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Introduction
For the first time Oregon has atool that alows usto examine trends in school funding and
student performance a the district and individua school level. The new toadl is cdled the
Database Initiative Project (DBI). The purpose of the DBI is to make comparisons and help
decison makers identify issues and explore changes in practice that will lead to improved
schools.

The Database Initiative Project currently collects and reports detailed school-level datafor
fifteen Oregon school didtricts and one Education Service Didrict. The information is
housed on awebsite that is accessble to the public: http://dbi.ode.state.or.us Thisste
provides access to school-leve information on spending, staffing, school processes, student
performance, and demographics. It isintended to satisfy inquiries ranging from curiogity and
generd interest to sophidticated data analys's.

The 1999 L egidature dlocated funds to the Department of Education to expand the Database
Initiative Project to include dl schoal didricts.

This sudy uses the DBI to compare the Portland and David Douglas school digtricts. It was
initiated by the Oregon Business Council for two reasons. Firg, to test the limits of the
Database Initiative Project and make recommendations about how it could be improved.
Second, to compare two school ditricts, Portland and David Douglas, and identify the
impact of different policies on student funding and student performance.

Mogt of the information used in this sudy isfor the 1997-98 school year.
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Executive Summary

The key vaue of the database is as a management tool. It dlows school digtricts and
principas, as wdl as outside groups and the public, to compare their education programs and
results to others. The following summarizes our findings based mainly on data from the
1997-98 school year.

Didrict Characterigtics
Portland and David Douglas School Didricts are both located within the City of Portland
and are adjacent to each other. A comparison of the student composition of Portland
relative to David Douglas shows that the digtricts have dmost the same share of specid
education (11% vs. 12%) and poverty students (19% vs. 18%) and Portland has fewer
ESL students than David Douglas (7% vs. 12%).
Portland isthe state's largest schoal digtrict with enrollment of 55,321 - 10 high schoals,
17 middle, 63 elementary, and 19 dternative schools/programs. David Douglas sizeis
more typica of mid-szed Oregon didtricts with enrollment of 7,546 sudents - 1 high
school, 2 middle, 8 dementary, and 1 dternative schoal.
Between 1990 and 1998, David Douglas enrollment rose 18 percent. Portland's
enrollment grew by only 1.7 percent over the same time period. Between 1998 and 1999,
David Douglas ervollment was up 1.8 percent, while Portland enrollment dropped 1.4
percent.
Portland School Disgtrict is below the state median socio-economic leve, but has schools
at both the top and the bottom end of the range. David Douglasis also below the state
median, but its schools are clustered in the middle socio-economic levels. Portland has
higher average household incomes ($55,462 vs. $45,223) and more college-educated
residents (59% vs. 45%).

Didrict Expenditures
Prior to passage of Measure 5, Portland spent considerably more than David Douglas and
the state average. Consequently, the state's efforts to equalize spending have impacted
Portland much more than digtricts like David Douglas whose per student costs were
brought up to the state average.
The DBI district profile found Portland spends about $250 per student more than David
Douglas and about $200 more per student than the pilot average ($5,498, $5,256, and
$5,313 respectively). The disparity in spending is greeter if fund trandfers are included in
the equation.
The centrd support cogts per sudent are roughly the same in both districts ($200),
however Portland spends more per student than David Douglas, in direct classroom
support ($3,463 vs. $3,321) and in building support ($1,075 vs. $868), but less on other
classroom support such asinstructiond aides ($766 vs. $867).
Portland has two relatively high cost areas compared to David Douglas. teacher sdaries
and building support.
Portland has more experienced teachers with an average 16.4 years experienceto 11.8
years & David Douglas. David Douglas has pursued a palicy of hiring less experienced
teachers and therefore has lower average salaries. The experience and salary ranges are




also broader for Portland (schools range from 7 to 22 years and $35,000 to $53,000 in
average sdaries), compared to David Douglas (schools range from 7 to 14 years and
$39,000 to $45,000).

Building support costs are significantly higher in Portland than in David Douglas ($1,075
vs. $868). Portland’s building support costs are higher because Portland’ s buildings are
older and they are not used to full capacity. If Portland could reduce its building support
codsto leves smilar to David Douglas it could hire 208 more teachers, this would
reduce their student teacher ratio from 21.4 to 19.8.

Portland has higher student teacher ratios than David Douglas (21.4 vs. 19.6). However,
the digtricts distribute their staff differently. Portland has dightly lower dementary class
S9zes (26 vs. 27), but much larger class Sizes a the high school levd.

Portland's gaff mix differs among schools. Thisisduein part to funding (desegregation
dollars are focused in lower SES areas), in part to the digtrict's magnet school program
and in part to budget practice (principasin Portland have more autonomy over how to
digribute gaff). David Douglas has a more uniform staffing policy, with each

elementary school containing a counsdor, librarian, physica education and music
teacher.

Student Assessment Scores

- In most cases, Portland has higher scores on state tests than David Douglas. However,
Portland has a much wider range of scores by school, while David Douglas scores by
school are more clustered around the average.
As expected, there is a relationship between socio-economic status and student
achievement. In genera, Portland schools with higher socio-economic status have higher
test scores and schools with lower socio-economic status have lower test scores.
There are schools that have low socio-economic status and relatively high test scores.
For example, there are six Portland dementary schools with socio-economic satus
rankings below 100 (on ascale of 1-727) and with 3 grade test scores that are above the
state average. David Douglas dso had dementary schools with low socio-economic
status and above average test scores.

Technicd Recommendations
Include generd fund transfers and federa funds per student in the school and digtrict
profiles. The profiles currently include only genera fund expenditures, however the
other indicators in the profiles (e.g. class Sze, sudent teacher ratio, staffing) are
dependent on dl funds not just generd fund expenditures. For consistency it would be
helpful to include dl funds that provide resources for the other indicators included in the
profiles.
Provide clearer accounting of the Education Service Didrict funds. For example,
Portland receives a mgority of its funding from the ESD in cash to serve specid
education students, while David Douglas receives the mgjority “off budget” in theform

! Portland spends $1,075/student on building support compared to $868 in David Douglas. The differenceis $207/student. Portland has
55,321 students for atotal savings of $11,451,447. If we assume that a new teacher including benefits costs $55,000 then Portland could
hire 208 new teachers. The current student:teacher ratio is21.4, there are 55,321 studentswhich trandates to 2,585 teachers. If we add 208

teachers to this figure, we get 2,793 teachers and a new student teacher ratio of 19.8.



of services. This has the effect of raising the amount of funding per sudent in Portland
relative to David Douglas because the ESD services received by David Douglas are not
recorded in the spending per student.

Include information on foundation and in-school support. Some digtricts have large
foundations that subsidize their funding and influence the schools' ability provide
education services,

Provide information on the philosophy and programs at the district and school level. This
information would alow schools and digtricts to learn from each other about best
practices.

Provide information on legidatively mandated support received outsde the sate's
funding formula. For example, currently no mention is made of the consderable
additiona support Portland receives for its desegregation and pension bond costs.



What do we know about Portland and David Douglas communities?

Portland and David Douglas School Didtricts are both located within the City of Portland and
are adjacent to each other. Portland isthe state's largest school district with a 1997-98
enrollment 55,321. It operates 10 high schools, 17 middle schools, 63 eementary schools,
and 19 dternative schools/programs. David Douglas Sze ismore typicd of md-sized
Oregon school didtricts with an enrollment of 7,546. It operates 1 high school, 2 middle
schools, 8 dementary schools and 1 aternative school .

While both didtricts operate in adistinctly urban setting, their financid fates have differed
sgnificantly in recent years. Prior to passage of Measure 5, Portland spent considerably
more than David Douglas and the state average.? Consequently, the state's efforts to equalize
spending have impacted Portland much more than districts like David Douglas whose per
student costs were brought up to the State average.

The digtricts dso differ in enrollment trends over the past decade. Between 1990 and 1998,
David Douglas enrollment rose 18 percent. Portland’ s enrollment grew by only 1.7 percent
over the same time period. Between the 1998 and 1999 school years, for example, David
Douglas enrollment was up 1.8 percent, while Portland' s enrollment dropped 1.4 percent.
Portland has asmdler share of households with children than David Douglas (27% vs. 34%),
which may be contributing to the enrollment decline of recent years.

The digricts vary dightly in terms of economic profile. Portland School Didtrict is below the
state median socio-economic level, but has schools at both the top and the bottom end of the
range. David Douglasis aso below the state median, but its schools are clustered in the
middle socio-economic levels. Portland has higher average household incomes ($55,462 vs.
$45,223) and more college-educated residents (59% vs. 45%).

What do we know about Portland and David Douglas funding?
The DBI digtrict profile found Portland spends about $250 per student more than David
Douglas and about $200 more per student than the pilot average ($5,498, $5,256, and $5,313

respectively).

The disparity in spending is even greater if fund trandfers are included in the equation. As
noted in the Definition section of this report, expenditures do not include generd fund
tranders. Thisisasgnificant excluson. For Portland it totals approximeately $22 million or
about $400 per student. For David Douglas, the amount is gpproximately $1 million or about
$130 per student. > Most of this difference ($240 per student) occurs because Portland is
paying off debt it issued when it entered the PERS system

These spending figures aso do not include federa funds. 1n 1997-98 Portland received $527
per student in federd funds and David Douglas received $387.  Federd funds are typicaly
for poverty and specia education students. While both districts are digible for poverty
related Title 1, specid education student funding, and other categorical funds availableto dll

2In 1990-91, for example, Portland expended $5,862 in current expenditures per student, compared to $4,314 for David Douglasand a
statewide average of $4,589. Analysis by Clem Lausberg, data from the Oregon Department of Education Audited 1990-91 current
expenditures per student.

% Information provided by Courtney Wilton, data from the Tax Supervising Commission, Annual Report.



Oregon digtricts, the Portland School District has aggressively pursued competitive grant
funds. (Note: Other indicators listed on the digtrict and school profilesinclude staff funded
from sourcesin addition to the genera fund.)

Why does Portland have more money to spend per student?

The records show that Portland does not have more of the type of students that the state
funding formula provides additiona funding for, such as specid education students, students
in poverty and English-as-a- Second- Language (ESL) students. A comparison of the student
compoasition of Portland relative to David Douglas shows that the districts have dmost the
same share of special education (11% vs. 12%) and poverty students (19% vs. 18%) and
Portland has fewer ESL students than David Douglas (7% vs. 12%). (Note: Portland has a
higher share of students with more severe disabilities than David Douglas and the state
average (34%, 27% and 25% respectively), but the funding formula does not apply different
weights for different levels of disability.)

There are saverd potentia explanations for Portland' s higher leve of funding. Firg,
Portland receives $6.2 million for voluntary desegregation plan expenses. Second, Portland
receives amgority of its funding from the ESD in cash to serve specia education students,
while David Douglas receives the mgority “off budget” in the form of services Thishasthe
effect of raising the amount of funding per sudent in Portland relaive to David Douglas
because the ESD services received by David Douglas are not recorded in the spending per
Student.

Another possible explanation is the weighting that the sate funding formula applies for
teacher experience. Portland has more experienced teachers, which entitles the digtrict to
additional money through the state funding formula.

How do Portland and David Douglas spend their funds?

The central support costs per sudent are roughly the same in both digtricts ($200), however
Portland spends more per student than David Douglas, in direct classroom support ($3,463
vs. $3,321) and in building support* ($1,075 vs. $868), but less on other classroom support
such asingructional aides ($766 vs. $367).

These differences are partidly explained by the difference in average teecher dary.

Portland has more experienced teachers with an average 16.4 years experience to 11.8 years
a David Douglas.> David Douglas has pursued a policy of hiring less experienced teachers
and therefore has lower average sdaries. The experience and salary ranges are aso broader
for Portland (schools range from 7 to 22 years and $35,000 to $53,000 in average saaries),
compared to David Douglas (schools range from 7 to 14 years and $39,000 to $45,000).

In terms of building support, Portland has older school buildings and uses the space less
efficiently than David Douglas. Portland operates a number of schools at less than full

4 Buildi ng support costsinclude: costs of operation and maintenance of plant, student transportation, food services, technology services,
and other support services.
® Analysis by Clem Lausberg, data from Oregon Department of Education Final Allocation, State School Fund 1997-98.



capacity whereas buildings within the David Douglas district are dmost al completdly full.®
Also, hdf of Portland schools are over 60 years old; none of David Douglas schools are over
60 yearsold. In addition, David Douglas has indtaled more efficient naturd gas heating in

al schools while most Portland schools use ail hest.”

One possible explanation for Portland’ s lower spending per student on other classroom
support may be David Douglas' palicy to hire ingtructiona assistants whenever classroom
Size exceeds certain limits. For example, if enrollment in a 1% grade class exceeds 26, then
the class gets three and a half hours of assistant time per class section. The percentage of
daff that are indructiona assistants in Portland is lower than David Douglas (9.5% vs.
14.5%). However, Portland’ s data are not directly comparable to David Douglas, so it is not
possible to ate this explanation with certainty.

Portland has higher student teacher ratios than David Douglas (21.4 vs. 19.6). However, the
digricts digtribute their staff differently. Portland has dightly lower dementary dass Szes
(26 vs. 27), but much larger class sizes at the high school level. In addition, Portland's Saff
mix differs among schools. Thisisduein part to funding (desegregation dollars are focused
inlower SES areas), in part to the digtrict's magnet school program and in part to budget
practice (principas in Portland have more autonomy over how to distribute saff.). David
Douglas has amore uniform gaffing palicy, with each dementary school containing a
counsdor, librarian, physica education and music teacher.

How does student performance compare?

This comparison examines the percentage of students that meet or exceed the state standards
in reading and math (April 1998). In most cases, Portland has higher reading and math test
scores than David Douglas. However, Portland has a much wider range of scores by schoal,
while David Douglas scores by school are more clustered around the average.

Reading Portland David Douglas State
% Meet (range) % Meet (range) % Meet (range)
34 Grade 72% (17-100) 71% (53-92) 78%
5" Grade 65% (30-93) 59% (42-74) 66%
8" Grade 51% (0-89) 48% (44-54) 55%
10" Grade 45% (0-80) 46% (n/a) 48%
Math Portland David Douglas State
% Meet (range) % Meet (range) % Meet (range)
3 Grade 67% (14-96) 61% (49-77) 67%
51 Grade 61% (22-100) 60% (42-82) 61%
8" Grade 52% (10-89) 39% (35-43) 50%
10" Grade 33% (0-72) 24% (n/a) 32%

¢ David Douglas buses students to distribute them more evenly among schools. David Douglas has higher transportation costs than
Portland. Under the state funding formulain 1997-98, for example, David Douglas reported $250 per student in reimbursable home to
school transportation compared to $215 for Portland. (Data provided by Clem Lausberg.)

"Analysis performed by Clem Lausberg based on information provided by Gary Haase at David Douglas School District.



A comparison of student performance relative to socio-economic status at the individua
school level generated two findings. (See Appendix A) Fird, as expected, thereisa

rel ationship between socio-economic status and student achievement. In generd, Portland
schools with higher socio-economic status have higher test scores and schools with lower
s0ci0-economic status have lower test scores® However, the second finding is thet this
relationship does not hold true for al schools. In fact there are schools that have low socio-
economic Satus and relatively high test scores.  For example, there are six Portland
elementary schools with socio-economic status rankings below 100 (on ascde of 1-727) and
with 3 grade math scores that are above the state average.® The following chart illustrates
the relationship between math scores and a school’ s socio- economic status ranking.

Portland
Elementary Schools: 3rd Grade Math
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How does this translate into the school buildings?

In order to examine these differencesin more detail, we sdected an e ementary, middle and
high school from each ditrict. The schools were sdlected because they had Smilar socio-
economic status rankings.  The goa was to examine how schools with Smilar socio-
economic profiles structured their education programs. We examined differencesin the
overdl spending per student and how these differences trandated into class Sze, student
teacher ratio, teacher sdlary and student performance.

Elementary School — Llewdlyn (Portland) and Gilbert Heights (David Douglas)
Llewdlyn isamuch smdler school than Gilbert Heights (360 vs. 611). While the socio-
economic status ranking for the schoolsis close (290 vs. 310), Llewdlen has no ESL
students and 10 percent of Gilbert Heights sudentsare ESL. Llewdlen dso has alower
percentage of students digible for free lunch (39% vs. 48%).

Llewdlyn spends more per student than Gilbert Heights ($5,376 vs. $4,636). The central
support costs per student ($200) and other classroom support costs per student ($700) are
roughly the same, however Llewellyn spends more per student than Gilbert Heights in direct
classroom support ($3,451 vs. $2,955) and in building support ($1,075 vs. $782).

The explanation for the difference in classroom funding per sudent is partidly explained by
the dightly smdler dlassszein Llewelyn (26 vs. 28). However the sudent teacher ratio is

® There are too few David Douglas schools to determine the relationship between SES and student performance.

° Elementary Schools: Rigler (SES-33, 71% meet/exceed standard); Ball (SES-34, 71% meet/exceed); Vestal (SES14, 73% medt/excesd);
Creston (SES 78, 74% meet/exceed); Woodlawn (SES-56, 75% meet/exceed); Sunnyside (SES-44, 78% mest/exceed); Brooklyn (SES51,
88% meet/exceed).



about the same (24 vs. 23).  Another reason isthe difference in average teecher salary at the
schools. The average teecher salary at Llewdlyn is $46,079 and average teecher salary a
Gilbert Heights is $43,407.

The difference in building support could be due to lower utilization and/or the age of the
buildings. Llewdlyn only has 360 students compared to 611 in Gilbert Heights, therefore the
building support costs are spread over afewer number of students. In addition, Lleweyn
was built in 1928 and has never been remodded, while Gilbert Helghts was built in 1958 and
remodeled in 1994.

Llewelyn has a higher percentage of 3" grade students meeting or exceeding state standards
in reading (80% vs. 53%) and math (84% vs. 50%). Llewdlen adso has a higher percentage
of 51" grade students meeting or exceeding the state reading (66% vs. 58%) and math (71%
Vs. 43%) sandards, however Llewdlyn is below Gilbert Heights in writing (48% vs. 54%).

Middle School — Hosford (Portland) and Alice Ott (David Douglas)

Hosford has dightly lower enrollment than Alice Ott (482 vs. 544). While the socio-
economic status ranking for the schoolsis close (145 vs. 144), Hosford has a higher
percentage ESL students (15% vs. 4%) and students that are digible for free lunch (47% vs.
43%).

Overal, Hosford spends more per student than Alice Ott ($6,520 vs. $5,104). The centra
support costs per student ($200), building support costs per student ($1,000), and other
classroom support ($1,000) are roughly the same. However Hosford spends more per student
than Alice Ott in direct classroom support ($4,234 vs. $2,992).

The explandtion for the difference in classroom funding per student liesin class Size, sudent
teacher ratio and teacher sdlary. Hosford and Alice Ott have about the same size math
classes (25), but Hosford has much smdler English classes (20 vs. 26) and the
student/teacher ratio in Hosford is much lower than Alice Ott (17 vs. 20). In addition,
average teacher salary at Hosford is $47,283 compared to just $41,811 at Alice Ott.

Hosford has a higher percentage of 8" grade students meeting or exceeding state standardsin
reading and math, but Alice Ott sudents perform better in writing: reading (52% vs. 44%),
math (52% vs. 35%) and writing (54% vs. 56%).

High School — Franklin (Portland) and David Douglas (David Douglas)

Franklin has dightly lower enrollment than David Douglas (1,564 vs. 1,914). While the
s0ci0-economic status ranking for the schoolsis close (141 vs. 150), Franklin has a higher
percentage of ESL students (10% vs. 7%) and students that are digible for free lunch (32%
vs. 25%).

Overal, Franklin spends less per student than David Douglas ($5,631 vs. $6,447). The
central support costs per student ($200) and building support costs per student ($1,000) are
roughly the same, however Franklin spends less per student than David Douglas in direct
classroom support ($3,390 vs. $4,083) and in other classroom support ($973 vs. $1,154).
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The explanation for the difference in classroom funding per student liesin class Sze and
Sudent teacher ratio. Franklin has Sgnificantly larger classes than David Douglas.

secondary math class (32 vs. 20) and secondary English class (28 vs. 18). Franklin hasa
higher student teacher ratio than David Douglas (21 vs. 17). The lower number of teachers
in the classroom at Franklin trandates to lower direct classroom spending per student despite
dightly higher teacher sdaries. The average teecher sdary at Franklin is $45,956 compared
to $44,274 at David Douglas.

Franklin lags David Douglas in the percentage of students meeting or exceeding seate
gandards. reading (29% vs. 48%), math (24% vs. 26%) and writing (51% vs. 55%).

Conclusion

The Database Initiative Project (DBI) is an excdlent resource for digtrict and individua
school andyss. Itiswell organized, easy to use and provides the mogt pertinent information
about Oregon’s K-12 education system. In addition, the DBI staff are knowledgeable and
responsive to questions from users. Based on our experience, we believe thisis a useful tool
that will be help school adminidrators, teachers, parents, and el ected officias to study other
digtricts and identify ways to improve their own schoaols.
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Appendix A

Math Scores and Socio-Economic Status Ranking by School
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