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Economic and Demographic Context for New School Construction 

Updated June 15, 2016 
 

Overview of Arizona’s Housing Market 

 

During the last decade, Arizona, which was ranked as the second fastest growing state in 

the nation in the 2010 decennial census, has experienced significant changes in its 

demographic and economic makeup.  Between July 1, 2005 and July 1, 2015, the State’s 

population grew by an estimated 14.1% from 5.92 million to 6.76 million (Arizona State 

Demographer’s Office).  Maricopa County, listed among the top 10 most populous 

counties in the nation in the 2010 Census, added nearly half a million people in the 

decade, reaching a population of 4.08 million in 2015 (Arizona State Demographer’s 

Office).  Pinal County, ranked as the second fastest growing county in the nation in the 

2010 Census, soared to nearly 406,500 in 2015 from less than 250,200 a decade ago 

(Arizona State Demographer’s Office).  

 
Chart 1: New Residential Housing Units Authorized in Arizona 2005–2015 

 
Source: U.S. Census, Building Permits, http://www.census.gov/construction/bps/ 

 

Chart 1 presents an overview of the new residential housing permits issued annually in 

Arizona during 2005–2015 as published by the U.S. Census Building Permit unit.  As 

shown in the chart, the annual permit number shot up to over 90,000 in 2005.  However, 

it started plummeting in 2006 and continued to sink to the lowest point at 12,370 in 2010. 

The total permits issued during the six years from 2006 to 2011 numbered less than the 

two-year total of 2004 and 2005 (number of permits in 2004 was 90,644).  In 2012, it 

jumped to over 21,700, a 67.0% increase compared to the previous year.  The last three 

years saw an uptick growth pattern and the permit number reached over 28,900 in 2015, 

less than one-third of the level a decade ago.  

 

Much has been said about what caused the downturn in the housing market. It has been 

widely acknowledged that Arizona overbuilt during the housing boom, especially in the 

http://www.census.gov/construction/bps/
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two major metro areas in 2004 and 2005, as a result of investor purchases.  With a third 

of its economy heavily dependent upon construction and its related services, Arizona 

boasted a Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth rate of 8.7% in 2005 and was the fastest 

growing economy in the nation, followed by Nevada (8.2%) and Florida (7.8%) (U.S. 

Bureau of Economic Analysis June 2006 release). Yet, “When the bubble burst and the 

speculators were no longer buying houses, it became obvious that the market was 

flooded.  Some analysts estimate the surplus was as high as 80,000 homes at its peak” 

(Arizona Capitol Times, May 29, 2009, Vol. 110 Issue 22, p. 24). The situation was 

confounded by the national credit crisis that surfaced in 2007 and developed into a full-

blown crisis in the fall of 2008.  Despite the declining housing prices, the difficulty of 

obtaining credit drove many would-be buyers to the sidelines, prolonging the process of 

absorbing the housing overstock.  By early 2011, the online real estate database Zillow 

placed metro Phoenix at the very top among the 132 metro areas tracked in the nation 

with 68.4% of its homeowners holding negative equity (First Quarter Real Estate Market 

Report 2011, Zillow).  Foreclosures went up to account for 40% of all the single-family 

resales in Maricopa County (Resale Market Reports, January–April 2011, Arizona State 

University).   

 

By early 2012, Phoenix and Miami were the first two metro areas that had hit the bottom 

of the housing market (First Quarter Real Estate Market Report 2012, Zillow, April 24, 

2012).  The housing market absorbed a large amount of inventory at a much faster pace 

than builders and developers in the region had anticipated.  Since then, home values have 

gained upward momentum.  After an impressive 5.9% year-over-year appreciation in 

home values in March 2012, the metro Phoenix area again led the way in the nation by 

scoring another 22.3% annual gain in March 2013. The S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price 

Indices, which track 20 metro areas nationally, reported annual home value appreciation 

in metro Phoenix remained positive at 10.9%, 3.1% and 5.6% in March of 2014, 2015 

and 2016 respectively. Accordingly, the percent of owner-occupied homes with negative 

equity in the fourth quarter has been continually declining from 58% in 2011, 40% in 

2012, 22% in 2013, 21% in 2014, to 15% in 2015 (Zillow Real Estate Research, Negative 

Equity 4th Quarter 2015 Summary Data Table). Similarly, the mortgage delinquency rate 

has continued to drop significantly.  For three consecutive years, Arizona scored the 

highest year-over-year decline in the mortgage delinquency rate in the nation.  Following 

the highest annual decline (-25.0%) from 9.14% in the first quarter of 2011 to 6.86% a 

year later, Arizona led the nation in the decline of mortgage delinquencies at -37.9% and 

-37.8% in 2013 and 2014 respectively, reaching a 2.81% mortgage delinquency rate in 

the first quarter of 2014 (TransUnion Press Release, Financial Services/Trend Data, May 

9, 2012, May 8, 2013, and May 7, 2014). In 2015, the delinquency rate in Phoenix was 

2.07% in the first quarter, one of the three lowest among cities in the nation (TransUnion 

Press Release, May 18, 2015). That number further decreased to 1.69% for Arizona in 

the first quarter of 2016, 24.8% lower than the national average of 2.25% (Industry 

Insights Report: Q1 2016, TransUnion). According to RealtyTrac, the leading online 

database on foreclosure activities, Arizona’s foreclosure rate was 1 out of 1,800 in April 

2016 as compared to 1 out of 1,308 at the national level.  In addition, the price of single 

family homes in metro Phoenix has increased dramatically since its lowest point in 2011.  

The median final sale price for single family homes climbed from $120,000 in April 2011 
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to $189,0300 in April 2013, and reached $237,000 in April 2016 (Maricopa County and 

Pinal County Monthly Home Sales Reports, Arizona Regional Multiple Listing Service). 

 

According to the Multi-Indicator Market Index compiled by Freddie Mac which 

measures the affordability and stability of the housing market, metro Phoenix was in the 

“Weak” housing market category during August 2008 – June 2015. However, the index 

has moved up to “in Range” since July 2015, indicating the housing market has kept 

improving and is now in its long-term normal range. Similarly, the housing market of the 

State has been raised to the “in Range” category since January 2016, following a long 88-

month stay in the “Weak” category starting from September 2008.  

 

In the following, we take a closer look at Arizona’s dramatic housing market since 2006.  
  

AZ New Housing Market  

Chart 2 depicts the number of residential housing permits issued monthly in Arizona 

between January 2006 and April 2016.  The number of permits reached its peak at nearly 

8,750 in June 2005 and started to decline in the fall of that year (not shown in the chart). 

The market went sideways (trended neither up nor down) for about half a year before the 

bubble finally burst in the summer of 2006.  Permitting activities picked up speed in the 

spring of 2007, giving the false indication of a rebound.  The upturn was followed by an 

even deeper decline that led to a low of less than 1,000 permits in December 2008.  The 

number of monthly permits mostly hovered around 1,000 for two years from the summer 

of 2009, which is about one-ninth of the peak level in the summer of 2005.  However, 

since early 2012, there has been significant growth in permitting activities.  An average 

of nearly 1,900 permits were issued monthly during 2012 – 2013, followed by a monthly 

average of nearly 2,500 since then, indicating that the new housing market has been 

gradually improving.  
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Chart 2: New Residential Housing Units Authorized in Arizona  

January 2006 to April 2016  

 
Source: U.S. Census, Building Permits, http://www.census.gov/construction/bps/ 

 

 

Phoenix and Tucson Metro Housing Markets   

Chart 3a presents information on permits issued by the U.S. Census Bureau and housing 

sales captured by Arizona Regional Multiple Listing Service for the Phoenix metro area 

(Maricopa and Pinal Counties).  The number of permits generally follows the same 

pattern as the State. There were substantial rebounds in housing sales (the vast majority 

of which were resales) between March and December 2009 and between March and June 

2010, most likely due to tax rebates offered to first-time homebuyers.  Historically low 

housing prices resulting from a flurry of foreclosures led to increased sales volume which 

reached a new level between March and September 2011. This set a monthly sales record 

of 10,930 in June 2011, surpassing that of June 2005, the peak level during the housing 

boom years.  Multiple offers for resale listings and substantially higher sales of luxury 

homes contributed to a new surge during April and May 2013. Housing sales made 

another leap during April-June 2015 as the result of significant improvement in the 

demand. During March and April 2016, home sales appeared to experience another surge 

with an average 8,350 sold each month.   

 

The monthly housing permit issuance in the Tucson metro area (Pima County) mirrors 

the pattern of metro Phoenix.  The sales activity, however, exhibits a pattern with less 

fluctuation (Chart 3b).  Home prices have significantly dropped from the boom years 

(albeit steadily increasing since 2011) but not with the same trajectory of the Phoenix 

metro area (Tucson Association of Realtors Multiple Listing Service).   
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Chart 3a: New Housing Units Authorized and Units Sold (mostly Resale)  

Phoenix Metro Area January 2006–April 2016 

 
Sources: New housing permits -U.S. Census, Building Permits, http://www.census.gov/construction/bps/; 

Units sold – Arizona Regional Multiple Listing Service, Inc (ARMLS), 

http://www.armls.com/statistics/market-reports. 

 
Chart 3b: New Housing Units Authorized and Units Sold (mostly Resale) 

Tucson Metro Area January 2006–April 2016 

 
Sources: New housing permits -U.S. Census, Building Permits, http://www.census.gov/construction/bps/ 

Units sold – Tucson Association of Realtors Multiple Listing Service (TAR/MLS), 
http://www.tucsonrealtors.org/statistics.html. 
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Unpredictability of the Housing Market 

The W.P. Carey School of Business at Arizona State University regularly polls a panel of 

more than 15 economists and institutions and publishes their economic forecasts for 

Arizona in Western Blue Chip Economic Forecast.  Table 1 summarizes their consensus 

forecasts of single-family permits as an annual percentage change for 2006 through 2016.  

The numbers cited were published in the December issue just prior to the year in question.   

 

Table 1: Forecasted and actual Arizona single-family permits 

percentage change over previous year 

Year Consensus Forecast  Actual  
2006 -5.2% -31.2% 

2007 -6.8% -32.3% 

2008 -4.8% -49.2% 

2009 -0.1% -33.0% 

2010 18.5% -16.1% 

2011 26.0% -4.2% 

2012 17.5%  57.1% 

2013 33.8% 13.6% 

2014 30.1% -8.4% 

2015 16.3%  32.5% 

2016 31.0% 19.4% (June 2016 forecast) 
 

Sources: Data on Consensus Forecast for single-family permits is from the December issue of the year 

prior, Western Blue Chip Economic Forecast, compiled by JP Morgan Chase Outlook Center, Arizona 

State University.  Data on actual single-family permits is from U.S. Census, Building Permits. 

 

Comparing the forecasts and actual numbers, the consensus forecasts were at least 20 

percentage points off the mark for nine consecutive years (2006–2014).  Most economists 

on the panel vastly underestimated the housing downturn and wavered about the 

subsequent recovery.  The panelists predicted that the year 2010 would finally see a 

rebound with an increase of 18.5%, only to find that the treacherous housing market 

declined further by 16.1%.  They predicted another increase of 26.0% for 2011 but the 

actual number of permits decreased by 4.2% instead.  For 2012, the panelists gave a 

17.5% growth forecast, and found this time the trend reversed with the actual housing 

permit number outperforming the forecast by a wide margin of nearly 40.0%.  The 

panelists then expected significant increases of 33.8% for 2013 and 30.1% for 2014, only 

to find that the actual permit number grew by 13.6% and declined by 8.4%, respectively. 

A lowered projection of growth of 16.3% was given for 2015, and the actual number 

turned out to be double the projection at 32.5%. It appears that the housing market for 

new homes has constantly defied experts’ forecasts/expectations.  

 

Forecasts for a particular year are updated monthly until the year draws to a close.  

Usually, the June forecasts are more accurate than forecasts made in the previous 

December since several months of actual data are available by that time.  This year’s 

forecast released in June has been lowered to 19.4% from the December forecast of 

31.0%, indicating that the new housing market is improving at a slower pace than 

previously expected.   



  7 

 

S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Index  

The S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Indices track 20 Metropolitan Statistical Areas 

(MSAs), including Phoenix.  Chart 4 shows the year-over-year change for the Phoenix 

metropolitan area. The solid line measures the Phoenix price index (left vertical axis); the 

dashed line measures the year-over-year change of the Phoenix price index (right vertical 

axis).  Just as prices soared between 2004 and the summer of 2006, they came crashing 

down starting in July 2006.  Between then and May 2009, home prices in Phoenix 

dropped 53.9%.  Starting in June 2009, the index trended up for eight months and slightly 

declined for the next six months, resulting in the positive year-over-year price change 

from March 2010 to August 2010, and giving much hope that the housing market was 

stabilizing and recovering.  However, the price index began slumping again in August 

2010, reaching its lowest point in August 2011 since December 1999, and the year-over-

year change went back to the negative territory during September 2010–December 2011.  

From September 2011, the price index started to climb up and continued the upward 

trend for 32 consecutive months until April 2014; it then hovered at that level until 

October 2014 before it started to increase again for the next 17 consecutive months. As a 

result, the year-over-year change emerged positive from January 2012 and stayed above 

20.0% during September 2012–May 2013, followed by a declining curve from 19.7% in 

June 2013, to 10.9% in March and to 2.1% in November of 2014. However, the year-

over-year change has since increased and was 5.6% in March 2016.   

 
 

Chart 4: S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Index for Phoenix Metro Area 

 
Source: S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Index Levels, March 2016, seasonally adjusted. 
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Projected Residential Permit and State Population Growth 

Housing construction has a close, if not perfect, relationship with the State’s population 

growth (Chart 5).  The intercensal population estimates for Arizona produced by the 

Arizona State Demographer’s Office show that the population growth rate was on a 

declining curve as the housing downturn progressively unfolded.  It sank to the lowest 

point in 2010, followed by steady climbs during 2011-2015, probably due to the rapid 

absorption of housing inventories and the subsequent improvement of the housing 

market.  The projection of the State’s population for 2016-2019 by Arizona’s Economy 

indicates that as the housing market continues to improve and new construction resumes, 

the population growth will pick up speed. 
 

 

Chart 5: Actual and Projected New Residential Permits  

Compared with Estimated and Projected Population Growth Rates 

Sources:  
 

Residential Permits - Actual numbers from U.S. Census, Building Permits, Permits by State-Annual are 

used for 2008–2015, and projected numbers from Economic Forecast Data, Arizona’s Economy, University 

of Arizona, March 1, 2016 for 2016–2019. 
 

Population – Estimates from Arizona State Demographer’s Office (http://azstats.gov/population-

estimates.aspx) are used for 2008–2015, and projected numbers from Economic Forecast Data, Arizona’s 

Economy, University of Arizona, March 1, 2016 for 2016–2019. 

 

 

 

Arizona School District ADM 

 

Between 2006 and 2009, the school district ADM growth rate was positive, but on a 

decelerating path (Table 2) due to the dramatic downturn in the housing market, the 

slowdown in population growth and the ADM increase in the charter school sector.  In 

FY 2009, the school district ADM growth rate turned negative and the decline 

http://azstats.gov/population-estimates.aspx
http://azstats.gov/population-estimates.aspx
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accelerated during the following two years, reaching -1.7% in FY 2011, resulting in the 

closure of some district schools.  After further decreases during FY 2012 and FY 2013, 

the statewide school district ADM experienced a sizable loss of more than 33,150 in FY 

2014, a decline of 3.7% from a year earlier. The ADM stayed flat in FY 2015 and grew 

by nearly 24,200 this year, a 2.8% increase from last year according to the preliminary 

ADM counts released by the Arizona Department of Education (ADE) as of May 31, 

2016. 

 

Table 2: ADM growth in school districts and charter schools 

 School Districts Charter Schools Total 

Fiscal Year 100-day 

ADM*  

Growth 

Rate 

100-day 

ADM * 

Growth 

Rate 

100-day 

ADM* 

 Growth 

Rate 

FY 2006 896,747   85,707   982,454   

FY 2007 917,173 2.3% 90,330 5.4% 1,007,503 2.5% 

FY 2008 928,754 1.3% 94,688 4.8% 1,023,442 1.6% 

FY 2009 923,172 -0.6% 103,374 9.2% 1,026,546 0.3% 

FY 2010 914,730 -0.9% 111,944 8.3% 1,026,674 0.0% 

FY 2011 899,500 -1.7% 121,322 8.4% 1,020,822 -0.6% 

FY 2012 893,318 -0.7% 133,815 10.3% 1,027,133 0.6% 

FY 2013 890,535 -0.3% 145,270 8.6% 1,035,805 0.8% 

FY 2014 857,361 -3.7% 189,070 30.2% 1,046,431 1.0% 

FY 2015 858,303 0.1% 198,070 4.8% 1,056,373 1.0% 

FY 2016 882,486 2.8% 167,816 -15.3% 1,050,302 -0.6% 

Annualized 

Growth Rate 

2006-2016 

 

0.2% 

 

7.0% 

 

0.7% 
* Source: ADE’s LEA information request website 5/31/2016: 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx (counting pre-school 

students with disabilities and kindergarten students as one-half).  The ADM counts for accommodation 

school districts and online schools are included.   

 

The significant district ADM loss in FY 2014 resulted largely from the conversion of district 

schools to charter schools.  Charter students are not included in district ADM for SFB 

purposes.  During the year, sixty schools from twenty school districts were converted or 

designated as charters including 11 schools for Paradise Valley Unified School District and 

three of the five schools in Liberty Elementary School District. However, per Laws 2014, 

Second Regular Session, Chapter 16, Section 1 (HB 2711), district sponsored charter schools 

that started after June 30, 2013 and before July 1, 2014 would revert to district schools by 

June 30, 2015. As a result, most of the students attending these schools became district 

students again in FY 2016, contributing to the 2.8% growth in this year’s ADM.  Laws 2016, 

Second Regular Session, Chapter 124 (HB 2707) repealed school districts’ authority to 

sponsor charter schools. 

  

Enrollment of District Schools vs. Charter Schools 

During the past decade, the overall district ADM has declined by an annualized rate of 0.2% 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx
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(Table 2). In contrast, the charter school enrollment has grown significantly. Its ten-year 

annualized growth rate stands at 7.0%. While the district ADM has experienced a 

considerable loss of nearly 40,700 since FY 2009, charter schools have gained nearly 64,450 

during the same time period, reaching over 167,800 ADM in FY 2016 (for a breakdown of 

online and non-online ADM see Exhibit I).  Chart 6 presents the percentage of district school 

students compared to charter school students for K-12 public education during the past 

decade.  In FY 2006, the charter school ADM accounted for 8.7% of the public education 

system; in FY 2016 that number increased to 16.0%.  

 
Chart 6: ADM Percentage of District Schools and Charter Schools 

 
Source: From ADE’s LEA information request website 5/31/2016: 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx.  The ADM counts for 

accommodation school districts and online schools are included.  
 

 

Ratio of Growing Districts to Declining Districts 

Excluding nine accommodation school districts, there are 207 public school districts that 

enrolled students in FY 2016 according to ADE’s ADM counts as of May 31, 2016.  

Among these districts, 91 experienced ADM growth and 116 had declining ADM 

compared to FY 2015 (Table 3).  For every 10 districts whose ADM is declining, there 

are currently 7.8 that are growing.  Conversely, there were 17.5 growing districts for 

every 10 declining districts ten years ago.  

 

Table 4 lists Arizona’s top ten growing and declining districts, in terms of ADM, between 

FY 2015 and FY 2016. Not surprisingly, the ten top growing districts are among those 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx
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which reverted their district sponsored charter schools to district schools in FY 2016 and 

therefore added a significant portion to the district ADM. 

 

 

Table 3: Number of districts that gained or lost ADM during FY 2006–FY 2016 

   FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 

# Growing Districts 138 126 117 91 79 74 84 84 86 100 91 

# Declining Districts 79 92 103 127 139 141 132 131 121 107 116 

Gain/Loss Ratio 1.75 1.37 1.14 0.72 0.57 0.52 0.64 0.64 0.71 0.93 0.78 
 

Sources: Data for FY 06–10 is calculated from ADM tables prepared for the SFB by ADE; data for FY 11–

16 is calculated from data on ADE’s LEA information request website on 5/30, 5/31 or 6/1 each year 

(http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx). ADM counts for online 

schools are excluded from the computation. Starting from FY 14, accommodation school districts are 

excluded according to amended A.R.S § 15-2041.  

 
 

Table 4: Top 10 districts that lost ADM and top 10 districts that gained ADM 

between FY 2015 and FY 2016 

District 

FY 16 100-day 

ADM 

ADM Change 

FY 15 to FY 16 

Top 10 Districts in ADM Decline 

Cartwright Elementary District 16,079 -1,808 

Marana Unified District 10,757 -1,165 

Sunnyside Unified District 15,236 -1,048 

Gilbert Unified District 34,301 -985 

Tucson Unified District 45,324 -568 

Apache Junction Unified District 3,790 -539 

Prescott Unified District 3,898 -375 

Alhambra Elementary District 12,682 -332 

Roosevelt Elementary District 8,547 -313 

Yuma Elementary District 8,102 -296 

Top 10 Districts in ADM Growth 

Paradise Valley Unified District 30,648 5,595 

Washington Elementary School District 21,885 3,468 

Maricopa Unified School District 6,077 3,405 

Litchfield Elementary District 10,617 3,262 

Buckeye Union High School District 3,871 2,846 

Higley Unified School District 11,277 2,308 

Humboldt Unified District 5,532 2,296 

Vail Unified District 10,038 2,230 

Liberty Elementary District 3,236 2,098 

Dysart Unified District 23,847 2,029 
 

Source: from ADE’s LEA information request website 5/31/16: 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx.  ADM counts for 

online schools and accommodation districts are excluded. 

 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx
http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx
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New Construction Awards 

Per Laws 2013, 1st Special Session, Chapter 3, § 44 (House Engrossed HB 2003), a 

school district must now exceed capacity in the current year before the SFB can award 

new space (A.R.S. § 15-2041 (D)(3)).  There were two new construction awards in the 

FY 2016 capital plan cycle (for Agua Fria UHSD and Chandler USD), and no projects 

were conceptually-approved for FY 2017.  Information on these projects is available in 

Sections II and III of this report.  

 

 

Conclusion 

 

As sixty district sponsored charter schools reverted to district schools this year, the 

statewide district ADM has experienced sizable growth.  However, the continued growth 

of charter schools has posed challenges for school districts to keep their enrollment 

steady. As the housing market continues to improve, the need for new school 

construction is expected to grow in some districts.  Going forward, the SFB will continue 

to closely monitor the condition of the housing market, trends of population growth and 

changes in ADM to best plan for new school construction.  
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Exhibit I 

 

 

ADM growth in school districts and charter schools (non-online) 

 School Districts Charters Schools Total (non-online) 

Fiscal 

Year 

100-day 

ADM * 

Growth 

rate 

100-day 

ADM * 

Growth 

rate 

100- day 

ADM* 

Growth 

rate 

FY 2006         896,306              81,654    977,960   

FY 2007         916,547  2.3%           83,398  2.1% 999,945 2.2% 

FY 2008         927,969  1.2%           85,886  3.0% 1,013,855 1.4% 

FY 2009         922,289  -0.6%           92,662  7.9% 1,014,951 0.1% 

FY 2010         913,935  -0.9%         100,622  8.6% 1,014,557 0.0% 

FY 2011         898,780  -1.7%         108,254  7.6% 1,007,034 -0.7% 

FY 2012         892,473  -0.7%         119,403  10.3% 1,011,876 0.5% 

FY 2013         889,645  -0.3%         130,961  9.7% 1,020,606 0.9% 

FY 2014         856,392  -3.7%         179,379  37.0% 1,035,771 1.5% 

FY 2015         856,998  0.1%         184,140  2.7% 1,041,139 0.5% 

FY 2016         880,867  2.8%         158,208  -14.1% 1,039,076 -0.2% 

 

ADM growth in school districts and charter schools (online) 

 School Districts Charter Schools Total (online) 

Fiscal 

Year 

100-day 

ADM * 

Growth 

rate 

100-day 

ADM * 

Fiscal 

Year 

100-day 

ADM * 

Growth 

rate 

FY 2006            441              4,053    4,495   

FY 2007            626  41.9%           6,932  71.0% 7,558 68.2% 

FY 2008            785  25.5%           8,802  27.0% 9,587 26.8% 

FY 2009            883  12.4%         10,712  21.7% 11,595 20.9% 

FY 2010            795  -10.0%         11,322  5.7% 12,116 4.5% 

FY 2011            720  -9.4%         13,069  15.4% 13,789 13.8% 

FY 2012            845  17.4%         14,412  10.3% 15,257 10.6% 

FY 2013            890  5.4%         14,308  -0.7% 15,199 -0.4% 

FY 2014            969  8.8%           9,691  -32.3% 10,660 -29.9% 

FY 2015         1,304  34.6%         13,930  43.7% 15,234 42.9% 

FY 2016         1,619  24.1%           9,608  -31.0% 11,227 -26.3% 
 

* Source: ADE’s LEA information request website 5/31/2016:  

 http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx (using the same criteria 

counting pre-school and kindergarten enrollment as one-half for district schools).   Online schools that were 

dissolved before FY 12 are not included in online ADM counts. 

 

 

 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx
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School Districts in Maricopa, Pima, Pinal and Santa Cruz Counties
February 3, 2016 Board Meeting

1. Casa Grande ESD
2. Chandler USD 
3. Florence USD
4. Nadaburg USD
5. Queen Creek USD
6. Sahuarita USD
7. Santa Cruz ESD
8. Vail USD
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School Districts from Cochise, Graham, Mohave, and Yuma Counties
December 2, 2015 Board Meeting

1 - Benson USD                 5 - Somerton ESD
2 - Colorado City USD        6 - Yuma ESD
3 - Gadsden ESD               7 - Yuma UHSD 
4 - Pima USD                         
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