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Clearly one ot the most
diffrcult challenges tacing
Oregon legistators in the 1975
legistative session is to reform
the way public schools are
financed.

In a state dedicated to the
democratic principles ot
openness and equality of
opportunity, it is ironic that
educational services are
distributed in greater quantity
and quality to pupils who live
in high-property-value
communities, than to children
in low-property-value school
districts, and to those in our
oldest, deteriorating central
cities.

Most Oregonians take pride in
the progressive legislation
passed to protect the ocean
beaches and our environment,
and to plan for the orderly
development of our cities and
open spaces. However, neither
the legisiature nor the voters of
Oregon have fouvnd a way to
provide a "‘uniform and
general’’ system of education as
required by the state’s
constitution.

After years of pursuing a state
go ! of “equalization” in
tinancing public schools, school
districts rich in property wealth
characteristically tax themselves
at low rates, yet, they can
provide expensive programs,
Districts poor in property
wealth usually tax themselves
much harder, yet they raise less
money per pupil.

And in a state where public
elementary and secondary
education is such a major
governmental activity, it is
perplexing that so few people
understand how schools are
financed.

Recent attempts to find an
equitable way of financing
Oregon’s public schools have
floundered. In part, this is
because it has been difficult for
people to agree on what equity
means. Some have focused on
the fairness of how money is
raised for schools. Others have
looked at the way that money
1s distributed. Still others have



concetittategd o the
educationagt achevement of
Statfents

Disagresment over the goals of
equal opportutity 18 a
feqitimate concern ot gl
citizens Untortunately | these
phatasophical detterences have
had tess to do with the taslure
o tnd g tae way ot hinancing
sohoeols than with the narrow
coneems ot vatious special
mteregty

Fargotten by those demanding
specidl treatment have been the
parents ard children in
property poor school districts,
who must bear dispropor
tronally hugh school tax burdens
and e satisfried with interior
educational programs.
Forqotten also have been the
chuldren with learning
handwcaps who have not
recerved the special programs
needed to provide them equal
sducational opoortunities, The
time has come *or Oregon to set
aside these local interests, and
stross taremost an equal
rducational opportunity for
pvery child in the state. We
mast develop 3 workable and
understandable system of
tinancing pubhc schools. 1t
must eliminate the advantages
ot local wealth while taking
INtO acenunt the special
vdueational needs of some
childeen and the preference of
sOe coramg i ties tor supenor
vt dOngl programs

Woith these purposes in mind the
arecnt gt iteoe Commuttee on
£l Edue atzonat Qpportunity
o vtk edd o the st year
Appoted by the Senate
Provwedent v the Hoygse

Sirer gk er i Docembet 19073 the
canmnt e s ags irected o
Sary e cnrtent saoethod of
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education, and career educa
ton. At the same time the
commitiee statt developed a
computer simulation which wilt
permit legisiators and educastors
to quickly analyze the effects
of proposals on every one of
Oregon’s 339 school districts.

During the fall, the commuttee
considered a variety of school
fin_nce plans designed to
provide all Oregon children
with an equal educational
opportunity. After long and
careful deliberation the
committee has prepared a
number of proposals for
consideration by the 1975
legisiature, The purpose of this
report is to explain these
recommendations and their
impact on Oregon school
districts.

The proposals presented here
require only a few changes from
the current system, Yet, they
equalize the ability of school
districts to finance their
schools. At the same time
districts are allowed to choose
the amount of money they
want to spend to educate their
children, and the proposals
nrovide additional funds for
children with special learning
reeds,

The recommendations do not
require a substantial increase in
either state or local funds. They
are designed to create a fair,
understandable, and durable
school finarice program which
will guarantee an equal
educational opportunity for
every child in Oregon.

To meet these objectives the
Committee on Equal

€ ducational Opnurtunity
recommends that the
legislaturs

1. Adopt a new state schoot aid
distnibution system called the
Local Guatanteed Yield
Program.

2 Estabhish three school
finance districts to provide
oqu-thization on a regrondl
DSt

3. Previde state grants to

Cschool districts for children

[&1])

with special tearming problems.
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tez the United States, publhic
prmary and secondary
education s the responsitbity
of the states. Most states,,
ncluding Qreqon, deiegate
much of the operation and
financing of schools to loca!
school districts. The role of
states in public education has
been to set program
reqgu.rements for schools and
provide funds to insure that
school districts offer adequate
educational programs.

The school finance system in
Qregon has come under attack
because the state has not
endowed local school districts
with an equal ability to raise
revenues. Since most local
school revenues are raised by
property taxes, the property
wealth of a school district
determines its ability to finance
educational programs. In

1973 74 McKenzie No. 68, a
property rich district, raised
from alt sources $1,973.46 per
weighted pupil at 3 $14.95
school tax rate, while Hermiston
No. 8, a property-poor district,
raised only $1,167.14 at a
$16.56 school tax rate. So, a
district with high property
value requires a lower tax rate
than a property-poor district to
raise the same amount of
money. The effect is to deny
children living in property-poor
districts an equal educational
opportunity.

This would not be an insoluble
problem if the state used

its resources to reduce the
wealth discrepancies between
lacal school districts. However,
under the current state school
finance formula, these
disparities are not

eliminated, and in some

cases they are increased.

Basic School Support Fund

in 1973.74 the state provided
24.4% of the revenue sources of
public elementary and
secondary schools in Oregon,
This percentage of state support
of schools is among the lowest
in the nation. Ninety four
percent of this state school aid
was distributed to school



distacts through the Basic
Schoo!l Support Fund (BSSF)
the reengmang 6™ wdas
thstuhuted through small,
ruseetlaneous dcoounts,

According to Qreqon statutes,
the purpose ot the BSSF 15 to
“egushize educationdgl
upportunities and conserve and
nprove the standard of pubhic
olementary and secondary
education.”” However, the tund
ossentighly distributes most of
the money to ail school districts
on g per pupit basis without
regard 1o wedlth (This s
known gy o Hat grant program. j
Oniy medest provisions exist
tor equabization,

in actudl practice, the BSSF s
distributed to schoo! districts
tar per puml tHat grants,
tratsportation, equahization,
and changes 1in enroliment. The
dtnounts distributed tor each
purpose and the relationships
armong them are shown in the
tollowing table.

The Basic School
Support Fund 1973.74

Midlions  Percent
ot Dattars ot Total
A Tegospantat.an
Granty 9.4 66
B taushcation
Acrount 268 18.7
{2 hmes A Bi
GO Granty
Groneth and
Ding hining
Erroftment
Ace vanty
Figt Grants 105 2 134
Growh 15 tu
Dy Linne 05 03
Total 1434 100%

The procedure for determining
how myuch money a distrnict
rocemyes from the state s

ex tremely comphicated In
simple terms the state first
sstahhishes how much shoutd be
gyt on eaeh chatd’s eaucation.,
T basie prtogram ot the
onewdatian sevet gs ot as called,
s tuasedd o the retationship of
Cartent pxpenditures tor

W rociy o e hasie program o0
19645 56

Q

8
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Next the legistature
appropridtes an amount of state
money for primary and
secondary schools, From this
total amount the State
Department of Education
deducts the amount required to
partially reimburse school
districts for their transportation
costs. Twenty percent is then
set aside for equalization (the
e ey that is given to low:
property wealth districts to
help them support their public
schools). The remainder, about
75% of the total, is distributed
10 districts on an equal per-
pupil basis (as flat grants),

The small amount available for
equalization is used to bring
every district up to the state
foundation level, which was
$682.23 per student in
1973-74. The following
illustrates how the state
equalization grant to each
district is determined:

A district’s equalization grant
equals

The basic program times the
number of students

minus

Amount received in flat grants
minus

Reqauired tax rate times value of
district’s property

minus

Other miscellaneous receipts.

Though the purpose of the
BSSF is to equalize educational
opportunity, less than 20% of
the BSSF is now available to
equalize up to the foundation
level of $682.23. The fact that
this foundation level is less than
is spent in the lowest spending
district in the state ($825), and
considerably below the state
average ($1068), unveils a
fundamental shortcoming of
the foundation program.
Because there is no equahization
above the foundation level, it
does not provide that all
districts can have the same
offering if they have the same
tax effort, In fact, nich districts
can generate maore money to
spend per pupil than poor
Ghtnicts at every tax rate ghove
the mummum required level,



Intermediate Education
Districts

I addition to the equabtization
sweount of the BSSFE some
equalizatran of tocal school
district revenues occurs through
the Intermuadiate Education
District tevy  The state s
divided into 29 Intermediate
Education Districts These
distrcts bhasically follow county
fervess g exast i those
countees fgekimg county wide
schaot distoicts TED's may ask
thet volers Lo anpirove Jn
equabization levy [ approved,
the recoipts are disteibuted to
sehoaob districts withun each 1ED
on g per student basis

Thus, an 1ED equatization levy
taxes gt the property o the

FE U and distribiutes the
fevenues where the chaldroer are,

This levy provides a sigrnificant
propurtion of the budget for
onty 4 few districts, whach are
genergtly sengll and poor. I this
wdy 1 hetps a fevw districts
prov.de more adequate
educational programs. 1ED
equalization fals to insure the
state qual of equalization in gt
feast three ways, however Farst,
anly g smgtt portion af the
funds raised by IED's 1s
redistributed from

property rich districts to
property poor districts. Second,
even though wedlth varies
substantiatly between ED s,
the system does not permat
radistribution among 1ED's.

Consequently, under the state
formula for equalization, some
districts that recewve state
equalizaton money are, at the
sdrme time, contnbuting
districts under the IED
equahization formula. The
apposite also holds true. Third,
the amount of equahization that
can be accomphished within an
LE D depends on the size of the
1ED levy. Because of the
differences in total tax bases
and voter geceptanc |, the levy
can be both important 1n some
TED's and trivial in others.

tn symmary . the burden for
supporting pubbe elementary
and secondary schools in

Q
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Oregon falls most heavity on
the tocal property owner The
state contributes less than
thirty percent of the costs of
public education, and
distributes most of that money
on a per pupnl basts. The small
dmount remaiming for state
equalization, along with the
[ED equahization levy, does not
ehiminate the great vanation in
tocal school districts’ abilities to
support schools, The result s
that under the current system,
taxpayers iy property rich
districts can tax themselves at
below average tax rates and
have expensive educational
programs, while taxpayers in
property poor districts must tax
themselves at above average
rates for inferior educational
programs. Obviously, the state
goal of equal educational
opportunity is not met under
the current system of financing
schools in Oregon.



In developing proposals tor d
new schoot fingnee system, the
cormmittee agreed that the plan
should meet severat guals. First,
J new systern should msure that
evety chutd in the state receives
Jan adequate and equal
educationgl opportumty, and
that the gquality of educstion s
not determined by the wealth
ot local school distriets but
onty the wealth of the state as a
whole

Second, control over
educational decisions should
remain at the local level. Local
contro! is important to most
Oreqgormans. We believe that
districts should be free to
choose how much they want to
spend on education and how to
spend that money. Under the
present system only the
wealthy districts truly have
local control, because only they
can afford to choose among a
variety of options, Poor
districts have to tax themselves
to the Lirut simply to meet
mirtmum state standards, By
eliminating the advantayes of
wealth, every district would
have the same abitity to choose
its school program,

Third, a new school finance
system should provide funds
based on educational need as
well as fiscal ability. Districts
with concentrations of
handcapped or disadvantaged
chultdren whao require more
expensive programs should
receive additional state school
support

Finally . the committee believes
4 new school finance plan
should be simple to understand,
Because of the diversity of
Oregon school districts, a fair
and reasonable school tinance
plan will have some
comphcations, But, the
program recommended by the
committee 1s built upon several
concepts that cdan be

understood by aimast everyone,

To accomphish these four goals,
tty Commuttee on Equal
Educational Qpportunity has
developed o package of 20
recommendations, The three




ey tOposels contgined m
these cecommendations should
Der viesverdt as o single plan for
retarming Oregon’s system of
school finance Elimination of
any of these could make the
pragram ethes inequitable or
urncceptable to some school
ddistricts,

The three main proposals
include a tocal guaranteed
yietd plan; the establishment of
responal school finance
equatization districts; and state
grants to school districts for
sprecial education,
compensatory education,
occupstional education,
transportation, and necessary
srall schools, We believe the
combination of recommen.
detions and proposals outlined
i this report will provede an
equitable and financally sownd
systerm of school finance in
Oregon

A Local Guarantend Yield
Program

The kes slement in ths package
ot retorm proposals 1s 3 new
method for distributing state
equdlization aud to school
distnicts The tocal quaranteed
viedld program we are recom
mending would insure that
districts exerting the same tax
eftort would have aporoxi
mately the same number of
dotlars to spend per child, Such
G4 program would reduce
espenditure inequities resulting
fram varations in the wealth of
swhool districts 1t would
neregse local control by
permitting all districts to
chooase thewr own level of school
expenditures and corresponding
tax rate

From the pomnt of view of the
local school district, this school
hinance program s very simple.
The locdl guaranteed yield plan
Quarantees for every tax rate a
corresponding tevel of revenuye.
So. ¢ school distric, selects how
much 1t wants to spend per
student and the tax rate that
goes with that level of
shendabile dollars 1§ the district
does not have enough taxable
property wealth to raise the

Q
ERIC
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quaranteed amount from s
schivol tax rate, the state makes
up the difference.

To institute this plan requires
several decisions by state policy
makers. A local guaranteed
yield schedule must be
established which insures that
the children of the state receive
a "uniform and general "’
education, and at the same time
does not require more state
money than is available for
public elementary and
secondary education. T¢ insure
that every child gets an
adequate education, the state
may want to require a
minimum tax effort in order for
a district to be eligible to
participate-in the program.

The state may want to set a
maximum tax rate beyond
which there is no state guaran-
tee to protect the state treasury
and discourage districts from
over-einphasizing education to
the neglect of other local
services. Finally, the state may
want to encourage low-spending
districts to spend more per
student, by increasing the level
of guarantee at lower tax levels.

To iltustrate how the local
guaranteed yield program
would operate, the committee
staff has designed a program for
187576 and simulated its
results for Qregon’s 339 school
districts. The plan assumes that
the state will provide about
30% of the costs of education
in 197576, and that there
should be a minimum
expenditure level of $980 per
student required for a district
to participate in the program. It
also. provides that districts
taxing betow $16 per $1000
true cash value (tcv) are
guaranteed more per doliar of
local school tax levied than
those taxing above that rate,

More specifically, to participate
in the program, a unified dis
trict must levy a school tax of at
least $10 per $1000 of local
taxable property. At thus $10
rate the state guarantees receipts

- +of $980 for each elementary

10.

student and $1274 for each



bigh o hool student | the
st t does ot have enodgh
Lrabie property wegltth to
Produce the guat anteed
draunt the stite makes s the
ditterence [ the district can
tase the guatanteed genount
trevrr ocol sgurces, it receives
no equalization wid The saime
retatianstup behween the state
eaudteeation gt andd logal
wealth apphes throughout the
focal quaranteed yield schedule

Theostate guarantees additiongt
recenpts s o FOCa district raises
s acal sehrool Lix rgte between
S10.anedd $22 Between $10 and
S16 tun rates an gdditiong!
S$H7 HO per student s quar
datnteedd tor egeh additionagt
dolbar of tax lovied, between
ST16 and S22 an additiongl

$36 0 quatanteed. Distrcts

can tax themselves ghove the
S22 tmaamum Guatantee tevel,
it thete oy no equalization
above this pomt These tax |
rates and cotrespondging
qudranteed leveis of revenue are
thastrated in the following
e

District Recepts
Per ADMW
1600
1100
1200
1000
BIX)

5 10 15
School Tax Rate
{per $1000 tcv)

The parposes ot the locdl
gquiatanteed vaield plan are 1o
pretrrnt chistrec ts to choose the
Sirount of money they want to
topaes angd to msgre that all
thstriets hoave an equal alnhity to
supipart thear schools

20 25

Regional Equahization Districts
The proposed tocal quatantesed
yeerled Dreageae and the current
prrogramm rely bty on the
fcal property fax to suppor?

w boo's Onre prablem s that

tie Fughistrie ts oftery rgisge

more thoan the gmaount whach s
quearantesd tar o particular tax
tate Another probilem g tht
tevpong! s ihitieg wath hugh
propeety alue such as huclear
posver pignts g gnd

Q

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

1.

BEST COPY AvAILABLE

mpehines, ate usudtly not
Tocated i areas with many
chntdren Consequentty they do
not bedat o tar shate of the
burden of school taxes in the
larger regron of which they are
d part. To overcome this
problem, the state could require
that every school district
participate in the local
quaranteed yield program, and
pay back to the state any
revenues tased from local
property taxes which excred
the guarat ad amount, The
money thus returned to the
state could then be redistri
buted to poor districts,

Our proposal 1s to levy a
untform tax on all taxable
property in a region to produce
a specihied number of dollars
petr child, The receipts thus
generated would be distributed
to school districts in the same
region on a per pupil basis. The
mechanics of this idea are not
complicated. Each school
district would be classified into
one of three school finance
equalization districts, District |
would consist of all school
districts east of the Cascades;
Dstnict 1 woutd consist of all
those west of the mountains,
except those in District H
which would include school
districts in Columbia, Clacka
mas, Multnomah, and
Washington counties. These
requonal districts were selected
on the basis of their economic
and tax structures, and because
people living in those areas
wdentify with them geograph
ieally,

Once the three districts are
established and their total
property value computed, one
can derive a tax rate for each
regioss necessary to fase a
specthied number of dollars per
pupsl, This tax rate would be
tevied agarnst all taxable
property in the reqion, and the
revenues distributed (o the
senool districts on a per pupnl
brasis,

Under the local quaranteed
vield program, g district's level

- of gquarantee would be

deternuned by adding together



the reqrondl equalization tax
andd the local school tax, For
example, a tocal district with a
school tax rate of $10and a
reqronal equahzation tax ot 85
would he guaranteed expendt
tures tor a locdl tax rate of $15.

There are several reasons for
having the regional school
tinance equalization districts,
First, the regional districts
would rase a substantial
amount of equahization money,
thus reducing pressures on the
state for additional equalization
4id. Second. the state money
could then be distributed to a
targer number of school
districts in the state. Third, 1t
would pernut the state to
shmindte the Intermediate

E ducation District equaltzation
fevy, which s generally
misunderstood.

Categorical Grants

A third essential part of the
commuttee’s package of
proposils s state categorical
Qrants to dhstricts having
chuldren with special educa
tional needs. Specifically, grants
dre provided for specal
education, compensatory
educdation, transporiation,
occupational education and
necessary small schools.

a. Special education. There are
approxtmately 50,000 school-
age children «n Oregon

with physical and mental
disorders requiring special
educational services. Only 64%
of these children gre presently
recewving services. Currently the
state provides only about

one third of the costs for those
children being served. The 1971
leqistature enacted a law
requinng districts to provide
educational services to all
handicapped children in thewr
districts. However, the
tequslature did not provide
enough tunds to enable districts
to meet this mandate.

The commuttee recommends
that the leqisiature direct the
<re tepartment of Education
to ~or duct g study on the costs
o1 provichng educational
nrograms for dicapped

ERIC
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chitdren. The legislature should
provide funds for the study and
it should enact a new law for
funding special education that
relates state reimburseiment to
the particular educational needs
of each handicapped child.

b. Compensatory education.
Just as physically and
emotionally handicapped
children need special education
services, we believe children
from socially and economically
disadvantaged families need
special programs to prepare
them for participation in the
reqular school program. Since
the educational level of their
parents is often very low, these
children frequently need more
language and mathematics
instrirction than students from
middie income backgrounds.

Some children also need
assistance in basic learning skills
so they can participate
effectively in the classroom
situation. This can frequently
be provided by teacher aides
who are atso parents of chitdren
in school. Additionally,
children from poor families
may need special health services
as well as breakfast and lunch
pragrams. In shori, these
disadvantaged children need
more money spent on them to
provide them an equal
educational opportunity. For
these reasons, the committee
believes special categorical
grants should be provided to
districts with concentrations of
economically and socially
disadvantaged children.

There are several criteria that
can be used to identify students
from disadvantaged families:
test scores, income, and
children from families receiving
welfare payments, Test scores
are not available in Oregon, and
figures on low income families
are out of date. Current welfare
figures show that there are
about 40,000 schoo!l age
chiidrer: in Oregon from
families receiving welfare
payments. The committee
recommends that the state

- provide funds for compensatory

12.



educatiaon grants scaled o the
concentration of chitdren from
families receiving wetfare.

c. Tri-nsponation. Since
transportation ¢osts are not
related to educational programs
and place an unfair burden on
some distnicts, 'he committee
recommends that the state pick
up 75% of the previous year's
approved costs. Currently the
state revmburses school districts
tor between 50% 55% of their
ransportation expenditures.

d. Occupational education.
Qregon has made great strides
in bringing occupational and
career education concepts into
its educationat program. But
most of the current programs
are supported with either
federal or tocal funds. The
commuittee supports the
emphasis placed on accupa-
tional education, but would
encourage additional state
support of these programs at
the local level.

Currently, the State Depart-
ment of Education collects
information on occupational
education programs funded by
the tederal government. There
is very hittle information on the
occupational programs provided
by local school districts, or by
other educational institutions
which make their programs
avaitable to pubhc schoo!
students. Therefore, the
committee recommends that
before any large state funding
program for occupational
education is begun, information
on current programs be
collected. While this is being
accorplished, the state should
provide seed money for new
occupational education
programs at the local level.

e. Necsssary small schools.
Grants should continue to be
provided for necessary small
schools,

13.
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The three proposals we have
presented make up a single plan
for reforming Qregon's school
finance system. Therefore, its
impartant to see how all of the
proposals, when considered
together, affect the distribution
of funds to local school
districts. There are many
possibilities for changing
specific parts of the new school
finance plan. Whenever a-
change is contemplated,
though, it must be considered
along with the other compo-
nents in order to get an
accurate measurement of its
impact.

To help the reader understand
how this new package of school
finance proposals would affect
school districts, information is
provided here for five of them:
Portliand, Reedsport, Beaverton,
Eugene, and Hermiston. For the
reader wanting more informa-
tion, additional data for a larger
number of districts are
presented in Tables A—D in the
Appendix. Results for every
school district are available
upon request from the
committee staff.

Effects in 1973-74

The effects of the new finance
proposals are shown for
1973-74 as if the new program
had been used that year to
distribute state school aid. By
comparing the results under the
new plan with the present
distribution system, the reader
can see the kinds of changes the
new program would produce.

As mentioned before, the
package consists of three major
parts—the local guaranteed
yield program, regional
equalization districts, and
categorical grants for special
education, compensatory
education and transportation
programs. The simulated
1973-74 results are based upon
a local guaranteed yield
program in which a district
would have been guaranteed a
mininium of $780 at a $10
local school tax rate, $1080 at a
$16 local tax rate, and a
ﬂ?ximum of $1290 at a $22



tocal taw wttornt

In addition there would have
by g unitorm requonal tax
fevied 10 produce $300 per
student in edach requon. Districts
would have recewved categornicdl
grants ot $200, $400. or $600
for compensatory education
students, depending on the
number of such students

in each district. Special
education grants would have
bieen the same gs under the
present system, while state
resmburserment tor transpor
tauon costs would have
increased to 75% of the
previous year's approved costs.
Grants tor necessary small
schools would remain the same
as at present. Such a program
would have cost the state
$203.4 milthonin 1973 74
($51.7 muthion more than was
actually spent). This would
have ingreased state support to
approximately 32%.

As you can see from Table 1,
the new plan distnibutes more
state money to low property
wedalth distnicts than to

high property wealth districts.

tn compaaning the distnibution
of state money under the local
quaranteed yield program with
that provided 1n 1973 74 under
the current Basic School
Support Fund in Table 2,
considerably more state money
would have been sent to
relatively poor districts under
the new proposals than under
the old system.

Etffects in 1975-76

The effects of the new finance
proposals for 1975 76, the first
yvear of the next biennmium, are
shown in Table 3. By using
projections of both property
vdlues in school districts and
enroliment in those districts,
and by making the assumption
that educational costs will
INCredse on g per capita basis at
an averaqge rate of ten percent 3
vear between 1973 74 and
1975 76. 1t 15 possible to
iHustrate what would happen to
G distnict’s taxes and state
receapts under the new
ml()qmm

ERIC
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In the 1975 76 simulation a
school distnct would be
guaranteed a mimimum of $980
per student at g $10 local
school tax rate. It would be
guaranteed an additional
$57.50 per student for each
additional dollar up to a local
tax of $16 and an additional
836 per student for each
additional tax dollar between
S16 and $22. As before, there
would be no equalization above

$22.

The regional equalization
district grant would be
increased by 10 percent a year,
to $363 per child. Grants for
special education, compen:
satory education, and
transportation reimbursement
would likewise be increased to
keep up with the increasing
costs of education.

{n summary, the new program
accomplishes the goals of the
committee. State money is
distributed in such a way as to
substantially reduce the effects
of local wealth on a child’s
education. State support is
increased to meet the needs of
children requiring extra
education services. And finally,
the new program is designed
around a very simple idea, that
districts which exert the same
tax effort for schools should be
able to spend approximately
the same amount of money per
student.

* ¢
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1. RESULTS OF THE NEW PROGRAM IN 197374

Number of

Students

(Weighted)

Porttand 70.20
Reedsport 1,692
Beaverton 21,897
Eugene 22,260
Hermiston 2.7

Property Total State Lecal Tax

Value per Receipts Rate Needed
Student Per Student To Maintain
Expenditures

67,790 332.92 13.65
67,098 247.70 13.82
47,376 37453 15.84
44,446 443.74 15.32
26,480 508.81 15.08

2. CHANGES UNDER THE NEW PROGRAM IN 1973-74

Portiand
Reedsport
Beaverton
Eugene
Hermuston

Change Change
in State in School
Receipts Tax Rate*
67.24 0.0
13.88 +1.33
135.93 -3.10
203.56 -3.87
72.06 —1.48

*This 1s the change 1n local tax rate required to maintain actual

1973 74 spendable recepts.

3. RESUL :S OF THE NEW PROGRAM in 1975-76*

Number of

Students

{Weighted)

Portland 68.470
Reedsport 1,688
Beaverton 22,037
Eugene 21,164
Hermiston 25N

Property Total State  Local Tax

Value per Receipts Rate Needed
Student Per Student to Maintain
Expenditures

85,670 355.08 13.74
77,624 312.64 14.17
60,450 416.11 16.06
56,505 515.47 15,52
35,652 610.72 14.82

*Based on predicaons of tcv and enrollment in 1975-76 and the
assumption that school costs per student will increase 10% a year

from 1973 1974,

e

16.



SEST COPY AyaiLAg

1. The legistature should
provide state school awd to local
school districts through a local
guaranteed yield program.

A district would be guaranteed
4 level ot revenue corresponding
to sts locally selected tax rate.
State school support to a
district would be the difference
between the quarac:teed amount
and the ginount the district
recerves from ts local property
e xes plus some federal receipts.
A guaranteed yield schedule
which would achieve 32%
support in 1975 76, tor
mnstance, might guarantee each
district $S980 per student at a
$10 tacal school tax rate,

$567 50 tor each additional
dotlar of tax up to $16, and
$36 for each additional

dollar of tax up to a
maximum of $22. Districts
would be free to tax
themselves above the $22
rate hut no equahization
would be provided.

Z.The legislature should make
a commitment to support at
least 30% of the operating costs
of elementary and secondary
education in the state,

To do this, the committee
recommends that the legislation
establishing a local guaranteed
vield program be written in
such a manner that it would
take positive legislative action
to reduce the proportion of
state support below the 30%
level.

3.The legislature should
provide that the local guaran-
teed yield schedule be adjusted
annually to maintain at least
30% state support.

4-The legislature should
limit the amount of unrestricted
state money a district receives
per student in any one year.
This expenditure imitation is
included to produce an orderly
increase in the amount of
money spent by districts which 38
O
ERIC 17.
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receive large increases under a
new state school tinange
program.

5.The legislature should
enable districts to recewve equal.
1zation avd adjusted for enroll-
ment fluctuations, such that
they would receive credit for
100% of enroliment increases,
or gradual reductions in state
funds due to enroliment
decline.

When g district sutters a dechine
in student enroliment, many of
the costs adgiroviding
educatignal services are ditficult
to reduce immediately.
Buildings have to be heated and
maintained. Teachers cannot be
released without notice.

6. The legisiature should
establish three school finance
equalization districts to assist
the state in equalizing the
ability of districts to support
their educational programs.
The propaosed districts would be
as foliows:

I. Eastern District

All school districts east of

the Cascades.
. Western District
All districts west of the
Cascades except those in
District 111,
Metropolitan District
All districts 1n Clackamas,
Columbia, Multnomah,
and Washington Counties.

A uniform tax would be levied
throughout each region. The
receipts generated from this tax
would be distributed to school
districts 1n that region on a
per-student basis.

.z The legisiature should
establish an amount to be raised
by a uniform tax in each
regional school finance district.
The district wide tax rate would
be added to the local school tax
rate in detenmining a district’s
guarantee under the local
guaranteed yield program. A
flat grant (of say $363) would
be an offset in the state

Q
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equalization tormula, that s
subtracted from the amount a
district would receive from the
state.

8.The amount raised by the
regional equalization districts
should be increased annually at
a rate equal tc the average
increase in school expenditures
in the state.

9. The legislature should
require the development of a
comprehensive plan to finance
special education.

The plan should include cost
analyses of different ways of
providing educational services
for the handicapped.

10- The legislature should
provide adequate funds to pay
for the excass costs of special
education services for all
handicapped children in the
state.

Excess costs for reimbursing
local school districts should be
based on the cost estimates
produced in the comprehensive
plan. It is estimated that $5.9
million would be required in
new federal, state and loc !
dollars to meet the needs of all
handicapped children in the
state. If the state were to
assume all of these costs, plus
the present local share, the cost
10 the state would be approxi-
mately $16.1 million.

11. The legislature should
provide funds for compensatory
education grants scaled to the
concentration of eligible
disadvantaged students in each
district.

The total number of disadvan-
taged students served in each
school district with these funds
should be based on the number
of school age children {from
families receiving welfare
payments.

49
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12. The legislature should
increase transportaticn reim-
bursement to 75% ot the
previous year's approved costs.

13- The legisiature should
amend the current transporta-
tion formula to eliminate any
dollar linutation on the
depreciation of buses.

14. The legislature should
direct the State Department of
Education to collect informa-
tion on occupational education
programs currently being
offered in public schools, |IED's,
community colleges and
proprietary schools and develop
a comprehensive plan for
cccupational education in
Oregon.

15. The legislature should
provide state categorical money
as seed money for new
occupational education
programs at the local level.

16. The legisiature should
continue to provide grants for
necessary small schools.

Due to the sparsity of
ponulation in some areas of the
state, 1tis impossible to
assemble enough pupils in a
single building to have normal
size classes. In these situations
the per pupid costs of providing
adequate education services
tend to be hi her than normal.
When small schools are
necessary, the committee
believes the state should assist
the district 1n meeting the extra
costs of keeping them open.

17. The legislatur= should
request the Departr ent of
Educaticn to develop 3
comprehensive plan «n school
facihties.

Unde: the current school
finance system in Oregon, local
school districts are responsible
tor the construction and

Q
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maintenance of thewr school
facihties. This means that
wealthy districts are able to
d¢fford better facihities than
poor districts. The committee
behieves the quality of
educational facilities affects the
tearning opportunities of
chéldron just as the level of
educational expenditure does.
A district’s ability to finance its
school buildings should,
therefore, be equalized along
with its ability to raise
operating expenditures. The
plan should take into account
the projected growth or decline
of student enrollments and the
arfequacy or obsolescence of
existing facilities

18. The legislature shoild
enact legislation permitting Iccal
school districts to utilize the
state’s excellent credit raving
for local school bond issues.

19. The legislature should
consider a lease-purchase plan
for school construction and
remodeling.

Buildings would be constructed
or remodeled for local districts
and then leased back to those
districts. At the end of a
specified period, ownership of
the building would revert to the
school district.

20. The State Department
of Education should establish a
school finance policy unit to
utilize the Oregon School
Finance Simulation and advise
the Superintendent of Public
Instruction on matters related
to school finance.

20
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YABLE A LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD PROGRAM WITH
REGIONAL EQUALIZATION/BASIC DATA, 197374

SCHOOL DISTRICT NAME
Plush No. 18

Olex No 11}
McKenzie No 68
Sheiman UM No. 1
Central Linn No. 552
Harper No 66
Portiand No. 1J
Reedsport No. 105
Bend No. 1
Parkrose No. 3
Kilanath Falls No. 1
Beaverton No 48)
Corvaths No. 509
Eugene No 4J
Loke Qswego No. 2J
Salem No 24J
Hood Rwer No. 1
Burns Ut No. 2
Medtord No. 549
Oregon City No. 62
Pendleton No. 16R
Coos ffay No. 9
Springtield No. 19
Astoria No. 1
Ashlanid No. §

Falls City No. 57
Baker No. 5J

North Bend No 13
Redmond No. 2J
Gresham Nc. 4
Ninety One No. 91
Creswell No. 40
Hernmuston No. 8
Scio No. 95C
Reedville No. 29
South Umpqgua No. 19
Qak Grove No. 4
Cascade UH No. 5

TOTAL OR MEAN

Tyt e e A& bt s e =

e e e = e e o Ve At e St

Prasent Year Weighted ADM
Adj TCV Simulated
Per ADMW
482994 .41 8.05
183985.90 39.22
171386.42 481.06
108781.04 231.40
92260.55 1085.50
6979557 110.50
67790.33 70290.56
67098.49 1691.90
51026.99 6052.00
50635.40 5745.77
47821.37 2125.00
47375.79 21896.59
45176.89 8098.09
44446.17 22260.29
43765.06 7066.59
43066.86 24494.19
42828.28 3465.07
4211467 653.90
4199299 10882.59
41538.87 6538.50
41392.41 4006.92
40373.96 6584.40
39700.19 10889.54
39190.44 2220.00
38423.11 3235.00
38109.75 218.00
37152.90 3086.30
36728.62 3751.30
36175.75 3380.60
35476.60 3400.00
32226.50 400.00
30679.12 1092.40
26479.96 2790.80
25369.02 923.10
24810.24 875.00
24564.82 2554.00
23904 .33 - 200.00
23627.67 1330.00
47621.84

This table shows what the
ettects of the local guaranteed
yield program recommended by
the Commuttee on Equal
Educational Opportumty would
have beenin 1973 74 In this
program each district s
guaranteed a numimum of $780
per pupi at a $10 school tax
rate The guarantee increases by
$50 for each additional dollar
of tax up to $16. and $36 tor
each additional dollar of tax
between $S16 and $22 Distrnicts
are free 10 tax themselves above
Su?? but there s no equalhization

ERIC
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provided beyond that point.
The program also calls for a
$300 regional equalization
district grant. Compensatory
education grants of $200 are
provided for students from low
income families which
constitute 5% or less of the
district’s enroliment. Grants of
S400 are provided for those
constituting from 5% to 10%;
and S600 for those over 10%.
Transportation costs are
reimbursed on the basis of 75%
pt the previous year's approved

« Qosts. And districts would

b
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Tot Oper Tax Oper Tax Total State Tot Receipts
Rate Sim Rate Duft Rept Sim Simulated
Per ADMW Per ADMW
9 66 4 64 86.96 2825.84
14 36 2.72 253.99 1839.64
14 98 0.03 173.46 1973.46
767 244 120.91 1833.63
16.57 248 91.32 1418.08
17.26 0.35 173.64 1274.17
1365 0.0 332.93 1318.63
1382 1.33 247.70 1244.10
13.10 ~1.92 362.04 1200.27
137 ~-1.21 371.62 1160.80
6.87 -1.72 372.27 1250.04
15.84 -3.10 37453 1273.49
1848 ~2.14 456.59 15631.29
15 32 - 3.87 443.73 1270.36
13.78 -3.42 377.35 1368.60
1288 ~-4.04 422.00 1232.47
14.70 ~3.47 379.7° 1416.46
7.47 0.57 374.15 1359.73
12.35 -2.9 392.64 1017.98
1135 -2.83 396.63 1026.58
14 22 -4.23 389.10 1103.48
14 76 ~4 .46 489.17 1207.03
14 72 -3.74 461.97 1232.33
14 09 1.13 435.06 1438.43
13.14 -3.29 428.18 1138.14
1127 ~2.86 537.90 1380.86
10 94 0.17 369.38 1104.35
14 31 -~ 3. 501.13 1226.76
13 93 399 459.23 1246.63
9 438 - 1.72 501.30 1283.7°
6 43 -0.35 427.27 1093.46
123 - 1.81 495 38 1170.81
1508 -1.48 508.81 1167.14
HVRA 092 457.45 10056.12
520 ~-2.58 445.24 1029.89
10 74 2.16 427.83 1149.08
6 88 2.27 474 51 1082.86
8 02 - 1.27 580.28 1255.75
3799.84 -99.98 393.84 1247.44
roceive the sgme special level of spendable receipts as
education grants 4s under the under the current state school
present formula finance formula.
Present Year Ad) TCV Per Oper Tax Rate Diff is the
ADMW s the amount of difference in school tax rate

assessed property value for each ;[\an 'ugder t':?e cugen;svstem.
wengh ted student in the distrct. otal State Rept Sim Per

Weighted ADM Simulated s ADMW is the amount of state
the number of weighted pupils. money a district receives per

ighted student.

Primary students count as 1 and welg , .

high school students count as Tot Rec_enpts Simulated Per

' 3 ADMW is the total amount of

: ; llars from all
im s the spendable do ‘

Tot Oper Tax Rate Sim . sources that a district has to
tax tate recunred under thas d hted dent
program to mantamn the same - .. spena per weighted student.

ERIC Y
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TABLE B. LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD PROGRAM WITH
REGIONAL EQUALIZATION/RECEIFTS, 1973-74

Siate LGY Instr Categ
Equasliz Sim Rcept Sim

SCHOOL DISTRICT NAME Per ADMW  Per ADMW
Plush No. 18 0.0 0.0
Olex N¢. 11 0.0 0.0
McKenee No. 68 0.0 63.54
Sherman JH No. 1 0.0 9.36
Central Linn No. 552 0.0 24.22
Harper No. 66 99.80 0.0
Portland No. 1J 190.56 12142
Reedsport No. 105 205.44 10.10
Bend No. } 316.62 12.10
Parkrose No. 3 332.63 16.36
Klamath Falls No. 1 268.94 83.58
Beaverton No. 48J 336.18 10.24
Corvallis No. 509) 380.66 39.09
Eugene No. 4. 389.34 39.52
Lake Oswego No. 7J 337.91 13.87
Salem No. 24) ' 363.36 34.33
Hood Rwver No. 1 309.17 18.41
Burns UM No. 2 331.44 462
Medtord No. 549 351.16 18.93
Oreqon City No. 62 350.70 15.72
Perdieton No. 16R 336.56 13.08
Coos Bay No. 9 407.40 43.04
Springfield No, 19 402.61 32.50
Astoria No. 1 383.63 21.20
Ashland No. 5 375.01 35.60
Falls City No. 57 401.14 101.31
Baker No. 5J 316.68 25.27
North Bend No. 13 44343 26.15
Redmond No. 2J 412.37 12.99
Gresham No. 4 454,46 12.78
Ninety One No. 91 374.36 2.27
Creswell No. 40 403.83 56.70
Hermiston No. 8 463.83 1212
Scio No. 95C 375.20 31.40
Reedvilie No. 29 41040 6.21
South Umpqua No. 19 367.00 27.10
Qak Grove No. 4 443.67 1.09
Cascade UH No. § 509.66 24.82
TOTAL OR MEAN 320.99 39.45
e P e P Bl S aa
This table provides additional Transport Rcpt Sim Per ADMW
information on chstrict receipts is the amount of state

tor the same program 1n Table A, reimbursement for transporta:
State LGY Equaliz Sim Per tion costs of the previous year.
ADMW s the amount of Tot Intermed Receipts Sim Pur
equalization money a district ADMW is the sum of the
recewves per pupil under the regional equalization grants and
local quaranteed yield program. IED and County School Fund
Instr Categ Rcpt Sim Per receipts.

ADMW s the amount of Total Local Receipts Sim Per
categoncal money a district ADMW is the amount raised
recones from the state per pupil locally per pupil from local

tor speacial education and school tax rate.

compensatory education Total Nonfed Receipts Sim Per
programs «~- ADMW is the amount received

24,
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T

Teansport Totinteemed  Total Local Total Nonfed Total State

Rept Sim Receipts Sim Receipts Sim Receipts Sim Rcpe Dift
Per ADMW Per ADMW Per ADMW Per ADMW
83 HY 337 76 230112 2825 .84 1548.77
250 85 326 56 1259 10 1839.64 6364.83
105 H0) 359 17 1352 04 1884.87 - 465569.45
108 29 31373 1396 87 1831.51 - 36976.75
6359 335 22 946 29 137283 - 162299.56
0 15 N1 76 777 00 1262.40 -9040.36
16 65 32218 565 54 122065 4726687.00
RISHIN AT n 574 42 1233.23 23486.50
3010 33105 462.40 116549 793935.81
18 60 31an 452 96 1139.29 600383.06
1H 09 368 24 445 .86 1186.37 2983562.31
24 64l 308 22 682 07 1264.81 2976384.00
3327 314 65 737 65 15608.89 1300927.00
RN 359 79 144 .45 124797 4531175.00
2207 316 70 666.49 1360.54 778312.44
2042 328 75 420.36 1171117 3761467.00
18 42 375 65 619.88 1375.23 468703.06
35 80 352 94 616518 1342.27 93587.44
18 84 324 66 280.37 99766 1333081.00
2209 31300 303 19 101282 493746.75
RISWA: 318.25 369.18 1076.52 446410.75
B M 323 24 359.03 117144 1230706.00
2315 359 4 373.00 1194.02 2059650.00
26 30 31284 642.70 1390.59 282749.00
1398 323.94 373.56 112667 347263.00
31 68 307 80 503.05 1348.75 23933.11
2383 336 96 359.54 1065.88 206777.75
2794 31999 359.87 1180.99 488455.75
3063 329 68 424 69 1213.50 407303.88
30 84 306.47 464.27 1272.04 45149525
4714 31750 317.44 1062.21 --2820.80
3107 355.86 265.95 "117.19 88348.88
29 4 3156.0 273.63 1097.46 200981.38
47 G8 335.33 164.00 956.78 33717.56
25 42 314 06 253.29 1012.68 -937.28
3012 414 48 209.18 1051.49 ~-43397.51
2700 311.04 208.81 994.36 25832.98
4243 314.06 306.652 1200.86 156082.75
2961 331.41 483.28 1208.53 51675267.49
[~ T O U T R S S U

per pupl from gl non federyl
SORITC S,

Total State Rcpt Diff s the
change i total state receipts a
distrect would recewe in
comparison to the present
tormula

LA I 4

25



BEST COPY AvAILABLE

TABLE C. LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD PROGRAM WITH
REGIONAL EQUALIZATION/ BASIC DATA, 1975.76

Prasent Year Weighted ADM
Ad) TCV Simulated

SCHOOL DISTRICT NAME Per ADMW
Plush No 18 998797.73 4.30
Otex No 1 218503.47 3160
MeKense No 68 173457.20 512.20
Shetman UH No ! 129501.75 216.12
Central Linn No. 552 126593.33 10983.60
Harper No. 66 99061.38 84.12
Porttand No 1J 85670.61 68469.88
Reedsport No 106 77624.43 1688.07
Parkrose No. 3 64683.88 5350.72
HBend No 1 64683.24 6224.60
Beaverton No. 48J 60450.00 22036.69
Corvaiis No. 509) 58490.84 7732.67
Klamath Falls No 1 56828.06 2113.75
Eugene No. 4) 56504.62 21164.12
Lake Oswego No. ) 55681.56 7113.30
Saterm No. 24 55664.24 23500.34
Oregon City No. 62 53196.61 6443.60
Hood Rwer No. ! 51379.79 3482.70
Falls City No 67 509857.97 186.20
Springtield No. 19 50460.07 10800.60
Pendleton No 16R 49539.15 3781.37
Burns UM No 2 49373.90 653.80
Medford No 549 49347.61 11063.89
Ashland No. 5 49009.01 3215.30
Coos Bay No 9 46530.49 6676.89
North Bend No. 13 44240.08 3631.90
Baker No. 6J 42739.09 3096.60
Astaria No 1 42648.31 2449.17
Ninety One No 91 40954.11 381.00
Creswell No 40 38487.66 1080.12
Redmond No 2J 37274.75 4030.80
Gresham No 4 36544.82 4222.00
Hermiston No 8 35651.69 2571.42
Oak Grove No. 4 33631.54 190.00
Scro No 95C 32163.92 934.40
Reedville No 29 31965.48 902.00
South Umpqua iNo. 19 29030.77 2632.20
Cascade UM No. 6 27407.76 1425.80
TOTAL OR MEAN 58865.22 512947.67

Thus tabde shows the results of
the same program described in
Table A but in 1976 76 The
foca!l quaranteed yaield schedule
has beenancregsed in propor
tron 1o the expected iNcreass In
cutucational costs Districts are
now guaranteed S980 per pupn!
At aS10 s hoo! tax rate The
Quaratitee incregses by $567 60
tor each gadhitiong! dolhar of tax
et S1o and by 836 for each
gutcdition g dattar ot tav bhetween
S16 and §22 Districts gre again
fraee ta v b e the S22 lpyel
Tf‘n‘ L TRIANE o‘(]u‘liu’.ifl()n
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district grants have been
increased to $363, and the
compensatory education grants
to $242, 8484 and $726 for
concentrations of disadvantaged
students constituting 5%,

5% 10%, and above 10%
respectively. Transportation
reimbursement and special
education grants are hikewise
ingreased in proportion to the
expected growth in educational
costs,

The table entries are the same
7% 3 those explained in Table A,
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Tot Oper Tax Oper Tax Total State Tot Receipts
Rate Sim Rate Dift Rept Sim Simulated
Per ADMW Per ADMW

907 405 112.16 3658.11
14 36 2.72 289.13 2093.77
16 23 1.28 202.93 2305.27
7.79 2.56 144.00 2188.63
1587 1.78 109.82 1704.26
16.90 -0.01 86.36 1496.50
13.74 v.09 355.08 15662.69
1417 1.68 312.64 1469.48
1419 ~-0.73 379.22 1379.06
1353 -1.49 426.38 1426.19
16.06 -2.88 416.11 1515.42
1958 -1.04 481.48 1823.21
6.60 -1.99 492.51 1429.58
1562 -3.67 515.47 1499.71
1416 ~-3.04 441.44 1611.81
12.93 -3.99 512.56 1459.22
11.63 -2.65 454.30 1224.89
14.92 -3.25 494.75 1664.77
10.98 -3.15 609.09 1580.06
1489 -3.57 563.22 1468.37
1385 -4.60 498.88 1304.71
7.64 0.74 495,12 1634.54
127 -3.05 501.90 1216.97
1291 -3.62 531.47 1351.65
14.75 -4.47 609.15 1429.67
15.16 -3.07 609.19 1488.96
10.94 0.17 499.62 1315.74
14.17 .21 572.91 1636.26
6.43 ~0.35 504.61 1278.59
12.90 -1.82 602.00 1380.49
1412 -3.80 609.49 1450.36
9.72 -1.48 648.27 1504.13
14.82 -1.74 610.72 1383.50
6.94 ~2.21 575.08 1300.53
1on 0.92 585.24 1215.49
5.14 -2.64 537.58 1216.60
10.74 2.16 552.17 1345.40
7.96 -1.33 727.32 1481.55
3830.40 ~69.42 468.91 1477.42
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TABLE D. LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD PROGRAM WITH
REGIONAL EQUALIZATION/RECEIPTS, 1975-76

State LGY Instr Categ
Equaliz Sim Rcpt Sim

SCHOOL DISTRICT NAME Per ADMW Per ADMW
Plush No 18 0.0 0.0
Qlex No 11 0.0 0.0
McKenzie No. 68 0.0 74.54
Sherman UM No. | 0.0 11.17
Central Linn No. 552 0.0 29.26
Harper No 66 0.0 0.0
Porttand No. 1J 186.09 144 84
Reedsi.ort No. 105 262.72 12.08
Parkrose No. 3 333.23 19.57
Bend No. 1 371.97 14.65
Beavertun No. 48) 370.39 12.38
Corvallis No. 509 390.40 47.22
Ktamath Falls No. 1 373.21 97.22
Eugene No. 4J 451.46 47.05
Lake Oswego No. J 394.64 16.69
Salem No. 24) 44263 41.37
Oregon City No. 62 399.16 19.07
Mood River No. 1 411.17 21.98
Falls City No. 57 456.66 113.38
Springfield No. 19 492.07 39.33
Pendieton No. 16R 436.95 15.68
Burns UH No. 2 443.80 5.59
Medtord No. 549 452.48 22.88
Ashland No. 5 468.24 42,78
Coos Bay No. 9 511.74 51.62
North Bend No. 13 538.80 32.21
Baker No. 5J 436.51 30.59
Astona No. 1 51348 24.76
Ninety One No. 91 441.18 2.74
Creswell No. 40 492.90 68.00
Redmond No. 2J 563.79 16.60
Gresham No 4 592.16 15.47
Hermuston No. 8 557.08 14.60
Quk Grove No. 4 538.25 1.31
Scio No 95C 486.15 38.03
Reedwvitle No 29 496.01 7.62
South Umpagua No. 19 479.50 32.67
Cascade UH No 5 642.76 29.92
TOTAL OR MEAN 382.43 46.94
Thus table provides dato on district upon which the data in
distnict recents under the local these tables are computed.

guaranteed yeeld program
descrihed in Table C The table
entries are oo same as those
explamned under Table B

The intormatbion contamed in

Tables A D s also avaitable

from the committee statt for

every year between 1973 74

and 1978 79 and for every

w hool distrct in the state. The

statt can also provide the

enroliment Hrowecbons and true ,a.ey
(.is!‘ vatue prechictions for every ¢
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__Transport Tot Intermed  Total Local Total Nonfed Total State
Rcpt Sim  Receipts Sim  Receipts Sim  Receipts Sim Rcpt Diff
Per ADMW  Per ADMW  Psr ADMW  Per ADMW

108 84 510.37 3035.58 3658.11 -1766.48
286 19 38793 1416.70 2093.77 —-7189.68
124 10 420.56 1595.90 2219.39  -25048.56
129.61 376.55 1665.99 2186.54 -33833.26
7705 398.17 1151.08 1669.07 -141325.56
82 97 374.46 1024 .24 14856.06 -20962.62
19 92 384.86 716.25 1456.20 §637752.00
34 39 47283 673.75 1458.73 132156.13
2232 37754 601.01 1357.77 49420213
36.54 394.07 560.94 1361.38  1256925.00
29.88 371.22 719.42 15806.74  3945245.00
40.30 377.62 941.75 1800.85 1335536.00
17.60 428.60 47.27 1368.37 54831363
1328 42185 540.38 1477.68 5563114.00
26 64 379.61 782.74 1603.78 1251783.00
2467 39163 493.93 1398.11  5460055.00
32 95 376.03 380.76 1211.09  827689.44
57.94 437 61 691.75 1624.11 876041.31
3556 370.21 57:.06 1680.36 20082.37
2810 422 .06 444.76 1430.04  3111950.00
42 66 380.96 398.33 127818  773776.38
43 44 41594 706.03 1617.08 172689.94
22.83 38763 307.14 1196.66 2613114.00
16.85 386.77 421.07 1339.27  670792.13
42.09 386.03 399.22 1394.39  2077000.00
34 52 383.35 449.82 144237 82111144
28 92 399.96 377.69 1277.27 612867.13
30.79 375.39 641.79 15690.09  720085.44
57.20 380.50 362.22 1247.34 23574.92
3736 41837 306.98 1327.35 197432.75
36.89 392.36 415.63 1417.48 1311573.00
3742 369 47 475.22 1492.95 1484049.00
3593 37795 325.45 131412 351419.13
32.76 374.04 262.9 1212.03 40196.80
57.90 398 36 183.50 11672.11 158296.44
30.84 377.06 284.66 1199.29 84373.81
36.41 477.05 218.95 1248.17  317363.75
51.29 377.01 322.55 142688  421328.06

35.76 394.17 576.03

1439.11 88884725.29
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More copies of this report
can be obtained by writing:

Committee on Equal

Educational Opportunity

Room 221

Public Service Building

Salem, Oregon 97310
‘> (503) 378-8216
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