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December 14, 2022 

 

Members 

Joint Legislative Oversight Committee 

Idaho Legislature 

More than 18,000 classified employees like bus drivers, cafeteria 

workers, instructional helpers, facility maintenance crew 

members, business managers, and IT staff worked in Idaho’s  

K–12 public schools in 2021. Although their roles and 

responsibilities have significantly changed over the last three 

decades, the state’s formula for determining how many of these 

employees to support and how much to pay them does not reflect 

those changes. 

We found that current classified employee costs are more than 

what districts and charter schools receive in classified funding 

from the state. The funding gap for classified employees was 

$97.4 million in 2021.  

In addition, wages for classified employees in Idaho trail the 

wages of workers performing similar jobs across the state and of 

their peers in neighboring states. This disparity presents 

challenges in attracting and retaining qualified staff. 

Our report offers options for policymakers to consider in working 

toward solutions. I would like to thank the State Department of 

Education, district and charter school officials, and other 

stakeholders for their assistance on this study. 

Sincerely, 
 

 

Rakesh Mohan, Director 
Office of Performance Evaluations 
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K–12 Public Classified Employees  

Executive summary 

Why we were asked to do this evaluation 

The Joint Legislative Oversight Committee directed us to 
conduct an evaluation about the state funding of public K–12 
classified employees. The study request noted that the roles and 
requirements for classified employees have changed since the 
Legislature first created the classified salary-based 
apportionment formula in 1994 and that the formula may no 
longer reflect the actual classified employee needs of districts 
and charter schools.  

What we found 

Our evaluation confirms that the roles and responsibilities of 
classified employees have changed since 1994, without a 
corresponding change to the allocation formula. This situation 
may at least in part account for the fact that local education 
agencies (LEA) are hiring more classified staff and paying those 
staff more than state funding is currently supporting. 

Although classified staff are being paid more than the amount 
supported by the state, their pay still lags behind their 
counterparts in the Idaho public sector and in neighboring 
states’ schools.  This disparity can present a challenge in 
attracting and retaining qualified staff. 

How the salary-based apportionment formula 

works 

Classified employees are the individuals in public K–12 schools 
that do the ancillary work that allows the education system to 
function, including transporting students, preparing lunches, 
and assisting instructional staff. The salary-based 
apportionment formula, found in Idaho Code §33-1004, funds 
0.375 full time equivalent (FTE) classified employees per 
support unit at LEAs. Support units are used to determine LEA 
funding received from the state and are roughly equivalent to 
one classroom of students. 
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In the 2021 school year, the state provided $22,761 per allocated 
classified FTE. We found that the support provided to LEAs for 
classified employees was below the actual wages given to these 
employees. In addition, the allocation formula of 0.375 classified 
FTEs per support unit has remained unchanged since 1994, 
despite an increase in the need for classified employees. As a 
result, LEAs hire more classified FTEs than the state salary-based 
apportionment formula provides. Taken altogether, LEAs are 
paying a substantial portion of classified employee wages from 
their general fund, potentially taking away money that could be 
spent elsewhere.  

LEAs use discretionary funds and supplemental 

levies to partially cover the cost of qualifying 

classified wages.  

The funds that LEAs receive per allocated classified FTE is not 
enough to cover the wages for qualifying classified employees. In 
the 2021 school year, LEAs received $138.1 million for qualifying 
classified employee wages, yet LEAs spent $219.5 million on 
wages for these employees – a difference of $81.4 million. Exhibit 
1 shows the amount of qualifying classified wages covered by 
either the state salary-based apportionment formula or LEA 
spending. 

Discretionary budgets include the state discretionary distribution to LEAs in addition 

to alternative revenue streams such as supplemental levies. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 

Exhibit 1 

The state salary-based apportionment formula 

covers about 60 percent of qualifying classified 

wages and the remainder comes from LEA 

discretionary budgets. 
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In 2021, LEAs spent 

$219.5 
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qualifying classified 

wages.  

 

 

 

In 2021, LEAs 

received  

$138.1 

million from the 

state for qualifying 

classified wages. 
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$ 60 million 

$ 80 million 

$ 40 million 

$ 20 million 

In addition, LEAs covered $16 million for the cost of employer 
obligations to PERSI and FICA for the wages that were not 
covered by the state salary-based apportionment formula. In 
total, LEAs spent an estimated $97.4 million to make up for the 
gap in state support for qualifying classified employees. LEAs use 
discretionary funds or supplemental levies to make up the 
difference in funding between what they spend on classified 
employees and what they receive from the state. Exhibit 2 shows 
the funding gap for qualifying classified employees from 2018 to 
2021. 

Exhibit 2 

The total funding gap is around $100 million a year 

for qualifying classified employee wages and 

employer obligation benefits. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 
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Qualifying classified  

Qualifying classified only refer to wages and 

positions within the state salary-based 

apportionment formula found in Idaho Code 

§33-1004(5). These wages come from either 

the state salary-based apportionment formula, 

LEA discretionary spending, or alternative funding sources such as 

supplemental levies. 

In 2021, LEAs spent 

an estimated 

$97.4 million 
on qualifying 

classified wages and 

employer obligation 

benefits.  
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LEAs pay a greater share of qualifying classified 

wages than they do for other K–12 employees. 

In addition to funding classified employees, the state  
salary-based apportionment formula also funds instructional 
staff, pupil service staff, and administrators in K–12 public 
schools. LEAs pay more above the funding they receive for 
classified employees than they do for either instructional staff, 
pupil service staff, or administrators. Moreover, LEAs hire more 
classified FTEs than the salary-based apportionment formula 
allocates. Among the other K–12 position, instructional staff are 
the only other type of staff that are hired in numbers above what 
state’s formula provides. 

The roles and responsibilities of classified 

employees have changed since 1994, but there have 

been no changes to the FTE allocation formula. 

Since the creation of the salary-based apportionment formula in 
1994, classified employees like paraprofessionals and IT staff 
have seen an increase in their usage and importance, but the 
classified employee allocation in the salary-based apportionment 
formula has not been changed to reflect the increased need of 
classified employees. In addition, changes to state and federal 
law have increased the reporting requirements for LEAs, thereby 
increasing the workload on the classified staff who fill out these 
reports.  

Classified employees in Idaho public schools are 

paid less than their peers in other sectors within 

Idaho or in neighboring states’ K–12 schools. 

When comparing wages for public K–12 classified positions to 
similar jobs throughout the state of Idaho, we found that 
classified K–12 employees typically receive a lower FTE annual 
wage than other similar employees in Idaho.  

The difference in wages was most pronounced when comparing 
classified employees to Idaho employees working in the public 
sector, minus employees working in public schools and hospitals.  

When comparing wages for classified positions with the most 
FTEs to neighboring states, we find that nearly all classified 
positions in Idaho public schools are paid less than their 
counterparts in neighboring states. This is especially apparent in 
LEAs along the Washington-Idaho border, where classified FTEs 
in Idaho receive about $12,000 less per year than their peers in 
nearby Washington school districts.  

Classified FTEs in 

Idaho LEAs on the 

Washington border 

received about 

$12,000 less in 

wages than their 

counterparts 

working in 

Washington school 

districts. 

The salary-based 

apportionment 

formula also 

provides funding to 

LEAs for 

instructional staff, 

pupil service staff, 

and administrators. 
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Policy considerations 

The Legislature has the option to change the apportionment 
formula and/or the amount paid per classified FTE if the 
objective is for the state to assume a higher percentage of the cost 
of these staff.  

If other changes were to be made to the salary-based 
apportionment formula, two neighboring states, Washington and 
Wyoming, can serve as a guide. These two states have similar  
K–12 funding models as Idaho though with several notable 
differences. Both Washington and Wyoming adjust state support 
to LEAs based on the cost of living of the LEA, where areas with 
higher cost of living receiving more support per allocated 
employee. In addition, both states have different FTE allocation 
formulas depending on employee type.  

Wyoming funds classified employees by type, as opposed to 
providing the same funding for all classified employees as 
Washington and Idaho do. Idaho could follow this model by 
creating “super classified” positions, breaking out higher-paid 
classified positions, such as business managers or IT 
professionals, into their own funding formula to account for their 
higher wages. Designating 15 percent of classified FTEs as “super 
classified” positions could allocate an additional $24.8 million in 
classified employee support for LEAs from the state salary-based 
apportionment formula. 

Another potential option would be to offload some services that 
are presently provided by LEAs to regional or collaborative 
agencies. Oregon and Washington have Educational Support 
Districts, which provide assistance and services to LEAs as they 
need, such as business management, IT, and transportation 
coordination.  

Creating “super 

classified” positions 

could provide about  

$24.8 

million in 

additional salary-

based 

apportionment 

funding for LEAs.  
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Legislative interest 

During the 2022 session, the Joint Legislative Oversight 
Committee directed our office to evaluate the recruitment and 
retention of classified employees at Idaho’s K–12 public schools. 
The study request is in appendix A. The request noted that the 
roles and requirements for classified employees have changed 
since the Legislature first created the classified salary-based 
apportionment formula in 1994 and that the formula may no 
longer reflect the actual needs of districts and charter schools.  

Introduction 1 

Salary-based apportionment formula 

The salary-based apportionment formula sets the number of full 

time equivalent (FTE) positions funded by the state. The formula, 

found in Idaho Code §33-1004, provides funding for qualifying 

classified FTEs, in addition to instructional staff, pupil service 

staff, and administrators. The number of funded FTEs for a Local 

Education Agency is determined by the number of support units 

they have. 

Full-time equivalent (FTE) employees  

This report uses the full-time equivalent (FTE) to discuss employee 

wages. For classified employees, FTE is the equivalent of an 

individual working 2,080 hours in a year, or full-time for an entire 

year. Many classified employees work less than 2,080 hours each 

year, and one classified FTE can comprise multiple actual 

employees. Adjusting all wages to FTE allows us to compare 

classified employee wages to other states or sectors within Idaho.  
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K–12 Public Classified Employees 

Evaluation approach 

In our early discussions with the study requester and 
stakeholders, we heard that districts and charter schools struggle 
to staff classified positions. This report aims to clarify and 
estimate the cost of those challenges and to identify policy 
considerations to address identified problem areas. Appendix B 
explains our study objectives in more detail. 

We used existing data sources when available and relied heavily 
on financial data provided by the Idaho Department of 
Education. We sent a survey to all district and charter school 
business managers to gain their perspective on the struggles they 
face with recruiting and retaining classified employees. The 
evaluation methodology is in appendix C.  

Changes to education funding in 2021 

Throughout this report, we will primarily 

reference data from the 2019 to 2021 school 

years. In 2021, there were several changes to 

the state funding formula due to the COVID-19 

pandemic that impacted funding for the year. 

These changes included making modifications to the way support 

units are calculated, decreasing the state allocation of 

discretionary funding per support unit, and decreasing IT staff 

funding given to LEAs. 
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Background 

Classified employees, also known as non-certified employees or 
education support professionals, are part of the foundation of 
Idaho’s public school system. Classified employees do the 
ancillary work in the public school system, including transporting 
students, preparing lunches, assisting instructional staff, 
managing finances and human resources, and maintaining 
facilities and IT infrastructure. There are over 18,000 classified 
employees who work the 54 different job titles within Idaho’s 
public school system. For brevity, we will use the term local 
education agencies (LEA) throughout the report when referring 
to all districts and charter schools.  

Classified employee funding sources 

Since the 1994–95 school year, the state salary-based 
apportionment formula has provided 0.375 classified FTEs per 
support unit. LEAs receive state funding for each allotted 
classified FTE. In the 1994–95 school year, the state provided 
$15,000 in funding per allocated classified FTE ($26,670 in 2021 
dollars). In the 2020–2021 school year, the state funded $22,761 
per allotted classified FTE. Exhibit 3 shows the amount the state 
funded per allocated classified FTE adjusted to 2021 dollars. 

Local education agencies (LEAs) 

LEAs are public boards of education or other 

public authorities that provide administrative 

control and oversite to primary and secondary 

public schools. In Idaho, each school district 

and state-authorized charter school are 

individual LEAs. Charter schools authorized by a district are part of 

that district’s LEA, though they will be considered a separate LEA 

for this report.  

Since 1994, the 

salary-based 

apportionment 

formula has 

provided 0.375 
classified FTEs per 

support unit. 

18,000 
employees work in 

54 different 

classified job 

positions in Idaho 

public schools. 
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Support unit 

Support unit is a function of average daily 

attendance used to determine financial support 

for LEAs. The state calculates support units by 

dividing the average daily attendance of an LEA 

by a divisor set in Idaho Code. The calculation of 

support units is influenced by the type of attendance and 

enrollment size of the LEA. For example, secondary school 

attendance has a smaller divisor than primary school attendance. 

The smaller the divisor, the larger the number of support units.  

Since the 2021 school year, the definition of average daily 

attendance was modified by the State Board of Education to more 

closely resemble the student enrollment of an LEA as opposed to 

the average number of students attending class. This had the 

effect of increasing the number of support units in the state.  
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Exhibit 3 

When adjusting for inflation, state support per 

allocated classified FTE has decreased since 1995. 

Source: Idaho Code 33-1004E(7). Dollar amounts adjusted for inflation using the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics’ annual Consumer Price index for All Urban Consumers 

(CPI-U). 
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LEAs receive supplemental funding for certain classified FTEs in 
addition to the state salary-based apportionment formula. The 
Federal Government provides money to LEAs to help cover the 
cost of paraprofessionals for Title I programs and special 
education. The state also offers extra financial assistance to LEAs 
for IT professionals. 

Classified employees in food service and transportation jobs are 
entirely outside of the classified funding formula. The federal 
government funds food service positions through its National 
School Lunch Program (NSLP). LEAs pay for transportation 
employee costs upfront, and the state reimburses approximately  
50 to 85 percent depending on the transportation function 
provided.  

All classified versus qualifying classified  

This report uses two terms to refer to 

classified employees and their wages: 1) all 

classified positions and 2) qualifying 

classified positions.  

All classified refers to all classified 

employees and their wages regardless of source, whether from the 

state funding formula, a special distribution from the state, LEA 

discretionary spending, or federal funds.  

Qualifying classified refers to classified employees and their wages 

that are a part of the state salary-based apportionment formula 

found in Idaho Code §33-1004(5). These wages come from either the 

state salary-based apportionment formula, LEA discretionary 

spending, or alternative funding sources such as supplemental 

levies. 
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K–12 Public Classified Employees 

LEAs can use funds from either their discretionary allotments 
from the state or supplemental levies to pay a classified employee 
more than what the LEA receives for that employee through the 
state salary-based apportionment formula. 

Exhibit 4 

The number of classified FTEs decreased in 2021 

after increasing from 2017 to 2020. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis, rounded to the 

nearest full FTE. 

2017 2020 2018 2019 2021 

9692 9747 
10200 10029 10012 

Discretionary funds 

Discretionary funds are funds that an LEA may use as they see fit. 

LEAs receive discretionary funds primarily in one of two ways: 1) 

discretionary funds that the state gives to LEAs on a per-support 

unit basis and  2) supplemental or emergency levies. In addition, 

four districts have levies for maintenance and operations or budget 

stabilization. One charter district has a levy for maintenance and 

operation. The state only permits these five LEAs to have special 

levies.  

Classified FTE counts 

In the 2021 school year 18,058 classified employees worked in 
Idaho’s public schools. On average, 1.85 classified employees 
equaled one classified FTE. Exhibit 4 shows the number of FTEs 
by year from 2017 to 2021.  

On average,  

1.85 classified 

employees make one 

FTE.  
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Just under a third of classified FTEs in the 2021 school year were 
paraprofessionals. Paraprofessionals provide supplemental 
instruction to students under the direct supervision of a certified 
teacher. Exhibit 5 shows the six classified staffing areas with the 
most FTEs in the 2021 school year.  

Exhibit 5 

Nearly one-third of classified FTEs were 

paraprofessionals in 2021. 

Includes all FTEs working in that occupation type. Office support personnel includes 

building and district FTEs as well as clerks for board of trustees. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 

Building/grounds maintenance 

Paraprofessionals 

Office support personnel 

Custodians 

Child nutrition 

Pupil transportation 

Six occupation types had over 500 FTEs in the 2021 school year. 

676.71 

521.08 

990.54 

1352.68 

1,516.29 

3035.18 

Paraprofessionals 

are about a third of 

all classified FTEs in 

the state. 
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K–12 Public Classified Employees 

Annual wage differences among district 

classifications are minimal except for 

supervisory positions. 

Statewide, the average annual wage for all classified employees 
was $33,300 per FTE in the 2021 school year. The statewide 
average annual wage is up 13 percent from 2017. The growth in 
wages from 2017 to 2021 outpaced the 11 percent annual inflation 
growth over this time period. Exhibit 6 shows the average annual 
wage per classified FTE between the 2017 and 2021 school years. 
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Exhibit 6 

The average classified FTE annual wage increased 

by almost $4,000 from 2017 to 2021. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis, dollar amounts are 

not adjusted for inflation. 
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When we compared wages by the type of district, we found that 
wages in cities and charter schools were slightly higher than in 
suburbs, towns, and rural areas. We used the National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES) categories to control for district size 
and to help us compare wage statistics in other states later in the 
report.  

The average 

classified FTE wage 

was $33,300 in 

2021. 
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NCES classifies districts into four distinct types: city, suburb, 
town, and rural, based on their size and location. When 
separating classified wages by LEA classification, along with 
charter schools, we found that the average classified wage across 
district types is similar, with city districts and charters having the 
highest average annual wage. Exhibit 7 shows the average annual 
wage by LEA type for the 2021 school year.  

Exhibit 7 

City districts and charter schools had the highest 

average classified FTE annual wage in 2021. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 
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K–12 Public Classified Employees 

While overall wages are similar, we found a difference in wages 
by LEA classification when it comes to supervisory positions. 
Exhibit 8 shows that annual wages for non-supervisor FTEs in 
child nutrition, pupil transportation, and building/grounds 
maintenance are similar regardless of LEAs classification, but 
supervisors for these FTEs typically receive higher annual wages 
at larger districts. 

Exhibit 8 

Non-supervisory FTE annual wages are similar 

between the LEA types, while supervisory FTEs 

wages vary widely by LEA type. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 
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Exhibit 9 

City and suburb districts have more FTEs per 

supervisor than other LEAs. 

*Many charter schools do not employ child nutrition or pupil transportation staff. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 
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One explanation for the higher annual wages is that, on average, 
supervisors in city and suburb districts tend to oversee more 
FTEs than their counterparts at other district classifications or 
charter schools. Exhibit 9 shows the ratio of employees to 
supervisors by district classification and job.  
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There is a gap between what LEAs receive for qualifying classified 
employee wages and what LEAs actual spend on these wages. As 
a result, LEAs rely heavily on discretionary funds and 
supplemental levies to cover the costs of classified employee 
wages. Moreover, the staffing allocation in Idaho Code for 
classified FTEs, 0.375 per support unit, is not representative of 
the actual number of FTEs hired by LEAs.  

In this chapter, we focus on qualifying classified positions funded 
by the state through the salary-based apportionment formula or 
LEA discretionary budgets. All wage figures in this chapter are 
reported in annual wage per FTE and are from qualifying 
classified employees. 

2 
Classified employee 

wage challenges 
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The state funding formula covers about 

60 percent of qualifying classified wages. 

In our survey of LEA business managers, nearly all raised 
concerns over the sufficiency of state funding for classified 
employees (see exhibit 10). 

Exhibit 10 

96 percent of survey respondents said that the state 

does not provide enough funding to cover the cost of 

classified employee wages. 

Note: No business managers strongly agreed with this statement.  
 

Source: Office of Performance Evaluations' survey of LEA business managers. 

25% 

Disagree 

2% Agree 

LEA business manager agreement with the statement: My LEA 

receives sufficient funding from the state to cover the cost of 

classified employee wages. 

We receive funding based on an archaic 

system that does not provide for the number 

of staff needed in a school nor does it provide 

sufficient funding for specialized positions. 

To be competitive with other industries, we 

have to offer a base of $14 per hour.  The 

state only funds a portion of it. “ 

“ 

71% 

Strongly disagree 
3% Undecided/other 

 We can cover what we have but pay 

increases or new hires are not really possible. “ 
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In the 2021 school year, LEAs spent $219.5 million on wages for 
qualifying classified employees. The state formula provided 
$138.1 million for classified employee wages that year, creating a 
gap of $81.4 million. Exhibit 11 shows the total qualifying wages 
for school years between 2019 and 2021 by funding source.  

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 

Exhibit 11 

The state salary-based apportionment formula 

covers about 60 of percent qualifying classified 

wages and the remainder comes from LEA 

discretionary budgets. 
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Both districts and charter schools spent more on qualifying 
classified wages than what they received from the state  
salary-based apportionment formula for classified employees. In 
2021 districts covered 39 percent of their qualifying classified 
wages and charter schools covered 9 percent.  

In addition to a gap between state funding and wages, LEAs must 
also make up a gap in employer obligations to PERSI (state 
retirement system) and FICA (federal payroll tax) that the state 
typically pays. In 2021, the state allocated 19.59 percent of 
qualifying employee wages for eligible state benefits and payroll 
taxes.1 This adds an additional $16 to $17 million in expenses for 
LEAs. As exhibit 12 shows, the total gap for qualifying classified 
wages and employer obligation benefits is around $100 million 
per year over the past three school years.  

1. The 19.59 percent comprises the following elements: 11.94 percent for 

PERSI employer rate, 6.2 percent for Social Security, and 1.45 percent 

for Medicare. The 19.59 percent does not include costs for benefits like 

health insurance. 

In 2021, LEAs spent 

$219.5 

million on 

qualifying classified 

wages.  

 

 

 

In 2021, LEAs 

received  

$138.1 

million from the 

state for qualifying 

classified wages. 

Both districts and 

charter schools 

spend more on 

qualifying classified 

wages than they 

receive from the 

salary-based 

apportionment 

formula. 
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LEAs rely on discretionary funding to fill the gap in qualifying 
classified employee wages and benefits. Discretionary dollars are 
available to LEAs in primarily two ways: 1) a discretionary 
distribution per support unit from the state, 2) supplemental and 
emergency levies. In addition, there are five districts with special 
maintenance and operations property tax levies as allowed by 
Idaho Code. 

LEAs use discretionary dollars for various purposes, such as 
wages for other types of employees like instructional staff and 
administrators, transportation costs not reimbursed by the state, 
providing additional services to students not covered by the state, 
and assisting with the cost of building maintenance and repair, 
among many other things.  

In 2021, LEAs received $22,810 per support unit in discretionary 
funds from the state for a total of $371 million.2 While this is a 
substantial amount, there are two notable challenges for using 
these discretionary funds for qualifying classified positions. First, 
LEAs must spend part of the discretionary funds on employee 
health insurance. Second, the amount of discretionary funds 
given to LEAs has decreased since 2007.  

Exhibit 12 

The total funding gap is around $100 million a year 

for qualifying classified employee wages and 

employer obligation benefits. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 
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2. The original appropriation of discretionary funds per support unit 

was $28,887 in 2021. This was later revised to $22,810 after holdbacks 

to account for the COVID-19 pandemic. 

LEAs received 

$22,810 per 

support unit in 

discretionary funds 

in 2021. 

LEAs rely on 

discretionary dollars 

and supplemental 

levies to fill the gap 

in qualifying 

classified wages. 
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Discretionary distribution and health insurance 

The state has required LEAs to use a portion of the discretionary 
fund distribution per support unit to cover the employer cost for 
health, vision, and dental insurance for all employees since 2018. 
If the distribution provided for health, vision, and dental 
insurance is in excess of the LEA’s actual costs, the excess funds 
may then be used at the LEAs discretion. In 2021, the state 
earmarked $12,661 of the $22,810 in discretionary funds given 
per support unit for insurance.  

The state does not collect information from LEAs on how much 
they spend on health insurance for employees.3 Our survey asked 
business managers how much they pay annually per classified 
FTE for health insurance. Answers ranged from as high as 
$16,000 per employee down to $3,000. The weighted mean for 
health insurance costs per FTE was $9,500 per employee. At this 
price point, LEAs would have spent $93.3 million on health 
insurance for classified employees in 2021.4  

Decline in discretionary funding 

The second challenge with discretionary funds is the decrease in 
funding. The state has provided the entirety of discretionary 
funding per support unit to LEAs since 2007. Before 2007, school 
districts could raise local discretionary funding through a 
maintenance and operation property tax levy.  

Due to a decrease in state funding for education, driven by a 
recession and changes in education funding, districts received 
about $1 billion less in discretionary funding from 2007 to 2020 
than they would have had if 2006 funding levels had remained 
stable.5 

3. In 2022 the Legislature passed HB 797, which included a section 
requiring that LEAs which receive public funding must submit health 
insurance cost information to Legislative Service Offices’ Office of 
Budget and Policy by December 1, 2022. This information was not 
available at the time of the writing of this report but should provide 
greater clarity on health insurance costs for LEAs. 

4. If health insurance costs stay the same for other employee types at 
LEAs, the total cost for staff health insurance goes up to $276 million in 
2021, which is greater than the $206 million that was earmarked for 
employee insurance.  

5. Chapter three of our 2022 report, K–12 Public School Buildings, 
discusses the decline in discretionary funds in more detail. 

Over half of the 

discretionary funds 

received by LEAs in 

2021 were 

earmarked for 

health insurance. 
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Supplemental and emergency levies 

The $1 billion decline discretionary funds allocated by the state 
has increased districts’ reliance on supplemental levies, the 
second major source of discretionary funds. Supplemental levies 
are temporary, two-year property tax levies that a majority of 
voters in a district must approve.  

The number of districts using supplemental levies has increased 
from 57 in 2006 to 92 in 2021. In 2021, districts raised $216.6 
million in supplemental levies, compared to $76.7 million in 
2006 ($103.1 million when adjusted to 2021 dollars).  

In our survey, 79 percent of district business managers said they 
rely on supplemental levies to fund classified positions (see 
exhibit 13). Several districts mentioned their challenges in trying 
to pass a supplemental levy.  

Emergency levies are available to districts with an increase in 
average daily attendance from the prior year. Emergency levies 
are not frequently used by districts, with two districts using them 
in 2021 raising $1.2 million. 

LEA business manager agreement with the statement: My district 

relies on supplemental levies to assist with the cost of classified 

employee wages. 

Exhibit 13 

79 percent of districts say they rely on supplemental 

levies to assist with classified employee wages. 

 

Source: Office of Performance Evaluations' survey of LEA business managers. 

4% Disagree 

60% 

Strongly agree 

We do not have a supplemental levy for 

operations.  We use our supplemental levy for 

Plant Facility projects. 

Our supplemental levy primarily helps with 

maintaining the salaries of certified staff but 

a small amount sometimes helps with funding 

classified positions.   “ 

“ 
10% Strongly disagree 

8% Undecided/other 

The majority of our supplemental levy pays for 

the salary and benefits of our classified staff. “ 

19% 

Agree 

The number of 

districts using 

supplemental levies 

has increased from 

57 in 2006 to 92 

in 2021. 
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Charter schools do not have the authority to use supplemental or 
emergency levies. They must rely on state discretionary funds 
given per support unit or other salary-based apportionment 
funds provided by the state to increase classified wages. 

Special tax levies 

There are four districts with budget stabilization levies. The state 
created these levies in 2006 to stabilize the budgets of four 
districts that would have lost a substantial amount of revenue 
with the elimination of maintenance and operation property tax 
levies. The four districts, Avery, Blaine County, McCall-Donnelly 
Joint, and Swan Valley Elementary, raised $35.4 million from 
their stabilization levies in 2021.  

The Boise Independent District has a charter district 
maintenance and operation levy. Charter districts are districts 
that existed before the formation of Idaho as a state. The Boise 
District raised $93.6 million from its charter levy in 2021. 

Qualifying classified portion of discretionary funds 

LEAs spend a substantial portion of discretionary funds on 
qualifying classified employee wages and benefits. In the 2021 
school year, LEAs received a total of $512 million in discretionary 
funds, either from supplemental and emergency levies, special 
maintenance and operations levies, or discretionary funding per 
support unit from the state not earmarked for insurance. Around 
19 percent of it, or $97.3 million, went toward qualifying 
classified employee wages or employer obligations for PERSI and 
FICA. Exhibit 14 shows the percentage of LEAs’ discretionary 
funds spent on qualifying classified employees from 2019 to 
2021.   

Exhibit 14 

LEAs spend about 19 percent of available 

discretionary funds on qualifying classified 

employees every year. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 
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School districts are affected by the 

allocation formula differently than 

charter schools. 

Districts and charter schools are both subject to the same 
classified staffing allocation formula: 0.375 allotted classified 
FTEs per support unit. Exhibit 15 has the total number of support 
units and FTEs for districts and charter schools, as well as the 
ratio of FTEs per support unit for the 2021 school year.  

LEA type 

Actual 

qualifying 

FTEs 

Qualifying 

FTEs to 

support 

units 

Qualifying 

classified FTE 

allowance (0.375 

multiplied by 

support units) 

Support 

units 

Districts 5,916.89 0.41 5,402.96 14,407.88 

Charter 

schools 

  

440.77 0.25 660.06 1,760.16 

Exhibit 15 

In 2021, districts hired above their allocated 

number of qualifying classified FTEs while charter 

schools hired below their allocation. 

Data does not include FTEs from the Canyon-Owyhee School Service Agency 

(COSSA). 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 

In the 2021 school year, districts hired over 500 more FTEs than 
were allocated by the state salary-based apportionment formula 
while charter schools hired 219 fewer FTEs than they were 
allocated. This could be due to charter schools having further 
ability to raise discretionary funds than districts as previously 
discussed. However, charter schools still spent above their 
allocated dollar amount for qualifying classified employees.  

In 2021, districts 

hired over 500 
more qualifying 

classified FTEs than 

were allocated by 

the salary-based 

apportionment 

formula. 
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Survey responses 

We asked districts how frequently they operated with unfilled 
classified positions, the effects the open positions had on them, 
and which positions they struggled to hire.  

In our survey, 24 percent of business managers said their LEA 
could maintain sufficient classified staffing levels to consistently 
provide services that the LEA requires (see exhibit 16). 

LEA business manager agreement with the statement: My LEA is able 

to maintain sufficient classified staffing levels to consistently 

provides services that our LEA requires. 

Exhibit 16 

Most survey respondents said they have not been 

able to maintain sufficient classified staffing levels. 

 

Source: Office of Performance Evaluations' survey of LEA business managers. 

47% 

Disagree 

4% Strongly agree 

We do not have the ability to offer competitive 

wages and classified staff are overworked due 

to limited salary allocations. 

Our district has many classified openings that 

remain unfilled, with no applications for the 

positions. “ 

“ 25% 

Strongly disagree 

4% Undecided/other 

Although we have been able to maintain 

sufficient staffing, the quality of the staffing 

has dropped along with the number of 

applicants. “ 20% 

Agree 
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In addition, most business managers said they were operating 
with unfilled classified positions over the past year. Sixty-nine 
percent of survey respondents said they spent at least half the 
past year without enough classified positions filled (see exhibit 
17). 

How often did your LEA operate without enough classified positions 

filled in the 2021-2022 school year? 

Exhibit 17 

Most survey respondents said their LEA spent at 

least half of the past year with unfilled classified 

positions. 

 

Source: Office of Performance Evaluations' survey of LEA business managers. 

10% About half the year 

51% The entire year 

8% About three quarters of the year 

16% not at all 

16% about a quarter of the year 

When asked which positions LEAs struggled to fill, survey 
respondents most frequently answered paraprofessionals, 
followed by custodians, transportation staff, and child nutrition 
staff. Transportation and food service staff are outside the state 
salary-based apportionment formula. 

LEAs cited 

paraprofessionals, 

custodians, 

transportation staff, 

and child nutrition 

staff as the most 

difficult areas to fill. 
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Business managers most frequently cited an inability to compete 
with private sector or other governmental job wages as their 
biggest challenge for staffing classified positions, followed by a 
lack of available funding.  

In our survey, we asked business managers to rank the challenges 
they face in hiring or retaining classified staff. We gave 
respondents a list of five statements to rank in order of 
significance. We asked respondents to only rank statements that 
applied to their district. Exhibit 18 shows the ranking of 

Challenge Top rankings Total rankings 

Cannot compete with private-sector or 

other government job wages 

41 101 

Lack of available funding to hire 

enough staff 

31 96 

Cannot find qualified staff for 

specialized classified positions 

14 84 

Cannot retain staff 13 83 

Insufficient labor base in the 

geographic area to fill the needed 

roles 

11 84 

Exhibit 18 

LEA business managers said their biggest challenge 

for hiring classified employees is competing against 

other wages. 

Source: Office of Performance Evaluations' survey of LEA business managers. 
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Short staffing is not unique to Idaho for classified positions. In 
discussions we had with neighboring states, they mentioned 
struggling with recruiting and retaining classified positions. 
National reports have claimed that positions such as 
paraprofessionals, food service, and bus drivers have been 
difficult to fill.6, 7, 8  

These reports have cited the inability to compete with private 
sector wages, overworked staff, and individuals leaving the 
workforce during the pandemic as causes for the short staffing. 

As a result of challenges in hiring enough workers, most survey 
respondents said they required classified employees to perform 
the duties of multiple positions to fill in the gaps in services. 
Several respondents mentioned they had to cut activities like 
field trips or consolidate services, such as bus routes, due to 
inadequate staffing. Survey respondents told us classified 
employees have been experiencing “burnout” because of the 
additional duties put on them, thereby increasing staff shortages.  

6. National Association for Pupil Transportation. “NAPT NASDPTS and 
NSTA Release Findings of School Bus Driver Shortage Survey.” August 
31, 2021.  

7. USDA Food and Nutrition Service. “Results of the U.S. Department of 

Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service-Administered School Food 

Authority Survey on Supply Chain Disruptions.” March 2022.  

8. Will, Madeline. “Paraprofessionals: As the ‘backbone’ of the 

classroom, they get low pay, little support.” Education Week. June 15, 

2022.  

K–12 classified 

staffing challenges 

are not unique to 

Idaho. 
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3 
In addition to qualifying classified FTEs, the state also funds 
other K–12 positions, namely instructional staff, pupil service 
staff, and administrators. The state salary-based apportionment 
formula allocates a set number of FTEs for these roles per 
support unit and gives LEAs a dollar amount per allocated FTE. 

We found that LEAs cover a greater portion of classified 
employee wages than they do for other K–12 positions. 
Furthermore, LEAs hire more above their FTE allocation for 
qualifying classified employees than the other position types. 
Classified wages and employees discussed in this section are 
qualifying classified employees. 

K–12 employee 

comparisons 
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LEAs cover a greater portion of qualifying 

classified employee wages than they do 

for other K–12 employees.  

LEAs rely more on discretionary dollars to fund qualifying 
classified FTEs than other staff. Exhibit 19 shows the wages for  
K–12 positions in the 2021 school year, the funding provided by 
the salary-based apportionment formula, and the amount LEAs 
spent for every $1 received from the apportionment formula. 

Position 

Employee 

wages paid by 

LEAs 

Salary-based 

apportionment 

funding 

LEA expenditure for 

every $1 received 

from the 

apportionment 

formula 

Instructional 

staff 

$876.0 million $ 802.1 million $1.09 

Pupil service 

staff 

$ 74.0 million $ 62.0 million $1.19 

Administrators $105.7 million $ 86.1 million $1.23 

Qualifying 

classified 

employees 

$219.5 million $ 138.1 million $1.59 

Exhibit 19 

LEAs spent $1.59 for every $1 they received for 

qualifying classified wages in 2021. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 

The salary-based apportionment formula adjusts the amount 
given per allocated administrator or instructional and pupil 
service staff based on their education and experience or 
placement on the career ladder and associated education and 
CTE modifiers, respectively. LEAs receive the same amount per 
allocated classified FTE regardless of education or experience.  

In 2021, LEAs received an average of $48,400 per allocated 
instructional and pupil service FTE, $69,437 per allocated 
administrator FTE, and $22,761 per allocated qualifying 
classified FTE. As exhibit 20 shows, LEAs spent above their 
allowance per FTE in all four categories in the 2021 school year.  

LEAs receive the 

same amount per 

allocated classified 

FTE regardless of 

their education or 

experience. 
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In addition to covering a higher percentage of qualifying 
classified wages than other positions, LEAs hire more qualifying 
classified FTEs than are allocated by the state salary-based 
apportionment formula than for other positions. Exhibit 21 
shows the difference between the number FTEs hired by LEAs in 
the 2021 school year and the number of FTEs allocated.  

Exhibit 21 

In 2021, LEAs hired more qualifying classified FTEs 

and instructional staff FTEs than they were 

allocated and fewer administrative FTEs than were 

allocated. 

Not shown: LEAs hired 4 fewer pupil service FTEs than allocated. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 
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Exhibit 20 

LEA’s spend more per FTE for all types of employees 

than the amounts allocated by state per FTE.  

Source: Idaho Department of Education Data and OPE analysis. 
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Three options could be considered for 

increasing support for qualifying 

classified employees. 

Narrowing the gap between state support and LEA spending for 
qualifying classified employees can be quantified and approached 
in a combination of ways: 1) increase the number of allocated 
FTEs per support unit, 2) increase the dollar amount given per 
allocated qualifying classified FTE, or 3) increase both.  

Adjusting allocation formula 

As previously discussed, the FTE allocation per support unit has 
remained unchanged since 1994. LEAs routinely hire above their 
allocated number of qualifying classified FTEs. Exhibit 22 below 
shows the number of qualifying classified FTEs per support unit 
compared to the allocated number of FTEs.  

Exhibit 22 

From 2019 through 2021, the number of qualifying 

classified FTEs per support unit was around 0.41, 

though the allocation formula provided 0.375 FTEs 

per support unit. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 
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If the state had only adjusted the allocation number to meet 
actual FTE counts without making any other changes in the 2021 
school year, LEAs would have received an additional $6.7 million 
in wage support and $1.3 million in employer obligations to 
PERSI and FICA. 

Increasing just the 

allocation number to 

meet the actual 

classified employee 

count would have 

increased state 

support by $8 

million in 2021. 
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Adjusting dollars per allocated FTE 

The state could adjust the amount given to LEAs per allocated 
FTE. As discussed, LEAs pay about a third of actual qualifying 
classified employee wages due to differences between what the 
state provides for classified wages per FTE and actual wages.  

Exhibit 23 shows the allocation per classified FTE given by the 
state compared to the actual average FTE wage received by a 
qualifying classified employee from the 2019 to 2021 school 
years.  

Raising the amount allocated by the state to cover the average 
classified FTE wage would increase state support by up to $85 
million per year. This would include $71 million for increased 
funding for classified wages and $14 million for increased 
payments to LEAs for employer obligations to PERSI and FICA.  

Getting state funding for classified employees to 100 percent of 
actual costs may not be feasible. A more attainable level may be 
to adjust state support per classified FTE so the state share of 
wages is similar to its share of wages for instructional staff or 
administrators.  

Exhibit 23 

From 2019 through 2021, state support per 

qualifying classified FTE covered about two-thirds of 

the average FTE wage paid by LEAs. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 
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Increasing the 
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meet actual wages 

would have 

increased state 

support by $71 

million in 2021. 
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Adjusting classified state support to the same share as 
instructional staff would increase qualifying classified 
distributions by $65 million in 2021, while adjusting classified 
state support to the same share as administrators would increase 
qualifying classified distributions by $37.7 million. Exhibit 24 
shows state support for classified FTEs at different funding levels 
from the 2019 to 2021 school years.  

Exhibit 24 

Payments to LEAs would increase if the state 

covered all costs or a similar percent as for 

instructional staff and administrators. 

Cost totals include costs for both wages and employer obligation benefits. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis.  
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Adjusting both allocation formula and dollars per 

FTE 

Adjusting the FTE allocation formula and the dollars per FTE to 
meet the actual expenditure by LEAs would have increased state 
support for qualifying classified employees by $97.4 million in 
2021. Matching state share of support for instructional staff or 
administrators would have increased state support for qualifying 
classified employees by $76.4 million and $47.5 million, 
respectively, in 2021. Exhibit 25 shows the additional funding per 
year by percentage of classified employee wages funded.  

Exhibit 25 

State funding increases would vary by adjusting to 

actual qualifying expenditures or to the same level 

as instructional staff or administrators.  

Cost totals include costs for both wages and employer obligation benefits. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis.  
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Increasing both the 

allocation number 

and funds per 

allocated FTE to 

meet actual costs 

would have 

increased state 

support for 

qualifying classified 

employees by 

$97.4 million 

in 2021. 
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Changing responsibilities have resulted in increased duties or 
qualifications for classified employees since 1994, though the 
allocation part of the state salary-based apportionment funding 
formula has not changed to reflect this. These changes result 
from three notable trends: 1) technology has a greater role in 
schools, 2) standards for paraprofessionals have changed and are 
used more frequently, and 3) reporting requirements for LEAs 
have increased.  

Changing role of 

classified employees 4 



41  

K–12 Public Classified Employees 

Dedicated funding for IT staff is lower 

than actual costs. 

The need for IT staffing or classified employees who are more 
familiar with IT systems has increased since the state  
salary-based apportionment formula was first implemented in 
1994. The change has primarily come because of the increased 
use of technology in schools. Exhibit 26 outlines how technology 
usage at schools has changed since the 1990s.  

Technology 1990s Today 

Virtual schools No virtual schools or students in 

Idaho 

Over 20,000 students attending 23 

different virtual schools in the 

state 

Internet access In 1994, 3 percent of classrooms 

nationally had a computer with 

internet access and 35 percent of 

schools had internet access 

99 percent of classrooms 

nationally have a computer with 

internet access  

Computer access In 1998, 6 students to every 

computer nationally, and 12 

students to every computer with 

internet  

1.1 students to every computer 

with internet nationally  

Technology in the 

classroom 

Chalkboards, overhead projectors, 

televisions  

Computers, tablets, digital 

textbooks, interactive smart 

boards, WiFi  

Digital systems 

used by schools 

Some computer record keeping Digital storage of grade keeping 

and student attendance, digital 

longitudinal reporting systems like 

ISEE, the Idaho System for 

Educational Excellence 

Exhibit 26 

The use of technology by LEAs has increased since the 1990s. 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics data. 



42 

As technology usage in schools increased, so did the need for IT 
professionals or other classified employees, such as library 
assistants, to manage these systems. In 2021, 108 of 181 LEAs 
had either a computer technology technician or an IT data 
analysis professional. The remaining LEAs either needed to 
contract IT services or had other classified employees do the 
work.  

The state has provided dedicated funding for IT staff to assist 
LEAs with the additional technology burden since 2013. Initially, 
the state provided $2.5 million per year for IT staffing. In 2019, 
state funding for IT staff increased to $8 million. The Legislature 
lowered IT staffing support to $4 million in 2021 and has 
remained at that level since.9  

In 2021, LEAs with 10 or fewer support units receive either $650 
per mid-term support unit or $4,500 for IT staffing, whichever is 
higher. LEAs with more than 10 support units receive either 
$230 per mid-term support unit or $7,500, whichever is greater.  

The 108 LEAs with IT professionals in 2021 spent $2o.6 million 
on these classified staff. They received $3.4 million in IT staff 
support from the state, meaning that the IT staff distribution 
paid up to 17 percent of IT professional staff wages. As previously 
mentioned, 73 LEAs had no dedicated IT staff. For these LEAs it 
is not clear what their IT staffing costs were.  

9. IT staffing funding was initially $8 million for the 2021 school year. 
This was reduced to $4 million with the state initiating holdbacks for 
COVID-19 response. IT staffing remained at $4 million for 2022. 

The Legislature 

allocated  

$4 million for 

IT staffing at LEAs in 

2021. 

Dedicated IT staff 

funding covered 

about 17% of IT 

employee wages in 

2021. 
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The number of paraprofessionals and the 

requirements to be one have increased 

since 1994. 

LEAs have increased their reliance on paraprofessionals, and the 
requirements to be a paraprofessional have risen since the 
creation of the state salary-based apportionment formula in 
1994.  

The number of paraprofessionals and instructional aides 
employed in Idaho public schools increased by 90 percent from 
1994 to 2019 according to NCES data.10 Paraprofessionals saw 
the greatest increase in employment numbers of all public school 
employees over this period in Idaho. Nationally, the number of 
paraprofessionals in schools increased 87 percent during the 
same period.  

A 2021 study from Brown University cited three reasons for the 
increased use of paraprofessionals in public schools: 1) increasing 
needs of students, such as special education and English learning 
students, 2) teacher shortages, and 3) assisting students who 
have low academic achievement.11 

Federal regulations have altered the standards of 
paraprofessionals since 1994. In 2002 the No Child Left Behind 
Act (NCLB) increased the requirements for paraprofessionals to 
qualify for Title I federal funding. After NCLB, paraprofessionals 
had to either hold an associate degree, have two years of 
postsecondary education, or pass a state or local assessment.  

Congress amended the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA) in 2004, requiring that special education 
paraprofessionals must meet the same standards as Title I 
paraprofessionals under NCLB. Paraprofessionals meeting these 
standards may provide special education to students under the 
guidance of a qualified teacher.  

In our 2016 report Distribution of State Funds for K–12 Public 
Education, we found that special education distributions to LEAs 
were not based on their special education needs or actual costs. 
With less special education funding available, LEAs may 
increasingly rely on lower-cost employees, such as 
paraprofessionals, to provide special education.  

10. Per NCES data, the number of paraprofessionals in Idaho public 
schools increased from 1,805 in 1994 to 3,425 in 2019.  

11. Bisht, Biraj, Zachary LeClair, Susanna Loeb, and Min Sun. (2021). 
Paraeducators: Growth, Diversity and a Dearth of Professional 
Supports. (EdWorkingPaper: 21-490). Retrieved from Annenberg 
Institute at Brown University: https://doi.org/10.26300/nk1z-c164  

The number of 

paraprofessionals in 

Idaho public schools 

increased by 90% 
between 1994 to 

2019. 

The No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2002 

increased 

requirements in 

order to work as a 

paraprofessional.  



44 

Idaho administrative rule sets the qualifications for 
paraprofessionals as the following12: 

To qualify as a paraprofessional, the individual must have 
a high school diploma or general equivalency diploma 
(GED) and:  

i. Demonstrate through a state board approved 
academic assessment knowledge of and the ability 
to assist in instructing or preparing students to be 
instructed as applicable to the academic areas they 
are providing support in; or  

ii. Have completed at least two (2) years of study at 
an accredited postsecondary educational 
institution; or  

iii. Obtained an associate degree or higher-level 
degree; demonstrate through a state board 
approved academic assessment knowledge of and 
the ability to assist in instructing 

12. IDAPA 08.02.02.007.10  
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LEAs are required to submit more reports 

now than in the 1990s. 

Through our discussions with stakeholders, we learned that 
reporting requirements can burden classified positions or take up 
time that could be spent doing work elsewhere. 

State and federal government require LEAs to submit reports on 
information about the LEA. These reports a wide variety of 
information about the LEA, such as nutritional facts about the 
food served to students, financial data of the LEA, and student 
performance. Workers in managerial roles, such as food service 
supervisors or business managers, are typically responsible for 
the reports.  

While we did not inspect the individual reports, we found that 
the total number of reports LEAs must submit annually has 
increased since the 1990s.  

Since the creation of the state’s education funding formula in 
1994, Congress has passed three major acts which have increased 
reporting requirements for LEAs: the No Child Left Behind Act of 
2001, the Individuals with Disabilities Act of 2004, and the Every 
Student Succeeds Act of 2015.  

Changes in federal 

law have increased 

the number of 

reports LEAs must 

submit annually. 
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Changes in federal law drove most of the reporting increase. The 
number of reports required by the federal government more than 
doubled since 1999 while the number of state reports moderately 
decreased. Exhibit 27 below shows the total number of reports 
LEAs are responsible for by year.  

In the 1999-2000 school year, state and federal laws required 
LEAs to submit up to 141 reports. A little over half of these 
reports, 83, were tied to Idaho Code or Department of Education 
requirements. The remaining 58 reports stemmed from federal 
requirements. In the 2021-2022 school year, there were up to 
208 reports that LEAs were required to submit. Of the 208 
reports, 73 were tied to state requirements, 122 were tied to 
federal requirements, and 13 were for both state and federal 
requirements.  
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Exhibit 27 

The number of required reports for LEAs has 

increased since 2000. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 
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5 
In-state and other 

states comparisons 

We found that classified FTEs in Idaho’s LEAs were paid less on 
average than their counterparts elsewhere in Idaho and in K–12 
schools in neighboring states. The difference in wages was the 
greatest when compared to classified employees in neighboring 
states.  

To analyze the adequacy of pay for classified K–12 employees in 
Idaho, we compared their pay to employees working similar 
positions in Idaho and neighboring states. We compared annual 
wages by FTE and included all classified wages, regardless of 
source of the funding. 
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LEAs paid classified employees less than 

similar positions in other sectors within 

Idaho. 

We started our analysis by selecting seven occupations from the 
54 identified types of classified employees for comparison to 
other occupations within Idaho and in surrounding states. The 
seven positions were within the top 20 for the number of 
employees, number of FTEs, and total wages paid at LEAs. The 
selected positions were office support personnel, child nutrition 
staff, bus drivers, buildings/grounds maintenance, custodians, 
computer technicians, and business managers.  

We did two comparisons of wages, one to all employees within 
Idaho and a second one to those working in the public sector. We 
used Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Occupational Employment 
Wage Statistics for employee wages in Idaho, assigning the 
closest approximate BLS job descriptions as the comparative 
position to K–12 classified positions.  

We found that in positions where there is a statistically 
significant difference between BLS wages and K–12 classified 
employee wages, classified employees received lower annual 
wages than their Idaho counterparts. However, annual wages for 
several positions were not statistically different than classified  
K–12 wages at a 95 percent confidence level. See appendix D for 
further explanation of our methodology. 

All Idaho employee comparison 

First, we compared classified annual wages within Idaho’s K–12 
system to all employees in Idaho’s workforce, including both the 
private and public sectors. Exhibit 28 compares classified 
employee annual wages to their counterparts in Idaho for 2021.  
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Exhibit 28 

Wages for four of the seven compared K–12 

classified positions were not statistically different 

from their statewide counterparts.  

*Denotes annual wage differences are significant at a 95% confidence level. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and Bureau of Labor Statistics 

Occupational Employment and Wage Statistics. 
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Differences in classified annual wages for four positions – 
computer technicians, custodians, buildings/grounds 
maintenance personnel, and bus drivers – with their 
counterparts were not statistically significant. However, for child 
nutrition staff, office support personnel, and business managers, 
wage differences were statistically significant. It would cost a 
minimum of $8.2 million to bring the average annual wage for 
these positions up to the statewide average. Each employee 
would require an average pay increase of $3,500 to bring these 
positions up to the level of their state counterparts.   

When comparing wage growth, wages in Idaho were growing 
faster than K–12 classified employee wages. From 2019 to 2021, 
the average annual wage in Idaho increased 6.8 percent from 
$44,890 to $47,940. At the same time, classified wages increased 
by 5.9 percent.  

Idaho public sector employee comparisons 

Next, we compared wages for employees working in the public 
sector in Idaho to K–12 classified FTEs. BLS data for public 
sector includes individuals working either for federal, state, or 
local governments and excludes public school and public hospital 
employees. Exhibit 29 compares classified K–12 to BLS data for 
Idaho public sector employees minus public schools and public 
hospitals.  

For all positions except for bus drivers, wages for public sector 
employees were statistically significantly different than wages for 
classified K–12 employees. It would cost a minimum of $14.2 
million to bring the average FTE annual wages of the six 
classified positions with statistically lower pay up to the pay level 
of comparable public sector employees. On average, each 
employee would need an increase of $3,400. 

Public sector wages increased faster than classified positions. 
From 2019 to 2021, the average public sector annual wage 
increased by 9.6 percent, from $50,540 to $55,410, compared to 
5.9 percent for K–12 classified employees.  

It would take a 

minimum of  

$8.6 million 

to get the selected  

K–12 classified 

wages to the wages 

of their statewide 

counterparts. 

It would take a 

minimum of 

$14.6 million 

to get the selected  

K–12 classified 

wages to the wages 

of their counterparts 

elsewhere in the 

public sector in 

Idaho. 

K–12 classified 

wages are growing 

slower than wages 

elsewhere in Idaho. 
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Exhibit 29 

Public sector employees in Idaho were paid more 

than their  K–12 classified counterparts. 

*Denotes annual wage differences are significant at a 95% confidence level. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and Bureau of Labor Statistics 

Occupational Employment and Wage Statistics Federal, State, and Local 

Government, excluding local schools and hospitals and the U.S. Postal Service. 

$20,000 $40,000 

Computer technician* 

$53,610 

$49,860 

$35,775 Custodians* 

$28,714 

$31,750 

Child nutrition staff* 

$25,724 

$34,760 

Office support personnel* 

$35,775 

$39,920 

$60,000 $100,000 $80,000 

Buildings/grounds maintenance personnel* 

$40,242 

$42,340 

Bus drivers 

$34,921 

$36,490 

Business managers* 

$69,831 

$87,360 

Public sector data excludes employees working in schools, hospitals, 
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Washington and Wyoming have similar 

classified funding models to Idaho, 

though with notable differences.  

Comparing classified employee wages to neighboring states is 
difficult because of differences in funding mechanisms. Every 
state has areas of similarity, particularly in transportation and 
food service. But for the bulk of classified positions, Idaho’s 
funding model differs considerable from most neighboring states 
to draw a meaningful comparison.  

Most neighboring states use a per-student funding formula, 
where the state gives money to LEAs based on the number and 
needs of students. LEAs make hiring and wage decisions at the 
local level in these states. The state does not appropriate money 
to be used specifically for classified employees.  

However, two neighboring states, Washington and Wyoming, do 
have similar classified funding models as Idaho, where a state 
funding formula sets a number of funded classified FTEs based 
on student enrollment or attendance metrics. Like Idaho, LEAs 
in these states can also spend above what they receive for 
classified employees using dollars from their general fund.  

Washington  

Washington’s funding for classified employees is the most like 
Idaho’s system. Like Idaho, LEAs receive a dollar amount per 
classified FTE regardless of the duty of the classified employee. 
The two notable differences between Idaho and Washington’s 
funding mechanisms are the amount Washington gives per 
classified FTE and the method used to calculate the number of 
allocated employees.  

In the 2020-2021 school year, the state of Washington’s base 
support per classified FTE was $48,483, which was more than 
twice Idaho’s $22,761 per allocated classified FTE. In addition to 
having higher base support for classified FTEs, Washington 
adjusts the base support given to districts depending on the cost 
of single-family residential property values and the location of 
the LEA.  

The second notable difference with Washington’s funding 
mechanism is how the state calculates the number of classified 
positions. Washington breaks classified positions into three 
distinct categories: school, districtwide, and central 
administration classified employees. 

Most neighboring 

states use a per-

student funding 

formula, where the 

state gives money to 

LEAs based on the 

number and needs of 

students. 

In the 2021 school 

year, Washington’s 

based support per 

allocated classified 

employee was 

$48,483. 
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Despite the increased complexity of Washington’s classified 
employee allocation formula, it does not necessarily produce 
different or better results than Idaho’s model.  

Washington’s allocation formula does not cover the number of 
classified FTE employed in the state. In the 2019-2020 school 
year, the most recent year data is available, districts in 
Washington were allocated 18,032.6 classified FTEs, but the 
actual number of classified FTEs were 23 percent higher at 
22,173.3.  

We found that Idaho and Washington’s allocation models 
produce a similar number of allocated FTEs per student in tests 
we conducted. The key difference between the two states lies in 
the funding that the state provides.  

Wyoming 

Wyoming’s classified funding model is like Idaho and 
Washington because the state gives funds to LEAs specifically 
earmarked for classified FTEs. And like Washington, Wyoming 
adjusts funding based on the cost of living of an LEA.  

Unlike Idaho and Washington, Wyoming’s model provides 
adjusts funding levels per classified FTE depending on classified 
position type, employee education level, district size, and 
employee experience.  

Wyoming’s formula to allocate FTEs is like Washington’s, in that 
the state uses different allocation formulas based on the position. 
Clerical, secretary, and general classified positions rely on 
average daily attendance and grade to determine the number of 
positions.  

Wyoming allocates FTEs for custodians and maintenance and 
operations jobs using factors such as age and square footage of 
buildings and the number of classrooms in a district.  

Overall Wyoming schools are not hiring as many FTEs as their 
model allows. However, there are positions where Wyoming 
LEAs are hiring above their allocated FTEs, notably 
paraprofessionals.  

Due to the complex nature of Wyoming’s allocation formula, we 
were not able to make a direct comparison between Idaho and 
Wyoming staffing allocation formulas. 

Wyoming’s funding 

model adjusts 

funding for classified 
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level, district size, 
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Like Idaho, 

Washington’s 

funding model does 
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FTEs than allocated 

by their funding 

model. 
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Idaho classified employee wages trail 

neighboring states. 

We used two methods to compare Idaho classified wages to 
neighboring states. First, we compared wage information directly 
provided by each state for Washington and Wyoming. Second, we 
used data from the BLS’ Occupational Employment Wage 
Statistics to compare Idaho with national figures and the other 
neighboring states where wage information was unavailable. 
Appendix D has more details about the wage comparisons. 

We found that most FTE annual wages at Idaho’s public schools 
trail wages for similar FTEs in Washington and Wyoming’s 
public K–12 systems. Based on our statistical tests, we can have a 
high degree of confidence that the differences we see in the wages 
of Idaho classified FTEs compared to neighboring states 
represent a reasonable estimate of actual differences. 

Washington and Wyoming comparisons 

To compare annual wages between Idaho, Washington, and 
Wyoming, we first looked at five positions within each state’s 
funding model and then compared two positions outside the 
models. Exhibit 30 shows that, overall, Idaho classified FTEs 
received a lower wage than their counterparts in Wyoming and 
Washington. The one exception is paraprofessionals, who 
received a slightly higher FTE annual wage of $27,462 in Idaho 
compared to $24,831 in Wyoming. 

Most compared 

wages for classified 

FTEs in Washington 

and Wyoming are 

higher than for Idaho 

classified 

employees.  
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Exhibit 30 

Most classified annual wages in Idaho trailed wages 

for similar positions in Wyoming and Washington.  

Source: OPE analysis of data from the departments of education in Idaho, 

Washington, and Wyoming. 
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Wyoming’s FTE annual wages were within $4,000 of Idaho’s for 
three types of employees: paraprofessionals, computer 
technicians, and office support. However, Wyoming’s annual 
wages were markedly higher for maintenance staff and business 
managers. 

Washington’s annual wages were much higher than wages in 
either Idaho or Wyoming. Washington provides more funding 
per classified FTE than Idaho or Wyoming, so it stands to reason 
that wages would be higher.  

In total, the wages received by employees of these five categories 
in Idaho was $241.6 million in the 2021 school year. To get up to 
the same wage levels as Wyoming or Washington for these 
positions, Idaho LEAs would need to spend an additional $20.2 
million and $166.4 million, respectively.  

Exhibit 31 compares FTE annual wages for child nutrition staff 
and bus drivers. Both positions are outside each state’s classified 
funding formula. The federally operated National School Lunch 
Program provides funding for child nutrition staff. LEAs pay for 
bus drivers, who the state then partially reimburses for costs. 
Neither employee type has an allocation formula or base pay 
support given by the state.  

When comparing two positions outside each state’s classified 
employee funding model, Idaho compared better to Wyoming. 
LEAs in Idaho paid higher annual wages for child nutrition staff 
and bus drivers than in Wyoming.   

Exhibit 31 

Bus driver and child nutrition staff annual wages 

were higher in Idaho than Wyoming, though they 

trailed Washington wages. 

Source: OPE analysis of data from the departments of education in Idaho, 

Washington, and Wyoming. 
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National and other neighboring states comparisons 

Using the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment 
Wage Statistics, we estimated comparative annual wages for  
K–12 classified employees in neighboring states and nationally. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics data includes private school data and 
public K–12 schools. Because of the inclusion of private school 
data, BLS data comparisons estimate market rate differences but 
do not represent a direct comparison of state government 
spending.   

Exhibit 32 shows the average FTE annual wage in neighboring 
states and nationally compared to Idaho’s public K–12 classified 
employees.  

Office support personnel 

Utah* 
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$40,440 
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Paraprofessionals 
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Exhibit 32 

Classified employees in Idaho typically receive lower 

wages than similar K–12 employees in neighboring 

states and nationally. 
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Custodians 

Utah* 

$32,110 

$27,010 

$36,420 

$39,100 

$34,860 

Oregon* 

Nevada* 

Montana* 

$28,714 Idaho 

National* 

Bus drivers 

Utah* 
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$36,110 
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$34,921 Idaho 
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Child nutrition staff 
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$30,010 

$28,850 
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$24,097 Idaho 

National* 

$33,170 

$29,890 

*Denotes annual wage is significantly different than Idaho wage at a 95% 

confidence level. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and Bureau of Labor Statistics 

Occupational Employment and Wage Statistics Elementary and Secondary Schools. 

Exhibit 32 continued 

For most positions, classified FTE pay in Idaho was lower than 
the average pay for BLS occupations that contained classified 
positions in neighboring states and nationally. Office support 
personnel were paid significantly more by LEAs in Idaho than in 
Nevada schools, and custodians in Idaho public schools had 
higher wages than their counterparts in Utah schools. 

For most compared 
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and national 

counterparts. 
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Idaho districts bordering Washington had 

higher wages than the rest of the state, 

but still trailed wages at Washington 

border districts.  

In our survey of LEA business managers, several stated that 
competing with Washington wages posed a significant problem 
for hiring and retaining classified staff. As discussed, Washington 
provides more funding for classified positions than Idaho, which 
has translated into higher annual wages for Washington K–12 
classified employees. But these numbers include the western part 
of Washington, which has high cost of living areas such as Seattle 
and drives up the average wage in the state. Even though the 
statewide average in Washington is higher, the average may not 
be reflective of the reality on the Washington and Idaho border.  

Idaho border districts paid more than districts elsewhere in the 
state to get closer to the pay in Washington. However, these 
districts still trailed annual wages of Washington classified 
employees. Exhibit 33 shows the comparisons of Idaho and 
Washington classified annual wages statewide and for those 
districts close to the Idaho-Washington border.  

Location 

2021 

Washington 

average FTE 

wage 

2021 Idaho 

average FTE 

wage 

Difference 

between 

Washington 

and Idaho 

Statewide average 

wage 

$56,377 $33,283 $23,094 

Border district 

average wage 

$49,126 $36,387 $12,739 

Exhibit 33 

Classified FTEs working in Idaho districts along the 

Washington border are paid almost $13,000 less 

than their counterparts in Washington. 

Source: OPE analysis of data from the departments of education in Idaho and 

Washington. 
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Statewide in the 2020-2021 school year, Idaho’s average 
classified FTE annual wage was just over $33,000. For the 18 
districts within 50 miles of a Washington school district, the 
average classified FTE annual wage was higher than the 
statewide average at $36,387.  

There are 19 Washington districts within proximity to an Idaho 
district. The average classified FTE annual wage for these 
districts was $49,126 for the 2020-2021 school year, which was 
below the state’s average classified FTE annual wage of $56,377.  

Idaho districts on the Washington border pay a closer wage to 
Washington border districts than the rest of the state, but a 
substantial gap of 35 percent remains.  

To further illustrate the point, we selected six districts for direct 
comparison. The six districts are three pairs of two, comprised of 
one from Idaho and Washington, which are within close 
proximity to one another and are of similar sizes. The 
comparative school districts all sit within 20 miles of one 
another, making commuting possible and easy for potential 
classified employees.  

We compared FTE annual wages for these districts and students 
per FTE to show the difference between districts directly 
competing from the same employee pool. Exhibit 34 shows that, 
overall, the number of FTE employees in Idaho district was 
similar to that of its Washington counterpart. However, the 
Idaho districts still paid about $11,000 less per classified FTE on 
average.  

The average 

classified FTE wage 

for Idaho districts 

bordering 

Washington was 

$36,387  
in 2021. 

The average 

classified FTE wage 

for Washington 

districts bordering 

Idaho was 

$49,126  
in 2021. 
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District (state) 

2021 Average 

wage per 

classified FTE 

2021 District 

enrollment 

2021 Classified 

FTE count 

Moscow (ID) $39,207 2,302 105.95 

Pullman (WA) $51,446 2,512 103.13 

Post Falls (ID) $34,985 5,883 166.98 

East Valley (WA) $45,669 3,495 173.78 

Lewiston (ID) $37,110 4,443 198.50 

Clarkston (WA) $48,225 2,446 107.43 

Exhibit 34 

Classified wages differ between neighboring 

Washington and Idaho areas that have the same 

regional cost of living. 

Source: OPE analysis of data from the departments of education in Idaho and 

Washington. 
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Idaho districts that border Wyoming pay 

less than bordering Wyoming districts, 

though fewer jobs are available. 

Due to a lack of other state data and differences in funding 
mechanisms, we could not compare classified wages for districts 
along the Idaho borders with Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and 
Utah. We could, however, compare districts along the Idaho-
Wyoming border. 

No respondent to our survey specifically mentioned competing 
with Wyoming classified wages as a challenge for their district. 
This may be due to the lower number of LEAs that sit on the 
Idaho-Wyoming border, along with a greater distance between 
Wyoming and Idaho districts and closer wages between districts 
in both states.  

There are four Idaho districts that sit within 75 miles of two 
Wyoming school districts. The closest two districts, Teton District 
in Idaho and Teton District of Wyoming, sit 32 miles apart. The 
32 miles is further than most Washington-Idaho districts sit from 
one another. 

While classified employees of Wyoming border districts received 
a higher wage than their Idaho counterparts, the difference was 
not as great as between Idaho and Washington border districts. 
The average FTE annual wage of the four Idaho districts 
bordering Wyoming was $32,300 in 2021, compared to $37,000 
for the two Wyoming districts.  

In addition to a closer wage, there were fewer classified positions 
available in bordering Wyoming districts than Washington 
districts. In total, the 19 Washington districts bordering Idaho 
had 2,736 classified FTEs, while the two Wyoming districts that 
border Idaho had 370 FTEs.  

While Idaho and Wyoming districts may compete for the same 
labor, the distance between the districts and the smaller 
difference in FTE annual wage did not create a competitive 
disadvantage for Idaho districts near Wyoming unlike the 
districts on the Washington-Idaho border.  

No respondent to our 

survey specifically 

mentioned 

competing with 

Wyoming classified 

wages as a 

challenge for their 

LEA. 
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6 Policy considerations 

If the Legislature wants to increase classified support given to 
LEAs, the easiest method would be to adjust the two components 
of the state salary-based apportionment formula: the dollar 
amount per allocated classified FTE and the FTE allocation per 
support unit. The Legislature routinely adjusts the dollar amount 
given per allocated classified FTE, though it has not changed FTE 
allocation numbers since the inception of the salary-based 
apportionment formula in 1994.  

LEAs have been operating with unfilled classified positions. 
Using the past FTEs to determine a new allocation formula is 
insufficient because classified positions are unfilled. Further 
study is needed to devise a set of formulas for classified employee 
allocations that are more informed and a better match between 
the formula’s staffing allowances and LEAs’ actual needs.  

However, adjusting the two components of the salary-based 
apportionment formula is not the only way to increase state 
support for classified employees. In this chapter, we discuss 
potential policy considerations should the Legislature choose to 
amend how the state structures classified employees or provide 
more assistance to LEAs. 
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Variables can be added to the classified 

salary-based apportionment formula to 

provide more classified support to LEAs. 

If policymakers wish to make other changes to classified funding 
outside of adjusting the two salary-based apportionment formula 
components, neighboring states and other aspects of Idaho’s 
salary-based apportionment formula can provide guidance. 
Three potential solutions are: 1) to create a new class of classified 
employees, 2) to change the allocation formula to represent the 
needs by classified employee type, and 3) to create adjustment 
variables to the base classified pay. 

Super classified positions 

One challenge LEAs face is paying for high-waged qualifying 
classified employees when the support they receive from the state 
remains at the same level regardless of employee type.  

In the 2021 school year, five qualifying classified positions had at 
least 50 FTEs and an average annual wage of at least twice the 
amount LEAs received per allocated qualifying classified FTE. 
These five positions had 691 FTEs, 11 percent of all qualifying 
classified FTEs in 2021. Exhibit 35 shows the annual wages for 
the five positions compared to the state support given per 
employee. 

In 2021, 5 

qualifying classified 

positions with at 

least 50 FTEs 

statewide had an 

average wage twice 

the state support per 

allocated classified 

FTE. 
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In addition, there were nine qualifying classified positions with 
fewer than 50 FTEs that LEAs paid on average double the 
amount they received per classified FTE. These positions are 
either less frequently used by LEAs, such as public information 
officers (15.41 FTEs) and community resource workers (13.92 
FTEs), or positions that are typically employed as pupil service 
staff if they have the required certification, such as occupational 
therapists (12.77 FTEs) and physical therapists (1.91 FTEs).  

One option to address gaps in qualifying classified wages is to 
separate high-level classified positions from the general classified 
salary-based apportionment formula for classified FTEs. Task 
forces looking at the state education funding formula in 2012 and 
2019 have explored this idea and referred to these positions as 
“super classified” positions. Super classified positions would have 
a separate FTE allocation formula to account for the smaller 
number of positions and would have an accompanying higher 
base allocation.  

Wyoming’s funding model breaks out payments to LEAs by 
employee type. For example, on average, Wyoming LEAs 
received $79,176 per business manager compared to $22,761 for 
the same position in Idaho.  

Exhibit 35 

The state support per classified FTE of $22,761 

covered less than half of the annual wage for five 

qualifying classified positions with at least 50 FTEs 

statewide in 2021. 

Source: Idaho Department of Education data and OPE analysis. 

$20,000 $40,000 $60,000 $80,000 

Building/grounds maintenance supervisor 

Computer technology technician 

Human resources 

IT/data analysis services 

Business managers 

Previous task forces 

looking at the  

salary-based 

apportionment 

formula have 

discussed creating 

“super classified” 

positions to give 

LEAs more funding 

for positions with 

higher wages. 
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If Idaho were to designate 15 percent of allocated qualifying 
classified positions as “super classified” and set the base pay at 
$45,522, then LEAs would receive an additional $24.8 million in 
classified employee support.13, 14  

Employee allocation formula adjustments 

Both Wyoming and Washington’s school funding formulas 
allocate employees by type. This contrasts with Idaho, where all 
qualifying classified FTEs fit within the 0.375 classified 
employees per support unit regardless of role or position.  

Creating a well-designed system for employee allocations could 
better meet the specific needs of LEAs. For example, LEAs with 
more and older buildings could receive additional FTE 
allocations for maintenance and grounds employees. In contrast, 
LEAs with more Title I schools or students with special need 
could receive more FTE allocations for paraprofessionals. LEAs 
with virtual schools could receive more allocations for IT and 
technical classified FTEs while receiving fewer for classifications 
they do not use as much, such as custodial or maintenance FTEs. 

Wyoming and Washington’s classified FTE allocation funding 
formulas can be used as jumping-off points for the state, but 
more work would need to be done to design a system that fits the 
classified needs of LEAs in Idaho.  

Experience, location, and LEA size adjusters for 

wages 

Experience adjusters for state support could include the length of 
employment of an employee or education level. This is the case 
for administrators in Idaho’s salary-based apportionment 
formula for administrators, where the state administrator base 
pay is based on the employee’s experience and education level.  

Wyoming has experience and education adjustors for their 
classified employees. LEAs receive additional state support if 
their business managers hold a bachelor’s degree or above. LEAs 
in Wyoming receive additional state support above a position’s 
base pay for each year a classified employee has worked in the 
state’s education system.  

13.Roughly 15 percent of qualifying classified employees are in positions 

that pay at least twice the state support per classified employee. 

14. The $24.8 million is $20.7 million in wages and $4.1 million in 

employer obligations to PERSI and FICA. 

Creating a super 
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Giving LEAs more support for employees that hold a degree or 
have more experience could help LEAs recruit highly educated 
individuals or retain their current workforce.  

Another option is to adjust classified base support by location, as 
Washington and Wyoming do. Adjusting payments to LEA by 
location would allow LEAs in high cost of living areas, such as the 
Idaho-Washington border, to receive more state support for 
classified wages. Districts on the border would be able to compete 
better with Washington classified employee wages.  

When coupled with breaking out super classified positions, 
adjusting support by LEA size would help account for higher 
wages paid by larger LEAs for supervising or highly technical 
FTEs. Wyoming currently adjusts business manager pay by $4.29 
per LEA average daily membership.  

Adjusting by LEA cost of living and LEA size would help larger 
LEAs in urban areas but would not assist smaller or rural LEAs. 
If implemented, these adjustments would need to be 
accompanied by additional changes to assist smaller LEAs or 
those in lower cost of living areas. 
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State-level change is needed to facilitate 

collaboration among LEAs. 

The study requestor was interested in knowing whether LEAs are 
currently collaborating to share classified employee resources. 
When asked in our survey, 25 percent of respondents said they 
have collaborated with another LEA for services provided by 
classified employees. They listed positions such as business 
managers or IT directors as shared resources in the past, either 
due to emergency arrangements or on a consistent contractual 
basis.  

The proposition was overwhelmingly negative for the remaining 
LEAs who say they do not share resources. Many LEAs claimed 
that the system is not conducive to sharing resources. 
Collaboration was only seen as a temporary fix for the more 
significant issue. Complications for collaboration include the 
distance between districts, particularly rural districts, the need 
for classified staff to work multiple positions, and the lack of 
available classified staff and resources.  

In our 2009 study, Feasibility of School District Consolidation, 
we identified three areas where collaboration among LEAs is 
possible and should be encouraged: purchasing, transportation, 
and professional development.  

Cooperative service agencies in Idaho are already performing 
some of these duties. However, these organizations do not assist 
their members with services typically reserved for classified 
employees. The Canyon-Owyhee School Service Agency (COSSA), 
the longest-running cooperative service agency in the state, 
provides special education, career and technical education, and 
alternative education assistance to its member districts. Another 
cooperative service agency, the Idaho Council of Schools, 
provides consolidated purchasing and insurance options for 
districts.  

Similar education service agencies exist in the neighboring states 
of Utah and Wyoming. Montana has education service agencies 
that provide professional development to instructional staff. 
Nevada does not have regional service agencies. 

Funding of regional collaboration centers should not come at the 
cost of reduced funding for LEAs. Classified employees at smaller 
rural LEAs frequently do the jobs of multiple classified positions, 
and offloading services like business management or IT to 
regional centers does not necessarily mean that LEAs will require 
fewer classified employees.  

The proposition of 

collaboration to 

address classified 

needs was not well 

received by LEAs who 

say they do not 

currently share 

classified resources. 
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Examples of what consolidating classified staff services could 
look like are Oregon’s education service districts (ESD) and 
Washington’s educational service districts. In these two states, 
service districts exist to assist districts with performing high-
technical classified employee work such as financial management 
and IT.  

Oregon’s education service districts 

Oregon has ESDs that assist school districts with services like 
administration, special education, business management, IT 
support, and professional development. Oregon’s ESDs aim to 
consolidate services to make it easier, particularly for smaller 
districts, to provide said services.  

ESDs sit between the state and school district. The underlying 
districts guide the ESD on what services to provide. There are 19 
ESDs in Oregon. On average, each ESD oversees a little over 10 
districts.  

The state of Oregon funds ESDs as part of its K–12 education 
program. The bulk of funding in the state for education, 95.5 
percent, goes toward school districts. The remaining funding 
goes to ESDs. Most of the funds ESDs receive, 90 percent, must 
go to services for its underlying districts, and 10 percent can go to 
ESD administration costs.  

If a district wishes to opt out of its ESD and provide all services 
itself, the ESD passes through funds it receives to the district. 
Additionally, districts may contract with other educational 
support districts if the ESD it sits under does not provide a 
service it wishes to have.  

Washington’s educational service districts 

Washington’s ESD system aims to provide cooperative and 
informational services to local school districts. ESDs can assist 
districts in student learning, student support, and operations. 
Operational support provided by ESDs is based on the region’s 
needs and includes business services, communication support, 
transportation coordination, and information services.  

There are fewer ESDs in Washington than in Oregon, with only 
nine ESDs in the state. Washington’s ESDs work with districts 
and other education providers, such as charter and private 
schools. Washington ESDs service 295 school districts, 16 public 
charter schools, 792 private schools, 7 state-tribal education 
compact schools, and 2 state schools.  
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While ESDs are part of Washington’s core funding program, the 
bulk of funding for services provided by Washington’s ESD 
comes from other sources, such as federal programs and grants 
or selling cooperative services to districts. Washington ESDs are 
more akin to contractual consultants than school districts, 
allowing them to work with LEAs that require their assistance at 
a cost. ESDs primarily provide services to smaller and medium 
sized districts, with larger districts tending to provide services 
themselves. 

In the 2020 school year Washington’s education funding formula 
assigned 76 employees to ESDs and gave $7.9 million. That same 
year, ESDs made $129.8 million by selling cooperative services to 
Washington districts, charter schools, and private schools. Of the 
$129.8 million raised by ESDs for cooperative services, $107.3 
million came from districts. 
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Request for 

evaluation A 
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Scope 

This evaluation will focus on the following objectives:  

Discuss how responsibilities, classifications, and numbers of 
educational support professionals at Idaho schools have 
changed and describe what has driven these changes 

Identify major limitations, shortcomings, or barriers schools 
face with employing or retaining educational support 
professionals 

Analyze the amount spent on educational support 
professionals annually by districts and charter schools, on 
both a total amount and a per support unit basis 

Discuss the changes in state money appropriated per allotted 
educational support professional to changes in the total 
wages received by these professionals over time 

Compare the wages of educational support professionals in 
Idaho’s schools compared to those in neighboring states 
and to similar professions throughout Idaho 

Identify what Idaho and neighboring states have done to stay 
competitive in hiring and retaining educational support 
staff 

B Evaluation scope 
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This evaluation was designed to look at the classified employees 

in K–12 public schools and the ability for LEAs to hire or retain 

classified staff. 

The evaluation approach relied heavily on financial data provided 

by the Idaho Department of Education and a survey sent out to 

business managers at LEAs.  

Survey 

We sent out a survey to all business managers at Idaho LEAs. The 

survey was designed to gain an understanding of the challenges 

LEAs face in terms of classified employees. In the survey, we 

asked business managers questions on what difficulties they face 

when trying to hire or retain classified staff and whether they 

experience classified short staffing or positions going unfilled and 

the effects of unfilled positions.  

Literature and data review  

The department provided us with financial data on LEA 

employee counts and wages as well as state support to LEAs for 

classified employees as part of the salary-based apportionment 

formula. This data was used as the basis for much of the analysis 

in the report. 

For the Washington and Wyoming information in the report, we 

used employee counts and salary data provided by each state’s 

respective department of education. For comparisons to other 

neighboring states and in-state wages, we used Bureau of Labor 

Statistics Occupational Employment Wage Statistics data for 

wage estimates. For further detail on what Bureau of Labor 

Statistics data are used, see appendix D.  

Methodology C 
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Interviews  

We interviewed the following stakeholders about K–12 classified 

employees in Idaho:  

Legislators 

Staff at the Idaho Department of Education 

Staff at the Idaho Board of Education 

Staff at the Idaho School Board Association 

Staff at Idaho Association of School Administrators 

Staff at the Rural Education Association 

Staff at Legislative Services Office of Budget and Policy 

Analysis Division 

In addition, we talked with stakeholders in public K–12 

education in neighboring states to understand their public 

education systems and what classified employee challenges they 

may face. 
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Wages for classified employees in Idaho are listed in full time 
equivalents (FTE) throughout the report and rely on snapshot 
data from the last Friday of September. The snapshot shows the 
number of classified employees and FTEs employed on that date 
and their annual wage. Actual LEA expenditures on classified 
wages will vary from what is reported on the last Friday in 
September as employees leave, are hired, or receive raises 
throughout the course of the year.  

We used Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment 
Wage Statistics data to compare Idaho classified employee wages 
to the wages of similar in-state employees working in other 
sectors and similar employees working in schools in neighboring 
states. Exhibit 36 below shows the North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS) data set used for each BLS 
comparison made in the report.  

D Wage comparisons 

Comparison NAICS number and title 

Idaho all employment 

comparison 

000000 Cross Industry 

Idaho public sector only 

comparison 

99 Federal, State, and Local Government, 

excluding state and local schools and hospitals 

and the U.S. Postal Services (OES Designation) 

Neighboring state K–12 

employment 

611100 Elementary and Secondary Schools* 

Exhibit 36 

Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational 

Employment Wage Statistic data sets. 

*Includes both public and private school data. 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Wage Statistics data. 
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Statistical significance and confidence intervals 

When we reference wage numbers from the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics in the report, we also mention if the BLS wage is 
statistically different from the Idaho wage. BLS relies on survey 
data to come up with wage estimates for positions, and these 
surveys may contain sampling errors since not everyone can be 
surveyed. BLS provides a relative standard error for all wage 
estimates which represents the estimated difference between the 
sample used in the survey and the entire population. Using the 
relative standard error and critical value for a confidence level, 
we can create a confidence interval with the possible ranges of a 
wage at a given confidence level for a position.   

In this report we test all BLS data at a 95 percent confidence 
interval. If an Idaho classified wage falls outside the BLS 
confidence interval, there is a 95 percent chance that the two 
wages are statistically different. If it does not fall outside the 
confidence interval, we cannot be certain at a 95 percent level 
that the two wages are statistically different.  

For example, in 2021, the average annual wage for office support 
personnel in Montana schools was $37,850. The data has a 
relative standard error of 2.6%. The critical value at a 95% 
confidence level is 1.96. To find the confidence interval, you 
multiply the mean wage ($37,850) by the relative standard error 
(2.6%) and the critical value (1.96). This comes out to $1,929. 
You add and subtract $1,929 to $37,850 ($35,921 and $39,779) 
to create the confidence interval of the wage at a 95 percent 
confidence level. Since the actual wage for office support 
personnel in Idaho ($35,774) falls outside the confidence 
interval, we can be certain at a 95 percent level that the average 
annual wage for office support personnel in Montana schools is 
statistically higher than the average annual wage for office 
support personnel in Idaho public schools.  

In-state wage comparisons 

We compared wages of seven different classified employee types 
to similar occupations in Idaho. Several of the seven positions are 
comprised of multiple classified positions. The seven classified 
positions areas were chosen because they all were in the top 20 
classified positions for total number of classified employees, 
number of FTE employees, and total wages. One classified area 
that qualified, paraprofessionals, was not included in the 
comparison due to a lack of comparable non-education position 
in the state. The seven classified employment types and their BLS 
occupation counterparts are listed in exhibit 37. 
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Idaho classified 

employee type 

Idaho classified positions included 

in employee type 
BLS occupation code and position  

Office support 

personnel 

Office support personnel—Building 

Office support personnel—District 

Clerk—Board of trustees 

43-0000 Office and Administrative 

Support Occupations 

Child nutrition staff Child nutrition—Food preparation 

and service 

Child nutrition—Other 

35-2012 Cooks, Institution and 

Cafeteria 

Business managers Business manager/district clerk 11-3031 Financial Managers 

Bus derivers Pupil transportation—School bus 

drivers 

53-3052 Bus Drivers, Transit and 

Intercity 

Custodians Custodian personnel 37-2011 Janitors and Cleaners, 

Except Maids and Housekeeping 

Cleaners 

Buildings/grounds 

maintenance 

personnel 

Buildings/grounds maintenance 

personnel 

49-9071 Maintenance and repair 

workers, general 

Computer 

technicians 

Computer technology technician 15-1232 Computer User Support 

Specialists 

Exhibit 37 

Comparison in-state Bureau of Labor Statistics positions for Idaho 

K–12 public school classified positions. 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Wage Statistics data. 
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Neighboring state wage comparisons 

We compared five classified areas to similar positions in K–12 
schools in neighboring states. The five classified areas were 
chosen because they were within the top 10 of all classified 
positions in total number of classified employees, number of FTE 
employees, and total wages. In addition, the BLS data for wages 
in Idaho for these positions were within 5 percent of the actual 
wages besides bus drivers. Actual wages for Idaho classified 
employees vs Idaho BLS data is in exhibit 38, while The Five 
classified areas, along with what positions they consist of and 
their BLS counterparts, are listed in exhibit 39. 

We did not adjust salaries for cost of living differences between 
the states. For most positions we found no change in results 
when we adjusted for salaries to account for cost of living 
differences. Only for positions in Oregon does adjusting for cost 
of living change the results. In 2021 using Missouri Economic 
Research and Information Center data, Idaho had a higher cost 
of living than Montana, Utah, and Wyoming, as well as the 
national average, and a lower cost of living than Nevada, Oregon, 
and Washington. 

Idaho classified 

employee type 

Actual 

classified FTE 

wage 

Idaho BLS 

average wage* 

Difference, 

percent 

Office support 

personnel 

$35,775 $34,110 4.9% 

Child nutrition staff $25,724 $24,790 3.8% 

Bus drivers $34,921 $31,010 12.6% 

Custodians $28,714 $28,240 1.7% 

Paraprofessionals $27,462 $26,580 3.3% 

Exhibit 38 

Idaho classified wages compared to Bureau of Labor 

Statistics wage data for classified employees. 

*Includes both public and private sector employees working in K–12 schools. 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment  data,  Idaho 

Department of Education data, and OPE analysis. 
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Idaho classified 

employee type 

Idaho classified positions included 

in employee type 
BLS occupation code and position  

Office support 

personnel 

Office support personnel—Building 

Office support personnel—District 

Clerk—Board of trustees 

43-0000 Office and Administrative 

Support Occupations 

Child nutrition staff Child nutrition—Food preparation 

and service 

Child nutrition—Other 

35-2012 Cooks, Institution and 

Cafeteria 

Bus derivers Pupil transportation—School bus 

drivers 

53-3052 Bus Drivers, Transit and 

Intercity 

Custodians Custodian personnel 37-2011 Janitors and Cleaners, 

Except Maids and Housekeeping 

Cleaners 

Paraprofessionals Paraprofessionals 

• ESL/LEP 

• General education 

• Migrant 

• PK General Education 

• PK Special Education 

• Special Education 

• Technology 

• Title I 

 

25-9045 Teaching Assistants, 

Except Postsecondary 

Exhibit 39 

Neighboring state Bureau of Labor Statistics positions compared to 

Idaho K–12 public school classified positions. 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Wage Statistics data. 
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Responses to the 

evaluation 

Both my office and Idaho’s education community are aware of this ongoing issue in our 

districts and have been working with various education stakeholders to find a solution. I 

appreciate the direction this report gives to further this work and improve upon the ideas 

being discussed. 

 —Brad Little, Governor 

I have advocated each year for increased funding to close the gap between the funding 

provided by the state for classified staff and what our school districts and charter schools 

must pay to attract and retain employees. The gap has been widening for some time and 

must be addressed for the sake of Idaho’s schools and students.  

                                                               —Sherri Ybarra,  

                                            Superintendent of Public Instruction 
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