes the value of
commodities donated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, such as those
provided through the school lunch and milk programs.)
(d) Direct state expenditures for current operations, such as state (employer)
contributions to retirement systems, pension funds, or Social Security on behalf
of public school employees; state expenditures for textbooks distributed to local
school districts; and all other expenditures made by the state on behalf of free
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public elementary and secondary schools. This includes current expenditures
made for vocational/technical elementary and secondary education.

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
Also commonly collected and reported by the National Center for Education
Statistics and the National Education Association, are total expenditures. Total
expenditures start with current expenditures, as defined above, and add spending for
major capital projects (new buildings and major remodeling), as well as, interest
payments.

ALL FUNDS EXPENDITURES
The Oregon Department of Education additionally provides an expenditure figure
measured across all of its accounting funds. The “all funds” total includes expenditures
in the internal services fund, which do not represent net additional spending. The internal
services fund tracks the cost of services purchased from other districts or governmental
units on a cost reimbursement basis. Moreover, the “all funds” definition includes end of
year balances and transfers of resources to subsequent years—that provide no benefit to
students in the year they are reported. For these two key reasons, using an all funds
definition inherently yields an inaccurate and misleading estimate of spending in the
current year.

TRENDS IN EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING
Figure 2-1 reports how the three major expenditure or funding measures changed
during 1991-2002. The least inclusive measure, Formula Operating Revenues, increased
from $2.2 billion to $3.3 billion, or at an average annual rate of 3.7 percent. During the
same period, current expenditures increased at an average annual rate of 5.1 percent from
$2.5 billion to $4.3 billion.
Notably, the different growth rates for the measures, which attempt to define
resources available for the day-to-day operations of the schools, are explained by the
increased use of state grant monies and special revenues (e.g., lottery backed bonds) in
the latter part of the 1990s. Schools spend those special monies and grants, so they
ultimately impact current expenditure totals. However, they are not part of the
equalization funding process—and therefore are not included in the calculation of
Formula Operating Revenues.
Total expenditures, which start with current expenditures and add capital outlays
and interest payments on debt, increased from $2.7 billion in 1991 to $4.8 billion in 2002.
Total expenditures increased roughly 5.5 percent annually, a pace slightly higher than
that for current expenditures.
We do not report a trend for all funds expenditures, as reported by the Oregon
Department of Education, because we consider it an inappropriate measure for
calculating spending per student amounts. In school year 2000-2001, for example,
expenditures under the all funds definition exceeded $5.1 billion while the more
appropriately constructed total expenditures equaled $4.6 billion. Again, the roughly
$0.5 billion difference between the two measures consists of two accounting categories:

Oregon School Boards Association

ECONorthwest

November 2002

Page 2-3

•

End of year balances and transfers of resources to subsequent years
that provide no benefit to students in the current fiscal year. Districts use
the balances to pay for operations at the beginning of the subsequent
fiscal year.

•

Internal service funds. Activities performed by a district on behalf of
another district or other governmental agency on a cost-reimbursement
basis. While only district provides the service (for example, data
warehousing or printing), both the service-providing and servicereceiving districts record the associated expenditure—which results in
double counting.

Figure 2-1: Expenditure and Funding Measures, 1991-2002 (in
Thousands of Current Year Dollars)
$6,000,000

$5,000,000

$4,000,000

$3,000,000

$2,000,000

$1,000,000

$0
1991

1992

1993

1994

Total Expenditures (NEA)

1995

1996

1997

1998

Current Expenditures (NEA)

1999

2000

2001

2002

Formula Operating Revenue

Source: National Education Association (Total and Current Expenditures) and Oregon Department of Education
(Formula Operating Revenues)

DENOMINATORS (STUDENTS)
Education publications routinely track and report at least five distinct estimates
of the number of students served by the K-12 system: fall enrollees, average daily
attendance, average daily membership, resident average daily membership, and weighted
average daily membership. Below we define each of these measures and then report
recent trends for each one.
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FALL ENROLLMENT
Fall enrollment is the count of students enrolled in the fall of the school year,
usually October (October 1 in Oregon). The estimate is available at the beginning of the
school year, and unlike other measures, is calculated at a point in time rather than over
the course of a school year.

AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP
Average daily membership (ADM) is the aggregate membership of a school
during a reporting period divided by the number of days that school is in session during
this period. Only days on which students are under the guidance and direction of teachers
should be considered as days in session. The average daily membership for groups of
schools having varying lengths of terms is the sum of the average daily memberships
obtained for the individual schools.

RESIDENT AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP
Resident average daily membership (ADMr) is the year-to-date average of daily
student enrollment for students residing within the district. Some resident students may
attend school in another district. Kindergarten students are counted as half-time students.
ADMr included in the database is year-to-date enrollment as of June 30. Unlike the
Average Daily Attendence measure (described below), ADMr does not account for the
actual number of days students attend school.

WEIGHTED AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP
Weighted average daily membership is the year-to-date average of daily student
enrollment for students residing within the district as of June 30 adjusted to reflect
students with special needs. Kindergarten students are counted as half-time students. The
state school funding distribution formula credits districts with additional ADM for the
following factors:
ADMr

1.00>

As of June 30

Plus:
Special Education

1.00

December Count of IEP’s

English Language
Learners

.50

Year-to-date average - 6/30

Pregnant & Parenting

1.00

Year-to-date average - 6/30

Poverty Factor

.25

1990 Census data –adjusted

Foster Care/Neglected
and Delinquent

.25

Dept. of Human Resources count

The ADMw measure is unique to Oregon. Proponents of the ADMw advocate its
use because it explicitly accounts for changes in the nature of the student body, and the
relative ease or difficulty in providing educational services, in addition to tracking the
Oregon School Boards Association
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number of children served. Of course, this assumes the weighting convention described
accurately captures the relative cost impacts of the student categories. The primary
disadvantage of the measure is that it is unique to Oregon, and therefore any spending
analyses that use it cannot be compared to other states.

AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE
Average daily attendance (ADA) is the aggregate attendance of a school during a
reporting period (normally a school year) divided by the number of days school is in
session during this period. Only days on which the students are under the guidance and
direction of teachers should be considered days in session. Average daily attendance is
typically the lowest number commonly reported by education publications, and therefore,
is associated with higher spending per student estimates.

TRENDS IN THE NUMBER OF STUDENTS
Figure 2 reports the trends in the numbers of students as calculated under four of the
five common measures. Oregon’s ADMw measure yields the largest number in each
year because most of the weighting is positive. While the method multiplies the number
of kindergarten students by one-half, it multiplies a number of other special needs
categories by numbers between 1.25 (e.g., students living in poverty) and 2.0 (e.g.,
student with individual education plans). The method yielded an estimate of 533,117
weighted students in 1991 and 647,506 weighted students in 2002, which represents an
annual average growth rate of 1.8 percent. Underlying that growth rate were sharp
increases in the numbers of students with disabilities and ELL students.
Fall enrollment, which yields the second highest student count, increased 1.2 percent
annually during 1991-2002 from 484,652 to 551,480. Resident average daily
membership (ADMr) also grew 1.2 percent annually, from 462,043 to 528,411, and stood
between 95 and 96 percent of fall enrollment. Average daily attendance increased at the
slowest pace, about 1.0 percent annually. Consequently, ADA measured as a percent of
the fall enrollment measure declined from 89.1 percent to 87.5 percent during 1991-2002.
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Figure 2-2: Alternative Student Measures
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Source: Oregon Department of Education; National Education Association for 2002 ADA Estimate

OREGON TRENDS IN PER STUDENT SPENDING
TRENDS IN OVERALL PER STUDENT SPENDING
Having defined the estimates of expenditures and funding (i.e., the numerators) and
student counts (i.e., denominators), this section reports a variety of alternative measures
of per student spending for Oregon. The picture one gets of the health of school
financing changes depending on the measure used, which yields one of the key
conclusions of this paper: observers should not attempt to diagnose the fiscal position of
Oregon’s K-12 system with a single, statewide statistic.
Table 2-1 reports a variety of per student spending estimates, each using valid
estimates of expenditures, funding, and students. In 2002, given different combinations
of the expenditure and student measures described above, estimates of spending per
student range from $5,081 for Formula Operating Revenue per ADMw to nearly twice
that amount, $10,037, for total expenditures per average daily attendee.
Those familiar with the state’s education funding process are commonly exposed to a
measure that compares Formula Operating Revenue dollars per ADMw. The statistic
underlies the state’s formula-driven funding process, and therefore, is important to track
even if it not comparable to statistics available from other states. The measure has the
smallest numerator (counting only specified state and local funding) and the highest
denominator—a student count weighted, generally upward, for students with special
needs. The measure increased at an annual rate of 1.9 percent from 4,125 to 5,081 during
1991-2002.
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Yielding a slightly higher estimate of per student spending is the Formula Operating
Revenue per ADMr. The measure is identical to the one just discussed except that the
weights for special needs students have been removed. Without those weights, the
number of students in the denominator grows more slowly, and consequently, the
calculated spending per student rises more rapidly (2.5 percent annually) than for the
measure using ADMw.
Next, we provide three measures that use the National Education Association’s
definition of current expenditures in the numerator and alternative student definitions in
the denominator: fall enrollees, ADMr, and ADA. All three of these spending per student
measures grow at about 4.0 percent annually. By 2002, the highest estimate generated
across these three measures ($8,983) is 14 percent above the lowest estimate ($7,856
current expenditures per fall enrollee).
The final column in Table 2-1 reports total expenditures per ADA, which generates
the highest estimate of per student spending. This measure grew at a relatively fast rate
because growth in total expenditures was slightly faster than for current expenditures, and
the ADA measure was the slowest growing of the student measures. In 2002, total
expenditures per ADA slightly exceeded $10,000. Any estimates that exceed this level
for 2002 likely use inappropriate spending estimates of spending (e.g., all funds
expenditures) and double count internal service funds.

Table 2-1: Alternative Spending per Student Measures, 1991-2002

Year
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002

Formula
Operating
Revenue per
ADMw
4,125
4,175
4,383
4,100
4,224
4,247
4,267
4,475
4,560
4,841
4,975
5,081

Formula
Operating
Current
Revenue per
Expenditures
ADMr per Fall Enrollee
4,760
5,155
4,821
5,206
5,095
5,605
4,822
5,549
5,005
5,668
5,035
5,779
5,079
5,920
5,381
6,419
5,513
6,828
5,888
7,094
6,072
7,558
6,226
7,856

Current
Expenditures
per ADMr
5,407
5,465
5,871
5,826
5,973
6,078
6,258
6,772
7,178
7,458
7,893
8,199

Current
Expenditures
per ADA
5,785
5,842
6,319
6,293
6,458
6,602
6,792
7,348
7,787
8,067
8,575
8,983

Total
Expenditures
per ADA
6,209
6,331
6,953
6,989
7,300
7,299
7,475
8,238
8,676
9,002
9,575
10,037

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using data from the Oregon Department of Education and the National
Education Association

With the per student spending estimates reported, we next consider whether the
growth in spending has been sufficient to maintain or improve education services relative
to their levels in the early 1990s. Analysts often consider whether spending per student
has kept pace with inflation, but even that seemingly simple analysis becomes complex as
one consider a variety of inflation measures. Moreover, simple comparisons of growth in
spending per student typically fail to account for changes in the population being served
or changes in the nature of the service (e.g., the implementation of state mandated testing
or curriculums). Conceivably, spending per student could outpace inflation, but if the
population became more difficult to serve and the citizenry demanded a higher level of
service, school officials may perceive funding—albeit higher—as inadequate. Clearly,
the opposite could happen as well. Spending per student could lag behind inflation, but if
the student population became easier to serve over time, school officials may not perceive
a problem.
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With those caveats in mind, Table 2-2 reports 1991-2001 growth for four measures of
inflation and six spending per student measures1. Education analysts and officials differ
about which index or rate of inflation is appropriate to characterize price pressures on
schools.
Some argue the consumer price index (US-CPI-U) for all US consumers, which
increased 30.0 percent during 1991-2001, is appropriate for most parts of Oregon outside
the Portland-Salem Metropolitan Area. However, school officials in Eugene, Bend, and
even Pendleton argue that the Portland CPI, which grew 36.4 percent over the same
period, more accurately reflects inflation in their areas and frequently use the Portland
measure in wage negotiations. Obviously, within the Portland-Salem region, which is
home to 54 percent of Oregon’s school-aged children, the area-specific measure seems to
be appropriate—at least as one point of comparison.
We additionally report two other inflation measures not commonly advanced in
reports of Oregon’s K-12 funding. The first is average wages per job in Oregon, which
increased from $20,867 to $32,236 (or 54.4 percent) during 1990-2000. This robust
growth reflects, in part, the emergence of Oregon’s high-technology sector during the
1990s, which generated jobs with salaries well above the prior state average.
Our final measure is a component of the US-CPI-U that pinpoints increases in tuition
and fees for elementary and high school tuition and fees (charged almost exclusively by
private institutions). While the measure appears to offer price inflation for a similar set
of services, comparisons are not perfect. Cost functions of public schools are not
identical to private schools, with public schools incurring some costs that private schools
do not and vice versa.
Turning to the per-student spending estimates, the two measures that use the Formula
Operating Revenue in the numerator fail to keep pace with any of the inflation indices.
The Formula Operating Revenue per ADMw shows the lowest percentage increase (20.6
percent) because its student count is growing at the fastest rate. Proponents of this
measure argue that its slow growth demonstrates that dollars distributed through the state
funding formula have not grown sufficiently to cover the needs of an increasingly diverse
and more difficult to serve student population.
The estimates that use the more inclusive spending definitions—current or total
expenditures—show increases of between 46.6 percent and 54.2 percent during 19912001. Using these measures, one could argue per student spending outpaced both
national and regional inflation (measured by the US and Portland CPI-U), roughly kept
pace with average wages per job in Oregon, but lagged behind inflation seen in tuition
and fees charged by private elementary and secondary institutions. These measures make
no attempt to account for changes in the student population or services provided during
the period.
One notable omission in the per student spending estimates is the recently revealed
unfunded liability in the state’s Public Employee Retirement System (PERS), which is
not reflected in any of the spending figures we have reported to this point. Adding the
portion of the unfunded liability that relates to K-12 staff, and assigning it to appropriate
years, would increase the estimated growth in per student spending during the 1990s.

1

Note that we end the analysis in 2001 because 2002 estimates of the inflation measures were not available at the time of publication.
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Table 2-2: Growth of Alternative Inflation Indices and Per-Student
Spending Measures
Percentage Change
1991-2001
Inflation Indices
United States Consumer Price Index-Urban Consumers
Portland-Salem Consumer Price Index-Urban Consumers
Oregon Average Wage per Job (1990-2000)
Private Elementary and High School Tuition and Fees

30.0
36.4
54.4
88.4

Per-Student Spending Measure
Formula Operating Revenue/ADMw
Formula Operating Revenue/ADMr
Current Expenditures/Fall Enrollee
Current Expenditures/ADMr
Current Expenditures/ADA
Total Expenditures/ADA

20.6
27.6
46.6
46.0
48.2
54.2

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using Bureau of Labor Statistics data for CPI measures, Bureau of Economic
Analysis data for Oregon wages, and National Education Association for Current and Total Expenditures, and
Oregon Department of Education for Formula Operating Revenue and alternative student counts

TRENDS IN SPENDING PER STUDENT FOR SPECIFIC SERVICE
COMPONENTS
Table 2-2’s analysis provides a somewhat conflicting story about changes in the
fiscal position of Oregon’s K-12 system during 1991-2001. Generally, estimates that use
the ADMw student count will suggest spending per student has eroded slowly in real
terms, while measures that employ more conventional student counts will suggest
spending per student has kept pace, or better, with most inflation indices. By exploring
school financing records in more depth, we can identify trends that, in part, reconcile the
two seemingly contradictory stories.
Through a review of detailed Oregon Department of Education data, K-12 spending
can be separated into the amounts spent on instruction (classroom teaching) and amounts
spent on student support services (e.g., administration, libraries, and counseling).
Moreover, within the instruction category schools report spending on regular programs
(e.g., traditional reading, writing, and math) and spending on so-called special programs,
which are targeted to students with mental or physical disabilities, English-language
learners, and students at risk of dropping out of school.
Figure 2-3 reports an average annual growth rate for spending in several of these
categories during 1992-2000—the earliest and latest period for which data were
available. During that period, spending per student (defined as ADMr) on regular
programs grew at an average annual rate of 3.0 percent—slightly above the national rate
of inflation and identical to regional rate of inflation for that period. However, spending
per student (ADMr) on special programs (measured across all such programs) grew at an
average annual rate of 14.3 percent. For example in 1992, Oregon K-12 schools spent an
average of $448 per ADMr (measured across all students regardless of whether they
received such services) on special programs. By 2000, they spent $1,301 per ADMr.
Within the special programs category, spending on alternative education and
remediation programs for children at risk of dropping out or who are disadvantage by
Page 2-10
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their socioeconomic status increased from $18 per ADMr in 1992 to $272 per ADMr in
2000—which represents an annual average increase of more than 40 percent. The federal
government financed a sizable share of this funding through Title I grants. Spending per
ADMr for special programs designed for students with disabilities increased about 14
percent annually from $237 per ADMr to $671. Spending per ADMr on early
intervention, ESL, and teen parenting programs rose 9 percent annually from $169 to
$343.
Finally, spending on student support services slightly outpaced regional and national
inflation as measured by the CPI, growing at an average annual rate of 3.5 percent. In
1992, Oregon K-12 schools spent an average $2,332 per ADMr on support services. By
2000, the amount had risen to $3,078.

Figure 2-3: Annual Growth Rates in Spending per ADMr for Spending
Categories, 1992-2000
Instruction-Regular
Programs

Instruction -Special
Programs

Instruction -Special
Programs (w/Disabilities)

Instruction-Special Programs
(Early Intervention/ESL)
Instruction-Special Programs
(Alternative Education and
Title I)

All Support Services

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

45.0%

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using Oregon Department of Education data
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Section 3

Cross-State Comparisons

NATIONAL ESTIMATES AND RANKINGS
2000-2001 ESTIMATES AND RANKINGS
As discussed in the previous section, per-student expenditures vary widely depending
on the nature of the measures used in the numerator and denominator. The most
commonly reported measure for purposes of making cross-state comparisons is current
expenditures per student in fall enrollment. In general, current expenditures consist of
spending for operating local public schools, including salaries for school personnel, fixed
charges, student transportation, textbooks and materials, and energy costs, but excluding
capital outlay and interest on school debt. An alternative to using fall enrollment is
average daily attendance. Because of student absences and other factors, average daily
attendance will be a lower number than fall enrollment. Thus, per-student expenditures
based on average daily attendance will almost always be larger than per-student
expenditures based on fall enrollment.
Table 3-1 provides per-student current expenditures on education for the 2000-01
school year as calculated by the National Center for Education Statistics, Education
Week, and the National Education Association. The NCES estimates, which were the
focus of the Oregonian’s April 10th cover story on education spending, shows that
Oregon ranks 20th in current expenditures per fall enrollee. According the NCES data,
Oregon spent $278 more per fall enrollee than the U.S. average and more than
neighboring states. Education Week, which adjusts for geographic differences in the cost
of education inputs across states, calculates a higher cost per fall enrollee ($7,614), but
Oregon’s ranking falls to 21st.
The National Education Association’s estimates for spending per fall enrollee—and
associated state rankings—are roughly comparable to those of NCES and Education
Week. However, NEA additionally reports current expenditures per average daily
attendee, which shows Oregon ranked 12th nationally with average spending per attendee
of $8,593. Because of student absences and other factors such as migration out of state, a
state’s average daily attendance is a smaller number than its fall enrollment numbers.
One measure of this phenomenon is the ratio of average daily attendance to fall
enrollment, expressed as a percent of fall enrollment. Oregon ranks 50th (of 51) in
rankings of average daily attendance as a percentage of fall enrollment. In 1998-99, for
example, average daily attendance as a percent of fall enrollment equaled 87.7 percent in
Oregon compared to a national average of 92.8 percent. Thus, relative to other states,
Oregon’s average daily attendance is much lower than its fall enrollment. Consequently,
measures of per-student expenditures based on average daily attendance will be much
larger for Oregon than for other states, causing Oregon’s ranking to rise.
While the ratio of average daily attendance to fall enrollment varies considerably
across states, ECONorthwest uncovered no explanation in literature for the differences.
One official with the National Center for Education Statistics indicated that methods for
calculating fall enrollment are more consistent across states than are methods of
calculating average daily attendance. The official suggested a preference for using fall
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enrollment rather than ADA when making cross-state comparisons of per student
spending.

Table 3-1: Summary of Current Expenditures per Student in Fall
Enrollment or Average Daily Attendance, 2000-01 School Year
NCES

Education Week*

NEA

Average Daily
State
Fall Enrollment
Fall Enrollment
Fall Enrollment
Attendance
Oregon
7,357
(20)
7,614
(21)
7,558
(18)
8,593
(12)
California
6,255
(36)
5,603
(49)
6,548
(29)
6,837
(33)
Washington
6,496
(30)
6,256
(42)
6,720
(25)
7,200
(26)
Idaho
5,386
(47)
5,853
(48)
5,667
(43)
6,029
(43)
United States
7,079
7,079
7,161
7,640
Sources: National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics 2001; Early Estimates of
Public Elementary and Secondary Education Statistics: School Year 2000-2001; National Education
Association, Rankings and Estimates; Education Week, Quality Counts 2002.
Shaded figures are same as those reported in the Oregonian, April 10, 2002.
State rankings in parentheses.
* Adjusted for geographical differences in the costs of education.

HISTORIC ESTIMATES AND RANKINGS
In this section, we review spending per student across states since the 1990-1991
school year and track Oregon’s relative position over time. Table 3-2 reports current
expenditures per fall enrollee since 1990-1991—as calculated by NCES—for Oregon, the
United States, and three neighboring states. The table’s top panel indicates Oregon’s
current expenditures per fall enrollee increased from $5,195 to $7,357 over the period. In
most years, Oregon spent more per fall enrollee than each of the comparison
jurisdictions. Oregon’s spending per fall enrollee trended toward the national average
during the early to mid 1990s and fell $3 below the U.S. average in 1996-1997. In the late
1990s, Oregon’s average exceeded the U.S. average albeit by a smaller percentage than
observed in the early 1990s. State lottery-backed bond proceeds, which supplemented
traditional funding sources, supported somewhat higher spending per fall enrollee in the
late 1990s.
We observe similar trends in comparisons with neighboring states, with the
smallest percentage differences found in 1996-97. For example, Oregon’s average
exceeded Washington’s by 12 percent in 1990-1991, however by 1996-1997 the
difference fell to 3 percent. By 2000-2001, the percentage difference (13 percent) was
similar to the difference observed in the early 1990s. By contrast, Idaho growth in
spending per fall enrollee outpaced Oregon’s during the 1990s. In 1990-1991, Oregon’s
average exceeded Idaho’s by 62 percent. Ten years later, the gap had fallen to 37
percent.
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Table 3-2: Comparison of Current Expenditures per Student in Fall
Enrollment, Selected Western States and U.S. Average, 1991-2001
School
Year

Oregon

1990-91
1991-92
1992-93
1993-94
1994-95
1995-96
1996-97
1997-98
1998-99
1999-00
2000-01

5,195
5,268
5,585
5,522
5,649
5,790
5,920
6,419
6,828
7,149
7,357

1990-91
1991-92
1992-93
1993-94
1994-95
1995-96
1996-97
1997-98
1998-99
1999-00
2000-01

California

Washington

Idaho

Current Expenditures per Fall Enrollee
4,595
4,652
3,206
4,640
4,899
3,370
4,609
5,220
3,471
4,719
5,342
3,628
4,799
5,477
3,957
4,937
5,639
4,194
5,260
5,734
4,447
5,644
6,040
4,721
5,801
6,110
5,066
6,314
6,376
5,315
6,255
6,496
5,386

United
States
4,902
5,023
5,160
5,327
5,529
5,689
5,923
6,189
6,508
6,911
7,079

Oregon's Percentage Difference with Comparison Jurisdiciton
na
13%
12%
62%
6%
na
14%
8%
56%
5%
na
21%
7%
61%
8%
na
17%
3%
52%
4%
na
18%
3%
43%
2%
na
17%
3%
38%
2%
na
13%
3%
33%
0%
na
14%
6%
36%
4%
na
18%
12%
35%
5%
na
13%
12%
35%
3%
na
18%
13%
37%
4%

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using NCES data

Table 3-3 reports unadjusted national rankings based on the spending per fall enrollee
levels shown in Table 3-2. In 1990-1991, Oregon ranked 15th on the measure, and by
1996-1997, Oregon’s rank had fallen to 21st. Supported by supplemental revenues,
Oregon climbed in the rankings temporarily but then fell to 20th in 2000-2001. California
and Washington registered their lowest rankings 36th and 30th respectively in 2000-2001.
Meanwhile, Idaho rose slightly over the decline from the 49th slot to the 47th.
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Table 3-3: State Rankings based on Current Expenditures per
Student in Fall Enrollment, 1991-2001
School Year
1990-91
1991-92
1992-93
1993-94
1994-95
1995-96
1996-97
1997-98
1998-99
1999-00
2000-01

Oregon
15
15
15
17
17
18
21
15
16
19
20

California
28
31
33
32
34
35
35
32
33
29
36

Washington
26
24
20
20
24
22
26
24
26
28
30

Idaho
49
49
49
49
49
48
47
46
47
47
47

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using NCES data

Comparing current expenditures to total personal income in the state provides another
useful measure of trends in K-12 spending. Total personal income in the state provides a
measure of the state’s capacity to spend on K-12 and other public services. Oregon’s
total personal income increased at an average annual rate of 5.7 percent (12th highest)
during 1990-2001 (from $52.2 billion to $97.8 billion). Table 3-4 shows that, over the
decade, the share of Oregon’s total personal income spent on K-12 current expenditures
fell from 4.6 percent to 4.2 percent—simply indicating that K-12 spending did not keep
pace with Oregon’s rapidly expanding economy. Over the period, Oregon’s spending per
total personal income trended toward the national average, which typically stood at about
4.0 percent but fell to 3.9 percent in 2000-2001.
In 2000-2001, California and Washington each devoted 3.5 percent of personal
income to public K-12 spending, well below the Oregon and national averages. Notably,
Idaho, which ranks low on the spending per fall enrollee measure, devotes 4.1 percent of
personal income to K-12 spending, which is above average. This suggests that Idaho’s
low spending per student is explained in large part by a lack of fiscal capacity.
Table 3-4’s bottom panel reports state rankings based on current expenditures per
total personal income in the state. Over the decade, Oregon’s ranking fell from 12th in
1990-1991 to 23rd in 2000-2001. Oregon’s ranking on the measure reached a low (27th)
in 1996-1997. Washington typically ranked higher than California during the decade, but
the two states had very similar rankings by 2000-2001 (California 41st, Washington 42nd).
Meanwhile, Idaho’s ranking ranged from the mid-teens to mid-twenties and rose to 25th
by 2000-2001.
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Table 3-4: Current Expenditures as a Percent of Total Personal
Income and Associated Rankings, Western States and U.S., 19912001
School
Year

Oregon

1990-91
1991-92
1992-93
1993-94
1994-95
1995-96
1996-97
1997-98
1998-99
1999-00
2000-01

4.6%
4.6%
4.7%
4.5%
4.3%
4.2%
4.1%
4.2%
4.3%
4.2%
4.2%

1990-91
1991-92
1992-93
1993-94
1994-95
1995-96
1996-97
1997-98
1998-99
1999-00
2000-01

12
11
11
17
24
26
27
21
19
20
23

California

Washington

Idaho

United
States

Current Expenditures as a Percent of Personal Income
3.4%
3.9%
4.3%
3.5%
3.9%
4.3%
3.4%
4.1%
4.2%
3.5%
4.1%
4.1%
3.4%
4.1%
4.3%
3.5%
4.0%
4.3%
3.6%
3.9%
4.4%
3.7%
3.8%
4.4%
3.6%
3.6%
4.4%
3.6%
3.5%
4.3%
3.5%
3.5%
4.1%

4.1%
4.0%
4.0%
4.0%
4.0%
4.0%
4.0%
4.0%
4.0%
4.0%
3.9%

State Rankings
40
34
30
30
32
32
36
37
43
45
42

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na

47
46
47
47
48
45
42
41
45
44
41

22
23
29
29
21
17
15
13
16
19
25

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using data from NCES and the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis

UNDERSTANDING OREGON’S RANKING
It is not possible to reach definitive conclusions about Oregon’s education spending
rank from simple calculations such as those reported in Table 3-1. These calculations do
not control for any of the variations in demand or supply conditions that may predispose
one state’s spending to differ from others’. In this section, we attempt to gain a better
understanding of the demand and supply factors underlying Oregon’s relative spending
performance by further analyzing the nature of Oregon’s spending and that of other
states.
Before making additional cross-state comparisons, we should speak to the simple,
measurement comparability of the national data. In the past, observers have called into
question the consistency of the state-level spending data given the different methods
states use to pay for educational services. For example, historically, a state that paid for
student transportation directly from the general fund, as opposed to an appropriation to an
education agency or the school, may have underreported some or all of their
transportation spending. While problems with inconsistent data were common in the
1970s and 1980s, NCES officials believe the spending data are sufficiently comparable to
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support cross-state analyses. Despite a marked improvement in data quality, some
inconsistencies persist. In Oregon and some other states, future liabilities associated with
employee pension funds are not fully funded, and the unfunded portions have not
appeared in the accounting data. Consequently, in states with unfunded pension
liabilities, per student spending on benefits is currently understated.
With that caveat in mind, we take two approaches to better understand about the
reasons for Oregon’s rank in relative spending per student:
•

Comparisons of spending by major accounting categories. We use
detailed NCES for school year 1999-2000 and disaggregate spending by two
major accounting categories used by public schools: functions and objects.

•

Analysis of economic, demographic, and programmatic factors and
impacts on spending per student. While informative, the accounting data
described above fall short of describing why Oregon’s spending is higher or
lower than other states. Education analysts have pointed to staff salaries and
benefits, class sizes, and the relatively large number of districts in the state as
reasons that Oregon’s spending per student differs from the national average
and those of nearby states. Through a statistical analysis, we attempt to
explain differences in per student spending through differences in economic,
demographic, and programmatic characteristics.

In the following sections, we detail our findings for each of the approaches.

SPENDING BY ACCOUNTING CATEGORIES
NCES requires states to report education spending in a standard way: by object and
by function. Spending functions include expenditures on instruction, school
administration, operations and maintenance, and student transportation. Spending objects
consider the same total spending but disaggregate the spending by salaries, benefits,
purchased services, and supplies.

SPENDING BY OBJECT
Figure 3-1 compares Oregon’s spending per student (fall 1999 enrollee) in 1999-2000
by accounting object to comparable measures for the United States and three neighboring
states: California, Washington, and Idaho. NCES accounting framework consists of five
major accounting objects:
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•

Salaries. Gross salaries of staff involved in instruction and administration of
school activities including those of teachers, instructional aides, principals,
librarians, counselors, support staff, and district administrators.

•

Benefits. Staff benefits include amounts paid on behalf of employees for
items including group insurance, social security contributions, retirement
contributions, tuition reimbursement, unemployment compensation, and
workers’ compensation

•

Purchased Services. Such services include computer-assisted instructional
expenditures, travel for instructional staff, per diem expenses, as well as the
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services of medical doctors, social workers, psychologists, psychiatrists,
audiologists, and other consultants.
•

Supplies. The category includes classroom teaching supplies, audiovisual
supplies, books, periodicals, medical supplies, films, tapes, and paper
supplies.

•

Tuition. The category includes tuition to private schools and public schools
outside of the state.

•

Other. The item includes membership dues paid by schools or districts on
behalf of staff and other good and services that not captured in the categories
mentioned above.

Overall, Oregon spent $7,149 per student of which 58 percent (or $4,139 per student)
was associated with salaries and 22 percent (or, $1,585 per student) with benefits.

Figure 3-1: Current Expenditures per Student in Fall Enrollment by
Object and State, 1999-2000
$8,000

$7,149
$7,000

$6,911
$6,376

$6,314
$6,000

$5,315
$5,000

$4,000

$3,000

$2,000

$1,000

$0
Oregon

United States
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Washington

Idaho

Supplies, Tuition, Other
Purchased Services
Benefits
Salaries
Source: ECONorthwest calculated from NCES data

Figure 3-2 reports the same data as Figure 3-1 but highlights the differences between
Oregon and the other jurisdictions. For example, the figure shows Oregon spends $346
less per student on salaries than the U.S. average. However, the lower spending per
student on salaries is more than offset by higher spending per student on benefits
(+$448). These findings are consistent with calculations for the 1999-2000 school year
that indicate Oregon spends average $15,536 per employee (measured across all K-12
employees) on benefits. The per-employee expenditure ranked second
nationally—behind Rhode Island.
Oregon School Boards Association
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Oregon’s spending per student is also above the national average for purchased
services (+$212). A more detailed examination of the spending data indicates that 42
percent of the difference (or $89) is related to purchased services for direct instructional
purposes, which include computer-assisted instructional expenditures and the travel costs
of instructional staff. The remaining 58 percent is spread among purchased services for
student support, instructional staff support, and operations and maintenance.
Oregon’s salaries per student are roughly comparable to California’s and
Washington’s but considerably higher than Idaho’s. However, as with the national
comparison, Oregon’s benefit expenditures per student are considerably higher: $541
above California’s, $461 above Washington’s and $591 above Idaho’s.
Oregon also spends more per student on purchased services than California (+$268),
Washington (+$187), and Idaho (+384).

Figure 3-2: Oregon’s Current Expenditures per Student in Fall
Enrollment Relative to Western States and U.S. Average (Oregon
Minus Comparison Jurisdiction), 1999-2000
United States

California

Washington

Idaho

-$600

-$400

-$200

$0

$200

$400

$600

$800

$1,000

Supplies, Tuition, Other
Purchased Services
Benefits
Salaries
Source: ECONorthwest calculated using NCES data

Oregon’s retirement-related spending contributes to the state’s higher per student
spending on benefits. Table 3.5 shows that, in 1997-1998, Oregon school districts
contributed an amount equal to 23.45 percent of salaries and wages to retirement-related
benefits (that is, 7.65 percent for Social Security and Medicare and 15.80 percent to
PERS)1. In that year, Oregon’s contribution rate ranked third nationally behind Hawaii

1
The figures reported here do not reflect recent revelations about the unfunded actuarial liability in the PERS system. If the
program’s rules remain unchanged, school district’s (employer) rates will likely increase significantly above levels reported for 1997-1998.
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and Florida. By contrast, California’s retirement-related spending equaled 10.85 percent
of salaries and wages. In the average U.S. state, retirement-related benefits equaled 15.78
percent of salaries and benefits.

Table 3-5: Employer Contributions to Retirement-Related Fringe
Benefit Expressed as a Percent of Salaries and Wages, Selected
States and U.S. Average, 1997-1998 School Year

Social Security
and Medicare
7.65
1.45
7.65
7.65
6.04

State
Oregon
California
Washington
Idaho
Average U.S. State

Retirement
15.80
9.40
12.20
11.60
9.74

Total
23.45
10.85
19.85
19.25
15.78

Source: American Federation of Teachers, Survey and Analysis of Teacher Salary Trends, 1998 and Public
Affairs Research Council of Alabama calculations

SPENDING BY FUNCTION
NCES data allow a similar analysis of per student spending by accounting
function. Under this analysis, we consider the same amount of spending ($7,149 per
student in Oregon) but separate the total by functional uses. NCES defines the following
functional categories:

Oregon School Boards Association

•

Instruction. Spending associated with regular and part-time teachers,
teacher aides, homebound teachers, hospital-based teachers, substitute
teachers, and teachers on sabbatical leave.

•

Student Support Services. Spending associated with attendance and
social work services, guidance, health, speech pathology, and audiology.

•

Instructional Staff Support. Spending for supervisors of instruction,
curriculum coordinators, and inservice training staff, school library staff,
audiovisual staff, educational television staff, and staff involved in the
development of computer-assisted instruction.

•

General Administration. Spending associated with board of education
staff, board secretary, and negotiation staff, the superintendent’s staff,
and the superintendent.

•

School Administration. Spending associated with the office of the
principal, department chairpersons, and the principal.

•

Operation and Maintenance. Spending associated with the operations
and maintenance supervisor, operation staff (heating, lighting,
ventilation, repairing, and replacing facilities and equipment), care and
upkeep of grounds, and equipment staff.
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•

Student Transportation. Spending associated with the student
transportation supervision staff, staff for vehicle operation, monitoring of
students, and vehicle maintenance.

•

Other Support Services. The category includes expenses for the
business support staff including the chief business officer, the staff for
supervisor of fiscal services, budgeting, payroll, financial accounting,
internal auditing, purchasing, warehousing, printing, and duplicating
staff. The category also captures central support staff involved in
planning, research, development, evaluation, and data processing.

•

Food Service Operations. Gross spending associated with food
services.

•

Enterprise Operations. Activities financed by user charges similar to a
private business.

Figure 3-3 provides a side-by-side comparison of Oregon, Washington,
California, Idaho, and the U.S. average. For every jurisdiction, expenditures on
instruction are the single largest per-student expenditure. Oregon’s per student
instructional spending is similar to the national average but higher than levels in
California, Washington, and Idaho.

Figure 3-3: Current Expenditures per Student in Fall Enrollment by
Function and State, Western States and U.S. Average, 1999-2000
8,000

$7,149

$6,911

7,000

$6,314

$6,376

6,000

$5,315

5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000
0
Oregon

United States

Instruction

California

Washington

Idaho

All other functional categories

Source: ECONorthwest

As shown in Table 3-6 (below), Oregon’s higher spending per student on
instruction represents roughly half of the differences between Oregon and other western
states per-student current expenditures. Oregon’s per student spending on instruction is
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$23 below the national average, but $297 higher than California’s, $441 higher than
Washington’s, and $964 higher than Idaho’s expenditures
A second major source of difference in per-student expenditures is in “other”
support services, which includes salary, benefits, supplies, contractual fees for business
support services, central support services, and other support services not otherwise
classified.

Table 3-6: Oregon Current Expenditures per Student in Fall
Enrollment Relative to Western States and U.S. Average, 1999-2000
(Oregon Minus Comparison Jurisdiction)
Instruction
Support Services
Student Support Services
Instructional Staff Support
General Administration
School Administration
Operations and Maintenance
Student Transportation
Other Support Services
Food Services
Enterprise Operations

United States
-23

Total Current Expenditures

California Washington
297
441

Idaho
964

86
15
-23
62
-50
19
193
-46
4

181
-14
75
11
8
139
130
-11
17

-13
34
-22
145
-12
46
214
21
-82

134
115
-16
138
121
49
309
-1
21

238

834

773

1,834

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using NCES data

ECONOMIC, DEMOGRAPHIC, AND PROGRAMMATIC
DETERMINATES OF SPENDING
Through the accounting data, we have disaggregated the differences in per student
spending in Oregon and other states. The accounting exercise, while informative, fails to
control for important differences across states that impact spending per student. States
operate in unique economic environments and serve different populations. Moreover,
the geographic distribution of children within the state affects the costs of providing
services to them. Finally, states deliver education services differently, with a range of
school and class sizes.
To estimate the importance of cross-state differences, we developed a two-part
statistical model that, in essence, predicts a state’s spending per student based on its
economic, demographic, and programmatic characteristics. While the analysis does a
reasonably good job of explaining why a state spends more or less than another, it does
not attempt to relate spending to student outcomes. For example, the analysis may show
that states with higher numbers of students per teacher spend less, it does not measure the
effect of higher student-teacher ratios on test scores, graduation rates, or other important
indicators of quality education.
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FINDINGS ON ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS
As noted, we developed the model in two stages. In the first stage, we compare
spending per student in the 50 states and the District of Columbia to state-level economic
and demographic variables that are outside the control of school administrators. Using
only a state’s economic and demographic data, we predicted each state’s spending per
student given those characteristics. We developed predictions for every state, and some
predictions were too high while others were too low. When State A spends more than
predicted, the implication of this first stage is that other states, if faced with the same
economic and demographic characteristics as State A, on average would respond with a
lower level of spending than State A. This is an indication that State A, in a statistically
adjusted sense, has elected to spend more on education than the typical state would, if the
typical state had State A’s socio-economic characteristics.
Key to the analysis was identifying and measuring the economic and demographic
factors that might drive spending per student across states, everything else being equal.
We drew data, largely from the 1999-2000 school year, from NCES, the U.S. Census,
American Federation of Teachers, and other sources. For the first-stage analysis, we
incorporated five economic and demographic variables commonly cited as determinants
of school spending:
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•

Percent of students with disabilities. This measure is the number of
children in the state served under the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA) divided by the total number of students in the state. We
anticipated states with a higher percentage of students served under IDEA
spend more per student.

•

Percent of households whose members do not speak English well. The
measure captures the share of households in the state that report their
members do not speak English well. We anticipate states with a higher share
of such households spend more per student—holding other factors constant.

•

Percent of state population living in metropolitan areas. The measure is
the percent of the state’s population that resides in a metropolitan statistical
area as defined by the U.S. Census. We anticipate states with concentrated
populations spend less per student because they can exploit economies of
scale in school infrastructure and because they face lower transportation
costs.

•

Personal income per capita. This factor is the total amount of personal
income earned in the state divided by the total number of people in the state.
Personal income per capita generally measures the state’s ability to spend on
education and other public services. We anticipate higher personal income
per capita is associated with higher spending per student—holding other
factors constant.

•

Relative cost of living. Developed by the American Federation of Teachers,
the measure compares relative costs of housing, food, health care,
transportation, and other services at the state level. We anticipate a higher
cost of living will be associated with a higher spending per student, as
educational staff will demand salaries relative to their economic
environments.
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In the first stage of our statistical analysis, the five economic and demographic
variables explained 78 percent of the variation in spending per student observed across
states. With the exception of the non-English household variable, the estimated
relationships between the factors and spending per student were intuitive (see Table 3-7).
For example, the model predicted a strong and positive relationship between spending per
student and the share of students with disabilities in a state. On the other hand, a higher
share of people living in urban areas brings spending per student down—holding other
factors constant.
The strongest predictor of spending per student is a state’s personal income per
capita. This simply implies that wealthier states with more income to spend typically
spend some of their additional income on public elementary and secondary education.
Finally, states with higher overall costs of living tend to spend more per student, which is
also intuitive because public employee contracts are often based on standard measures of
cost of living.

Table 3-7: Estimated Relationships of Economic and Demographic
Factors to Per Student Spending
Relationship to spending
and degree of statistical
significance

Factor

Percent of enrollees with disabilities
++++
Percent of households non English speakers
Percent of state population living in metro areas
- Personal income per capita
++++
Relative cost of living
+++
Key:
++++
- - - - Positive (or negative) and statistically significant at 1% level
+++
- - - Positive (or negative) and statistically significant at 5% level
++
- Positive (or negative) and statistically significant at 10% level
+
Positive (or negative) and statistically insignificant
Source: ECONorthwest

As noted, the model predicts that states with a higher share of households that do not
speak English well, spend somewhat less per student. While somewhat counterintuitive,
the estimated relationship may simply suggest that states with higher share of nonEnglish speaking households have fewer resources to spend on education and other
public services, holding other factors constant2.
The model predicted that given Oregon’s characteristics on the five factors cited
above, the state would have spent $6,687 per student for 1999-2000 compared to our
actual spending of $7,149—a difference of $462. The differences between the model
prediction and actual spending varied in their directions and magnitudes across states.
For example, in Washington, the model predicted spending would be higher than actual.
Given the state’s higher incomes and cost of living, the model predicted Washington’s

2
If, like Oregon, all states in the U.S. had policies directing resources to districts with high proportions of English-learning students,
the coefficient on this measure would almost certainly be positive.

Oregon School Boards Association

ECONorthwest

November 2002

Page 3-13

spending at $6,975 per student or about $600 more than the state’s actual spending in
1999-2000.
Assuming we have identified and incorporated the most important economic and
demographic factors in this first-stage analysis, the differences between actual and
predicted spending can be explained by the alternative ways states deliver their programs.
A state that spends more than the model predicts may deliver smaller class sizes,
compensate their staff better, or rely on more experienced (and costly) teachers. Our
second stage analysis focuses on programmatic differences across states and their impacts
on spending.

FINDINGS ON PROGRAMMATIC FACTORS
In an attempt to explain Oregon’s $462 balance, as well as differences estimated in
the other states, we developed a second statistical model that relied on seven key
descriptors of state educational programs.

3

•

Number of students per district. The measure captures the total number of
students in the state divided by the total number of school districts.
Education analysts have asserted that states with a relatively large number of
districts (or, a low number of students per district) spend more per student
because of the necessary administrative activities associated with each
district—holding other factors constant.

•

Number of students per school. The measure is the total number of
students in the state divided by the total number of schools. We anticipate
states with a higher number of students per school spend less per
student—holding other factors constant.

•

Number of students per teacher. This measures the total number of
students in the state divided by the total number of teachers3. We anticipate
states with a higher number of students per teacher will spend less per
student—holding other factors constant.

•

Ratio of non-teacher staff to teachers. This ratio is the total number of
non-teacher staff at all levels (i.e., number of district administrators,
principals, assistant principals, school support staff, instructional aides,
guidance counselors, librarians, student support staff, and other support
services staff) divided by the number of teachers. A ratio equal to 1 implies
that the number of non-teacher staff is equal to the number of teachers. We
anticipate that as the ratio increases (more staff relative to teachers),
spending per student will increase.

•

Ratio of average salary and benefits per school employee to average
annual wage for all workers in the state. The measure compares the
average of salary and benefits across all public K-12 employees to average
annual wages in the state. By dividing by average annual wage in the state,
the ratio provides a relative measure of the compensation package paid to

The measure uses the number of teachers reported by states to the NCES.
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employees of public elementary and secondary schools. Oregon’s ratio
equals 1.82. The comparable statistic for the average state is 1.45.
•

Percent of teachers with more than 20 years experience. The factor
simply captures the percentage of teachers with more than 20 years of
experience. Because teacher salaries rise with tenure in the system, we
anticipate the spending per student will rise with an increase in a state’s
percent of long-time teachers. The data for this statistic are for the 19931994 school year, which are the most recent available on a nationwide basis.

This second-stage analysis explained nearly all of the $462 difference between
Oregon’s actual and predicted spending. All but one of the factors had the expected
sign. As Table 3-8 shows that neither the number of students per district nor the
number of students per school had an effect on overspending that was statistically
different than zero. The finding on districts is inconsistent with the hypotheses of
local observers, who claim Oregon’s large number of small districts increases
spending per student. However, the effect of small districts on spending may have
been captured by the metropolitan area variable in the first-stage model. The number
of students per teacher has the expected sign (that is, more students per teacher brings
spending down) but is not statistically significant.

Table 3-8: Estimated Relationships of Economic and
Demographic Factors to Per Student Spending
Relationship to spending
and degree of statistical
significance

Factor

Number of students per district
Number of students per school
+
Number of students per teacher
Number of non-teaching staff per teacher
++++
Ratio of avg. salary and benefits to average annual wage
++++
Percent of teachers with more than 20 years experience
+++
Key:
++++
- - - - Positive (or negative) and statistically significant at 1% level
+++
- - - Positive (or negative) and statistically significant at 5% level
++
- Positive (or negative) and statistically significant at 10% level
+
Positive (or negative) and statistically insignificant
Source: ECONorthwest

The final three measures exhibit the expected relationships and are statistically
robust. In short, as the number of non-teacher staff-to-teachers, relative employee
compensation, and share of long-time teachers rise, so does spending per student.
We report the relative importance of each factor in explaining Oregon’s $462
difference in Table 3-9. The model suggests that the first two factors, number of
students per district and per school, do not have a major impact on our spending per
student.
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Table 3-9: Impact of Oregon’s Programmatic Characteristics on
Current Expenditures per Student in Fall Enrollment, 1999-2000
Estimated
Impact of
Factor (Cost
or Savings
Incurred by
Oregon)
Current Expenditures per Fall Enrollee 1999-00 (OR)
Model's Prediction given Oregon's Socio-Economic Profile
Difference to Explain

Comments

Average
OR Level
State
on
Level on
Measure Measure

$7,149
$6,687
$462

Programmatic Factors
Number of students per district

$21

Difference in district size has trivial effect on
per student costs

2,767

10,178

Number of students per school

-$1

Difference in school size has trivial effect on
per student costs

426.81

461.44

19.60

15.74

Number of students per teacher

-$179

More students per teacher drives costs
down in OR

Number of non-teacher staff per teacher

$189

More staff per teacher yields higher costs in
OR

1.00

0.92

Ratio of avg. salary and benefits to average annual wage

$473

OR compensation package more generous
relative to average wages

1.82

1.45

Percent of teachers with more than 20 years experience

-$77

26.00

28.62

Unidentified factors

OR has lower share of long-time teachers,
which lowers cost per student

$36

Total

$462

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using NCES, U.S. Census, and AFT data

Oregon has almost four more students per teacher than the average state (19.60
versus 15.74), which the model estimates should lower spending by $179 per student.
On the other hand, Oregon has more (non-teacher) staff for every teacher. Oregon
has about 1.00 non-teacher staff member for every teacher; the average state has 0.92
non-teacher staff members per teacher. The model estimates Oregon’s higher nonteacher staff-to-teacher ratio increases per student spending by $189. In short,
relative to the average state, Oregon saves by hiring fewer teachers per student but
offsets those savings by employing somewhat more non-teacher staff for every
teacher4.
The model suggests that Oregon’s relative staff compensation (salary and
benefits) is key to explaining difference between the predictions of the first-stage
model and Oregon’s actual spending. Oregon’s score on this compensation measure
(1.82) is well above the level for the average state (1.45) and ranks third in the nation
behind only Rhode Island and Hawaii. The model estimates that Oregon’s higher
staff compensation increases spending per student by about $473.
Finally, Oregon appears to save relative to the average state by employing
somewhat less experienced (measured by years) teaching staff. The model estimates
this difference lowers spending per student by about $77 relative to the average state.

4

While Oregon’s ratio of non-teacher staff to teachers is slightly above the national average, the state’s ratio of non-teacher staff to
students is not. Oregon has one (1) non-teacher staff member for every 19.6 students compared to a national average of one (1) nonteacher staff for every 17.3 students. Oregon’s non-teacher staff to student ratio ranks ninth nationally, which means only eight states have
fewer non-teacher staff per student. Notably, three of those states are California (24.6:1), Washington (22.0:1), and Idaho (23.3:1).
Appendix A provides a more detailed comparison of Oregon’s staffing patterns to those of other states.
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Overall, the model suggests that Oregon’s programmatic characteristics relative
to the average state explain a $426 spending difference per student. Put differently, if
Oregon implemented the average state’s programmatic and compensation
characteristics, the model predicts Oregon’s spending per student would fall by $426.
Again, this model makes no attempt to link Oregon’s programmatic characteristics to
scholastic outcomes.

EXPLAINING DIFFERENCES WITH NEIGHBORING STATES
The findings from our statistical analysis are useful in explaining the differences
between spending in Oregon and its neighboring states.

California
Table 3-10 applies our statistical analysis to explain differences between Oregon and
California. In 1999-2000, Oregon spent $834 more per student than California ($7,149
versus $6,314). Overall, our analysis suggests that differences between the two state’s
economic and demographic profiles explain about 21 percent of the difference. Oregon
serves proportionally more students with disabilities and operates in more rural areas,
which drives costs up. On the other hand, Oregon has lower incomes and a lower cost of
living—which should bring spending per student down. As noted previously, the nonEnglish speaking factor is somewhat counterintuitive. The model suggests that Oregon’s
lower percent of non-English speaking households translates into slightly higher costs per
student.
The majority of differences between Oregon and California are explained by
programmatic differences. Again, the impacts of the number of students per district and
school are trivial statistically. Oregon and California both have relatively high student to
teacher ratios. The model suggests that Oregon’s smaller ratio (19.6 versus 21.0 student
per teacher) explains about $65 per student of Oregon’s higher spending.
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Table 3-10: Determinants of Oregon-California K-12 Public Education
Spending Differences, 1999-2000 School Year
Estimated
Impact of
Factor
(Additional
Cost or
Savings
Incurred by
Oregon)
Current Expenditures per Fall Enrollee 1999-00 (OR)
Current Expenditure per Fall Enrollee 1999-00 (CA)
Difference to Explain

Comments

OR Level CA Level
on
on
Measure Measure

$7,149
$6,314
$834

Economic and Demographic Factors
Percent of enrollees with disabilities

$855

A higher share students with disabilities
drives costs up in OR

Percent of households non English speakers

$364

Lower percentage of non-English HHs may
translate to more resources in OR

Percent of state population living in metro areas

$324

OR's less geographically concentrated
population more costly to serve

13.5

10.6

1.1

6.2

73.1

96.7

Personal income per capita

-$876

With lower incomes, model predicts lower
spending in OR

$26,261

$29,772

Relative cost of living

-$493

OR has a lower overall cost of living, which
keeps costs down

0.99

1.15

$173

Considering only socio-economic profiles,
model predicts slightly higher spending in
OR

Subtotal economic and demographic factors

Programmatic Factors
Number of students per district

$9

Difference in district size has trivial effect on
per student costs

2,767

6,118

Number of students per school

-$9

Difference in school size has trivial effect on
per student costs

426.8

704.0

Number of students per teacher

$65

A lower student to teacher ratio, drives
costs up in OR

19.6

21.0

Number of non-teacher staff per teacher

$354

A higher number of staff to teachers drives
costs up in OR

1.00

0.85

Ratio of avg. salary and benefits to average annual wage

$326

OR compensation package more generous
relative to average wages

1.82

1.57

Percent of teachers with more than 20 years experience

-$138

OR has lower share of long-time teachers,
which keeps costs down

26.0

30.7

Subtotal programmatic factors

$609

Programmatic differences explain majority
of difference between states

Other Unidentified Factors

$52

Source: ECONorthwest calculations based on NCES, U.S. Census, and AFT data

The major differences are found in non-teacher staff-to-teacher ratios and staff
relative compensation. Oregon employs more non-teacher staff per teacher (1.00 in
Oregon; 0.85 in California), which costs Oregon an additional $354 per student. On the
compensation factor, California’s measure equals 1.57, above the average state’s level,
but well below Oregon’s. The model estimates that Oregon’s higher teacher
compensation adds $326 per student relative to California. Finally, Oregon has
proportionately fewer teachers with more than 20 years of experience (26.0 percent in
Oregon compared to 30.7 percent in California), which lowers Oregon’s costs by $138
per student5.

5
As discussed previously, the data for this statistic are from the 1993-1994 school and are the most recent available from NCES.
Since that time, the mix of teachers in Oregon and California have changed, which may have altered this relationship.
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Taken together, programmatic factors explain 73 percent, or $609 per student, of the
Oregon-California difference. Put differently, if Oregon adopted California’s
programmatic characteristics, spending per student would fall $609 per student.

Washington
In 1999-2000, Oregon spending per student exceeded Washington’s by $773 ($7,149
versus $6,376 per student). Considering only economic and demographic factors, one
would expect Oregon’s spending per student would be lower than Washington’s (see
Table 3-11). Oregon serves proportionally more disabled students and has a higher share
of students in rural areas, which contributes to higher per student spending. However,
Oregonians have lower incomes and a slightly lower cost of living, which should depress
spending per student.
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Table 3-11: Determinants of Oregon-Washington K-12 Public
Education Spending Differences, 1999-2000 School Year
Estimated
Impact of
Factor
(Additional
Cost or
Savings
Incurred by
Oregon)
Current Expenditures per Fall Enrollee 1999-00 (OR)
Current Expenditure per Fall Enrollee 1999-00 (WA)
Difference to Explain

Comments

OR Level
WA
on
Level on
Measure Measure

$7,149
$6,376
$773

Economic and Demographic Factors
Percent of enrollees with disabilities

Percent of households non English speakers

$568

A higher share students with disabilities
drives costs up in OR

13.5

11.6

$23

Differences in non-English HHs has little
effect on costs

1.1

1.4

73.1

83.1

Percent of state population living in metro areas

$137

OR's less geographically concentrated
population more costly to serve

Personal income per capita

-$888

With lower incomes, model predicts lower
spending in OR

$26,261

$29,819

Relative cost of living

-$128

OR has a lower overall cost of living, which
keeps costs down

0.99

1.04

-$288

Considering only socio-economic profiles,
model predicts slightly lower spending in
OR

Subtotal economic and demographic factors

Programmatic Factors
Number of students per district

$2

Difference in district size has trivial effect on
per student costs

2,767

3,391

Number of students per school

$0

Difference in school size has trivial effect on
per student costs

426.8

440.0

Number of students per teacher

$15

States have similar student/teacher ratios

19.6

19.9

Number of non-teacher staff per teacher

$226

OR has more staff per teacher, driving costs
up

1.00

0.91

Ratio of avg. salary and benefits to average annual wage

$376

OR compensation package more generous
relative to average wages

1.82

1.53

Percent of teachers with more than 20 years experience

-$27

States have similar teacher experience
profiles

26.0

26.9

Subtotal programmatic factors

$592

Unidentified Factors

Programmatic differences explain majority
of difference between states

$469

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using NCES, U.S. Census, and AFT data

As with the comparison to California, the majority of Oregon’s differences with
Washington are tied to staff-to-teacher ratios and relative compensation. Oregon
employs 1.00 staff member per teacher, while Washington employs only 0.91, which
increases per student spending by $226. Washington’s compensation ratio (1.53) is
above the average state’s but well below Oregon’s (1.82). The relatively higher
compensation in Oregon increases spending per student by $376.
The model was unable to explain an additional $469 difference between Oregon and
Washington’s per student spending—which implies other factors, not included in the
model, have a significant influence on Washington’s spending.

Idaho
In 1999-2000, Oregon spending per student exceeded Idaho’s by $1,834 ($7,149
versus $5,315 per student). More than half the amount can be explained by differences in
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the two state’s socio-economic profiles (see Table 3-12). Oregon has proportionately
more disabled students, has higher per capita incomes, and has a higher cost of living,
which all contribute to higher per student spending. Offsetting the difference to some
degree is the urban population factor. Oregon’s more geographically concentrated
population is less costly to serve than Idaho’s.
All together, programmatic factors explain $777 of the difference in per student
spending. The largest single factor is the number of staff per teacher, which stands at
1.00 in Oregon versus 0.77 in Idaho. If Oregon were to adopt Idaho’s staffing structure,
the model predicts per student spending would fall $548. Oregon’s compensation and
older teaching staff also add costs relative to Idaho.
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Table 3-12: Determinants of Oregon-Idaho K-12 Public Education
Spending Differences, 1999-2000 School Year
Estimated
Impact of
Factor
(Additional
Cost or
Savings
Incurred by
Oregon)

Factors
Current Expenditures per Fall Enrollee 1999-00 (OR)
Current Expenditure per Fall Enrollee 1999-00 (ID)
Difference to Explain

Comments

OR Level ID Level
on
on
Measure Measure

$7,149
$5,315
$1,834

Economic and Demographic Factors
Percent of enrollees with disabilities

Percent of households non English speakers

Percent of state population living in metro areas

$483

A higher share students with disabilities
drives costs up in OR

13.5

11.9

-$11

Differences in non-English HHs has little
effect on costs

1.1

1.0

-$464

OR more concentrated metro population
less costly to serve

73.1

39.3

$26,261

$22,371

0.99

0.96

States have similar number of
students/district

2,767

2,171

Number of students per school has minimal
impact on costs

426.8

367.3

Personal income per capita

$971

With higher personal incomes, model
predicts higher spending in OR

Relative cost of living

$109

OR has a higher overall cost of living, which
drives costs up

Subtotal economic and demographic factors

$1,089

Considering only socio-economic profile,
model predicts higher spending in OR

Programmatic Factors
Number of students per district

-$2

Number of students per school

$2

Number of students per teacher

-$75

OR saves with more students per teacher

19.6

18.0

Number of non-teacher staff per teacher

$548

OR has more staff per teacher which raises
costs

1.00

0.77

Ratio of avg. salary and benefits to average annual wage

$144

OR compensation package more generous
relative to average wages

1.82

1.71

Percent of teachers with more than 20 years experience

$160

OR has higher share of long-time teachers

26.0

20.6

Subtotal programmatic factors

$777

Programmatic differences explain minority
of the difference

Unidentified Factors

-$32

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using NCES, U.S. Census, and AFT data

CONCLUSIONS
When comparing Oregon’s spending per fall enrollee to the U.S. average and
neighboring states during the 1990s, we find the largest differences at the beginning and
end of the decade. Oregon’s per student spending gradually fell through the 1990s until it
reached the national average in 1996-1997. In subsequent years, proceeds from state
lottery-backed bonds and other special revenues supported above average growth in K-12
spending per student in Oregon relative to its peers. By 2000-2001, spending per fall
enrollee—unadjusted for economic or demographic factors—exceeded the national
average by 4 percent. K-12 spending, like expenditures for most public services, failed to
keep pace with the growth in Oregon’s economy during the 1990s. During 1991-2001,
K-12 spending expressed as a share of personal income fell from 4.6 percent to 4.2
percent.
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After controlling for the State’s economic and demographic characteristics,
Oregonians elect to spend more on elementary and secondary public education relative to
the average state and each of its neighboring states. This additional spending essentially
funds higher relative compensation for system staff primarily in the form of higher than
average benefits. Relative to neighboring states, Oregon also has a greater number of
non-teacher staff per teacher. If Oregonians believe that their school system is yielding
commensurate superior performance, the additional spending is appropriate. The
relationship between spending and academic performance is a much-debated issue that is
not addressed here.
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Case Studies

Section 4

BACKGROUND AND METHOD
OSBA asked ECONorthwest to conduct 16 case studies of Oregon school districts, to
understand how different districts have been affected by equalization. ECO relied on
district interviews and Department of Education data to describe revenue and expenditure
trends since 1991. Table 4-1 lists the school districts included in the analysis.
OSBA selected the school districts, choosing a sample that varied by district size,
growth patterns, location, and the impact of equalization. The districts have had a mix of
fiscal experiences over the last ten years. Some of the districts had very little local
support before equalization, and they saw their revenues grow. Others had a diverse and
relatively robust property base, and have had to make cuts throughout the decade. Growth
patterns have also impacted each district’s fiscal experience. Districts with an increasing
number of students see their budgets grow, while districts with declining enrollment
receive fewer funds every year because of lower student levels.

Table 4-1. Case Study School Districts
Case Study No.

District

Case Study No.

District

1

Beaverton

9

Oregon City

2

Burns

10

Pendleton

3

Coos Bay

11

Philomath

4

David Douglas

12

Phoenix-Talent

5

John Day

13

Pleasant Hill

6

Lakeview

14

Redmond

7

Lincoln County

15

Salem-Keizer

8

Neah-Kah-Nie

16

South Umpqua

Our first task was to interview three school district officials from each of the 16
districts. OSBA provided contact names and telephone numbers. Typically, the
interviewees included the superintendent, the business manager, and a School Board
member. OSBA attempted to identify district officials who had been with the district for
many years, so he or she could provide ECO with information covering the full decade.
In addition to interviews of district officials, we analyzed revenue and expenditure
data provided by the Oregon Department of Education. The Department provided ECO
with annual data covering the 1990-1991 school year to the 2000-2001 school year. The
data include general descriptive statistics for each district, detailed expenditure
information, and staffing levels.

Oregon School Boards Association

ECONorthwest

November 2002

Page 4-1

FINDINGS
In this discussion, we summarize our findings from the 16 case studies. We discuss
cross-district findings, and describe trends seen across districts. Next, we describe
district-specific findings for each of the 16 case studies. For more detailed information
regarding each district, see the individual case studies.

CROSS-DISTRICT FINDINGS
Table 4-2 below ranks the districts by their local and intermediate resources per
average daily membership (ADMr) in 1991, with relatively well funded districts at the
top and relatively poorly funded districts at the bottom. In the third and fourth columns,
we show current expenditures per ADMr in 1991 and 2001, respectively. In the fifth
column, we show the percent change over the decade. Districts with the percent change
figure in bold are those where current expenditures per ADMr failed to keep pace with
the regional inflation, 36.4 percent over the decade, as measured by the US Consumer
Price Index for the Portland-Salem area. Column six shows the percent change in regular
instruction spending per student over the decade. Ten of the 16 case study districts failed
to keep pace with the regional rate of inflation. The final column shows the percent
change in special education spending per student over the decade. Growth in this
category outpaced inflation in all the districts, growing rapidly in many districts.

Table 4-2. Change in Expenditures from 1991 to 2001
(1)

(2)

District
Lincoln County
Neah-Kah-Nie
Phoenix-Talent
Beaverton
Pleasant Hill
Salem-Keizer
Oregon City
Burns
Redmond
David Douglas
Lakeview
Pendelton
Coos Bay
Philomath
John Day
South Umpqua

(3)

(4)

(5)

Current
Local and
Current
Current Expenditures
Intermediate Expenditures Expenditures
per ADMr %
per ADMr
per ADMr
per ADMr
1991-2001
1991
1991
2001
Change
4,245
5,761
7,287
26.5
4,234
6,181
9,979
61.4
4,177
4,540
7,032
48.9
4,113
5,137
6,639
29.2
3,723
5,712
6,683
17.0
3,523
4,466
6,925
55.1
3,421
5,162
7,378
42.9
3,421
5,162
7,378
42.6
3,398
5,118
6,756
32.0
3,350
4,824
6,929
43.6
3,023
5,162
7,756
50.2
2,933
4,413
6,851
55.2
2,926
4,749
7,599
60.0
2,869
4,434
6,706
51.2
2,518
4,876
8,198
68.1
1,922
4,246
6,855
61.4

(6)
Regular
Education
Instruction
per ADMr
1991-2001
% Change
13.7
31.2
40.7
21.5
19.3
34.6
31.6
31.3
27.5
36.6
44.0
40.3
21.3
36.4
45.5
33.4

(7)
Special
Education
Instruction
per ADMr %
Change
93.8
na
258.7
73.2
45.8
228.9
108.3
308.2
46.4
159.9
105.4
196.2
266.7
94.7
163.7
162.5

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using ODE data. Bolded figures indicate growth below Portland-Salem CPI.
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•

Current expenditures per student in districts with historically weak
property tax bases outpaced regional inflation during 1991-2001.
Districts with the least local resources in 1991 saw the greatest growth in
current expenditures over the decade. Districts like Pendleton, Coos Bay,
Philomath, John Day, and South Umpqua all saw growth greater than 50
percent.

•

Current expenditures per student in districts with historically strong
local revenue bases showed mixed growth. Lincoln County, Beaverton,
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and Pleasant Hill are examples of relatively well-funded districts before
Measure 5 that experienced subpar growth during the 1990s. Current
expenditures in these districts failed to keep pace with inflation. Districts
with stronger growth tend to be growing districts: rising student enrollment
has helped maintain revenues. Neah-Kah-Nie stands out as a district with
substantial local resources in 1991 that continued to have strong growth
through 2001, despite declining enrollment. The district continues to have
substantial local resources (through local timber revenues) that exceed state
support levels, allowing it to fund its schools with relatively little state
support.
•

Growth rates in spending per student can be deceiving in declining
enrollment districts. In small districts with declining enrollment, the
spending per student figure provides an incomplete picture of the district’s
health. Both John Day and Burns have recently seen declines in average
daily membership, putting upward pressure on the spending per student
figure and giving the impression that they are in solid fiscal condition.
However, a small declining enrollment district can be eliminating staff at the
same time spending per student is increasing—they simply are not
eliminating staff at the same rate as the student losses. With a limited
number of faculty, staff reductions often imply the elimination of course
offerings in small schools. The small staff prohibits the district from offering
a variety of subjects. For example, Burns recently eliminated the drafting
and wood shop teacher at the local high school.

•

Music, languages, sports, and outdoor-school programs suffered in
districts with slow-growing regular education budgets. Lincoln County,
Beaverton, and Pleasant Hill have eliminated or scaled back a variety of
programs.

•

Spending per student on special education instruction increased two to
four-fold in most districts. We’ve measured special education broadly
here, to include alternative education, ELL, and programs for
developmentally and physically disabled students. This category grew more
rapidly than other programs for many reasons. One, there is a federal
mandate that requires public school districts to serve children with
disabilities. Parents of disabled children have become increasingly aware of
the services the districts must provide. Two, it is likely that medical advances
have resulted in some disabled children surviving who would not have 10-15
years ago. Three, many districts have seen an increase in their ELL
programs, and some districts must accommodate multiple languages.

•

Salaries and benefits, as a share of total spending, typically held
constant. Across the state, salary and benefits compose 80 percent to 85
percent of total spending. In most districts, spending per student on salaries
and benefits grew at the same rate as current expenditures per student and
composed the same share of spending at the end of the decade as they did in
the beginning.

•

Cap on health insurance has helped keep benefits growth in check. Many
districts have capped health insurance benefits, and staff must now pay a
portion of their own health insurance costs.
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•

Unfunded retirement payments are not captured. The districts we
interviewed reported that PERS contributions have increased over the last
few years, but not significantly. However, across the state, district officials
expect PERS payments to grow substantially in upcoming budget years.

Table 4-3 below shows changes in staffing levels from 1995 to 2001. The 1994-1995
school year is the oldest available from the Oregon Department of Education with
position definitions that are consistent with current reporting. The fourth column shows
the percent change in instructional staff from 1995 to 2001, and the last column shows
the percent change in service staff. Districts with the percent change figure in bold are
those where the staffing change was negative.

Table 4-3. Change in Staff from 1995 to 2001
(1)

School Year
Beaverton
Burns
Coos Bay
David Douglas
John Day
Lakeview
Lincoln
Neah-Kah-Nie
Oregon City
Pendleton
Philomath
Phoenix-Talent
Pleasant Hill
Redmond
Salem
South Umpqua

(2)
1995
Instructional
Staff
1,484.5
94.9
256.1
479.5
82.0
65.5
521.3
61.9
336.6
268.5
104.0
130.5
85.9
261.9
1,683.5
154.5

(3)
2001
Instructional
Staff
1,990.5
94.1
251.5
628.7
79.1
74.1
415.5
77.3
486.5
274.0
110.9
176.5
76.1
336.2
2,271.0
150.0

(4)
(5)
% Change
Instructional
1995
Staff
Service Staff
34.1
941.1
-0.8
54.1
-1.8
133.7
31.1
260.0
-3.5
42.4
13.1
41.7
-20.3
250.1
24.9
34.8
44.5
221.3
2.0
99.3
6.6
42.2
35.2
56.5
-11.4
51.3
28.4
172.3
34.9
1,005.5
-2.9
78.1

(6)

(7)

2001
Service Staff
1,223.1
39.8
134.3
310.6
40.2
44.9
239.4
41.3
283.3
93.6
51.3
79.7
44.9
179.7
1,189.9
92.0

% Change
Service Staff
30.0
-26.4
0.4
19.5
-5.2
7.7
-4.3
18.7
28.0
-5.7
21.6
41.1
-12.5
4.3
18.3
17.8

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using Oregon Department of Education data

•

Six districts reduced teaching staff. Lincoln County reduced the most
staff—106 positions, a 20.3 percent decline. During the same period,
enrollment declined by 7.7 percent. Pleasant Hill, a much smaller district,
reduced staff by 11.4 percent, or 10 positions. Pleasant Hill’s enrollment had
declined by 8.2 percent. Burns, Coos Bay, John Day, and South Umpqua
reduced teaching staff by fewer than four positions.

•

Five districts reduced service staff. Burns sharply reduced service staff,
while losing less than a single full-time equivalent instructor. Lincoln County
sharply reduced teaching staff, while reducing service staff by two positions.
Lincoln County covers a very large area, with about 6,200 students spread
across 22 schools.

Table 4-4 below shows changes in total staffing levels per ADMr from 1995 to
2001. The last column shows the change from 1995 to 2001. Districts with figures in bold
are those where the number of students to staff decreased (or remained the same) since
1995.

Page 4-4

ECONorthwest

November 2002

Oregon School Boards Association

Table 4-4. Change in Students (ADMr) to Total Staff from 1995 to
2001
1995 ADMr2001 ADMrSchool Year Total Staff Ratio Total Staff Ratio
Beaverton
11.0
10.0
Burns
8.0
8.4
Coos Bay
10.9
10.0
David Douglas
9.0
8.5
John Day
8.1
7.5
Lakeview
9.6
8.1
Lincoln
8.6
9.4
Neah-Kah-Nie
8.7
6.6
Oregon City
11.9
9.4
Pendleton
9.4
9.4
Philomath
11.6
11.1
Phoenix-Talent
13.2
10.7
Pleasant Hill
9.8
10.2
Redmond
10.3
10.5
Salem
10.9
9.7
South Umpqua
8.5
7.5

95 -01 Change
in ADMr-Total
Staff Ratio
-1.0
0.4
-0.9
-0.5
-0.6
-1.5
0.8
-2.1
-2.6
0.0
-0.5
-2.5
0.4
0.2
-1.3
-0.9

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using Oregon Department of Education data

•

Four districts saw student-total staff ratio increase. Burns, Lincoln
County, Pleasant Hill, and Redmond saw the student-staff ratio grow since
1995. Schools that have seen declines in average daily membership, may
appear to have improved their ratio. However, a small declining enrollment
district can be eliminating staff at the same time spending per student is
increasing—they simply are not eliminating staff at the same rate as the
student losses.

DISTRICT-SPECIFIC FINDINGS
Below, we discuss a number of key findings for each District interviewed:
•

Oregon School Boards Association

Beaverton. A high growth district, Beaverton saw its student population
grow 3.1 percent annually during 1991-2001. Prior to Measure 5, the District
was relatively well funded, and therefore, did not benefit from the
equalization process. During the early 1990s, spending per student was
stagnant. Spending picked up in the latter half of the 1990s, as the District’s
growth in total and current expenditures roughly matched the rate of inflation
in the Portland area. Instructional staffing levels increased from 1,485 to
1,991 from 1995 to 2001, and the student-instructor ratio declined from 18.1
to 16.2. Spending per student on special education outpaced inflation,
growing 73 percent over the decade. ELL expenditures grew over the decade,
and the District now serves students speaking 71 languages and dialects.
Given the growth in special and alternative programs, the District has
eliminated or scaled back instructional spending for regular programs, and
spending on regular programs failed to keep pace with inflation. Service
reductions include the elimination or reduction of certain music programs at
the elementary and middle school levels, outdoor school, and a “zero period”
ECONorthwest
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which allowed District high school students to take an extra elective course
each term. To meet next year’s expected budget constraints, the District
expects to reduce staff positions across categories, increase class sizes, and
increase fees for all athletics.
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•

Burns-Hines. Burns saw its student population grow slightly in the first
years of the last decade, and then return to 1991 levels in 2001. Prior to
Measure 5, the Hines schools were relatively well funded, but schools in
Burns were less successful in passing levies. The District experienced a sharp
decline in federal forest fees during the 1990s. Such fees fell outside the
state’s equalization formula, and therefore, the losses were not automatically
offset by increased state funding. Despite the loss in federal forest fees, the
District’s annual current spending has roughly kept pace with inflation over
the decade. The District officials point to the spending of a court awarded
payment as the primary reason for the District’s relative financial stability
during the 1990s. Instructional staffing levels remained constant from 1995
to 2001, and the student-instructor ratio declined from 12.5 to 12.0. Spending
per student on special education greatly outpaced inflation, growing 308
percent over the decade. The District has been unable to pass capital bonds
during the decade, which has contributed to a reported decline in the quality
of the District’s four buildings. Service reductions include the elimination of
some Advanced Placement courses and driver’s education. They have scaled
back shop classes, music and art programs, and summer school. To meet next
year’s expected budget constraints, the District expects to eliminate 10.9
teaching positions and 1.5 administrative positions. Salaries and benefits will
not increase, and the purchase of science text books and computers will be
deferred. The District may shorten its school week.

•

Coos Bay. Coos Bay saw its student population steadily decline since 1994.
Prior to Measure 5, the Coos Bay District was one of the lowest spendingper-pupil districts in Oregon. Over the course of the decade, current spending
per student outpaced inflation. Instructional staffing levels remained fairly
constant, decreasing slightly from 256 to 252 from 1995 to 2001, and the
student-instructor ratio declined from 16.6 to 15.4. Spending per student on
special education greatly outpaced inflation, growing 267 percent over the
decade. Given the growth in special and alternative programs, the District has
eliminated or scaled back instructional spending for regular programs, as
spending on regular programs failed to keep pace with inflation. The District
has been able to not cut any specific programs, although fees for sports have
increased over the years. The District has been able to maintain small class
sizes, with no increases at the elementary level and only a small increase at
the secondary level. The District closed schools to protect current programs:
it has closed one elementary school and will close two more next year.

•

David Douglas. A high growth district, David Douglas saw its student
population grow 2.7 percent annually during 1991-2001. Prior to Measure 5,
the District was a low-funded district, and therefore, benefited from the
equalization process. In addition, the District has been successful in
attracting federal revenue during 1991-2001. Over the course of the decade,
current spending per student outpaced inflation. Instructional staffing levels
increased from 480 to 629 from 1995 to 2001, and the student-instructor ratio
declined from 13.9 to 12.7. Spending per student on special education greatly
outpaced inflation, growing 160 percent over the decade. ELL expenditures
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grew over the decade, with more than 26 percent of students identified as
English-learners. The District has added classes and services that were not
available in 1991, including all-day kindergarten, a teen parent program,
expanded summer school, after-school tutoring, expanded CAM offerings,
and Spanish language classes at the elementary level. To meet next year’s
expected budget constraints, the District expects to reduce summer school, its
outdoor school for sixth graders, and eliminate one instructional day or four
teachers.
•

John Day. The student population held steady at about 1,000 students during
1992-1999, but dropped by about 25 student in 2000 and, according to
District officials, dropped by much more in 2001. Prior to Measure 5, the
District was a low-funded district, and therefore, benefited from the
equalization process. The District relied heavily on revenues generated by
federal forests. The steep declines in federal timber cutting and timber
industry employment over the past decade have resulted in high
unemployment rates for the region, an eroded tax base, and the loss of federal
timber receipts for the schools. Over the course of the decade, current
spending per student outpaced inflation. Instructional staffing levels declined
slightly, decreasing from 82 to 79 from 1995 to 2001, and the studentinstructor ratio declined from 12.3 to 11.3. Spending per student on special
education greatly outpaced inflation, growing 164 percent over the decade.
The District was forced to shut down one of its campuses at the end of the
2001-2002 school year, and is at the state minimum for number of school
days and at the state maximum for length of school day. The District has
maintained extracurricular student activities, but implemented a pay-toparticipate program for athletic programs. In addition, dues and fees for
vocational agriculture, shop, and home economics were implemented.
Because of poor economic conditions within Grant County, District officials
visualize a scenario of further personnel cuts and perhaps the closure of
another building within the next 10 years.

•

Lakeview. In the first half of the 1990s, the student population steadily
increased, but has declined since 1998. District officials report that next year
will see a substantial drop in student enrollment. Prior to Measure 5, the
District was a low-funded district, and therefore, benefited from the
equalization process. The District relied heavily on revenues generated by
federal forests. Forest fees declined substantially since 1994, dropping from
$1.1 million in 1994 to about $150,000 in 2001. Although the District was
below the statewide average before equalization, growth in expenditures per
ADMr did not even match inflation until the last half of the decade. In the
last half of the decade, expenditures per ADMr exceeded inflation.
Instructional staffing levels increased from 66 to 74 from 1995 to 2001, and
the student-instructor ratio declined from 15.7 to 13.1. Spending per student
on special education greatly outpaced inflation, growing 105 percent over the
decade. District officials reported that they have not had to cut special
programs, because they had few programs to begin with. Special programs
currently in place include band, art, home economics, business, agriculture,
and industrial arts.

•

Lincoln County. Lincoln County saw its student population steadily decline
since 1997. At the beginning of the decade, the District had the highest local
and intermediate funding per ADMr of the case study districts. As with other
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districts across Oregon, the local and intermediate funds became a smaller
source of revenue over the course of the decade. However, relative to other
districts in Oregon, local and intermediate funds contribute a high portion of
total revenues. Over the course of the decade, current spending per student
failed to keep pace with inflation. Instructional staffing levels decreased from
521 to 416 from 1995 to 2001, and the student-instructor ratio increased from
12.8 to 14.8. Spending per student on special education outpaced inflation,
almost doubling over the decade. Expenditures per ADMr on regular
instruction increased only 13.7 percent over the decade, while inflation in the
region grew 36.4 percent. With expenditures for regular programs failing to
keep pace with inflation during the decade, the District has eliminated a
number of programs and services. Lincoln County students are no longer
offered French, German, or Latin. The District used to offer three levels of
Spanish in its high schools and now offers two. The District no longer
competes formally in middle school football, basketball, or volleyball. The
programs are now offered as club sports. The District cut funding for outdoor
school, but the program continues with funding from booster clubs and
fundraising.
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•

Neah-Kah-Nie. The District’s enrollment grew in the first half of the 1990s,
and has steadily declined since 1996. The equalization process has not
affected the composition of the District’s revenues. In contrast to other
districts across Oregon, the local and intermediate funds have continued to be
the primary source of revenue for the District, and most of the revenue comes
from timber fees. The timber revenue fluctuates from year to year. In the last
few years, timber revenue exceeded basic school support from the state. Over
the course of the decade, total and current spending per student did not keep
pace with inflation in the first half of the 1990s, but then grew faster than
inflation since 1998. Instructional staffing levels increased from 62 to 77
from 1995 to 2001, and the student-instructor ratio declined from 13.6 to
10.1. District officials report that about five years ago, many programs were
cut, including music, shop, and vocational programs. Recently, some
programs have been reinstated, such as music.

•

Oregon City. A high growth district, Oregon City saw its student population
steadily grow over the last decade. Even prior to Measure 5, state funding
was a critically important component of the District’s finances, accounting
for nearly one third of revenue in 1991. With equalization, the state share of
revenue grew rapidly and made up 64 percent of revenue in 2001. Growth in
current expenditures per ADMr did not even match inflation until the last
half of the decade, when growth outpaced inflation. The District has
dramatically increased staff over the 1994-2001 period, and instructional
staffing levels increased from 337 to 487. The student-instructor ratio
declined from 19.8 to 14.8. Spending per student on special education
outpaced inflation, growing 108 percent over the decade. Meanwhile,
spending on regular instruction grew at an average annual rate approximately
equal to inflation. The District is in the process of completing a new high
school, to accommodate the growth in student population.

•

Pendleton. Over the first half of the decade, the District’s enrollment rose
slightly. Enrollment leveled off in the last half of the decade, and declined
slightly in the 2000-2001 school year. Before Measure 5, the Pendleton
district’s spending had been below the state average. The district’s total
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revenue grew until the 1995-96 school year. Although revenues grew, the
district did not increase its programs or significantly increase spending. They
placed the extra revenue into reserves, building them throughout the first half
of the decade. Then, from 1996 through 2000, the district relied on the
reserves to supplement state revenue. The management of reserve funds gave
the District relative financial stability. Over the course of the decade, current
spending per student outpaced inflation. Instructional staffing levels
increased slightly from 269 to 274 from 1995 to 2001, and the studentinstructor ratio declined slightly from 12.9 to 12.6. Spending per student on
special education greatly outpaced inflation, growing 196 percent over the
decade. In order to control costs, the District has had to limit certain
programs. The District is closing one elementary school, and redistributing
the students to the remaining five elementary schools. Next year, French will
be reduced to a two-year program. Foreign language class sizes have grown,
so that there are more students in a class than there are listening stations.
Science class size exceeds the number of laboratory stations. The school
must assume that a few students will be absent every day.
•

Philomath. The district’s enrollment grew steadily through the 1990s, but
has since leveled off. Even prior to Measure 5, state funding was a critically
important component of the District’s finances, accounting for nearly 40
percent of revenue in 1990-1991. With equalization, the state share of
revenue nearly doubled to 77 percent of revenue for 2000-2001. During the
early 1990s, spending per student was stagnant, but spending picked up in
the latter half of the 1990s. Instructional staffing levels increased slightly
from 104 to 111 from 1995 to 2001, and the student-instructor ratio held
constant, changing from 16.3 in 1995 to 16.2 in 2001. Spending per student
on special education outpaced inflation, almost doubling over the decade.
Spending on regular instruction kept pace with the regional rate of inflation.
District officials report that small cuts have been made to sports programs,
while music, art, and guidance counseling have all seen increases. Philomath
has been forced to increase student sports fees, as well as increase the cost to
students for driver’s education.

•

Phoenix-Talent. The District’s enrollment has steadily grown, increasing by
about one-fifth over the course of the decade. Before Measure 5, the
Phoenix-Talent District’s spending had been below the state average in terms
of per-student spending. In the years following equalization, the District
benefited as funding increased to match the rest of the state. Current
expenditures per student grew faster than inflation, increasing 49 percent.
Instructional staffing levels increased from 131 to 177 from 1995 to 2001,
and the student-instructor ratio declined from 18.9 to 15.5. Spending per
student on special education greatly outpaced inflation, growing 259 percent
over the decade. ELL expenditures grew over the decade, with almost all of
the ELL students speaking Spanish. Instructional spending slightly outpaced
the regional rate of inflation. The District’s ELL program is a dual-language
program, with both native English and Spanish speakers in the same
classroom, learning all their subjects in both languages. District officials
report that the program is effective, creating bilingual students at an early
age. District officials reported that programs have changed a little during the
last decade. The District added swimming and golf to the Sports program,
and reduced music and arts at the elementary level. Computer and
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technology programs have increased, while agricultural and vocational
programs have decreased.
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•

Pleasant Hill. Since 1995, the District’s enrollment has declined slightly, but
steadily. District officials report that declining enrollment is mostly visible at
the elementary level, as few new families with children move to the area.
Prior to Measure 5, the Pleasant Hill District was one of the highest spending
in Oregon. The community supported the school system, and was willing to
pay higher taxes to support schools. The statewide property tax measures
have limited the local financial support. During the early 1990s, spending per
student was stagnant, losing ground to inflation. Over the decade, spending
per student increased 17 percent, while regional inflation grew 36 percent.
Instructional staffing levels decreased from 86 to 76 from 1995 to 2001, and
the student-instructor ratio increased from 15.6 to 16.2. Spending per student
on special education outpaced inflation, growing 46 percent over the decade.
Spending per student for regular programs grew only 19 percent. The District
has lost counseling support, a speech therapist, and elementary school
physical education programs. Music programs have been reduced. Fees for
field trips have increased, placing financial burden on the students. Fees for
sports have grown. Community booster clubs provide additional support for
sports programs.

•

Redmond. A high growth district, Redmond saw its student population grow
46 percent over the last decade. Equalization has had a positive impact on the
District, in part because of the increased student enrollment. During the early
1990s, current spending per student increased very little. Spending picked up
in the latter half of the 1990s, as the District’s growth in total and current
expenditures roughly matched the rate of inflation. Instructional staffing
levels increased from 262 to 336 from 1995 to 2001, and the studentinstructor ratio declined from 17.1 to 16.2. Spending per student on special
education outpaced inflation, growing 46 percent over the decade. Spending
on regular instruction failed to keep pace with inflation, growing 28 percent
over the decade. According to District officials, funding for extracurricular
activities has remained flat over the period or has grown slightly due to Title
IX provisions. Funds raised by the district’s boosters and gate receipts from
athletic events have paid for many of the extracurricular activities. There is
concern in the District that the current state budget shortfall may lead to
reductions in extracurricular activities in the next few years. Fees paid by
students for extracurricular activities have increased over the past decade and
there is less support from the operating fund for extracurricular expenses
such as field trips. Still, Redmond’s growing student population has insulated
it from some of the budget woes of districts with static or declining student
populations.

•

Salem-Keizer. The District has grown steadily throughout the decade,
increasing at a 2.2 percent average annual rate. Prior to Measure 5 and
equalization, the District struggled with local financing and often received
state “safety net” funding. District officials point to a disproportionate share
of non-paying public properties in the District as the key reason the
traditional property tax finance produced fewer resources per student (at a
given tax rate) in Salem than in other urban areas. Current spending per
student outpaced inflation during the 1990s, growing 55 percent.
Instructional staffing levels increased from 1,684 to 2,271 from 1995 to
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2001, and the student-instructor ratio declined from 17.4 to 14.7. Spending
per student on special education greatly outpaced inflation, growing 229
percent over the decade. ELL expenditures grew over the decade, and the
District now serves students speaking 27 different languages. Spending per
student on regular instructional programs grew 35 percent over the decade.
With the expanded staff came additional course offerings. Expanded
programs include dropout prevention classes, expanded ELL offerings, CIM
coordinators, media development classes, two charter schools, and improved
building facilities. The District’s current fiscal position is strengthened
somewhat by carry-over funds, which consist of unspent operating funds
(essentially, saved resources) from prior school years. To address an
anticipated decline in state funding for the upcoming fiscal year, the District
is considering reducing their workforce and class sizes, and temporarily
mothballing new facilities.
•

Oregon School Boards Association

South Umpqua. Since 1991, the District’s enrollment has declined 12
percent. At the beginning of the decade, the District had the lowest local and
intermediate funding per ADMr of the case study districts. At the beginning
of the 1990s, just over half of the District’s federal funds came from forest
fees. Since 1991, forest fees declined, representing a smaller and smaller
portion of federal dollars. Now, much of the federal dollars are from Title 1
grants, which provide support for low-income students. Current spending per
student grew 61 percent over the course of the decade, outpacing inflation.
Instructional staffing levels stayed fairly constant, decreasing slightly from
155 to 150 from 1995 to 2001, but because of decreased enrollment, the
student-instructor ratio declined from 12.7 to 12.2. Spending per student on
special education outpaced inflation, growing 163 percent over the decade.
Per student spending on regular instructional programs kept pace with
inflation. The District has lost choir programs throughout the whole district,
and the vocal music program at the elementary level. Foreign language
programs have been reduced, and the High School no longer offers drama,
counseling support, a speech therapist, and elementary school physical
education programs. Music programs have been reduced. Fees for field trips
have increased, placing a financial burden on the students. Fees for sports
have also increased.
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Students to Staff Ratios

Appendix A

Oregon maintains the nation’s fourth highest student/ teacher ratio. Although the
ratio is higher here than in most states, it is still comparable to, if not lower than, student/
teacher ratios in California, Washington, and Idaho. (See Table A-1).

Table A-1: Number of Fall Enrollees per Teacher, U.S. States, Fall
1999
!

!

!

Number of
Number of Fall Enrollees
Teachers
for Each
Teacher

State

United States
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
Oregon School Boards Association

!

ECONorthwest

2,906,554
48,614
7,838
43,892
31,362
287,344
40,772
39,907
7,318
4,779
130,336
90,638
10,866
13,641
124,815
58,864
33,480
32,969
41,954
50,031
16,349
50,995
77,596
96,111
56,010
30,722
63,890
10,353
20,766
17,380

16.12
15.24
17.15
19.43
14.38
21.02
17.37
13.88
15.42
16.15
18.27
15.70
17.10
17.98
16.24
16.80
14.85
14.32
15.45
15.12
12.80
16.60
12.52
17.95
15.25
16.30
14.31
15.22
13.88
18.73

Rank

not
applicable
26
11
5
36
2
10
43
24
18
7
21
12
8
17
13
32
37
23
28
49
14
50
9
25
16
38
27
44
6
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New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

14,037
95,883
19,797
202,078
81,914
8,150
116,200
41,498
27,803
114,525
11,041
45,468
9,384
60,702
267,935
21,832
8,474
81,073
50,368
21,082
60,778
6,940

14.73
13.45
16.39
14.29
15.58
13.83
15.81
15.11
19.60
15.86
14.17
14.66
13.96
15.09
14.90
22.00
12.34
13.99
19.93
13.84
14.44
13.27

33
47
15
39
22
46
20
29
4
19
40
34
42
30
31
1
51
41
3
45
35
48

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using NCES data
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Oregon also maintains one of the nation’s highest student/ non- instructional staff
ratios. This statistic is again replicated in comparably high pupil/ support- staff ratios in
California, Washington, and Idaho. (See Table 2).

Table A-2: Number of Fall Enrollees per Non-Teacher Staff, U.S.
States, Fall 1999
!

Number of
Non-Teacher
Staff

State

United States
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Oregon School Boards Association

2,710,843
39,868
8,248
44,367
28,393
245,321
38,900
39,941
6,051
4,674
141,003
93,036
7,036
10,551
119,349
66,372
32,477
30,802
51,378
51,202
16,150
42,625
58,661
114,607
48,536
33,224
54,214
9,683
18,376
12,867
13,092
82,170
23,387
206,899

ECONorthwest

Number of Fall
Enrollees for
Each NonTeacher Staff
Member

17.29
18.58
16.29
19.22
15.89
24.62
18.20
13.87
18.65
16.52
16.89
15.29
26.42
23.25
16.99
14.90
15.31
15.33
12.62
14.78
12.96
19.86
16.56
15.06
17.60
15.07
16.86
16.27
15.69
25.31
15.79
15.69
13.88
13.96

Rank

not
applicable
14
29
11
33
4
15
47
13
28
22
40
1
5
21
43
39
38
50
44
49
8
26
42
19
41
23
31
36
3
34
35
46
45
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North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

76,782
6,982
97,284
32,333
27,807
102,200
6,886
40,026
8,053
51,775
256,013
18,403
8,934
64,449
45,665
17,627
49,173
6,991

16.62
16.15
18.88
19.39
19.60
17.78
22.72
16.66
16.27
17.70
15.59
26.10
11.70
17.60
21.98
16.55
17.85
13.17

25
32
12
10
9
17
6
24
30
18
37
2
51
20
7
27
16
48

Source: ECONorthwest calculated using NCES data
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