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Source: School Finance Indicators Database

Investment in K–12 Education as a Percentage of Gross State Product 
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Inflation Adjusted K–12 Spending & Funding Per Student
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Source: Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 

Source: House Appropriations Committee, January 19, 2023

Inflation Adjusted K–12 Spending & Share of State Budget
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Net Impact of Temporary Emergency Relief Funds
Dollars in Millions

Source: Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction

$(509) $(546) $(530) $(607) $(483)

$280 $304 
$-   $-   $-   

$443 

$899 

$660 
$410 

$-   

 $(800)

 $(600)

 $(400)

 $(200)

 $-

 $200

 $400

 $600

 $800

 $1,000

 $1,200

 $1,400

2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 Budget

2023-24

Caseload Forecasted

2024-25

M
ill
io
n
s

Enrollment Loss Impact Temporary Enrollment Stabilization Emergency Relief Expenditures

+$214

+$657

+$130

($197)
($483)



7

2022 National Assessment of Educational Progress Results by State



Levy System was Never Regionalized and is Now Bifurcated

• Though higher cost of living was recognized in various parts of 
the state that resulted in regionalization of state funds, that 
same logic was not embedded in the post-McCleary levy logic.

• Two districts with exactly the same number of students and both 
of them losing 3% of their enrollments may be treated very 
differently in the levy authority: The district that is tied to the 
“2.50/$1,000” AV model is not impacted by enrollment losses. 
The district that is tied to the $3,200/student model will lose 
levy funds (net of inflation) in their next levy cycle.
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Summary

• Washington taxes at a lower rate than the national average (Tax 
Foundation).

• K–12 Spending as a share of state GDP is lower than the national average 
(Rutgers Research).

• K–12 Spending in Washington peaked in 2019, it is now falling adjusted for 
inflation, adjusted for inflation per pupil (even with a 3.5% enrollment 
decline), and it is declining as a share of our state NGF budget.

• Federal ESSER funds netted about a 1% budget benefit after state-funded 
enrollment losses, and ESSER funds are now going away.

• Levy cuts were not ordered by the Supreme Court, they were never 
regionalized, and there is now a two-tiered system of inequity.
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A Greater Vision

• Washington state should set an aspirational K–12 investment target as a share of GDP and 
as a share of the state budget to ensure public education is growing and changing with 
our economy.

• Existing funding formulas, including regionalization are only adequate if they truly get 
adjusted for inflation. It’s about keeping talent in public education, and not losing buying 
power over time.

• You can drive more programmatic supports to students, schools, and high poverty 
districts with earmarked funds for student intervention with staffing and program 
compliance (LAP or any other program that is based on poverty census data).

• Restore more levy opportunities for communities to fund the enrichments they want. The 
funds are not basic education and Olympia should not dictate local community choices. 
Levy changes were not directed by the court, it was a legislative budget compromise.

• If the Legislature values more equitable levy funding for enrichments, enhance LEA and 
do not forcibly lower it over short intervals. LEA was also not a mandate of the court but is 
a great equity tool for enrichment activities.
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Connect with us!

youtube.com/waospi

facebook.com/waospi

twitter.com/waospi

medium.com/waospi

linkedin.com/company/waospi

k12.wa.us

instagram.com/waospi
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