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TableD.1
Teachers Per 1000 Students in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1995 to 2000

N 1995-06 1996-97 1997-98 1998-09 1999-00 ‘\verage Increase 9%
of 5yrs  95-00 increase

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Arkansas statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Louisiana statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

New Mexico statewide

Small imp. district 81
Small comp. districts 13 72 72 73 74 76 73 4 6%

Medium imp. district 1 65 70 68 69 71 69 6 9%
Medium comp. districts 13 67 69 69 70 70 69 3 4%

Large imp. district 1 56 58 61 61 65 60 9 16%
Large comp. districts 13 62 63 64 65 67 64 5 8%

Texas statewide 1042 79 80 81 82 83 81 4 5%
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TableD. 2
Administrative Staff Per 1000 Students in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1995 to 2000

N 1995-06 1996-97 1997-98 1998-09 1999-00 ‘\verage Increase 9%
of 5yrs  95-00 increase

Small imp. district -3 -34%
Small comp. districts 13 9 9 9 5 9 8 -1 -9%

Medium imp. district 1 7 7 7 5 5 6 -2 -33%
Medium comp. districts 13 9 9 9 6 8 8 -1 -14%

Large imp. district 1 12 12 12 6 11 11 -1 -7%
Large comp. districts 5 8 10 10 6 10 9 2 21%

Arkansas statewide 9%

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Louisiana statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

New Mexico statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts 13 7

Texas statewide 1042 10 10 11 11 12 11 2 20%
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TableD.3
Current Expenditures Per Pupil in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to 1999

N 1994-05 1995-96 1996-97 1997-08 1998-99 /\verage Increase 9%
of 5yrs  95-99 increase

Small imp. district 4,909 4,986 4,976 5,142 5,353 5,073 444 9%
Small comp. districts 5 5,042 5,083 5,106 5,227 5,558 5,203 516 10%

Medium imp. district 1 4,087 4,268 4,297 4,195 4,626 4,295 539 13%
ELVpReo NS 13 4,342 4,379 4,414 4568 4,678 4,476 337 8%

Large imp. district 1 4592 4,583 4,520 4,742 4,864 4,660 273 6%
Large comp. districts 13 4,542 4,493 4,515 4,726 4,922 4,639 380 8%

Arkansas statewide 4,719 4,702 4,684 4,881 5,073 4,812

353 7%

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Louisiana statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

New Mexico statewide

Small imp. district 5,437
Small comp. districts 13 5,337 5,552 5,684 5,757 5,862 5,638 526 10%

Medium imp. district 1 5511 5,943 5,953 5,957 6,359 5,945 849 15%
Medium comp. districts 13 5,208 5,390 5,361 5,535 5,748 5,448 540 10%

Large imp. district 1 4,745 4,647 4,747 5,003 5,284 4,885 539 11%
Large comp. districts 13 5,092 5117 5,099 5,248 5,376 5,187 284 6%

Texas statewide 1042 5,980 6,087 6,100 6,284 6,429 6,176 449 8%
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TableD.4
Expenditures on Instruction Per Pupil in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to 1999

N 1994-05 1995-96 1996-97 1997-08 1998-99 /\verage Increase 9%
of 5yrs  95-99 increase

Small imp. district 2,673 2,827 2,875 2,816 3,094 2,857 422 16%
Small comp. districts 13 2,783 2,813 2,756 2,830 2,897 2,816 114 4%

Medium imp. district 1 2,924 2,894 2,725 3,027 3,079 2,930 154 5%
Medium comp. districts  [EEEEPR:IV 2,860 2,836 2,940 3,037 2,913 143 5%

Large imp. district 1 3,128 3,169 3,120 3,183 3,273 3,174 145 5%
Large comp. districts 5 3,122 3,180 3,146 3,194 3,399 3,208 277 9%

Arkansas statewide 2,984 2,962

2,860 2,969 3,081 2,971 97 3%

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Louisiana statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

New Mexico statewide

Small imp. district 3,430
Small comp. districts 13 3,324 3,477 3,615 3,575 3,622 3,523 298 9%

Medium imp. district 1 3,165 3,539 3,547 3,424 3,540 3,443 375 12%
Medium comp. districts 13 3,170 3,302 3,370 3,430 3,532 3,361 363 11%

Large imp. district 1 2672 2,634 2,779 2,942 3,097 2,825 426 16%
Large comp. districts 13 3,160 3,172 3,191 3,248 3,320 3,218 160 5%

Texas statewide 1042 3,657 3,762 3,848 3,901 3,993 3,832 336 9%
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TableD.5

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Arkansas statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Louisiana statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

New Mexico statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Texas statewide

N 1994-95

65%
64%

64%
64%

64%
62%

63%

1995-96

66%
64%

63%
64%

64%
63%

63%

56%
57%

54%
57%

62%
61%

58%

50%
52%

61%
58%

56%
57%

54%

62%
63%

60%
61%

57%
62%

62%

1996-97

67%
63%

60%
63%

63%
62%

61%

54%
57%

56%
57%

64%
61%

59%

51%
53%

61%
57%

57%
57%

54%

64%
64%

60%
63%

59%
63%

63%
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1997-98

67%
62%

64%
62%

62%
61%

61%

56%
58%

57%
58%

65%
62%

59%

51%
53%

61%
57%

57%
57%

54%

63%
62%

57%
62%

59%
62%

62%

1998-99

67%
62%

63%
62%

61%
61%

61%

56%
58%

57%
58%

66%
62%

60%

50%
53%

58%
56%

56%
56%

53%

63%
62%

56%
62%

59%
62%

62%

Average
of 5yrs

67%
63%

63%
63%

63%
62%

62%

56%
57%

56%
57%

64%
61%

59%

50%
53%

61%
57%

57%
57%

54%

63%
63%

58%
62%

58%
62%

62%

Percent of Expenditures on Instruction in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to 1999

Increase
95-99

1%
-2%

0%
-2%

-3%
-1%

-2%

0%
1%

0%
0%

3%
1%

1%

0%
0%

-3%
-2%

-2%
-1%

-1%

0%
0%

-2%
0%

2%
0%

1%
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TableD.6
Expenditures on Non-Instructional Services Per Pupil in Improvement and Comparison Districts,
1994 to 1999

N 1994-05 1995-96 1996-97 1997-08 1998-99 /Vverage Increase 9%

of 5yrs  95-99 increase
Small imp. district 253 268 271 287 269 24 9%
Small comp. districts 278 335 362 352 323 63 22%
Medium imp. district 276 309 275 272 283 -10 -4%
Medium comp. districts 272 305 324 359 309 72 25%
Large imp. district 269 272 273 298 279 16 6%
Large comp. districts 268 303 313 339 302 51 18%
Arkansas statewide 293 348 366 374 338 66 21%
Small imp. district 449 462 460 463 460 -4 -1%
Small comp. districts 429 425 448 469 444 20 4%
Medium imp. district 354 353 378 362 361 6 2%
Medium comp. districts 407 400 420 439 418 16 4%
Large imp. district 269 291 294 277 285 -16 -5%
Large comp. districts 343 338 365 358 350 13 4%
Louisiana statewide 394 388 407 419 402 15 4%
Small imp. district 493 522 517 530 508 49 10%
Small comp. districts 310 321 320 356 320 59 20%
Medium imp. district 191 221 222 239 213 49 26%
Medium comp. districts 245 254 267 294 263 41 16%
Large imp. district 270 272 264 301 277 21 8%
Large comp. districts 255 252 268 285 265 20 7%
New Mexico statewide 306 316 325 351 320 48 16%
Small imp. district 369 342 333 335 306 337 -63 -17%
Small comp. districts 311 303 302 305 304 305 -7 -2%
Medium imp. district 364 306 261 346 362 328 -2 -1%
Medium comp. districts 318 299 281 301 312 302 -6 -2%
Large imp. district 354 318 308 293 304 315 -50 -14%
Large comp. districts 313 331 294 291 298 306 -15 -5%
Texas statewide 1042 346 335 326 322 334 333 -12 -4%
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TableD.7
Percent of Expenditures on Non-Instructional Services in Improvement and Comparison
Districts, 1994 to 1999

Average Increase

N 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98  1998-99 of 5 vrs 95-99

Small imp. district 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 0%
Small comp. districts 6% 8% 8% 8% 7% 1%

Medium imp. district 6% 7% 6% 6% 6% -1%
Medium comp. districts 6% 7% 7% 7% 7% 1%

Large imp. district 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 0%
Large comp. districts 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 0%

Arkansas statewide 6% 7% 7% 7% 7% 1%

Small imp. district 10% 10% 9% 8% 9% -1%
Small comp. districts 9% 9% 9% 8% 9% -1%

Medium imp. district 7% 7% 7% 6% 7% -1%
Medium comp. districts 9% 9% 8% 8% 8% -1%

Large imp. district 6% 7% 6% 5% 6% -1%
Large comp. districts 8% 7% 7% 7% 7% -1%

Louisiana statewide 9% 9% 8% 8% 8% -1%

Small imp. district 8% 8% 8% 7% 8% -1%
Small comp. districts 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 0%

Medium imp. district 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 0%
Medium comp. districts 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 0%

Large imp. district 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% -1%
Large comp. districts 6% 5% 5% 5% 6% -1%

New Mexico statewide 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 0%

Small imp. district 6% 6% 6% 5% 6% -2%
Small comp. districts 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% -1%

Medium imp. district 5% 4% 6% 6% 6% -1%
Medium comp. districts 6% 5% 5% 5% 6% -1%

Large imp. district 7% 6% 6% 6% 6% -2%
Large comp. districts 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% -1%

Texas statewide 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% -1%

235




Examination of Resource Allocation in Education: Connecting Spending to Student Performance — SEDL Research Report

TableD.8
Core Expenditures Per Pupil in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to 1999

N 1994-05 1995-96 1996-97 1997-08 1998-99 /\verage Increase 9%
of 5yrs  95-99 increase

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Arkansas statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Louisiana statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

New Mexico statewide

Small imp. district 3,781
Small comp. districts 13 3,762 3,935 4,111 4,089 4,141 4,007 379 10%

Medium imp. district 1 3,701 4,108 4,234 4,058 4,203 4,061 502 14%
Medium comp. districts 13 3,598 3,746 3,844 3,936 4,068 3,838 470 13%

Large imp. district 1 3121 3,088 3,240 3,415 3,604 3,293 483 15%
Large comp. districts 13 3,638 3,640 3,672 3,742 3,843 3,707 205 6%

Texas statewide 1042 4,021 4,133 4,228 4,310 4,417 4,222 395 10%
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TableD.9
Percent of Core Expendituresin Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to 1999

N  1994-95 1995-06 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 ‘\verage Increase
of 5yrs 95-99

Small imp. district 72% 71% 73% 73% 70% 2% -2%
Small comp. districts 63% 63% 65% 67% 65% 65% 2%

Medium imp. district 64% 64% 66% 66% 65% 65% 1%
Medium comp. districts 69% 69% 70% 71% 69% 69% 0%

Large imp. district 60% 61% 61% 64% 63% 62% 2%
Large comp. districts 69% 69% 71% 2% 70% 70% 0%

Arkansas statewide 73% 73% 73% 74% 71% 73% -2%

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Louisiana statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

New Mexico statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Texas statewide
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Table D.10
Expenditures on Student Support Per Pupil in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to
1999

N 1994-05 1995-96 1996-97 1997-08 1998-99 /Vverage Increase 9%

of 5yrs  95-99 increase

Small imp. district 141 139 136 137 138 0 0%

Small comp. districts 164 166 184 192 174 28 17%
Medium imp. district 227 234 258 272 245 37 16%
Medium comp. districts 190 194 203 209 198 16 8%

Large imp. district 322 308 311 331 317 18 6%

Large comp. districts 245 240 243 259 246 14 6%

Arkansas statewide 164 166 174 187 170 28 17%
Small imp. district 154 157 189 228 178 68 43%
Small comp. districts 151 157 179 216 174 49 30%
Medium imp. district 186 159 197 205 186 24 14%
Medium comp. districts 165 158 170 193 171 21 12%
Large imp. district 197 208 211 219 207 20 10%
Large comp. districts 172 181 197 215 187 42 24%
Louisiana statewide 163 166 184 205 177 39 24%
Small imp. district 396 312 481 564 416 239 74%
Small comp. districts 327 349 442 537 398 202 60%
Medium imp. district 297 330 371 445 346 159 56%
Medium comp. districts 276 318 358 436 330 174 66%
Large imp. district 369 390 450 546 419 209 62%
Large comp. districts 334 369 423 501 390 179 56%
New Mexico statewide 311 327 402 485 364 187 63%
Small imp. district 172 183 188 192 206 188 34 20%
Small comp. districts 218 232 245 247 255 239 37 17%
Medium imp. district 267 299 395 379 376 343 109 41%
Medium comp. districts 228 240 266 290 309 267 81 35%
Large imp. district 224 223 215 208 234 221 11 5%

Large comp. districts 254 250 251 256 269 256 15 6%

Texas statewide 1042 183 187 192 205 216 197 33 18%
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TableD.11
Percent of Expenditures on Student Support in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to
1999

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Arkansas statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Louisiana statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

New Mexico statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Texas statewide

N 1994-95

3%
4%

5%
4%

5%
5%

1042 3%

1995-96

3%
4%

5%
4%

6%
5%

4%

3%
3%

4%
3%

5%
4%

4%

6%
6%

7%
7%

8%
8%

6%

3%
4%

5%
4%

5%
5%

3%

1996-97

3%
4%

5%
4%

6%
5%

4%

3%
3%

3%
3%

5%
4%

4%

5%
6%

7%
7%

8%
8%

6%

3%
4%

7%
5%

5%
5%

3%
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1997-98

3%
4%

5%
4%

6%
5%

4%

4%
3%

3%
3%

4%
4%

4%

7%
7%

8%
8%

9%
9%

7%

3%
4%

6%
5%

4%
5%

3%

1998-99

3%
4%

6%
4%

6%
5%

4%

4%
4%

3%
3%

4%
4%

4%

8%
8%

9%
9%

10%
10%

7%

3%
4%

6%
5%

4%
5%

3%

Average
of 5yrs

3%
4%

5%
4%

6%
5%

4%

4%
3%

3%
3%

5%
4%

4%

6%
7%

8%
7%

9%
8%

6%

3%
4%

6%
5%

5%
5%

3%

Increase
95-99

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%

1%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%

2%
2%

2%
2%

3%
2%

2%

0%
0%

1%
1%

0%
0%

0%
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Table D.12
Expenditures on Instructional Staff Support Per Pupil in Improvement and Comparison Districts,
1994 to 1999

N 1994-05 1995-96 1996-97 1997-08 1998-99 /Vverage Increase 9%

of 5yrs  95-99 increase

Small imp. district 106 85 82 20 90 5 6%

Small comp. districts 127 127 130 139 129 19 16%
Medium imp. district 218 174 181 192 192 -3 -1%

Medium comp. districts 184 176 182 184 182 0 0%

Large imp. district 252 267 305 328 278 89 37%
Large comp. districts 234 245 262 288 254 47 20%
Arkansas statewide 151 148 154 162 153 11 7%

Small imp. district 254 296 288 390 290 171 78%
Small comp. districts 233 235 280 307 256 83 37%
Medium imp. district 234 203 221 238 222 24 11%
Medium comp. districts 218 207 234 271 228 62 30%
Large imp. district 191 166 242 243 201 80 49%
Large comp. districts 175 175 208 229 192 56 32%
Louisiana statewide 205 206 239 262 222 62 31%
Small imp. district 279 361 366 307 317 33 12%
Small comp. districts 253 335 387 306 303 72 31%
Medium imp. district 163 209 263 199 201 30 18%
Medium comp. districts 179 231 257 214 212 34 19%
Large imp. district 278 349 343 222 298 -75 -25%
Large comp. districts 224 292 308 232 256 10 4%

New Mexico statewide 252 352 380 326 313 72 28%
Small imp. district 179 195 217 269 282 228 103 58%
Small comp. districts 220 226 251 267 264 245 44 20%
Medium imp. district 269 269 292 255 287 274 17 7%

Medium comp. districts 200 205 207 216 227 211 26 13%
Large imp. district 226 231 246 265 272 248 47 21%
Large comp. districts 223 218 230 238 253 233 30 14%
Texas statewide 1042 181 184 188 204 208 193 27 15%
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TableD.13
Percent of Expenditures on Instructional Staff Support in Improvement and Comparison
Districts, 1994 to 1999

Average Increase

N 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98  1998-99 of 5 vrs 95-99

Small imp. district 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0%
Small comp. districts 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 0%

Medium imp. district 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0%
Medium comp. districts 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0%

Large imp. district 5% 5% 6% 6% 5% 1%
Large comp. districts 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 0%

Arkansas statewide 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 0%

Small imp. district 5% 6% 6% 7% 6% 3%
Small comp. districts 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 1%

Medium imp. district 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0%
Medium comp. districts 5% 4% 5% 5% 5% 1%

Large imp. district 5% 4% 5% 5% 4% 1%
Large comp. districts 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 1%

Louisiana statewide 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 1%

Small imp. district 5% 6% 6% 4% 5% -1%
Small comp. districts 5% 6% 6% 5% 5% 0%

Medium imp. district 4% 5% 6% 4% 4% 0%
Medium comp. districts 4% 5% 6% 4% 5% 0%

Large imp. district 6% 7% 7% 4% 6% -3%
Large comp. districts 5% 6% 6% 4% 5% -1%

New Mexico statewide 5% 6% 6% 5% 5% 0%

Small imp. district 3% 3% 4% 5% 5% 4% 1%
Small comp. districts 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0%

Medium imp. district 5% 5% 5% 4% 5% 5% 0%
Medium comp. districts 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0%

Large imp. district 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 0%
Large comp. districts 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 4% 0%

Texas statewide 1042 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 0%
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TableD.14
Expenditures on Other Support Per Pupil in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to
1999

N 1994-05 1995-96 1996-97 1997-08 1998-99 /Vverage Increase 9%

of 5yrs  95-99 increase
Small imp. district 25 38 31 74 40 41 125%
Small comp. districts 23 28 38 53 35 20 61%
Medium imp. district 89 111 104 111 101 23 26%
Medium comp. districts 54 64 67 71 61 21 41%
Large imp. district 109 109 116 131 114 26 24%
Large comp. districts 137 134 140 151 142 4 3%
Arkansas statewide 38 55 54 56 49 17 43%
Small imp. district 109 119 139 155 124 56 57%
Small comp. districts 73 79 94 105 84 34 48%
Medium imp. district 118 120 151 164 134 48 42%
Medium comp. districts 74 77 88 90 80 19 26%
Large imp. district 62 60 65 74 66 9 13%
Large comp. districts 79 78 89 108 86 30 38%
Louisiana statewide 73 75 85 96 80 25 35%
Small imp. district 168 139 130 153 150 -7 -5%
Small comp. districts 116 122 128 150 126 37 32%
Medium imp. district 55 74 66 73 64 20 39%
Medium comp. districts 58 59 63 67 61 10 17%
Large imp. district 43 42 44 49 45 4 10%
Large comp. districts 50 49 54 59 53 10 19%
New Mexico statewide 118 120 136 157 130 40 34%
Small imp. district 26 28 99 165 173 98 146 558%
Small comp. districts 27 26 155 135 144 97 117 435%
Medium imp. district 26 40 130 226 348 154 322 1217%
Medium comp. districts 25 24 130 128 148 91 123 489%
Large imp. district 41 35 89 124 187 95 146 357%
Large comp. districts 44 49 85 126 168 94 124 283%
Texas statewide 1042 40 43 208 167 181 128 141 351%
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Table D.15
Percent of Expenditures on Other Support in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to
1999

Average Increase

N 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98  1998-99 of 5 vrs 95-99

Small imp. district 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1%
Small comp. districts 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%

Medium imp. district 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0%
Medium comp. districts 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%

Large imp. district 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0%
Large comp. districts 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0%

Arkansas statewide 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%

Small imp. district 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 1%
Small comp. districts 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0%

Medium imp. district 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 0%
Medium comp. districts 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0%

Large imp. district 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%
Large comp. districts 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0%

Louisiana statewide 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0%

Small imp. district 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% -1%
Small comp. districts 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0%

Medium imp. district 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0%
Medium comp. districts 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%

Large imp. district 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%
Large comp. districts 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%

New Mexico statewide 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0%

Small imp. district 0% 0% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2%
Small comp. districts 1% 1% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Medium imp. district 0% 1% 2% 4% 5% 3% 5%
Medium comp. districts 0% 0% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2%

Large imp. district 1% 1% 2% 2% 4% 2% 3%
Large comp. districts 1% 1% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2%

Texas statewide 1042 1% 1% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2%
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Table D.16
Total Revenue Per Pupil in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to 1999

N  1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 ‘\erage Increase
of 5yrs  95-99

%
increase

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Arkansas statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Louisiana statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

New Mexico statewide

Small imp. district 6,137
Small comp. districts 13 6,205 6,506 6,711 6,745 6,600 6,553 395 6%

Medium imp. district 1 5,869 6,839 6,995 6,414 6,628 6,549 759 13%
Medium comp. districts 13 5,882 6,153 6,249 6,245 6,771 6,260 889 15%

Large imp. district 1 4,503 4,641 5,314 5,846 6,118 5,285 1,615 36%
Large comp. districts 13 5,808 5,972 6,059 6,164 6,329 6,066 522 9%

Texas statewide 1042 7,671 7,786 7,635 7,766 7,862 7,744 191 2%
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TableD. 17
Local Revenue Per Pupil in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to 1999

N 1994-05 1995-96 1996-97 1997-08 1998-99 /\verage Increase 9%
of 5yrs  95-99 increase

Small imp. district 1 956 1,013 1,220 1,287 1,423 1,180 467 49%
Small comp. districts 13 1,143 1171 1,230 1,362 1,414 1,264 271 24%

Medium imp. district 1 1,256 1,273 1,147 1,694 1,648 1,404 301 31%
Medium comp. districts [EEEEEENCEX] 1,459 1,505 1,586 1,712 1,519 380 28%

Large imp. district 1 2022 2,379 2,387 2,372 2,452 2,322 431 21%
Large comp. districts 5 2,253 2,413 2,554 2,553 2,757 2,506 504 22%

Arkansas statewide 1,287 1,384 1,406 1,563 1,673 1,463

386 30%

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Louisiana statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

New Mexico statewide

Small imp. district 1,584
Small comp. districts 13 2,447 2,341 2,579 2,398 2,390 2,431 -57 -2%

Medium imp. district 1 1,666 2,015 2,428 1,946 2,021 2,015 355 21%
Medium comp. districts 13 2,405 2,484 2,530 2,442 2,970 2,566 564 23%

Large imp. district 1 2684 2,629 2,733 2,627 2,764 2,688 80 3%
Large comp. districts 13 2,687 2,705 2,834 2,806 3,030 2,812 343 13%

Texas statewide 1042 3,792 3,588 3,519 3,515 3,713 3,625 -79 -2%
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TableD.18

Local Percent of Total Revenue in Improvement and Comparison Districts, 1994 to 1999

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Arkansas statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Louisiana statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

New Mexico statewide

Small imp. district
Small comp. districts

Medium imp. district
Medium comp. districts

Large imp. district
Large comp. districts

Texas statewide

N 1994-95

21%
24%

28%
28%

42%
41%

26%

1995-96

22%
25%

28%
30%

45%
43%

27%

23%
26%

57%
33%

42%
38%

32%

8%
13%

8%
15%

14%
16%

13%

23%
36%

29%
40%

57%
46%

42%

1996-97

25%
25%

26%
30%

44%
44%

27%

23%
26%

59%
33%

43%
38%

32%

9%
11%

9%
14%

13%
15%

12%

24%
38%

35%
40%

51%
47%

43%
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1997-98

25%
26%

33%
30%

43%
43%

28%

22%
27%

58%
33%

44%
39%

32%

11%
12%

9%
14%

14%
15%

12%

23%
35%

30%
38%

45%
46%

41%

1998-99

26%
26%

32%
31%

42%
43%

29%

22%
27%

57%
32%

44%
38%

32%

12%
10%

8%
13%

11%
13%

12%

21%
36%

30%
40%

45%
48%

43%

Average
of 5yrs

24%
25%

29%
30%

43%
43%

27%

23%
26%

57%
32%

42%
38%

32%

9%
12%

8%
14%

13%
15%

12%

23%
37%

31%
40%

52%
46%

42%

Increase
95-99

5%
2%

3%
3%

1%
2%

3%

-1%
3%

3%
1%

4%
3%

2%

4%
-2%

1%
-1%

-2%
-1%

0%

-5%
-3%

2%
0%

-14%
1%

-1%




