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ABSTRACT

This preliminary report summarizes much of the wvork
and findings of the research staff of the Committee on Equal
Pducational Opportunity of the Oregon Legislature. The research
staff's task vas to analyze Oregon's current school finance systea
and its various alternatives and to develop a computer simulation for
predicting the impact of alternative school finance plans on all
school districts in Oregon. Section 1 of the report briefly describes
the current Oregon school finance system and some of its major
problems. Section 2 outlines the criteria that should be met by any
changes to the present system. Section 3 describes three alternative
school finance plans that are consistent with the criteria discussed
in section 2. Bach plan is described, its strengths and veaknesses
are discussed, and its impacts are analyzed for 38 Oregon school
districts. Section 4 discusses a variety of policy issues and staff
recosmendations that accompany consideration of school finance
reform. (Ruthor/JeG)
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INTRODUCTION

The Committee on Equal Educational
Opportunity first met in December,
1973 tc study Oregon's system of
financing public schools. To
facilitate the committee's work,
the leadership of the Oregon leg-
iglature had asked the Ford
Foundation for funds to support a
regsearch staff for the committee.
With these funds, a research staff
wags employed and directed to
analyze the current system of
school finance and alternatives

to it. The staff was also asked
to develop a school finance
computer simulation which would
enable the committee to study the
impact of alternative school finance
plans on all school districts in
Oregon.

This preliminary report summarizes
the work and findings of the staff
through September, 1974. A detailed
staff report will be available in
late December. This report is organ-
ized into four sections. The first
gection briefly desc:ibes the current
etate school finance system and some
of its major problems. The second
part outlines the criteria that should
be met by any changes to the present

system. Section three describes
three alternative school finance
plans which are consistent with

the criteria discussed in section
two. EBach plan is described, its T
strengths and weaknesses discussed,
and its impacts analyzed for thirty-
eight school districts. The final
section covers a variety of policy
issues and staff recommendations
which accompany consideration of
gchocl finance reform. LS
Seven months of intensive research
activity underlie the propocsals
outlined in this report. During

the first five months, primary
emphasis was given to collecting es-
gsential information and developing

a computer simulation capability to
analyze the impact of alternative
gchool finance plans. Information
was also collected from public
hearings held by the Committee on
Equal Educational Opportunity during
the spring of 1374. The staff worked
closely with personnel in the
Department of Education to gather
and check the accuracy of the data
used in the computer simulation.

In additinn, the staff visited a
number of school districts to find




out the problems facing educators
in different parts of the state,
and the reforms they would support.

The Oregon School Finance Computer
Simulation was developed to analyze
the costs and impacts of a variety
of school finance plans on each
school district in Oregon. The
gimulation igs a flexible tool for
analyzing school finance alternatives.
It can provide answers quickly. By
using projections of school enroll-
mer-:8 and local property values,

it can estimate the fiscal impacts
of alternatives for five years into
the future. It can also estimate
the fiscal conseguences of school
digtrict reorganization. In the
three plans dascribed in this report,
only the most essential data are
printed out for each plan. It is
possible, however, for the computer
to print out as many as 260 pieces
of information per district for
each alternative plan.

For the past two months, the staff
has analyzed a variety of school
finance plans. The three plans
presented in this report are dif-
ferent approaches to reforming

Oregon's system of school finance.
Each would provide greater equality
of educational opportunity for the
children of Oregon than the present
system., And the plans are realis-
tic as they accommodate the fiscal
and political realities of school
finance in Oregon; they require only
small increases in state funds and
modest changes in the system of dis-
tributing state school aid. Further-
more, they maintain local control.

This report provides background in-
formation for the next meeting of the
Committee on Equal Educational Op-
portunity to be held on October 2-4
at Otter Crest on the Oregon coast.
At that time, the committee will
consider the plans and recommendations
contained in this report, and will
attempt to reach general agreement

on the direction school finance
reform legislation should take. The
gtaff will then prepare final pro-
posals for consideration by the
committee later in the fall.

&




OREGON’S
CURRENT
SCHOOL
FINANCE
SYSTEM

In the United States, public primary
and secondary ecducation is the re-
sponsibility of the states. Most
states, however, delegate much of
the operation and financing of
schools to local school districts.
The role of states in public ed-
ucation is usually limited to set-
ting program requirements for
schools and providing funds to
insure that school districts pro-
vide adequate educational progrars.

The level of state support of pub-
lic schools in Oregon is one of

the lowest in the country. In 1973~
74 the state provided only 24.4%

of total revenue sources for

school districts compared to a
national average of 43%. Only five
states provided less. Since most
schoel revenues in Oregon are
raised by property taxes, the pro-
perty wealth of school districts
determines their ability to

finance educational programs.

In other words, a district with
high per student wealth requires
lower tax rates than a poor
district to spend at the same
level.

The state of Oregon, as menticned
above, provides a relatively small
proportion of the revenrue sources of

public elerentary and secondary

schools. Ninety-four percent of this
state school aid is distributed through
the Basic School Support Fund; the
remaining €% is distributed to school
districts from the Common School Fund,
the Fducational Improvements Account

and through categorical grants. The
purpose of the Basic School Support
Fund, according to the Oregon statutes,
is to "equalize educational opportunity"”
and to conserve and improve the standard
of education.

Before examining whether it ac-
complishes these purposes, it is
necessary tc describe the BESF and
its components. Table 1 shows

the amount of state money dis-
tributed through the BSSF since
1967 and its relationship to total
current operating expenditures

for all schools.

The BSSF, which is made up of funds
appropriated by the legislature
every biennium, is divided among
five apportionment accounts:

1) transportation, 2) equalization
3) flat grants, 4) growth, and

5) decline in enrollment. The
amounts and relationships among

the five accounts are shown in
Table 2.




TABLE 1

Growth of the Basic School Support Fund
in Oregon since 1967 (in thousands)

School BSSF Current BSSF
Year Expenditures as a %
of current
expenditures
1967-68 $717,786 $286,729 27.1%
1968-69 77,431 325,536 23.8
1969-70 8g,9"" 363,363 24.5
1970-71 88,4 398,013 22.3
1971-72 99,424 433,926 22.9
1972-73 104.063 467,815 22.2
1973-74 143,520 513,380%* 28.0*
*aegtimated figures
TABLE 2
The Basic School Support Fund
1973-74 Millions Percent
of Dollars of total
A. Total 143.5 100%
B. Transportation Grants 9.4 6.5
C. Equalization Account 26.8 18.7
(20% times A-B)
D. Flat Grants Growth and
Declining Enrollment
Accounts 107.2
Flat Grants 105.2 73.3
Growth 1.5 1.
Decline .5 <3

.o




The procedure for determining how
much money a district receives from
the state is too complicated to
present in all of its byzantine
complexity. In very simple terms,
the state first establishes the
level of per pupil expenditure
which is supposed to provide each
child with a basic educational pro-
gram. Ingstead of being determined
by an analysis of program needs,
however, the basic program, or foun-
dation level, is computed according
to a formula which increases the
foundation level in 1955-56 in
proportion to the increase in ex-
penditures since that year. In 1973-
74 this computation produced a foun-
dation of $682.23 per weighted
average daily membership (ADMW),
well below the average current expen-
diture for children in the state.
(This amounts to $682.23 for elemen-
tary students and $886.89 for high
school students.)

The foundation determines the total
amount to be distributed by the BSSF.
State reimbursement for transpor-
tation, which is 60% of the approved
expenditures for transportation

two years earlier, is then sub-
tracted from the total. The remainder
igs divided among the four other

apportionment accounts. The amount
available for equalization is set
by statute at 20%. Most of the
rest is distributed as flat grants,
with a small amount reserved for
the growth and declining enrocllment
adjustments. The following dia-
gram illustrates how the state
equalization to districts is
determined:

Dollar State Federal
amount supplied forest
of minus flat minus fees & (op]
basic grants common
program school
fund
receipts
State State
required equalization
minus rate x = to the
district district
true cash
value




The enrollment growth and decline
adjustments demand explanation,

for they favor districts which are
losing students. A district with
growing enrollment receives a

flat grant and an equalization
grant based on the previous year's
enrollment. In addition, it
receives a growth grant computed

by multiplying the growth in enroll-
ment by the amount of the flat granc.
A Aisgtrict with declining enroll-
ment receives not only a flat grant
allocation and an equalization allo-
cation based on the previous year's
enrcllment, but also a declining
enrollment adjustment computed

by multiplying 75% of the enrollment
decline by the amount of the

fiat grant. For example, if a
district had 3000 ADMW on June 30,
1973 and 2000 ADMW on December 30,
1973, it would receive that year
flat grants for 3000 ADMW and
declining enrollment grants

(which are computed the same as

flat grants, $206.42 x ADMW) for

750 ADMW. The district would re-
ceive, in other words, a total

grant in 1973-74 as if it was
receiving flat grants for 3750

ADMW rather than the 2000 ADMW
actually enrolled that year. If

the same district‘s enrollment
remained at 2000 ADMW the next

yvear it would only receive

a flat grant allocation for 2000

ADMW, a loss of 1750 ADMW from the
year before. In other words, a
district would receive consider-

ably more state money if its enrollment
declined than if it remained constant,
but would face a large reduction in
stzte funds the next year. The enroll-
ment decline adjustment, therefore,
accentuates the loss from declining
enrollment by building up a dis-
trict's state allocation one year

and taking it away the next.

S

The purpose of the BSSF, as mentioned
earlier, is to provide equal educa-
tional opportunity. Under the present
system, slightly less than 20% of the
BSSF is available for equalization.
In 1973-74 this amounted to $26.8
million or about 2.5% of total state
and local school revenues. Although
the dollar amount is small, the cur-
rent formula does provide some
egqualization. In 1973-74, 174 or
51.3% of the districtes in the state
received state equalization funds.
These districts provided services for
66.2% of the students in the state.

-

In addition to the egualization
account of the BSSF, some equalization
of local school district revenues
occurs through the intermediate
education district levy. The




state ig divided into 29 Inter-
mediate Education Listricts. These
digtricts basically follow county
lines and exist in those counties
lacking county-wide school dis-
tricts. If the voters in an IED
agree, a uniform property tax is
levied, and the receipts are
distributed to component school
districts on a per student basis.
In 4 IED's a different procedure

is followed. The approved district
budgets are extended against the
IED tax base and receipts from the
IED levy are counted as revenue by
the districts. The purpose of the
IED equalization levy, in other
words, is to tax all the property
in the IED and distribute it

where the children are.

The IED equalization levy provides a
significant proportion of the
budget for a few districts which
are generally small and poor.
Nevertheless, IED equalization is
unsuccessful in at least three ways.
Pirst, it redistributes only $9.5
million out of $93.7 million I1ED
equalization funds from rich dis-
tricts to poor districts. Second,
even though wealth varies substan-
tially among IED's, the system does
not permit redistribution among
them. Consequently, under the

state formula for equalization,

some districts that receive state
equalization money are, at the

same time contributing districts
under the IED equalization formula. ¥y i
The opposite also holds true. Third,
the amount of equalization that

can be accomplished within an IED
depends on the size of the IED levy.
Because of differences in total

tax bases and voter acceptance, the
levy can be both important in some
IED's and trivial in others.

In summary, the burden fcr support- ,
ing public elementary and secondary «
schools in Oregon falls most
heavily on the local property owner.
The state contributes less than

a third of the costs of education,
and distributes most of that money
on a flat grant basis. The amount
remaining for direct equalization
($26.8 million in 1973-74) can

only equalize up to the foundation
level, which is considerably below
the average student expenditure
local schonl boards and voters have
chosen to spend. The IED equal-
ization levy alzo has a limited
impact on equalizing expenditures
among Oregon school districts.

Finally, the current system is
needlessly complicated. Districts




have difficulty planning because
they do not know how much money
they will receive each year. And,
the public does not understand
how state, local, IED ané other
funds interact to produce a
school budget. Consequently,
school levies are often defeated
becauge the voters are confused.
The strength and gtability of the
educational system in Oregon re-
quires that the people understand
and have control of their public
institutions.

o
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In developing the three finance
plans presented in this report, the
gtaff first agreed upon certain
criteria that should be met by any
adeguate school finance system.
Some of these objectives may be un-
attainable immediately. Neverthe-
less, they act as benchmarks against
which the strengths and weaknesses
of the proposed plans can be as-
sessed.

1. A new school finance plan
gshould be simple.

This is perhaps the most impor-
tant but most difficult standard to
meet. Any system of finance is
complicated. And school finance

is more complicated than most. It
involves transferring large amounts
of money between different levels
of government. Furthermore, in a
state as diversgse asg Oregon, it

is extremely difficult to design

a single system for distributing
state money which meets the special
problems of both large urban school
gsystems and small rural school
digtricts. Over the years

Oregon's once sgimple "minimum
foundation program" has been amended
to accommodate the particular
problems of different areas around
the state. As a result, Oregon's

school finance system is incom-
prehensible not only to the voters,
but to most educatorg and legislators
as well. In placing a high priority
on keeping the school finance system
simple, some adjustments to pro-
vide equity may have to be omitted.
If government is to be accountable,
the public must be able to under-
stand the laws. The plans presented
in this report attempt to avoid
needlegs complexity and build upon
concepts that can be understood by
the layman.

2. A new school finance plan
gshould be fiscally neutral.

Frequently referred to as the

Serrano criteria, fiscal neutrality
means that the educational resources
provided a child should not be a
function of the wealth of the

school district where he or she
happens to live. In Oregon,
education is the responsibility of
the state and it is the wealth of the
entire state that should stand be-
hind each child. Since most

school revenues are raised locally, a
greater proportion of state school
aid should be used to equalize the

ability of school districts to support

their educational programs.

A g




This criterion should apply to
capital outlay and debt service,
as well as to operating expendi-
turegs. If the quality of school
facilities affects the educational
opportunities of children, then

it follows from the Serranoc prin-
ciple that "he ability of a district
to construct facilities should not
depend on the wealth of the dis-
trict in which the child lives.

Figcal neutrality does not mean that
educational expenditures in every
district must be the same for

every child, or that local property
taxes may not be used to support
education. To the contrary,; the
principle allows for local choice
of educational expenditures if

the voters are willing to tax them-
selves to do it. In other words,
districts which have the same
educational tax rates should be
able to provide approximately the
same level of expenditures for

each student.

3. In a new school finance plan,
the state should assume a larger
share of the excess costs of
extra educational programs
mandated by the legislature.

The current state aid system re-
quires local districts to fund
additional educational programs
enacted by the legislature. For
example, the state requires dis-
tricts to provide handicapped
education programs, but covers
only part of the costs. Further-
more, *he state funds some special
programs completely, and others
only marginally. And state reim-
bursement is not adjusted to take -,
into account the ability of ©
districts to finance special

education programs from local

sources. Another example 1is

career education. Districts are

required to provide career

education programs but the state

provides almcst no money to pay

for them.

4. Reform of the state school
aid system should be treated apart
from tax reform.

Undoubtedly, there are tax in-
equities in Oregon that deserve

the attention of the legislature.
But, legislation to provide equal
educational opportunities for
children can and should be separ-
ated from legislation to provide
greater tax equity. We have there-




fore attempted to devise plans

which would not increase costs

more than 10% (or $50 million)

above current state costs. School
finance reform in other states has
invariably been accompanied by

large increases in state and total
educational costs. The primary
reason for this is the political
difficulty of reducing expenditures
in high spending districts. To
provide equal opportunity, states
have had to raise the expenditures of
low spending districts, which results
in increased costs.

Ir attempting to present school
finance plans that provide distri-
butional equity within the existing
tax structure, we are not suggesting
that the present level of state
support is appropriate. If a deci-
sion is made to put more money into
basic school support, the computer
can quickly determine how to distri-
bute the extra funds. Given the
history of tax reform in Oregon and
the unsettled condition of the econ-
omy, however, a revigsed school
finance plan should not be tied to
tax reform, or to expectations of
large amounts of additional state
revenue.

5. A new school firance system should
provide for identifiable cost differ-
ences among different geographic areas
of the state.

This criterion includes cost of living
differences, cost of construction

differences, possible teacher salary
differences, and small school cost diff-
erences. The Serrano principle requires,

or at least permits, adjustments to

the rule of equal expenditures for

equal tax effort, when those adjust- -
ments are based on cost differences &
which are not controllable by school A
digtrict officials. A cost of living

study recently completed by the

Department of Revenue shows a 7%

cost of living difference between the

highest ard lowest economic regions

in the state. A new school finance

formula should provide for this.

Similarly, the sparcity of population

in some areas creates necessary small

schools with justifiably higher per

student costs. Again, equality of

educational opportunity requires that

these schools receive extra support.

6. School finance reform should be
implemented gradually.

In May, 1973, the voters of Oregon
decisively voted down a one-time




shift in school support from

local districts to the state.

Any proposal which attempts such

a sweeping change of the present
system undoubtedly would be de-
feated again. Similarly, district
expenditures should not be permitted
to fluctuate wildly. Expenditures
should be limited in the amount

they increase or decrease in any
year. This follows from evidence
that districts cannot increase

or decrease expenditures rapidly
without considerable inefficiencies.
In the following plans, we recommend
limitations on annual increases in
district costs, as well as other
provisions to encourage greater
productivity in the schools.

<
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THREE
FINANCE

PLANS

This section presents three alter-
native school finance plans for the
consideration of the committee.
Each plan is designed to equalize
the educational opportunities of
children in Oregon.

They Giffer in the extent to
which they emphasize one set of
values as opposed to another.

The local guaranteed yield plan
gives high priority to local
choice. The foundation phase-

in plan emphasizes continuity with
ithe present system and a more
gradual equalizztion of district
expenditures. The totai tax
effort equalization plan focuses
on the need to consider the total
tax levy borne by taxpayers in each
school district. The staff
believes that all three plans

are reasonable alternatives

for reforming Oregon's school
finance system.

Each plan is described in general
terms. Most of the information

on the effects of the plans is con-
tained in a set of tables follow-
ing each description. To facil-
itate comparison of the plans,

we have included tables 3 and 4,
which provide basic data on the
thirty-eight school districts

used to illustrate the impacts of
the plans. The data on these two
tables remain unchanged for the
three plans.

The first table accompanying each
plan indicates the decisions
which went into the plan. The
other three tables provide
information on the results of

the plans. The column entries
for the tables are defined

below.

DEFINITIONS OF TABLE ENTRIES

STATE LGY The amount of equal-

EQUALIZ SIM ization money provided

PER ADMW by the state to bring
a district up to the
state guarantee.

TOTAL STATE The sum of state re-

RCPT SIM ceipts from equal-

PER ADMW ization aid, special
grants, transportation,
cost of living adjust-

ment, less any reductions

resulting from the 15%
expenditure increase
limitation.

TOTAL STATE The difference between
RCPT DIFF total state receipts

PER ADMW under the plan and actual

receipts in 1973-74.

-




TOT RECEIPTS
SIMULATED
PER ADMW

TOT RECEIPTS
DIFFERENCE
PER ADMW

TOT OPER TAX
RATE SIM

OPER TAX
RATE DIF

SAVING FROM
PHASE~-IN
PER ADMW

This includes a.ll
federal, state,
intermediate, and
local receipts.

The difference be-
tween total district
receipts and the com-
parable 1973-74
receipts under the
current system.

The tax rate used in
the simulation. It
is calculated to be
halfway between the
current tax rate and
the rate needed to
maintain current
expenditures.

The difference between
the simulated rate and
the actual 1973-74
operating rate.

The saviug to the state
resulting from limiting
a district's expen-
diture increases to

15%¢ a year.

The reader may discover that some
of the figures in the tables do
not correspond exactly to those
provided by individual districts
or by the Department of Education.
This results because the data
reported in district budgets and
those used by the Department do not
always correspond with one another.
For example, the Department's
estimates of local levy receipts
and federal forest fee receipts
used in computing a district's
BSSF allocation sometimes differ
from the budgeted figures districts ¢
use in setting the local levy. It L &
is impossible, therefore, to

simulate perfectly BSSF alloca-

tions and district tax rates using

the same data. The data provided

us by the Department were budgeted

data. We are checking this data

against the audited data fcr

1973~74 which has only recently

become available. Cocrrections

will be made where there are

gignificant differences. None

of these minor data problems,

however, affect the basic

relationships contained in

the three plans.




_mHQDKMWHummn"w .  BASIC DATA . uw

THE FOLLOWING DATA ARE REPORIED FOR A REPRESENTATIVE SAKPLE OF 8CHOUL DISTRICTS, BUT THE TOTALS OR HEANS ARE FOR THE WHOLE u«.mn.

SEIGHTED ADM PREV Yehk PRESLNT YEAR TOTAL RCPYS 10TAL STATE SCHOCL OPER 31973«74 BOND 197374

SIMULATED ADJ TCV ADJ TCV 197374 RCPY $1973=74 T1X RATE 73ed LEVY RATE  TYOT TAX RATE
SCHOOL DISTRICY WAKE PER ADHH PER ADHW PER ADMM PER ADMM
RAKER 40, SJ 3086,530 36053,20 37152,50 $050,73 302,71 16,77 3.22 21,68
0AK GROVE %0, & 200,00 16495,71 22766,02 1623.18 328,90 9,18 0,88 21,41
CORVALLIS ND, $09J 8098,09 41866419 45176,89 1520,53 294,84 20,62 2,91 29,19
LAKE OSNCGO HO, 74 7066459 36988,69 43166,83 134136 263,56 17,20 3,60 27,94
NDREGON CITY NO. 62 6538,50 30011054 39034,54 953,63 304,76 14,18 2,09 24,64
NINETY=DNE N0, 91 400,00 21821,43 30691,91 990,17 412,69 6,78 2,03 17,94
ASTORIA WO, ¢ 2220,00 37134423 39190,44 142912 107,69 12,9 3,39 29,59
CODS BAY KO, 9 6584,40 36065421 39635,36 1173,82 296,73 $9,22 1,28 271,70
NORTH BEND MO, 13 3754,30 29905,38 36212,17 1200,37 345,70 18,22 1,13 28,76
AEND NO, 8 6052,00 40955417 49158,84 11448,92 c22,40 15,02 1443 21.86
REDNOKD O, 2J 3380,60 30215497 15020,18 1221495 . 335,50 17,92 3,17 27,10
SOUTH UMPOUA ¥O, 39 2554,00 20087,29 24560,01 $130,06 - 848,73 8,58 feo1 16,27
RELEDSPORT D, 108 1691,90 60448,01 67098,89 1238,41 233,82 12,49 1,27 20,14
OLEX MO, 11 39,22 202065.22 183985,9¢0 1620.38 235,69 11,64 0,0 17,09
AUKNS UK ND, 2 653,99 39778,00 8¢974,23 1313,68 222,17 6,90 0,34 26,08
HOND HIVER N0, 1 3465,07 33873,07 82828 ,20 13¢7,52 244,84 18,17 2,08 Co 2a.99
ASHLAND MO, S 3235,00 35286,98 35070,07 1123,54 317,89 16,43 1,78 i 21,81
uLDFORD %0, 549 10882,59 318387.26 81992,99 1012.27 276,18 15,26 8,98 22,08
KLAMATH FALLS YO, 2125,00 45247433 47821 .37 1245,34 231,87 8,59 0,92 23,53
PLUSH NO, 18 8,05 425341459 48299441 2786496 278,85 5,02 0,0 9,06
EUGENE N0, &J 22200,29 39324,92 a3712,49 124750 216,54 19,19 126 30,48
SPRINGFICLD NO. 19 10889,84 36266476 36509,35 1218.82 271,52 18,846 1,95 27,37
CRESWELL NU, 00 1092,40 231723,58 30065Y,87 157,52 413,16 14,72 2.16 19,82
NE KENZIE ND. bd 481,05 117664,84 163071,00 1831413 257,13 16,95 0.0 17,40
SCI0 N0, 95C 923,10 22704408 24891,73 966,98 413,00 9,79 1,27 18,73
CENTRAL LINK KO, 952 §085,50 A8573,08 $9819,58 1357,99 234,46 14,09 0.0 18,08
HARPER MO, b6 110,50 65923,96 68191,07 1218,03 248,83 16,91 040 21,8
SALEw up, 244 28894,19 39062407 42687,29 1213,95 266,47 16,92 1,36 29,80
CASCADE uUH WO, S . 1330,60 21583,39 23131,9%8 1219,08 453,24 . 9,29 1,79 23,84
PORTLAND NN, 3J 70290,56 6135064 67190,33 1306465 265,68 13,65 040 27,24
PARKRGST WO, 3 5745,77 40961443 %0835,40 1153.70 267,13 14,92 0,89 25,95
GRESHAM NO, & 400,00 28756,51 3a462,99 1234,09 157,98 18,20 2,02 29,49
FALLS CITY NO, 57 218,00 25385,32 36109,75 136743 426,68 18,13 00 20,13
SHERMAN UM NO, § 251,640 93580,79 163784,08 1789,77 280,71 5,23 0e0 £7,37
HCHAMISTON WNOe 8 2760,80 24084,808 26222,51 1147,31 432,55 16,56 2.81 29,76
PENGLETUN NO, 168 4006,92 39594,75 41%182,41 1091,50 277,69 18,45 1,37 30,30
REEVVILLE NOo 29 875,00 18169,58 2285%,54 640,58 310,23 7.78 1,95 25,40
AEAVEATON WO, 4BJ 21896,%9 a2292421) 86834,57 1249462 235,77 18,94 2,21 27,08
TOTAL COR MEAN 51e233,45 | 1687454 46904,15 1210,98 289,52 3899 ,82 303,63 7007,49

THE WEIGHTED ADM ARE CALCULATED
USING 1972-73 DATA AS THE BASE
AKD ALLCWING 100% OF INCREASE ’

THE PRESENT PERCENTAGES STIPULATED TUE FIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY

BY LAW FOR THE BSSF PROGRAM. THE TOTAL LIGHTLY PROM THCSE REPORTED BY OTHER
. TAX RATE 1S COMPUTED BY DIVIDING ALL SOURCES. SEE TEXT FOR EX2LANATION.
AND 758 OF DECREASE BETWEEN LOCAL LEVIES WITHIN A SCHOOL DISTRICT

1972-73 AND DECEMBEZR 1973. THE BY THE TCV OF THE DISTRICT AND MULTIPLYING . . . o
ADJUSTED TCV 1§ ADJUSTED USING " 8¥ 1000, ' L aete e e
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Es m BASIC DATA: STATISTICAL SUMMARY

WETLGHTER anke

SIMyLATED
HANG 51818 TO-TaL, QYA
€ 181R5CY VALUE RCP1 137874 GER Ajha

HlGH} . PORTLAND uC, 14 70290,5¢ 3 LY FLURA ~C, 42 969, 36
90Tn XTILL: mnUl RIvER Ky, 3465,07 GUTm TTILE s Minkull AG, 257 414,65
60T« XTILES REEDSPURT wn, 105 1661,90 AOTH LTILE S LEDANTN a0, o 375,02
HEDLAN: m:mmhr 0, 21 336,00 e dlANe SIUSLAL v, 97 281,84
20TH LTILEL CRABYREL wn, §15 85,00 0T ATILL S A0RTR PCADLR wh, 8 238,37
10TH ITILES ARULK a0, Ay 38,40 T10Te LVILE: CAMAS VALLEY NO, 2t 233,21
LOwg FLURA WO, 32 4,92 Lites LAnEN MO, A 138,78
PREV YEAR SEHMNL NPER
. ADJ 1CV  PER ADUwM TH KATE 73-4

rnmru BRUTHERS Ne, 15 536624,94 “1Ges urAPINE nO, L3R 25.17
90T XTILEs CRAME UK Ng, tJ $114061,48 99¥H LTILE:; ADCAVILLE wD, 2 18,18
S0TH XTILE: SBEASIDE wNO, t0- - 84963,44 80TH ZIILEL: ~MRIA UPUGLAS §C, 22 15,56
MENTAN) KLAATH FALLS UW 2 339487,68 HEDTANG e2ulad w0, 3t 10,83
201K XTILES VERMONIA ne, 470 27406,35 20Tn XTILE: “C LERMIYT r0, G .26
10TH STILES HERMISTON WD, 8 24084,68 16T XTILEL oEThakY NO, &3 6,10

LOw¢ KNOX BUTTE %O, 19 14135,29 1.04¢ DICKIE PRAIRE NCo 25 3,38

PRESENT YEAR 197374 GuND

ADJd TCV PER anMs LEVY «QATYE
hiche BROTHERS NGO, 1S 537760,75 niGhg PRILGRATH O, 17J 6,75
Q0T ZTILES GRASS VALLEY NG, 23 123968,69 90%H ZITILLY BLAVERION &0, 48J 2.21
80TH TTILEs TuMeaesLUK MO, 4 87518,75 601H XTILES LyhCu »0, 2a to71
“EDTANE W8T UnICN NG, f 43002,93 MENTANG LACOrE MO, 73 . 0.59
20TH CTILES GRESHAM UW NG, 2J 316463,42 0T XTILEL #CRC KRG, {7 6,0
167w YTILEY LAKEVIEW wO, 114 26357,07 107 TTILEL TROY AU, Sa 0,0
L.Oni KNUX BUTTE wO, 19 15171,43 Lling TuwCE LYNX NG, 123 0,0

H

TOTAL RCPYS 19735=74
197378 PER ANDMY TGT YAX PAYE
HIGH) PISTLL RIvER NO, 6 5038,46 niGHg Carus wf), 29 36,61
S0TH XTILEL POWERS NG, 3% 1847,66 90T ZTILE: DAvID DOUGLAS W, 40 27.25
8GTH TTILEY OLnbLy NO, 19C iSe3,28 891 RTILEL wEST STAyTICw W/, 61 .2a,27
MEDTANS STAYYUN UKW MO, 4d 1209,15 MEDT A S RARRLS w3, 46 20,80
20Tm LTILES MONITOR NO, 1424 104,49 enTH 3TILES ULNEY O, 11C 17,41
10TH %TILES GHAMD PRAIRE NO, 14 953,77 10Tk ZT)ES SPRAY wh, 18,23
LOwWg PRICE nO, oC 670,43t LU=y SILVER Lakg wN, 14 7,08

THE FIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY
SLIGHTLY FROM THOSE REPORTED BY OTHER

SOURCES. SEE TEXT rOR EXPLANATION. .
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a. local

The first broad school finance dis-
tribution formula we wish to present
to the committee is a local guaran-
teed yield plan--sometimes known as
district power equalizing. This
plan stresses the value of local
choice. Within limits, it permits
local school districts to select
their tax rate and expenditure
levels. However, it does not do so
at the expense of equity. In fact,
it would probably meet a court test
of fiscal neutrality should the
courts require such a standard in
Oregon.

Variations of this local guaranteed
yield plan can be devised which

take into account special conditions
affecting local district costs, such
as concentrations of children from
low income families, handicapped
children, or regional cost-of-living
differences. Alsgo, this can be
easily phased-in over two to five
years if necessary. Such a phase-in
provisgsion might be designed to mesh
wvith other educational reforms, such
as school district reorganization

or consolidation.

To provide the committee with an

understanding of a local guaranteed
yield system, we have designed such
a plan for Oregon and have simulated

its results for every school
district in the state. The
results for thirty-eight sample
districts are shown on Tables 5-8
which follow.

This plan requires an expenditure
minimum, or floor, of $740 per
ADMW. In order to raise this
amount, a school district must levy
a school tax of $10 per $1000 of
true cash value against all taxable
property within its boundaries. ",
At the discretion of the school ]
board, and in some cases with the
approval of local voters, a
district may increase its revenues
per ADMW by $540 for each additional
dollar on its tax rate, up to a
total of $980 per ADMW. From that
point, the district may further
increase per pupil expenditures by
$25 for each added tax dollar up

to a maximum expenditure of $1130.
These expenditures and tax rate
conditions are summarized in the
figure below.

Under a local guaranteed yield

plan such as this, if a district
taxes itself at a rate between §10
and $22 but does not have enough
taxable property wealth to produce
the guaranteed amount, the state
makes up the difference. Districts




LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD SCHEDULE

;
. ; i
Expen- 1200 .-
ditures H
(per i
ADMW) lo00y
i
.
80Q-
600y

10 16 22
Local School Property
Tax Rate
(per $1000 TCV)

can also tax themselves above the
$22 maximum guarantee level bhut
there i3 no equalization above this
point. Thus state aid is computed
in the following manner.

The School

guaran- tax
teed minus rate x minus
amount district
x ADMW true cash
value
Federal State
forest egqualization
fees and = to the
federal district
impact
aid
S
This plan has no provision for ¢
“recapture"; the state does not €&

take any revenue back from a
district if the district raises
more revenue than is guaranteed

at a given tax rate. It costs the
state around $7 to $8 million to
forego recapture. It mzy be worth
this price for political
acceptability.

This plan weights secondary pupils

at 30 per cent more than elementary
pupils, provides the same special

grants for handicapped students as

the present system, and provides

$360 per eligible compensatory

education student if the district has
more than 5% of its students in low
income families. Present transportation




allotments are maintained. Also,
state aid cuts off at the point
where a district's annual revenue
increase reaches 15 per cent.




EE m LOCAL GRARANTEED YIELD PLAM: DECISIONS

0100 VYEAR TO BF SIrULATED 1973=174
010t KINDERGARTENM COSTY FACTDR 1,60 riny  LPANT FrR wiIsnfkbaBTER ($7STuDENT)
D182 CRADES 8 COST FACYOR 1,90
D103 GCRADES 9-12 COSY FACTOR 1.30 0303 GEast FoW SPeClal STHRENTS (3 OF 73e74)
D116 COMPENSATORY (AFDCY C0ST FACTOR 0,0 r31e Guas? FOR CUMP ED (AFNC)  (§/STUBENT)
D317 CONPENSATORY (1RCOME) CGST FACTOR 0,0 D517 GLhant ENA COP ED CINCUPE) ($/75TUNENT)
0118 CanEER EDUCATION COST FaCTOR g,0 G318 GRanY FOR CAREER EN ($/7S5TUGENT)
9120 NECESSARY SMaALL SCWOOL cC3t FACTOR 6,0 ps2e  w2acl FnR wNECFSSARY SvaLL SenO0LS ($/5TUD)
D200 PLAT GRANT PROGRAK ke D380 Tap ®FNeTatliln PRESENT ALLUIMENT
D202 ANOUNT OF FLAT GRanY ($/7ADNS) 0,0 D331 1RasSPORTAYINS PEICENT OF REIMA CO3TS
1435 CaPlYaL NUTLAY PERCENT OF PHESENT NEEDS
D216 FOUNDATION PROGRAM N 136 CaBiTal PUTLAY PFRCENT OF 198U wLEDS
D2l2 AKGUKT of FOUMDATINN ($/ADHN) 6,0 N33A OULRY SHAVICE PEWCLHY OF PRLSEXY exPEND
p21% Fupk REGD (DCaL FFFORY ($/1000) 0,0
C3un Hirqls Frf GISTRICT 1YPE ADJUSTMEN?
D22¢ LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD (Ley) YES £.345 YCv YEpAR USED TN FGUALIZATION PROGRAMS
0222 Gy REQUIRED (0CAL EFFORY (871000} 16,00 0350 NWoneQESTRENMTIAL TCv (OCALLY TAYABLE
0225 LGy AnY AT REQD LOCAL EFFORT ($/7ADWu) 740,00 3351 NOMeRESIDENTIAL TCV TaXadrE 8Y 1ED
0228 (CY LOWER LINE RATE t8/n1LL/ADNHNY 40,00 1360 STATE RFCAPTURF ALLCwWED
D231 LGY UPPER LINE RATE (S/MILL/ADHa) ) 25,00 G364 DISTRAICTS KELD HMARMESY
D234 LGy xIvx POINT TAY RATE (8/1000) 16,00 D362 COST OF LIVING aDJUSTRENT
237 LGY MAX ALLOWED Tax RATE (3$/71000) 22,00 D363 Miy X INCAEASE 1N TOY ACPYS UVER 7374
0238 DIST ALLONED YO Tax ABOVE LGCY MaX RATE YEs Diba uSk CWERAY FACTOW
nuoy DISTRICTS PRINTYED
0280 DISTRICY .AX R&VE caLce pudy PRINY CROER
0281 ELERENMTARY SPECIFIED TAX RATE ($/1000) 6,0
D28z HIGH SCKDOL SPECIFED TAX RATE (3/71000) 0,0
D283 UNIFIED SPECIFIED Y4X RATE (3,1000) 6,0
p24% 1ED ZQUALIZING PROGRAK ¥a]
0258 RECUIRED 1ED RATE £$/30090) 0,0
02%1 OPYIONAL TED RATE SPECIF .
0252 SPECIFIED OPTIONAL IED TAX RATE (871000} 0,0
0253 e EQUaL TYPE FUOUKDATN
D258 1ED FuDu A%V (S/7ADWK) 6,0
D255 1ED Cuask YLD ANMT AT 29D RATE ($/4Du4} 6,0
0256 1€0 GuAn YLD LCWER IME RATE (S/HILLZADN) 6,0
0257 1ED Guar YLD uPPER LINE RATE (S/M1L_/7ADBa)} 0,0
D258 1€D GUAR YLD KINK PY TAX RATE (371000) 0,0
D259 1ED Guim YLD way ALLOWED TAX RATE ($71000) 0,0
VIS 1% A LOCAL SUARAYTEED YIELN BROCTSN, T QUATARTELS A UNIFLIED D FTAILT €L 267 o Aopryspg et
TAY fATT UF £17.27 SEn £1207. THE GUARANTEE INFRESSTS SK) ET ADO! eon mmwz Nh._:mhnwmm;ﬂwdqma;wm“mc;
USTIL T'HE GUARANTEE 15 $9P0 AT A TATE OF $15. OO0 THAT BOLUT THE GUARANTEC L CREASES €25 DEI ADIS
MJ” -ﬂ..ﬂﬁum - N pe . .~ . - TR Tas A g ~ . - ..l._h - b crlabe Db %OW mw. »vw.-
FG S1 PUCITASE 170 TXix RATE 7D A abiaw CUNAUUTEE 9F 21134 AT 4 TAX TAVD OF €22, DISTRICYS ARE
ALLOUID TO TAL ABGUE vYie 29 RATE, AUT TUENE 1S U0 FUNTICN £NeAL{TATIO0 AZOYE «;»ﬁcnomzq 4mmnm _v A
A R R oL STUDE-TS FRUAL ¥ T1€ ASTHDT BRAIRE0 47 THE STATE (% 1373/74, Ah i ADDITION 3
GRAT UF 4305 T3 AELE STULIUT (BULY DISTTIETI GTi ATAC ATeanie CammeTiT A fanE THAY 5% OF THEIR
:.m.... AT Tt AFDG COASTI.  TAAUSPOATATION SOLALNY 6 fnnTioT oY T ..u..,w...n:c....m.-tn... 4.._.n,mn [e \._.wwmc.
e e e i da L i T3 05T 9F 7o fmatet A NESTIICT MLETIVIS.  MISTAICTE ARF ATSTUICTES :
[ ohel I 419 COl. TN OSTAYS anT O N R T Lo I I d e l“. - ‘(u. )(.\.p.o s Al e W ftade o H-Y' TS
ybes et i w;:<svw.f TgAT L3tV o Toae LTt fUCTTALS TOHTIT SEUOTAL ArTRATING IXPENFITURES DY 155
SYEN THE 2097374 EXPCUDITURE,  APDROPRIATE ANISSTIIUTT ATF CADRD {0 TS PONTAY FOR PINUMIEFIES DISTRICTS.

20
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§m m LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD PLAX: RESULTS

THE FOLLOWING DATA ARE WEPORTED FOR & WEPRESENVAYIVE SAMPLE OF SCHOOL DISTRICTSs BUT THE TOTALS OR MEANS ARE FOR TwE anOLE STATE.
STATE LGY TYOTAL SYATE TOTAL STATE YO WECEIPTS TOT RECEIPTS TOT OPER Tax OPER Taa

EQUsL1Z SIM ®CPT SIM RCPT DIFF SIMULATED UIFFEREKCE RATE Sln RATE QIF
SCHOOL DISTRICY NAME PER ADME PER ADMw FER ADied PER ADMW PER AOMM
BAKER MO, S5J 358,29 353,59 50.38 1070.29 19.56 1is76 0.99
OAK GHOVE N0, & 568,64 611.68 266,13 1183.42 19,08 7.85 =130
CORVALLLIS KD, 5094 222449 31i.c8 1646 1556.,77 36,23 21431 0,69
LAKE OS«EGO NO, 74 308,58 396.76 129.55% 1544 ,50 184.5¢ 17.8% 0.69
OREGOM CITY HO. 62 37,08 505,66 184,54 . 1180.56 1eS5,74 13,28 3,50
MIKETY=-ONKE MO, O] 521.48 596.57 163.25 1162.65% 142,917 6476 «3.02
ASTORIA KO, | 3719.04 433451 125.81 1501.67 72,55 1503 2007
€C00S aaYy K0, S 366,02 365.47 83.61 1238.12 42443 18.08 «lelb
HORTH BEMD KO. 13 486,19 493,79 122.88 1286.24 68,75 16.92 «}.30
BEND WO, | 217,11 266.19 A5.94 1213.21 24,17 14476 Q.26
QEOHONG NO, 2J 457,85 466406 107.31 1296.77 60,99 17.63 “0.2%
SOUTH UMPGUA NO, 19 «%92.71 812.62 67.86 1031.84 -S4k 10.08 1.50
Amﬂcmﬁgﬂ %4 18 Mam Jeld G.0 ONNUQWN nnmmon -13.08 w&oUN 1.83
OLEX M0, 11 0.0 104,05 «311e64 2036.80 216441 9.75 22 PY-1
BUKNS Un NO, 2 238,13 221.66 .62 1268,00 g .24 738 8.4
4000 RIVER k0. 1 268,93 265,23 0.79 1388.79 -3.,73 17.88 -@e29 N..d
ASHLAMND NGO, 5 3%1.11 395,80C T4.96 1191.87 571.91 1Seké -$.99 !
MEUFOHD WO, 549 345,58 332.62 62,68 1056439 “iol2 14407 ~1.19 ]
KLAMATH FALLS %0, 1 218,867 268,959 tts12 12642403 «3 3} 8.50 -Ge09
TLUSH M, 18 0.0 0.0 -278.8% 3170,.,49 363,14 413 -8.89
LtUGENE D, &J 288.81 369,61 108.83 1362.95 76.1% 19.25 0.06
SPRINGF TELD NO, 19 358,41 “29.21 156437 1313.52 88,18 - i8e66 0.18
CHESEELL N, 40 520.62 599,02 185,12 1236410 77,63 1357 =075
MC KENZIE MO, 68 Oe0 2%} «267¢33 2307.99 383,49 1215 g 60
SC10 AO,. 95C &84, 18 564011 i43.18 582,94 254 10.32 0,53
CENTRAL LINN WO, 552 0.0 93,65 14,18 14927,67 162.78 13.28 -0.81
HARPER NO. 66 6.9 9.90 “24b .18 1234,10 «12.59 16.57 «8.3%
SALEW MG, 244 338,064 GlBekb 141 .66 1367.07 142,32 15.864 «].08
SASCAGE Ur NO. S 622,70 703403 240411 1317.20 12400 S0 Qeal
PORTLAMY WO, 10 36455 179.12 -86,56 1332.68 26.23 14,01} 0.36
PAKRRGSE %0, 3 321,176 391,56 . 124443 12564,.,81] 131.11 14465 0,27
ORESHAM N0, & 487.5% 562,76 104.26 16412.2% 141.90 1173 0.53
CatLsS ClvY N0, 57 516,19 61753 190,89 1487.%9 120.18 12.31 =].8¢2
SHERMAN Ur NO, | 0.0 2Leb? «2C6,04 1633.,17 «156,01 5.63 .40
SENR]ISTON N0, & 576,21 570009 133,90 1173,60 15,03 16.95% Q.39
PENCLEYON KU, 150 318,95 3104067 32.78 1163,.,98 S2.67 16.48 =157
WEEGVILLE NG, 29 669,28 672.70 * 227.32 . 1213451 1v2.31 654 ~“0.84
AEAVERTON NO, 4B8J 225,22 304,46 65.86 1394,95 130.38 16.74 0.80
TOTaL GR MEAN 295.38 360.76 6717 1300.58 T2.68 Jr82.17 «}17.65
THE FIGURES IK THIS TABLE MAY VARY
. - SLYIGHTLY FROM THOSE REPORTED BY
. OTHPER SOURCES. SERE TEXT FOR
EXPLARATIONR.
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. o

SCHOOL FINANCE STAVISTICAL SUMMAKY

VAR ABLES

STATE LGY
EQUALLIZ SIM PER aDMw

TOTAL STATE
RCPT SIM  PEH aADMY

TOTAL STATE
RCPYT DIFF PER ADMW

TGY RECEIPTS
SIMULATED PER aDMM

TOT RECEIPTS
DIFFERENCE PER alnd

TCT? OPER TaAX
NATE SlM

OPER Tax
#aTe DIF

RANGE

H1GH1E

S0TH STILE:
BOTH STILE:
HEDIANS
Z0TH STILE?
10T STILE:
LOW?

nlont

90T SYILE!?
0Tl STILE?S
“EDIAN?
26T SYILE?S
1074 RYILE?
LOng

HIGHE

90T STILE:
807w wiILE:
HEOIAN?
20Tn SYILE®
10TH STILES
LOw!?

HIGH?

90TH SYILE!
a0TH SYILE!
VEDIANS
20T RYMLES:
10TH STILE:
LGu!

HiGH?

90T BTILE!
80Tm STILE!
MEDI AN
20T STILE:
10T STILE!
LOu?

HIGH!:

90TH 2llLE:
80T RTILE?
HMEDTANS
20T RYILE?
10T STILE:
LOwe

niGme

0T wYILES
86T SYILE:
MECTAMS
20T &YILE:
10T STILE:
LOw$

- LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD PLAN: STATISTICAL SUMMARY

DISTRICT

NORTH SaNYlax KO, 12
LAKEVIEY MO, 114
CaRLTON NO, 11}
RLAMATR CO. UMNLIT
MORO KO, 17

TikQY MO, 54
SANCRIUGE w0, 30

KNORTR SANTYAw WO, 12
AUMSVILLE nO, 1)
NURT» MARION NO, 1S
Obrlit NC, 12

LTrENA NU, 23R
CULVER NO.&

JOSEPH WO, 6

COTTKELL NO. 107
ALBANY NO. S
HMAR]ICHh NO, 20
RUSEBURG &0, &
REEDSPOKT w0, 105
CUNDOMN WO, £54
OOUBLE O NO. 28

mczwmﬁ NCe 10
JOSEPH NOs 6

ADEL NG o N-
EsTACADA WO, 108
CanBY LM NO, )
HETRakY WO, 63
CENTRAL nOWELL S540C

SUNTEX KO, 10

CLOVER RIDGE NO. 136
MCF LWL ANC KD, 25
FERMRIDOE NO,26J
BuOOK [NGS=-HARBCR 17
PT=0CRE-LANGLOLS 2CJd
TROY &0, 54

UMAPINE O, 13K
HERMISTOGN NO, 8
HEKEFORD=-UN]IT 304 .
JUSEPHINE €O, UNIY
GUKE WL, 81

LLFIKE NCe Z6C

FORT mUCK NC. zé&

TROY Wi, Yu

HT anbGEL NG, &1
OLkLY ?0' H—n

YatE Uk 0, 3

KOWTr MakiION %0, 1S
JewtELL NG, &
FRENCHOLEN KG, 16

VALUE

722413
539.52
481.58
J05.32
0.0
0.0
V.0

823.46
606,16
540,53
I o 26
564.22
Let?
0.0

J68.17
215.88
169,68
70,23
=-233.82
«257.49
«593,57

6520.,83
2038.57
1647.47
1272.52
1117.03
wOU@.@w

743,20

3272623
C02e87
146,03

T7.34
-18.19%
'lebﬁ

IOMM.O#

21.58
1695
15.26
10e42
6.62
65.00
.o

5.89
leld2
.45
-Oo#N
3 YL
Iwoﬂm
l&oNO

22

0

THE FIGURES 1IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY
SLIGHTLY FRUM THGSE REPCRTED BY
OGTHER SOURCES. SEE TEXT FOR
EZPLARATION.
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g Qﬂ. LOCAL GUASMITEED YIELD PLAN: TOTAL STATE RECEIPTS COMPONENTS

YHE FULLOWING DATA ARE REPORTED FOR A WEPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE OF SCHOGL DISTRICTSs BUT THE TOTALS OR MEANS ARE FOR TrE wHGLE STATE.

TeTaL ST4LTE STATE LOGY INSTR CalEG THANSPORT COST OF kE= "SAVING FROM LIVING CCST TOTAL STATE
RCPT DIFF EQUALIZ SIH RCPT S1M RCPT SIH  CAP KEGATION PHASE=-IN ADJUMT SIm RCPT SIM
SCHOOL GISTRICY MAME PLR ADMYK PER ADwuY ek ADNKW PER ADMMW PER ADWY PER ADMw PER ALRW

BAKER WU, SJ 15704).,19 358.29 11437 15.37 ¢.0 0.0 «3l.84 353.99
OAK GROVE NO, & S53226.14 S6h.64 3.85 16,48 0.0 0.0 20.52 61% .48
“ORVALLLIS NO. 5084 133117.31 222449 3662 22.52 0.0 0.0 29.44 311.28
AKE OSWEGO NO, 74 915445.56 308,58 1617 134,43 0.0 0.0 56.58 39676
JREGOM CITY MO, 62 - 1206633.00 437.086 8.97 15,32 0,0 0.0 44,29 505.66
NINETY=ONE KkO. S} 65299.41 521.48 2450 29445 860 00 43,15 598,57
4STURLIA WO, } 2719306.19 379,04 23.26 16,98 6.0 0.0 la.22 33,5}
00S BAY KO, 9 850547 .94 364,02 34.64 23,67 0.0 6.0 . =364,46 385,87
ORTH BEMD NO, 123 460943.88 486.19 e6e72 18467 0.0 0.8 «37.79 493,79
SEND %O, 1 217509.69 21747 6633 16,27 040 Gl =35,57 266,79
HEDMOND %0, 2J 3621718.69 457,65 8450 1777 0.0 CeC 38047 &4b6e(6
oUTH UKPGUA KO, 19 173172.648 ©92.71 27.27 26.88 0.0 0.0 -2l .25 S12.62

NNQ%%# so MOW lgomouﬂ Ge%8 WQON NN.O@ OQO lOoNN IU&QGO Qoo
wiEX NO. 1} -12222.61 0.0 2455 232.18 1283,69 12.62 «-58,06 1064,0%
§m Uk SQ N GQNQ.OO NUQ.PU S5.06 N@.UN QQO 0.0 lUd.@O NUnog
“WU HIVER 8D, 1 2739,35 268,93 7459 29.48 6.0 040 ~6B.7? 245,23
SHLAMD NO, S 262698,13 I%l.11 31.67 .79 0.0 0e0 36617 395,80
I0FOKU NO, 5649 679897,38 365,58 S.54 13.13 0.0 0.0 «31.64 332.862
KLAMATH FALLS MO, | 36385,9%4 218.67 56,06 10,39 0.0 0.0 36,12 248e%9

PLUSH Ny, 18 =2266,77 GeU 2461 45,67 3632.54 w6711 -93,18 : 0.0
JGENE ND. 4J 2622603,00 288,861 26.89 T.57 G.0 6.0 25,74 349,401
IRINGF LELD MO, 19 1702878,00 358,41 30.56 15.54 6.0 G0 24470 “29.21
CRESUWELL NO. 40 202223.38 520.62 IT.66 18,73 .0 Ge0 22.82 $9%9.62
HC KEMZLIE WO, 68 «126600.13 [ XY ] 42 44l 56,54 719,89 161.24 45,18 2«91
210 &0, 95C 132173.56 484,18 29440 32.85 8.0 0.0 17.66 S64.11
INTRLL LINN NO, 552 «=159762.75 000 25.586 4ot} 366,97 el 21.69 93465
.ARPER NOo 66 «270484,56 0«0 2.71 43,64 127.22 0.0 36,45 3.90
SALEM NO, 24J 3469400.00 338.68 33.76 12.69 0.0 6.0 25.35 410448
CaSCADE UM NO. S 319348444 622.70 24432 31.89 Gel 0.0 24,412 703,03
IRTLANL NO, 1J «560846277.00 36455 9d.48 LolH 0.0 0.0 47432 179.,12
LRRROSE NO, 3 7164933,13 321.76 11,31 11,50 0.0 0.0 46499 Jd91.56
GRESHAM MU, & 6604172.94 487.59 3.97 18,01 0.0 040 53.20 Seg.76
FALLS CITY NOe 57 41613.19 516.19 53,49 19.71 G0 0.0 c8.15 617.53
ﬁ::.z UM NO, P IW&N&QQ&H 0.0 @oﬂﬁ 64,43 ’C*onm 0.0 «b§oa? 24,67
RMISTON NO. 8 373685,.,56 576.21 6,80 2l.17 0.0 0.0 «33,49 570.69
~KROLETON KO, l6&R 1313%5.25 3106.95 9.60 2373 0.0 0s0 «33.81 31067
REECLYILLE HO. 29 198962,63 649.28 2.29 17.66 0.0 43.52 47.00 672.70
DCAVERTON NO, 48J 16442155,00 225.22 10.78 15,75 0.0 0.0 52.71 304466
ITAL Ol MEAN 36674894 ,50 295,48 30.21 18,38 13.30 0.38 16.64 36074

THE FIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY
SLIGHTLY FROM THOSE REPORTED BY

OTHER SOURCES.
EXPLANATION,

SEE TEXT FOR

22a
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EH-H b LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD PLAN: STATISTICAL SUMMARY . »an

SCHOOL FINANCE STATISTICAL SUMMaNWY

VARIABLES RANGE DISTRICY VALUE
. TOTAL STaATE HIGHI SALEM NO, 24y 3468400400
RCPT DIFF 90TH STILE: REDMOND NO, 2J 362778.469
80Tk RTILES ORIENT NOs 6.4 19363175 .
MEDIAN: BONNEVILLE ‘NO. 46 1742106
20TH ATILE! WILI OWCHREEK NOo &2 «20537.92
10TH »TILES HEREFORD=UNIT 30J «49505421
LOwW? PORTLAND NOo 14 «5084277.00
STATE LGY HIGH? NORTFr SANTlAM NCe 12 722413
EQUALIZ SIM PER aDMW 90TH STILE: LAKEVIEW NO, L14 539,52 .
B8OTH #TILLS CARLYOM NOo 11} ) 4B1+58
MEDIANG KLAMATR CO. UNIT 305.32
20TH STILE: MORO NO. 17 040
16T SYILE? THOY NO. 5S4 0.0
LOW: SANDRIDGE NO, 30 0.0
INSTR CATEG HIGHE GERVALIS NO, 74 $6.98
RCPY SiM PER aDWY 90TH SYILE! MC KENZE NO, 68 42 e lele
80TH STILES OAKRIDGE NOe 76 3l.84
MEDIANS JOROAN VALLEY UH 1 7.12 0y
20TH GYILE: DIAMONG NO, 7 3,25 ~
LOTH STILEt OLEX NOe 11 2.55 ¢
LOwW:? SODAVILLE NO, 13 0.
TRANSPORT * HIGHE CRANE UH KOe 1J Ghledl
RCPT SIM PER ADMW 90TH STILE! CONDON WG. 25J ' B82.98
BOTH STILES ELUKIEUGE KO, 60 49.85
MED I ANE WEST STAYTON N/ 61 26494 -
20TH STILES ASTORIA HNO, ) 16496
10TH STILE? ONTAHIO NO, @8C 12.26
LOw3 NOKTh ALBANY NO. 36 0.0
C0OST OF RE=- H1GH1 BROTHRERS NO. 15 6129.40
CAP NEGATION PER aADMM s QOTH STILEt PINE EAGLE NO, 6l T41.16
80TH #TILE! CLOVER HRIDGE NO. 136 247,064
MEDIAN? BEND NO, 1 0«0
20TH STILE: ESTACADA NO. 108 0s0
10TH &TILE: POUWERS NO,. 31 0s0
LOvw! YAHHILL=CARLTON UM 1 040
SAVING FROM HIGH? MC KENZIE NO, 68 141426
PHASE=IN PER ADMM 90TH STILE! CANBY NO. 86 0.0 )
BOTH %TILE: OPHIK NO, (2 . 0.0
MEUT AN dYATT KO, 634 0.0
20TH STILEt FERNUALE NO. 10 0.0
10TH $TILES GASTON NO, 511J 0.0
LOW: SUNTEX NO, 10 -62.30
THE PIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY
LIVING COST HEGHS TIGAKD NO, 23J : 75.76 SLIGHTLY FROM THOSE REPORTED BY OTHER
ADJMT SIM  PER aDMY 60TH %TILE: SANDY KO, «6 46,56 SOURCES. SEE TEXT FOR EXPLANATION.
BOTH sTILES CHOW-APPLEGATE NO.66 30.84
MEQLANG CENTRAL ROWELL 540C 17.29% ‘
20TH STILES GULD BEACH Un NO. 1 “40.63 _OH
10¥H STILE: PLTERSEURG NOo 14C -52¢38 v
LOws SUNTEX NO. 16 “195.70 (3 H



g m LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD PLAN: RESULTS FOR ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS

THE FOLLOWING DATA ARE REPORTED FUR A KEPRESENTATIVE SAwpLE CF SCraCL CLISTHICTS, atl T=F

TOTAL STATE

107 KELELIPTYS

™TMmY neie Tax

RCPY DIFF JIHULATED RATE ST™
SCHOOL DISTYRICTY NAME PEHR ADMNW
BAKER Np, SJ 169651 ,19 £069,25 11,87
OAK GROVE WO, & 62853,70 1178,39 7.3¢
CORVALLIS %O, 5094 170729,3% 1611.66 23,81
LAKE OSwEGO WO, 74 1113637,00 1546,82 17,22
0EGON CITy WO, 62 1552466,00 1152,48 12,94
HINMETYOKE NO, 91 78405,06 1162,42 .39
ASTORLIA NO. | 28a797,19 1513,91 14,44
€008 BAy KO, 9 753081 ,94 1250 .66 17.2¢9
NORTH BEND KO, {3 532045,88 1294,50 16,54
REND WO, § 447936,69 1207,71 14,3¢
REDMOKD %O, 2 419995,69 1321 ,40 16,59
SOUTW UMPQUA NO, 39 176284 ,19 1062,10 16,90
REEDSPOART wO, 105 w395602,358 116646 14,19
OLEX MO, 1t 14168413 2035,35 9,49
BURNS UM NO, 2 24434,65 1244,814 1,22
HOOD RIVER NGO, § 18943,34 1394,48 17,80
ASHLAND WD. S 280886,13 1188,08 15,36
HECFORD NO, 549 715359,38 1064,79 15,95
KLAMATH FALLS WO, | 49327,94 1262,93 .26
PLUSH ND, 18 w2244,7117 3144,61 4,14
EUGENE NO, 4d 31216796,00 1357413 18,23
SPRINGFIELD NO, 19 1944128,00 1343,21 17,52
CRESWELL NO, 80 205745,7% 1243,25 13,98
ML KENZIE NO, 68 «h0914,81 2297,19 12, .1
Sc!0 NO, 9s¢C 143577,63 QA7 .57 10,00
CENTRAL LINN WO, 552 «{58843,75 1500412 12,82
HARPER WO, 66 -27080,2% 1214,79 15,43
SALEY MO, 24 3772741,00 1369,27 15,64
CASCADE UH nND, S 34917369 1318,92 Tal6
PORTLAND NO, ¢4 *5338439,00 1350,14 13,78
PARKROSE WO, 3 242342,13 126712 14,50
CRESHAM NO, & 802718,94 1419,00 19,90
FALLS CITY zo 57 46546 ,38 1116,88 13.7¢0
SHERWAN UM wD. 1 5936487 1656,18 5,56
HERHISTON NO, 8 406520,56 1181,96 . 15,34
PENOGLETOK NO, 16R 154179,25 1156,40 16,12
REEOVILLE ~O, 29 294034 ,38 1209,03 6,93
BEAVERTON MO, 48J 2248565,00 1415,19 th,05
TOTAL O& “EaN . 44383377,83 1306,92 3715.32
"IGURES IN THIS  THESE COLUNHS LEPEAY BATA 3:0.% 0! TABLE 6.
" MAY VARY mﬁuﬁ&ﬂ;q*m< AL Fon Arr SITUATION UHERE THE TAX
OM THCSE REPORTED RATLO L0E ASGUNEL TJ LE UHALFUAY BETEE!
*HER SOURCES. SEE TiE PRESEIT NATE AND THE RATE REGUINED TG
FOR EXPLANATION [AUNTALN PRESTHUT UNRESTRICTES EXPLIDITURES
€osT 10 4;n STATT MOULD SE AN ADDITIONAL
SLu, 5 DSPLLION ASOYE 1373-74, AS Suotit 3t
TiE 434»# f2 THE FIRST oL,

16T RECEIPTS YOT OPER 14X OPER TAX
SIMULATED RATE S1M RATE OY?
PER ADMK

1025,40 10,77 0e0
1297,1s 9,.1¢ 6,0
1591 4% 20,62 G40
1546418 17,20 040
1197,10 14,18 0,0
1195,.4¢ 6,78 040
1450,88 12,96 040
130408 wO-NN 00
134%,44 18,22 0.0
125535 15,02 040
1357,86 17,92 040
$662,10 10,00 {42
1689,18 12,49 0,0
2376417 11,64 040
1224432 6,90 00
1408,41 18,17 Ge0
1226,20 16,483 0,40
1119,12 1S.26 040
1285,61 8,5 0,0
3590,.38 S.,02 0s0
MUOO.QU nO.MG OQQ
{376,432 18,46 0,0
1283,31 14,2 0,0
266328 14,95 0.0
087,37 10,00 0,21
1616,76 14,09 . 040
124688 £6,91 0.0
1813,23 16,92 8,40
1325,3¢0 ?.29 8,0
1345,46 13,68 0,0
1280 .84 14,92 Ge0
1435,02 11,20 0.0
1440,0a 18,13 0,0
1562,28 5,23 6,0
1188,54 16,86 040
1201426 18,45 0.0
1213,24 7,18 0,0
1424,14a 18,94 Ge0
1327,77 3924,5% t T 4

TICSE CIIUTNS Auu) THE

EEFICTS O TITAL RSCELNY

AUDOTAY OLATE LF parsray

TaL IATES RN CANYUTALREL,

€357 T4 TAE STATE 0U'Ln

SF AN ATOITIOMAL 115

PTLLTAT ARDYE 117374,

TCY RECEIPTS

23

INTALS rie WFANR LRE FDR TWk »HULE SYATE, :

TOT OPER TAX

(o
G

SI4ULATED RATE 8IM
PER ADMMW .

111310 12,97

999,87 S.8a
1631,87 22,80
1547,%4 17,28
1068,80 10,90
1129,3¢ 6,00
1576,94 15,98
1108,62 15,37
1227,03 14,86
116008 12,98
1277,09% 15,86
1096,8¢ ﬁo.wﬂ
1280,57 15,89
1772,13 7,38
.1265¢31% 4.mu
ﬂ“’..“u n*...
1243,7¢ 14,20
1009,8¢ nm L 1
1240,23 7S
2138,088 3 ~Q.
§1128,22 1Y, u«
1316400 16,97
1203,19 13,08
1864 ,99 v, 27

990,19 10,08
1383,48 11,58
1183,41. 15,98
1311,22 14,3¢
1512,54 9,03
1354,4% nu...
§24S.40 14,08
1802,9¢ —o-ro
1393,72 13,27
17348,08 $.%0
1179,37 16,06
1096,97 15,00
1079,90 m 27
1466,23 nﬂ.ur
1279,12 3512,.04

THESE CILUNYS SHIU THE

EFFECTS O TOTAL RLCEIPTS
AR >> AATE [F TAX RATES
mtnm_n"mzﬁ TO VAINTALN
PRESENT EXPENDITURES UERE
LEVIED,  TUE CIST T2 dzn
STATZ JOULD GE $543.5
ABGVE 1373-7L,
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Oregon has a foundation program
with a foundation of $682.23, This
is considerably less than what most
school boards and voters think is
adequate to support the educational
programs in their districts. One
reason the foundation level is low
is that most state school aid money
is distributed in flat grants, and
only a small amount is given for
equalization.

The Foundation Phase-In Plan
eliminates flat grants and uses

most of the funds available from

the state to increase the foundation
level. This approach, in combina-
tion with a gradual limitation on
expenditures above the foundation
level, would reduce variations in
district expenditures resulting

from disparities in wealth.

One of the problems in raising the
foundation level is that it
requires more state money. For
example, an immediate increase in
the foundation level to $1,000,
while maintaining the current local
required tax rate of $10.78 and
flat grants of $206.42, would cost
the state $142 million more than is
currently being spent. Undoubtedly,
most legislators and voters would
find this unacceptable.

It is possible, hLowever, to do this
over five years. (The Courts gave
the state of California six years

to equalize educational expenditures
in the Serrano decision.) This
would hold increazses in state costs
to acceptable levels. It would

rely most heavily upon increases

in property values and state

income tax receipts to finance the
increased costs. Such a plan is
likely to work in Oregon because
pupil enrollments are expected to
remain relatively constant while <
property tax receipts and state oF
receipts are expected to continue

growing rapidly.

The plan proposed here would set
the foundation level at $825 in
1973-74. This level would be
increased annually, by approxi-
mately 7% more than the rate of
inflation for the next five years,
or until the foundation reached

a level considered high enough to
guarantee an adequate educacion.

Every district would be required
to tax itself at a rate of §12

per $1,000 in true cash value
(with appropriate adjustments made
for non-unified districts). If a
district raised less than the
foundation level with this rate,




the state would make up the differ-
ence., If it raised more than the
foundation level, the state would
recapture the excess amount and
redistribute it as equalization aid.
(If no recapture were allowed it
would cost the state about §$7
million more in 1973-74 than we
would project for this plan.)

Districts would be permitted to tax
their local property at a higher
tax rate to support a more expensive
program. The permissible add-on
tax rate would be limited initially
to 50% of the required local tax
rate and then would be reduced
gradually. By reducing the range
between the required local tax rate
and the maximum add-on tax rate,
the advantages of greater local
wealth would be reduced over time.

To recap, the phase-in foundation
plan would gradually equalize the
state school finance system. It
would increase the level of
expenditures guaranteed by the state
and reduce the maximum permissible
tax gradually. The range of
expenditures above the foundation
level which districts could support
on their own would be reduced.
Although there would be no equali-
zation or recapture above the $12

local required rate, the effects of
district wealth on expenditures
would be reduced by gradually
limiting the add-on tax.

Finally, like the first plan,
provisions are made for special
students, transportation reimburse-
ment, a cost of living adjustment
and a 15% phase-in limitation on
increases in district expenditures.
Tables 9 through 12 provide data
on the impact of the plan for
thirty-eight sample districts.

The plan as presently designed
would have cost the state $44.4
million more in 1973-74 than the
present system,

The principal advantage of this
pian is that it is easy to
understand. For each year,
digstricts would know the foundation
level, the local required tax rate,
and the maximum add-on tax rate.

Other advantages of the plan:

1) It probably meets the Serrano
criterion without costing large
sums of state money in any one year;

2) It is similar to the present
system and could be installed with-
out much dislocation at the

¢y




district level;

3) The state could predict in
advance the plan's total cost.

The plan's major disadvantages:

1) It does not equalize expendi-~
tures above the foundation level.
This lets wealthy districts have
more expensive programs with less
effort. While this discrepancy
would be reduced as the foundation
increased and the maximum local tax
rate was reduced, it might not
produce equity fast enough to
satisfy the courts or those who
favor more rapid change.

2) The requirement that every
district levy on a $12 tax rate has
the same impact as a statewide
property tax at that rate.




TABLE 9

0100

D101
pioe
0103
Dile
0117
oise
Dj2d

0200
b2d2

b2to
pete
b21S

b220
p2z2
D225
pees
0234
D234
D237
ve3s

p2as
D24y
b24a2
p2e3

Deay
B2s50
02514
p2asz
D253
02%4
p2s5s
0256
b2s?
b256
b2se

YEAR 10 BE SIMULATED

KINDERGARTEN COSY FACTOR

GRADES {8 COSY FaCTOR

CRADES 9«12 CNSY FACTQR
COVMPENSATORY (AFDCY CNBT FACTUR
COMPENSATORY (InCnuEY CDST FACTOR
CAREER EDUCATION CNDSTY FACTICR
NECESSARY SMALL SCHOOL COST FACTOR

FLAY CRANT PROGRAM
AUDUNT OF FLAY GRANT (S/ADNa)

FOUNDATINDN PROGRAK
AUDUNT OF FOUNDATINN ($/74DMn)}
FHDN REGD LUCAL EFFORY (3/,1000)

LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD CLGY)

LGY REGUIRED LNCAL EFFORT (8/1000)

LGy AMY AT REGD LOCAL EFFURT (S/ADMK)
LGY LOWER LINE RATE (S/MILL/ADMM)

LCY UPPER LINE RATE (S/MILL/ADMn)

LEY WINK POINT TAX RAYE ($/1000)

LOY MAX ALLOWED TAx RATE ($/1000)

DIST ALLOWED TO Tax ABOVE LGY MAX RATE

OISTRICTY T4k RAYE

ELEUENTARY BPECIFIED TAX RATE (3/1000)
HIGH SCHOOL SPECIFED T4X RATE (8$/5000)
UNIFIED SPECIFIED TAX WAiTE ($/3000)

120 EQUALIZING PROGRAM
REQUIRED IED RATE 35/71000)
OPYIONAL 1ED RaTE

SPECIFIED NPYIONAL I1ED TAX RATE (8$/1000)

10 EQUAL TYPE
1€0 FuDN AMT (S/7ADMK)
1ED GUAR YLD 4aMY AT RGD RATE (8/7ADMwW)

1E0 Guanm YLD (OWER |LINE RATE (S/MItL/ADMe}
1EC GUAR YLD UPPER LINE RATE (S/MILL/AD®G}

160 GuUAR YLD KInk pTY TAX RATE (83/1000)

120 GuAR YLD MAX ALLOWED TAX RAYE (3,1006)

FOUNDATION PHASE-IN PLAN: DECISIONS

cooccooo
.o aaeae
oo oar

o

Llag

i03
D3¥i6
D317
nita
n329

b3i3n
N33y
Llisg
HERT
DERY. |

B340
£34y
5350
N351
D3s0
Lisy
0362
0363
HELT)
bade
040y

Ghamt FNR NIKCERGARTEN (S/73TUDENT)

Graxy b SPECIAL SYUBENTS (X NF 73a74)
GEarY ¥R CORp ED (8FDC) (E/STULENT)
Gogrt FOR CUME BN (TacOmey ($/7STLCENT)
GWarY FNR CAREER ENn  (S/SYULENT)

GRany FOR MNECESSARY SMALL SLHUOLS (S/5TLD)

TEAMSPORTATION PEFSENT ALLOTHENT
TaAnSPRETATIUN PEPCENTY UF QEIMB CGSTS
LaplYal nutLay PERCERT DF CRESENT NEEDS
CarlvaL NUTYLAY PEWCERT OF 1980 NEEDS
LERY SERVICE PERCENY NF PRESEUT EXPEND

BAGIS Frr DISYTaTCY TYpE AOJLSTIM-NT

TCV YEAR USED T FPUALTIZATION POOGHANS
EOneRESIDERTEAL, TCV (NCALLY TAXARLE
NOLBESIDELTIAL TCV TaXadLk BY LED
STATE RECLZPTUAL ALLOWED

DISTHICTS wELD HAERVLESS

CN&Y OF LIVING AL JUSTHENT

“AX X INCREFASE In TOT RCPTS OVER 73e74
USE CHERRY FACTCR
B1sTa1cTs PRINTED
PEINY NRLER

0.0

106,09
360,00

PRESENT
PREVICUS
YES

YES

YES

~C

1S
15,00
~NO
SAMPLE
COUKTY

3.
9

TALS 15 A FGUUDATION PROGRAM UHICYH GUANAMTIES §025 PER AP AT A TAX 2ATE (FOR A U'HIFIED DISTRICT) OF

$12.  THERE 15 113 FLAT GIAUT.
THE CUANANTEE THE STATE
COST OF LIVILG ADJUSTIENY,

SISTRILTS
APTURES

AN PUASE-IY

TiT

NINUIRER TO LEVY THE €12 TAX, AMD IF TUEY RAISE MORE THAN

HE DIFTERE

BROVISIOES FON SPPCIAL CTUDENTS, TRARSPOKTATION,

LOCAL CUADSWTEERDL YIELD PLAMN,

Q

27
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EE 6 POUNDATION PHASE-IN PLAN: RESULTS

IHE FOLLOWING DATA ARE REPORTED FOR A WEPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE OF SCHOOL DISTRICTSs BUT THE TOTALS OR MEANS ARE FOR THE WHGLE STATE.

ICHOOL DISTRICT NaME

BAKER NU, 5J

OAK GKOVE KD, &
“ORVALLIS NO, 5094
LANE OSWEGD NO, TJ
CREGON CITY NO, 62
NINETY=OUNE NOe 91
sSTORLIA KO, |

200S BAY HO, 9
NORTH BEND NO. 13
BEND NG, 1
QEQMOND NO. 2J
S0UTH UMPLUA NO, 19
REEDSFOKTY KO, 105
OLEX NG, 1%

BURNS UH NG, 2

#wOOD RIVER MO. 1
ASHLAND KO, §
MEOFORD NGO, 549
KLAMATH FALLS NO, )
PLUSH KO, 18

LUGENE hOe 6J )
SPRIKUFIELD MO, 19
CRESWELL NO, 40

MC rRENZIIE NO. 68
SCIu KU, 35C

CENTRAL LINN NO, 552
nAKRKFEKR KO, 66

GALEM NO, 244
CASCADE uirt KOs S
POHTLAND WO, LlJ
VARRRGSL MG, 3
GRESHAM NU, &

FALLS C1TY NO. 57
SHEWMAN UH KO. |
REKMISTON NO. 8
PENULE TGN NU. 16R
REEUVILLE NO, 29
BEAVERTON NO, 48J

TOTAL UR MEAN

364,26
“89.01)
320,79
339.09
“3l.76
539,05
3715.37
Juo.42
457,41
289,70

©36,23

535.95
52.99
«1602.81
285,45
281,40
381.01
341,26
235.02
-4398,23
362,09
319,32
493.55
lchon
517.44
=296.91
1l.81
361449
551,07
84,50
329,31
467,05
516.61
lU@noNP
517.85
327.23
585,07
307,54

300434

FOUND EGUAL TOTAL STATE
RCPTS Sim
PER ADME

WCPY SiM
PR ADHMW

3%8.99
530.53
4HB 58
427.91
500.29
615.60
429.78
401.68
465,34
218.16
422.75
6653 lb
45,30
=1402.,10
278.10
276457
385,67
34,32
266439
k42T 46
402.2%
450 .04
572.63
=565, 04
598.88
.NQO.NW
2156
4)3.42
63614
221.96
366,35
539.20
617.73
~331.15
513.¢5
325.97
650.03
3B7.46

363,71

TOTAL STATE
RCPY DIFF
PER aADMs

56428
185.18
113.71
160.70
179.17
182,48
122.0%

9962

Q4 kb

4731

B4 00
108.32

lﬁ@wcmw
lwﬂnﬂoﬂo

4707

32.13

66eBI

63.88

32.52

4706432
162.07
177.21
1568.12

=815,29
177,96
IFF“.O@
=233.15
144,58
167.22
lwdcﬂN
132.22
170,69
191.09
‘@wn.ﬂ@

164,46

48428
204,65
148,60

70.14

SIMULATED
PER ADMEW

1088.170
1085.95
1506.51
i56l.20

1179.21

1225.60
1496.57
1250.,77
1274.62
1231.51
12Bu b7
111953
1187.78
1332.05%
1295.88
M’NWONU
1192.93
1064,57
1213.15
2545,.14
1346,.,51
1309.14
1239.83
2091.12
1060,24
1346.25
123%.63
1373467
1253.05
13%6.,064
1261.,03
1333.50
l476.18
1458,57
1163,96
1168,97
1205455
1395,.36

1303.50

PER aADMv

3/.98
Il.61
«16.03
201 .24
164,49
185.92
67445
55,08
57.12
43,08
50,89
|~°¢Nm
OWOOG&
lls8 433
«S544 37
27.7}
98,97
52.30
27.861
-N&woww
137G
84,61
8l.36
166,62
Tu, 76
.Pm-@m
«bolta
148,72
1.85
43,38
167,32
63.11
108.77
«331.21
=lasb2
T7.47
184,34
130677

15,60

YO¥ WKECEIPTIS TOT RECEIPTS TOT OPER TAX
UIFFERENCE

RATE SIM

12011
410

18.00
17.55
13.38

7.20
14499
18.00
17.36
14.90
18,00
12+00
13,98
1441}

Te20
18.00
1573
leo24

8,70
12.00
18.00
18.00
1497
14420
12.00
14.8%
lo.48
15492

9.90
1363
l6en
10.80
12.01

6.29
18.00
1711

Te20
18.00

3972409

OPER Tax
HATE DIF

s34
‘w05
«2.62
035
-0.80
Qebe2
€+03
=§.22
=0 .86
IO.#N
0.08
Jeb2
1.49
2e4?
0.30
lOowﬂ ﬁ%
-0.70 o
lonN
Oell
698
l.19
«0.46
0.25
“0eTS
2.21
0.80
“0s63
«i+00
Ge61
OOQON
«0.30
ool
=2.12
1.06
lebots
“ledb
«(}.58
il ' TR 1

12.27

"HE FIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY
SLIGHTLY FROM THOSE REPORTED BY OTHER

SOURCES.

SEE TEXT POR EXPLANATION.
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E—H HH FOUNDATION PHASE-IN PLAN: STATISTICAL SUMMARY

SCHOOL FINANCE STATISTICAL SURMAKY

VARIABLES .

FOUND EQUAL
) RCPTS SIn PER ADMM

TCTAL STATE
RZPT SIM PER ADMW

TOTAL STATE
RCPT DIFF PER ADMNW

TOY RECEIPTS
SIMULATED PER aDMd

10T RECEIPTS
OIFFERENCE PER sDMW

TOY OPER Tax
RATE SIm

UPER Tiak
RATE DIF

RANGE

HIGHE

SOTH ATILE!S
80TH wTILE?S
MEDIANM]
20TH ATiLE:
10TH STILEL
LOW?¢

HIGH?

90TH ATILE?
80TM ATILE:
MEDI A
20TH STILES
10TH SYILES
LOWS

RIGHE
S0TH SYILE?:
80TH STILE!:
KEDIAN?
20T STILE?
10YH HTILE:
LOW?

HIGHS

90Tt HTILES
80T STILES
KEDIANE
20TH ATILE?
10T wTILE:
LOw?

HIGHS

GO0TH STILE:
80TH STILE
MEDLANE
2ot ATILE?®
10T sTILE:
LOw:

HiGHE

S0Te 4TILE?
80TH STILE:
MEDTAN?
20T SVILE?
10T wTILE:
LOw:s

i H

90Trt STILE!
B0TH HTILEL
MEDT ANe?
20TH sYILE!?
10TH STEILE!
LOw?

DISTRICY

NUARTH SANTIAM NO. 12
HERMISTUN KO, &
SILVERTON Un KO, T4
J00DBUKN NO. )0J
COLUMBIA NOe SJ
THOUT CREEK K0. 53
BROTHERS MO, <15

NOWIK PLAINS NO, 70
CARLTON NO, 11

WeSY UNICN NO, )
OPRkln NO, 12

#iLl CITY NO, 129J
MC KENZIE NO, 68
HROVHENS NO, 1S

COTTRELL NO. 107
SHUBLL KO, 80
HUNITOR NO. 1424
PILOT ROCK NG, 2
WASCO WO, 7
ALOCK KU, 81
BROTHERS NO. 15

PISTOL KHIVER NOs 16
FORT RUCK MO, 24
COLUMBIA WO, EJ
NURTH CLACKAMAS 12
KNGA BUTTE MO, 19
DAYVILLE WO, 164
CENT&AL rHOWELL 560C

SUNTEX NOe i0
OREGUN C1TY NOo 62
TANGENT KO, 26
GHANTS PASS NO. 7
LEWIS & CLARK NOe &
OGLIVE MO, 12
EROTHERS WO, 15

CURVELLLIS WO, S09J
CONDCK NUOo 254
GLENUALE NOo 77
NELR~KAR=NIE NO, 56
YamnlLL nDe 16
PLRKEHSVILLE KO, 62
SILVERTON Un NO, 74

SILVewr LAKE WUe 14
JOSEPKH KU, b
LYNCK KU, 2B
GRLNC FheInE HNO, L&
MILTON<FREEWLTER 31
DevER KO, 20
CAlUS WO, 29

ValLUE

616448
617.45%
472491
316,80
«175.91
68,66
QﬂuuﬂcNW

717.96
591,10
531.248
353,50
Iun@-&w
=565, 04
«“6961.77

314,33
189.05
167.08
T4a23
'UONQUN
«B712.65
«7210.06

4587.78
1865.3)
1549.21)
1259.11
1114467
10S3.10

194416

339,10
166,40
133.08
55.386
«7G.78
Owncobn
«2456,09

18.00
pﬂ.‘&
15,76
12,00
7453
Te20
4o80

te22
Celd
147
=0405%
=1eLS
=-1s63
-9.16

29
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THE FIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY
SLIGHTLY FROM THOSE REPORTED BY OTHER
SOQURCES. SEE TEXT FOR EXPLANATION.
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-.-..EE 412  rouxoarion PuASE-IN PLAN: ¢

THE FOLLOWING DATA ARE REPORTED FOR A HEPHLSENTATIVE SAMPLE OF SCROOL DISTRICTS, BUT TWE TOTALS OH MEANS ARE FOR TmE WHOLE STATE,

FOUKD EQUAL
RCPTS SIM

PER aDMW

SCROOL DISTRICY NAME

wAKER MU, SJ
OAR GROUVE NO, &
“ORVALLLS NO. 5094
AKE USWEGO MO, 14
RELGOM CLTY NO, 62
NINETY<UNE KO. G]
ASTORIA NO, )
00S BaY KO, 9
ORTH EEND KO, 13
BENU NO, )
KREDHOMD &0, 2J .

WTH WPLUA NO, 19

EELSKHOKT NG, 105
wlEX WO, 11
BURNS UK NO, 2
“O000 HIVER NO, ]
SHLAND NG, S
TOFOKD &0, 549
KLAMATH FLLLS NO, ]
PLUSK NU, 16
JoeNe NO, 4J
SHINGF LELD NO, 19
CRESWELL NO, 40
MC MENLIE NO, 68
S10 &G, 95C
INTRAL LIKNN NO. 552
. ARPER NO. 56
SALEM NG, 244
FASCADE Uk NOG S
IeTLakd NG, LJ
ARRIRUSE NG, 3
GRESHAM NO, &
FaLLs CITY NO. 57
dERMare UM NQe |
‘RIMISTCN NU, 8
ENULETON NO, 16R
KEEULVILLE NO, 29
uC ayERTON KO, &4BJ

JTaL Gk MEAN

TOTAL STATE

RCPY DIFF

173688,19
37536.77
920p861.131
11385712.00
1171503.490
12991.25
2710663.61
655951 .94
354349 .88
2B6320,.,069
283982,.,69
276658,.848
«31896}1 .38
«71293.75
Jor81.71
1113372,31
2098737.13
695161,38
69495 .34
«3 7845 ,85
3607665.00
1929736.G0
172735,.13
'hﬁwaumomﬂ
164273,63
«lL85284 .69
=~25762.63
35641315.00
222405,88
QNQW&W@M.@O
759698.13
S80358,94
41656,81
«]41563.56
213376.,56
1936465.25
179G666,.69
325390%9.00

36210510.27

36426
489,01
320.79
336.49
631,76
53%9.05
3715.37
380.42
457,063
289,70
436eld
535.99
52.99
«1602.81
285,45
281.40
3ai.ol
36T 24
235.02
=4398.,23
342.09
3719.32
493.55
«702.156
517.44
|N00.Cu
11.81
361 .49
551,07
. Bhe0
329.31
467405
Sl6.vl
«361.cé
517.85
327.23
585,07
307,94

300434

STATE RECEIPT COMPONENTS

INSTR CaTEG

RCPT S1INM
PLH AQMW

11037
3.8%5
3662
16.17
4.97
2450
23.26
34 .64
26.72
6633
8,50
21.27
5.02
255
5.,06
759
31.07
SeS4%
56.06
2461
26,89
36.56
I7.46
6244
29 .40
25.%56
2e71
33.76
2438
S0l
1131
3.97
53445
8.71
6.80
960
2.29
10.78

30.21

TRANSPORT
RCPT SiM
PER ADMSw

15.37
18,48
.2e52
13.42
15.32
29445
16.98
23.67
18,67
18.27
17.77
20 .85
22.98
232.18
26,32
29,48
%.79
13,13
10.39
. 45447
1457
15.54
18.73
564,54
32 .45
40461
43,64
12.69%
3} .69
Lea?8
11450
18.01
19.71
64,43
21.17
23.73
17,66
15475

18,38

L1VING COST
AOIMT Sim
PER ADRKW

«~32.01
19.20
28 .62
59,22
44424
Ga 8l
la.l?

=J6,.,65

“l6,14

‘U@-a&

-30.96

-“WO@G

«34,02

33,72

"pomf

«36.21

Owwowﬂ

«37.,09

7731
25,70
24.61
22.89
Ja.l6
19.20
24,72

|U°o@“
25.48
22.87
PGONW
“T.23
50617
27,43

63,05

“32.57

-36,59
“5,92
52.73

16,58

SAVING FROM T0Tal STATE

PHASE=-IN RCPY SINM
PEx AQDMa PER aDMe
0«0 358.+.9%
0«0 530.53
840 “08.55
G0 “21.91)
0.6 5006.29%
0.0 615.8%
0.0 «29,76
Ge0 40] .88
0.0 465.38
0.0 278,16
0.0 422.75
Gel 553414
Gel 45,30
G.6 «l1402.10
(1 1] 273.10
0.0 27657
6.0 365,67
0.0 4o 02
0.0 264,39
0.0 oLk .46
0.0 &02.25
0.0 4£50.04
03 §572.63
0.0 «565,06
0.0 5%94.588
0.0 «206e23
0.0 21.564
00 &13.62
Cel 630,16
0ef 221.%6
0.0 399,35
0.0 539,20
0.0 617,73
G0 «331.15
Ged 813.25
0.0 325.97
De0 656,03
0«0 3gr.20
1480 363,71

29%a
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THE FIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY

‘SLIGHTLY FROM THOSE REPORTED BY
OTHER SOURCES.

EXPLANATION.

SEE TEXT FOR

Q
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TABLE 141b  ronoarion puase-1v pray:  starzsrroas SUMMARY 290

SCHOOL FINAGNCE STATISTICAL SUMMANY

VARIABLES RANGE OISTRICY VALUE
TOTAL STATE H1GH? EUGENE NOo &J 3607685.00
y RCPT DIFF . 90TH STILEt RUCAWOUL NO. 27 401}82.25
80TH STILE: TILLAMUOK NO, % 194052,.69
HEDQLANE STANFIELD MO, 61R 22506474
20TH STILESL JUNTURA KO, 12 34006524
10TH STILES MAUPIN UM NO, | «80B25.69
LOWw:? PORTLAND NO, 1J «2651381.u0
FOUND EOUAL HIGH? HORTH SANTIAK NO. 12 6lGeaH
RCPTS SIM PER aDMM GOYH STILE! HERMISTON NO, & 517.45
80TH SYILES SILVERTON UH NO. 7J 4«72.91
HEDL AN WOOLBUKN NG, 103 316.80
20TH STILES COLUMBIA NO. SJ “175.91
10TH STILE? TROUT (REEK NO« 53 v618.66
LOw! BHOTWERS NO. 15 =7117.2%
INSTR CaTEG HIGHE GERVALS KO, 76 90,98
RCPT SIM PER ADMM 90T STILEt MC KEMZIE NO, 68 42044
B80TH ATILEt CAKRIDOLE NO. 76 31.864
MED ANt JOROAN VALLEY UM ) Tel2
' 20TH STILEY OIAMONDL NO, 7 3.¢8
10TH STILEt OLEX NO. 11} 2455
LOW1 SUDAVILLE NO. 13 0.0 m.n
: p
TRANSPORT HIGH? CRANE UM NO, 1 J S4b6.3]
- RCPT SIM PER ADMd 90TH HTILE? CUNDON NO. 25y 82.98
80T STILEY ELDRIEDGE MO, 60 49.85
MEDANS WEST STAYTION N/. 6) 26494
20TH STILEY ASTOK1A NO, } 10,98
10TH STILE:T ONTARIO NO. 8C 12426 .
LOW: NORTH ALBANY NO. 36 0ol
LIVING CcOSY HEIGHS TIGARY NO. 23J 75.93
ADJUMT SIM  PER ADMY FOTH STILEL SANDY NO,. 46 45,96
. B60TH STILEN ALSEA WO, 74 30,24
MED1ANG CENTRAL WOWELL S46C 18.23
20TH STILES COUQUILLE WO, 8 «39.03
10TH ATILES WASCO MO, 7 cLT.9}
LOw? PISTUL RIVER NO. 16, «133.75
SAVING FROM HIGH? SUNTEX KO, 1g ° 603,55
PHASE=IN PER aDMW 0TH STILES CAMBY NU. 86 6.0
B80TH STILE! OPMIR WO, 12 0oy
MEUL AL OevER NO, 20 G.0
20T sTILES MURO NG, 17 0.0
I0TH »TILEL TROY NO. 56 040
LOw: YAMMILL=CARLTON Uk 1§ 0.0 THE PIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY
107aL STATE . HIGH? NORTH PLAINS NO. 70 717.96 _wwwmmuwwammmm ammmw uwmm:www BY
RCPT SIM PER ADMW 90TH STILES CANLTON NO, 11 591410 EXPLANATION.
BOTH SYILESL wEST UNJOM NO. 1 $3].28 . .
MED AN OPHIN NUo |2 353,50 o f
20TH STILES HILL CITY NO, 1294 “110e%} W
10TH STILES MC KENZIE NO, 68 8565, 04 LK
° LOW: BROTHERS NOe 15 ~6961.17



E HN POUNDATINON PHASE~IN PLAN: RESULTS FOR ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS

THE FOLLOMING DATA ARE QEPORTED FUR A REPRFSEMTATIVE SavwbLE & SCwnL HISYRICTS,

30

bul TRE TLTALS CF VEANS BRE #IR I«E #€CF STATE,

TOTAL STATE 10T RECEIPIS 1T ApEw Tax [TICT weLelets  T01 nokd 71X “PEd Tex TCY RECEIPTS TN QPEM TaX
RCPT DIFF SIMLLAYED RATF S1 STWUL ATED “ATE SIn HATE nIF SIHULATED - RATYF 3I™
SCHOOL DYISTRICT WAME PER AD4w PER ahve PER AD™M
BAKER NG, 5J 185076,19 1685,9} 12,14 1679,28 12.0¢ 1.23 1136,05 13,60
BGAX GROVE KO, 26272,64 113961 8,09 1194,28 9.18 0,0 108%,95 7,03
CORYALLIS wp. 509/ 958473,3¢ 1559, 40 18,00 1650,13 24,62 6,0 1559,40 18,00
LAXE DSHEGO MO, 7J 1246665,00 15h0,10 17,1¢ §568,59 17,20 8.0 155%5,76 17,00
ORECOM CITY ng, 62 1548381,00 11ul.82 12,42 1166,4% 1u,1n fe0 1130,21 12,60
MIMETy=QuE w0, 9% 87743,38 1226.09 1.2 226,00 .20 t.82 1226,0% T.2n
ASTORIA WO, ¢ 286376.63 151505 1¢,52 1653,18 12.% C.0 1516,9a 16,09
€003 BAY MO, @ 775656,94 1258,11% 17,9 1326,21 19,22 0.0 1188,02 15,57
NORTH BEXD wD, 13 409929,88 1273,36 16,317 132169 16,22 040 1227,03 15,53
BEMD MO, i 4588618,.69 1221,179 fd.1m 1263,.00 15,02 0o 1186,59 13,29
REDMOND MO, 2J 317303,69 1315,89 A7, 3R 1556,81 17,92 0¢0 1296 ,98 16,83
SOUTH UNPQUA NO, 19 283%89,88 115322 12,906 11538,22 12,40 3,42 1153,22 12,00
REEOIPORT wOD, (0% «3133198,38 1196.34 13.8n 1103.175 12,49 Ced 1284,93 15,27
OLEX MO, 11t »71229,31 1360,29 13,34 1052,1¢ 12,04 (.36 1772,73 16,08
BURKS UM N0, 2 £3976,71 1276,0% 7,22 1286,22 5,90 el 1276,03 7.20
“0OD KIvER MO, | 123340,31 143%,01 18,60 laat,o07 18,117 t.0 1233,01% 18,00
ASHLAND ND, S 265642,13 1186,66 15,69 1217.05 10,43 3.0 1156,22 @) 14,78
HMEDFORD KD, Sa9 733220.38 071,17 it,v? $1119.13 15.264 6.0 1022,82 o 12,86
KLANATH FALLS 4O, | 72763,96 126179 b, 0% 1302.25 A.99 Fol 128,33 8,32
PLUSH %O, 18 «37858,95 2537,52 12,6t 2537.42 12,56 he96 2708,71% 12.36
FUGEME w0, a&J. 4000889,00 1381 ,60 17.99 1436 ,99 19,19 A0 1328,22 16,860
SPRINGPIELD WO, 14 2024731,006 13154,64 11,67 L3RR ,S4 18 ub C.0 1326,72 16,7¢
CRESWELL MD, &0 177740,50 1245,00 18,72 1263.25 14,72 0,0 1246,76 14,83
“C XEN2IE WD, 68 37915675 2019,22 14,62 217346 14,95 0.0 1864,99 13.4¢
SC10 KO, 95C 182507,31 1678,7% 12,00 1078,73 12,00 .21 1078,13 12,00
CEMTRAL LINN 8O, 552 455939 ,38 1365,57 14,29 1347,67 14,99 0,¢ 1383,48 14,48
HARPER KO, 66 «23302,31 1231.23 16,10 1279.36 16,91 0.0 i183,11 15,45
SALEN NO, 244 3821984,00 1372,78 15,68 1427,2% 16,92 0.0 1317,7% ta, e
CASCADE UM WD, S 251767,88 1278,33 9,94 1252.16 9.2 6.0 1278,31y 9.9¢
PORTLAWD MO, 1J =2308983,00 1371,06 13,42 1387,30 i PR 0e0 135a,81 13,19
PARKROSE NO, 3 785777,15 1271,18 14,43 1296,9%6 14,92 4,3 1245,40 £3,%;
CRESHAM w0, & 685152,9¢ 1379,60 10,86 143,58 11,2¢ 649 1379,69 10,80
FALLS CITY NO, S7 42167,44 tu0d,55 13,8A 113,38 “w.um L] 1393,72 13,62
SHERNAN UM :a. 1 -] 80956,353 1476,56 6,22 1215.0a 3.0 6.0 17134,72 T.20
HERMISTON NO, 8 242396,56 1159,10 17,66 1131,14 1h,he 8.3 1167,77 18,00
PENDLETON ND, 16R 207684,25 1177,25 16,91 1219,.65% 1€,.45 6,0 1115.28 15,36
REEDVILLE ND, 29 265270,19 1152,05 b, Uy $209 ,6¢ 134 6,0 1098,51 5. 40
BEAVERTON NO. 489 3603567,00 16445,99 18,0 1491,7% 16,94 940 1606423 17,18
TOTAL OF WEAM 88372601,26 1313,45% 3916, 1339,25 401,55 161,73 1296,18 38496,7¢
THE PIGURES IN THIS TESE CLLITIS S1dL TOTAL MELEIPTS D TUTST LU AGGune THESE COLUMNS ASSUM
TABLE MAY VARY SLIGHTLY 74 x»am\ ASSUITET6 TAYX NATES Ta sl BRIENTUTOTAY AL 4 TAx¥ RATES SUFFICIENT TO
FROM THOSE REPORTED BY . iLFf..\ nmq;n\; BEEATNT HATES ANR RATER CUIUTAITTR, STLITIOUAL CAIMTAN PRESEMT CYSERDITL®
OTHER SOURCES. SEE HICETSATY TS UAINTALY PRESENT EXPINPITURC, CIOIT TH TS STATE . LT2E LEVIED. ASDITIONA
TEXT FOR EXPLANATION. CO5T TO THE STATE 1S SubL .4 HILLIDY AA0YE TLEALDS THE AT, CIST TO THE STATE REMALY
1273-74 THE SANE. OE

cosYy. . . Umm

mm] :
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ort,

One unique feature of government in
Oregon is that voters must approve
almost all local government budgets.
Some argue, therefore, that the
best measure of local effort is the
total amount of local taxes voters
are willing to pay.

This plan is designed to distribute
state school aid on the basis of
total local tax effort.

The plan does this in two ways.

The first (the total tax rate
version) computes a total tax rate
for a school district and uses it
both to establish the guaranteed
yield schedule and to compute the
state allocation. The second (the
Cherry version) calculates the

ratio of school taxes to total

local taxes, then applies that ratio
times a factor of 1.5 to the dis-
trict's true cash value to determine
the state allocation.

TOTAL TAX RATE VERSION

This is a local guaranteed yield
plan similar to the first plan, but
it is based on total tax rate
instead of the school tax rate.
Districts are guaranteed $620 per
ADMW at a total tax rate of five

dollars per $1,000 of true cash
value. The guarantee increases by
$20 for each additional dollar of
total tax rate up to a maximum of
$1220 at a total tax rate of $35.

The amount a district receives from
the state is the guaranteed amount
minus the amount raised by multi-
plying 60% of the total tax rate
times true cash value, minus
federal impact aid, minus federal
forest fees. The following

diagram illustrates how the state
aid to districts would be

determined:
The guaran- Previous
teed amount year's total
for total minus 60% tax rate x
tax rate x district
ADMW true cash
value
Federal State
minus forest = equalization
fees and to the
federal district
impact
aid

The actual amount a district would
have to spend might be above or

below the guarantee, depsnding

9




mainly on whether a district's
school tax rate was below or above
60% of the total tax rate. It
would be the sum of state equaliza-
tion, plus other state grants for
transportation and other categorical
programs, plus the amount raised by
multiplying the current year's
school tax rate and digtrict true
cash value, plus other federal and
local receipts.

Here's an example: Suppose there
are two districts both with $50,000
tcv per ADMW and both with total
local tax rates of $32 in the
previous year. Under this plan,
agsuming no other receipts, both
would get $200 of state equalizaticn
aid. If the first district had a
school tax rate of $24 it would
raise $1200 locally and be able to
spend $1400 on each student in
school. 1If the second district had
a school tax rate of $16 it would
raige 5800 locally and be able to
spend $1000 for each child in
school. The district with the
lower schonl tax rate would get
more state money under this plan
than under the local guaranteed
yield plan (plan 1} ascsuming both
plans had the same payout schedule.

This plan treats transportation

and the phase-in provisions the
same as the first two plans. It
does not include allowances for
AFDC students or for a cost of
living differential. 1If these
features were added, the program
would cost more than the $39.7
million additional state dollars
needed in 1973-74. 1Inclusion of
these features would increase state
aid to urban districts in the
Willamette Valley relative to other
districts in the state. Data on

the impact of the total tax rate o
version are presented in tables !
13-16.

A particular feature of this plan
ig that individual school districts
would not be able to affect the
state allocation by changing their
school tax rates in a given year.
The state equalizatioa would be
based on the previsus year's total
tax rate. Changes in the current
schocl tax rate would affect the
amount raised locally and the
amount received from the state in
the subsequent year.

One advantage of this plan is that
it equalizes on the basgsis of the
total burden of taxes on taxpayers
within each school district. It




[]
EE s TOTAL TAX EFPORT EQUALIZATION PLAN: DECISIONS . 33

(TOTAL TAX RATE VERSION}

D300 YEAR TO BE SIMULATED 197374
0804 KINDERGARTEN COST FACTAR 1,00 0301 OGRANT FOR KINDERGARTEN (3/8TUDENTS 0,0
DL02 GRADES 1«8 COST PacTNa : . {,00
D163 GRADES Gel2 COST FACTOR 1,30 D303 GRANT FOR SPECIAL STUDENTS (% OF 73e7&) 100,00
Dile COVPENSATORY (4FDCY COST FACTOR 0,0 D316 GRANY FOR CLOMP ED (AFDCY) (S/STUDENTY 0,0
D117 COMPENSATORY (INCO¥E) CCST FACTOR 9,0 D317 GRANT FOR COWP ED (INCOHEY ($/8TUDENTY) 0,0
D318 CAREER FDUCATINN (OST FACTOR a,0 D318 GRANY FOR CAREER ED (3/STUDENT) _ 0,0
D128 NECESSARY sMALL scwWODL cOsY FaACTOR 6,0 D320 GRANTY FOR KECESSARY SuaLL SCHOOLS (8/8TUD) 0,0
w800 FLAT GRANY PRUGHAM HO D338 TRANSPORTATION PRESENT ALLOYHMENT YES
D282 AHMOUNY OF PLAT GRANY (S/7ADMW) 0,0 0331 TRANSPORTATION PERCENT OF RELIMB COSYTS 0,0
: D338 CAPIYAL OUYLAY PERCENY OF PRESENT NEeDS 0,0
02:8 FOUSDATION PROGRAM O D336 CAPLIYAL OUTLAY PERCENT OF 1980 NEEDS 6,0
0212 AHQUNT oF FOUNDATION ($/ADHW) 6,0 0338 DEBY SERVICE PERCENY OF PRESENT EXPEND 6,0
D218 FuDN REQD LOCAL EFFORT ($/1000) 0,0
0340 B4Asls FOR DISTRICTY TYPE ADJUSTMENY PRESENT
0220 LOCAL GUARANTEED YIELD (LGY) YES D34S TCv YEAR USED N EQGUALIZATION PROGRAMS PAEVICUS .
D222 (GY REQUIRED (aCAi EFPORY (3/1000) 5,00 0350 WONGRESIDENTIAL YCv LOCALLY TAXABLE YES
0228 LGY AMT AT REQD LOCAL EFFORT (S/ADMMW) 626,00 D35t NDONRESIDENTIAL TCV TAXABLE B8Y 1ED vgs -
D228 LGY LOWER LINE RATE ($/MILL/ADHW) 20,00 D366 SYATE RECAPYURE ALLOWED NO ~i
0231 LGV UPPER LINE RATE (S/MILL/ADMW} 20,600 0368 DISTRICYS WELD MARMLESS NG ¥
D234 LGy KINK POINT TAX RATE ($/1000) 25,00 D362 COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENT N0
0237 LGY MAX ALLUWED Tax RATE (3/1000) 35,00 D363 Hax X INCREASE IN YOY RCPTS OVER 73e74 15,00
D238 O0IST ALLOWED TO TAX ABOVE (CY MAX RATE YES D344 USE CHERRY FACTOR NO
0406 DISTRICTI PRINTED SANPLE
D280 DISTRICY TAX RATE CALCO 0803 PRINY OROER . COUNTY
D281 ELEMENTARY SPECIPIED TAx RAYTE (8/1000) 0,0
D282 HIGH 3CHOOL SPPFCIFED TAX RATE (8/3000) 0,0
D243 UNIPIED SPECIFIED TAX RATE (8/1000) Ge0
0289 120 EQUALIZING PROGRAM NO
D250 REGUIRED 1ED RATE ($/1000) 0,0
D254 CPTIONAL 18D RATE SPECIF
D252 SPECIFIED OPTIONAL IED TAX RAYE (8/1000) 6,0 . .
D253 1ED EQuUAL TYPE FOUNDATH
D2S& JED PNDN AMT (S/ADwK) 0,0
D255 1ED GUAR YLD aMT? AT ROD RATE (3/ADKW) 040 .
0256 IED CuAmr YD (oWER LINE RATE ($/MILL/7ADHW) 0,0
0257 1ED GUAR YLD UPPER LINE RATE ($S/MILL/ADMW) 0,0
D258 2ED GUAR YLD KINK PY TAX RATE (3/10600) 0,0
D259 IED GuAR YLD MAX ALLOWED TAX RATE (8/1000) 0,0

THIS IS5 A LOCAL GUARANTELD YILLD PLA! DASED 0! TOTAL TAN RATE ['ISTEAD 4F SCHOOL TAX RATE. DISTRICTS

ARE GUANANTEED %620 PER ADNN AT A TATAL TAY ATE OF 55, THE GUARATTEE 1'CRCASES $2) PER $1 GF TOTAL

TAZ RATE TO A PAXIHU OF $1220 AT A TOTAL TAY 2ATE OF $35. THE AHGULT PaGS
X . . L TAY 2 . THE ''T PROYINED BY THE STAT
DISTRICT IS Tuf DIFFERENCE BETUEEN TIE GUARANTEE TINES THE AMSLI AND THE SUM HF THE ALOUNT nmuwma4mm

GO% OF TillS RATS APPLIED AGAINST LAST YEAR'S TAY noLL, FEPRERAL IHPACT AlD, AND FEDERAL FOREST FUNDS. ’

ALLOUANIICE FOR TRANSPOITATION AND FOR PUHAST=11' AN THE SAME A5 [ OTHEY PLANS, BUT THE
. . e . Jee A TS [N Dot . -4 < 4! e v Iy 3 o) wm
ALLOUANCE FOR AFDC STUDENHTS 0N FOit A COST JF Livien 3vnmumr._.:_.. ,. ’ . tE 18w
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EE Hp TOTAL TAX EFFORT EQUALIZATION PLAN: RESULTS

E FULLOWING DATA ARE REPLRTED FUK A REPRESENTATIVE SAPFLE CF SCnUOL DISTRICTS, sul TreE TOTALS wR AEANS Ank Fuik Tdt wHGLE STATE.

HIMIL DISTRICTY NAME

BAKFK NO. S5
K CRINF K)o &
RVALLIS ND. 5094
«uKF OSWEGD N, T4
ORFGUNM C1TY NUL 62
UEINRFTY-OKE NU. 91
Mmaia Noe 1
0S HAY NO, 9
MOATH AEND NO, 13

BEND hD. 1

OHND WO, 24

Tk UMPQUA NO. 19
«cENSPORAT Nd. 105

31 Fx KN, 11
“UARS UH NO, 2
g0 RIVER 8U. 1
HLANKD MO, 5
HFDFORD NO, 549
KL AMATH FALLS NOO L
USh NJ,. 18
GENE KD o 4&J
SPRINGFIELD NDL 19
CRESWELL KO, 40
LENZIE HO. &8
n wo. 9sC
o HTKAL LIMN NQOo
HARPFR K0. 66
CALEM M), 244
SCANE UH NU. 5
ATl AND KO. 1d
PARKRNSE NO, 3
GRFSHAHK NO. 4
teS CITY NO. 57
IERMEN UIK Nde L
w RMESTON NO. &
PENCLETUN NO. L6R
feEOVILLE hU. 29
AVFRTON KO. 484

552

TOTAL Nk MEAN

(TOTAL TAX RATE VERSION)

s1ATr LGLY
EQuatle Sl
PER AUNKW

“96425
2713450
31C.65
GuheEY
MWOORW
“56.T%
%438 4,5%0
“59.1C
5648.16
374.4¢
541.C1
6801.3.
145.71%
0.C
J.0
356, €2
473.54
4345463
0.C
0.0
395.73
460,58
5% 1.51
0.0
580,21
0«0
69.12
40C.65
“f4.18
58.340
397.C8
234 .E3
6l12.23
0.C
ubSet2
383.53
3%6.71
358.13

323,41

ICTAL 5TulE
RCPT S51I¥
PER ACKW

462456
295.b2
430.C6
434,28
€22.E1
48e.1C
4712.66
491.38
595,62
39%.06
b67.6%
¢31.0¢C
113.171
C.0
31.38
393.86
504.19
454.6C
25.45
c.C
43C.1S5
484.81
€041
c.C
€21.39
45.36
115.48
427.12
452.26
111.£86
41G.85
256,81
E34.23
€.C
£€63.59%
41¢,.86
316.65
384466

255.4C

PLraL STATE

HCPY CIFF
PER ALkn

téc,.28
'A.@OWW
136.25
1¢7.C7
231.75
55.31
1£4.59%
18G.12
2¢5.C1l
1€8.,21
228.5%
lE&. 13
‘@Oiﬁﬁ
|P&ﬁoﬁm
148,44
183,35
184.456
~2C&e4h2
~278.85
19C. 0L
211.99
165.91%
2CC.47
~-191.45
158.28
-10.66
-153.840
° 152.7%6
-111.73
207.549
-280.71
256.84
136.14d
-68.7T4
146.06

61.83

TLY meer1P1S
SIMuLATED
PER AUYM

1ic66.71
1Ji2.%
lo4ncll
1534.177
11%2.36
l1i2.33
1510.93
1317.64
1358.60
15130.03
15587.58
Ll44a.C8
L265.53

253935

15C3.74
1513.21
L2b% <56
L140.80
1é32.77
4%035.14
L312.07
13s2.16
1241.48
25325479
1622.19
1548.93
1305.11
1507.58
L1s%.53
1213.89
1241.58
1232.30
1470.41
246L1.29
1259.56
1231.74
1046.35
leul .33

1505.23

TLT ReueliPts
CIFFERENCE
PER AUMN

L115.9b
l@woww
1le1.67
:14.81
137.5%
12.64
gl.81
121 .45
L4l.ll
121459
123.80
13.76
3lesl
118.57
193.49
120 .69
131 .42
128.53
‘FNOUH
1248.14d
105.27
10T .44
Cﬂcmu.
631.29
36.71
134.04
SBe4d
142483
CWO OQN
~32.76
93.98
~38.09
lu3.06
671.52
lulegd
140.21
25.14
138.73

17.33

Wl GPeh laa
RATE SiM

UbLR
hATE

ale Uﬂ
liele
T Lde B
PC‘@P
Lie k9
Te4ts
P‘ON“
Ll 4w
La.ll
LU
1. b%
Yo
L3449
13.U5
ile52
L1405
l4e3¢
Li.ly
il«l9
.42
lLo.08
17. 70
l3.9y
lieotl
Y51
Le.u3
Lo.u?
I 8- PRY -
Ldesl
Léesls
13.9>
t3.00
Lletes
ge. 10
15.5a
Loe4u3
CO\iN
lo.22

4U097.0u

THE PIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY
SLIGHTLY FROM THOSE REPORTED BY

OTHER SOURCES.
EXPLANATION.

1ax
L1F

0.t
Lewd
Jeua
“Ued
-Le 99
G.64d
1.30
-Lel8
-2ellL
‘.\‘.‘V.
-lasld
led>
Oetd
Lotk
+e02
‘Goﬂf
-ile%lL
~2eUlY
2400
Je%J
-lell
-3.70
-Jel3
el 7% 1
~0.1l4a
Jeu
-Jo %
“Ls00
dela
Jebd
-Je3?
2a606
2oV
353
-1leuu
-2.02
1e49
‘LON“

i9%.148

SEE TEAT FOR

34

>
‘1.9

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



SCHilh FINLINCE STATISITGLAL SLPRARY

VARJABLES

STATFE tLoyY
FOUAL 1L STM PFR AU

TOTAL STATE
RCPT SIM PEU AUkW

TOTAL STATE
RCPY DIFF PER AONM

TOY ARECEIPTS
SIMULATED PER ADHM

TOV RECEIPTS
OIFFERENCE PER ADMu

TV DPER Tax
QATE SiM

OPFR Tax
RATE DIF

HANGL

hlGk

SLI+ STILE
8CTH RIILE
FEDIAN
ZCTr RVILE
ICIr RVILE
LU

HiGHk

SCTh 4TILE
6CTH XTILE
KEU AN
2CTr LTILE
LCIr RTILE
tlw

niGh-

SCTr LVILE
ECTH R2TVILE
FED 1AM
207r RVILE

*1CTH SVILE

LOW

HIGH

GOTH ZTILE
8CTH ZTILE
KEDIAN
2CTh 2TILE
1CT STILE
LCh

HIGH

SCTH STILE
6CTH+ RTILE
KED IAN
207r STILE
1CTH ZVILE

LGCh

HIGH

SCTh RTILE
8cTH TTILE
MEU LAN
2CIF RTILE
10V RTVILE
LCh

HIGKk

SCTr LTILE
sCTr CVILE
MEDTAN
20%F TTILE
1CTF STILE

Lla

CISTRICY

FEWMRITCF ANC .28
LLELTILLE NC, 4
CCCS E2Y &C. 9
GRESHAY MAC. 4
PCRC MNC. 17

ThLY hCe 54
ELRAS L+ NC. 2

Lkiar nC, 80
CCTYRELL NC. 107
RUSEEURG NC. 4

$Te PAUL NC. 45
KLAMBTH FALLS NC. L
MCARC AC. L7

TRCLTY CREEK AC. 53

LCWELL A€, 71

FALLS CITY MC, 57
JUACTICA CLTY ANC. 69
LIMCCLM CC SCr LIS
CLCVER RIDGE MC. 136
HARRIS AKC, 46

CRANE UF NC, 1J

SLATEX hC, 10
ARTELCPE NC. 504
BEAVER AC. 8
BEMD hC. 1
ALPINE AC. 2¢C
DEMAY AC. T8
PICKREER MO, 12

SULMTEX AC, 1O
TANCENTY KGO, 2¢
RAINIER MO. 12
UPATILLA AC. 4R
LeCCre MhC. 73
C4SCALE Lk AC. S5
TaCY AC. 54

UMSPINE hOs 13R
LEKE CSwEGC Ao TJ
DREWSEY MCe 13 .
CRCWFLCT AC. 89
RLRAL CELL MC, 92
MAETY-CAE KC. 91
CICKIE FRATRE KC. 25

TRCY KC. 54
MCFARLAKC KC. 25
KLAPATH FALLS Uk 2
JCSEPF ML, &

NCETH CLACKAMAS 12
ELCIN MC. 23
GASTCA M. 5114

TABILE 45 1oraL Tax EFFORT EQUALIZATION PLAN: STATISTICAL SUMMARY

VALVUE

&4 .65
$3%.41
4959.7C
234 .83
v.0
DeO
Oe0

T1l.lc
5¢61.91
438.07
234 .4b
25445

0.0

4«0

284,178
20759
181.838
~34.54
-231.317
~752.51

11062.22
2283.34
186L1.67
1310,03
1064.52

914 .57
730.61

78l3,.62
577441
134.42

94,21
~18.2%
~611.07

23.80
16.81
14.57
11.65
8.54
T1.46
4 0\.0

142
2et8
2.33
Cob®
~lu3l
-2403
'&OPN

35

THE FIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY
SLIGHTLY FROM THOSE REPORTED BY OTHER
SOURCES. SEE TEXT FOR EXPLANATION.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E ©



mABLE 15a

TOTAL TAX EFFORT EQUALIZATION PLAN:

{(TOTAL TAX RATE VERSION)

TOTAL STATE RECEIPTS COMPONENTS

F FNLLGwING DAYA ARE WEPuUrTeL FCi A REP. ESENTATIVE SAMPLE CF SCHUUL UISTRICTS, BUT The TOTALS JUR McAnS Anl FUR Tk anul€ STATE,

TuTAl SIATE
wlrl GlFy
TTHONL GISTRICT MamE PER Lutim

, RAKER NO o 54 leCa.co
N3 GRIWE WD, & -49,.%3
RV ALLIS NO, 5094 135.24%
KE nmimﬂa kGo 14 PONOON
QREGION CITY NO. G2 201e 13
MEIMETY-OME 0. 91 25437
TORI A KO. 164.46
0S BAY NO. 9 186%9.12

~ sRTH AEND NU. 13 2¢5.C1
BEND WO. 1 le8.2L
~EOMOND K0, 24 228.%4
T UMPCUA ND, 19 l86.1¢
FNSPORY ND. 105 ~“60.11
OLEX NOD. 11 -415.,€69
AANS il 0. 2 - ~169,€5
00 RIVER N0, | L4Y9. 44
i AND NGO, 5 163,35
MEDFURD MO0, 549 184,46
KL AMATH FALLS M. 1 «206.42
UsH #40. 18 -278.85
OFAF MO . 4J is0.C1

w RINGFIELD KO 19 211.58
CRESwFLL D, 40 195.61
ur KEMZIE NO. 68 ~210.25
10 Do S5C 200,417
NTRAL L INN ND. 552 -191l.45
HARPFR KD, 66 -138,21
SALFM NO, 244 158.c8
SCLDE Uk NDe Y4 ~f0.66
ATLAND MO, 14 -153.80
raRKRNSE KO, 3 152.176
GRESHAM NO. 4 ~1ile¥C
€SS CITY NU. 57 207.59
FRMAN UK NO, L -280.171
”:—.aﬁﬂ-z zal 8 NWOCMﬁ
PENDLETON WDe 161 139.18
REFDVILLE ANO. 29 -68.74
AVERTON NO. 484 las.CéE
ohThinalifl, ME AN 61.63
Tofal 3,97 1Y,

STATE Loy
ECLALLZ SI¥
PER LCPW

490429
273.5¢C
37C.S5
4C4.tS
53C.E9
456,75
448.50
456.7¢C
568.16
374.46
£41.01
601.31
145.71
C.0
6.0
356.82
473.54
435,463
€CeC
CeC
395.73
46C.5¢
587.51
0.0
58C.21
0.0
65.12
4CCe €5
414,16
58,30
397.08
234.83
612.23
.0
€562
383,53
356.71
358.13

123.41

INSTR C2TEG

RCBT S(Mm
PER ALKMW

11.317
3.85
26.02
16.117
8.7
2451
1.21
8.02
$.06
6.33
8.50
8.81
5.C2
2.55
5.08
71.59
31.07
Se5
15.06
2.61
26.89
8.71
4.17
T.27
8.34
8.58
2.71
. Hw.ﬂm
6.18
48.60
11.31
3.97
2.29
« 8.71
6.80
9.6
2.29
10.78

15.85

TRANSPURT
RL¥¢l S IM
PER AUMS

15.37
13.48
2452
13.43
15,32
29645
16.94
23.67
18.467
la.27
17.77
23.38
22.98
232.18
26.32
29.48
3.79
13.13
19.39
45447
7.57
15.54
18.73
56654
32.85
43.41
43,64
12.€9
31.89
4.78
11.50
13,01
19.71
64,43
21l.17
z23.13
17.66
15.75

18.38

COLST UF wE~
(AP NEGATILN
PeR AD4m

oo OCCoGR
EEEEEEEEREX
OCOO0OLOoOOOCOCLOC

0.0
1213.20
603.57

U0

0.0

1704.39
G.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

24432

SAV0InNG FRuUM TJTalL STATe CCvPln SCH
PHASE= b ROPT SINK FUAL RCPTS
PER AuHm fER ALUMA PEA ADMw

Ueu 462°99 3.60
Oed 9382 2.2&
Uetd 43ueudd 3.57
Ue G 434.40 3.49
32.01 522487 3.l1
0.0 4da.t70 3450
uold &NNC@.‘ ‘.ON
Vel 49Le33 3.73
U0 59592 3.60
Je VU 399.J0 3.21
0.0 967.6% 3.24
Ged U3lLedd 360
Vel 113.74 3.49
$3%.T3 Je0O 3.14
0.0 3le3a 229
Vel 393.49 3,70
1J.62 3C4.19 3.59
Vel N 424.040 3,70
. Qe 2345 4406
45.07 3.3 3.11
Qa0 43d.19 3.74
Ve 484.83 3.72
0.0 68lCe%ik 3.78
63.84 Vel L PO % |
U.0 641639 3.17
0.0 43359 3451
Ve 115,40 3.48
0.0 427.1¢2 3.90
0.0 454420 337
Oe lii.34 b "
Ue 4l%.479 L.
0.0 23081 k- PR
Je U 634443 ‘317
15.14 0.0 3.27
Je0 693459 3el2
Ve 4ks.00 3.75
Ue U 3lbeuS 3.21
Je 0 384 .40 3.406
<e30 39340 3.80

THE FIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY
SLIGHTLY FROM THOSE REPORTED BY
OTHER SOURCES. SEE TBYT FOR
EXPLANZTION.
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TABLE 15

TOTAL TAX EPPORT EQUALIZATION PLAN: STATISTICAL SUMMARY

SCHLIL FINAMCE STATISTICAL SLFFARY

VARLABLES

TATAL STATF

hCPT UVIEF

STATE LGV
FQGUAL IZ SINM

INSTR CATEG

RCPT S5k
[

TRANSPORT
RCPT SIM

COST OF RE-~
CAP NEGATINN

SAVING FROM

PHAS F~ N

TOTAL STAlE
RCPT S1IM

PER

PEH

PER

PER

PER

PLER

PER

AUHKK

LUl

ADMuU

AOHM

ADNMW

ADHW

ADMs

RAANGE

+Iek

Ll LVILE
aCTik TIILE
FrulAN
2CTr LYILE
1ICTE TTILE
Liw

HIGH

SClr LYILE
8CTH ZTILE
FEUTAN
2CTF 2TILE
1CTh 2TILE
LOs

HiGgH

SCT+ 2TILE
§CTH ZTILE
KEU IAN
207F RTILE
1CTs RTILE
LCw

HIGH

SCTH VILE
80T+ ATILE
MED AN
2CTr 2RTILE
1CTr STILE
LChw

hIGH

SCTH RTILE
86CTH STILE
MEU I AN
2CIF TTILE
iCt- 2TILE
LOW-

HIGH

SCY¥r aTVILE
8CTr STILE
KEDTAN
201y XTILE
1€ RTILE
LCw

HIGH

9CTH LIILE
8CTr VILE
MED AN
2uTr STILE
1CTH TTILE
LGCw

CISTRICT

LCpELL KC. T1

FALLS CI1Y Af. 57
JUMCTICA CITY AC. 69
LIMCCLN CEC SCk CIS
CLCVER RICCE AC. 136
HARRIS MC. 4€

CRAARE Uk AC. 1

FERARICGE AC.2RJ
CCCULEILLE NC. 8
CCCS 8ayY NC. 9
GRESKHAV KC. 4
MCFC AC. 17

TECY hC. 54

BLRAS Uk AC. 2

LINCCLA CQ SC+ CIS
CCLLILLE NC. 8
TIGARE AC. 234
ELCRIECGE MAC. &0
SFLEBEL AC. 80
REECVILLE AC. 29
PISYCL RIVES M. 16

CREME UF KC. L4
CCACCN KC. 254
ELCRIELCE NC. &0
WEST STAYTEM M/, 61
ASTORIA M. 1
CATARIC MO. 8C
KCRTK ALBANY ML. 34

SLATEX KC. 10
SCCFCUSE NC. 32
ARCCKk ANC. 381

CARLS AC. 29

CLARKES AC. 32
OAPASCUS UNICK hC.26
YAPRILL=-CARLICA UK }

CRANE UF AC. 13

[# 1Sk BEANC KC. 24
RAIMNIER MO. 13
SISTERS MQ. €

ALPINE MAC. 26C

TRCY AC. 54
YAMHEILL-CARLYCA UK L

LkiAF AC. 80
CCYVRELL NC. 107
RCSEELRC NC. 4

ST. FAUL AC. 45
KLAMATH FALLS MhC. }
KCRC KC. 17

T&RCLT CREEK M. 53

VALUE

2B84.78
20045
ldl.dy
=34 .54
-237.317
~2854%1
=7152%1

EV4.45
535.41
459.7¢
234 .83
C.0
c.o
0.0

58.60

10.50
8.02

423
Le82
2429
0.0

544.31
82.58
45.85
26 .94
16.58
12.2¢€

0.0

q9082.79

866.53

360.32
0.0
0.0
G.0
G.0

546,49

65.19
0.0
0.C
0.0
0.0

71l.12
561.91
43€.017
284 406
25.45
0.0
C.0

35b
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wHE FIGURES IN THIS TABLE MAY VARY
SLIGHTLY FROM THOSE REPORTED BY
OTHER SOURCES. SEE TEXT FOR
EXPLANATION.
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EE 5 TOTAL TAX EFFORT EQUALIZATION PLAN: RESULTS FOR ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS
(TOTAL TAX RATE VERSION)

.

36

THE FOLLOYING DATA ARE REPNATED FUR A REPRESENTATIVE SAmpLE OF SCHOOL OISTRICTS, AuT THE TOTALS QR HEANS ARE POR THE WHOLE $TATE,
TOY RECEIPTS YT OPER TaX

SCHOOL DISTRICT NAWE

BAKER NO, SJ

CAK GRDYE NO, 8
CORVALLIS ND, 509J
LAKE OBsEGD zch 1J
OREGON CITY wuQ, 62
KINETY<ONE MO, 9%
ASTORIA &0, 1

€008 8iy NO, 9
NORYM BEND NO, 13
REND KO, 1

REDHOND NOU, 2J
S0UTH UKPQUA NO, 19
REEDSPORT NG, 108
OLEX NO, §t

AURNS UH no, 2
HOOD RIVER NO, §
ASHLAND NO4 S
MEDFORD NO, S39
KLAMATH FALLS NO, {
PLUSKH KO, 18
EUGENE ~NO, 44
SPRINGPIELD WO, 9
CRESWELL NO, a0

HC KENLZIE ND, 68
8CI10 NN, 98¢C
CENTRAL LINN WO, 552
HARPER %O, 66
SALEM N0, 28J
CABCADE yH NO, S
PORTLAND NO, 1J
PARKRCSE nNO, 3
GRESMAM ND, &
FALLS CITY NO. 57
SHERNAY UH NO, §
HERNISTON NO, &8
PENDLETON WU, 16R
REEOVILLE NO, 29
BEAVERTON NO, 48

TOTAL OR MEAN

THE PIGURES IN THIS
TABLE MAY VARY SLIGHTLY
FROM THOSE REPORTED

BY OTHER SOURCES. SEE
TPLAT POR EXPLANATION.

YOTAL STATE
RCPY DIFF

567%22,19
128,14
1525167,00
1310%42,00
1935290,00
A1124,66
375209,25
1301569,00
916161,88
1257555,00
796378,18
465133,49
»16303,3%3
«130548,75
§30671,58
652951,56
26487696,00
«838643,00
v2244,77
4690826,00
2805220,00
218969,94
«130002,45
262393,63
«207815,69
«i2509,03
4215490,00
15687 ,%6
©$0509383,00
901532,43
«257856,06
46074,63
715%942,56
572706,25
197860,6}%
3557086,00

39724060,06

SIMULATED
PER ADMM

1163,83
101957

. 167%,12

§1535.07
1150,60
1093,84
1529,.29
1323,35
1359,64
$300,98
1400,48
1161,32
1276,59
2585,92
1443,40
t1522,22
1264,77
114761
1247,32
4028,40
1383,81
1359,27
125236
2015,49
102478
1516,36
£1297,48
1368,00
1187,73
1206,33
1257,88
1241,68
1399%,26
2476,58
1266,75%
1246,29
1011,83
1420,08

1306,13

RATE SIM

10,98
10,06
20,18
16,31
11,08

6,78
13,80
16,69
15,55
13,28
ﬂm..q

9.12
15,49
12,78
14,04
17,34
14,38
13,02
10,95

5.98
17,34
16,86
£3,79
13,43

8,86
ﬂ“..'
15,75
15,17
$11,83
13,92
13,76

13,09

13,29
8,69
16,82
16,23
8,33
17,50

3991 ,80

TiX RATE IS CALCULATED TO BE HALFWAY
BETWEEN PRESENT RATE AND THE BATE
NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN PRESENT
ADDITIONAL COST TO
THE STATE IS $39.7 MILLION ABOVE

EXPENDITURES.

1973-74.

TQT RELEIPTS yav GPER TaX

SIHULATED
PER ADMA

1457,30
973,47
1698,23
1541,80
1150,60
t1093,61
1496 ,48
1355,8%
$1379,12
1347 ,64
1800,48
1148,12
1229,56
2376447
381,17
1557 ,84
1264,77
1182,72
1059,56
3590,3%
1420,96
1395443
1284,00
2663,24
1044 ,86
1570,55
1376,27
1380,89
1083,10
1270,02
13116,14¢
$1133,2¢
1431,12
1608,53
$1312,50
{256,480
984,08
1837,9%

1293,4¢0

RATE SIM

10,77
9,48
20,62
17,201
14,48
6,73
12,%
19,22
16,22
15,02
17,92
8,58
12,49
“".'“
6,90
16,17
16,43
15,26
8,59
5,02
19,16
15,86
14,72
14,95
9.7
14,09
16,94
16,92
9,29
13,69
18,92
11,20
14,13
5,23
16,56
18,48
7,78
18,%

36902,9}

TCT RECEIPTS
SIMULATED
PER ADNMY

1170,3¢
1065,66
1652,014
1896,7¢
035,21
t098,02
1561,.97
1222,97
1263,02
1215,22
1335,5%
1174,%¢
1323,63
279%,.%2
187%,06
1488,60
1191,3¢0
1053,42
1409, 64
3465,86
1302,76
1295,88
1223,173
2220460

998,55
‘1862,17
1218,03
1293,39
1294,36
1306,65
168,77
$1350,12
1347,414
3417,76
§221,00
1148,2%
1039,6¢
1353,08

1291 ,38

TAX RATE IS PRESENT RATE.
ADDITIONAL COST TO THE

STATE IS ONLY $24.7 MILLION
ABOVE 1873-%4 BECAUSE MORE

DISTRICTS ARE AFFECTED BY
THE PHASE-IN PROVISION

TAX RATE IS THAT NECESSARY
TO MAINTAIN PRESENT EXPEND-
ADDITIONAL COST

ITURES.

TOT OPER TAX
RAYE 81N

f1.42
10,97
19,66
15,42

7,9

6,79
14,63
18,18
12,89
11,53
13,82

9,65
13,089
13,92
15,92
16,51
12,33
10,77
13,30

6,83
15,489
”m .Nm
12,85
11,94

7.9
12,88
14,5¢
13,42
14,36
18,19
12,60
14,98
12,44
12,19
13,07
18,00

8,87
16,38

4087,29

TO THE STATE IS $40.0
MILLION ABOVE 1973-74
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would probably meet the Serrano test
and probably would not distort local
choice among different public
services. One disadvantage is that
it is complicated.

THE CHERRY VERSION

This is another way of equalizing
educational expenditures on the
basis of the total tax levied
within school districts. Again
this is a local guaranteed yield
plan which uses the ratio of school
tax rate to the total tax rate in
the calculation of state equaliza-
tion grant.

The state guarantees $740 per ADMW
at a school tax rate of $10 per
$1000 of true cash value. Districts
would receive an additional $40 for
each $1 of tax up to $16, and $25
for each $1 of tax from $§16 to a
maximum of $22. Districts would be
permitted to tax above $22 without
recapture.

The amount a district would receive
from the state is the difference
between the guaranteed amount and
the amount it raised locally and
from other state sources. For state
allocation purposes the amount

raised from local taxes would be
adjusted by multiplying the
district's true cash value by an
adjustment factor. This factor is
the proportion of school taxes to
total taxes, multiplied by 1.5 to
keep this plan from costing too
much state money. The calculation
of state equalization aid would be
made as follows.

The guaran- School tax
teed amount minus rate x

x ADMW district tcv -
(adjustment !
factor)

Federal State

forest Equalization
minus fees and = to the

federal district

impact

aid

We can illustrate how this plan
works by using the same example as
for the previous version. Again
we have two districts with $50,000
true cash value per ADMW and with
total tax rates of $32, With a
school tax rate of $24 the first
district would be guaranteed the
maximum expenditure of $1130 per
ADMW. It would not receive state




equalization aid. Locally it would
raise $1200 for each student. The
gsecond district, with a school tax
rate of $16, would be guaranteed
$980 per ADMW, It would receive
$380 in state aid and raise $800
locally for a total expenditure of
$1180 for each student in the
district.

This plan treats transportation
grants for special students and the
phase~in provisions the same as the
other plans. It does not include
allowances for AFDC students or for
a cost-of-living differential.
Again, if these features were added
it would cost the state somewhat
more than the $40.5 million pro-
jected. Data on the results of this
plan for the thirty-eight districts
are presented in tables 17-20.

Both versions of the total tax
effort equalization plan assist
those areas which have high local
taxes. The Cherry version gives
the most help to districts with
high total taxes and relatively low
school taxes. It has the disadvan-
tage, therefore, of providing an
incentive to shift activities out
of the school budget and into other
local government budgets.




TABLE 17
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Dide
py62
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LRRY
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piLd
1206

p2oe
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0215

p22o
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0225
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p2it
p234
T4
D238

b24a0
p2at
D242
D243

0249
p2so
02514
o252
p2s3
D254
D255
p256
p251
p2se
D259

(CHEKKY VERSION)
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LY REQGUIREL LOCAL EFFORT (8710009 10,00
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CONSID.

There are a number of issues which
are indirectly related to school
finance reform which the staff
believes the committee snould
consider. Action on them is not
essential to reform of the state's
school aid system. To varying
degrees, however, adoption of the
following recommendations would
improve the equity and efficiency
of the school finance system in
Oregon.

This section includes discussions
and recommendations on school
governance and district reorgani-
zation, special education, urban
school finance problems, occupation-
al education, capital outlay, trans-
port :ion, and public schools and
productivity.
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a.school

and
organization

Oregon has achieved substantial
progress over the last several dec-
ades in the area of school govern-
ance and district reorganization.
Nevertheless, there are some spe-
cific matters to which we believe
the committee should give careful
consideration.

SCHOOL DISTRICT ORGANIZATION

Oregon statutes presently specify
10 different types of local school
districts. Such a variety of
districts causes unnecessary con-
fusion, promotes inefficiencies,
and inhibits attempts to equalize
school finance arrangements.
Consequently, we believe that the
committee should recommend collaps-
ing all existing district categories
into a single category of unified
districts.

Oregon presently has 339 operating
school districts. Though this is
less than half the districts in
existence twenty years ago, it
still appears to be an excessive
number. The unification of all
presently non-unified districts
would reduce this number to
approximately 178. Under such an
arrangement, there would still be

districts of less than a thousand
students, which are difficult to
justify on economic or educational
grounds. However, the overall
situation would be vastly improved
over the present. We recommend,
therefore, that the committee
endorse the reorganization bills
that have recently been reported
out of the Interim Education
Committee which require unification
by March 31, 1976.

STATE LEVEL ORGANIZATION

(3
Oregon is presently handicapped by L7
not having fiscal policy analysis
and school facilities sections in
the State Department of Education.
It does not employ the personnel
needed to analyze matters which
affect state educational policy in
these areas. Consequently, the
long-range fiscal effects of such
topics as enrollment shifts,
proposed school finance reform,
and teacher collective bargaining
proposals are not researched. We
believe the committee should
consider, therefore, a recommenda-
tion to provide the State Depart-
ment of Education with funds
necessary to employ a small
nucleus of policy analysts as well




as discretionary funds with which
to supplement their expertise on an
ad hoc basis.

Statewide, capital expenditures for
school construction and renovation
constitute a substantial sum of
money each year. Similarly, the
State Department lacks the personnel
necessary to gather information on
the utilization and adequacy of
school facilities which would be
necessary to coordinate state policy
in this area. We suggest that the
committee recommend that a facili-
ties section be established and
funded by the next legislature.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Endorse legislation to create a
single category of unified school
district.

2. Endorse the Interim Education
Committee's reorganization bills
requiring unification by 1976.

3. Establish and fund a fiscal
policy analysis section in the DOE.

4, Establish and fund a school
facilities section in the DOE.
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The estimated number of school age
exceptional children in Oregon was
approximately 57,000 in 1972-73.
About 32,000 or 57% of these
children were receiving special
services in that year. Approxi-
mately $16 million from federal,
state and local sources was expended
on those services. The State of
Oregon's share of that total was
about $5.5 million or 35% of the
total. Five acts of legislation
provided these funds. Almost all
of those children who were not
receiving special services were
receiving regular school services.

The limited data that is available
on programs for the 32,000 children
now being served shows extreme
variation in accessibility to
services among handicapped children
and considerable variation in per
pupil expenditures among programs.
Programs for school age mentally
retarded, physically handicapped
and speech impaired children are
available to over 75% of those
children needing these services
while less than 10% of those
children with emotional problems
were being provided for. One

school district was found to be

spending 1.9 times that of another
for a mentally retarded program
that served the same number of
students. Programs for emotionally
disturbed children that were reim-
bursed under the Handicapped Child
statute were found to be spending
an average of $313 per child, while
emotionally handicapped programs
that were reimbursed under the
Emotionally Handicapped law were
found to be spending $1,616 per
child, or over five times as much.

Basically, the present special edu-

cation funding mechanisms in Oregon a
do not take into account that the is}
cost of services to a handicapped

child varies by both the disability

(e.g., speech versus mentally

retarded} and the severity of the

disability (e.g., minor emotional

handicap to severe emotional

handicap). On the next page is

an alternative 3delivery system

which arrays handicapping conditions

against a continuum of special

program options. We believe it

provides a structure for an equita-

ble system of state support of

special education programs.




ALTERNATIVE DELIVFERY SYSTEM FOR DISTRIBUTING SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDS
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The state, in conjunction with local
school districts, should develop a
comprehensive plan to meet the needs
of its handicapped children.
Realistic cost estimates for each
kind of handicap and type of program
should be a part of the comprehen-
sive plan. Implementation of such

a plan would have to be phased-in

tc allow for the proper planning of
programs and the training of
personnel for those programs.

The estimated total cost to the
state of providing special education
programs to all of Oregon's handi-
capped children would be approxi-
mately $10 million more than is
currently being spent. This

figure assumes that the current
estimate of the number of handi-
capped children in Oregon is
correct, that a delivery system

l1ike the one on the previous page

is used, that the federal government
maintains its present level of fund-
ing, and that the state increases
its share of program costs to 70%.
Any increase in federal money would
reduce the cost to the state.

RECOMMENDATIONS

5. Develop a comprehensive plan
for special education in Oregon.

6. Prepare cost estimates of
delivering services to handicapped
children by alternative types of
programs.

7. Fund 70% of the excess cost
for 100% of handicapped children.
Estimated cost, $10 million.




C.

Many urban school districts across
the country are on the brink of
failure. Oregon its fortunate to
have relatively good city schools.
Oregonians should not be complacent,
however, for many of the conditions
which caused the failure of educa-
tional systems in other cities are

becoming a reality in Oregon as well.

One problem that is rapidly becoming
acute is the lack of resources to
maintain the guality of educational
programs in the cities.

The financial problems of urban
scnools are complex but seem to fall
into three general areas: higher
costs, the special educational needs
of urban students, and higher non-
educaticnal taxes. First, it costs
more to provide similar educational
services in urbar school districts
than ir suburban or rural school
districts. Comparisons of ver pupil
expenditures hide the fact that the
higher costs of land, kuildings,
teacher salaries, and maintenance
mean that in cities you buy less
educational services for each dollar
thapn elsewhere. We recommend,
therefore, that a new schoel aid
formula be adjusted for identifiable
cost differences among school dis-
tricts. Since Oregon's school aid

formula covers only operating
costs, and since the costs of land
and construction seem to be major
factors in the higher cost-of-
living in cities, we believe the
quality of urban schools could aisc
be greatly enhanced if the state
would@ change its school finance
system to include contributing to
construction and renovation costs
as well as operating costs.

A second problem arises from the
relatively large number of children
in cities who require expensive
special educational programs.
Cities attract large numbers of
poor and disadvantaged families
whcse children need compensatory
programs to enable them to fully
utilize the regular education
programs of the schools. Low
income families alsc want more
cccupational training which is
usually mcre expensive. Finally
the incidence of handicapped
childrer is usually hicher in the
cities. We recommend, therefore,
that the state contribute a

larger proportion of the excess
costs of compensatory education
programs, cccupational programs and
special educaticn programs than it
presently does.

-
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A third problem that affects urban
schools arises from competing
derands for non-educational services
irn cities. This is frequently
referred tc as the nunicipal over-
burden problem. The presumption is
trnat the higher per capita expendi-
ture for noneducational services
(police, housing, public utilities)
means there are fewer dollars avail-
able for education. The staff has
explored two different techniques
for adjusting the state distribution
forrmula to provide for municipal
overburden. We recommend that the
committee explore the advantages

and disadvartages of both total tax
effort plans as outlined in plan 3.

RECOMMENDATICNS

8. Encourage additional study of
cost differences among school
édistricts in Oregcen.

3. Increase state support for

compensatory education programs,
cccupational education programs,
ard special education programs.

5
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Occupational education (which is
frequently called career education
or vocatiocnal education) is becoming
an increasingly important part of a
basic pubiic school education.

Some occupational training is
required to satisfy the state's
graduation requirements. The
federal government has been funding
vocational education programs for
many years.

Almost all of the money flowing from
the state to local school districts
for occupational education is
federal money for llth and 12th
grade programs. Many districts

have extensive occupational educa-
tion programs which they support
with general funds in addition to
these federally funded programs.

At this time, however, the state
does not collect information on the
extent or guality of locally
supported occupational education
grograms, Nor is there any infor-
raticn at the state level on
occupational training being offered
by the IED's, the community colleges,
or proprietary schools which may
supplement or duplicate programs
beirng offered in the public schools.
efcre any general state funding of
cccupaticnal education is begun,
information con what is already heing

offered is required.

The state of Oregon is ahead of
most states in developing new
curricular approaches for occupa-
tional education such as job
clusters and career exploration.

To implement these approaches,
however, the State Department needs,
in addition to information on
existing programs, better data on
what they would cost. Because of
the lack of both kinds of infor-
mation, we cannot recommend a large
scale occupational education
program be integrated into a basic
finance plan. Rather, we support a
modest state categorical program
(perhaps $1 million) to supplement
federal funds and to encourage new
ways of implementing the job
cluster and carzer exploration
models developed by the State
Department. Categorical grants
should be given to districts with
concentrations of students requiring
particular kinds of occupational
training, such as agricultural
training in the northeastern part
of the state, or social service
training in Portland. Grants might
also be used to develop mobile
training facilities in rural areas,
career exploration curriculum for
grade school children, or

)
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cooperative programs with the com-
munity colleges or proprietary
schools.

RECOMMENDATIONS

10. Direct State Department of
Education to collect information on
occupational education programs
currently being offered in the
public schools, the IED's, com-
munity colleges, and proprietary
schools.

11. Provide state categorical money
{$1 million) as seed money for new
programs at the local level.




e.capital

Under the current school finance
system in Oregon, local school dis-
tricts are responsible for the con-
struction and maintenance of their
facilities. This means that
wealthy districts are able to
afford better facilities than poor
districts. The Arizona Supreme
Court recently declared that

state's school finance system un-
constitutional because the ability
of school districts to finance both
operating and capital costs was
dependent upon the wealth of the
district. As mentioned earlier in
this report, we believe that capital
outlay should be equalized the same
as operating expenditures in a state
school finance system.

Berides the equity argument, there
are two other reasons for the state
to assume some responsibility for
capital outlay. First, if the
state decides to expand its support
for special education programs,
early childhood programs, and
cccupational education programs it
will have to consider the facility
requirements of those programs as
well. Second, substantial
efficiencies could be realized by
transferring students from schools
that are overcrowded to those with
excess capacity, or by closing or

utilizing half-empty schools for
other purposes.

Twenty-seven states currently
assist local school districts in
building facilities. Before Oregon
could take such a step it would
have to collect data on the number,
adequacy, and safety of school
facilities in the state. We
believe this committee should
support legislation to add a
facilities section in the Depart-
ment of Education and give it funds
to conduct a comprehensive school
facilities inventory for the state
of Oregon. Until such a step is
taken, there are several immediate
steps that should be considered.

First, we recommend that legisla-
tion bLe introduceéd which would
permit local school districts to
use the state's credit rating for
local school bond issues. School
*igtricts could save between a half
and one and a half percent on the
interest rates they are now paying.
This could save about $600,000 the
first year and ultimately $3.5
million annually, assuming $400
million in local indebtedness.
Additional savings would be
realized from state pooling of the
legal, underwriting, printing,

mx.




advertising, and other costs of
school bond issues. One method of
accomplishing such a plan would be
for a state bond bank to purchase
bonds directly from local school
districts. The state bond bank
would then sell its own debt obliga-
tions to the public and repay them
with receipts from the local
districts.

Second, we recommend consideration
of a state lease purchase plan for
school construction and remodeling.
Under such a plan, a state school
building authority (or other state
agency}) could issue its own debt
okligaticns up to amounts fixed
periodically by the legislature.
The state would then approve local
applicaticns for school facilities,
based on need criteria. The locals
would lease the buildings from the
state under a lease purchase plan
using current revenues. At the end
cf a specified period, ownership of
the building would revert to the
school district.

These two plans do not sever the
connection between local property
wealth and the capacity of a
district to fund school facilities.
First priority shculd be giver to
building a statewide data base for

analyzing facility needs. Once
this step is taken, the state could
sever the connection between local
property wealth and the capacity of
a district to fund school facili-
ties by either 1) providing cate-
gorical grants to equalize the
costs of capital outlay, or

2} assuming the full cost of school
construction and debt service.

RECOMMENDATIONS

12. Support a comprehensive school
faczilities inventory for Oregon.

o

.
A

13. Allow local school districts
to use the state's credit rating
for local school bonds.

{

14. Investigate a state lease .
purchase plan for school construc-
tion and remodeling.

15. Equalization of school facili-
ties costs in a future state school
finance formula.




f. transportation

Oregon®s present transportation RECOMMENDATIONS

formula is complex and fails to

comply with the legislature's intent 16. Increase state reimbursement

to reimburse 60% of costs. Reim- of transportation costs to 75%.

bursement is currently closer to .
50%. We believe this is tco low 17. Change state formula for

and suggest the committee recommend school bus depreciation.

increasing reimbursement to 75% of
cost. The reason for recommending
an increase beyond 60% is that
transportation costs do not fall
equally on school districts.
Sparsely settled areas must use a
larger proportion of their budgets
for transportation than compact
districts. In order to insure
equal educational opportunity,
therefore, the state should pay all 34
transportation costs above some

minimum level. A reimbursement

formula in which the state picked

up 75% of transportation costs

rather than 60% would be more

equitable and still provide dis-

tricts with an incentive to be

efficient.

=y
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The state formula for depreciation
of school buses is also out-of-date
and needs to be changed. Buses are
much more expensive tcday than they
were when the formula was written
and full depreciation reguires
utilization of the buses long after
their usefulress.
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For the 1973-74 school year, Oregon
spent approximately $513 million
for the support of public school
services. A decade ago, the equiv-
alent figure was less than $208
rillion. This is an increase of
almost 1508 in ten years. When
these figures are adjusted in order
to account for population expansion,
school expenditures increase from
$493.84 per pupil in 1964 to
$1,116.77, an increase of more than
125%. When further adjustments are
made to control for inflation,
Oregon's per pupil school costs
rose almost 155% in the decade
involved. Looked at still another
way, Oregonians increased their
efforts to support schools from

20% of per capita personal income
in 1964 to almost 24% in 1974. 1In
short, by any measure, school costs
have been rising dramatically.
Moreover, present efforts to
achieve school finance equity and
needed reforms in areas such as
vocational educaticn and schooling
of the handicapped are likely to
increase aggregate school costs
even further. Thus it appears that
it would be useful for the state to
develop a consistent set of pclicies
to encourage increased productivity
and efficiency in the public school
sector. In that regard, we offer

the following ideas for committee
deliberation:

WINDFALL GAIN UIMITS

In achieving equity in a state

school finance plan, it is almost

inevitable that school experditures

in some districts will increase.

The concern is that such expendi-

tures be productively employed.

Past experience in other states and

with federal programs suggests

strongly that school districts

have difficulty absorbing more than

15% increases in per pupil expendi-

tures in any particular school year. *n)
Consequently, the committee should e
consider such a ceiling to accompany

school finance reform in Oregon.

{(The computer simulation model is

equipped to calculate a specified

percent of increase and "cut off"

new district revenues above that

amount. )

ANNUAL EXPENDITURE INCREASES

Oregon presently employs a statutory
mechanism to control school expendi-
tures. Any school district pro-
posing a budgeting increase in
excess of 6% annually of its tax




base must seek voter approval. This
system promotes a costly series of
elections in many Oregon districts,
fails to take into account the fact
that rapid enrocllment growth and
rising costs have made most dis-
tricts' tax bases grossly inade-
guate, and fails to control cost in
a district with declining enroll-
ment. Moreover, as demonstrated by
the statistics at the beginning of
this section, Oregon's system of
budget referrals has not succeeded
in curtailing overall school costs.

Local voter scrutiny of school
budgets strikes us as a valuable
concept. However, the present
mechanisms appear inadequate for
reasons we describe above. Con-
sequently, we suggest the following
plan or a variation thereof, four
Committee discussion.

School district fiscal controls
should be based upon budgeted
per pupil expenditure figures,
rather than district totals. For
example, if a proposed district
budget is to exceed a per pupil
figure equal to the past year's
inflation rate plus 2%, then it
would be submitted to the local
electorate for approval. (A
figure slightly in excess of the

annual rate of inflation will
probably ke needed to keep schools
competitive with the private
sector for employees.)

IED BUDGET LIMITS

Intermediate Educational District
budgets might well be subject to
the expenditure controls described
above. IED's presently have both
an equalizing function and a
program or service function. As
explained in the section on dis-
tribution plans, the IED equaliza-
tion function, under all three
proposed school finance reforms,
would be shifted to the state.

IED program functions could be
limited to the dollar amount
necessary to fund actual operating
expenses in a base year, plus
inflation and an added 2%.

SCHOOL PERSONNEL COSTS

The overwhelming proportion of
school costs are attributable to
teacher and administrative salaries.
For example, in 1973-74 more thar
70% of Oregon's total school
expenditures went for instructional
and administrative personnel.




(Personnel costs in Oregon are
relatively high primarily because
the statewide pupil to teacher
ratic is lower than comparable
states, i.e., 19.7 - 1 in 1972.
The national average for that year
was 20.2. The California average
was 22.2; Washington 22.4; and
Idaho 23.0.) If fiscal control is
to be exerted at all, then
attention must be directed to
persconnel costs. There are at
least two avenues for achieving
such control.

a. A school district's costs for
instructional and administrative
salary catecories should not be
permitted to exceed the same
proportion of the base year budget
for such categories. 1If a dis-
trict believes that there are
extenuating circumstances which
justify spending a larger pro-
portion of its budget cn these
categcries, it would have to apply
to the state education department
for an exemption.

b. Alternatively, school districts
might not be permitted tc reduce
teacher/pupil and administrator/
pupil ratios to less than the base
year state average for such ratios
without special permission from the

state educaticn department. All
districts wherein such ratios were
lower than state averages, would
be frozen in place.

SCEOOL DISTRICT CONSCLIDATION

In terms of their ability to offer
a full program of courses, small
secondary schools and small sec-
ondary school districts, are
inefficient. Consequently, we wish
to emphasize that the school dis-
trict consolidation and recrganiza-
tion plans described previously
contain significant implications
for added school productivity.

o
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SCHOOL~BY-SCHOOL ACCOUNTING

Until it is possible to link cost
more clearly to scheol outputs,
education will be handicapped
significantly in identifying new
avenues for increasing productivity.
Such a linkage is presently in-
hibited by the absence of accurate
school-by-school expenditure
information. Consecguently, we
believe the committee should con-
sider carefully a recommendation
for such accounting procedures in
Oregorn.




RECOMMENDATIONS

18. Place a limitation on the
amount districts can increase

revenues per pupil in any one year.

19. Tie overall expenditure limi-
tations to the cost-of-living plus
2% per pupil.

20. Eliminate the IED equalization
and limit its expenditure increases
to the rate of inflation plus 2%
over the past year's actual
operating expenses.

2l. Impose a limitation on either
proportion of operating expenditures
used for instruction and administra-
tive salaries, or on reductions of
teacher/pupil ratio.

22. Develop a school-by-school
accounting system.
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