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Request:  Acknowledge receipt of a report from the Oregon Department of Education on the 
2025 Summer Learning grant program. 

Analysis:  The Oregon Department of Education (ODE) submitted a report to the Legislature 
detailing the effectiveness of the 2025 Summer Learning grant program. The agency’s report is 
in response to HB 2007 (2025), which amended the Summer Learning grant program to focus 
on improving reading proficiency rates for Oregon students and required the agency to collect 
and report annually on program outcomes and effectiveness. 

The Legislature funded the Summer Learning grant program in response to the COVID-19 
pandemic, which caused high rates of learning loss across the state. One-time appropriations of 
funding supported summer programs to close proficiency gaps, including $250 million for 2021 
summer programs in SB 5006 (2021), $150 million for 2022 summer programs in HB 5202 (2022), 
and $30.6 million for 2024 summer programs in HB 4082 (2024). To create greater program 
stability and enable advanced planning, HB 5047 (2025) provided an ongoing $35 million 
investment in the Summer Learning grant program, starting in summer 2025. 

In its report, ODE states that 29,739 students participated in the 2025 program, representing 
30 of the state’s 36 counties. A total of 136 grants were distributed to school districts (105), 
charter schools (13), education service districts (15), and Tribal Nations (3) to support 
356 summer programs. The students ranged in grade level, with 54% in grades K-5, 15% in 
grades 6-7, and 31% in grades 9-12+.  

All grantees set one or more goals related to literacy and English language arts. ODE reports that 
74% of grantees met their goals and 24% partially met their goals for a 98% achievement rate. 
This is a 4% increase over the prior year’s program, which reported an 88% achievement rate. 

Approximately 70% of the summer programming hours are aligned with an academic focus. The 
remaining 30% of the programming hours were spent on non-academic enrichment and youth 
development activities, physical activities, or lunch activities.  

Overall, 64% of the grant funding supported direct personnel in the summer programs, but specific 
grantees reported that more than half of their expended funds supported youth development. 
Additionally, HB 2007 (2025) allowed for up to 5% of a grant to cover administrative costs and up 
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to 10% for grantees who entered into a partnership agreement to deliver the program. The 
measure did not define administrative costs other than to exclude transportation costs. ODE 
defined administrative costs as exclusively indirect costs. Other administrative positions, such 
as the principal and office staff, were considered non-direct personnel and excluded from the 
percentage cap. Using the agency’s definitions, the program expenditures show that at least 
three grantees exceeded the allowable administrative cost limit, with one grantee reporting 
that 23% of expended grant funds went toward indirect administrative costs. An additional 
21 grantees claimed non-direct personnel expenses of over 10%, with one grantee reporting 
53% of expended grant funds went toward personnel expenses for “staff who do not work 
directly with students and families but support program administration.” 

Programs such as Summer Learning may warrant a higher level of administrative personnel 
spending in situations where a school is opened exclusively to deliver the program. Adding 
additional expenditure categories may clarify why certain grantees would incur higher non-
direct personnel expenses. Additionally, more consideration should be given to the definition of 
administrative costs to ensure the program is being delivered as intended. 

Recommendation:  The Legislative Fiscal Office recommends the Joint Committee on Ways and 
Means acknowledge receipt of the report. 
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Request: Report on summer learning grant implementation, as required by House Bill 
2007 (2025), by the Oregon Department of Education. 
 
Recommendation: Acknowledge receipt of the report. 
 
Discussion: As required by House Bill 2007 (2025), the Oregon Department of Education 
(ODE) submitted a report on the implementation of the summer learning grant program 
in the summer of 2025. ODE awarded nearly $32 million in grants to 133 grantees that 
provided 356 programs serving nearly 30,000 students statewide. Grant award amounts 
ranged from more than $10,000 to $1 million, based on the estimated number of 
students served by each award. 
 
Key findings from the report include: 
 

• Academic Outcomes: Literacy was the primary academic focus of summer 
programs. All grantees set at least one literacy goal, and 77 percent of students 
maintained or improved literacy skills. 78 percent of high school student-serving 
grantees offered credit recovery, with nearly 80 percent of students attempting 
credit recovery earning credit. 

 
• Program Design and Staffing: Programs delivered a mix of academics, 

enrichment, and youth development, with over 50 percent of total programming 
hours devoted to academic instruction. Most programs met the required 80 
hours of programming, and students averaged 71 hours of participation. Staffing 
ratios averaged one instructional staff member (including only licensed 
educators and instructional assistants) for every five to six students.  

 
• Equity and Access: Programs prioritized enrollment of students with academic 

need. Compared to the statewide K-12 population, participation rates in summer 
programs were greater for students experiencing poverty, students experiencing 
disability, and students reading below grade level. Supports provided for 
students included meals (90 percent of programs), transportation (74 percent), 
and accommodations for students experiencing disabilities (66 percent).  

 
• Student Experience: Over 80 percent of surveyed students reported positive 

perceptions of summer programs overall, and over 90 percent reported programs 
as welcoming, safe, and supportive. 

 
Next Steps: ODE plans to apply lessons learned from summer 2025 to future grant 
cycles. Planned changes include moving from single to multi-year awards starting in 
2026 to ensure stable funding and expanding partnerships with Tribes. Summer 
learning will continue to align with statewide priorities such as early literacy, student 
engagement and belonging, and accountability. 
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The Honorable Senator Kate Lieber, Co-Chair 
The Honorable Representative Tawna Sanchez, Co-Chair  
Joint Committee on Ways and Means 
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Salem OR 97301 
 
Dear Senator Lieber and Representative Sanchez, 
 
 
Nature of the Request 
 
The Oregon Department of Education (ODE) respectfully asks you to accept this Letter of 
Request related to the Summer Learning report required under House Bill 2007 (2025). The 
Summer Learning report compiles information submitted by grantees on program 
effectiveness, including changes in student academic outcomes, successful strategies and areas 
for improvement, credits earned by participating students when applicable, and how grant 
funds were expended. As modified by statute, the Summer Learning Grant program is focused 
on improving reading proficiency for Oregon’s kindergarten through grade 12 students. ODE 
prepares annual summary reports based on grantee submissions and provides them to the Joint 
Committee on Ways and Means Subcommittee on Education by the required statutory 
deadlines.  
 
 
Agency Action 
 
ODE intends to provide a written report by the required February 15, 2026, statutory deadline, 
and if requested, provide public testimony related to this legislation and report findings.  
 
 
Action Requested 
 
The agency is requesting acknowledgement of the report when submitted.  
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Executive Summary 
The 2025 State Summer Learning Grant represents the first full summer of implementation under HB 2007 (2025). 

Administered by the Oregon Department of Education (ODE), the grant provided $35 million for summer 2025 to 

support in-person, evidence-based summer programming, with a primary focus on literacy acceleration for 

students reading below grade level.  

Despite a compressed implementation timeline, summer learning expanded substantially in 2025. The number of 

funded grantees more than doubled from the prior year (from 64 to 133), and the number of programs offered 

increased from 197 to 356. Programs served a total of 29,739 students statewide, with participation intentionally 

expanded for Tribes, rural communities and smaller districts to ensure equitable representation across Oregon 

communities. 

Key Findings 
To what extent did participating students achieve program academic goals? 

➜ Literacy was the primary academic focus, consistent with HB 2007. All grantees had at least one academic

goal that was literacy related.

➜ Based on grantee-reported goal attainment, 98% of the 326 English Language Arts (ELA) goals were

reported as met or partially met, reflecting improvement over the prior year.

➜ Goals were developmentally aligned. Elementary programs prioritized foundational reading skills

grounded in Science of Reading principles and ODE’s Early Literacy Framework. Middle and high school

programs built on this foundation by strengthening reading comprehension, complex text analysis, and

writing, showing continuity of literacy development across the K-12 continuum.

➜ Programs used evidence-based instructional practices, including standards-aligned curriculum, small-

group instruction, formative assessment, explicit skill instruction, and project-based learning.

➜ Summer programs supported on-time graduation. Nearly 80% of grantees serving high school students

offered credit recovery, up from the prior year.

➜ Credit recovery supported students' path to graduation: Nearly 80% of students attempting credit

recovery earned credit. Overall, students earned more than 6,100 credits, primarily in core academic

content areas.

What mix of academic instruction, enrichment, and youth development 
activities did programs provide? 

➜ Programs offered a balanced mix of academics, enrichment, and youth development, with nearly all

providing literacy and academic enrichment alongside well-rounded activities such as arts, physical

activity, and social-emotional learning.

➜ Program schedules intentionally balanced instruction and enrichment, with just over half of total hours

devoted to academics (including nearly one-third to literacy) and the remainder supporting enrichment,

youth development, and integrated learning experiences.

➜ Enrichment activities were used to reinforce academic goals, most often through project-based, hands-

on learning that embedded literacy and academic skills within real-world contexts.

https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2025R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2007
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➜ Career-connected learning was offered in about 30% of secondary programs, with these opportunities

concentrated more heavily in high school than in middle school programs.

➜ Roughly one in three summer programs supported key grade-level transitions, including kindergarten,

middle school, and high school entry.

To what extent did summer learning programs reach diverse student populations 
and reduce opportunity gaps? 

➜ Summer learning programs successfully prioritized enrollment of students below grade-level in ELA

proficiency and achieved higher-than-average participation among key focal student groups1 statewide.

➜ Programs reduced key barriers to participation, with 90% providing meals or snacks, 74% offering

transportation, and 66% providing accommodations and supports for students experiencing disabilities.

➜ HB 2007 funding expanded equitable access statewide, with programs operating in 30 of Oregon’s 36

counties, concentrated in rural and town communities, and awards to school districts closely mirroring the

statewide distribution of districts by size.

To what extent did students perceive that their summer programs supported 
belonging, safety, and well-being? 

➜ Students reported highly positive learning environments, with more than 90% describing programs as

welcoming, safe, and respectful, and over 80% expressing overall satisfaction.

➜ Strong relationships, hands-on learning, and opportunities for student voice and choice were commonly

cited as supporting engagement, belonging, and sustained participation.

How well did summer learning programs leverage partnerships, staffing, and 
professional development to support students and meet dosage requirements? 

➜ Community partnerships acted as a force multiplier, expanding learning time and settings, bringing in

complementary skills and experiences, and enabling programs to deliver academic and enrichment

opportunities that go beyond what any one system could provide alone.

➜ Grantees partnered with 551 youth serving entities, including community-based organizations, libraries,

parks and recreation departments, higher education, and cultural institutions, creating a statewide

network that broadened access and localizing programming to reflect community strengths.

➜ Programs were staffed to support small-group instruction, averaging approximately one instructional staff

member for every five to six students.

➜ Most grantees (72%) provided professional development aligned with instructional quality, student

needs, and culturally responsive practices.

➜ State Summer Learning Grant programs largely met legislative expectations for structured, continuous

programming, with most programs (98.6%) achieving the required instructional dosage (80+ hours) and

nearly two-thirds of students attending at least 60 hours of programming.

1 Focal student groups include the following student groups: American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black/African American, 

Hispanic/Latino, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Multi-racial in addition to students not proficient in ELA, experiencing 

poverty, experiencing houselessness, experiencing disabilities, in Migrant Education Programs, and students who are English 

Language Learners. 
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Lessons Learned 
▢ State Summer Learning Grant programs are delivering measurable academic returns for students with

the greatest need.

The 2025 State Summer Learning Grant reached 29,739 students statewide. Among participating

programs:

➜ 98% of literacy goals were met or partially met;

➜ 77% of students maintained or improved literacy skills; and

➜ 6,120 academic credits were earned through credit recovery.

Importantly, programs successfully targeted students who needed support most: 76.5% of participants 

were not proficient in ELA compared to 57% statewide. This confirms that summer learning is functioning 

as an academic acceleration strategy, not a general enrichment program.  

▢ Strong outcomes are driven by evidence-based instructional practices and sufficient learning time.

Across the state, programs implemented a shared instructional approach grounded in research including:

➜ Standards-aligned materials;

➜ Small-group and explicit instruction;

➜ On-going formative assessment; and

➜ Project-based, hands-on learning.

These practices were paired with meaningful dosage: students averaged 71 hours of participation. 

▢ Engagement, belonging, and enrichment strengthen, not replace, academic learning.

Programs balanced literacy and core academics with enrichment and youth development. Roughly:

➜ 52% of total program hours were focused on academic instruction;

➜ 18% of total program hours were academics integrated with enrichment;

➜ 17% of total program hours were focused on enrichment/youth development; and

➜ 13% of total program hours supported meals, physical activity, and social needs.

This model aligns with national research showing that student engagement and belonging are 

prerequisites for learning. Over 90% of students reported feeling safe, respected, and supported, and 

82% said the program improved their confidence.  

▢ Summer learning is strengthening Oregon’s educational ecosystem.

Grantees averaged four community partners, expanding local capacity and enriching instruction. Programs

operated in 30 of 36 counties, with the majority in rural and town communities. This demonstrates that

the grant is not only improving outcomes; it is also building a strong statewide learning ecosystem that

connects schools, families, and communities year round.
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Next Steps 
Apply lessons learned from Summer 2025 to launch a strong 2026-2028 cohort. 
Insights from Summer 2025, including implementation data, grantee feedback, and statewide engagement 

sessions, and early, collaborative, partnerships with Tribes, are directly informing the design of the 2026-2028 

State Summer Learning Grant cohort. This next phase reflects what communities consistently shared they need 

most: stable, multi-year funding and the time to plan, strengthen, and continuously deepen their programming. 

Beginning in 2026, ODE will transition to multi-year awards with earlier notification and a longer planning ramp-

up, allowing programs to move beyond short-term cycles and into sustained, high-quality implementation. 

Funding will be right-sized based on local context, ensuring awards are aligned to program scope, staffing capacity, 

and evidence-based practices. 

Together, these shifts will strengthen program quality, support workforce stability, deepen school and community 

partnerships, and expand authentic partnerships with Tribes, creating space to learn from Tribal communities and 

honor culturally sustaining approaches while aligning summer learning more intentionally with school-year goals.  

Deepen alignment with statewide priorities. 
Summer learning will continue to be intentionally aligned with Oregon’s broader education priorities, including 

early literacy, student engagement and belonging, and accountability efforts. This alignment will strengthen 

connections between summer programs and early literacy initiatives such as the use of high-quality instructional 

materials, tutoring and research-aligned practices. Partnerships with Tribes will further strengthen this work by 

honoring culturally sustaining approaches and expanding learning opportunities in Tribal communities. 

Establish an Expanded Learning Advisory Committee. 
ODE will launch an Expanded Learning Advisory Committee to support the next phase of policy and system 

development. This group will include representation from school districts, community-based organizations, Tribes, 

and other partners, and will provide guidance on program quality, evaluation, partnerships, and long-term 

sustainability ensuring that policy decisions remain grounded in practice, research, and the lived experiences of 

students, families, and communities across Oregon. 

Closing 
The 2025 State Summer Learning Grant demonstrates that strategic, evidence-based summer learning is a 

powerful driver of student success by accelerating literacy, supporting on-time graduation, and closing opportunity 

gaps for students who have historically been furthest from opportunity. Building on the foundation established 

through HB 4082 (2024), Oregon has turned this investment into a statewide, accountable system that is already 

producing measurable results while also expanding access to and partnership with Tribal communities across the 

state.  

In just one summer under HB 2007, Oregon served nearly 30,000 students, strengthened literacy for students 

reading below grade level, helped learners earn more than 6,100 credits toward graduation, and intentionally 

reached youth who are facing academic, economic, and systemic barriers. These outcomes show that summer 

learning is not an add-on to the school year, but an essential part of Oregon’s educational ecosystem. With stable 

funding and aligned measurement systems, the state is now positioned to move from promising evidence to 

sustained, long-term impact. Continued investment in summer learning is not only justified; it is a proven, 

accountable strategy that delivers measurable returns for students, communities, and the state. 
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Introduction 
Summer learning is a well-established, evidence-based approach for supporting student academic progress and 

overall development. Research shows that high-quality summer programs not only improve academic outcomes 

but also strengthen students’ social and emotional well-being. Effective programs emphasize strong relationships 

between students and adults, provide engaging, hands-on learning experiences, and help students maintain a 

meaningful connection to learning outside the traditional school year. 

Recognizing these benefits, Oregon has made strategic investments in summer learning as part of its broader 

expanded learning ecosystem, including through House Bill (HB) 4082 (2024). Building on this foundation,  

HB 2007 (2025) stabilized and expanded the state’s commitment to summer learning by providing predictable 

funding, supporting earlier program planning, and encouraging partnerships that increase local capacity to deliver 

high-quality summer programming. 

The 2025 State Summer Learning Grant cycle was implemented on an unusually accelerated timeline. HB 2007 was 

signed into law on April 23, 2025, and the Oregon Department of Education (ODE) released the grant application 

just six days later on April 29. Applications were due by May 12, leaving less than three weeks for planning, hiring 

staff, developing partnerships, and designing programs with new requirements that differed significantly from the 

prior year under HB 4082 (2024). Despite these constraints, participation expanded substantially: the number of 

grantees more than doubled from 64 to 133, and the number of programs increased from 197 to 356. While 

overall student participation remained similar to 2024, this reflects the intentional expansion of funding to Tribes, 

rural communities, and smaller districts, where program enrollment is smaller by design and responsive to local 

context. Taken together, these investments demonstrate Oregon’s continued commitment to equitable, statewide 

access to high-quality summer learning. 

This report examines the implementation of the 2025 State Summer Learning Grant authorized under HB 2007 

and administered by ODE. It describes how grantees across the state designed and delivered summer learning 

programs and assesses progress toward the legislation’s core objectives: accelerating academic growth, fostering 

positive youth development and engagement, and ensuring equitable access to high-quality programming. 

Findings are based on data submitted by 1322 of 133 grantees and address key questions tied to the grant goals 

and requirements. 

House Bill 2007 Purpose and Goals 
HB 2007 (2025) established summer learning as a core component of Oregon’s educational ecosystem. It is 

designed to accelerate student learning, strengthen engagement, and reduce persistent opportunity gaps through 

a coordinated, evidence-based statewide approach. The legislation moves summer learning beyond isolated local 

programs toward a shared framework for quality, accountability, and continuous improvement. 

To achieve this vision, HB 2007 is anchored in three integrated goals that define high-quality summer learning 

across Oregon: 

1) Advance academic learning by providing high-quality, evidence-based instruction that improves literacy

proficiency and supports broader academic growth.

2 One grantee had not submitted data at the time of reporting. 

https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2024R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB4082/Enrolled
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2025R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2007
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2) Support positive youth development and engagement by pairing enrichment with infused literacy

supports to accelerate learning while fostering curiosity, belonging, and well-being.

3) Ensure equitable access and outreach by removing barriers to participation and engaging families as

partners in student success.

HB 2007 provides $35 million annually to school districts, education service districts (ESDs), charter schools, and 

federally recognized Tribes to deliver evidence-based instruction and enrichment, with a primary focus on 

improving literacy outcomes. Grantees are expected to prioritize standards-aligned literacy instruction for students 

reading below grade level and can integrate enrichment activities that reinforce academic learning. Programs are 

also expected to use culturally and linguistically responsive practices that support student engagement and 

strengthen school-family connections. 

Program Requirements 
School districts, charter schools, ESDs, and Tribal Nations participating in the 2025 State Summer Learning Grant 

were required to adhere to the following criteria: 

✓ Align programming to the three goals of the grant, with a primary focus on accelerating academic growth

in literacy and supporting other identified academic needs (e.g., math, science, credit recovery);

✓ Prioritize students not yet reading at grade level, based on local data and Oregon’s English Language Arts

(ELA) standards;

✓ Deliver at least 80 continuous hours of in-person summer programming for each cohort of students

served;

✓ Encourage regular and sustained student attendance;

✓ Establish partnerships with at least one external youth-serving entity; and

✓ Provide in-person services as the primary mode of program delivery.

To learn more about the specific program requirements, eligible entities, and other programmatic details, please 

see the 2025 State Summer Learning Grant Program Parameters. 

Data Sources 
To meet the reporting requirements of HB 2007, the Oregon Department of Education (ODE) identified a set of key 

data elements aligned to the legislation’s goals and continuous improvement priorities. Findings in this report are 

drawn on two primary data sources: 

▢ Grantee implementation data comes from required 2025 State Summer Learning Grant Final Reports,

submitted mid-November 2025. These reports document program design and delivery, student

characteristics, enrollment and attendance, credit attainment, and progress toward academic goals.

Grantees also described instructional approaches, including project-based learning, culturally responsive

practices, and supports for students experiencing disabilities. Detailed grantee-level data are available in

the 2025 State Summer Learning Grant Detailed Grantee Data Report.

▢ Student experience data comes from the 2025 Student Voice Summer Survey, administered between

June and September 2025. A total of 8,234 Oregon students entering grades 3-12 provided feedback on

their summer learning experiences across all 2025 programs, including those funded by the State Summer

https://odemail-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/ode_summerlearning_ode_oregon_gov/IQDPbhy_fFI4R4uRAtdfEYF2AYy6dBn8i4v_WQU8tphnPKY?e=tBKsY6
https://www.oregon.gov/ode/schools-and-districts/grants/Pages/Summer%20Learning/State-Summer-Learning-Grants.aspx#:~:text=State%20Summer%20Learning%20Grant%20Implementation%20Reports
https://www.oregon.gov/ode/schools-and-districts/pages/surveys.aspx#:~:text=to%20March%2C%20annually-,Student%20Voice%20Summer%C2%A0Survey,-The%20Student%20Voice
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Learning Grant and federal 21st Century Community Learning Centers (Title IV-B) funds. Summary findings 

from the student survey are included in this report, with additional details available in a supplemental 

2025 Student Voice Summer Survey Report. 

2025 Grantees and Students Served 

The 2025 State Summer Learning Grantees consisted of 105 school districts, 13 charter schools, 15 

ESDs, and 3 Tribal Nations across Oregon. Together, grantees implemented 356 summer programs that 

served a total of 29,739 students. 

In 2025, the State Summer Learning Grant was awarded to 133 grantees (including three consortia), representing 

136 implementing school districts, ESDs, charter schools, and federally recognized Tribes across Oregon. 

Together, these entities implemented 356 summer programs statewide. A complete list of participating entities 

and their distribution by ESD can be found in Appendix B of this report. 

Figure 1. Map of 2025 State Summer Learning Grantees 

https://www.oregon.gov/ode/schools-and-districts/grants/Pages/Summer%20Learning/State-Summer-Learning-Grants.aspx#:~:text=Student%20Voice%20Summer%20Survey%20Reports
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Programs served a total of 29,739 students, with individual grantees serving between 7 and 1,544 participants. 

Most participants were elementary school3 students (54%), followed by high school (31%) and middle school 

(15%) students. The distribution of programs and participants reflects a mix of program sizes and geographic 

contexts across Oregon. 

Figure 2. Total Students Served by Grade Level in 2025-26 School Year 

3 For the purpose of this report, grade bands are defined as follows: elementary school (ES) includes incoming Kindergarten 

through 5th grade students, middle school (MS) includes 6th through 8th grade students, and high school (HS) includes 9th 

through exiting 12th grade students. Secondary refers to 6th through exiting 12th grade students. 
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Key Findings: Academic Outcomes 
To what extent did participating students meet or exceed 
program academic goals? 

Academic Outcome Data Collection and Reporting 
Academic goals and outcomes reporting reflected the diverse program models, timelines, and student populations 

served by grantees. Some programs articulated specific, measurable goals tied to identified assessments, while 

others emphasized broader instructional priorities and described progress in more general terms. Grantees also 

noted that implementation conditions, such as attendance variability, staffing availability, and program length, 

shaped both program delivery and the outcomes that could be documented. These factors are common in short-

term, high-intensity summer programs. 

For additional details on how academic goals, targets, and outcome measures were defined, collected, and 

analyzed, see Appendix A: Outcome Data Collection and Reporting. 

Consistent with HB 2007, the State Summer Learning Grant prioritizes evidence-based literacy instruction, 

particularly for students reading below grade level. Accordingly, 2025 State Summer Learning grantees were 

required to establish clear, measurable academic goals aligned to state academic standards, with a primary 

emphasis on literacy outcomes within the grade levels served (elementary, middle, and high school). Grantees 

collectively set a total of 444 academic goals. 

All grantees established at least one literacy/English Language Arts (ELA) goal in alignment with grant 

requirements. Grantees also had the option to identify additional academic goals for their summer programs. 

More than one-quarter (28%) of grantees selected credit recovery as an additional goal, followed by mathematics 

(20.5%) and science goals (8.3%). 

Figure 3. Percentage of Grantee Goals by Academic Content Area 

Literacy Goal Attainment 

Key Finding: Of the 326 goals set for literacy/ELA across grantees, 98% of academic goals were 

reported to be either met (74%) or partially met (24%), representing an improvement from 2024, 

when 88% of ELA goals were reported as met or partially met. 



2025 State Summer Learning Grant - HB 2007 Final Legislative Report 12 

In addition to reporting the extent to which they met their academic goals4, grantees were required to report 

specific student outcomes aligned to their academic goals. The most common measure (used to measure 256 

performance outcomes) was the percentage of students who maintained their performance level, demonstrated 

growth, or met established targets. Analysis of reported outcomes indicates that an average of 77%5 of students 

maintained or grew their level of performance. These results indicate meaningful progress in ELA outcomes, with 

high levels of goal attainment and most students demonstrating maintenance or growth aligned to program goals. 

Figure 4. Extent to Which Grantees Met Literacy/English Language Arts (ELA) Goals 

98% of literacy/ELA goals were reported to be either met (74%) or partially met (24%). 

Outcomes measured a range of core literacy components aligned to ODE’s Early Literacy Framework, including 

phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. At the elementary level (PreK-5), 

grantees primarily targeted Reading Foundational Skills, which accounted for nearly 79% of elementary ELA 

goals. This emphasis reflects HB 2007’s focus on early literacy and students reading below grade level and 

demonstrates developmentally appropriate goal setting aligned with Science of Reading principles, which identify 

phonological awareness, phonics, and decoding as essential for building fluent readers. 

At the secondary level, ELA goals shifted toward Reading Literature and Reading Informational Text, emphasizing 

comprehension, analysis, and engagement with increasingly complex texts. Writing-related goals were also more 

prevalent in middle and high school programs. Overall, the progression reflects developmentally appropriate 

expectations, with a focus on foundational reading in elementary grades and increasing emphasis on 

comprehension, analysis, and writing as students advance. 

4 The extent to which academic goals were met (categorized as completely, mostly, partially, or not at all), reflects grantee-

reported goal attainment determinations informed by available program data. Grantees were asked to review their available 

data and assess the degree to which each academic goal was achieved. 
5 Because this figure is based on program-reported outcome percentages rather than student level data, the remaining 

percentage should not be interpreted as students experiencing academic decline; instead, it reflects variation in local 

measurement approaches as well as students without measurable change or incomplete outcome data. 
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Approximately three-quarters of students reported on the Student Voice Summer Survey that their 

summer program helped them better understand what they read and improved their reading and 

writing skills. 

Incoming Kindergarten students at Seaside SD practicing their reading 

and writing skills in the 2025 summer learning program. 

Grantees were asked to describe how they used evidence-based curriculum, instructional strategies, and research-

aligned practices to support student growth. A review of narrative responses identified a consistent set of 

commonly used strategies across programs, including:  

✓ Standards-aligned curriculum and instructional materials;

✓ Formative assessment and ongoing progress monitoring;

✓ Small group instruction;

✓ Explicit instruction of academic skills;

✓ Hands-on project-based learning; and

✓ Structured opportunities for collaborative learning and academic discussion.

Overall, these strategies reflect research-aligned conditions for learning acceleration. In addition, they reflect 

instructional approaches designed to focus on essential skills, respond to student needs, and reinforce learning 

through application.  

Math and Science Goal Attainment 

Key Finding: Grantees who included mathematics and science goals also reported notable 

improvements. 
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Although mathematics and science goals were optional under the grant, grantees that elected to include them 

generally reported strong levels of goal attainment. Of the 43 mathematics goals set, 79% were reported as mostly 

or completely met, 19% were partially met, and fewer than 3% were not met. Similarly, among the 17 science 

goals, 88% were reported as mostly or completely met, 12% partially met, with no goals reported as not met. 

Credit Recovery Outcomes 

Key Finding: Summer programs provided meaningful academic support for students needing 

additional opportunities to remain on track for graduation. 

A David Douglas SD graduate, supported by 

summer credit recovery, proudly shows off their diploma. 

Many high school programs incorporated credit recovery opportunities to support students who were behind in 

earning credits toward graduation. Among grantees serving high school students, 78% offered credit recovery, up 

from 65% in the prior year. This growth suggests expanded uptake of credit recovery strategies aligned with 

legislative intent.  

Across programs, students earned 6,120.8 credits, primarily in core academic areas required for graduation. 

Credits earned were concentrated in English Language Arts and math, with additional gains in science and social 

science, underscoring a strong focus on coursework directly tied to graduation requirements. 

Table 1. Total Credits Earned by Academic Content Area 

Academic Content Area Credits Earned 

English Lang. Arts 1,631.1 

Math 1,520.7 

Science 987.2 

Social Science 745.1 

Elective 568.9 

Health 354.2 

Art 108.8 

CTE 103.8 

Physical Education 87.5 

Foreign Language 13.5 

Total Credits 6,120.8 
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Program outcomes further suggest strong implementation. All grantees offering credit recovery reported that 

students earned credits over the summer6. On average, 78.5% of students who attempted to earn credit were 

successful, earning at least 0.125 credits.  

Nearly nine in ten grantees (87.5%) reported that most (50%+) participating students earned credit, including 

58% of grantees with credit-earning rates of 80% or higher. 

Figure 5. Total Grantees by Percent of Students who Earned Credits 

Taken together, these findings indicate that HB 2007 investments in credit recovery are producing meaningful, 

measurable academic outcomes. 

6 72 grantees provided credit data at the student level. 
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Key Findings: Academic and Enrichment 
Activities 
What mix of academic instruction, enrichment, and 
youth development activities did programs provide? 

Key Finding: Overall, programs demonstrated strong alignment with high-quality summer learning 

practices and grant requirements by focusing on literacy, and pairing academics with well-

rounded, healthy lifestyle, and developmentally appropriate enrichment activities across grade 

levels. 

Across grade levels, most programs offered activities aligned with high-quality summer learning. Nearly all 

programs provided academic enrichment or support (95%) and literacy activities (93.8%), reflecting the grant’s 

emphasis on standards-aligned instruction and literacy improvement. Literacy activities were most common in 

elementary and middle school programs and remained prevalent at the high school level, where literacy 

instruction was often embedded within credit recovery coursework7. 

Well-rounded education activities8, including arts, STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Math), physical 

activity, and social-emotional learning were widely offered (84%) and 80% of programs incorporated healthy and 

active lifestyle activities, particularly at the elementary and middle school levels. STEM activities were offered by 

63% of programs and were most common in middle school, while career readiness and technology education 

increased at higher grade levels, with nearly 40% of high school programs offering career readiness activities.  

These results indicate that generally, grantees implemented programming consistent with State Summer Learning 

Grant requirements by focusing on literacy and pairing academic support with enrichment and engagement 

opportunities tailored to student age and need. 

Table 2. Total Programs that Offered Activity Categories by Grade Level 

Activity Category 
% of K-5 

Programs 
% of 6-8 

Programs 
% of 9-12+ 
Programs 

% of All 
Programs 

Literacy Education 97.1% 96.0% 84.9% 93.8% 

Science, Tech, Engineering, Math (STEM) 67.8% 76.7% 54.8% 62.6% 

Academic Enrichment & Support 93.8% 95.3% 96.6% 95.2% 

Telecoms & Technology Education 11.5% 20.7% 19.2% 15.6% 

Career Readiness 9.6% 24.7% 39.7% 22.1% 

Well-Rounded Education Activities 90.4% 90.7% 76.0% 83.6% 

Healthy, Active Lifestyle 89.9% 89.3% 67.8% 79.6% 

7 Since many high school programs focused on credit recovery, where literacy instruction is often embedded within 

coursework, they may not have reported these activities separately as a distinct literacy activity. 
8 Program Activity Category and Type descriptions can be found in Appendix D: Program Activity Descriptions. 
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Grantees were asked how enrichment activities were used to support literacy goals in order to better understand 

instructional design and implementation. Review of narrative responses indicates that enrichment activities were 

most often used as vehicles for academic learning rather than as stand-alone experiences. Grantees frequently 

described literacy-embedded enrichment, authentic use of academic language, project- and inquiry-based 

learning, structured opportunities for academic discussion, and intentional development of background 

knowledge across content areas. These findings indicate that programs leveraged enrichment domains such as 

STEM, arts, and career exploration to support academic goals through integrated, evidence-based instructional 

practices. 

Grantee Spotlight: Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde 

Students participating in Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde programming engaged in a variety of activities 

grounded in cultural teachings and ways of knowing and being, while also supporting academic growth across 

multiple subject areas, including literacy. The Tribe’s literacy specialist collaborated with the youth enrichment 

team to provide targeted interventions such as a book club, semi-structured reading time, and library- and 

classroom-based activities. These efforts not only supported literacy development but also strengthened students’ 

connections to community and cultural identity. 

The community’s commitment to literacy has led to the creation of several books developed by Tribal members 

and illustrated with community artwork. These books are written in Chinuk Wawa (also known as Chinook Jargon) 

- the official language of the Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde - and translated into English, making them

accessible to all community members through the education program, which also operates the community library. 

Additionally, these books have been shared beyond the community through the Tribe’s membership in the 

Chemeketa Cooperative Regional Library Service, extending the reach of Grand Ronde literacy efforts beyond the 

reservation. 

Balance of Academic Instruction and Enrichment Activities 
The number of activity areas offered by each program was examined to assess program breadth. Results indicate 

that 82% of programs offered activities across four or more of the seven activity categories (see Table 2. Total 

Programs that Offered Activity Categories by Grade Level above). Approximately 11% of programs offered 

activities in only one or two areas. When academic-related activities were grouped into a single category and all 

other activities (such as social-emotional learning, career readiness, and recreational activities) were grouped into 

a second category, 89% (313) of programs were found to offer a blend of both types. These patterns further 

support the finding that most programs delivered a broad mix of academic and enrichment activities, consistent 

with engaging, high-quality summer learning experiences. 

Table 3. Total Programs that Offered Multiple Categories of Activities 

Categories Offered # of Programs % of Programs 

One 8 2.2% 

Two 31 8.7% 

Three 27 7.6% 

Four 81 22.8% 

Five 142 39.9% 

Six 39 11.0% 

All Categories 28 7.9% 

https://www.grandronde.org/culture-history/chinuk-wawa-language/#:~:text=Chinuk%20Wawa%2C%20also%20known%20as%20Chinook%20Jargon
https://www.grandronde.org/culture-history/chinuk-wawa-language/#:~:text=Enjoy%20this%20playlist%20of%20videos%20of%20books%20read%20aloud%20from%20the%20Chinuk%20Wawa%20Education%20Program.
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In addition to activity types, program balance was assessed by examining the distribution of program hours. 

Across all programs, 33,382 hours of programming were reported. Academic instruction accounted for just over 

half of the total hours, including 29.6% devoted to literacy and 22.5% to general academic instruction. This 

means that in a typical summer program day consisting of approximately 5 total hours, 1.5 hours were devoted to 

literacy and just over 1 hour to other academics. Integrated academic enrichment activities, such as project-based 

learning, comprised of about 50 minutes, and enrichment/youth development activities made up approximately 

55 minutes. The remaining 40 minutes were allocated to non-instructional activities, including lunch and physical 

activity, which support students’ physical needs and provide breaks within the program day. Overall, the 

distribution of hours reflects a balance between academic instruction and enrichment, which is consistent with HB 

2007’s goals of supporting academic growth while allowing enrichment activities to improve student academic 

outcomes. 

Figure 6. Total Hours of Programming Offered by Focus Area 

Key Finding: Summer learning programs most commonly provided project- and inquiry-based 

learning, math support, and tutoring as part of their academic enrichment and support offerings, 

with secondary programs more likely to include social science content and study skills. 
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Knappa SD students share the project-based learning 

products made during their 2025 summer program with their class. 

Beyond literacy and STEM-related activities, programs offered a variety of additional academic and enrichment 

supports. Project- or inquiry-based activities were offered by 56% of programs, while math support was 

provided by 53%. Tutoring (41%) and place-based learning (37%) were more common in elementary and middle 

school programs than in high school programs, reflecting a focus on individualized and contextualized learning in 

earlier grades. Social science enrichment was offered by 27% of programs, and study skills by 23%. These activities 

were more frequently reported in secondary programs, indicating a developmentally appropriate emphasis on 

content-specific learning and skill-building as students advance through grade levels. 

Table 4. Total Programs that Offered Academic Support Activities by Grade Level 

Academic Support 
Activity Type 

% of K 
Programs 

% of 1-5 
Programs 

% of 6-8 
Programs 

% of 9-12+ 
Programs 

Project/Inquiry-based Learning 50.0% 60.5% 77.6% 57.9% 

Place-based Learning 29.8% 41.0% 53.1% 34.3% 

Multilingual Learning 25.5% 26.7% 30.8% 23.6% 

Math Support 48.9% 54.9% 64.3% 56.4% 

Social Sciences 14.9% 22.1% 34.3% 38.6% 

Tutoring 40.4% 47.2% 53.1% 42.9% 

Study Skills 7.4% 14.9% 28.7% 35.7% 

Key Finding: Social-emotional learning and youth development were common across all grades, 

with expanded offerings in mental health, leadership, cultural programming, and community 

engagement at the secondary level. 
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Within the Well-Rounded Education Activity area, social-emotional learning was one of the most common activity 

types across grade spans. Overall, 70% of programs offered social-emotional learning, with offerings declining as 

grade spans increased. Youth development and well-being supports were common across programs, with general 

youth development activities reported by 58% of programs and mental health and well-being supports reported 

by 41% of programs.  

Arts-based activities were also widely offered, with 64% of programs reporting art programming. Participation 

exceeded 75% in elementary and middle school programs and declined to 46% at the high school level. Cultural 

programs and music, dance, and theater activities were reported by one third and one quarter of programs, 

respectively. Leadership or mentoring and community service activities were less common overall (about 20%), 

with opportunities increasing in secondary programs. 

Table 5. Total Programs that Offered Well-Rounded Education Activities by Grade Level 

Well-Rounded Education 
Activity Type 

% of K 
Programs 

% of 1-5 
Programs 

% of 6-8 
Programs 

% of 9-12+ 
Programs 

Art 71.2% 76.4% 77.3% 46.2% 

Community Service 3.8% 19.2% 29.3% 22.1% 

Cultural Programs 11.5% 35.1% 48.7% 34.5% 

Leadership/ Mentoring 1.9% 14.4% 28.7% 28.5% 

Music/ Dance/ Theater 25.0% 29.3% 33.3% 23.4% 

Social Emotional Learning 82.7% 78.8% 77.3% 60.7% 

Mental Health & Well-Being Support 32.7% 43.8% 48.0% 39.3% 

General Youth Development 38.5% 58.7% 68.0% 62.1% 

Over 82% of students reported that participation in their summer program positively 

supported their sense of self. 

“I just want to say thank you so much for helping me, it makes me feel so good about myself and I feel 

like I have done a lot to stay focused.” - Response from the Student Voice Summer Survey

Scio SD students building connection and confidence as they rehearse for the fairytale-themed 

original musical performed for their families at the end-of-summer program 2025 showcase. 
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Key Finding: About 30% of secondary programs offered career connected learning, with these 

opportunities concentrated more heavily in high school than in middle school programs. 

Oregon’s Career Connected Learning framework outlines key career readiness and development experiences (i.e., 

career awareness, exploration, preparation, and training) that connect learning to real-world academic and 

workforce expectations. Through the State Summer Learning Grant, grantees leveraged funding to embed these 

college and career readiness experiences into summer programming, supporting students in developing both 

academic and workplace skills.  

Across secondary programs, career and technical education (CTE) or career connected learning opportunities 

were offered by about 3 in 10 programs. Internships and apprenticeships were less common overall but were 

more prevalent in high school programs (17%) than in middle school programs (6%). Similarly, entrepreneurship 

activities were more likely to be offered in high school programs (8%) compared to middle school programs (3%). 

These results show greater emphasis on applied and work-based learning opportunities as students advance 

toward graduation. 

Table 6. Total Programs that Offered Career Readiness Activities by Grade Level 

Career Readiness Activity Type 
% of 6-8 

Programs 
% of 9-12+ 
Programs 

CTE & Career Connected Learning 23.3% 37.9% 

Internships/ Apprenticeship 6.0% 17.2% 

Entrepreneurship 3.3% 8.3% 

Key Finding: About one-third of State Summer Learning Grant programs supported key grade-level 

transitions, including entry into kindergarten, middle school, and high school. 

Grade-level transitions represent key points in students’ educational pathways. State Summer Learning Grant 

programs were able to offer targeted supports for students entering kindergarten, middle school, high school, and 

postsecondary settings. 

Among the 356 State Summer Learning Grant programs: 

✓ 39% of elementary serving programs (209) included kindergarten transition activities;

✓ 34% of middle school serving programs (151) included middle school transition activities; and

✓ 34% of high school serving programs (146) included high school transition activities.

These findings indicate that a substantial share of programs intentionally supported students during critical 

transition periods. 

https://www.oregon.gov/ode/learning-options/cte/careerareas/pages/default.aspx
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Grantee Spotlights: Snapshots of Literacy and Academic Skill 

Development Embedded into Enrichment Experiences 

Astoria SD’s middle school program embedded literacy instruction within a science enrichment unit by anchoring 

learning around a shared nonfiction text focused on marine life and ecosystems. Students built background 

knowledge and domain-specific vocabulary through guided reading, discussion, and explicit vocabulary 

instruction, complemented by hands-on enrichment activities such as fish printing, sand dollar art, and shark 

dissection. These content-rich experiences reinforced background knowledge, strengthened comprehension, and 

supported College and Career Readiness Anchor Standards for Reading (Integration of Knowledge and Ideas) and 

Language (Vocabulary Acquisition and Use). 

Astoria SD student shows off the fish print they made 

during the 2025 middle school summer learning program. 

Canby SD intentionally designed enrichment activities at both the elementary and middle school levels to support 

informational reading and expository writing aligned with state ELA standards and program literacy goals. The 

Early Literacy Program worked in partnership with a culturally responsive community-based organization to offer 

STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Art, Math) enrichment activities to support grade-level literacy themes. 

Students engaged in research-based projects and authored informational texts, including student-created books 

that were published and distributed to families. The Adelante Academy middle school program focused on cultural 

enrichment, with students reading informational texts and conducting investigations connected to the arts, 

geography, and history, which culminated in expository writing tasks. Together, these programs embedded 

reading, writing, listening, and speaking within authentic enrichment contexts, demonstrating how different 

enrichment domains can serve as vehicles for developing informational literacy skills aligned with academic goals. 
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Key Findings: Equitable Access and Outreach 

To what extent did summer learning programs reach 
diverse student populations and reduce opportunity gaps 
across program types and contexts? 
A core goal of HB 2007 is to ensure that summer learning opportunities reach students with the greatest academic 

need. Without intentional targeting and support, students facing academic, economic, disability-related, or other 

barriers are less likely to participate in summer programs. For this reason, it is important to examine which 

students are being served, how well programs reduce common barriers such as transportation and access to 

services, and whether programs are reaching communities equitably across the state, particularly in Oregon’s 

many rural counties. 

Targeting Students with Academic Need and Participation of 
Focal Student Groups 

Key Finding: Summer learning programs successfully targeted and enrolled students with 

demonstrated academic need. 

Participation rates for focal student groups in summer 2025 programs exceeded statewide averages, indicating 

that programs broadened access to summer learning opportunities for students across a range of backgrounds 

and experiences.  

Compared to their representation in the overall statewide K-12 population, participation rates in 2025 summer 

programs were:  

➜ 4.6% greater for students experiencing disability;

➜ 13.4% greater for English Language Learners;

➜ 15% greater for students experiencing poverty;

➜ 17.9% greater for Hispanic/Latino students; and

➜ 19.5% greater for students not yet proficient in ELA, indicating successful targeting of students with

academic need.

A detailed comparison of focal student group participation and statewide averages by grade band can be found in 

Appendix C: Supplemental Data. 
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Figure 7. Demographics of Students Served Compared to All Students Statewide by Student Group 

*Student group data is based on the total students who attended and had matching data in the 2024-25 school year.

*Students are considered proficient in ELA if they score a 3 or 4 on the state ELA assessment taken in grades 3-8 and 11.

Student ELA proficiency data is based on the total students with reportable ELA assessment data in the 2024-25 school year.

Figure 8. Demographics of Students Served Compared to All Students Statewide by Race/Ethnicity

*Race/ethnicity data is based on the total students who attended and had matching data in the 2024-25 or 25-26 school year.
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Reducing Barriers and Promising Equity Practices 

Key Finding: By addressing nutrition, transportation, and individualized accommodations, grantees 

reduced participation barriers and promoted equitable access. 

Programs were expected to reduce barriers by offering basic access supports such as meals, snacks, and 

transportation, alongside targeted accommodations and services tailored to student needs. 

Additional Services Offered 
Among the 354 programs reporting: 

✓ 90% provided meals and snacks; and

✓ 73% offered transportation to and from program sites.

Table 7. Total Programs that Offered Additional Services by Grade Level 

Additional Service Offered 
% of K-5 

Programs 
% of 6-8 and 

9-12+ Programs
% of All 

Programs 

Meals/ Snacks 93.8% 88.2% 89.8% 

Transportation To/ From Program Site 77.4% 70.2% 73.1% 

These supports helped address common logistical barriers that can limit participation. 

Accommodations Provided for Students Experiencing Disabilities 
Programs provided targeted accommodations and supports for students experiencing disabilities. Grantees 

reported a range of staffing, instructional, and assistive supports to meet diverse student needs, including:  

➜ 1,878 students experiencing disabilities were offered modified activities to support equitable 
participation;

➜ 600 instructional assistants and 109 nurses provided support for student learning, health, and 

supervision needs;

➜ 1,804 students experiencing disabilities were provided with transportation to and from program 
sites;

➜ 560 transportation and/or mobility services were provided to support on-site access; and

➜ 1,103 students were provided with assistive devices and/or technology.

Beyond universal access supports, grantee responses highlight promising practices in culturally responsive 

programming and individualized supports that reduced participation barriers for students experiencing disabilities 

and other priority populations. Programs emphasized proactive communication with families, flexible participation 

structures, and intentional staffing models that reflected student cultural and linguistic backgrounds. Many 

grantees adapted activities to ensure full participation, incorporated sensory-friendly environments, and 

leveraged instructional assistants, nurses, and assistive technologies to meet diverse learning and health needs. 
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Program Reach and Geographic Equity 

Key Finding: The State Summer Learning Grant supported equitable access to summer learning by 

reaching communities statewide. 

State Summer Learning Grant programs varied in size, governance, and geographic reach, and served communities 

across the state. School districts were the most common grantee type, accounting for just over three-quarters of 

programs (78%), followed by ESDs (11%), charter schools (9%), and Tribal entities (2%). School district grantees 

closely mirrored the statewide distribution of districts by size, as shown in the table below. 

Table 8. Distribution of School District Grantees by Size Compared to All Districts Statewide 

District Size 
Total 

Students 
# District 
Grantees 

# Districts 
Statewide 

% District 
Grantees 

% Districts 
Statewide 

Small ≤ 2,500 66 148 62.9% 75.1% 

Medium 2,501-9,999 31 40 29.5% 20.3% 

Large ≥ 10,000 8 9 7.6% 4.6% 

Total 105 197 100% 100% 

Programs operated in 30 out of 36 counties statewide and were implemented across a range of community 

contexts. Most programs were located in rural9 (38%) and town (34%) settings, followed by city (16%) and 

suburban (12%) areas. Overall, these findings indicate that the grant supported equitable access to summer 

learning opportunities across diverse Oregon communities. 

Table 9. Distribution of Grantees by Locale Compared to All Eligible Entities Statewide 

Geographic 
Locale 

# of 
Grantees 

# of Eligible 
Entities 

% of 
Grantees 

% of Eligible 
Entities 

Rural 52 158 39.1% 49.1% 

Town 45 76 33.8% 23.6% 

Suburban 16 44 12.0% 13.7% 

City 20 44 15.0% 13.7% 

Total 133* 322 100% 100% 
*Tribes are excluded from this data as geographic locale data is not available.

9 See Appendix E for geographic locale definitions and additional information. 
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Key Findings: Student Perceptions and 
Engagement 
To what extent did students perceive that their summer 
programs supported belonging, safety, and well-being? 

Key Finding: Student feedback indicates that summer learning programs were strongest in 

fostering respectful, safe, and supportive environments, with high overall satisfaction among 

participants. 

As part of the State Summer Learning Grant, grantees administered the Student Voice Summer Survey to gather 

feedback on students’ summer learning experiences. Between June and September 2025, 8,234 Oregon students 

entering grades 3-12 shared perspectives on the programs they attended. Results indicate high levels of 

agreement across key dimensions of student experience, particularly those related to climate, safety, and support. 

Students reported the strongest perceptions of their summer programs in relation to a respectful and inclusive 

climate (93.6%), personal safety (93.4%), and the extent to which programs were supportive (91.5%) and 

welcoming (90.8%). Overall satisfaction with the program was also strong, with 80.3% of students reporting 

positive perceptions. Additional details on the findings from the student survey are available from the  

2025 Student Voice Summer Survey Report. 

Figure 9. Student Agreement with Top Five Survey Dimensions 

“This has been a very wonderful experience. I have never been to summer school before this, so I am 

so grateful to the teachers for organizing summer school the way that they did this year and I am also 

really thankful they put in the effort that they did to make us feel safe and have real conversations 

with us, and for being so kind to us.” - Response from the Student Voice Summer Survey

https://www.oregon.gov/ode/schools-and-districts/grants/Pages/Summer%20Learning/State-Summer-Learning-Grants.aspx#:~:text=Student%20Voice%20Summer%20Survey%20Reports
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Key Findings: Program Quality and 
Implementation 
How well did summer learning programs leverage 
partnerships, staffing, and professional development to 
support students and meet dosage requirements? 
Dosage and Attendance Requirements 

Key Finding: Most summer programs (98.6%) met the 80-hour requirement, and nearly two-thirds 

of participating students attended at least 60 hours of programming. 

The State Summer Learning Grant is intended to ensure continuity in learning and access to structured educational 

enrichment during the summer through in-person programming. Funded programs were required to operate for a 

minimum of 80 hours with a consistent group of students, with flexibility to meet this requirement through either 

half-day or full-day schedules. 

In Summer 2025, 356 summer learning programs operated statewide, with program start dates ranging from May 

27 to August 18. On average, programs offered 94 hours of programming and operated for approximately four 

weeks, with program duration ranging from one to eleven weeks. Among the 286 core programs10, 98.6% met or 

exceeded the 80-hour minimum requirement, demonstrating strong alignment with legislative expectations for 

program dosage and continuity. 

Consistent with the grant’s emphasis on structured, continuous programming rather than drop-in services, student 

participation reflected sustained engagement across the summer. Of the approximately 24,800 participating 

students for which attendance data was provided11, 43% attended 80 or more hours, 21% attended 60-79 hours, 

and 36% attended fewer than 60 hours. On average, students participated in 71 hours of summer learning, which 

indicates meaningful exposure to instructional and enrichment activities. 

To better understand how these outcomes along with the student engagement outcomes described in the 

previous section were achieved, qualitative data were reviewed to identify common program features associated 

with student engagement. Grantees described relationship-centered programming, hands-on and experiential 

learning, and opportunities for student choice and voice as central to program design. Program administrators 

frequently cited high levels of engagement when activities were interactive, project-based, or connected to real-

world contexts, including enrichment experiences such as STEM challenges, arts integration, outdoor learning, 

and culturally relevant activities. Smaller group settings, supported by relatively low student-to staff ratios and 

consistent staffing, and intentional relationship-building between staff and students were also reported as 

critical to fostering a sense of belonging and sustained participation.

10 Kindergarten Transition programs that were implemented as supplemental components to core K-12 summer learning 

programs that met all legislative requirements (including the 80-hour minimum) were excluded from this analysis. Four core 

high school credit recovery programs operated under scheduling constraints and were unable to meet the 80-hour minimum. 
11 Grantees were not required to report total hours of participation for students in high school credit recovery programs. 

Instead, they were required to report the number of credits earned. 
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Seaside SD students explore marine life, circle around a jellyfish, and conduct an experiment during outdoor 

inquiry-based and project-based lessons during their 2025 summer program. 

North Clackamas SD students exploring STEM through a robotics lesson during their 2025 summer program. 

Staffing and Staff-to-Student Ratios 

Key Finding: Summer learning programs combined licensed educators with instructional supports, 

partner staff, and volunteers to meet program needs. 

Programs were staffed by a total of 6,627 full-time equivalent (FTE) personnel. Grantees collaborated with 

licensed educators, classified instructional assistants (IAs), classified staff, district administrators, partner entity 

staff, and volunteers to deliver programming. 
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Table 10. Total Program Staff FTE by Staff Type 

Staff Type 
Total FTE for 
All Programs 

Average % FTE 
Per Program 

Licensed Educators 2,439.7 40.3% 

Classified IAs 1,686.5 22.9% 

Classified Staff 571.1 9.3% 

District Administrators 345.1 8.8% 

Partner Entity Staff 853.4 12.5% 

Volunteers 288.5 3.1% 

Other 442.2 3.1% 

Total Staff 6,626.6 100% 

On average, programs averaged one instructional staff member (including only licensed educators and 

instructional assistants) for every 5-6 students. This ratio indicates that summer programs generally operated 

with relatively small student-to-staff groupings, allowing for close supervision, individualized support, and more 

consistent student engagement. These conditions are particularly important for academic support and social-

emotional learning. 

Oregon City SD program staff providing small group 

literacy instruction during their 2025 summer program. 

Professional Development and Training 

Key Finding: Nearly three-quarters of grantees provided professional learning for summer staff, 

using the summer program as a strategic opportunity to strengthen literacy instruction, build 

instructional coherence, and develop educator leadership across the system. 



2025 State Summer Learning Grant - HB 2007 Final Legislative Report 31 

A total of 95 of the 133 grantees (72%) provided professional learning opportunities and training to 3,867 summer 

learning staff (approximately 58% of total staff). These efforts extended beyond the basic program orientation 

and focused on strengthening instructional practice, collaboration, and alignment across grade levels. 

Professional learning commonly included: 

✓ Literacy focused training aligned to the Science of Reading, including foundational skills, comprehension

strategies, and use of standards-aligned instructional materials.

✓ Educator collaboration and co-planning, allowing educators to analyze student needs, align instruction,

and share effective practices across sites and grade levels.

✓ Cross-grade articulation between elementary, middle, and high school programs, to support continuity in

literacy development and academic expectations.

✓ Data-informed instructional planning, including the use of formative assessments and progress

monitoring to adjust instruction.

✓ Leadership development, with several programs led or co-lead by aspiring principals, instructional

coaches, and educator leaders, demonstrating summer learning as a pipeline for future school leaders.

Table 11. Total Program Staff Trained by Staff Type 

Staff Type  
Total # 
Trained 

 % 
Trained 

Average # Trained 
per Grantee 

Licensed Staff 1,689 43.7% 18 

Classified IAs 1,259 32.5% 13 

Partner Entity Staff 353 9.1% 4 

District Admin 135 3.5% 1 

Volunteers 158 4.1% 2 

Other 274 7.1% 3 

Total 3,868 100% 41 

Partnerships and Collaborative Practices 

Key Finding: State Summer Learning programs leveraged a range of community partnerships that 

functioned as a force multiplier. They expanded program capacity, deepened content relevance, 

and increased access to quality learning experiences. 

Partnerships are a core design feature of high-quality summer learning because they connect students to real-

world learning environments, trusted community institutions, and culturally responsive supports that schools 

cannot provide alone. Through partnerships with organizations such as libraries, museums, parks and recreation 

programs, cultural centers, higher education institutions, Tribes, and community-based organizations (CBOs), 

programs are able to extend learning beyond the classroom, strengthen student engagement, and build bridges 

between schools, families, and communities. 

Grantees were required to partner with at least one entity to provide summer learning programming. By far, most 

partnerships were with nonprofits and CBOs (49%). Programs also partnered with local service districts, such as 

libraries and parks and recreation programs (16%), school systems including districts and ESDs (17%), local 

government (6%), and higher education (5%), further enriching the learning experiences provided to students. 
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Figure 10. Total Partnerships by Entity Type 

Across grantee narratives, partner collaborations were described as locally grounded and implementation-

focused, expanding access to enrichment experiences, culturally responsive programming, and place-based 

learning. Altogether, these findings reflect how grantees leveraged local assets to support high-quality summer 

learning aligned with HB 2007 goals. 

Grantee Spotlight: David Douglas SD 

David Douglas School District leveraged State Summer Learning Grant funding to deliver robust, 

student-centered high school programming that supported successful transitions into high school 

and strengthened academic confidence for 438 students. Designed with both academic readiness 

and social-emotional development in mind, the program emphasized early connection, integrated 

learning, and meaningful partnerships. 

The district collaborated with eight community and education partners, including Immigrant and Refugee 

Community Organization (IRCO), Schools Uniting Neighborhoods (SUN), College Bound, and the Oregon 

Museum of Science and Industry (OMSI). These partnerships expanded learning beyond the classroom, 

providing students with culturally responsive supports, enrichment experiences, and exposure to 

postsecondary pathways. Community-based learning opportunities, such as field experiences and 

project-based activities, reinforced real-world relevance and student engagement. 

“One of the best parts of Summer Bridge was getting to meet my teachers and new classmates before 

school started. It made me feel way more comfortable walking into high school on the first day. I liked 

how we did projects that mixed reading, writing, and science - it wasn’t just worksheets, it actually helped 

me see how everything connects. We did a field trip to the community center and practiced interviewing 

people, which helped my confidence with speaking and writing. The teachers were really supportive and 

gave good feedback on how to organize my writing and understand harder readings. I also liked that we 

had time to set goals for the year and talk about what it means to be on track. Overall, it made me feel 

prepared, like I already belong here.” - Incoming Ninth Grade Student in David Douglas SD
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Lessons Learned and Next Steps 

Lessons Learned 
▢ State Summer Learning Grant programs are delivering measurable academic returns for students with

the greatest need.

The 2025 State Summer Learning Grant reached 29,739 students statewide. Among participating

programs:

➜ 98% of literacy goals were met or partially met;

➜ 77% of students maintained or improved literacy skills;

➜ 6,120 academic credits were earned through credit recovery; and

➜ Nearly 80% of students attempting credit recovery earned credit.

Importantly, programs successfully targeted students who needed support most: 76.5% of participants 

were not proficient in ELA compared to 57% statewide. This confirms that summer learning is functioning 

as an academic acceleration strategy, not a general enrichment program.  

▢ Strong outcomes are driven by evidence-based instructional practices and sufficient learning time.

Across the state, programs implemented a shared instructional approach grounded in research including:

➜ Standards-aligned materials;

➜ Small-group and explicit instruction;

➜ On-going formative assessment; and

➜ Project-based, hands-on learning.

These practices were paired with meaningful dosage: students averaged 71 hours of participation. 

Analyses show that literacy goal attainment is associated with instructional time and participation, 

reinforcing that both quality and dosage matter. 

▢ Engagement, belonging, and enrichment strengthen, not replace, academic learning.

Programs balanced literacy and core academics with enrichment and youth development. Roughly:

➜ 52% of total program hours were focused on academic instruction;

➜ 18% of total program hours were academics integrated with enrichment;

➜ 17% of total program hours were focused on enrichment/youth development; and

➜ 13% of total program hours supported meals, physical activity, and social needs.

This model aligns with national research showing that student engagement and belonging are 

prerequisites for learning. Over 90% of students reported feeling safe, respected, and supported, and 

82% said the program improved their confidence.  

▢ Summer learning is strengthening Oregon’s educational ecosystem.

Grantees averaged four community partners, expanding local capacity and enriching instruction. Programs

operated in 30 of 36 counties, with the majority in rural and town communities. This demonstrates that

the grant is not only improving outcomes; it is also building a strong statewide learning ecosystem that

connects schools, families, and communities year round.
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Next Steps 
Apply lessons learned from Summer 2025 to launch a strong 2026-2028 cohort. 
Insights from Summer 2025, including implementation data, grantee feedback, and statewide engagement 

sessions, and early, collaborative, partnerships with Tribes, are directly informing the design of the 2026-2028 

State Summer Learning Grant cohort. This next phase reflects what communities consistently shared they need 

most: stable, multi-year funding and the time to plan, strengthen, and continuously deepen their programming. 

Beginning in 2026, ODE will transition to multi-year awards with earlier notification and a longer planning ramp-

up, allowing programs to move beyond short-term cycles and into sustained, high-quality implementation. 

Funding will be right-sized based on local context, ensuring awards are aligned to program scope, staffing capacity, 

and evidence-based practices. 

Together, these shifts will strengthen program quality, support workforce stability, deepen school and community 

partnerships, and expand authentic partnerships with Tribes, creating space to learn from Tribal communities and 

honor culturally sustaining approaches while aligning summer learning more intentionally with school-year goals.  

Deepen alignment with statewide priorities. 
Summer learning will continue to be intentionally aligned with Oregon’s broader education priorities, including 

early literacy, student engagement and belonging, and accountability efforts. This alignment will strengthen 

connections between summer programs and early literacy initiatives such as the use of high-quality instructional 

materials, tutoring and research-aligned practices. Partnerships with Tribes will further strengthen this work by 

honoring culturally sustaining approaches and expanding learning opportunities in Tribal communities. 

Establish an Expanded Learning Advisory Committee. 
ODE will launch an Expanded Learning Advisory Committee to support the next phase of policy and system 

development. This group will include representation from Tribes, school districts, community-based organizations, 

and other partners, and will provide guidance on program quality, evaluation, partnerships, and long-term 

sustainability ensuring that policy decisions remain grounded in practice, research, and the lived experiences of 

students, families, and communities across Oregon. 

Closing 
The 2025 State Summer Learning Grant demonstrates that strategic, evidence-based summer learning is a 

powerful driver of student success by accelerating literacy, supporting on-time graduation, and closing opportunity 

gaps for students who have historically been furthest from opportunity. Building on the foundation established 

through HB 4082 (2024), Oregon has turned this investment into a statewide, accountable system that is already 

producing measurable results while also expanding access to and partnership with Tribal communities across the 

state.  

In just one summer under HB 2007, Oregon served nearly 30,000 students, helped learners earn more than 6,100 

credits toward graduation, strengthened literacy for students reading below grade level, and intentionally reached 

youth facing academic, economic, and systemic barriers. Just as importantly, the state has built a delivery model 

that connects schools, community partners, families, and local leaders into a unified ecosystem of support, 

recognizing no single system can meet the full range of students’ needs on its own.  
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These outcomes show that summer learning is not an add-on to the school year, but an essential part of Oregon’s 

educational ecosystem. With stable funding and aligned measurement systems, the state is now positioned to 

move from promising evidence to sustained, long-term impact. Continued investment in summer learning is not 

only justified; it is a proven, accountable strategy that delivers measurable returns for students, communities, 

and the state. 
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Appendices 
Appendix A: Outcome Data Collection and Reporting 
Academic goals and reported outcomes reflected the diverse contexts, program models, and student populations 

served by Summer Learning grantees. Grantees demonstrated a range of approaches to academic goal setting and 

outcome measurement which highlights both flexibility in local implementation and opportunities to strengthen 

consistency and comparability across the statewide system.    

Academic Goals and Targets 
A content review of grantees’ academic goals showed variation in how goals were described and connected to 

program instruction. In many cases, goals were clearly specified and tied to measurable benchmarks (for example, 

a defined proportion of regularly attending students expected to meet a particular assessment threshold). Other 

goals focused on broader instructional priorities, such as foundational literacy development, rather than a single 

specific measure. 

Grantees used different methods to define which students were included in their goals and reported outcomes, 

such as focusing on regularly attending students, all enrolled students, or students participating in credit recovery. 

In some cases, grantees adjusted their goals during implementation to better match program conditions and 

emerging needs; for example, shifting from broad academic growth goals to preventing summer learning loss, or 

narrowing the focus to students with consistent attendance. These adjustments reflect programs responding to 

changing needs. 

Measured Outcomes and Data Use 
Reported academic outcomes similarly reflected a range of measurement strategies aligned with local program 

design. Some grantees emphasized narrative descriptions of student progress, while others reported multiple 

quantitative indicators, including assessment scores, rubric-based ratings, and performance measures such as 

words correct per minute or letter-naming fluency for early learners. 

Grantees also differed in how data were collected and used over the grant period. Some programs were able to 

implement pre- and post-assessments to examine growth over time, while others used the Summer Learning 

Grant as an opportunity to establish baseline data to inform future programming. When implementation 

conditions changed, such as difficulty administering a planned assessment, grantees sometimes substituted 

alternative measures (for example, switching from one literacy assessment to another) and adjusted reported 

outcomes accordingly. 

Grantees also reported using a wide range of assessment and instructional tools, with a strong concentration in 

literacy screening and progress monitoring measures. The most frequently used assessments were DIBELS (23 

grantees), STAR Assessments (15), and i-Ready (14) which are well-established, standardized tools to measure 

reading and early literacy skills. Several additional literacy-focused screeners and curricula, such as Acadience, 

FastBridge, Lexia, and REWARDS, were used by smaller numbers of programs. A more limited number of grantees 

reported using math or multi-subject assessment tools (e.g., MAP Growth, ALEKS, IXL), while only a handful used 

college- and career-related assessments or certifications, such as the ACT. Overall, the distribution is consistent 

with academic goals set as they were heavily weighted toward literacy. 
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Table 12. Frequency of Assessment and Instructional Tools Used by Grantees 

Assessment Name # of Grantees 

DIBELS (Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills) 23 

Star Assessments 15 

i-Ready Learning 14 

MAP (Measures of Academic Progress) Growth 5 

Acadience Learning 4 

Fastbridge Literacy Screener 4 

REWARDS (Explicit, Short-Term Reading Intervention) 4 

EasyCBM (Curriculum Based Measurement) 3 

IXL Learning 3 

Accelerate Education 2 

ACT (American College Testing) Assessment 2 

ALEKS (Assessment and Learning in Knowledge Spaces) 2 

Lexia Learning 2 

RACE (Restate, Answer, Cite, Explain) Strategy Rubric 2 

Achieve3000 Literacy 1 

APEX (Advanced Placement Experience) Learning 1 

BPST (Basic Phonics Skills Test) Phonics 1 

CORE (Consortium on Reading Excellence) Phonics Survey 1 

Fundations Curriculum 1 

Invention Project STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Math) Curriculum 1 

Kindergarten Readiness Assessment (KRA) 1 

Quick Phonics Screener (QPS) 1 

Read 180 Intervention Curriculum 1 

Read Naturally 1 

Savvas Learning Company 1 

UFLI (University of Florida Literacy Initiative) Foundations Toolbox 1 

Implementation Factors Affecting Results 
Approximately 40 percent of reported outcomes were described by grantees in relation to implementation 

conditions that may have influenced results, including: 

✓ Student attendance variability;

✓ Staffing availability; and

✓ Program dosage (total hours or weeks).

Grantees noted that these factors influenced the extent to which planned targets could be realized, even when 

instructional strategies were well aligned with program goals. These observations highlight the importance of 

aligning academic goals with program scope, intensity, and operational conditions, as well as the value of data 

systems that allow programs to monitor participation and outcomes together. 
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Alignment with State Board-Approved Interim Assessments 
Some of the most frequently used academic outcome measures reported by grantees, Star Assessments, i-Ready, 

and MAP Growth, are also State Board of Education approved interim assessments for statewide use. This 

alignment strengthens the comparability and future scalability of summer learning data, as these same measures 

will be used by districts during the coming school years, enabling Oregon to more directly connect summer 

participation with school-year growth and achievement. 

Opportunities for Improvement 
To strengthen the validity, comparability, and long-term utility of outcome data, the following next steps are 

recommended: 

Encourage clear, measurable program-level goals aligned with program model. 
Program-specific goals allow for meaningful comparisons across different models (e.g., half day vs. full day 

programs, etc.) and help identify which approaches are most effective. 

Support the use of shared outcome measures statewide. 
As state interim assessments become available, they can serve as a useful statewide indicator for tracking student 

academic outcomes (e.g., fall-to-spring performance). This will improve comparability and reduce ambiguity in 

interpreting results. 

Examine outcomes by level of participation. 
Disaggregating outcomes by attendance or hours will allow programs to better understand how dosage relates to 

effectiveness. 

Strengthen technical assistance and data systems. 
Ongoing professional learning and streamlined data systems that integrate participation and outcome data will 

support more consistent reporting and statewide learning. 
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Appendix B: 2025 State Summer Learning Grantees 
Table 13. 2025 State Summer Learning Grantee Distribution by ESD 

ESD 
ID ESD Name 

School District 
Grantees 

Charter School 
Grantees 

ESD 
Grantees 

Total 
Grantees 

1902 Clackamas ESD 7 - 1 8 

2223 Columbia Gorge ESD 3 1 1 5 

1980 Douglas ESD 9 1 1 11 

2007 Grant ESD 2 - 1 3 

2013 Harney ESD Region XVII 1 1 - 2 

1975 High Desert ESD 1 2 1 4 

2200 InterMountain ESD 10 - 1 11 

2049 Jefferson ESD 1 - 1 2 

2058 Lake ESD 2 - - 2 

2064 Lane ESD 11 2 1 14 

2098 Linn Benton Lincoln ESD 7 1 - 8 

2106 Malheur ESD Region 14 1 - 1 2 

2148 Multnomah ESD 6 2 1 9 

2004 North Central ESD 1 - 1 2 

2230 Northwest Regional ESD 15 - 1 16 

1949 South Coast ESD 5 - 1 6 

2025 Southern Oregon ESD 11 2 1 14 

2117 Willamette ESD 12 1 1 14 

- Tribal Nations - - - 3 

Total Grantees 105 13 15 136 

Table 14. 2025 State Summer Learning Grantees by Entity Type 

Entity Name Entity Type 
Final Grant 

Award 

North Wasco County SD Consortium Consortium $445,000 

North Wasco County SD 21 School District $415,000 

Mosier Community School Charter School $30,000 

High Desert ESD Consortium Consortium $80,000 

High Desert ESD ESD $60,000 

Jefferson ESD ESD $20,000 

North Central ESD Consortium Consortium $44,318 

North Central ESD ESD $14,318 

Spray SD 1 School District $30,000 

Burns Paiute Tribe Tribe $80,000 

Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde Tribe $80,000 

The Klamath Tribes Tribe $80,000 

Clackamas ESD ESD $60,000 

Columbia Gorge ESD ESD $40,000 

Douglas ESD ESD $59,204 
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Entity Name Entity Type 
Final Grant 

Award 

Grant ESD ESD $20,000 

InterMountain ESD ESD $58,396 

Lane ESD ESD $60,000 

Malheur ESD ESD $35,262 

Multnomah ESD ESD $78,406 

Northwest Regional ESD ESD $63,638 

South Coast ESD ESD $40,505 

Southern Oregon ESD ESD $60,000 

Willamette ESD ESD $80,000 

Astoria SD 1 School District $262,000 

Banks SD 13 School District $163,000 

Bend-LaPine Administrative SD 1 School District $101,115 

Bethel SD 52 School District $739,000 

Blachly SD 90 School District $60,000 

Butte Falls SD 91 School District $14,725 

Camas Valley SD 21J School District $32,000 

Canby SD 86 School District $250,000 

Centennial SD 28J School District $557,039 

Central Point SD 6 School District $705,000 

Central SD 13J School District $455,000 

Clatskanie SD 6J School District $73,327 

Colton SD 53 School District $93,000 

Coos Bay SD 9 School District $442,000 

Coquille SD 8 School District $190,000 

Crow-Applegate-Lorane SD 66 School District $44,000 

Dallas SD 2 School District $447,000 

David Douglas SD 40 School District $807,882 

Dayton SD 8 School District $127,000 

Douglas County SD 4 School District $826,000 

Dufur SD 29 School District $52,000 

Eagle Point SD 9 School District $484,159 

Elgin SD 23 School District $42,661 

Estacada SD 108 School District $466,100 

Eugene SD 4J School District $85,684 

Falls City SD 57 School District $30,000 

Forest Grove SD 15 School District $788,339 

Gaston SD 511J School District $71,000 

Gervais SD 1 School District $177,734 

Gladstone SD 115 School District $232,000 

Glendale SD 77 School District $35,504 

Glide SD 12 School District $44,590 

Grants Pass SD 7 School District $200,208 
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Entity Name Entity Type 
Final Grant 

Award 

Greater Albany Public SD 8J School District $268,246 

Gresham-Barlow SD 10J School District $707,857 

Harney County SD 3 School District $65,924 

Harrisburg SD 7J School District $124,000 

Hermiston SD 8 School District $800,000 

Hillsboro SD 1J School District $1,000,000 

Hood River County SD School District $564,000 

Ione SD R2 School District $12,057 

Jefferson County SD 509J School District $399,000 

John Day SD 3 School District $69,000 

Junction City SD 69 School District $238,000 

Klamath County SD School District $1,000,000 

Klamath Falls City Schools School District $409,000 

Knappa SD 4 School District $65,000 

Lake County SD 7 School District $104,000 

Lebanon Community SD 9 School District $307,109 

Lincoln County SD School District $628,649 

Mapleton SD 32 School District $30,000 

Medford SD 549C School District $611,560 

Milton-Freewater Unified SD 7 School District $227,000 

Molalla River SD 35 School District $337,769 

Monroe SD 1J School District $42,879 

Morrow SD 1 School District $333,000 

Nestucca Valley SD 101J School District $76,000 

Newberg SD 29J School District $604,000 

North Clackamas SD 12 School District $1,000,000 

North Lake SD 14 School District $56,580 

North Marion SD 15 School District $219,478 

North Powder SD 8J School District $35,689 

Oakridge SD 76 School District $64,585 

Ontario SD 8C School District $324,000 

Oregon City SD 62 School District $857,077 

Parkrose SD 3 School District $415,000 

Pendleton SD 16 School District $80,822 

Phoenix-Talent SD 4 School District $335,000 

Pilot Rock SD 2 School District $43,000 

Pinehurst SD 94 School District $20,000 

Pleasant Hill SD 1 School District $126,660 

Port Orford-Langlois SD 2CJ School District $51,371 

Portland SD 1J School District $786,941 

Powers SD 31 School District $27,321 

Prairie City SD 4 School District $33,000 
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Entity Name Entity Type 
Final Grant 

Award 

Rainier SD 13 School District $120,000 

Reedsport SD 105 School District $86,000 

Reynolds SD 7 School District $1,000,000 

Riddle SD 70 School District $54,000 

Rogue River SD 35 School District $162,000 

Salem-Keizer SD 24J School District $576,505 

Scio SD 95 School District $115,500 

Seaside SD 10 School District $93,928 

Sheridan SD 48J School District $118,669 

Silver Falls SD 4J School District $559,000 

Siuslaw SD 97J School District $169,117 

South Lane SD 45J3 School District $395,000 

South Umpqua SD 19 School District $209,980 

Springfield SD 19 School District $1,000,000 

St Helens SD 502 School District $254,511 

Sutherlin SD 130 School District $144,386 

Sweet Home SD 55 School District $297,543 

Three Rivers/Josephine County SD School District $55,276 

Tigard-Tualatin SD 23J School District $124,257 

Tillamook SD 9 School District $146,879 

Ukiah SD 80R School District $20,000 

Umatilla SD 6R School District $210,000 

Vernonia SD 47J School District $82,000 

Warrenton-Hammond SD 30 School District $145,000 

Willamina SD 30J School District $127,000 

Winston-Dillard SD 116 School District $140,492 

Woodburn SD 103 School District $749,736 

Yoncalla SD 32 School District $40,992 

Armadillo Community Charter School Charter School $30,000 

Bridge Charter Academy Charter School $51,733 

Desert Sky Montessori Charter School $30,000 

Kids Unlimited Academy Charter School $69,000 

Kings Valley Charter School Charter School $30,000 

Multnomah Learning Academy Charter School $83,544 

Oregon Family School Charter School $132,000 

Phoenix School Charter School $15,000 

Redmond Proficiency Academy Charter School $131,000 

Rockwood Preparatory Academy Charter School $40,386 

Sheridan AllPrep Academy Charter School $48,000 

Willamette Leadership Academy Charter School $33,860 

Total Grantees and Grant Award 133 $31,956,664 
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Appendix C: Supplemental Data 
Table 15. Total Students Served by Grade Level in 2025-26 School Year 

Grade Level 
Students 
Served 

Kindergarten 2,939 

1st Grade 2,636 

2nd Grade 2,878 

3rd Grade 2,894 

4th Grade 2,466 

5th Grade 2,202 

6th Grade 2,037 

7th Grade 1,380 

8th Grade 1,065 

9th Grade 1,546 

10th Grade 2,330 

11th Grade 2,548 

12th Grade 2,395 

12th+ Grade 423 

Total 29,739 

Table 16. Percentage of Grantee Goals by Academic Content Area 

Content Area 
# of 

Goals 
% of 

Goals 

Literacy/English  
Language Arts (ELA) 

326 73.4% 

Credit Recovery 58 13.1% 

Math 43 9.7% 

Science 17 3.8% 

Total 444 100% 

Table 17. Extent to Which Grantees Met Literacy/English Language Arts (ELA) Goals 

Met Status 
# of 

Goals 
% of 

Goals 

Mostly or Completely Met 241 73.9% 

Partially Met 79 24.2% 

Not Met 6 1.8% 

Total 326 100% 
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Table 18. Total Grantees by Percent of Students who Earned Credits 

% of Students who 
Earned Credits 

# of 
Grantees 

% of 
Grantees 

80-100% of Students 42 58.3% 

50-79% of Students 21 29.2% 

< 50% of Students 9 12.5% 

Total 72 100% 

Table 19. Total Hours of Programming Offered by Focus Area 

Program Focus Area 
# of 

Hours 
% of Total 

Hours 

General Academic Instruction 7,496 22.5% 

Literacy Academic Instruction 9,886 29.6% 

Enrichment/ Youth Development 5,534 16.6% 

Both Academic & Enrichment 6,063 18.2% 

Other (Lunch, Physical Activity) 4,403 13.2% 

Total Hours 33,382 100% 

Table 20. Demographics of Students Served Compared to All Students Statewide by Student Group and 

Grade Level 

Student Group 

Students 
Served 

Grades K-8 

Total 
Students 

Statewide 
Grades K-8 

Students 
Served 

Grades 9-12 

Total 
Students 

Statewide 
Grades 9-12 

Students 
Served 

Grades K-12 

Total 
Students 

Statewide 
Grades K-12 

Not Proficient in 
English Language 
Arts (ELA) 

76.7 % 57.2 % 75.4 % 55.6 % 76.5 % 57.0 % 

Experiencing 
Poverty 

49.7 % 35.7 % 45.3 % 28.6 % 48.4 % 33.4 % 

Experiencing 
Houselessness 

5.5 % < 5 % < 5 % < 5 % 5.1 % < 5 % 

Experiencing 
Disabilities 

22.7 % 17.3 % 17.4 % 14.6 % 21.1 % 16.5 % 

In Migrant 
Education 
Program 

9.3 % < 5 % 6.2 % < 5 % 8.4 % < 5 % 

English Language 
Learners 

28.9 % 14.1 % 19.2 % 9.6 % 26.0 % 12.6 % 

*Student group data is based on the total students who attended and had matching data in the 2024-25 school year.

*Students are considered proficient in ELA if they score a 3 or 4 on the state ELA assessment taken in grades 3-8 and 11.

Student ELA proficiency data is based on the total students with reportable ELA assessment data in the 2024-25 school year.
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Table 21. Demographics of Students Served Compared to All Students Statewide by Race/Ethnicity and 

Grade Level 

Race/Ethnicity 

Students 
Served 

Grades K-8 

Total 
Students 

Statewide 
Grades K-8 

Students 
Served 

Grades 9-12 

Total 
Students 

Statewide 
Grades 9-12 

Students 
Served 

Grades K-12 

Total 
Students 

Statewide 
Grades K-12 

American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 

2.4 % 1.0 % 1.9 % 1.1 % 2.3 % 1.1 % 

Asian 2.2 % 4.1 % 2.2 % 4.3 % 2.2 % 4.2 % 

Black/African-
American 

3.4 % 2.5 % 3.1 % 2.6 % 3.3 % 2.5 % 

Hispanic/Latino 44.2 % 26.5 % 45.0 % 26.6 % 44.4 % 26.5 % 

Native Hawaiian/ 
Pacific Islander 

0.5 % 0.9 % 1.2 % 0.8 % 0.7 % 0.9 % 

White 41.7 % 57.1 % 41.2 % 57.6 % 41.5 % 57.3 % 

Multi-Racial 5.6 % 7.7 % 5.3 % 7.0 % 5.5 % 7.5 % 

*Race/ethnicity data is based on the total students who attended and had matching data in the 2024-25 or 25-26 school year.

Table 22. Student Agreement with Top Five Survey Dimensions 

Top Five Student Survey 
Dimensions 

% Student 
Agreement 

Respectful and Inclusive Climate 93.6% 

Personal Safety 93.4% 

Supportive Environment 91.5% 

Welcoming Environment 90.8% 

Satisfaction with Program 80.3% 

Table 23. Total Partnerships by Entity Type 

Partner Entity Type 
Total # of 

Partnerships 
% of Total 

Partnerships 
Nonprofit/ Community-Based 
Organization (CBO) 

272 49.3% 

Local Service District  
(Library, Parks & Rec) 

86 15.6% 

School District 49 8.9% 

Education Service 
District (ESD) 

45 8.2% 

Local Government 
(County, City) 

35 6.4% 

Institute of Higher Education 28 5.1% 

Other 21 3.8% 

Oregon Tribe 15 2.7% 

Total 551 100% 
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Appendix D: Program Activity Descriptions 
Table 24. Program Activity Category and Type Descriptions 

Category Activity Type Activity Description 

Literacy 

Education 

Literacy Activities for students in Pre-K through 12th grade that expand one's 

ability to identify, understand, interpret, create, communicate, and 

compute, using printed and written materials associated with varying 

contexts. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Math Support Small group assistance focused on improving academic competency in 

math. These activities promote meaningful connections with school 

year instruction. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Social Sciences Activities connected to Oregon social science standards for civics, 

geography, economics, history, historical thinking, and social science 

analysis. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Personal Finance 

Education 

Activities designed to enhance students' understanding and 

management of personal finances, including budgeting, saving, 

investing, and understanding credit. The focus should be on practical, 

post-school applications of financial concepts to equip students with 

the skills needed for financial independence and decision-making. 

Activities may include simulations, interactive budgeting exercises, and 

discussions on financial responsibility, aiming to foster financial literacy 

across all age groups. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Credit Recovery/ 

Attainment 

Academic classes that are for high school students to regain academic 

credit for classes. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Tutoring Individual or small group tutoring, including high-dosage tutoring, 

designed to help students accelerate their learning progress, catch up 

with their peers, meet learning standards, or generally succeed in 

school. These activities typically promote meaningful connections with 

school day instruction. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Kindergarten 

Transition 

Activities that are tailored to build the skills and confidence needed for 

students to successfully navigate the transition into kindergarten. This 

may include orientation sessions, peer mentoring, academic 

workshops, and social-emotional learning activities focused on 

adjustment strategies, organizational skills, and fostering a sense of 

belonging and resilience in their new educational environment. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Middle School 

Transition 

Activities that are tailored to build the skills and confidence needed for 

students to successfully navigate the transition from elementary to 

middle school. This may include orientation sessions, peer mentoring, 

academic workshops, and social-emotional learning activities focused 

on adjustment strategies, organizational skills, and fostering a sense of 

belonging and resilience in their new educational environment. 
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Category Activity Type Activity Description 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

High School 

Transition 

Activities that are tailored to build the skills and confidence needed for 

students to successfully navigate the transition from middle to high 

school. This may include orientation sessions, peer mentoring, 

academic workshops, and social-emotional learning activities focused 

on adjustment strategies, organizational skills, and fostering a sense of 

belonging and resilience in their new educational environment. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Place-based 

Learning 

Place-based learning engages students in their community, including 

their physical environment, local culture, history, and/or people and 

uses this engagement as a foundation for the study of language arts, 

mathematics, social studies, science, and/or other subjects across the 

curriculum. With place-based learning, students get to see the results 

of their work in their community. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Project-based/ 

Inquiry-based 

Activities 

Activities that enrich the students’ lives by introducing them to topics 

and concepts that require them to use their critical thinking skills, 

imagination, and creativity. Activities are project-based, investigative, or 

inquiry-based and support students to become active, independent, 

and confident learners. Typically these activities engage students to 

gain advanced knowledge in a particular area and allows learners who 

need an extra challenge in the class to remain engaged and interested 

in learning. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Multilingual 

Learning 

Activities focused on students actively learning a language. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Extended Library Providing additional library hours for student learning and families to 

access resources and technology. 

Academic 

Enrichment & 

Support 

Study Skills Activities designed to assist students with test preparation and/or study 

skills. 

Science, 

Technology, 

Engineering, 

Math (STEM) 

Math (STEM 

Focus) 

Math lesson/activity that contributes to the development of science, 

technology, engineering, and mathematics skills. As a STEM focus, it 

should offer instruction in real-world applications of these areas and 

include integration with another STEM area. 

Science, 

Technology, 

Engineering, 

Math (STEM) 

Science (STEM 

Focus) 

Science lesson/activity that contributes to the development of science, 

technology, engineering, and mathematics skills. As a STEM focus, it 

should offer instruction in real-world applications of these areas and 

include integration with another STEM area. 

Science, 

Technology, 

Engineering, 

Math (STEM) 

Engineering/ 

Robotics 

Activities focused on engineering concepts or specifically, robotics 

(computer science that involves the conception, design, manufacture 

and operation of robots). 



2025 State Summer Learning Grant - HB 2007 Final Legislative Report 48 

Category Activity Type Activity Description 

Telecoms & 

Technology 

Education 

Computer Science Activities whose primary focus is increasing skills in using computers or 

computer programs (e.g., coding, computational thinking, information 

technology, digital literacy, programming). 

Telecoms & 

Technology 

Education 

Media/ Video Activities whose primary focus is to teach youth to use video, sound, 

TV, and other media technology. 

Career 

Readiness 

CTE & Career 

Connected 

Learning 

Activities that increase the knowledge, skills, and dispositions needed 

to be successful in post-secondary education and/or training that lead 

to gainful employment. 

Career 

Readiness 

Internships/ 

Apprenticeship 

Professional learning experiences that offer meaningful, practical work 

related to a student's field of study or career interest.  

Career 

Readiness 

Entrepreneurship Activities designed to inform, train, and educate students interested in 

participating in socioeconomic development through a project to 

promote entrepreneurship awareness, business creation, or small 

business development. 

Healthy, Active 

Lifestyle 

Mental Health & 

Well-Being 

Support 

Activities designed to protect or promote students through mental 

health and psychosocial supports. 

Healthy, Active 

Lifestyle 

Functional Skill 

Development 

Activities centered on enhancing the functional skills necessary for 

students. This includes a focus on essential life skills such as personal 

hygiene, self-care, and daily living activities. Through tailored, practical 

learning experiences, students are equipped with the knowledge and 

abilities to navigate everyday challenges confidently. 

Healthy, Active 

Lifestyle 

Physical Fitness Physical movements focused on teaching athletic skills/practice (non-

team) or providing physical activity in team sports, instruction, or 

practices. 

Healthy, Active 

Lifestyle 

Food/ Nutrition Activities intended to increase youth knowledge of nutrition and to 

promote healthy eating habits. 

Healthy, Active 

Lifestyle 

Recreation & 

Social 

Activities that are unstructured or provide no instruction (e.g., open 

gym, recess, general outdoor time, games, etc.). This includes sessions 

that offer youth the opportunity to build peer relationships through 

recreation or other social events. 

Well-Rounded 

Education 

Activities 

Cultural Programs Activities that create identity affirming learning environments that 

support and sustain cultural knowledge. This includes recognition and 

appreciation of diverse and multi-faceted identities focused on 

categories such as race, ethnicity, culture, gender, sex, sexual 

orientation, social/economic status, age, disability, and religion. 

Well-Rounded 

Education 

Activities 

Social & 

Emotional 

Learning 

Social-emotional learning can include character education and psycho-

social skills. This involves teaching children about basic human values 

including honesty, kindness, generosity, courage, freedom, equality, and 

respect to become morally responsible, self-disciplined citizens. 
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Category Activity Type Activity Description 

Well-Rounded 

Education 

Activities 

Leadership/ 

Mentoring 

Activities to build youth's competencies in leadership. This includes 

sessions that engage youth in program governance or training youth to 

be leaders in a program activity or event. This also includes adult 

mentoring (teaching youth by example or through experience). 

Well-Rounded 

Education 

Activities 

Community 

Services 

Activities whose primary purpose is to have youth learn about making a 

contribution to their community (e.g., service learning, planting a 

garden, etc.). 

Well-Rounded 

Education 

Activities 

Art Activities teaching skills in and fostering self-expression through 

multiple types of creative arts including arts and crafts, painting, 

drawing, and more. 

Well-Rounded 

Education 

Activities 

Music/ Dance/ 

Theater 

Activities teaching skills in and fostering self-expression through 

performing arts (music, dance/movement, acting, improv, playwriting, 

etc.) 

Well-Rounded 

Education 

Activities 

General Youth 

Development 

Well-rounded activities that have multiple youth development goals 

(e.g., help students build character, leadership skills, communication 

skills, coping and self-management skills, etc.) to help students lead a 

healthy productive life. 
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Appendix E: Geographic Locale Definitions 
Geographic locale data is based on the U.S. Department of Education National Center for Education Statistics 

(NCES) Education Demographic and Geographic Estimates (EDGE) Program’s Public School and Local Education 

Agency Geocodes data. Geographic locale codes are based on a twelve-category framework that includes four 

primary classifications (City, Suburban, Town, and Rural) that each have three sub-types, defined as follows: 

➜ City - Large: Territory inside an urban area with population of 50,000 or more and inside a principal city

with population of 250,000 or more.

➜ City - Midsize: Territory inside an urban area with population of 50,000 or more and inside a principal city

with population less than 250,000 and greater than or equal to 100,000.

➜ City - Small: Territory inside an urban area with population of 50,000 or more and inside a principal city

with population less than 100,000.

➜ Suburban - Large: Territory outside a principal city and inside an urban area with population of 250,000 or

more.

➜ Suburban - Midsize: Territory outside a principal city and inside an urban area with population less than

250,000 and greater than or equal to 100,000.

➜ Suburban - Small: Territory outside a principal city and inside an urban area with population less than

100,000 and greater than or equal to 50,000.

➜ Town - Fringe: Territory inside an urban area with population less than 50,000 that is less than or equal to

10 miles from an urban area with population of 50,000 or more.

➜ Town - Distant: Territory inside an urban area with population less than 50,000 that is more than 10 miles

and less than or equal to 35 miles from an urban area with population of 50,000 or more.

➜ Town - Remote: Territory inside an urban area with population less than 50,000 that is more than 35 miles

from an urban area with population of 50,000 or more.

➜ Rural - Fringe: Territory outside an urban area that is less than or equal to 5 miles from an urban area with

population of 50,000 or more, as well as territory outside an urban area that is less than or equal to 2.5

miles from an urban area with population less than 50,000.

➜ Rural - Distant: Territory outside an urban area that is more than 5 miles but less than or equal to 25 miles

from an urban area with population of 50,000 or more, as well as territory outside an urban area that is

more than 2.5 miles but less than or equal to 10 miles from an urban area with population less than

50,000.

➜ Rural - Remote: Territory outside an urban area that is more than 25 miles from an urban area with

population of 50,000 or more and is also more than 10 miles from an urban area with population less than

50,000.

https://nces.ed.gov/programs/edge/docs/EDGE_GEOCODE_PUBLIC_TECHDOC.pdf#page=10
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/edge/docs/EDGE_GEOCODE_PUBLIC_TECHDOC.pdf#page=10


Total Allocated* 35,267,060.00$     100 %
Total Expended 31,958,549.55$     90.6 %
Total Remaining 3,308,510.45$       9.4 %

Expenditure Category Total Expenditures % Expenditure Description
Direct Personnel 20,419,083.09$     63.9 % Staff who work directly with students and families (e.g. program staff, counselors, teachers, etc.).

Non-Direct Personnel 1,952,902.29$       6.1 %
Staff who do not work directly with students and families, but support program administration (e.g. principal, office 
support, nutrition services, custodians, etc.).

Staff Development 158,442.89$           0.5 % Staff training, professional development (including related travel), and technical assistance.
Staff Travel 5,471.30$               0.0 % Program related staff travel (e.g. field trips, site visits, etc.). 

Curriculum 1,366,685.54$       4.3 %
Acquiring curriculum for use in summer programs. Curriculum includes a standards-based sequence of planned 
experiences where students practice and achieve proficiency in content and applied learning skills. Curriculum must 
include the necessary goals, methods, materials, and assessments to effectively support instruction and learning.

Supplies and Technology 2,791,708.92$       8.7 % Purchasing supplies and technology necessary to provide summer programs.

Youth Development 1,574,645.39$       4.9 %
Providing well-rounded enrichment opportunities that include hands-on, inquiry-based, and project-based learning 
experiences that are intentionally integrated with evidence-based instruction to reinforce academic growth and 
promote students' mental, emotional, and social well-being (including field trips).

Recruitment and Outreach 18,085.40$             0.1 % Engagement efforts to recruit and retain students and families into summer programs.

Family Engagement 16,791.15$             0.1 %
Engagement efforts and activities designed to involve students' families in supporting their learning and healthy 
development.

Meals and Snacks 233,986.32$           0.7 % Providing nutritious meals and snacks to participants of summer programs.
Transportation 2,065,998.49$       6.5 % Providing student transportation to and from summer programs and for field trips.

Facilities 137,730.01$           0.4 %
Providing facilities that support and accommodate summer programs (e.g. operational expenses, facility rental fees, 
etc.).

Administrative 1,217,018.76$       3.8 %
General operation of summer programs and the administration of grant funds (e.g. fiscal staff, human resources, IT 
services, etc.).

Total 31,958,549.55$     100 %

State Summer Learning Grant 2025
Expenditures Overview

*The total amount allocated includes funds leftover from the 2024 State Summer Learning Grant. 
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Entity 

ID Entity Name
Grant 

Amount
Total Funds 
Expended

Direct 
Personnel

Non-Direct 
Personnel

Staff 
Development Staff Travel Curriculum

Supplies and 
Technology

Youth 
Development

Recruitment 
and Outreach

Family 
Engagement

Meals and 
Snacks Transportation Facilities Administrative

✻ 3247 Armadillo Community Charter School 30,000$        30,000.00$        28,730.53$     1,035.00$       -$                  -$              -$                 234.47$          -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
1933 Astoria SD 1 262,000$      262,000.00$      165,726.47$   -$                 -$                  -$              16,410.00$     58,712.08$     -$                  -$                 -$               -$              20,849.69$        301.76$        -$                     
2240 Banks SD 13 163,000$      163,000.00$      45,129.63$     -$                 423.47$            -$              -$                 66,061.12$     35,264.00$      -$                 -$               7,344.48$     8,777.30$           -$              -$                     
1976 Bend-LaPine Administrative SD 1 103,539$      101,114.60$      70,889.00$     993.39$          -$                  -$              -$                 3,496.30$       2,836.00$         -$                 -$               3,454.20$     15,174.90$        -$              4,270.81$           
2088 Bethel SD 52 739,000$      739,000.00$      456,285.87$   52,522.82$     40,038.38$      -$              -$                 43,253.72$     9,280.00$         3,516.15$        510.00$         -$              108,494.20$      -$              25,098.86$         
2095 Blachly SD 90 60,000$        60,000.00$        47,726.67$     -$                 -$                  431.33$        61.48$             815.23$          -$                  -$                 -$               2,999.35$     7,520.98$           444.96$        -$                     
5349 Bridge Charter Academy 78,000$        51,733.17$        20,500.00$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 30,403.23$     -$                  -$                 -$               229.94$        -$                    600.00$        -$                     
3677 Burns Paiute Tribe 80,000$        80,000.00$        45,434.49$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 8,500.00$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              6,000.00$           1,500.00$     18,565.51$         
2046 Butte Falls SD 91 15,000$        14,724.53$        9,050.11$       -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 4,442.67$       -$                  -$                 -$               6.75$            1,225.00$           -$              -$                     
1995 Camas Valley SD 21J 32,000$        32,000.00$        27,912.88$     823.68$          -$                  -$              -$                 3,263.44$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
1929 Canby SD 86 250,000$      250,000.00$      119,297.19$   -$                 -$                  -$              55,419.30$     10,513.79$     30,000.00$      765.30$           -$               -$              30,329.81$        -$              3,674.61$           
2185 Centennial SD 28J 740,931$      557,039.00$      454,249.16$   10,881.70$     -$                  -$              -$                 37,016.70$     -$                  -$                 1,122.87$      -$              787.09$              32,810.19$   20,171.29$         
2042 Central Point SD 6 705,000$      705,000.00$      258,455.72$   108,856.34$   8,188.00$         -$              1,912.50$       150,991.50$   57,321.00$      -$                 -$               -$              33,827.68$        14,947.26$   70,500.00$         
2191 Central SD 13J 455,000$      455,000.00$      257,427.20$   26,531.33$     16,676.83$      112.00$        -$                 8,589.65$       63,613.48$      -$                 10,388.99$    -$              30,296.98$        -$              41,363.54$         
1902 Clackamas ESD 60,000$        60,000.00$        60,000.00$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
1945 Clatskanie SD 6J 99,000$        73,327.40$        59,601.29$     8,667.48$       -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 2,635.25$         -$                 -$               1,097.60$     1,325.78$           -$              -$                     
1927 Colton SD 53 93,000$        93,000.00$        88,887.05$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 866.49$          -$                  -$                 -$               1,057.33$     -$                    -$              2,189.13$           
2223 Columbia Gorge ESD 40,000$        40,000.00$        8,438.87$       21,262.92$     -$                  22.40$          5,456.20$       245.15$          414.71$            559.76$           -$               -$              -$                    -$              3,599.99$           
3672 Confed. Tribes of Grand Ronde 80,000$        80,000.00$        56,990.30$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 9,622.03$       -$                  -$                 -$               6,114.94$     -$                    -$              7,272.73$           
1965 Coos Bay SD 9 442,000$      442,000.00$      316,159.42$   -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 21,994.94$     -$                  -$                 -$               25,001.62$   75,844.02$        -$              3,000.00$           
1964 Coquille SD 8 190,000$      190,000.00$      64,593.16$     -$                 -$                  -$              52,096.31$     61,135.53$     -$                  -$                 -$               12,175.00$   -$                    -$              -$                     
2089 Crow-Applegate-Lorane SD 66 44,000$        44,000.00$        34,090.00$     974.00$          -$                  -$              -$                 2,736.00$       2,000.00$         -$                 -$               4,200.00$     -$                    -$              -$                     
2190 Dallas SD 2 447,000$      447,000.00$      68,999.51$     12,629.22$     -$                  -$              107,313.00$   233,142.35$   2,600.00$         -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              22,315.92$         
2187 David Douglas SD 40 1,000,000$   807,881.81$      617,319.78$   102,394.41$   -$                  -$              35,061.00$     12,282.39$     11,627.00$      -$                 264.87$         -$              2,965.00$           -$              25,967.36$         
2253 Dayton SD 8 127,000$      127,000.00$      108,885.87$   -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 14,450.69$     -$                  -$                 -$               -$              3,663.44$           -$              -$                     
5384 Desert Sky Montessori 30,000$        30,000.00$        12,525.00$     4,000.00$       -$                  -$              1,473.92$       370.00$          -$                  -$                 -$               331.38$        -$                    11,299.70$   -$                     
1991 Douglas County SD 4 826,000$      826,000.00$      414,931.86$   81,068.32$     -$                  -$              13,303.57$     228,613.86$   -$                  -$                 -$               -$              88,082.39$        -$              -$                     
1980 Douglas ESD 60,000$        59,204.46$        37,669.16$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 2,633.77$       4,158.05$         -$                 -$               4,098.63$     5,756.41$           -$              4,888.44$           
2229 Dufur SD 29 52,000$        52,000.00$        16,150.64$     22,700.37$     135.96$            -$              8,618.31$       622.63$          1,283.29$         -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              2,488.80$           
2043 Eagle Point SD 9 610,000$      484,158.71$      383,823.97$   4,078.54$       -$                  -$              -$                 11,766.56$     59,430.75$      -$                 -$               4,155.89$     -$                    -$              20,903.00$         
2217 Elgin SD 23 58,000$        42,660.73$        41,978.41$     -$                 -$                  26.60$          -$                 494.62$          -$                  -$                 -$               34.92$          126.18$              -$              -$                     
1930 Estacada SD 108 476,000$      466,100.20$      150,919.67$   67,527.50$     -$                  -$              12,588.86$     167,694.00$   -$                  -$                 -$               1,587.55$     19,241.00$        -$              46,541.62$         
2082 Eugene SD 4J 85,684$        85,684.00$        52,986.46$     5,178.70$       -$                  273.00$        -$                 17,936.88$     -$                  -$                 -$               -$              9,308.96$           -$              -$                     
2193 Falls City SD 57 30,000$        30,000.00$        30,000.00$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
2241 Forest Grove SD 15 863,000$      788,338.99$      540,095.55$   -$                 398.00$            -$              72,250.00$     17,725.04$     31,819.89$      -$                 -$               2,765.63$     76,152.28$        18,895.98$   28,236.62$         
2245 Gaston SD 511J 71,000$        71,000.00$        31,712.44$     9,430.59$       -$                  -$              738.00$          17,702.17$     2,203.70$         -$                 -$               -$              9,213.10$           -$              -$                     
2137 Gervais SD 1 187,000$      177,733.50$      109,317.35$   18,132.62$     -$                  -$              21,990.00$     5,900.12$       1,800.00$         96.17$             -$               -$              13,431.59$        -$              7,065.65$           
1931 Gladstone SD 115 232,000$      232,000.00$      96,992.20$     64,573.68$     -$                  -$              39,972.34$     968.14$          712.00$            -$                 -$               4,362.19$     9,818.36$           -$              14,601.09$         
2000 Glendale SD 77 43,000$        35,504.21$        22,728.73$     2,502.65$       -$                  -$              1,932.58$       5,810.51$       -$                  -$                 -$               2,529.74$     -$                    -$              -$                     
1992 Glide SD 12 65,000$        44,589.71$        34,435.16$     5,220.60$       -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              4,933.95$           -$              -$                     
2007 Grant ESD 20,000$        20,000.00$        -$                 -$                 -$                  -$              13,276.00$     -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    6,724.00$     -$                     

State Summer Learning Grant 2025
Expenditures Detail



2054 Grants Pass SD 7 360,000$      200,207.73$      124,128.84$   18,122.06$     -$                  -$              -$                 40,294.33$     -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              17,662.50$         
2100 Greater Albany Public SD 8J 336,000$      268,246.47$      194,633.78$   14,799.74$     -$                  -$              8,631.59$       -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              41,712.61$        -$              8,468.75$           
2183 Gresham-Barlow SD 10J 1,000,000$   709,743.24$      518,835.45$   -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 5,191.79$       139,429.72$    -$                 -$               3,148.70$     19,822.52$        -$              23,315.06$         
2014 Harney County SD 3 73,047$        65,923.78$        57,911.47$     2,381.02$       -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              3,217.90$           -$              2,413.39$           
2099 Harrisburg SD 7J 124,000$      124,000.00$      77,029.60$     36,250.63$     -$                  64.68$          -$                 2,175.99$       -$                  -$                 -$               4,849.42$     1,881.88$           1,747.80$     -$                     
2206 Hermiston SD 8 800,000$      800,000.00$      400,173.71$   57,050.48$     -$                  -$              -$                 5,114.23$       218,828.36$    234.23$           687.00$         7,884.25$     110,027.74$      -$              -$                     
1975 High Desert ESD Consortium 80,000$        80,000.00$        52,071.47$     -$                 -$                  -$              22,000.00$     361.45$          -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              5,567.08$           
2239 Hillsboro SD 1J 1,000,000$   1,000,000.00$   809,047.34$   21,919.96$     -$                  243.90$        3,075.00$       9,470.45$       14,658.00$      -$                 -$               17,020.29$   87,811.50$        -$              36,753.56$         
2024 Hood River County SD 564,000$      564,000.00$      448,570.49$   -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 22,683.85$     -$                  -$                 -$               -$              58,275.66$        -$              34,470.00$         
2200 InterMountain ESD 60,000$        58,395.60$        -$                 -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 54,000.00$      -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              4,395.60$           
3997 Ione SD R2 20,000$        12,056.68$        4,908.75$       -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               204.93$        6,943.00$           -$              -$                     
2053 Jefferson County SD 509J 399,000$      399,000.00$      292,980.27$   15,759.68$     4,910.87$         -$              58,665.00$     3,503.18$       858.78$            -$                 -$               -$              6,082.10$           -$              16,240.12$         
2008 John Day SD 3 69,000$        69,000.00$        66,382.60$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 2,617.40$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
2091 Junction City SD 69 238,000$      238,000.00$      145,204.85$   -$                 50.00$              -$              13,610.97$     63,244.43$     6,000.00$         -$                 600.00$         1,376.95$     7,912.80$           -$              -$                     
5205 Kids Unlimited Academy 69,000$        69,000.00$        50,766.00$     -$                 -$                  -$              3,749.00$       4,385.00$       3,200.00$         -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              6,900.00$           
3440 Kings Valley Charter School 30,000$        30,000.00$        15,860.00$     2,840.00$       -$                  -$              320.00$          344.86$          -$                  -$                 -$               1,111.26$     8,723.88$           -$              800.00$              
2057 Klamath County SD 1,000,000$   1,000,000.00$   538,566.97$   367,172.66$   28,450.00$      469.00$        20,990.00$     17,669.08$     22,855.00$      -$                 -$               3,827.29$     -$                    -$              -$                     
2056 Klamath Falls City Schools 409,000$      409,000.00$      233,322.94$   20,995.00$     -$                  -$              -$                 105,663.34$   18,913.26$      -$                 -$               -$              17,039.64$        -$              13,065.82$         
2262 Knappa SD 4 65,000$        65,000.00$        48,933.86$     -$                 10,100.00$      -$              2,056.88$       607.26$          3,302.00$         -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
2059 Lake County SD 7 104,000$      104,000.00$      70,165.72$     30,842.93$     -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              2,991.35$           -$              -$                     
2064 Lane ESD 60,000$        60,000.00$        -$                 -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 11,449.87$      -$                 -$               -$              44,203.59$        -$              4,346.54$           
2101 Lebanon Community SD 9 381,000$      307,109.48$      258,972.57$   17,586.70$     -$                  67.20$          -$                 2,581.03$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              27,901.98$         
2097 Lincoln County SD 731,000$      628,648.70$      468,245.89$   14,534.90$     -$                  332.99$        14,622.30$     11,088.26$     12,898.65$      -$                 -$               16,294.73$   67,822.54$        -$              22,808.44$         
2106 Malheur ESD 38,000$        35,262.43$        33,657.43$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              1,605.00$           
2085 Mapleton SD 32 30,000$        30,000.00$        28,202.77$     1,205.00$       -$                  -$              -$                 592.23$          -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
2048 Medford SD 549C 1,000,000$   611,559.94$      369,368.81$   48,125.97$     -$                  -$              1,259.86$       2,733.70$       54,074.31$      -$                 -$               974.04$        80,923.58$        -$              54,099.67$         
2205 Milton-Freewater Unified SD 7 227,000$      227,000.00$      103,182.80$   5,678.27$       -$                  -$              -$                 1,103.93$       117,035.00$    -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
1925 Molalla River SD 35 370,000$      337,769.16$      226,143.68$   -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 20,968.01$     -$                  -$                 -$               -$              59,951.19$        -$              30,706.28$         
1898 Monroe SD 1J 55,000$        42,878.97$        24,820.62$     1,661.10$       -$                  -$              4,315.50$       -$                 250.00$            -$                 -$               143.25$        9,832.50$           -$              1,856.00$           
2147 Morrow SD 1 333,000$      333,000.00$      180,446.11$   -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 2,834.45$       91,779.73$      -$                 -$               -$              57,939.71$        -$              -$                     
2148 Multnomah ESD 80,000$        78,405.73$        53,574.29$     -$                 -$                  28.70$          3,298.07$       6,087.63$       529.00$            -$                 -$               -$              50.02$                7,710.22$     7,127.80$           
3490 Multnomah Learning Academy 84,000$        83,544.40$        71,219.43$     8,387.98$       -$                  -$              -$                 889.25$          1,037.70$         -$                 -$               1,149.58$     860.46$              -$              -$                     
2199 Nestucca Valley SD 101J 76,000$        76,000.00$        36,999.39$     31,915.05$     -$                  -$              -$                 7,085.56$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
2254 Newberg SD 29J 604,000$      604,000.00$      124,832.32$   23,568.85$     -$                  924.00$        217,660.39$   201,074.74$   5,395.50$         -$                 -$               131.14$        30,413.06$        -$              -$                     
2004 North Central ESD Consortium 50,000$        44,317.80$        -$                 12,628.88$     -$                  143.19$        5,930.00$       -$                 23,505.36$      -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              2,110.37$           
1924 North Clackamas SD 12 1,000,000$   1,000,000.00$   679,241.86$   48,984.19$     -$                  -$              -$                 222,573.95$   -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              49,200.00$         
2061 North Lake SD 14 63,103$        56,580.02$        42,306.78$     3,352.23$       -$                  -$              -$                 950.96$          621.75$            -$                 -$               1,181.53$     3,778.82$           -$              4,387.95$           
2141 North Marion SD 15 242,000$      219,477.57$      119,214.42$   766.54$          -$                  -$              -$                 3,668.25$       -$                  -$                 -$               19,166.84$   56,709.02$        -$              19,952.50$         
2214 North Powder SD 8J 38,000$        35,689.14$        20,758.64$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 1,654.00$       -$                  740.10$           -$               35.42$          12,500.98$        -$              -$                     
4131 North Wasco County SD Consortium 445,000$      445,000.00$      318,811.88$   37,557.48$     1,852.20$         94.22$          -$                 40,777.19$     2,064.10$         -$                 -$               -$              42,718.57$        -$              1,124.36$           
2230 Northwest Regional ESD 80,000$        63,638.15$        26,372.57$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 591.31$          33,848.53$      -$                 -$               -$              50.00$                -$              2,775.74$           
2093 Oakridge SD 76 73,000$        64,584.93$        45,896.76$     4,292.33$       -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              14,395.84$        -$              -$                     
2108 Ontario SD 8C 324,000$      324,000.00$      235,003.56$   30,000.00$     -$                  -$              -$                 45,287.77$     -$                  -$                 -$               107.47$        -$                    -$              13,601.20$         
1928 Oregon City SD 62 1,000,000$   857,076.55$      455,068.42$   51,022.02$     14,999.05$      -$              165,964.02$   34,691.33$     -$                  5,867.42$        -$               23,723.00$   84,207.36$        -$              21,533.93$         
5446 Oregon Family School 132,000$      132,000.00$      62,268.46$     9,700.00$       -$                  715.40$        2,179.44$       5,654.78$       14,300.00$      -$                 -$               2,282.76$     -$                    20,000.00$   14,899.16$         
2181 Parkrose SD 3 415,000$      415,000.00$      390,985.18$   5,200.00$       -$                  -$              -$                 18,814.82$     -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
2207 Pendleton SD 16 250,000$      80,822.43$        70,467.19$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 2,731.75$       -$                  -$                 -$               220.77$        4,298.00$           -$              3,104.72$           
4391 Phoenix School 15,000$        15,000.00$        5,674.86$       -$                 -$                  242.89$        1,002.38$       1,865.42$       198.00$            2,419.31$        544.50$         1,089.00$     -$                    600.00$        1,363.64$           



2039 Phoenix-Talent SD 4 335,000$      335,000.00$      186,384.36$   49,076.42$     -$                  -$              18,663.25$     13,862.96$     65,813.01$      -$                 1,200.00$      -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
2202 Pilot Rock SD 2 43,000$        43,000.00$        43,000.00$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
2047 Pinehurst SD 94 20,000$        20,000.00$        13,084.00$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 72.00$             6,300.00$         -$                 -$               305.00$        239.00$              -$              -$                     
2081 Pleasant Hill SD 1 145,000$      126,659.81$      110,562.84$   4,753.60$       -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              11,343.37$        -$              -$                     
1973 Port Orford-Langlois SD 2CJ 51,371$        51,371.00$        45,862.06$     -$                 -$                  646.27$        -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              4,862.67$           -$              -$                     
2180 Portland SD 1J 786,941$      786,941.00$      624,464.43$   10,100.16$     7,151.69$         -$              -$                 31,246.45$     68,670.00$      -$                 -$               -$              -$                    2,640.00$     42,668.27$         
1967 Powers SD 31 30,000$        27,320.77$        10,189.70$     -$                 -$                  -$              1,017.50$       3,105.72$       11,886.38$      -$                 -$               82.11$          -$                    1,039.36$     -$                     
2009 Prairie City SD 4 33,000$        33,000.00$        30,757.66$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 2,242.34$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
1946 Rainier SD 13 120,000$      120,000.00$      116,770.29$   -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 3,229.71$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
4729 Redmond Proficiency Academy 131,000$      131,000.00$      28,250.00$     4,000.00$       -$                  -$              23,506.25$     9,650.80$       55,813.00$      -$                 -$               -$              9,779.95$           -$              -$                     
2001 Reedsport SD 105 86,000$        86,000.00$        75,222.12$     2,226.65$       -$                  -$              -$                 3,972.62$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              4,578.61$           -$              -$                     
2182 Reynolds SD 7 1,000,000$   1,000,000.00$   469,223.66$   150,244.41$   10,592.46$      -$              23,700.00$     24,933.09$     7,946.38$         -$                 -$               -$              275,314.93$      -$              38,045.07$         
1999 Riddle SD 70 54,000$        54,000.00$        44,925.30$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 1,751.78$       1,710.39$         -$                 -$               208.44$        -$                    -$              5,404.09$           
4822 Rockwood Preparatory Academy 52,000$        40,386.18$        37,194.18$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 3,192.00$         -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
2044 Rogue River SD 35 162,000$      162,000.00$      93,412.59$     4,582.97$       -$                  -$              12,336.80$     1,837.53$       33,096.93$      -$                 -$               -$              16,733.18$        -$              -$                     
2142 Salem-Keizer SD 24J 1,000,000$   576,505.32$      553,100.47$   -$                 -$                  356.77$        -$                 2,800.31$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              20,247.77$         
2103 Scio SD 95 115,500$      115,500.00$      26,438.11$     6,345.31$       -$                  -$              40,593.29$     31,352.17$     -$                  -$                 -$               473.01$        -$                    -$              10,298.11$         
1935 Seaside SD 10 216,000$      93,927.65$        90,997.45$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 2,930.20$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
4833 Sheridan AllPrep Academy 48,000$        48,000.00$        33,298.56$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 13,900.28$     -$                  -$                 -$               225.27$        -$                    575.89$        -$                     
2257 Sheridan SD 48J 149,000$      118,668.98$      103,502.23$   1,737.97$       -$                  -$              3,146.40$       3,175.16$       4,532.00$         -$                 -$               -$              2,575.22$           -$              -$                     
2138 Silver Falls SD 4J 559,000$      559,000.00$      193,157.10$   -$                 -$                  -$              97,442.39$     205,606.93$   -$                  -$                 -$               781.40$        6,112.18$           -$              55,900.00$         
2096 Siuslaw SD 97J 178,000$      169,117.44$      161,025.91$   -$                 948.80$            -$              -$                 7,142.73$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
1949 South Coast ESD 60,000$        40,504.55$        34,710.14$     -$                 -$                  -$              2,450.00$       -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              3,344.41$           
2087 South Lane SD 45J3 395,000$      395,000.00$      200,375.72$   76,223.07$     -$                  -$              -$                 7,556.56$       10,257.26$      -$                 -$               24,508.61$   49,275.52$        -$              26,803.26$         
1994 South Umpqua SD 19 210,000$      209,980.37$      148,308.39$   -$                 -$                  -$              8,845.35$       7,630.99$       17,099.67$      63.48$             -$               195.57$        27,836.92$        -$              -$                     
2025 Southern Oregon ESD 60,000$        60,000.00$        55,538.77$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 740.15$          -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              3,721.08$           
2083 Springfield SD 19 1,000,000$   1,000,000.00$   917,312.28$   -$                 -$                  172.20$        -$                 24,738.02$     -$                  -$                 -$               -$              10,158.45$        -$              47,619.05$         
1948 St Helens SD 502 410,000$      254,510.84$      142,916.15$   8,801.45$       -$                  -$              -$                 8,406.77$       74,625.44$      -$                 -$               5,081.19$     14,679.84$        -$              -$                     
2003 Sutherlin SD 130 199,000$      144,385.91$      103,668.56$   8,676.80$       -$                  -$              20,831.72$     644.28$          900.81$            -$                 -$               2,576.50$     6,879.24$           208.00$        -$                     
2102 Sweet Home SD 55 338,000$      297,543.45$      164,956.30$   16,477.60$     -$                  -$              30,860.34$     45,928.21$     -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    5,521.00$     33,800.00$         
3678 The Klamath Tribes 80,000$        80,000.00$        13,878.00$     11,509.00$     -$                  -$              1,092.57$       34,322.70$     3,827.27$         225.00$           -$               1,468.44$     7,200.00$           -$              6,477.02$           
2055 Three Rivers/Josephine County SD 98,944$        55,275.86$        38,043.57$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              15,373.55$        -$              1,858.74$           
2242 Tigard-Tualatin SD 23J 152,000$      124,257.45$      110,608.32$   -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 2,265.90$       -$                  -$                 -$               -$              7,100.23$           -$              4,283.00$           
2197 Tillamook SD 9 184,000$      146,878.63$      54,813.73$     -$                 13,527.18$      85.40$          2,249.98$       59,123.12$     424.00$            1,348.48$        -$               1,954.14$     -$                    -$              13,352.60$         
2210 Ukiah SD 80R 20,000$        20,000.00$        18,490.07$     -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 1,373.89$       -$                  -$                 -$               136.04$        -$                    -$              -$                     
2204 Umatilla SD 6R 210,000$      210,000.00$      210,000.00$   -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
1947 Vernonia SD 47J 82,000$        82,000.00$        53,043.25$     -$                 -$                  -$              4,614.00$       3,265.19$       1,131.75$         -$                 -$               966.15$        15,063.50$        -$              3,916.16$           
1936 Warrenton-Hammond SD 30 145,000$      145,000.00$      118,878.27$   -$                 -$                  -$              -$                 10,790.57$     2,520.00$         -$                 -$               -$              12,811.16$        -$              -$                     
2117 Willamette ESD 80,000$        80,000.00$        63,567.02$     11,896.98$     -$                  -$              -$                 -$                 -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              4,536.00$           
4058 Willamette Leadership Academy 37,000$        33,859.92$        13,220.92$     7,343.94$       -$                  -$              -$                 2,374.38$       2,354.00$         -$                 -$               2,271.44$     3,779.52$           2,515.72$     -$                     
2255 Willamina SD 30J 127,000$      127,000.00$      84,413.40$     2,006.89$       -$                  -$              -$                 15,150.01$     1,392.45$         -$                 -$               -$              24,037.25$        -$              -$                     
2002 Winston-Dillard SD 116 190,000$      140,492.42$      65,482.90$     -$                 -$                  -$              60,132.11$     14,350.01$     527.40$            -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
2146 Woodburn SD 103 793,000$      749,735.98$      610,127.69$   -$                 -$                  19.16$          4,238.00$       8,610.99$       30,593.51$      2,250.00$        1,472.92$      3,283.25$     14,020.29$        7,648.17$     67,472.00$         
1997 Yoncalla SD 32 41,000$        40,992.10$        37,629.05$     611.56$          -$                  -$              1,761.82$       989.67$          -$                  -$                 -$               -$              -$                    -$              -$                     
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