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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Washington State students are now facing higher academic expectations than ever before, in the 
form of state graduation requirements, federal sanctions on “failing schools,” and a demand from 
new economy jobs for higher employee skill levels.  Washington’s student population has 
increased over the past ten years, particularly for specific populations of students that face 
barriers to achievement such as poverty, learning English, and special education needs.  At the 
same time, Washington State’s contribution to resources for students and schools has been 
declining relative to inflation, and attempts to increase public school funding have been 
decreased or suspended by the state legislature due to a lack of state funds. 
 
The League of Education Voters, a statewide, grassroots non-profit organization, is proposing an 
Education Trust Fund for Washington State, to fund preschool, K-12, and higher education.  The 
group proposed the Education Trust Fund (ETF) as legislation in January 2004, and filed it as a 
statewide initiative in February 2004.  The goal of the Education Trust Fund is to “enhance 
current education funding and make the additional investments needed to help students meet the 
educational and economic challenges of our time.”   One of the decisions that LEV needed to 
make, was how to distribute the proposed new State Education Trust Fund dollars to K-12 school 
districts.  This paper provides data, analyzes options, and recommends variables for a formula of 
distribution.  It also provides a case study of how LEV used a quantitative model to then fine 
tune the formula with specific dollar amounts. 
 
This paper addresses the question:  
 

“How should the League of Education Voters (LEV) distribute proposed new  
State Education Trust Fund dollars to K-12 school districts?” 

 
A policy analysis framework was the method used to define the problem and goals, identify 
alternative solutions, and compare the potential outcomes of each alternative using defined 
criteria.  The recommendation made to LEV was the alternative that best met the defined criteria, 
and it provided LEV with variables for the distribution formula.  In the second part of this paper, 
the author created a quantitative model to provide a tool for LEV to use to define precise dollar 
amounts for each coefficient in the formula.  A case study shows how LEV determined its final 
formula. 
 
The alternative distribution variables ranged from a flat per student amount to weighted 
distributions based on poverty, high school, or test score data.  Alternatives considered for the 
formula variables were: 
 

1. Status quo - funding is not “targeted” 
2. Align with LAP funding - primarily test scores 
3. Distribute funds according to poverty 
4. Distribute funds according to local assessed property value 
5. Give parents of lowest quartile students tutoring vouchers of $500 each 
6. Distribute funds according to percentage of students in poverty and students learning 

English 
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The recommended alternative was #6: Distribute funds according to the percentage of students in 
poverty and students learning English, because it best reaches the students with low scores on the 
WASL, it is politically feasible and legal, it addresses predicted future growth of the bilingual 
student population, it is relatively stable, and it does not create a disincentive for student 
achievement.  
 
Next, a quantitative model was created as a tool to help LEV decide what the precise coefficients 
should be in the formula.  With this model, the weighting of each variable could be changed (or 
set to zero) to see the effect on funding in every school district in the state.  The formula is as 
follows:     

 
With this tool, LEV chose its final precise formula, which resulted in the scatterplot in Appendix 
V and the final school district predicted allocations in Appendix VII.   

Total Formula = a0x0+a1x1+a2x2+a3x3+a4x4 
where x0=x1=total FTE, x2=weighted FTE,  x3=HS FTE, x4=weighted HS FTE 

 
Coefficients: 
• A0=existing I-728 $/student, 
• A1=ETF $/every student, 
• A2= ETF $/weighted student, 
• A3= ETF HS $/student, 
• A4= ETF HS $/weighted HS student 
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II. INTRODUCTION 
 
The goal of this paper is to design a formula to recommend to the League of Education Voters 
(LEV) a formula for distribution of potential new State Education Trust Fund dollars to K-12 
school districts.   
 
Washington State’s students and schools are facing new demands and new consequences, as a 
result of state education reform and the federal No Child Left Behind Act.  The state’s student 
population has increased over the past ten years, with proportionally larger increases in students 
who are learning English, students in poverty, and special education students.  Yet, over that 
same period, the state portion of total Washington State education funding has been declining, 
both as a percentage of total state funding and in comparison to inflation.  Attempts to increase 
funding during that time have since been suspended or reduced by the state Legislature.     
 
In 2004, the League of Education Voters worked with Governor Locke to propose the Education 
Trust Fund to the Washington State Legislature.  When no action was taken by the legislature, 
LEV rewrote the proposal as a statewide initiative.  The intent of the Education Trust Fund is to 
“make additional investments needed to help students meet the educational and economic 
challenges of our time.”  Creating an effective distribution formula is essential to reach the 
lowest achieving students with more resources, with a formula that is politically feasible and 
timely.  Including a specific formula in the initiative will ensure that funding is allocated out in a 
timely manner, and avoid delays of an additional process to then decide allocation of funding.  
Appendix I shows the full intent section of the Education Trust Fund initiative. 

 
This paper essentially has two main parts.  Part one (sections III-VIII) is a policy analysis that 
recommended how LEV should decide which variables to use in the distribution formula of the 
Education Trust Fund.  Part two (section IX and enclosed CD) introduces a quantitative model 
that LEV then used to decide the precise formula and weights, based on the resulting 
distributions to school districts and the totals.   
 
This paper begins with a background on the problem of education funding in Washington state 
and the history of declining funding and increasing expectations.  Relevant data on other states 
and Washington state formulas is provided to identify variables and alternatives for the 
distribution of Education Trust Fund dollars, and a regression analysis shows what variables 
correlate most strongly with WASL scores.  The outcomes of each alternative are then compared 
to criteria of their correlation with low test scores, political feasibility, stability and whether they 
create an incentive for achievement.  A policy recommendation is then made based on which 
alternative has outcomes that best match the criteria.  In Part Two, a quantitative model shows 
outcomes by county and school districts for various specific dollar amount choices in the overall 
formula, and a case study shows how LEV used the model to create the final Education Trust 
Fund formula.  Finally, further implementation and the wider context of this decision are 
discussed. 
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III. PROBLEM / HISTORICAL CONTEXT 
 
 

A. THE EDUCATION CHALLENGE: HIGHER EXPECTATIONS, GREATER NEEDS 
 
Washington state students and schools are facing new demands and new consequences as a result 
of state education reform and the federal No Child Left Behind Act.  Students must pass all 
sections of the WASL1 in order to graduate from high school starting in 2008.  Already in 2004, 
schools that don’t meet Federal goals for annual increases in student achievement must use their 
Title I funds to transport students to other schools.  There is urgency for students and schools to 
meet these new demands and expectations, not only to avoid punitive consequences, but also to 
learn the necessary skills for our new economy.  However, there is a large gap between 
expectations and performance for students as a whole, and particularly for students with certain 
socio-economic and racial backgrounds.  There are also more students with greater needs 
entering Washington’s public schools, who could use additional resources to learn English and 
overcome the challenges of poverty.   
 

Higher Student Expectations 
 
The new economy requires new skills, and sets higher expectations for people in the workforce.  
Students that do not meet standards will have a more difficult time finding living-wage work 
than ever before.  In 1973, 51% of well-paying factory jobs were filled by workers who had not 
completed high school.  By 2000, that number had fallen to only 19%.2  In 2004, high tech 
companies are not able to find needed skills among persons educated in Washington State.  In a 
recent speech, Microsoft CEO Steve Ballmer revealed that, of their employees educated in the 
U.S., only 8% were educated in Washington State. Currently, Microsoft has 2,000 unfilled 
positions locally, despite a high unemployment rate in the Seattle area. The cause, according to 
Ballmer, is a shortage of skilled labor in the area. “Taxpayers in this state have to come to grips 
with the notion that says we need to invest more in our education system overall,” announced 
Ballmer.3   
 
Expectations for students also changed dramatically with Washington State’s Education Reform 
Act of 1992, and passing all WASL standards was set as the requirement for high school 
graduation starting in 2008.   
 

Achievement Gaps 
 
There are two main achievement gaps currently in Washington State: one is a gap between 
expectations and overall performance of all students, and the other is a gap in achievement 
between different economic and racial groups of students. 
 
 
                                                 
1 Washington Assessment of Student Learning – statewide tests taken by students in 4th, 7th, and 10th grade to 
measure whether students have learned the statewide standards called EALRs – Essential Academic Learning 
Requirements 
2 Carnevale, Anthony P. and Desrochers, Donna M., “The Missing Middle: Aligning Education and the Knowledge 
Economy,” for the Office of Vocational and Adult Education, US Department of Education, April 2002. 
3 “Ballmer raps state’s higher-education funding, curricula,” Seattle Times, April 2, 2003. 
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The gap between overall student expectations and performance is evident by current WASL 
scores.  Graduation requirements start in 2008, yet in 2002 only 29.1% of fourth graders met 
standards in all areas on the WASL, and 33% of students in Washington drop out between 8th 
and 12th grade.  Also, out of 100 kids who enter kindergarten in Washington State, only between 
67 and 71 actually graduate from high school. Out of those, only 42 are entering community 
college or a four-year school, and only 18 complete a bachelor's or associate’s degree within six 
years.4  The resources and efforts necessary to get all students up to standard in the era of “No 
Child Left Behind,” could be extensive, and much more than was invested in education 
previously.  A small increase in dollars per student may not be enough.   
 
Of those students not meeting standards, the situation is direr for low-income students and some 
students of color.  Figure 1 below shows the difference in 4th grade reading WASL scores for 
school districts with the highest percentage of low-income students (measured by percentage of 
students on free and reduced price lunch) and school districts with the lowest percentage of low-
income students.5 
 
 

 

                                                 
4 The National Collaborative for Postsecondary Education Policy “Report to the Washington Advisory Group,” 
September 29, 2003 
5 See Appendix V for background on Free and Reduced price lunch as a measure of poverty 

Figure 1: Economic Achievement Gap in 4th grade reading, 1996-2003 
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African American and Hispanic students in Washington State have consistently under-performed 
on achievement tests in Washington State compared to white and Asian students.  Figure 2 
shows this achievement gap in 4th grade reading WASL scores in 2003. 
 
 

Figure 2: Racial Achievement Gap in 4th Grade Reading, 2003 
Grade 4 Reading by Race/Ethnicity
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Figure 3 shows the racial achievement gap between Latinos and African Americans compared to 
the highest scoring ethnic group and to the state average.   
 

Figure 3:  WASL – 7th Grade Mathematics 1997-2000,  
Latinos and African Americans compared to  

Highest Scoring Ethnic Group (HSEG) and Statewide 

  
Source: Latino/a Educational Achievement Project, “Invest in Language, Diversity to Reduce Achievement Gap,” 

LEAP Educator, October 2003 
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More Students with Greater Needs 
 
K-12 enrollment in Washington State has increased by 100,000 students since 1993.  The student 
body over this period of time has also changed dramatically.  Figure 4 show that there are more 
students with special education needs, more students learning English, and more students who 
qualify for free and reduced price lunch.6  Students in special education increased from 96,000 in 
1992 to 120,000 in 2000 – a 25% increase.  Students with limited English increased from 4.4% 
of students in 1992 to 7.1% of students in 2000.  The percentage of students eligible for free and 
reduced price lunch (current measure of student poverty.  See Appendix IV for details.) increased 
from 27% of students to 33% of students. 
 

Figure 4: More Students with Greater Needs 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
6 League of Education Voters Foundation, “Realities of Education Funding in Washington State: Why schools are 
still struggling even after the passage of two education initiatives,” December 2002, p. 6. 
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The Latino/a student population is skyrocketing in Washington State, and their achievement 
levels have consistently been among the lowest of all students. 

• Burgeoning Latino/a student population: between 1986-2001, the Latino/a student 
population grew at an unprecedented rate - 193% - compared to 12% for non-Hispanic 
white students, and 28% for all school populations combined. Further, the state's Office 
of Financial Management projects the Latino population will double again by the year 
2020 to nearly 700,000.7 

• Low Latino/a test scores: Latino children, for at least the past two decades in 
Washington, have scored last or next to last on statewide K-12 assessments. In the 
Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) administered in 2001, measuring 
math, reading, writing, listening/communications, in 4th, 7th, and 10th grades, Latino/a 
children ranked last in 9 of the 12 categories when compared to all other students in the 
state.  

B. WASHINGTON STATE EDUCATION FUNDING HISTORY 
 

Over the past 10 years, the state share of total Washington State education funding has been 
declining, both as a percentage of total state funding, and in comparison to inflation.  In 1992, 
Governor Booth Gardner’s Commission on Education Reform and Funding (GCERF) laid the 
groundwork for the passage of Washington State’s standards-based education system.  In 
addition, GCERF called on the legislature to support education reform with a “public school 
funding system that is ample, flexible, stable, equitable, straightforward, and accountable.”8  
However, since then, little work has been done to create a new finance system.  According to the 
League of Education Voters, “If we do not provide the resources to meet the needs of our 
students, we risk losing the gains we have already made.”9  
 
Over that same period there have also been: 

• More costs and less buying power. 

• Attempts to increase funding that were decreased or suspended by the state Legislature. 

 

                                                 
7 Latino/a Educational Achievement Project, www.leapwa.org/about.htm, with data from OSPI 
8 Governor’s Commission on Education Reform and Funding, “Putting Children First: Improving Student 
Performance,” 1992. 
9 League of Education Voters Foundation, “Realities of Education Funding in Washington State: Why schools are 
still struggling even after the passage of two education initiatives,” December 2002, p. 4. 
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More Costs and Less Buying Power 
 

Although the total actual dollars of the state budget for K-12 schools have increased due to 
increased enrollment, these dollars have not kept pace with inflation.  Figure 5 shows that when 
measured on a per-student basis, state funding lags behind inflation by $535 in 2001.10 
 

Figure 5: 1992-93 State per-student spending adjusted for inflation  
– compared to actual state per-student funding 

 

 
 

Attempts to Increase Funding: LAP, I-728, I-732 
 

Learning Assistance Program (LAP) Funding 
 
The Learning Assistance Program (LAP) was created by the Washington state legislature in 1987 
to provide extra assistance for low-achieving students. LAP is a state program that provides 
funding to school districts based on standardized test scores and above-average student eligibility 
for federal Free and Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL).   
 
LAP is intended to enhance educational opportunities for students who are deficient in basic 
skills achievement. For the 2000–2001 school year, districts received $74 million from LAP. 
Funds were allocated to school districts based on the following criteria:  
 
• 93 percent allocated based on low test scores (the percentage of students in each school 

district who score in the lowest quartile on standardized tests).  

                                                 
10 League of Education Voters Foundation, “Realities of Education Funding in Washington State: Why schools are 
still struggling even after the passage of two education initiatives,” December 2002, p. 7. 
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• 7 percent allocated based on student poverty (the percentage of students who are eligible for 

federal Free and Reduced Lunch programs, if the district average is above the state average).  
 
An identified problem with this formula was that as test scores improve for one class of students, 
districts receive less LAP money to assist incoming classes.  The Washington State Institute for 
Public Policy (WSIPP) was asked by the Legislature to recommend changes to LAP distribution 
in 2002.  They developed three options, all of which transition the formula away from test 
scores.  In 2004, after LEV filed the initiative, the Washington state legislature passed Engrossed 
Substitute Senate Bill 5877, which changed the formula to 50% test score and 50% poverty.  The 
outcome of the new formula was unknown at the time LEV was writing the initiative, so LEV’s 
policy analysis describes LAP as the older formula. 
 
In 2003-04, LAP funding decreased from $74 million to $65.8 million, just 1.26% of total state 
general fund appropriations to K-12 education.  To show how LAP fits into the overall state 
general fund education allocations, the State General Fund appropriations to K–12 education for 
the 2003–04 state fiscal year are summarized in Table 111: 
 

Table 1: State General Fund appropriations to K–12 education  
for the 2003–04 state fiscal year 

 
 

 
Washington State Initiatives to Increase Education Funding: I-728 and I-732 
 

The Washington State legislature has not created a new finance system since the Governors 
Commission on Education Reform and Funding (GCERF) to accommodate the changes in 
expectations, student population, and buying power; thus pressure from groups such as the 
League of Education Voters to increase state education funding is becoming increasingly core to 
education improvement efforts.  Concerned citizens passed Initiative 728 in 2000, to reduce class 

                                                 
11 Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, “Organization and Financing of Washington Public Schools,” 
February 2004. http://www.k12.wa.us/safs/PUB/ORG/04/orgfin04.pdf  
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sizes in public schools.  I-728 directed the state to allocate $194/student to every school district 
starting in 2001, funding that districts are allowed to spend on a restricted menu of options:  
 

• Reducing class size 

• Professional development 

• Extended learning (including before and after school and summer programs, and all day 
kindergarten) 

• Early childhood education 

• Construction related to class size reduction or extended learning. 

 
As written, I-728 funding was to grow to $450/student starting in 2004.  In 2003, the state 
legislature decided to suspend I-728, allowing it to grow only to $254/student instead of $450.  
Also, “despite the intent of I-728, the legislature began “supplanting” the new funding from I-
728 by cutting $75 million from other K-12 programs in 2001 and $98 million in 2002.”12 
 
Initiative 732 was created by the Washington Education Association, the state teachers’ union, 
and was also passed by voters in 2000.  It directed the state to provide teachers a yearly cost of 
living adjustment (COLA) based on the cost-of-living in the Seattle/Tacoma area.  The state 
interpreted the initiative to exclude any state funds for inflation adjustments to teachers paid with 
local or federal funds, and in 2003, the state legislature suspended the COLA entirely. 

 
C. LEAGUE OF EDUCATION VOTERS PROPOSAL 

 
The League of Education Voters (LEV) is a grassroots, statewide non-profit organization, 
working to increase resources for Washington’s public schools from early childhood education 
through K-12, community and technical colleges, and 4 year colleges.  In February 2004, this 
group filed an initiative that would dedicate new state funding to education through an Education 
Trust Fund.   The group views this initiative as an opportunity to direct new funding in a 
strategic, targeted way to improve student achievement.  Their method is to provide local school 
districts with flexibility to spend new dollars within a menu of strategic options, including 
reducing class size, professional development, and early childhood education. 
 
The state legislature continues to debate how to reform the overall education funding system, 
including topics such as reforming the statewide teacher salary schedule and analyzing levy 
equalization.  These issues are large and systemic, and likely to take many years to fix.  In the 
meantime, schools and students are struggling now with budget cuts and higher standards.  The 
League of Education Voters’ goal is to direct new funding to schools now, in a way that is both 
politically feasible and that will improve student achievement.   
 

                                                 
12 League of Education Voters Foundation, “Realities of Education Funding in Washington State: Why schools are 
still struggling even after the passage of two education initiatives,” December 2002, p. 27. 
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D. GOALS OF THE EDUCATION TRUST FUND 

 
The Intent Section of the Washington Education Trust Fund states that “It is the intent of the 
people to create a dedicated Education Trust Fund that will enhance current education funding 
and make the additional investments needed to help students meet the educational and economic 
challenges of our time. 
 
In particular, it is the intent of the people through this act to: 
 
• Help close the achievement gap by expanding access to high-quality early childhood 

education programs, particularly for low-income students; 

• Increase student achievement by reducing class sizes, providing more learning opportunities, 
and providing additional support for students to meet or exceed higher standards.”13 

 
The goal of this analysis is to create a formula that enables more resources to reach struggling 
students while at the same time avoiding any distribution that would cause the initiative to fail 
for political reasons or that would create a disincentive for students and schools to achieve. 
 
 
IV. METHODOLOGY 
 
The overall methodology of this paper uses a policy analysis framework to identify the best 
option for disseminating funds given LEV’s goals, and it then provides a quantitative model as a 
tool for LEV to use to create the precise coefficients for each variable in the formula.  Since the 
goal is to improve student achievement, a multivariate regression is used to test how well each 
option correlates with providing more funding to the students with lowest test scores.  The 
quantitative model shows the effects of choosing specific dollar amounts on parts of the overall 
formula, and on each school district’s funding level.   
 
The same policy analysis framework and type of quantitative model used here could also be 
utilized for other public policy decisions on other topics.  Policy makers and activists may draw 
useful information from reading about LEV’s policy analysis process and from the case study of 
how LEV used a financial model to choose the specific distribution of new resources to meet a 
particular goal. 
 

A.  SELECTION OF METHOD 
 
There are many ways that an organization can attempt to create a distribution formula for a new 
funding source, including public opinion research, creating an RFP process for districts to apply, 
leaving the formula to the legislature to decide, and making estimates for only a few districts 
about how they would benefit under different formulas.   
 

                                                 
13 Washington State Initiative 884: The Education Trust Fund, Intent Section, 2004. 
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Since the goal is to recommend a policy choice, a policy analysis method is appropriate.  Weimer 
and Vining define policy analysis as “client-oriented advice relevant to public decisions and 
informed by social values.”14  The basic summary of steps as described by Weimer and Vining 
are:15  

• Define the problem 
• Choose relevant goals and constraints 
• Select a solution method 
• Choose evaluation criteria 
• Specify policy alternatives 
• Evaluate and predict impacts of alternatives valued according to criteria 
• Recommend action. 

 
Policy analysis in general also tends to be non-linear and iterative in nature where, for example, 
the problem definition may be improved over time as more information is gathered and criteria 
are defined. 
 
This particular analysis begins with gathering information on existing education formulas in 
Washington and other states and uses multivariate analysis to link the outcomes of each potential 
variable to student achievement.  The policy analysis recommendation is a set of variables to 
include in the distribution formula. 
 
The analysis then draws on the author’s quantitative model that calculates dollar amounts for 
each school district for each part of the model, so that the outcome of any formula changes can 
be immediately plotted and seen in tables and graphs.  Policy makers can enter specific numbers 
into different parts of the formula model, and see direct results, in order to make the final 
decision about which variables to use and at what weighting levels. 
 
Additional information sources also add to this analysis, including web searches, profiles of how 
other states address similar issues, and feedback from policy makers and education leaders in 
Washington State. 
 

B.  LIMITATIONS OF THIS ANALYSIS  
 

The limitations of this analysis include time, scope and data.  In order for the initiative to be on 
the November 2004 ballot, LEV needs to gather 190,000 valid signatures by July 2, and they 
therefore needed to file the initiative by March in order to have enough time to gather the 
signatures.  This is a tight timeline that does not allow for waiting for the results of other current 
studies on education funding.   
 
The initiative’s impact on education is limited by its scope of influence – it does not redistribute 
all statewide sources of funding, nor does it change state vs. local responsibilities of education 
funding. 
 
 

                                                 
14 Weimer and Vining, Policy Analysis Concepts and Practice, Third Edition, 1999, p. 27 
15 Ibid, p. 257 
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This study also requires working with available statewide data in the timeframe allotted.  There 
is currently a lack of school level data to show direct connections between, for example, student 
achievement and percentage of students learning English.  No data on bilingual students are 
tracked in a systematic way at the school level.  The Superintendent of Public Instruction has just 
begun creating individual student identifiers to directly link a student with his or her test 
outcomes as he or she moves between schools and districts.  Once fully implemented, the student 
identifier will greatly improve accuracy beyond current comparisons of cohorts of students. 
 
In addition, the League of Education Voters will need to continue their work beyond creation of 
the formula and into finding and choosing best ways to communicate the distribution to the 
public, as part of the initiative campaign. 
 
 
V. POLICY QUESTION, OBJECTIVES AND CRITERIA 
 
The policy question is how to create a formula of distribution of potential new State Education 
Trust Fund dollars to K-12 school districts in such as way as to meet the intent of the Initiative.  
As described earlier, the intent section of the Initiative includes to “make the additional 
investments needed to help students meet the educational and economic challenges of our time.” 
 
The main objective of this analysis, therefore, is to find a way to target funding investments to 
students who have the most trouble meeting the new educational expectations – those with the 
lowest WASL scores.  This includes planning for predicted growth in particular student 
populations that tend to struggle with academic achievement.  An ideal outcome of the 
recommendation would be a level of stability in this funding stream, especially given the 
historical challenges of state funding and LAP funding that change every month or year and 
hinder long term planning.  This funding distribution should help to encourage all school 
districts, schools, and students to improve their academic achievement, and not create a 
disincentive for that achievement. 
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Drawing on the specific goals of the Education Trust Fund, and the various components of the 
problem as outlined in the background, several criteria and measurements can be specified, as 
show in Table 2.  
 

Table 2: Criteria and How to Measure Them 
 

Criteria Measurement 
Primary Criteria  

Reaches target Variable(s) used to distribute funds is highly correlated with low 
WASL scores 

Politically Feasible Does not lead to majority “no” opinions according to polling, 
benefits a good geographic spread of legislative districts, and does 
not alienate any of the education stakeholder groups 

Legal Does not create a solution that is illegal or that is highly likely to 
be challenged in court 

Secondary Criteria  
Future Growth Begins to respond now to predicted future growth of 

disadvantaged student populations (those with barriers to 
achievement, such as the growing bilingual population) 

Stability Maximizes the time school districts know the amount of this 
funding so that they have time to plan to use it well 

Incentive for 
Achievement 

Minimizes disincentives for school districts to increase WASL 
scores (e.g. when funding is tied to low test scores, districts may 
not want scores to improve above a certain threshold) 

 
The number one criterion is that the recommendation lead to increased funding that reaches 
students who have low WASL scores.  Any alternative that is considered must meet this test.  
Additionally, the recommendation must be politically feasible, meaning that it will not cause 
voters or legislators to vote “no” on the LEV proposal as a whole.  The geographic spread of 
legislative districts that will benefit from the alternative will help us predict what alternatives 
legislators will support.  Polling provides an additional way to gauge voter support or rejection of 
ideas.  The solution also must be legal, for example even if race is found to be the best predictor 
of low WASL scores, it may be illegal to distribute funds on the basis of race. 
 
Secondary criteria include future growth, stability and incentive for achievement.  A desired 
outcome will find a good balance between all of these secondary criteria, and will not create 
drastic negative impacts in any of the areas.  The state has predicted a strong growth in students 
learning English, who historically have experienced barriers to student achievement.  The chosen 
alternative should begin to address this growing need.  Also, any alternative chosen should be 
based on previous year’s characteristics to ensure stability within the year of spending.  Current 
LAP funding can change month to month because it is based on current year enrollments, which 
has created instability and rendered districts unable to plan the use of funding because they don’t 
know until the last minute how much funding they will have to hire teachers, purchase supplies, 
and plan curriculum for a school year.  All alternatives must also be robust – allowing for 
necessary formula adjustments in the future as changes occur.  The chosen alternative will 
ideally create an incentive for student achievement, and will at a minimum not create a 
disincentive for students and schools to achieve high test scores. 
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VI. DATA/RESEARCH/EVIDENCE 
 
This section presents evidence that influences different aspects of the decision to be made.  Each 
piece of evidence helps to inform the decision of how to allocate this funding. 
 
Possible variables to allocate funding to reach students with lowest test scores 
 
The most accurate way to allocate funding to students with lowest test scores is to direct funding 
to schools and school districts with the lowest scores.  However, directly relying on test scores 
creates a disincentive for students and schools, when the funding decreases as their scores go up.  
The LAP formula that existed when LEV was writing the initiative depended primarily on test 
scores, and superintendents provided feedback that it is disheartening to tell schools they will 
lose funding if they do well: 
 
“Distributing targeted funding based on test scores makes no sense.   When we used LAP 
funding well in Spokane School District, we made progress with the hardest to educate students, 
but then were penalized and lost the funding because of the higher test scores.  If we are going to 
make the promises of education reform real for all children, the state needs to recognize the extra 
costs associated with educating poor and bilingual children and distribute funding accordingly.” 
– Brian Benzel, Superintendent of Spokane School District 
 
Given the plea from superintendents to not use test scores as the funding formula, this analysis 
explores other variables that could be used in a funding formula while still reaching kids who are 
struggling the most academically. 
 
Regression analysis of WASL 2002-2003 scores in Tables 3 and 4 shows which characteristics 
(aside from existing funding per student) are most closely correlated with low WASL scores.  
This helps us to determine a formula of distribution that would best reach those students.  The 
dependent variable is the percentage of students passing all 4 WASL standards (reading, writing, 
math, listening) in 2002-03, and the independent variables include poverty, race, property values, 
teacher experience, percentage of special education students, and percentage of bilingual 
students.  In both district and school level regression analysis, poverty was by far the strongest 
variable in predicting the percentage of students to pass all four sections of the WASL.  The 
second and third strongest variables were the percentage of students in the school or district that 
were Asian or Black.  Race cannot legally be used as a factor to distribute funding, however.  
The percentage of bilingual and special education students were included in the regression as 
well to provide additional alternatives for this analysis; however neither was as strongly and 
consistently correlated with low WASL scores as poverty.  This may be because they represent a 
fairly low percentage of the overall Washington State student population: 7.2 and 11.7 percent 
respectively.   
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Table 3: Regression Analysis, School District Level16 
 

 4th grade  7th grade  10th grade  
Adjusted R 
squared 

.445  .540  .428  

       
Independent 
Variables 

Standardized 
Coefficient 

Significance Standardized 
Coefficient 

Significance Standardized 
Coefficient 

Significance 

Teacher Variables       
Percentage of 

teachers with a 
masters degree 

.111* .027 .174*** .000 .220*** .000 

Average years of 
teacher experience .021 .665 .004 .929 -.006 .918 
Student Variables       

% Free and 
Reduced Price 
Meals (FRPM) 

-.414*** .000 -.463*** .000 -.354*** .000 

% District 
Bilingual -.184 .109 .105 .313 .070 .558 

% District Special 
Education -.124* .013 -.058 .200 -.091 .081 

% Asian .187* .029 .193* .014 .343*** .000 
% Native 
American -.088 .120 -.022 .682 -.107 .086 

% Black -.195* .012 -.207** .004 -.305*** .000 
% Hispanic .056 .651 -.094 .412 -.119 .370 

District Variables       

Students/teacher -.184*** .001 .054 .317 -.065 .303 
Total Enrollment .127 .058 .033 .588 .069 .333 

Assessed Property 
Value per Student .049 .358 .272*** .000 .028 .627 

*** p<.001  **p< .01  *p<.05 
  
 
 
 
 

                                                 
16 The strongest significant variables for the district level regression across all grade levels are: poverty (FRPM), 
percentage of Asian students, percentage of black students, and percentage of teachers with a masters degree.  In 4th 
grade the percentage of special education students and class sizes (students/teacher) are also still significant.  
Assessed property value is significant only for 7th grade, where it seems to have the 2nd strongest influence on 
percentage of students passing all 4 standards after the variable for poverty (FRPM).   
 
The strong influence of both teacher education and elementary school class size reiterates to LEV the importance of 
providing funding directed to these areas.  The strong significance of poverty and race indicate the need for funding 
weighted in such as way as to reach students with those characteristics that are correlated with lower scores. 
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Table 4: Regression Analysis, School Level17 
 

 4th grade  7th grade  10th grade  
Adjusted R 
squared 

.492  .520  .471  

       
Variables Standardized 

Coefficient 
Significance Standardized 

Coefficient 
Significance Standardized 

Coefficient 
Significance 

Teacher Variables       
Percentage of 

teachers with a 
masters degree 

.059* .011 .128*** .000 .145*** .001 

Average years of 
teacher experience .085*** .000 -.001 .987 .027 .525 
Student Variables       

% Free and 
Reduced Price 
Meals (FRPM) 

-.544*** .000 -.593*** .000 -.256*** .000 

% District 
Bilingual .032 .427 .087 .201 .226** .006 

% District Special 
Education -.076*** .001 -.050 .165 -.101* .015 

% Asian .002 .951 .140** .003 .258*** .000 
% Native 
American -.050* .045 -.014 .739 -.121* .012 

% Black -.096** .002 -.144** .003 -.432*** .000 
% Hispanic -.109* .029 -.087 .278 -.330*** .000 

School Variables       
Students/teacher -.033 .194 .062 .135 -.175*** .001 

Total Enrollment .002 .943 -.064 .173 .261*** .000 
District Assessed 

Property Value 
per Student 

.126*** .000 .097* .023 .045 .369 

*** p<.001  **p< .01  *p<.05 
 

 

                                                 
17 The variables that are significant across all grade levels in the school level regression are poverty (FRPM), 
percentage of black students, and percentage of teachers with a masters degree.  Average years of teacher experience 
is only significant in 4th grade, and percentage of bilingual students in the district is only significant in 10th grade.  
Percentage of special education students in the district is significant for 4th and 10th grades.  Class size 
(students/teacher) is significant only in 10th grade.  Percentage of Asian students is significant in 7th and 10th grades, 
whereas percentage of Native American and Hispanic students are both significant in 4th and 10th grades.   
 
School size (total enrollment) is only significant in 10th grade, and the positive coefficient seems to imply that larger 
schools improve test scores.  Although this seems counterintuitive, this is consistent with findings from an earlier 
Joint Legislative Audit & Review Committee (JLARC) study of Washington State test scores, which hypothesized 
that the results might indicate that larger high schools are more likely to offer more advanced and AP math classes, 
which could result in higher test scores.17  Assessed property value per student is significant for both 4th and 7th 
grades.  In 10th grade it is the only variable other than teacher experience to not be significant. 
 



Khaund 2004 

Page 20 of 60 

Consideration of differences of local taxation capacity between wealthy and poor areas  
 
One of the variables in the regression analysis was local assessed property value per student, to 
explore whether this should be a factor in distribution of targeted funds, or whether other 
measures such as free and reduced lunch capture the same districts.  Assessed property value per 
student was only significant in some grade levels in the regression.  In the district level analysis, 
it was significant (p=.000) only in 7th grade, where it was the 2nd strongest variable.  At the 
school level analysis, assessed property value per student was significant for both 4th and 7th 
grades (p=.000 and .023), but in 10th grade it was the only variable other than teacher experience 
to not be significant.   
 
Consideration of funding disparities between school districts 
 
Despite efforts to equalize district funding in Washington, students in districts with the greatest 
challenges by and large still receive fewer resources. Districts with the highest child poverty 
rates have $99 fewer state and local dollars to spend per student compared with the lowest-
poverty districts, according to the Education Trust; a difference that translates to into a total of 
$2,475 for a typical classroom of 25 students. Moreover, although the gap between high- and 
low-poverty districts is shrinking nationally, it is growing in Washington. Between 1997 and 
2000 the gap increased by 47%.  Similarly, districts with the highest percentages of students of 
color have $73 fewer state and local dollars to spend per student compared with the districts with 
low percentages of students of color. This disparity translates into a total of $1,825 for a typical 
classroom of 25 students.18  The analysis included state and local revenues only, and not federal 
dollars. “It recognizes that federal education dollars are intended to supplement, not supplant, tax 
revenues raised from state and local sources.”19 
 
Does targeted funding make a difference? 
 
If family characteristics are the largest predictors of performance, it is questionable whether 
using tax dollars to target and equalize school characteristics will make a difference in WASL 
score outcomes.      
 
A study by the Center for Reinventing Public Education at the University of Washington found 
that changes in family demographics could account for all of the increases in non-black 
achievement over the period studied, but that these same demographics could account for less 
than half of the gain for black students. They concluded that "the remaining part of the gain 
presumably might be accounted for by factors outside the family." Further, the report cites that 
the most likely candidates for explaining this difference are "some combination of increased 
public investment in education and social programs and changed social policies aimed at 
equalizing educational opportunities." In other words something at the school, or even societal 
level played a role in improving student scores beyond what would be predicted by changes in 
the education, income and other characteristics of the students' family.20 
 
                                                 
18 Huggins, Elise M. with Mary Beth Celio, “Closing the Achievement Gap in Washington State: Holding Schools 
Accountable for Equity”, November 5, 2002.   
19 Brennan, Jeanne (Ed). “The Funding Gap: Low-Income and Minority Students Receive Fewer Dollars.” 
Washington DC: The Education Trust, 2002. 
20 Lake, Robin with Maria McCarthy, Sara Taggart, and Mary Beth Celio, “Making Standards Stick: A Follow-up 
Look at Washington State’s School Improvement Efforts in 1999-2000” 
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The Tennessee STAR (student/teacher achievement ratio) study found that benefits of class size 
reduction were substantially greater for minority students or students attending inner-city 
schools.21 
 
Additional years of schooling has been shown to make a difference in future wages earned, so 
funding targeted towards retention and advancement of students is a good investment.  Card and 
Krueger estimated that a student educated in the average state can expect to earn 5-7% higher 
wages for each additional year of schooling.22 
 
Funding targeted to class size and teacher quality also lead to improvements in student 
achievement.  Ronald Ferguson used unusually rich information about the instructional 
qualifications of Texas teachers to argue that higher literacy skills among instructors, reductions 
in class size, and more experienced teaching staffs all lead to improvements in average student 
scores on standardized tests.23  
 
Other state methods of targeting, as possible models for Washington 
 
McLain and Miller surveyed states to learn about their methods of targeted education funding, as 
part of their Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP) study in 2002.24  The findings 
are summarized below.  (Also see chart in Appendix II)   
 
Poverty and/or Test Scores:  States tend to rely on either test scores or indicators of poverty as a 
basis for allocating remediation funds to school districts. Four states (Kansas, Louisiana, Minnesota, 
and Rhode Island) rely solely on proportions of students eligible for federal Free and Reduced Price 
Lunch (FRPL) to allocate funds. Illinois uses 1990 Census data on poverty.  Nine states (Florida, 
Georgia, Idaho, Massachusetts, New York, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and Texas) direct 
funding based on a target population defined by low test scores. 
 
Grade level:  School districts in three states (Minnesota, Louisiana, and Michigan) target their 
resources toward elementary school students. The reverse is true in three states (South Carolina, 
Texas, and Kansas), where school districts choose to direct the majority of state funding for 
remediation to the secondary schools because Title I supports programs at the elementary level.  
According to state funding assumptions, Washington’s LAP program supports students in 
Kindergarten through 11th grade. In practice, however, 81 percent of LAP students are in grades K 
through 6. 
 
Dollars for specific services:  Another approach being tried in Pennsylvania is that parents of 
students performing poorly on the state assessment test may opt to receive a $500 voucher to hire a 
tutor (who must be a certified teacher). This $24 million program was only recently enacted, and no 
data is available on how many parents have chosen the voucher option or what the results were.  
 
These states spend from $7 to $270 per student (based on total student enrollment).  Some states 
provided estimates of a more specific number of students in the target population for the funding.  

                                                 
21 Finn and Achilles, “Tennesse’s Class Size Study: Findings, Implications, Misconceptions”, 1999. 
22 Card, David and Alan Krueger, “Labor Market Effects of School Quality: Theory and Evidence.” 
23 Ferguson, Ronald F. “Paying for Public Education: New Evidence on How and Why Money Matters.” Harvard 
Journal on Legislation, 1991. 
24 Barbara McLain and Marna Miller, “The Learning Assistance Program: Options to Revise the State Funding 
Formula”, June 2002 
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Those states spent a range of $150 to $2924 per student served, showing that some states 
targeted larger amounts of dollars toward a smaller group of students, while others did not. 
 
Please see the list of state targeted funds in Appendix II for more details.   
 
 
VII. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
This section compares the outcomes of each alternative versus the chosen criteria, to recommend 
a policy option. 
 

A. DISTRIBUTION FORMULA OPTIONS/ALTERNATIVES 
 
There are six primary alternative policy approaches explored in this analysis, culled from 
existing Washington State formulas as well as examples from other states, to evaluate against 
LEVs goals: 
 

1. Status quo – funding is not “targeted”  

2. Align with LAP funding - primarily test scores 

3. Distribute funds according to poverty 

4. Distribute funds according to local assessed property value 

5. Give parents of lowest quartile students tutoring vouchers of $500 each 

6. Distribute funds according to percentage of students in poverty and students learning 
English 

 
Status Quo 

 
First, the status quo of continuing to give every district a flat amount of dollars per student is the 
simplest and most expedient way to distribute funds.  LEV would be able to distribute all of the 
funding in their proposal in the same way, and therefore would not need to explain a targeted 
piece of the proposal or the formula chosen for it. 

 
Align with LAP- Test Scores 

 
Second, LEV could align their targeted funding with the existing LAP formula and allow 
reporting on usage of funds to be combined with that of LAP.  LAP distributes funding primarily 
by students scoring in the lowest quartile on the WASL test, but also with a portion directed to 
high poverty districts.  In 2001-02, LAP distributed $74 million statewide, and LEV’s proposal 
could potentially be directing $90 million, thus doubling the LAP allocation and making a 
significant investment in the state’s struggling students. 

 
Poverty 

 
A third alternative is to distribute funding according to poverty levels.  This is how Title 1 
Federal funding is distributed, so it would not necessarily be using a new formula.  Poverty is a 
variable that polls fairly well – voters have shown a generosity of spirit in recent public opinion 
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research, wanting to ensure that students in poverty get a quality education.  Poverty also does 
not create a disincentive for students and schools in the way that using low test scores to 
distribute funding does.  When poverty is used as the variable to distribute funds, an increase in 
test scores at a school does not result in that school losing needed funding the next year. 

 
Assessed Property Value 

 
The fourth alternative to consider is targeting funding according to assessed property value of 
each local school district.  The lower the assessed property value, the more difficult it is for a 
local school district to pass a local levy (property tax) at a low enough rate for residents to afford 
while also raising enough money for school needs.  The range of assessed property value per 
student in WA state is tremendous: the lowest value per student in 2003 is $31,006 in Wellpinit 
school district, while the highest is $7,794,464 in Shaw school district.25  Figure 6 shows a 
comparison of Washington State county assessed value per student FTE.26 

 
Figure 6: Assessed Value per Student FTE 

 

 
 
Using assessed property value as a variable to distribute funding is politically complex.  Districts 
with high property values are able to raise more local revenue, but also may have the problem 
that teachers are not able to afford to live where they work.  Thus, some high property value 
districts are beginning to look to the state for support to either build housing for teachers or 
provide additional housing stipends.  Bellevue School District, for example, often acts as a 
training ground for teachers until they reach the point of wanting to buy a house.  Many new 
teachers work in Bellevue for their first three years and then move to another school district.    
                                                 
25 Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, “Analysis of Excess General Fund Levies Collectible in 2003” 
http://www.k12.wa.us/safs/PUB/LEV/0304/1061r.pdf 
26 Local Effort Assistance Task Force, August 20, 2002, “Overview of Property Tax Valuation and Equalization,” 
http://www.k12.wa.us/LegisGov/LEAtaskforce/presentations/265,8,Slide 8 
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Steve Miller of the Bellevue School Board said, “We do not believe that it is likely we will get 
state support in the short term. In the long term cost of living differentials in salaries are essential 
and arguably constitutionally required as part of basic education if necessary to provide quality 
experienced basic education teachers.  The problem is that is impossible to retain a sufficient 
number of teachers because of the housing costs given the salary levels.  New teachers after a 
few years want to have their own families and either drop out of the profession or move to a state 
or area where they can buy a house without the back breaking commute.  It is very difficult to 
make progress if we are continually having to retrain inexperienced teachers.” 
 
Low property value school districts have trouble keeping teachers too.  They also struggle in 
comparison to school districts with high property values, because they cannot compete in raising 
local levy funds for their schools.  Many school districts gain up to 29% of their budgets from 
local revenue.  When a low property value district fails its local school levy, it is difficult to run a 
school district without that key source of funding, and still be expected to provide equivalent 
service to those students. 
 

Tutoring Vouchers to Parents of Lowest Quartile Students 
 
The fifth option is to use a model from Pennsylvania where parents of students in the lowest 
quartile of test scores may obtain a $500 voucher to purchase supplemental tutoring by certified 
teachers. 
 
The Pennsylvania model helps us to think outside the box and consider what model might 
include incentives for districts to improve their scores, however it was just started in 2003 and 
there is no information yet on its results.  It could create an incentive for student achievement if 
the tutoring is extremely successful, or it could create a disincentive for student achievement if 
schools and students keep scores below the threshold in order to keep receiving tutoring funds 
and services.  Also, Washington State voters tend to vote against legislation that includes the 
idea of vouchers, possibly making this alternative not politically feasible. 
 

Students in Poverty and Students Learning English 
 
The sixth alternative is to use the percentage of students learning English in a school district in 
addition to the percentage of students in poverty (on free and reduced price lunch).  This 
alternative has all the benefits of the poverty formula alternative above, except that it also takes 
into account the known additional barriers to student achievement that students learning English 
encounter.   

 
Additional Alternatives Dropped from Consideration 

 
Additional alternatives that were considered and then dropped from the analysis include:  

1. Follow the recommendations of how LAP should be changed, in order to facilitate 
smooth transition of districts to the new formula. 

2. Use census data to get a better measure of poverty  

3. Target funding specifically to high school improvement efforts 
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1. Follow the LAP formula 
 
Following LAP formula change recommendations is a tempting alternative, to speed up the 
transition to an improved formula, however the timing is not ideal.  There is no way to predict 
how and when the state legislature will decide to modify LAP, and therefore any attempt to align 
with a possible future change could result in an even larger misalignment.27 
 
2. Use census data 
 
Using census data seemed at first to be a much better measure of poverty and barriers to student 
achievement, including data on 4 key factors: 

• Percentage of children living in households where a language other than English is 
spoken 

• Percentage of children whose mother speaks a language other than English 
• Percentage of children living outside their 2000 county of residence in 1995 
• Percentage of children living outside of Washington in 1995 

 
These census data attempt to better capture data on mobility of students, as well as on students 
who may need to learn English as a second language and adapt to U.S. culture.  Despite the 
seemingly good measures, the author found many flaws in the data set, making it inappropriate 
for a district level analysis.28  Census data is not used by Washington state for other education 
funding formulas.  The survey of other state funding formulas only cited one state, Illinois, using 
census data, and in that case it was only for poverty, and not for second language data.   
 
3. Target funding to high school students 
 
Targeting funding specifically to high schools was considered as a way to ensure that school 
districts spend Trust Fund dollars on high schools, however there are multiple reasons to drop 
this alternative: 

• It complicates the formula even more, making it more burdensome for districts, 
• It defines the amount of money every school district should spend on high schools, rather 

than allowing local school districts to determine if they need to spend more or less than 
that specific amount, 

• It could create animosity from school districts that do not have high schools, who would 
therefore not benefit from those funds. 

 

                                                 
27 Note: when this option was being considered, the Legislature had not yet made any changes to the LAP formula. 
28 The problem with this data is its inherent contradictions.  An investigation of this data source revealed that the 
Paterson school district shows that 100% of mothers speak a language other than English, but only 37% speak a 
language other than English at home.  This makes it difficult to figure out which data should be used.  Highline 
school district is known to have a much more diverse population than Bellevue or Seattle, with many different 
languages spoken.  However if these data were used, Highline could end up receiving less funding than Bellevue or 
Seattle because its % mother speaks a language other than English is only 27%, compared with 64% for Bellevue 
and 71% for Seattle.  It is possible that different households interpreted the census data differently, and that many 
households are underrepresented in the census at all. 
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B. DECISION MATRIX: OPTIONS VS. GOALS 
 
The matrix in Table 5 summarizes the alternative options versus the goals and criteria identified.  
The outcome of each alternative is rated vs. the criteria to show relative potential results.  Section 
C following the matrix details each outcome. 

 
Table 5: Matrix of Options and their Outcomes vs. Criteria 

 
Goal Reaches 

low-
achieving 
students 

Politically Feasible Future Growth Stable Incentive for 
Achievement 

Criteria 
Correlates 
with low 
WASL 
scores 

Geographic spread, 
voter polls, 

stakeholder support 

Reflects 
predicted future 

growth in 
disadvantaged 

students  

Low 
volatility of 

variable 
year to year 

Encourages 
districts to 

increase WASL 
scores 

1. Do not target any 
funding 

(status quo) 
 

Poor 

Excellent -every 
political district 

receives $$ 
 

Poor Very Good Neutral 

2. Align with LAP 
funding 

(lowest elementary and 
middle school test 

scores) 
 

Excellent/ 
Very Good 

Good - every political 
district receives $$, 

however known to be a 
flawed system 

Poor 

Poor – test 
changes and 
new students 

each year 

Disincentive 

3. Direct to schools with 
highest poverty (% free 

and reduced lunch) 

Very Good 
-strongest 
factor in 

regression 

Very Good -voter polls, 
Good -most funding to 
east side of state, could 

create east/west 
dynamic 

Very Good Very Good Neutral 

4. Direct to lowest local 
assessed property value 

school districts 
Good -only 
significant 
for some 
grades 

Poor -high income 
districts will lose, 
redistribution is a 

controversial subject, 
and King County would 

receive zero 

Poor 
Good except 

in Puget 
Sound 

Neutral 

5. Parents of students at 
lowest quartile obtain a 

$500 voucher to 
purchase supplemental 

tutoring by certified 
teachers 

Excellent 
 

Unknown Voter 
polling, 

Very Good -wide 
geographic reach, good 

balance 

Poor 

Poor – test 
changes and 
new students 

each year 

Incentive / 
Disincentive 
depending on 

structure 

6. Direct to students in 
poverty and students 
learning English  (% 

free and reduced price 
lunch + % bilingual) 

Very Good  
- bilingual 

pop is small 
but low 
scoring.  

See 
scatterplots 

Very Good – every 
political district 

receives $$, 
Good – bilingual is 

controversial subject for 
voters, but polling 

supports $ for poverty 

Excellent Very Good Neutral 
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C. OUTCOMES 
 

Reaches Low-Achieving Students 
 
The alternatives based on WASL scores clearly are the most accurate way to reach low achieving 
students, and therefore received a rating of Excellent.  The regression analysis of 2002-03 test 
data in Tables 3 and 4 shows how well each of the other alternatives is correlated with low 
WASL scores.  The strongest and most significant state level variable in predicting WASL 
scores at all grade levels and both district and school level analysis was the percentage of free 
and reduced lunches in a school district (a measure of poverty).  The alternatives based on 
poverty therefore received a Very Good rating.  Local assessed property value did not correlate 
as strongly with WASL scores, and therefore received only a rating of Good for the correlation it 
had at some grade levels.   
 
The variable of percentage of students in transitional bilingual programs was significant only for 
10th grade in the school level analysis; however this variable is strongly correlated with the 
poverty, Hispanic, and migrant variables, possibly hiding the extent of its significance.  Given 
that in the Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) administered in 2001, 
measuring math, reading, writing, listening/communications, in 4th, 7th, and 10th grades, 
Latino/a children ranked last in 9 of the 12 categories when compared to all other students in the 
state, the use of percentage of students in transitional bilingual programs as a variable was 
judged to be effective in reaching students with low scores.   
 

Political Feasibility 
 

Geographic Benefit 
 
For a statewide proposal to get legislative or voter support, it helps to ensure that it will benefit 
schools in every legislative district and does not alienate any particular geographic segment of 
voters.  For this reason, maps were created to show at a broad level which areas of the state 
benefit from the different formulas of distribution.   From these maps one can infer the spread of 
legislative districts.  Please see Appendix III for the maps. 
 
Option 2, using the LAP formula, is politically feasible, as every single county benefits, and 293 
of 296 school districts receive LAP funding.  There is also a good geographic spread of the 
amounts of LAP funding, as can be seen with the different colored quartiles on the map.  The red 
and blue top quartiles are mixed east and west across the state with the lower quartiles of yellow 
and green. 
 
Option 3, directing to school districts with highest poverty levels, presents more of a challenge 
geographically.  The counties with the highest percentage of schools that would receive funding 
are all located on the east side of the state.  This can create a dynamic of east side legislators 
versus west side legislators, which can easily happen in Washington State.  This can also make it 
difficult for all school districts and citizens to support a proposal that may benefit another part of 
the state much more than their own district. 
 
Option 4, directing to school districts with lowest local assessed property value, becomes even 
more problematic, with not only the east/west dynamic, but the fact that King County would 
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receive no funding.  King County schools educate a large percentage of the state’s student 
population, and there are multiple legislative districts there as well.  
 
Option 5, providing vouchers to students in lowest testing quartile, is relatively well laid out 
geographically with less major differences in the amounts counties receive.  It still has some 
counties with zero funding, but mainly due to the lack of test data for groups of students of 30 or 
less.  This may create a disadvantage for more rural regions with small schools and districts. 
 
Option 6, directing to school districts with high levels of students in poverty and students 
learning English, causes the highest levels of funding to reach central Washington, as opposed to 
east or west.  All school districts receive some funding, and population centers with multiple 
legislative districts are not in the bottom quartile (Seattle, Spokane are in 2nd quartile). 
 

Feasibility 
 

The League of Education Voters Foundation polled 800 voters in October 2003, and found broad 
support for this proposal to direct funding to high poverty students.  Fifty eight percent of those 
polled said Head Start should be expanded so all eligible children from low income families can 
participate, and 62% said after school programs should be expanded so that at-risk students have 
more opportunities to catch up. 
 
Option 4, using property values, is complicated by opposing political views about the state’s role 
in redistribution of resources.  State distribution according to local wealth, while perhaps 
targeting education funding to areas that can least afford to raise local education dollars, can also 
be seen as a “robin hood method” that burdens wealthier districts. 
 
It is uncertain whether Option 5, the Pennsylvania model of vouchers, could get off the ground in 
Washington.  Sixty five percent of Washington voters turned down Initiative 173, the voucher 
initiative in November 1996 that asked: "Shall the state pay scholarship vouchers for primary 
and secondary students to attend voucher-redeeming private or public schools of choice?"  
Current voter attitudes about vouchers are unknown.    
 
Polling did not cover voter attitudes towards students learning English. 
 

Future Growth 
 
The option chosen should begin to address the needs of disadvantaged students – those with 
barriers to student achievement, especially populations that are predicted to grow rapidly in the 
coming years.  As shown in the Problem section of this paper, the state's Office of Financial 
Management projects the Latino/a population will double again by the year 2020 to nearly 
700,000.  Knowing this growth will occur, the resources will need to exist to serve those students 
and the additional effort that is required in learning a new language as well as learning the 
essential academic learning requirements.   
 
The alternatives that specifically targeted students in poverty and students learning English, 
therefore received ratings of very good and excellent, while alternatives that ignore these 
populations such as status quo, received ratings of poor.  Although new students learning English 
will tend to test poorly and therefore their school districts should receive additional LAP 
funding, the increase in resources will only happen after those students are tested and fail.  By 
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targeting resources to those students earlier, the result may be more achievement earlier and 
without the disincentive created by providing funding for low test scores. 

 
Stability 

 
In this era of education reform, schools are expected to ensure that all students reach standards, 
and to do this requires long-term planning and strategic spending of limited resources.  Current 
LAP funding is based on month-to-month school enrollment, so the amount of funding can 
change many times throughout one school year.  It is also based on test scores, which means that 
as one student group improves scores and graduates, the next group of students is left without the 
additional support.  Both test scoring and student groups can change each year, leaving school 
districts with no way to predict the amount of funds they will receive in order to plan use of 
funds.   
 
The alternatives that were based on test scores therefore received a Poor rating in the Stability 
column.  Alternatives based on poverty, learning English, and property values tend to be more 
stable, and thus received a rating of Very Good.  Property values in Puget Sound, however, have 
grown at high rates in the last decade, prompting a rating of Good. 
 

Incentive for Achievement 
 
Incentive for achievement is included as criteria because it had been one major criticism of the 
LAP funding in Washington State.  Legislators changed the LAP formula soon after LEV’s 
initiative was written, because they received feedback from superintendents and teachers that just 
when a school district is improving its scores for the most at-risk students, it loses the very 
funding that helped it achieve and that it will still need for incoming students.  The old formula 
was almost entirely related to test scores, and so the alternatives for this proposal were labeled 
Disincentive if they used test scores or LAP existing formula, and Neutral for poverty or 
property values.  In the case of the tutoring vouchers, it would be a Disincentive because it is 
based on test scores, however if there were a way for the district to keep funding for other uses 
that it did not have to give to parents for tutoring, it could possibly be turned into an incentive. 
 
 
VIII. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: DIRECT FUNDING TO HIGH POVERTY 

STUDENTS AND STUDENTS LEARNING ENGLISH  
 
Based on the goals, criteria, and outcomes outlined above, the recommended policy alternative 
was Option 6: to direct funding towards students in poverty and students learning English.  This 
alternative is highly correlated with WASL scores (as seen in scatterplots in Appendix V), and 
ensures that higher amounts of funding will reach students with lowest WASL scores.  It is 
politically feasible, ensuring that every school district receives a basic amount of funding, 
including every political district.  Polling also shows strong support for educating students in 
poverty.  This formula best reflects future predictions of population growth, which includes a 
steep increase in numbers of students who don’t speak English, as well as of students who 
qualify for free and reduced price lunch.  This formula avoids the disincentive that basing 
funding on test scores would have created, yet still reaches students with low test scores in a 
relatively stable way that won’t change drastically in short periods of time. 
 
 



Khaund 2004 

Page 30 of 60 

 
IX. QUANTITATIVE MODEL: SELECTION OF THE PRECISE FORMULA 
 
This section takes the next step to show how the quantitative model helped the League of 
Education Voters determine their precise formula.  The model is on the enclosed CD, for readers 
to experience directly.  This model can be modified for other types of policy decisions.  A 
tutorial is available in Appendix VI to show readers how to use it.   
 

A. EDUCATION TRUST FUND ALGEBRAIC MODEL / CREATION OF SPREADSHEET 
 
Since the League of Education Voters began by considering the full range of everything from a 
flat, non-weighted formula to a fully weighted formula with additional weighting at the high 
school level, the algebraic model shown in Figure 7 included four factors to describe new 
Education Trust Fund (ETF) dollars.  A fifth factor was added to represent the existing I-728 
dollars per student. 
 
Education funding in Washington is usually distributed on a per student basis, so the formula 
requires the FTE (full time equivalent) student information for each school district and the 
entire state.  Total FTE is represented in the formula by x0.  If weighting is desired in the 
formula, x2 is created by the weight variables chosen (e.g. % poverty, % bilingual) of FTE.  x3 
and x4 represent the FTE and weighted FTE for high school students only. 
 
The coefficients, then, describe the existing I-728 dollars per student, ETF dollars per student, 
ETF dollars per weighted student, ETF dollars per high school student, and ETF dollars per 
high school weighted student.  This allows the policy maker to include all of the terms or to 
zero out some of them for a simpler formula.  
 

Figure 7: Algebraic Formula Model 
 

       
 
The formula is represented on a spreadsheet (on the enclosed CD) that includes all school 
districts in Washington State, along with data on each school district that includes enrollment (K-
12 and high school), percentage of students on free and reduced lunch, percentage of students in 
transitional bilingual programs, and even census data.  Please see Appendix VI for a tutorial on 
how to use the spreadsheet. 
 

Total Formula = a0x0+a1x1+a2x2+a3x3+a4x4 
where x0=x1=total FTE, x2=weighted FTE,  x3=HS FTE, x4=weighted HS FTE 

 
Coefficients: 
• A0=existing I-728 $/student, 
• A1= ETF $/every student, 
• A2= ETF $/weighted student, 
• A3= ETF HS $/student, 
• A4= ETF HS $/weighted HS student 
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B. CASE STUDY: HOW LEV CHOSE ITS PRECISE FORMULA 

 
Ultimately, LEV needed to choose exact dollar amounts for each part of the formula.  This was 
determined by trial and error with the spreadsheet, to create a formula that spent approximately 
1/3 on total weighted funding vs. 2/3 on total base funding, and a formula that would result in 
sustainable spending within the funding available in the initiative over a span of time (projected 
out 6 years).  LEV staff entered in different dollar amounts for each constant (including zero if a 
factor was to be removed from the equation).  Results were analyzed by looking at district 
comparison tables and graphs, and the resulting county maps and scatterplots. 
 

District Comparison Graphs and Tables 
 
The first model created included funding per high school student, and resulted in the following 
graph in Figure 8 that shows school district per student funding amounts in Yakima and King 
County. 
 

Figure 8: Yakima/King County graph for model 1  
($254/student I-728, $284/student ETF, $450/student weighted and $150/high school student) 
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Next a model was created that did not include a specific variable for high schools, but that would 
have similar results to the first model.  This was after school districts provided feedback that it 
would tie their hands too much to give a specific dollar amount for high school that would 
prevent them from spending more or less on high school.  The new model resulted in the 
following graph in Figure 9: 
 

Figure 9:  Yakima/King County graph for model 2  
($254/student I-728, $296/student ETF, $455/student weighted and $0/high school student) 
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These types of graphs can make it seem as though Toppenish school district would receive a 
tremendous amount more funding than Mercer Island, so new graphs were created in Figure 10 
that added in data from OSPI of total current expenditures.  This helped provide a more accurate 
picture of the total revenues for each school district, and how the Education Trust Fund dollars 
would add to that total.   
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In this new graph including total expenditures, Figure 10, Toppenish still comes out with a 
higher per student funding than Mercer Island, but not by nearly as much of an extreme ($9224 
to $7524.)  Skykomish appears to be extremely high because it is a small school district with 55 
students as compared to all the other school districts on the graph that have from 1000 to 43,000 
students.  Small schools receive extra state support for the higher per student administrative costs 
they have, and Table 6 shows that Skykomish also has a higher than average percentage of 
special education and poverty students, therefore probably receives additional federal Title 1 and 
Special Education dollars. 
 

Table 6:  
Skykomish has higher than state average percent of poverty and special education students 

 
 Skykomish State Average  
% of students receiving free or reduced-
price lunch 61.03% 33.1% 

% of students in special education 17.6% 10.7%  
 
 

Figure 10:  Yakima/King County graph for model 2 
($254/student I-728, $296/student ETF, $455/student weighted,  

$0/high school student, and current expenditures/student) 
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Further information on growth of numbers of students in poverty over time needed to be 
integrated into the long term model, (they were projected to grow faster than originally 
assumed), so the following formula was then created in Figure 11: 

 
Figure 11: Yakima/King County graph for model 3  

($254/student I-728, $266/student ETF, $346/student weighted and $0/high school student) 
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In this model, Toppenish receives the equivalent of $1055 per student including the weighted 
dollars, while Mercer Island receives $535 per student.   
 
LEV’s final spreadsheet therefore defined the complete formula as: 

• A0=254    
• A1= 266   
• A2=346    
• A3=0  
• A4=0  

 
Please see Appendix VII for the total amount of funding each school district can expect to 
receive if LEV is successful in passing the Education Trust Fund Initiative with this formula.   
 

County Maps: Wide Geographic Distribution 
 
The county maps (first 2 in Appendix III) show that the final formula has a wide geographic 
distribution.  Unlike the original poverty formula, it does not pit east against western 
Washington.  It provides enough base funding to all areas of the state to achieve strong political 
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support, while also targeting additional funding to the specific student achievement challenges of 
students in poverty and students learning English that live primarily in central Washington. 
 
 

Scatterplots: High Funding Amounts Correlate with Low Test Scores 
 
The main goal of the Education Trust Fund is to increase student achievement for all children in 
Washington State.  The additional weighted funding towards students in poverty and students 
learning English is effective at directing more resources towards students with the lowest WASL 
scores.   
 
This can be seen in the scatterplots (Appendix V) of Education Trust Fund dollars per student vs. 
percentage of students passing all 4 sections of the WASL.  They show strong correlations at all 
tested grade levels (4th, 7th, and 10th grades).  School Districts with less than 4000 students are 
excluded from these plots, because smaller school district scores can be swayed by just a few 
students in each grade.  The final scatterplot includes all school districts with more than 2000 
students, however, and still shows a strong trend between the dollars per student allocated by the 
Education Trust Fund and the percentage of students not passing all 4 sections of the WASL.  
These plots show that the recommended formula is reaching LEV’s goal of directing more 
resources to school districts with low test scores.  By directing funding according to poverty and 
learning English, instead of directly to test scores, LEV successfully avoids the incentive to keep 
scores low that exists when formulas distribute more funding to districts with lower test scores. 

 
 

X. IMPLEMENTATION AND WIDER CONTEXT 
 

A.  IMPLEMETATION: DESCRIBING THE FORMULA TO THE PUBLIC 
 
One implementation question LEV faced was “what is the best way to describe the weighted 
portion of the formula in the initiative and to the general public?”  This could have been done in 
a variety of ways, ranging from a specific dollar per weighted student amount to describing the 
weight in terms of a ratio.  It makes a difference, because voters can perceive the weighted 
funding as “what my child is worth vs. another child”, or they can perceive it as additional 
funding for districts facing more challenges – an overall weighting factor.  Since the funding will 
not directly follow each student, it is more accurate to describe the weighting in an overall way, 
rather than, for example, an amount per student on free or reduced price lunch. 
 
The spreadsheet on the attached CD is able to show the weight factor in three key ways: 

• Dollars per “weighted student”:  $346 
• Ratio of weighted dollars to flat dollars per student base ETF funding a school district 

will receive:  1.3          
• Ratio of weighted dollars to the total of the amount of base ETF funding plus I-728 

funding a school district will receive:  0.665 
 
The first describes the dollar amount per student multiplied by the weight (% free and reduced 
lunch + % bilingual).  The second takes the $346 and compares it to the $266 per student base 
ETF funding to get 346/266= 1.3.  The third includes I-728 funding in the base ($254).  So it 
compares the weighted amount (346) to the total base (266+254), to get 346/520 = .665. 
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All three of these describe the same exact formula, just from different points of view.  All 
therefore are valid, correct representations of the same formula, and would result in the same 
amount of dollars to each school district.  From this information, LEV determined the best way 
to represent the formula in the initiative and to voters. 
 

B. WIDER CONTEXT:  ONGOING EDUCATION FUNDING STUDIES IN WASHINGTON 
 
Education funding is a complex subject, and there are many aspects of Washington State 
education funding that are currently being debated and studied that were beyond the time and 
scope of this paper.  These include a two year study called the Ample School Funding Project 
and a four year study called the School Finance Redesign Project. 
 
In 2004, the Washington State School Directors Association and Washington Association of 
Superintendents and Administrators proposed a two year Ample School Funding Project to 
identify systemic issues with and limitations of the current statewide education funding formulas.  
The questions the project seeks to answer are: Is the state currently meeting its constitutional 
obligation to fully fund basic education? And, has the state added new performance standards 
without the necessary resources to accomplish them?29  The state legislature declined to fund the 
study in 2004, so final results from this study may occur later than 2005. 
 
The School Finance Redesign Project is intended (1) to provide an empirical basis and policy 
options for redesigning the nation’s K-12 education finance systems to support student 
performance, (2) to integrate research with selected state school finance policy initiatives, and 
(3) to educate audiences that influence school finance policy and practice.  This project includes 
10 studies occurring in Washington, Ohio, Texas and North Carolina, and is scheduled to operate 
through June 2007.30 
 
In this context, the Education Trust Fund represents a smaller piece of a much larger puzzle.  
Nevertheless the distribution of its funding can still make a significant difference in the short 
term for Washington’s public school students.  If voters pass the Education Trust Fund initiative, 
the chosen distribution formula will ensure that more resources reach struggling students in 
Washington State within one year.  In addition, any successes of school district use of Trust Fund 
dollars may add to the results of the longer term finance studies to influence upcoming larger 
decisions of redesigning overall state distribution of education funding. 
 
XI. APPENDIX 

I. Intent Section of Washington Education Trust Fund 
II. Other State Models of Distribution 

III. County Maps of Distribution 
IV. Background on Free and Reduced Price Lunch, the measure of poverty 
V. Scatterplots of Final Formula 

VI. Tutorial on Quantitative Model (with enclosed CD)  
VII. Education Trust Fund Allocation by School District 

VIII. References 
   

                                                 
29 Washington State Association of School Administrators, http://www.wasa-oly.org/asfp.htm 
30 Center on Reinventing Public Education, http://www.crpe.org/hot/introFinanceRedesign.shtml 
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APPENDIX I:  INTENT SECTION OF WASHINGTON EDUCATION TRUST FUND 
 

It is the intent of the people to create a dedicated Education Trust Fund that will enhance current 
education funding and make the additional investments needed to help students meet the 
educational and economic challenges of our time.  The Education Trust Fund will operate on 
three core principles:   
 
Strategic, Targeted Investment.  The Education Trust Fund makes carefully targeted 
investments to help teachers have the greatest impact on their students and to help families make 
the greatest gains in access to education and opportunity.   

 
Accountability.  The Education Trust Fund will be accountable to the citizens.  Its resources will 
be protected from unauthorized uses or political interference.  The Education Trust Fund will 
include citizen oversight and local control to ensure that resources are spent wisely and 
appropriately. 

 
Common Sense Integration and Efficiency.  The Education Trust Fund is designed to ensure 
that early childhood education, K-12, and higher education become more tightly integrated and 
efficient for the benefit of all children.  

 
In particular, it is the intent of the people through this act to: 

 
• Help close the achievement gap by expanding access to high-quality early childhood 

education programs, particularly for low-income students; 
• Increase student achievement by reducing class sizes, providing more learning opportunities, 

and providing additional support for students to meet or exceed higher standards. 
• Support teachers in the classroom, help deliver on the promise for better pay, and increase 

professional skill development at all levels. 
• Make higher education more affordable for working families by expanding Promise 

scholarships and financial aid programs; 
• Expand college and job training opportunities for students of all ages by funding 25,000 new 

college enrollments; 
• Invest in university research that will generate the jobs and economic opportunities of the 

future; 
• Promote greater efficiencies within the education system to benefit students and taxpayers.   
• Ensure greater accountability in education funding by requiring Trust Fund recipients to 

develop and meet key performance benchmarks. 
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APPENDIX II: OTHER STATE MODELS OF DISTRIBUTION 
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31 
 

State 
State 
Funds 

#  of 
Students 
Served 

Total 
Enrollment 

$ per total 
enrollment

$ per 
student 

WA 74,000,000 120,000 1,000,000 74.0 616.7 
FL 663,000,000 2,000,000 2,400,000 276.3 331.5 
GA 193,000,000 66,000 1,400,000 137.9 2924.2 
ID 4,000,000 13,000 245,000 16.3 307.7 
IL   2,000,000 0.0 350-2000 
KS 38,000,000 128,000 469,000 81.0 296.9 
LA 66,000,000 72,000 710,000 93.0 916.7 
MD 28,000,000  847,000 33.1  
MA 20,000,000 42,906 976,000 20.5 466.1 
MN 214,000,000  857,000 249.7  
NY 300,000,000  2,900,000 103.4  
OH 15,000,000 100,000 2,000,000 7.5 150.0 
OK 5,000,000  633,000 7.9  
PA 24,000,000  1,800,000 13.3  
RI 13,000,000  156,000 83.3  
SC 9,000,000  647,000 13.9  
TX 802,000,000 1,600,000 4,000,000 200.5 501.3 

 
 

                                                 
31 McLain, Barbara and Marna Miller “The Learning Assistance Program: Options to Revise the State Funding Formula”, June 2002 
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APPENDIX III:  COUNTY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT FUNDING DISTRIBUTION 

MAPS 
 
County Map – Average County additional Education Trust Fund per student dollars including 
existing I-728 $ 

 
County Map – Additional Education Trust Fund per student dollars (not including 728) 

 

$600- $700 per student 
 
$500-$600 per student 
 
$400-$500 per student 
 
$300-$400 per student 

Top Quartile  $831< ETF/Student > $915 
 
3rd Quartile  $748< ETF/Student < $830 
 
2nd Quartile $664<ETF/Student< $747 
 
Lowest Quartile  $581< ETF/Student < $663 
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County Map – Counties with school districts to receive funding with Poverty/English learning 
Formula (leg draft 1/11/04) 

 
Amount of LAP Funding per Student that School Districts in each County Currently Receive 

 
 
 
 
 

Top Quartile  $81< LAP/Student > $139 
 
3rd Quartile  $68< LAP/Student <$81 
 
2nd Quartile $50<LAP/Student<$68 
 
Lowest Quartile  $24 < LAP/Student < $50 

> $700 per student 
 
$600-$700 per student 
 
$500-$600 per student 
 
< $500 per student 
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Counties with Schools to Receive Funding with Poverty Formula 

 
Counties with Schools to Receive Funding with Assessed Property Value Formula 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2/3 to all schools in county funded 
 
1/3-2/3 of total county schools funded 
 
0-1/3 of total county schools funded 
 
0 county schools funded 

2/3 to all schools in county funded 
 
1/3-2/3 of total county schools funded 
 
0-1/3 of total county schools funded 
 
0 county schools funded 
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Counties with Schools to Receive Funding with Test Scores Formula 
 

 
Washington State Legislative Districts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2/3 to all schools in county funded 
 
1/3-2/3 of total county schools funded 
 
0-1/3 of total county schools funded 
 
0 county schools funded 
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APPENDIX IV: BACKGROUND ON FREE AND REDUCED PRICE LUNCH, THE 
MEASURE OF POVERTY 

 
 
Children from families with incomes at or below 130 percent of the poverty level (currently $21,710 for a 
family of four) are eligible for free meals. Those between 130 percent and 185 percent of the poverty level 
(currently $30,895 for a family of four) are eligible for reduced-price meals, for which students can be 
charged no more than 40 cents. 
 
Food Research and Action Center:  
 
http://www.frac.org/html/federal_food_programs/programs/nslp.html   

The National School Lunch Program (NSLP) makes it possible for all school children in the 
United States to receive a nutritious lunch each and every school day. 

History  
Congress created the NSLP after an investigation into the health of young men rejected in 
the World War II draft showed a connection between physical deficiencies and childhood 
malnutrition. In response, Congress enacted the 1946 National School Lunch Act as a 
"measure of national security, to safeguard the health and well-being of the Nation's 
children."  

In 1998, Congress expanded the NSLP to include cash reimbursement for snacks served in 
certain afterschool educational and enrichment programs.  

Benefits  
The NSLP provides per meal cash reimbursements to schools as an entitlement to provide 
nutritious meals to children. This means that all eligible schools may participate and all 
children attending those schools may participate. The National School Lunch Program 
provides school children with one-third or more of their Recommended Dietary Allowance 
(RDA) for key nutrients. These lunches are required to provide no more than 30 percent of 
calories from fat and less than 10 percent from saturated fat. USDA research indicates that 
children who participate in School Lunch have superior nutritional intakes compared to those 
who do not participate. 

For schools and institutions that participate in the NSLP, Provision 2 is an option that 
enables them to provide free meals to all of their students while reducing paperwork and 
administrative costs. Under Provision 2, all students receive free meals, regardless of 
income, and schools collect applications for free and reduced-price meals once every four 
years, at most. Also, schools under Provision 2 do not have to track and record the different 
categories of meals served for at least three out of every four years. Provision 2 schools pay 
the difference between the cost of serving meals at no charge to all students and the federal 
reimbursement for the meals.  
 
Participation 
During the 2002-03 school year, 27.8 million children participated in the National School 
Lunch Program through more than 97,000 schools and residential child care institutions. On 
a typical school day, 16 million of these 27.8 million total participants were receiving free or 
reduced price lunches. 

Eligibility 
All public and non-profit private schools (regardless of tuition) and all Residential Child Care 
Institutions (RCCIs) can participate in the National School Lunch Program. School boards 
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must apply to their state education agency in order to institute a program. All students in 
these schools may participate in the lunch program. However, household income determines 
whether they receive free meals, reduced price meals (the maximum price to the student's 
family is 40 cents), or "paid" meals, for which students pay most of the cost (the federal 
government pays a modest amount for administrative costs).  

For children at participating schools there are two ways to qualify for free or reduced price 
meals in the NSLP. Both generally require the household to fill out a school meals 
application and return it to the child's school. 

1. If a household currently receives Food Stamps, TANF (Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families), or participates in the Food Distribution Program on Indian 
Reservations (FDPIR) the children in that household are eligible for free school 
meals for as long as the family receives these other benefits. This is called 
categorical eligibility. Homeless children are also automatically eligible for free school 
meals. 

2. If a household's total income is below a certain amount, the children in that 
household can eat free or at a very reduced price. To receive free meals, household 
income must fall below 130 percent of poverty. For reduced-price meals, household 
income must be between 130 and 185 percent of the federal poverty level. This is 
called income-based eligibility.  

Some school districts use "direct certification" to qualify children for free meals without 
requiring the family to submit an application. In these districts, the school works with the 
State or local Food Stamp, TANF, and FDPIR agencies to identify and certify for school 
meals (without additional applications) those children in households currently receiving 
these benefits.32 
 

                                                 
32 Food Research and Action Center: http://www.frac.org/html/federal_food_programs/programs/nslp.html   
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APPENDIX V: SCATTERPLOTS OF FINAL FORMULA 

 
Scatterplot of ETF $ per student vs. % of students meeting all 4 WASL standards  
(only grade 4 WASL test and school districts>4000 students) 
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Scatterplot of ETF $ per student vs. % of students meeting all 4 WASL standards  
(only grade 7 WASL test and school districts>4000 students) 
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Scatterplot of ETF $ per student vs. % of students meeting all 4 WASL standards  
(only grade 10 WASL test and school districts>4000 students) 

% students meeting all 4 WASL Standards

8070605040302010

Tr
us

t F
un

d 
$ 

pe
r S

tu
de

nt

700

600

500

400

300

200

 
 
Scatterplot of ETF $ per student vs. % of students meeting all 4 WASL standards  
(only grade 4 WASL test and school districts>2000 students) 
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APPENDIX VI: TUTORIAL ON QUANTITATIVE MODEL 

 
The Quantitative model on the attached CD is a tool that readers can use to explore the various 
choices and outcomes of fine tuning the formula.  This tutorial provides an overview of the 
model and takes the reader through steps to change the weighting amounts and factors, and 
explains how to see the resulting new distribution totals by county and school district in chart 
form. 
 
Overview of Model 
 

1. Open the excel file on the enclosed CD called “DP Quant Model” 
 
2. Make sure you are on the 1st worksheet (Tab called data) 

 
3. Use the scroll arrows up/down and left/right to view the entire data page.  You will see: 

a. Title of page, formulas listed across the top 
b. Coefficients, highlighted in yellow, including A0-A4 
c. Headings of each column, shaded in grey, to show how columns relate to overall 

formula 
d. Title headings of each column, to explain what each column represents 
e. On left side, county/district #, School District, County Name 
f. One row “total” followed by rows for each school district in the state 

 
4. Look at the values of the coefficients, currently set at A0=254, A1=266, A2=346, 

A3=A4=0.   
 

5. Click on the other tabs to see the tables and graphs related to these coefficients.  Notice 
the zeros in the high school columns and graph codes. 

a. Yakima and King County School District Table 
b. Yakima and King County School District Chart 
c. County Table 
d. County Chart 
e. Totals 

 
Change Weighting Amounts 
 

1. Go back to the Data sheet, and change one of the high school coefficients (A3 or A4, 
highlighted in yellow) from zero to a number of your choice (Try 100) 

 
2. Press F9 to make the sheet recalculate 

 
3. Notice when you scroll to the right that the high school $ column now has numbers in it, 

and the totals have changed. 
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See Resulting New Distributions in Chart Form 
 

1. Click on the YakKingDistsTable tab. 
 

2. Look for the PivotTable menu in the upper right hand corner of the screen, and click the 
button with the red exclamation point to refresh the data in the table. 

 
3. Look at the YakKingChart tab, and notice that the values for high school are visible now 

at the top of each school district’s bar.  Notice that Union Gap, a school district in 
Yakima County, has no additional high school dollars, since Union Gap has no high 
school (zero high school population).   

 
4. Look at the Totals tab to see how much your formula change affected the total education 

funding as well as the amount now going to each school district. 
 
Change Weight Factors 
 
You can also change the weighting factors from (poverty+bilingual) to any combination of 
poverty, bilingual, migrant, or the 4 census factors available.  To do this: 
 

1. Make sure you are on the “data” sheet 
 
2. scroll to the right until you see the columns labeled “weight factors” and 

“background data for weight factors” 
 

3. There are 3 weight factors there:  
• FR+BIL: free and reduced lunch + bilingual (current formula) 
• FR+BIL+MIG: adds % of migrant students to the above formula 
• ((FR+BIL)*.8) + AVG(4census): takes above formula times 80% and adds the 

average of the 4 census results in columns to the right.   
 

4. This tutorial will show you how to change the weight factor to FR+BIL+MIG.  
The other weighting data rows could also be used in any combination. 

 
5. Notice that the current formula weight factor is in column U, and the factor we 

want to change to is in column W. 
 

6. Scroll left and look at columns I and O (weighted FTE calculations).  Click on 
cell I-14.  Notice the formula includes U14.  The same is true when you click on 
cell O14.  To change the weight, you need to change U14 to W14, and so on 
down all the rows of school districts.  Replace the U with W in column I, and then 
click and drag from the lower right corner of the cell to copy the formula down 
the rest of column I.  Go to cell O14 and repeat – replace the U in the formula 
with W, and copy the formula down the rest of the column. 

 
7. You did it!  Press F9 to recalculate, and view the results in each sheet and graph. 
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APPENDIX VII: EDUCATION TRUST FUND ALLOCATION BY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

 

County 
School 
District 

2005-06           
expected 728$     

(with extra protection 
from I-884) 

2005-06         
New Education 

Trust Fund $ 
    

Adams   $919,900 $2,321,000 
 Benge $2,900 $3,100 
 Lind $54,800 $121,700 
 Othello $755,700 $2,003,400 
 Ritzville $90,200 $161,600 
 Washtucna $16,300 $31,300 
      
Asotin   $834,700 $1,375,200 
 Asotin-Anatone $147,100 $215,300 
 Clarkston $687,500 $1,159,900 
    
Benton   $7,258,500 $12,252,900 
 Finley $249,200 $439,500 
 Kennewick $3,544,900 $6,228,200 
 Kiona Benton $401,300 $734,500 
 Paterson $23,700 $75,100 
 Prosser $692,500 $1,492,400 
 Richland $2,346,900 $3,283,100 
    
Chelan   $3,058,200 $6,188,600 
 Cascade $355,800 $700,400 
 Cashmere $364,300 $637,400 
 Entiat $89,200 $174,200 
 Lake Chelan $320,900 $688,100 
 Manson $159,300 $443,800 
 Stehekin $3,500 $3,600 
 Wenatchee $1,765,400 $3,541,000 
    
Clallam   $2,317,300 $3,964,800 
 Cape Flattery $119,500 $289,500 
 Crescent $45,900 $80,900 
 Port Angeles $1,141,700 $1,928,400 

 
Quillayute 
Valley $323,200 $631,000 

 Sequim $686,900 $1,035,000 
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County 
School 
District 

2005-06           
expected 728$     

(with extra protection 
from I-884) 

2005-06         
New Education 

Trust Fund $ 
    
Clark   $17,209,600 $27,672,700 
 Battle Ground $2,958,500 $4,168,000 
 Camas $1,143,500 $1,510,900 
 Evergreen $5,881,200 $9,685,500 

 
Green 
Mountain $30,100 $46,100 

 Hockinson $427,500 $542,900 
 Lacenter $323,100 $456,900 
 Ridgefield $449,200 $608,200 
 Vancouver $5,326,700 $9,627,100 
 Washougal $669,800 $1,027,100 
    
Columbia   $147,200 $263,300 
 Dayton $145,200 $261,300 
 Starbuck $1,900 $2,000 
    
Cowlitz   $4,307,100 $7,153,100 
 Castle Rock $342,000 $509,000 
 Kalama $245,900 $348,300 
 Kelso $1,285,800 $2,221,100 
 Longview $1,788,400 $3,081,200 
 Toutle Lake $153,300 $224,600 
 Woodland $491,600 $768,900 
    
Douglas   $1,637,100 $3,280,500 
 Bridgeport $154,600 $527,500 
 Eastmont $1,312,600 $2,380,600 
 Mansfield $27,000 $53,900 
 Orondo $48,600 $144,100 
 Palisades $10,000 $22,100 
 Waterville $84,300 $152,100 
    
Ferry   $276,000 $526,200 
 Curlew $65,100 $116,800 
 Inchelium $55,600 $115,100 
 Keller $13,200 $30,900 
 Orient $21,900 $46,800 
 Republic $120,200 $216,700 
    
Franklin   $2,977,000 $7,744,600 
 Kahlotus $20,600 $37,800 
 North Franklin $459,900 $1,224,700 
 Pasco $2,494,100 $6,479,700 
 Star $2,300 $2,400 
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County 
School 
District 

2005-06           
expected 728$     

(with extra protection 
from I-884) 

2005-06         
New Education 

Trust Fund $ 
    
Garfield   $100,600 $167,400 
 Pomeroy $100,600 $167,400 
    
Grant   $4,148,800 $9,208,200 
 Coulee/Hartline $51,500 $77,000 
 Ephrata $544,500 $957,300 

 
Grand Coulee 
Dam $202,000 $350,300 

 Moses Lake $1,637,900 $3,240,800 
 Quincy $563,000 $1,420,300 
 Royal $341,800 $962,900 
 Soap Lake $133,900 $327,500 
 Wahluke $414,800 $1,232,600 
 Warden $231,300 $591,700 
 Wilson Creek $28,100 $47,900 
    
Grays Harbor $2,979,400 $5,414,000 
 Aberdeen $969,000 $1,914,800 
 Cosmopolis $40,700 $64,200 
 Elma $468,700 $766,600 
 Hoquiam $513,600 $990,900 
 Mc Cleary $66,700 $101,700 
 Montesano $313,600 $440,100 
 North Beach $170,700 $298,800 
 Oakville $68,200 $151,500 
 Ocosta $175,200 $312,300 
 Quinault $65,000 $146,000 
 Satsop $14,900 $24,800 
 Taholah $57,700 $124,800 
 Wishkah Valley $55,300 $77,400 
    
Island   $2,308,100 $3,436,500 
 Coupeville $285,300 $411,700 
 Oak Harbor $1,475,300 $2,314,000 
 South Whidbey $547,500 $710,700 
    
Jefferson   $805,400 $1,292,200 
 Brinnon $14,400 $31,900 
 Chimacum $324,300 $486,100 
 Port Townsend $389,100 $637,800 

 
Queets-
Clearwater $8,800 $22,500 

 Quilcene $68,600 $114,000 
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County 
School 
District 

2005-06           
expected 728$     

(with extra protection 
from I-884) 

2005-06         
New Education 

Trust Fund $ 
    
King   $61,165,100 $96,229,700 
 Auburn $3,317,800 $5,735,200 
 Bellevue $3,817,800 $5,512,100 
 Enumclaw $1,188,700 $1,575,200 
 Federal Way $5,349,500 $9,073,800 
 Highline $4,353,200 $8,555,800 
 Issaquah $3,616,400 $4,243,400 
 Kent $6,473,900 $10,937,400 

 
Lake 
Washington $5,815,300 $7,476,700 

 Mercer Island $1,025,700 $1,134,700 
 Northshore $4,880,700 $6,006,500 
 Renton $3,195,900 $5,545,400 
 Riverview $709,100 $890,600 
 Seattle $11,245,800 $20,898,500 
 Shoreline $2,427,600 $3,312,000 
 Skykomish $14,100 $27,800 

 
Snoqualmie 
Valley $1,176,600 $1,484,400 

 Tahoma $1,548,800 $1,876,100 
 Tukwila $637,900 $1,506,900 
 Vashon Island $370,100 $437,200 
    
Kitsap   $10,020,800 $14,459,100 
 Bainbridge $1,009,800 $1,152,500 
 Bremerton $1,457,500 $2,629,200 
 Central Kitsap $3,180,800 $4,475,900 
 North Kitsap $1,689,600 $2,300,200 
 South Kitsap $2,683,200 $3,901,300 
    
Kittitas   $1,168,400 $1,849,300 

 
Cle Elum-
Roslyn $231,200 $337,000 

 Damman $9,100 $9,500 
 Easton $30,900 $48,700 
 Ellensburg $713,600 $1,120,000 
 Kittitas $138,500 $253,600 
 Thorp $45,100 $80,500 
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County 
School 
District 

2005-06           
expected 728$     

(with extra protection 
from I-884) 

2005-06         
New Education 

Trust Fund $ 
    
Klickitat   $842,300 $1,529,200 
 Bickleton $26,700 $28,000 
 Centerville $17,800 $28,400 
 Glenwood $19,300 $29,500 
 Goldendale $283,700 $512,100 
 Klickitat $37,400 $71,900 
 Lyle $97,200 $177,500 
 Roosevelt $3,100 $6,000 
 Trout Lake $41,100 $44,300 
 White Salmon $302,600 $605,100 
 Wishram $13,100 $26,500 
    
Lewis   $2,968,200 $5,181,300 
 Adna $135,900 $194,200 
 Boistfort $19,500 $38,100 
 Centralia $804,500 $1,521,300 
 Chehalis $666,800 $1,052,400 
 Evaline $8,900 $9,300 
 Morton $117,500 $204,300 
 Mossyrock $147,800 $265,900 
 Napavine $165,500 $257,000 
 Onalaska $221,700 $412,000 
 Pe Ell $81,600 $148,300 
 Toledo $239,700 $427,700 
 Vader $15,900 $35,300 
 White Pass $154,200 $276,500 
 Winlock $188,600 $338,900 
    
Lincoln   $525,900 $839,900 
 Almira $20,100 $30,700 
 Creston $27,600 $45,700 
 Davenport $124,900 $193,600 
 Harrington $38,100 $56,700 
 Odessa $70,100 $112,900 
 Reardan $165,900 $264,600 
 Sprague $25,400 $43,000 
 Wilbur $53,900 $92,900 
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County 
School 
District 

2005-06           
expected 728$     

(with extra protection 
from I-884) 

2005-06         
New Education 

Trust Fund $ 
    
Mason   $2,000,300 $3,481,100 
 Grapeview $39,400 $60,400 
 Hood Canal $82,200 $172,600 
 Mary M Knight $49,600 $82,500 
 North Mason $578,500 $904,800 
 Pioneer $194,700 $358,300 
 Shelton $991,400 $1,807,100 
 Southside $64,500 $95,400 
    
Okanogan   $1,671,100 $3,482,200 
 Brewster $241,000 $680,000 
 Methow Valley $157,600 $246,900 
 Nespelem $38,600 $87,700 
 Okanogan $243,400 $491,700 
 Omak $470,200 $864,600 
 Oroville $180,200 $410,200 
 Pateros $72,100 $144,400 
 Tonasket $268,000 $556,700 
    
Pacific   $763,300 $1,403,800 

 
Naselle Grays 
Riv $82,500 $128,800 

 North River $13,300 $14,000 
 Ocean Beach $282,800 $539,200 
 Raymond $136,500 $275,600 
 South Bend $143,300 $291,200 
 Willapa Valley $104,900 $155,000 
    
Pend Oreille $452,900 $858,600 
 Cusick $69,400 $137,800 
 Newport $294,300 $564,200 
 Selkirk $89,200 $156,500 



Khaund 2004 

Page 56 of 60 

 

County 
School 
District 

2005-06           
expected 728$     

(with extra protection 
from I-884) 

2005-06         
New Education 

Trust Fund $ 
    
Pierce   $31,226,000 $50,836,900 
 Bethel $4,178,600 $6,332,000 
 Carbonado $46,100 $65,500 
 Clover Park $3,063,400 $5,919,200 
 Dieringer $276,400 $305,300 
 Eatonville $514,400 $793,300 
 Fife $790,600 $1,193,300 
 Franklin Pierce $1,898,500 $3,390,700 
 Orting $467,500 $665,500 
 Peninsula $2,299,400 $2,995,600 
 Puyallup $5,019,600 $7,006,300 

 
Steilacoom 
Hist. $527,400 $728,800 

 Sumner $1,953,700 $2,741,600 
 Tacoma $7,814,300 $15,326,700 

 
University 
Place $1,298,000 $1,861,100 

 White River $1,078,200 $1,512,000 
    
San Juan   $425,800 $587,800 
 Lopez $66,300 $102,000 
 Orcas $125,200 $181,200 
 San Juan $229,700 $299,700 
 Shaw $4,600 $4,800 
    
Skagit   $4,602,500 $8,348,600 
 Anacortes $756,700 $1,077,100 

 
Burlington 
Edison $884,100 $1,517,100 

 Concrete $201,400 $393,400 
 Conway $105,400 $148,400 
 La Conner $158,800 $250,700 
 Mt Vernon $1,395,500 $3,095,600 
 Sedro Woolley $1,100,500 $1,866,200 
    
Skamania   $308,000 $507,600 
 Mill A $18,500 $34,900 

 
Mount 
Pleasant $15,400 $23,100 

 Skamania $15,000 $25,600 

 
Stevenson-
Carson $259,100 $423,900 
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County 
School 
District 

2005-06           
expected 728$     

(with extra protection 
from I-884) 

2005-06         
New Education 

Trust Fund $ 
    
Snohomish   $25,756,800 $38,104,200 
 Arlington $1,248,200 $1,718,900 
 Darrington $142,000 $248,500 
 Edmonds $5,153,600 $7,728,900 
 Everett $4,438,800 $6,795,500 
 Granite Falls $577,300 $863,700 
 Index $7,200 $13,000 
 Lake Stevens $1,778,000 $2,434,200 
 Lakewood $622,500 $904,800 
 Marysville $2,742,400 $4,063,100 
 Monroe $1,489,600 $2,111,300 
 Mukilteo $3,504,400 $5,887,900 
 Snohomish $2,181,000 $2,659,600 

 
Stanwood-
Camano $1,330,900 $1,805,000 

 Sultan $540,900 $869,900 
    
Spokane   $17,617,500 $29,195,700 
 Central Valley $2,762,000 $4,192,800 
 Cheney $833,600 $1,354,500 
 Deer Park $512,000 $1,005,600 
 East Valley $1,073,500 $1,850,700 
 Freeman $222,400 $304,500 
 Great Northern $10,100 $10,600 
 Liberty $129,400 $193,700 
 Mead $2,125,700 $2,971,900 
 Medical Lake $552,200 $813,800 
 Nine Mile Falls $394,600 $553,500 
 Orchard Prairie $16,300 $23,400 
 Riverside $478,500 $775,700 
 Spokane $7,603,300 $13,564,900 
 West Valley $903,800 $1,580,200 
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County 
School 
District 

2005-06           
expected 728$     

(with extra protection 
from I-884) 

2005-06         
New Education 

Trust Fund $ 
    
Stevens   $1,520,700 $2,947,700 
 Chewelah $299,900 $574,000 
 Columbia $50,500 $106,200 
 Colville $521,700 $968,600 
 Evergreen $4,700 $8,600 
 Kettle Falls $207,000 $359,300 
 Loon Lake $34,200 $70,200 
 Mary Walker $141,000 $299,600 
 Northport $49,800 $110,300 
 Onion Creek $9,200 $19,800 
 Summit Valley $23,200 $51,400 
 Valley $54,300 $107,300 
 Wellpinit $125,300 $272,300 
    
Thurston   $9,285,200 $14,189,200 
 Griffin $167,200 $205,800 
 North Thurston $3,169,200 $5,052,000 
 Olympia $2,173,600 $2,956,900 
 Rainier $222,100 $360,300 
 Rochester $489,900 $846,900 
 Tenino $345,400 $554,300 
 Tumwater $1,568,200 $2,329,300 
 Yelm $1,149,700 $1,883,700 
    
Wahkiakum   $120,000 $154,400 
 Wahkiakum $120,000 $154,400 
    
Walla Walla   $2,134,100 $4,039,100 
 College Place $205,200 $464,200 
 Columbia $236,000 $377,500 
 Dixie $10,000 $14,200 
 Prescott $60,800 $156,000 
 Touchet $73,200 $141,200 
 Waitsburg $88,300 $142,900 
 Walla Walla $1,460,500 $2,743,100 
    
Whatcom   $6,348,800 $10,674,800 
 Bellingham $2,509,500 $3,888,100 
 Blaine $510,600 $867,800 
 Ferndale $1,285,500 $2,234,100 
 Lynden $641,200 $1,119,700 
 Meridian $373,300 $644,000 
 Mount Baker $591,900 $1,113,000 

 
Nooksack 
Valley $436,800 $808,000 
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County 
School 
District 

2005-06           
expected 728$     

(with extra protection 
from I-884) 

2005-06         
New Education 

Trust Fund $ 
    
Whitman   $1,129,100 $1,663,400 
 Colfax $179,100 $259,000 
 Colton $45,900 $58,000 
 Endicott $22,600 $39,600 
 Garfield $30,000 $50,200 
 Lacrosse Joint $37,900 $63,200 
 Lamont $6,900 $12,100 
 Oakesdale $31,800 $57,600 
 Palouse $55,600 $83,000 
 Pullman $552,600 $783,100 
 Rosalia $63,500 $86,600 
 St John $45,100 $69,300 
 Steptoe $10,600 $11,100 
 Tekoa $47,400 $90,600 
    
Yakima   $11,800,100 $27,491,100 
 East Valley $584,100 $1,019,200 
 Grandview $758,200 $1,848,100 
 Granger $319,500 $885,600 
 Highland $283,800 $659,900 
 Mabton $221,200 $646,100 
 Mount Adams $254,100 $609,500 
 Naches Valley $388,100 $624,300 
 Selah $845,100 $1,435,900 
 Sunnyside $1,374,400 $3,424,500 
 Toppenish $801,200 $2,526,900 
 Union Gap $141,500 $334,500 
 Wapato $842,800 $2,317,400 
 West Valley $1,138,500 $1,673,100 
 Yakima $3,527,700 $8,886,200 
 Zillah $319,900 $599,700 
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