Appendix B. Information Sources

Arkansas

% Arkansas Department of Education

California

% California Department of Education, the California
Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System
(CALPADS)

Colorado

% Colorado Department of Education, the School
Finance Unit

District of Columbia

% District of Columbia Public Charter School Board

% District of Columbia Department of Revenue

GCeorgia

% Georgia Department of Education, Office of Finance
and Business Operations and Charter Schools Office

% Georgia Charter Schools Association
% Fulton County Schools Finance and Business

% Atlanta Public Schools Financial Services and Charter
Schools Office

Indiana

& Indiana Department of Education, School Finance

Louisiana

% Louisiana Department of Education, School Finance

Massachusetts

% Massachusetts Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education, School Finance

% Massachusetts Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education, Charter Schools Office

NCES

% Massachusetts Department of Revenue, Division of
Local Services

New Jersey

% New Jersey Department of Education, School Finance

New York

% New York State Education Department

% Audited Annual Financial Reports from school districts

Oklahoma

% Oklahoma Department of Education

Tennessee

% Tennessee Charter School Center
& Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury

% Tennessee Department of Education

Texas

% Texas Education Agency, Division of School Finance,
Information Analysis Division, and Division of Charter
Schools

% Texas Resource Center for Charter Schools
% Houston Independent School District
% Dallas Independent School District

Nationwide

% The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools

% The National Institute for Early Education Research at
Rutgers Graduate School of Education
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Appendix C. Summary Tables for Each Location

Below are tables which summarize the data presented in the report for each location. They are ordered from the
metropolitan area with the revenue disparity most favorable to charters to the area with the disparity most favorable to
traditional public schools.

Table C1: Revenue Disparities for Houston, FY16 (Grade of A)

Type Distrith Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
evenue Revenue ) (%)
Total $11,557 $11,040 (8517 -5%
Total without SPED $10,721 $10,607 ($14) -1%
Local Public $8,246 50 (58,246) -100%
State Public $1,455 $8,811 §7,356 506%
Federal Public $1,396 $1,343 (953) -4%
Nonpublic $460 $885 $426 93%
Public Indeterminate S0 S0 S0 ~
Indeterminate S0 S0 S0 ~
Table C2: Revenue Disparities for Boston, FY16 (Grade of C)
Type Distrith Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
evenue Revenue ($) (%)
Total §23,288 $20,423 (52,865) -12%
Total without SPED $17,900 $18,862 $962 5%
Local Public $16,598 S0 (516,598) -100%
State Public $4,600 $14,557 $9,958 217%
Federal Public $1,097 $1,322 $226 21%
Nonpublic $994 $4,543 $3,549 357%
Public Indeterminate 50 50 50 ~
Indeterminate S0 S0 S0 ~
Table C3: Revenue Disparities for New York City, FY16 (Grade of D)
Type Distrith Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
evenue Revenue %) (%)
Total $28,141 $22,701 (85,440) -19%
Total without SPED $25,561 $20,342 (85,219) -20%
Local Public $17,173 $9,278 (57,895) -46%
State Public $10,044 $5,857 (54,187) -42%
Federal Public $1,286 $699 ($587) -46%
Nonpublic $1,401 $2,981 $1,580 113%
Public Indeterminate ($1,762) 43,885 $5,648 -321%
Indeterminate ($241) $2,596 $2,837 -1176%
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Appendix C — cont.

Table C4: Revenue Disparities for Denver, FY16 (Grade of D)

Type Distri;t Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
evenue Revenue ($) (%)

Total $15,230 $12,248 (52,982) -20%
Total without SPED $14,079 $10,932 ($3,147) -22%
Local Public $9,025 $114 (98,911) -99%
State Public $3,094 $7,634 $4,540 147%
Federal Public $1,686 $698 (5989) -59%
Nonpublic $1,415 $1,534 $119 8%
Public Indeterminate $10 $2,268 $2,258 23440%
Indeterminate S0 $246 $246 ~
Table C5: Revenue Disparities for Shelby County, FY16 (Grade of D)

Type Distri;t Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student

evenue Revenue ($) (%)
Total $11,174 $8,902 (82,273) -20%
Total without SPED $9,764 $8,792 (5972) -10%
Local Public $4,742 $6 (%4,736) -100%
State Public $4,977 $1,189 (83,788) -76%
Federal Public $2,134 $837 ($1,297) -61%
Nonpublic $268 $1,246 $978 365%
Public Indeterminate (8947) $5,623 $6,570 -694%
Indeterminate S0 $359 $359 ~
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Appendix C — cont.

Table C6: Revenue Disparities for San Antonio, FY16 (Grade of D)

T District Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
ype Revenue Revenue ($) (%)
Total $14,147 $10,934 (53,214) -23%
Total without SPED $12,775 $10,410 (52,365) -19%
Local Public $3,722 S0 (93,722) -100%
State Public $5,858 $8,378 $2,520 43%
Federal Public $2,646 $1,426 (51,220) -46%
Nonpublic $1,921 $1,130 ($791) -41%
Public Indeterminate S0 S0 $0 ~
Indeterminate 50 50 $0 ~
Table C7: Revenue Disparities for Los Angeles, FY16 (Grade of F)
T District Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
ype Revenue Revenue () (%)
Total $17,813 $13,017 (54,797 -27%
Total without SPED $14,971 $13,001 ($1,970) -13%
Local Public $3,498 $1,874 (81,624) -46%
State Public $10,573 $8,398 (§2,175) -21%
Federal Public $1,863 $939 (5924) -50%
Nonpublic $1,960 $640 ($1,320) -67%
Public Indeterminate ($80) $1,166 $1,246 -1551%
Indeterminate $1,429 50 ($1,429) -100%
Table C8: Revenue Disparities for Washington, D.C., FY16 (Grade of F)
T District Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
ype Revenue Revenue ($) (%)
Total $35,494 $25,236 (510,258) -29%
Total without SPED $31,770 $23,252 (%8,518) -27%
Local Public S0 S0 %0 ~
State Public $28,102 $19,299 ($8,803) -31%
Federal Public $7,119 $1,968 (85,151) -72%
Nonpublic $134 $3,938 $3,803 2836%
Public Indeterminate $139 $31 ($107) -717%
Indeterminate 50 $1,224 $1,224 ~
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Table C9: Revenue Disparities for Tulsa, FY16 (Grade of F)

Type Distri;t Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
evenue Revenue ) (%)
Total $11,656 §7,904 (83,752) -32%
Total without SPED $10,681 $7,580 (93,101) -29%
Local Public $6,031 S0 (96,031) -100%
State Public $3,750 $5,231 $1,481 40%
Federal Public $1,340 $1,007 ($332) -25%
Nonpublic $536 $1,666 $1,130 211%
Public Indeterminate 50 S0 50 ~
Indeterminate 50 $141 $140 83,021%
Table C10: Revenue Disparities for Camden, FY16 (Grade of F)
Type Distrith Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
evenue Revenue (%) (%)
Total $40,697 $26,027 (514,671) -36%
Total without SPED $35,679 $25,749 (59,930) -28%
Local Public $838 $405 (5433) -52%
State Public $36,283 $14,870 ($21,413) -59%
Federal Public §3,057 $1,495 (51,562) -51%
Nonpublic §$519 $9,256 $8,737 1,683%
Public Indeterminate 50 $0 50 ~
Indeterminate 50 N SN ~
Table C11: Revenue Disparities for Indianapolis, FY16 (Grade of F)
Type Distrith Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
evenue Revenue (%) (%)
Total $15,380 $9,769 (85,611) -37%
Total without SPED $13,825 $9,357 (54,468) -32%
Local Public $4,575 S0 (54,575) -100%
State Public $7,728 $6,898 (5830) -11%
Federal Public $2,039 $1,207 ($832) -41%
Nonpublic $1,038 $1,665 $626 60%
Public Indeterminate S0 $0 50 ~
Indeterminate 50 50 50 ~
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Table C12: Revenue Disparities for Oakland, FY16 (Grade of F)

Type

Total

Total without SPED
Local Public

State Public

Federal Public
Nonpublic

Public Indeterminate

Indeterminate

District Per Student
Revenue

$23,332
$20,745
$10,293
$9,342
$1,754
$1,943
50
$1,023

Charter Per Student
Revenue

$14,735
$14,735
$2,018
$9,062
$877
$2,690
$89
$769

Disparity Per
Student ($)

(98,597)
(%6,010)
(98,275)
($280)
($887)
§747
$90

($253)

Disparity Per Student
(%)

-37%
-29%
-80%
-3%
-51%
38%
-18,283%
-25%

Oakland handles SPED support and reporting for charter schools differently than all other cities in our study. The Oakland
Unified School District, the Alameda Office of Education, and Alameda Unified School District, all with charters located
within the boundaries of Oakland, imbed financial data for the charters in each district’s financial reporting to the
California Department of Education, just as Los Angeles Unified does. However, the two cities differ in the level of detail
captured in the reporting. Los Angeles provides the same level of detailed reporting for the charter schools as it does for
the district, making it possible to determine how much is spent on special education. Oakland Unified, however, does
not report charter school financial data with the same level of detail as reported for the school district. Therefore, it is not
possible to determine how much has been spent on special education for students attending Oakland charter schools.

Table C13: Revenue Disparities for Little Rock, FY16 (Grade of F)

Type Distrith Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
evenue Revenue (%) (%)
Total $14,917 $9,134 (95,783) -39%
Total without SPED $13,531 $8,746 (54,785) -35%
Local Public $6,755 $0 ($6,755) -100%
State Public $5,982 $§7,390 $1,408 24%
Federal Public $1,555 $1,033 ($522) -34%
Nonpublic $625 $678 $52 8%
Public Indeterminate %0 $34 $34 ~
Indeterminate $0 $0 $0 ~
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Table Cl4: Revenue Disparities for Atlanta, FY16 (Grade of F)

Type District Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
Revenue Revenue (%) (%)
Total $18,276 $9,382 (58,894) -49%
Total without SPED $16,516 $9,371 (87,145) -43%
Local Public $13,878 $2,866 (§11,012) -79%
State Public $4,403 $4,717 $314 7%
Federal Public $1,978 $489 ($1,488) -75%
Nonpublic $461 $634 $174 38%
Public Indeterminate ($2,444) %675 $3,119 -128%
Indeterminate $93 $67 (526) -28%
Table C15: Revenue Disparities for New Orleans, FY16 (Exception Case)
Type Distri;t Per Student Charter Per Student Disparity Per Student | Disparity Per Student
evenue Revenue ) (%)
Total $80,838 $12,490 $(68,348) -85%
Total without SPED $77,059 $11,203 $(65,856) -86%
Local Public $37,999 $4,179 $(33,820) -89%
State Public $3,799 $5,088 $1,289 34%
Federal Public $31,402 $1,837 $(29,566) -94%
Nonpublic $6,335 $633 $(5,702) -90%
Public Indeterminate $(4,008) $658 $4,666 -116%
Indeterminate $5,310 $96 $(5,214) -98%
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Appendix D. Indeterminate Revenue Streams

Some sources of revenue for public charter and traditional public schools are documented to vaguely for us to clearly
assign them to our primary categories of Federal, State, Local, and Nonpublic funds. Ifit is clear that the revenue is
from a public source, but we cannot determine conclusively which level of government provided it, we classify it as
“Public Indeterminate.” If all we can tell is that it is revenue, and cannot discern the source of the revenue, we classify

it as “Indeterminate.” Public Indeterminate and Indeterminate funds are included in our calculations of total per-pupil
revenues by sector presented in Table 1, consistent with our approach of accounting for all revenue from all sources. We
present them in an appendix here, instead of in the main text, because they are unpredictable and idiosyncratic.

Table D1: Public Indeterminate Revenue Disparity Per Student, FY16

Disparity Grade | Ranked Regions SEe gy qent Revenue | Student Revenue

A Houston X S0 50

C Boston MA S0 S0

D New York City NY ($1,762) $3,885

D Denver (0] $10 $2,268

D Shelby N (5947) $5,623

D San Antonio X S0 S0

Los Angeles CA ($80) $1,166
B Vashington, D.C. DC $139 $31

F
Tulsa 0K 0 0
Camden NJ $0 50
Indianapolis IN $0 $0

F Oakland (A S0 $89

Little Rock AR 50 $34
F Atlanta GA ($2,444) $675

Weighted Average: ($877) $1,650
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Disparity Per
Student ($)

50

50
$5,648
$2,258
$6,570
50
$1,246
(5107)
$0

$0

$0
$90
$34
$3,119

$2,527
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Appendix D — cont.

Table D2: Non-Specified Indeterminate Revenue Disparity Per Student, FY16

Oyeral! el Ranked Regions State D;Sttl:i;;:te r Cgil:?err:)ter DIEEEIIE7 ST
Disparity Grade Revenue Revenue Student ($)
A Houston X S0 S0 S0

C Boston MA S0 S0 50

D New York City NY ($241) $2,596 $2,837

D Denver © S0 $246 $246

D Shelby ™ 50 $359 $359

D San Antonio X S0 S0 50

Los Angeles (A $1,429 50 ($1,429)
Washington, D.C. DC 50 $1,224 $1,24
Tulsa 0K 0 $141 $141
Camden \1] $0 $11 $11
Indianapolis IN 50 50 50

Oakland CA $1,023 769 ($253)
Little Rock AR 0 0 0

Atlanta GA $93 $67 ($26)
Weighted Average: $253 $766 $513
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