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The Indicator System 
 
 In this brief I explain a forthcoming indicator system for characterizing and 
comparing state school finance systems and I identify those states which most 
systematically disadvantage school districts serving larger shares of poor, Black, and 
combined Black and Hispanic children.  
 The analyses included herein do not make any attempt to control for the 
additional costs associated with actually providing equal educational opportunity across 
children across settings. Rather, I attempt only to compare the state and local revenues 
per pupil across districts of similar size, in similar location and in the same labor market 
and serving similar shares of children with disabilities. From a statistical model including 
each of these factors - size, location, regional competitive wages, special education 
populations - I distill the average relationship between school district state and local 
revenues per pupil and a) U.S. Census Bureau estimated poverty rates among 5 to 17 year 
old residents of each school district, b) enrolled students who are Black, c) enrolled 
students who are Black and/or Hispanic. That is, do higher poverty school districts have, 
on average, higher or lower state and local revenues per pupil than lower poverty ones (of 
similar size, location and labor market)? And do districts with higher %Black or % Black 
and Hispanic enrollments have, on average, higher or lower state and local revenues per 
pupil than lower % Black or lower % Black and/or Hispanic districts?  
 The first of these questions is a Progressiveness/Regressiveness question. It is 
well understood in education policy research that all else equal (typically including scale, 
location, wages, disability concentrations), the costs of improving educational outcomes 
or reaching any specific outcome goal are higher in districts of higher poverty rates. As 
such, a school finance system that allocates roughly the same level of resources to higher 
versus lower poverty districts - or a Neutral system - would be insufficient for achieving 
equal educational opportunity. A progressive system is required for advancing equal 
educational opportunity. I focus here on identifying those states which are less than 
neutral, or states in which higher poverty districts actually receive less in state and local 
revenues per pupil. These states are Regressive states.  
 The second of the questions above is a Disparate Impact question. That is, on 
average, do local school districts with greater shares of Black, or Black and/or Hispanic 
students have systematically lower state and local revenues per pupil? To construct this 
analysis I substitute measures of school district racial composition in place of the Census 
poverty variable used for evaluating progressiveness. Of interest herein are those states 
that are systematically Regressive with respect to poverty and also show systematic 
racially disparate distributions of state and local revenues per pupil with respect to Black 
and Black and/or Hispanic students.  
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Pooled Model for Profile Analysis 
 
 I run two sets of models to evaluate progressiveness and disparate impact. First, I 
run a series of cross-state models using 3 years of data (2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07) from 
the U.S. Census Bureau’s Fiscal Survey of Local Governments - Elementary and 
Secondary School Finances (see Appendix B for specific data sources). I focus on the 
distribution of State and Local Revenues because local district state and local revenues 
are the most direct measure resource levels available in local school districts as a function 
of state school finance policies, excluding the federal role and setting aside district 
choices on how revenues are expended.  
 The structure of the cross-state pooled equations is listed below:  
 

eq1) State and Local Revenue per Pupil = f (Competitive Wages by Labor Market, 
Locale x Scale, State x Poverty, State x Year, Disability) 

 

eq2) State and Local Revenue per Pupil = f (Competitive Wages by Labor Market, 
Locale x Scale, State x %Black, State x Year, Disability) 

 

eq3)  State and Local Revenue per Pupil = f (Competitive Wages by Labor Market, 
Locale x Scale, State x %Minority, State x Year, Disability) 

 
In each case, the goal is to distill the within-state relationship between student 
characteristics (poverty or minority status) and available state and local revenues per 
pupil. As noted above, the model accounts for competitive wages by labor market (using 
a recently developed National Center for Education Statistics index), locale and 
enrollment size group (economies of scale), the year of the data and a measure of students 
with disabilities.  
 The models are estimated to the available data and then the models are used to 
project the expected state and local revenues per pupil of a district with 0% poverty, 10% 
poverty, 20% poverty and so on - holding other factors constant, and 0% Black, 20% 
Black, 40% Black and so on, holding other factors constant. I then evaluate the “profile” 
for each state, comparing the projected high and low state and local revenues by poverty 
and race in order to determine progressiveness and/or disparate impact.  
 
State by State Models for Systematic Pattern Analysis 2006-07 
 
 As a secondary test of progressiveness and disparate impact, I run a series of 
separate state by state models using the same data source but focused on only the most 
recent available year - 2006-07. For this analysis I focus on a measure referred to as the 
Partial R for the relationship between poverty and state and local revenue and minority 
concentration and state and local revenue. In short, what I’m looking at is the pattern of 
relationship between state and local revenues per pupil and poverty and minority 
concentration, while again controlling for wage variation, location, size and disability 
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concentration. The value-added of this analysis over the above is that it also tells how or 
whether the relationship between poverty and revenue or minorities and revenue are 
systematic. It may be the case that, on average, higher poverty districts have more 
revenue per pupil than lower poverty ones, but that the averages are skewed by a few 
outlier districts and the pattern is not systematic, for good or bad.  
 The individual state models are specified as follows, differing little from the 
pooled analysis except that interaction terms are removed to reduce complexity:  
 

eq4)  State and Local Revenue per Pupil = f (Competitive Wages by Labor Market, 
Locale, Scale, Poverty, Disability) 

 

eq5)  State and Local Revenue per Pupil = f (Competitive Wages by Labor Market, 
Locale, Scale, %Black, Disability) 

 

eq6)  State and Local Revenue per Pupil = f (Competitive Wages by Labor Market, 
Locale, Scale, %Minority, Disability) 

 
Two pieces of information are used from the model for each state. First, I use the Partial 
R, which is a correlation coefficient that is conditional on the other model factors, to 
determine whether the system is progressive or regressive or has disparate racial impact. 
A negative Partial R would indicate lower state and local revenue in higher poverty or 
higher minority districts. The more negative the Partial R (toward -1), the more 
regressive or racially disparate. I also use the Significance (Sig. t) of the Partial R which 
provides information on how systematic the relationship is. If the Partial R is highly 
statistically significant (<.01) the pattern is more systematic, for bad or good. One caveat 
is that the extent to which a pattern is or is not identified as statistically systematic is 
largely a function of the number of data points - or school districts in this case - available.  
 
 
Most Regressively Finance Education Systems 
States that “Fail” on all 9 Progressiveness/Regressiveness Measures 
  
 Here I identify those states which met all 9 regressiveness and racially disparate 
impact criteria below:  
 

a) lower state and local revenue per pupil in higher poverty districts than lower 
poverty ones based on the pooled model; 

b) lower state and local revenue per pupil in higher % Black districts than lower % 
Black districts based on the pooled model: 

c) lower state and local revenue per pupil in higher % Black and/or Hispanic 
districts than lower % Black and Hispanic districts based on the pooled model; 

d) negative relationship between poverty and state and local revenue based on 
Partial R of individual state models; 

e) negative relationship between % Black and state and local revenue based on 
Partial R of individual state models; 
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f) negative relationship between % Black and/or Hispanic and state and local 
revenue based on Partial R of individual state models; 

g) highly statistically significant (negative) relationship between poverty and state 
and local revenue based on individual state models; 

h) highly statistically significant (negative) relationship between % Black and state 
and local revenue based on individual state models; 

i) highly statistically significant (negative) relationship between % Black and/or 
Hispanic and state and local revenue based on individual state models.  

 
7 states met all 9 criteria and are listed in the three tables that follow. A full listing of 
states and indicators appears in Appendix A. Focusing on Illinois, Table 1 shows that in 
Illinois, after accounting for location, size and competitive wages by labor market, a 
district with 30% children falling below the poverty line would be expected to have only 
76% of the state and local revenues of a district with 0% poverty. Among the states listed, 
this is the lowest ratio. Illinois also shows a highly statistically significant negative 
Partial R between state and local revenues and poverty.  
 
 
Table 1 

State 
At 0% 

Poverty 
At 10% 
Poverty 

At 20% 
Poverty 

At 30% 
Poverty High/Low Partial R Sig. 

Colorado $9,039 $8,688 $8,350 $8,026 89% -0.267 0.000 
Illinois $10,244 $9,362 $8,555 $7,817 76% -0.236 0.000 
Kansas $10,204 $9,777 $9,369 $8,978 88% -0.275 0.000 
Mississippi $7,641 $7,468 $7,298 $7,132 93% -0.286 0.000 
Montana $8,607 $8,213 $7,838 $7,480 87% -0.140 0.000 
North Carolina $9,073 $8,541 $8,040 $7,568 83% -0.291 0.000 
Texas $8,758 $8,558 $8,363 $8,172 93% -0.193 0.000 
 
 Table 2 shows the relationship between % Black population and state and local 
revenues per pupil. Notably, Montana has very few Black children, yielding a potentially 
overstated relationship. In Illinois, a district with 60% Black children is expected to have 
only 91% of the state and local revenues of a district with 0% Black children. The 
racially disparate effect on Black children is somewhat larger in Texas, Kansas and 
Colorado.  
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Table 2 

State 
At 0% 
Black 

At 20% 
Black 

At 40% 
Black 

At 60% 
Black High/Low Partial R Sig. 

Colorado $8,385 $7,963 $7,562 $7,182 86% -0.205 0.000 
Illinois $9,212 $8,939 $8,675 $8,419 91% -0.069 0.000 
Kansas $9,861 $9,396 $8,954 $8,532 87% -0.339 0.000 
Mississippi $7,403 $7,316 $7,229 $7,144 96% -0.140 0.004 
Montana $8,230 $4,215 $2,158 $1,105 13% -0.209 0.000 
North Carolina $8,383 $8,199 $8,020 $7,844 94% -0.152 0.006 
Texas $8,654 $8,173 $7,719 $7,289 84% -0.170 0.000 
 
 Table 3 addresses the relationship between % Black and/or Hispanic children and 
state and local revenue per pupil. Again, Montana shows a strikingly negative 
relationship but has very few Black or Hispanic children in that state. That, however, is 
no consolation for the few who do attend schools in Montana. Among the other states in 
Table 3, Illinois has the lowest ratio of state and local revenue per pupil for high minority 
to low minority districts and the most negative Partial R. In Illinois, a district with 60% 
Black and Hispanic children is expected to have only 90% of the state and local revenues 
of a 0% Black and Hispanic district, or about $1,000 per pupil less.  
 
Table 3 

State 

At 0% 
Black & 
Hispanic 

At 20% 
Black & 
Hispanic 

At 40% 
Black & 
Hispanic 

At 60% 
Black & 
Hispanic High/Low 

Partial 
R Sig. 

Colorado $8,688 $8,516 $8,347 $8,182 94% -0.213 0.000 
Illinois $9,655 $9,315 $8,986 $8,670 90% -0.283 0.000 
Kansas $9,929 $9,696 $9,469 $9,247 93% -0.233 0.000 
Mississippi $7,410 $7,324 $7,239 $7,155 97% -0.143 0.003 
Montana $8,227 $7,024 $5,997 $5,120 62% -0.121 0.000 
North Carolina $8,457 $8,276 $8,099 $7,925 94% -0.159 0.004 
Texas $9,068 $8,779 $8,498 $8,227 91% -0.225 0.000 
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Appendix A 
All States and All Indicators 

  % Black Funding Gaps         % Black and Hispanic Funding Gaps         % Poverty Funding Gaps       

State 
At 0% 
Black 

At 20% 
Black 

At 40% 
Black 

At 60% 
Black High/Low 

Partial 
R Sig.   

At 0% 
Black & 
Hispanic 

At 20% 
Black & 
Hispanic 

At 40% 
Black & 
Hispanic 

At 60% 
Black & 
Hispanic High/Low 

Partial 
R Sig.   

At 0% 
Poverty 

At 10% 
Poverty 

At 20% 
Poverty 

At 30% 
Poverty High/Low 

Partial 
R Sig. 

Alabama $8,692 $8,572 $8,453 $8,337 96% -0.124 0.016  $8,682 $8,572 $8,464 $8,357 96% -0.122 0.019  $9,464 $8,993 $8,544 $8,118 86% -19% 0.000 
Alaska $12,552 $5,955 $2,825 $1,340 11% -0.342 0.000  $13,409 $8,063 $4,848 $2,915 22% -0.345 0.000  $7,878 $10,286 $13,429 $17,532 223% 41% 0.000 
Arizona $7,137 $8,250 $9,536 $11,022 154% 0.134 0.001  $7,674 $7,547 $7,423 $7,300 95% -0.128 0.002  $7,792 $7,573 $7,361 $7,154 92% -15% 0.000 
Arkansas $7,792 $8,039 $8,294 $8,557 110% 0.220 0.000  $7,732 $7,989 $8,254 $8,529 110% 0.217 0.000  $7,921 $7,978 $8,036 $8,094 102% 6% 0.121 
California $8,899 $8,957 $9,016 $9,076 102% 0.003 0.855  $8,952 $8,947 $8,942 $8,937 100% -0.033 0.077  $8,900 $8,927 $8,955 $8,982 101% -4% 0.050 
Colorado $8,385 $7,963 $7,562 $7,182 86% -0.205 0.000  $8,688 $8,516 $8,347 $8,182 94% -0.213 0.000  $9,039 $8,688 $8,350 $8,026 89% -27% 0.000 
Connecticut $13,017 $13,824 $14,680 $15,590 120% 0.110 0.016  $13,060 $13,376 $13,700 $14,032 107% -0.015 0.747  $12,988 $13,519 $14,073 $14,649 113% -3% 0.508 
Delaware $14,168 $13,199 $12,296 $11,455 81% -0.245 0.144  $13,588 $13,154 $12,733 $12,326 91% -0.440 0.006  $13,455 $12,819 $12,212 $11,634 86% 3% 0.864 
District of Columbi $15,871 $15,651 $15,435 $15,221 96%    $16,032 $15,829 $15,630 $15,432 96%           
Florida $10,379 $9,668 $9,006 $8,389 81% -0.154 0.037  $9,719 $9,652 $9,586 $9,520 98% 0.050 0.503  $9,970 $9,714 $9,463 $9,220 92% -11% 0.127 
Georgia $9,225 $9,268 $9,311 $9,354 101% -0.163 0.000  $9,160 $9,239 $9,319 $9,400 103% -0.092 0.036  $9,342 $9,334 $9,326 $9,318 100% -17% 0.000 
Hawaii $14,652 $14,449 $14,249 $14,052 96%    $14,702 $14,516 $14,333 $14,152 96%           
Idaho $6,933 $8,313 $9,967 $11,951 172% -0.250 0.000  $7,243 $7,029 $6,822 $6,621 91% -0.062 0.269  $7,720 $7,274 $6,853 $6,457 84% -23% 0.000 
Illinois $9,212 $8,939 $8,675 $8,419 91% -0.069 0.000   $9,655 $9,315 $8,986 $8,670 90% -0.283 0.000   $10,244 $9,362 $8,555 $7,817 76% -24% 0.000 
Indiana $8,717 $9,073 $9,443 $9,828 113% 0.271 0.000  $8,636 $8,949 $9,273 $9,608 111% 0.298 0.000  $8,434 $8,829 $9,241 $9,673 115% 19% 0.000 
Iowa $9,446 $9,890 $10,355 $10,841 115% 0.060 0.051  $9,532 $9,653 $9,775 $9,899 104% -0.019 0.537  $9,897 $9,621 $9,352 $9,090 92% -18% 0.000 
Kansas $9,861 $9,396 $8,954 $8,532 87% -0.339 0.000  $9,929 $9,696 $9,469 $9,247 93% -0.233 0.000  $10,204 $9,777 $9,369 $8,978 88% -27% 0.000 
Kentucky $8,207 $8,644 $9,104 $9,589 117% 0.034 0.450  $8,165 $8,550 $8,954 $9,377 115% 0.071 0.115  $8,292 $8,381 $8,472 $8,563 103% -4% 0.361 
Louisiana $8,171 $8,298 $8,427 $8,558 105% 0.145 0.048  $8,099 $8,251 $8,406 $8,564 106% 0.159 0.030  $9,207 $8,887 $8,578 $8,279 90% 6% 0.393 
Maine $10,969 $10,977 $10,986 $10,994 100% 0.037 0.349  $11,027 $10,958 $10,889 $10,821 98% 0.034 0.385  $12,364 $11,299 $10,326 $9,437 76% -35% 0.000 
Maryland $11,983 $11,682 $11,389 $11,104 93% -0.566 0.000  $11,668 $11,531 $11,397 $11,263 97% -0.345 0.007  $12,018 $11,531 $11,064 $10,615 88% -22% 0.086 
Massachusetts $11,786 $12,934 $14,194 $15,577 132% 0.058 0.084  $11,773 $12,294 $12,838 $13,406 114% 0.129 0.000  $11,885 $12,245 $12,615 $12,997 109% 1% 0.793 
Michigan $9,350 $9,403 $9,457 $9,511 102% 0.030 0.234  $9,396 $9,429 $9,462 $9,494 101% 0.013 0.605  $10,049 $9,692 $9,347 $9,014 90% -27% 0.000 
Minnesota $9,530 $10,949 $12,579 $14,451 152% 0.440 0.000  $9,485 $10,443 $11,497 $12,658 133% 0.392 0.000  $9,402 $10,163 $10,987 $11,876 126% 24% 0.000 
Mississippi $7,403 $7,316 $7,229 $7,144 96% -0.140 0.004  $7,410 $7,324 $7,239 $7,155 97% -0.143 0.003  $7,641 $7,468 $7,298 $7,132 93% -29% 0.000 
Missouri $7,812 $8,196 $8,599 $9,022 115% 0.026 0.317  $7,787 $8,157 $8,544 $8,949 115% 0.034 0.187  $8,805 $8,392 $7,999 $7,624 87% -16% 0.000 
Montana $8,230 $4,215 $2,158 $1,105 13% -0.209 0.000  $8,227 $7,024 $5,997 $5,120 62% -0.121 0.000  $8,607 $8,213 $7,838 $7,480 87% -14% 0.000 
Nebraska $9,447 $8,890 $8,366 $7,873 83% -0.145 0.000  $9,542 $9,259 $8,985 $8,720 91% -0.173 0.000  $9,385 $9,244 $9,106 $8,970 96% -4% 0.295 
Nevada $8,986 $7,979 $7,085 $6,291 70% -0.020 0.911  $10,090 $9,297 $8,566 $7,892 78% -0.034 0.844  $8,599 $8,665 $8,732 $8,798 102% -3% 0.880 
New Hampshire $12,387 $3,768 $1,146 $349 3% 0.010 0.833  $12,452 $7,954 $5,081 $3,245 26% -0.155 0.001  $12,889 $10,723 $8,921 $7,421 58% -36% 0.000 
New Jersey $13,852 $15,327 $16,959 $18,765 135% 0.435 0.000  $13,974 $14,846 $15,771 $16,755 120% 0.407 0.000  $13,526 $15,221 $17,127 $19,272 142% 40% 0.000 
New Mexico $8,963 $5,737 $3,672 $2,351 26% -0.408 0.000  $7,569 $7,867 $8,177 $8,499 112% 0.340 0.000  $8,174 $8,289 $8,406 $8,524 104% -9% 0.180 
New York $15,336 $15,179 $15,023 $14,869 97% 0.146 0.000  $15,479 $15,337 $15,195 $15,055 97% 0.065 0.003  $16,392 $15,363 $14,399 $13,495 82% -5% 0.040 
North Carolina $8,383 $8,199 $8,020 $7,844 94% -0.152 0.006  $8,457 $8,276 $8,099 $7,925 94% -0.159 0.004  $9,073 $8,541 $8,040 $7,568 83% -29% 0.000 
North Dakota $7,913 $32,507 $133,539 $548,571 6932% 0.224 0.000  $8,306 $10,107 $12,299 $14,966 180% -0.053 0.224  $11,154 $9,342 $7,824 $6,553 59% -31% 0.000 
Ohio $9,469 $10,338 $11,287 $12,323 130% 0.271 0.000  $9,438 $10,236 $11,102 $12,040 128% 0.283 0.000  $9,108 $9,784 $10,510 $11,290 124% 9% 0.000 
Oklahoma $6,529 $6,784 $7,049 $7,324 112% 0.072 0.004  $6,506 $6,677 $6,852 $7,032 108% 0.075 0.003  $6,701 $6,683 $6,664 $6,646 99% -15% 0.000 
Oregon $8,074 $9,128 $10,320 $11,667 145% 0.110 0.009  $8,002 $8,260 $8,528 $8,804 110% 0.220 0.000  $7,998 $8,154 $8,314 $8,477 106% -2% 0.558 
Pennsylvania $11,390 $11,316 $11,243 $11,171 98% 0.006 0.821  $11,591 $11,355 $11,124 $10,898 94% -0.129 0.000  $12,512 $11,590 $10,737 $9,946 79% -39% 0.000 
Rhode Island $11,954 $12,158 $12,365 $12,577 105% -0.093 0.365  $11,985 $12,077 $12,169 $12,263 102% -0.151 0.141  $12,044 $12,084 $12,123 $12,163 101% -22% 0.031 
South Carolina $8,217 $8,518 $8,830 $9,153 111% 0.196 0.002  $8,065 $8,403 $8,755 $9,122 113% 0.236 0.000  $8,839 $8,858 $8,876 $8,895 101% -5% 0.420 
South Dakota $7,505 $9,520 $12,076 $15,318 204% 0.067 0.153  $7,496 $8,650 $9,983 $11,521 154% 0.106 0.024  $8,310 $7,841 $7,399 $6,981 84% -44% 0.000 
Tennessee $6,696 $6,835 $6,976 $7,120 106% -0.079 0.123  $6,670 $6,805 $6,941 $7,081 106% -0.064 0.212  $6,534 $6,688 $6,845 $7,006 107% -24% 0.000 
Texas $8,654 $8,173 $7,719 $7,289 84% -0.170 0.000  $9,068 $8,779 $8,498 $8,227 91% -0.225 0.000  $8,758 $8,558 $8,363 $8,172 93% -19% 0.000 
Utah $7,002 $6,151 $5,403 $4,747 68% 0.145 0.147  $7,011 $6,944 $6,878 $6,812 97% -0.023 0.817  $6,319 $6,814 $7,347 $7,923 125% -10% 0.334 
Vermont $15,219 $14,687 $14,174 $13,678 90% 0.052 0.176  $15,293 $15,285 $15,277 $15,269 100% 0.058 0.128  $16,127 $15,308 $14,532 $13,794 86% -6% 0.090 
Virginia $10,091 $9,778 $9,475 $9,181 91% -0.335 0.000  $9,704 $9,704 $9,704 $9,703 100% -0.223 0.000  $10,579 $9,920 $9,301 $8,721 82% -11% 0.028 
Washington $8,179 $8,935 $9,761 $10,664 130% 0.022 0.522  $8,626 $8,460 $8,298 $8,139 94% -0.209 0.000  $8,939 $8,639 $8,349 $8,068 90% -23% 0.000 
West Virginia $8,485 $9,923 $11,606 $13,574 160% 0.401 0.000  $8,576 $9,600 $10,747 $12,030 140% 0.375 0.000  $9,210 $9,126 $9,043 $8,961 97% 23% 0.004 
Wisconsin $10,353 $10,100 $9,853 $9,612 93% 0.030 0.290  $10,501 $10,232 $9,970 $9,715 93% -0.095 0.001  $10,656 $10,341 $10,035 $9,738 91% -2% 0.489 
Wyoming $17,224 $4,837 $1,359 $382 2% 0.013 0.888   $17,448 $13,986 $11,211 $8,987 52% -0.064 0.468   $16,537 $15,309 $14,172 $13,119 79% -8% 0.340 
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Appendix B 
Data Sources  
Data Type Primary Sampling Unit Sample Breadth/ 

Completeness 
Key Variables Data Source Years Available 

District 
Characteristics 

District 
(enrolled population) 

Universe of Local 
Education Agencies 
 

CBSA Location, grade range NCES Common Core of Data - Local 
Education Agency Universe Survey 

Through 2006-07 

Demographics/ 
Enrollment 

District  
(enrolled population) 

Universe of Local 
Education Agencies 
 

ELL, IEP, migrant, enrollment  NCES Common Core of Data - Local 
Education Agency Universe Survey 

Through 2006-07 

Demographics/ 
Enrollment 

School (can be aggregated to 
District) 
(enrolled population) 
 

Universe of Public 
Schools 

% Free (130% poverty)/ Reduced 
Lunch (185% poverty) 
Racial Composition 
 

NCES Common Core of Data - Public School 
Universe Survey 

Through 2006-07 

Demographics/ 
Population 

District 
(resident population) 
 

Universe of Local 
Education Agencies 

% 5 to 15 year olds below 100% 
poverty 

U.S. Census Bureau - Small Area Income and 
Poverty Estimates (SAIPE) 

Through 2007 

Geographic 
Variation in Wages 

District (Labor Market or 
CBSA & PUMA mapped to 
District) 
 

Universe of Local 
Education Agencies 

Education Comparable Wage Index.  NCES Education Comparable Wage Index 1999 to 2005 (updated 
annually with 2yr-ish 
lag) 

District Finances District Universe of Local 
Education Agencies 

Current operating expenditures 
and/or state and local revenues per 
enrolled pupil 
 

U.S. Census Bureau - Fiscal Survey of Local 
Governments, Public Elementary and 
Secondary Finances 

Through 2006-2007 

 


