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Appendix A
Methodology

State and Focus Area Selection 

The team selected 30 states and the District of Columbia for analysis, based on one of three criteria: inclusion in 
the FY 2007 report; the length of time that charter laws had been on the books in a state; or the concentration 
of charter schools within a state. Based on NCES’ reporting of total charter school enrollment, the revenue study 
analyzed 91.9% of FY11 total charter school student enrollment nationwide (analyzed revenue data for 1,642,870 
students; divided by nationwide enrollment of 1,787,091 per NCES’ “Numbers and Types of Public Elementary and 
Secondary Schools from the Common Core of Data:  School Year 2010-11”). 

As of FY11, 41 states had charter laws and 40 states had charter schools – Maine had a charter law but no charter 
schools in FY11.  The states with no charter school law in FY11 include:  Alabama, Kentucky, Montana, Nebraska, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, Washington, and West Virginia.  The revenue study included 30 states and 
the District of Columbia. According to NCES, the total number of traditional district students for all states and the 
District of Columbia in FY11 was 47,390,526 (a total of 49,177,617 less charter enrollment of 1,787,091).  The 
traditional district enrollment included in the revenue study in FY11 was 36,978,227, or 78.0%.      

Focus areas represent selected cities or counties used as an analysis domain for aggregating district data and 
geographically and demographically similar charter school data for comparative purposes.  The objective of a focus 
area selection is to match district students with charter students by educational setting and student need.  Focus 
areas are used as a proxy for urban/metropolitan settings.  Focus areas can include a single district or multiple 
districts, and include geographically related multiple charter schools.  

Whereas, non-focus areas are used as a proxy for suburban/rural settings.  The revenue study provides district and 
charter totals and funding disparity amounts for each focus area, as well as for statewide totals.  The statewide 
totals include the focus areas and non-focus areas for every district and charter school in the state.  Figure 3 
in each chapter does not provide separate amounts for non-focus areas, but non-focus areas are used in the 
computation of the weighted disparity.  Non-focus area amounts are computed by subtracting focus area amounts 
from statewide amounts.  

Within each state, we selected one to three cities or counties for in-depth analysis and refer to these domains as 
Focus Areas.  The primary criterion used to include a city or county in the analysis was a relatively high concentration 
of charter school students matching the geographic area of an urban/metropolitan district(s) setting with similar 
student needs.  Across all states, data for a total of 48 focus areas were separately analyzed and aggregated – each 
used as a proxy for an urban setting.  The total  district enrollment across all focus areas was 5,575,952, or 15.1% 
of total district enrollment analyzed.  Charter school enrollment across all focus areas was 687,865, or 38.5% of 
total charter enrollment analyzed.  Charter schools analyzed had more than twice the proportion of enrollment in 
focus area urban settings than districts (38.5% vs. 15.1%, respectively).

Fiscal Year 

We gathered publicly available revenue data for the 2010-11 fiscal year (FY11). Because states differ in the fiscal 
year used for their public schools, we attempted to select the fiscal year that most closely matched the 2010-11 
school year. We refer to that year throughout this report as “FY11.” We note in the state chapters those cases in 
which the fiscal year did not match the school year.
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Data Gathering

Source records were acquired directly from official state department of education records, and from independently 
audited financial statements.  We use the best, most detailed, official records available, and the same data and 
analysis standards for the past three studies were applied for each state in the study.

Revenues were collected from many sources, from state and federal agencies where these data are kept.  The 
analytic team uses estimated data for two states, Texas and Wisconsin. Texas revenue and enrollment data is 
estimated for charter revenues. Wisconsin statewide charter data are estimated because the state does not collect 
financial data on dependent charter schools, referred to as Instrumentality and Non-Instrumentality charters, 
which represent the majority of charter types in the state. Statewide estimates are based on Milwaukee data.  

After the FY11 school year concluded, the team waited 18 months to begin researching this project to allow state 
departments of education and charter schools the time to produce and submit all of their official financial records, 
Annual Financial Reports, independent audits, enrollment statistics, and other data.  The methodology matches a 
state’s Department of Education’s (DOE) records of school district revenues to the same fiscal year of data drawn 
from independent audits for the charter schools.  Because all data analyzed for districts and charter schools are as 
of the same date, FY11, all data are properly matched based on reporting time period.  

The analytic team did not rely upon finance data or demographic data collected by Federal agencies, except in very 
rare cases where the data are not available from state and local sources.  Data sourced from Federal agencies have 
gone through extensive aggregation and reporting processes that tend to be aggregated to the point where there is 
insufficient specificity to be useful for the analysis, and where we have seen reporting errors when checked against 
state sources.  Due to lack of enrollment data for Title I and students qualifying for Free & Reduced Price Meals 
from some states, Federal NCES data were used for these special enrollment statistics for Figure 11 in each chapter.

Louisiana is shown in report tables summarizing state results but are excluded from the national averages and 
disparity calculations. State funding and accounting for charter schools since Hurricane Katrina occurred is unusual, 
and not representative of patterns or practices in other states.  Also, for focus areas, New Orleans is excluded 
in aggregate totals for the same reasons that Louisiana is excluded from state aggregates; but, Baton Rouge is 
included (which does not exhibit anomalies) in the aggregate of focus area data.  Hawaii is included as a state in 
the aggregate of states analyzed, but has no focus area because Hawaii has a single statewide district, which is 
mostly suburban and rural.

Data from Various Unique State Sources, Analyzed into Comparative Datasets

In each state, we encountered a maze of web sites, reports, audits, and other information that, while extremely 
challenging to piece together, ultimately provided the best sources of primary data for understanding and analysis 
of funding levels and comparisons. By using each state’s individual accounting system, we were able to isolate 
revenue streams for inclusion/exclusion to accommodate our consistent methodology and to make comparisons 
across states. 

We began our research on state web sites, searching for financial data reported by local, state, federal, and other 
revenue categories. Though many states provided some form of revenue data, often the data existed only for 
school districts (not charters), or the data did not conform to the classifications used in other states. In those 
cases, we used additional data sources to develop conforming revenue figures. In instances where the state did 
not collect charter school revenue data, we used independent audits of financial data and sometimes federal 
Form 990.  

We gathered enrollment data from state education department web sites. We also obtained funding formula 
guidelines for both districts and charters for FY 2010-11. Finally, we reviewed other funding studies in certain 
states to ensure that our analysis was accurate and our conclusions sound.
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Analysis of Revenues, Not Expenditures, Inclusions and Exclusions, Demographic Context

We studied revenues, not expenditures. Our mission was to examine how charter schools are treated in state 
public finance systems, so we focused on how much money schools receive rather than how they spent it. An 
expenditure study would be fascinating, though given what we learned about data availability, it would also be 
extremely difficult. We looked for the following data and supporting detail:

•	 Revenues: We included all revenues, except as noted below, for both district and charter schools. Our goal 
was to determine the total amount of revenue received to run all facets of a school system, regardless of 
source. For charter schools, we included one-time revenues associated with starting the school, such as the 
federal Public Charter School Program and, in some cases, state and private grants.  Fund transfers are not 
considered revenue items, and are not included in the analysis. 
 
Arguably, one-time revenues could be excluded since they are not part of a charter school’s recurring 
revenues. However, they are a notable part of the funding story for the charter sector; when considering 
how much money is provided to run charter schools, these revenues cannot be ignored. Furthermore, 
we also included onetime grants of various kinds to districts. (It should be noted though, that charter 
schools likely rely more heavily on these start-up funds than do district schools, so including them probably 
understates the charter funding disparities.) 

•	 Enrollment: Where more than one form of enrollment data were available, we used the figures related to 
the official count day rather than self-reported data. Depending on a state’s particular method of reporting 
enrollment, the official count could be either Average Daily Attendance (ADA) or Average Daily Membership 
(ADM). 

•	 K-12 Schools Only: Where identifiable, we excluded revenues and enrollments associated with adult 
education or preschool. This study is intended to focus on K-12 education only.  Not all districts and charter 
schools in all states received preschool and adult education revenues.  So, by excluding these revenues, the 
states analyses become more comparable. 

•	 Bonds and Loans: We excluded bond proceeds and other revenue readily identifiable as loans to be repaid. 
For example, if a district issued $200 million in bonds for school construction in a given year, we did not 
count those proceeds as revenue at that time. However, we do include revenues for capital and debt 
service.  

•	 Selection of Schools: All charter schools in each locality were included in this study with the exception 
of schools for which we could not obtain valid revenue data and enrollment data. If we could not obtain 
revenue data, the enrollment for those schools were excluded from the analysis.  If we could not obtain 
enrollment data, the revenues for that school were excluded from the analysis. 

•	 Demographic Data: To better understand the funding gaps in each state, we collected data on students 
eligible for free or reduced price lunch programs, schools participating in Title I programs, and where 
available, special education programs. These data appear in Figure 11 in each state chapter. It is important 
to note that, since some schools choose not to participate in the free and reduced price lunch program 
even though they enroll significant numbers of low-income children, these data exclude district and charter 
schools that reported zero free and reduced price lunch students. 
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Revenue Source Classifications

The revenue analysis classifies revenues by source.  The six source classifications – which apply to both districts 
and charter schools -- include the following:

•	 Federal – Revenues whose origins are federal taxation (and public usage fees).  These revenues may include 
federal impact aid, Title I, mineral rights and access payments, federal charter school startup revenues, 
ARRA funds, and federal “State Fiscal Stabilization Fund” grants, and any other federal revenue.   

•	 State – Revenues whose origins are state taxation (and public licensing and usage fees).  These revenues 
may originate from sales taxes, property taxes, licensing fees, auto registrations, lotteries, or any other state 
origins.  

•	 Local – Revenues whose origins are local taxation (and public per capita and usage fees).  The most common 
local source is local property taxes and may also include:  piggy-back sales taxes, per capital taxes, and any 
other allowed local revenue sources.  

•	 Other – Revenues from non-tax, non-public sources.  These revenues include:  gate receipts, meal sale 
revenues, philanthropy revenues, interest on bank accounts and investments, fundraising revenue, and any 
other non-tax revenues.   

•	 Public-Indeterminate – A revenue item is classified as Public-Indeterminate if it can be determined that 
the item is from public taxation but due to lack of the state’s accounting record specificity it cannot be 
determined if it is from a Federal, State, or Local source.  

•	 Indeterminate – If the State’s financial detail lacks sufficient specificity to classify a revenue item into any of 
the other five source classifications, then that revenue item is classified as “Indeterminate.”

Negative Revenue Amounts

If an analyst backs out revenue amounts for items that are exclusions based on the revenue study methodology, 
the actual line item amounts are removed, flagged to be excluded in totals, or a negative revenue item is added to 
the file.  The method used is dependent upon the specificity of the data record available to the analyst and based 
on the nature of the adjustment and data structure.  When any adjustment amount is added to the file it is added 
to the most appropriate source category and is specific to districts versus charter schools.  

Some state results show a net negative amount for the Public-Indeterminate or Indeterminate sources.  This 
can occur when a negative adjustment line item is added to the analysis for the removal of preschool or adult 
education revenues.  Negative revenue amounts can also occur when one side of an accounting entry is classified 
into one source category and the other side of the accounting entry is classified into a different source category, 
such as, Indeterminate.  Plus, negative revenue amounts occur naturally in most financial systems for a variety 
of reasons.  However, in sources with large dollar amounts of revenues (Federal, State, Local, and Other) these 
negative amounts in aggregate net to a positive revenue amount and are not seen.  Whereas, Public-Indeterminate 
and Indeterminate sources contain fewer revenue amounts and are more likely to aggregate to a negative amount 
if there are few other positive amounts.        

Understanding Analysis Domains – Statewide, Focus Areas, Non-Focus Areas

Figure 3 in the state chapters summarizes statewide and focus area revenue data, including aggregates of funding 
by source, and enrollment data collected for each state and focus area.  The “Statewide” domain includes district 
and charter school metrics for all public schools analyzed in the state.  “Focus Areas” include district and charter 
school metrics for all public schools analyzed in selected cities and metropolitan areas.  The domain of “Non-Focus 
Areas” does not appear in Figure 3, but was used in the math for aligning district and charter proportions of urban/
metro students vs. suburban/rural students.  “Statewide” includes “Focus Areas.”  “Non-Focus Areas” result from 
the subtraction of “Focus Areas” from “Statewide.”   
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One of the benefits of arraying the data in this way is to show whether or not and how focus areas receive more 
money than non-focus areas.  In essence, we calculate a state disparity between districts and charters statewide, 
and separately, a focus area disparity between districts and charters. It is a safe generalization to say that per pupil 
revenues are higher in focus areas than in non-focus areas, because of greater student needs. This fact, however, 
can increase the size of the focus area funding disparity if the charter domain does not receive funding based on 
student need but districts do.

Inflation Adjustments

Inflation-adjustments were used in the revenue study for all comparative longitudinal metrics and discussions.  
All inflation adjustments are adjusted to 2007 dollars.  Therefore, FY03 dollar amounts were adjusted by a factor 
of 1.13 to 2007 dollars, FY07 metrics remained at face amount, and FY11 amounts were adjusted by a factor of 
0.92 to 2007 dollars.  The source for these inflation adjustment factors is the Bureau of Labor Statistics – their CPI 
Inflation Calculator at: http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl.

Rounding 

Dollar values are rounded to the nearest dollar for each chart, so some totals may be off by $1 compared to the 
sum of the visible values on a chart.  Similarly, some values may differ by $1 for the same metric depending on the 
analysis source for that metric.  Percentages also are rounded to the nearest tenth of a percentage, which may 
cause differences by a tenth of a percentage.  

Extrapolating State Results 

Using actual state-supplied data or independent audits, we analyzed and developed actual district and charter 
information for all states, except for Wisconsin.  For Wisconsin, the district amounts analyzed were all actual 
amounts, the Milwaukee charter amounts analyzed were all actual amounts, but the statewide charter school 
amounts had to be estimated.

Wisconsin does not collect financial data on its charter schools with the exception of the independent charters, 
almost all of which are located in the Milwaukee area.  Actual data was analyzed for Milwaukee’s three types of 
charter schools:  Instrumentality, Non-Instrumentality, and the “2R’s.” To create the state estimate, we used the 
financial data only for the Instrumentality and Non-Instrumentality charter schools divided by their enrollment 
multiplied by the total charter enrollment for the state.   

We must emphasize that the revenue patterns of Milwaukee may not be representative of the state as a whole. 
Still, these extrapolations were the best estimates we could develop based on the data available to us. 

Magnitude of Disparity

The Magnitude of Disparity amount (shown on the bottom of Figure 3 in each chapter) shows how much more or 
less funding districts would have received if they were funded at the same level of funding on a per pupil basis as 
charter schools.  This amount is computed by multiplying the disparity amount by the district enrollment.

Tables and Charts 

If no citation accompanies a table or chart, the information therein was compiled by the research team according 
to the process outlined above. When we relied on the data or publications of other organizations, we provide the 
relevant citation.
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About Figure 3 in Each Chapter

Illustrative Figure A1 below, called Figure 3 in each state chapter, summarizes the analysis for each state.  This 
section of the Methodology explains what is contained in Figure 3 in state chapters.

Box 1 contains actual revenue amounts, per pupil revenue amounts, and enrollments for districts and charter 
schools statewide.  Statewide metrics include the focus area revenues and enrollments and all other public school 
metrics analyzed in the state.

Box 2 provides weighted values for the purpose of aligning comparative per pupil funding assuming districts had 
the same urban/metro vs. suburban/rural proportion of enrollment as charter schools.  For an explanation of how 
the weighting is calculated see “Calculations” below. 

Box 3 shows actual revenue amounts, per pupil revenue amounts, and enrollments for districts and charter schools 
in each selected focus area (a city or county).  All focus areas are used as a proxy for urban/metro school settings, 
whose students have greater needs.

Box 4 includes percent-to-total figures that 
are calculated using per pupil dollar amounts 
by source of funding.  The percent-to-total 
figures are included to show the proportion of 
revenue received from any one source.  The 
last row in Box 4, “Magnitude of Disparity,” 
calculates the difference in statewide and 
focus area district revenues that would result 
if each district student received the same 
level of funding as charter students.

CalculationsThe following discussion 
provides specific calculations used in the 
Figure 3 tables in each state chapter.  

Box 1: Statewide Funding Disparity

The revenue study consistently uses the 
term “statewide” to represent total revenues 
and total enrollment analyzed for the entire 
state, separating all district schools from all 
charter schools.  Statewide figures are the 
sum of district and charter school revenues 
and enrollments.

Statewide figures in Box 1 include a mix 
of metropolitan and urban settings, plus 
suburban and rural settings.  The focus areas 
in Box 3, which are analyzed individually, 
represent a single urban/metro school 
setting.  

In this Revenue study, the term “disparity” 
is used to mean the difference between a 
district and charter total dollar amount, per 

Figure A1 -- Figure 3 in State Chapters
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pupil amount, or percent-to-total figure.  Box 1 figures subtract per pupil district revenues from per pupil charter 
revenues to compute the funding disparity, and indicate whether it is positive or negative.  A negative amount 
indicates that the disparity favors districts.

1) The figures in Box 1 are calculated as follows:

2) Calculate district per pupil revenue  
For $15,045 seen in Box 1, top: 
Divide total district revenue of $24,961,623,914 by total district enrollment of 1,659,163 (Box 1, bottom).

3) Calculate charter per pupil revenue  
For $12,495 in Box 1, top: 
Divide total charter revenue of $1,123,168,594 by total charter enrollment of 89,889 (Box 1, bottom).

4) Calculate the disparity amount  
For ($2,550) in Box 1, top: 
Subtract district per pupil revenue of $15,045 from charter per pupil revenue of $12,495.

5) Calculate the disparity percentage  
For (16.9%) in Box 1, top: 
Divide the disparity amount of ($2,550) by the district per pupil amount of $15,045.

Directionality: A negative disparity or funding difference indicates that district per pupil revenues are greater than 
charter school per pupil revenues.  The reverse is true for a positive disparity amount.

Box 2: Weighted Calculations

The revenue study recognizes that in many states, charter school enrollments are concentrated in focus areas. 
Focus Areas are used as a proxy for urban/metro settings with greater student needs.  Statewide data includes 
students from urban/metro settings AND suburban/rural settings.  Focus areas include actual revenues and 
enrollment found in a state’s urban/metro settings.  Non-focus areas (statewide minus focus areas) are used to 
represent the remainder of a state in suburban/rural settings.

For most states included in the revenue study, a much greater percentage of total charter students are educated 
in focus areas (urban/metro settings) rather than in non-focus areas (suburban/rural settings).  In contrast, a much 
higher percentage of total district students are educated in non-focus areas (suburban/rural settings) rather than 
in focus areas (urban/metro settings).  In the Figure 3 illustration above (using a state’s actual data), Box 2 shows 
that 80.7% of all charter school students are educated in urban focus areas; whereas, only 11.0% of all district 
students are educated in urban focus areas.  

The purpose of a weighting factor is to equalize district vs. charter results by geographic settings based on the 
proportion of students educated in urban/metro settings vs. suburban/rural settings.  Weighting adjusts statewide 
per pupil district enrollment proportions to match the same proportion experienced by charter schools statewide.  

The weighting calculation applies the percentages of charter students in urban/metro settings vs. suburban/rural 
settings to actual district per pupil revenue amounts in each of the focus areas and to non-focus areas. 

1) The Figure 3 illustration above recognizes two fictitious focus areas named:  Urban City, and Metro County.  
The following calculations illustrate the computation of a weighted disparity amount. 

a) Calculate the percentage of charter students educated in each focus area:

i) Urban City [CU1] = 63.54949% computed by …

b) Divide charter enrollment of 57,124 by total charter enrollment of 89,889
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i)  Metro County [CU2] = 17.187865% computed by …

2) Divide charter enrollment of 15,450 by total charter enrollment of 89,889.

a) Calculate the percentage of students educated in Non-focus areas (suburban/rural):

i)  Non-Focus Area [CS3] = 19.262646% computed by … 

3) Subtract from 1.0 the two focus area percentages of .6354949 and .17187865

a) Calculate the district per pupil revenue amounts for Urban City and Metro County focus areas.

b)  Urban City [DPPR1] = $17,844.410097 from (Box 3, top) not rounded

4)  Metro County [DPPR2] = $24,376.731977 from (Box 3, top) not rounded

a) Calculate the district per pupil revenue amount for the non-focus area:

i)  Non-Focus Area [DPPR3] = $14,583.736309 computed by …

Statewide total district revenue of $24,961,623,914 minus focus area total district revenue amounts, 
$2,793,792,222 for Urban City and $633,063,729 for Metro County; divided by (statewide total district 
enrollment of 1,659,163 minus Urban City total district enrollment of 156,564 minus Metro City total 
district enrollment of 25,970).

5) Calculate the weighted district per pupil revenue amount of $18,339: 
(CU1 x DPPR1) + (CU2 x DPPR2) + (CS3 x DPPR3) = Weighted Disparity Amount 

a) OR

(.6354949 x $17,844.410097) + (.17187865 x $24,376.731977) + (.19262646 x $14,583.736309)

REDUCES TO

b) $11,340.03 + $4,189.84 + $2,809.21 = $18,339.08 (see Box 2, top)    

Box 3:

Box 3 calculations are conceptually the same as described for Box 1 above, except instead of being for a statewide 
population of data they are for each focus area.  See the “Box 1” Calculations’ sections for this parallel math.

Box 4:

The percentages in Box 4 are percent-to-total revenue amounts by source.  Percentages are computed by dividing 
the corresponding per pupil revenue source amount from the top of Figure 3 by the total per pupil amount.

The amount in the last row of Figure 3 is computed by multiplying the per pupil disparity amount (or “difference”) 
by district enrollment.  The statewide Magnitude of Disparity, in the statewide column, is:  $2,549.647019 
(unrounded) x 1,659,163 = $4,230,279,996.

A Small-Scale Illustration of Computations of Percent Disparity and Weighted Percent Disparity

Figure A2 below uses just 8 district students and 5 charter students to illustrate the math used to compute an 
unweighted disparity percentage and a weighted disparity percentage.
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Figure A2 -- Calculation of the Statewide Total Per Pupil Disparity, Unweighted and Weighted 
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Figure A3 lists states and their District and Charter percentages of enrollments in focus areas versus in non-focus 
areas.  The aggregate percentages for all states analyzed were 14.8% of all district enrollment in focus areas vs. 
41.0% of all charter enrollment in focus areas. 

Figure A3 – Enrollments in Focus Areas and Non-Focus Areas

States
District Enrollment 

in Non-Focus 
Areas

District Enrollment 
in Focus Areas 

Charter Enrollment 
in Non-Focus Areas

Charter Enrollment 
in Focus Areas 

Missouri 0.0% 100.0%1 0.0% 100.0%
Illinois 80.1% 19.9% 7.2% 92.8%

Tennessee 76.6% 23.4% 7.2% 92.8%
Maryland 77.0% 23.0% 12.3% 87.7%
Louisiana 90.3% 9.7% 12.6% 87.4%
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States
District Enrollment 

in Non-Focus 
Areas

District Enrollment 
in Focus Areas 

Charter Enrollment 
in Non-Focus Areas

Charter Enrollment 
in Focus Areas 

New York 61.6% 38.4% 15.0% 85.0%
Pennsylvania 89.0% 11.0% 19.3% 80.7%

Arizona 36.8% 63.2% 31.2% 68.8%
New Mexico 71.9% 28.1% 31.3% 68.7%

Indiana 95.7% 4.3% 33.2% 66.8%
Minnesota 90.9% 9.1% 46.2% 53.8%

Texas 92.7% 7.3% 52.0% 48.0%
Wisconsin 91.9% 8.1% 53.9% 46.1%

Connecticut 92.7% 7.3% 54.5% 45.5%
Delaware 72.4% 27.6% 57.5% 42.5%

New Jersey 94.9% 5.1% 57.6% 42.4%
Arkansas 94.8% 5.2% 59.0% 41.0%

Idaho 90.4% 9.6% 65.6% 34.4%
Georgia 91.5% 8.5% 66.6% 33.4%

Michigan 94.8% 5.2% 68.5% 31.5%
Florida 77.6% 22.4% 72.5% 27.5%

California 87.9% 12.1% 73.1% 26.9%
Ohio 96.5% 3.5% 79.7% 20.3%

Massachusetts 94.0% 6.0% 80.3% 19.7%
Oregon 74.4% 25.6% 82.2% 17.8%

North Carolina 89.9% 10.1% 85.1% 14.9%
Colorado 87.6% 12.4% 85.2% 14.8%

Utah 82.7% 17.3% 85.3% 14.7%
South Carolina 89.8% 10.2% 87.2% 12.8%
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Arizona
Arizona Department of Education, School Finance Division, 
Operations Department

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

Connecticut

Connecticut Department of Education, School Finance

Delaware

Delaware Department of Education, School Finance

District of Columbia
District of Columbia Public Charter School Board

District of Columbia Department of Revenue

Florida
Auditor General’s Office

Florida Department of Education, Office of Funding and 
Financial Reporting

Florida Consortium of Charter Schools

Florida Charter Schools Office

Georgia
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

Hawaii
Hawaii Department of Education

Hawaii State Public Charter School Commission

Idaho
Idaho State Department of Education, Finance, Child 
Nutrition, and Student Transportation Division 

Idaho State Department of Education, Innovation and School 
Choice Division

Illinois
Illinois State Board of Education, Accountability Division

Illinois State Board of Education, School Business and Support 
Services Division

Illinois Network of Charter Schools

Chicago Public Schools

Indiana

Indiana Department of Education, School Finance

Louisiana

Louisiana Department of Education, School Finance

Maryland
Maryland Department of Education

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 
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Sources and Informants
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Michigan
Michigan Department of Education, Public School Academy 
Program

Michigan Department of Education, State Aid and School 
Finance

Minnesota
Minnesota Department of Education, Department of Program 
Finance

Missouri
Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education, Division of School Finance and Division of School 
Improvement

Missouri Charter Public School Association

New Jersey
New Jersey Department of Education, School Finance

New Jersey Department of Education, Charter School Office

New Mexico
New Mexico Public Education Department

New York
New York State Education Department

Audited Annual Financial Reports from school districts

North Carolina
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, Financial 
and Business Services Division

North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, Office of 
Charter Schools

North Carolina Department of State Treasurer

Ohio
Ohio Department of Education, School Finance

Oregon
Oregon Department of Education, School Finance

Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania Department of Education, Division of Subsidy 
Data and Administration, Bureau of Budget and Fiscal 
Management

South Carolina
South Carolina Department of Public Instruction, Office of 
Finance

Audited Annual Financial Reports from school districts

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

Utah
Utah Department of Education

Wisconsin
City of Milwaukee

Milwaukee Public Schools, Department of Finance and 
Operations

University of Wisconsin – Milwaukee Office of Charter Schools

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction

Nationwide
The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools

The National Institute for Early Education Research at Rutgers 
Graduate School of Education

Appendix B - Cont’d
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Appendix C
Research Team

Meagan Batdorff
Ms. Batdorff has worked in education for nearly 20 years. She is a former high school teacher, Teach for America alumnus, and 
Communications Director for the NC Charter School Resource Center.  She is the founder and lead consultant of Progressive EdGroup, an 
education consulting organization in Michigan.  Ms. Batdorff conducts research in areas of school policy, school finance, reform efforts, 
and at the school level tracking program implementation and evaluation.  Progressive EdGroup also works with numerous groups around 
the country in the process of school design and development, ongoing operations, and grant writing.

Albert Cheng
Mr. Cheng graduated from the University of California, Berkeley with a degree in pure mathematics and became a public high school math 
teacher in the San Francisco Bay Area. He has since left his teaching job and is now a Ph.D. student and Distinguished Doctoral Fellow in 
the Department of Education Reform at the University of Arkansas. There, he conducts program evaluations and other empirical research 
of educational-policy-relevant issues, such as school choice. Mr. Cheng primarily studies non-test-score outcomes, such as civic values, 
non-cognitive skills, and long-run life outcomes for students who receive their schooling outside traditional public schools.

Larry Maloney
Mr. Maloney is president of Aspire Consulting and has investigated expenditure patterns of the nation’s public schools on behalf of 
states and individual school districts since 1992. Mr. Maloney participated in the research team for the Fordham Institute revenue study 
in 2005 and the Ball State University revenue study in 2010. Recent projects include evaluations of revenues and expenditure patterns 
of ten major metropolitan school districts and the charter schools located within their boundaries.  He served as the evaluator for a 
U.S. Department of Education program designed to enhance the level of products and services provided by state charter associations.   
Additionally, he provided the financial analysis for the U.S. Government Accountability Office study of Title I expenditures and the U.S. 
Department of Education National Charter School Finance Study.

Jay F. May
Mr. May is founder of, and senior consultant for, EduAnalytics, LLC, a consulting practice focused on hands-on data-based initiatives 
to improve student performance.  Mr. May’s client work includes developing technology infrastructure for various aspects of student 
performance management – student information systems, instructional data management systems, assessment results delivery and 
analysis frameworks.  Mr. May, a CPA, has expertise in K-12 education finances and provides research, consulting, and analysis for various 
aspects of funding equity and allocation.  He is a co-inventor of In$ite® - the Finance Analysis Model for Education® - a patented software 
tool for school-level and district-level expenditure analysis. Mr. May also provides expert witness analysis and testimony regarding state 
equity lawsuits. 

Sheree T. Speakman
Ms. Speakman, founder and CEO of CIE Learning, works on public and private education projects supporting the common goals of social 
justice and deeper learning for all students. Previously, Ms. Speakman served as the Evaluation Director of the Walton Family Foundation 
working with the K-12 Education Reform, Environment, and Home Region program teams on performance analysis. Ms. Speakman also 
served as the Chief Operating Officer for British Schools of America from 2005 to 2007, a PK-12 school operator in the U.S.  She chairs 
the Board of Councilors at the University of Southern California’s Rossier School of Education, and serves on the Board of Perspectives 
Charter Schools in Chicago. Prior to her work in education, Ms. Speakman worked for Coopers & Lybrand, L.L.C. on mergers & acquisitions, 
corporate outsourcing, and K-12 education. 

Patrick J. Wolf
Dr. Wolf is Distinguished Professor of Education Policy and 21st Century Endowed Chair in School Choice in the Department of Education 
Reform at the University of Arkansas in Fayetteville.  He has authored, co-authored, or co-edited four books and nearly 100 journal 
articles, book chapters, and policy reports on school choice, special education, public management, civic values, and campaign finance.  
Dr. Wolf’s latest book, The School Choice Journey, will be published by Palgrave Macmillan in the fall of 2014.  He received his Ph.D. in 
Political Science from Harvard University in 1995.
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Appendix D 
Supplemental Tables

Tables included in this Appendix address the following issues below:

Figure A11 (see below) -- Enrollment: Free or Reduced Lunch Counts, District and Charter, FY03-11

State and Federal funding is governed by an extensive set of policy and statutory guidelines that are frequently 
but not universally based on student or school enrollment and demographic attributes. The classification, “free or 
reduced lunch” (FRL) is used as an indicator of poverty as it accounts for whether a student qualifies for breakfast 
and lunch paid for with Federal and state resources.  Students are assessed to determine if other educational 
supports are required and these decisions permit access to Title I, ESL, Special Education, and other funding 
supplements according to federal and state guidelines.

Programmatic revenues, such as the federal Title programs, Special Education, and other block grants frequently 
make accommodations for poverty factors, according to the number of children qualifying for FRL.  State chapters 
present percentages of FRL counts where they exist, but none of the data in the report is adjusted for these 
students because presumably, the revenues awarded to states and focus area districts already reflect student 
demographics such as poverty.

Figure A11 shows FRL enrollments by percentage between FY03-11.  Individual state chapters make comment 
on significant differences in the level of FRL students served in focus area district or charter schools.  While the 
chapters report these differences, FRL is not a significant element contributing to the disparity in the FY11 revenue 
study.

The Methodology section discusses separately the collection of state and focus area enrollment for district and 
charter schools.  State enrollment is used to calculate the per pupil revenues for district and charter schools.  The 
revenue figures for states reflect the supplementary dollars awarded to district and charter students that receive 
additional food, social, and educational services.  The analytic team does not make any separate adjustments to 
revenues based on demographic factors.

Figure A12 -- Charter and District Data Reporting Quality 

The FY11 Methodology section discusses state data collection for district and charter information. Figure A12 lists 
the states and indicates whether the state provided reasonable access to the district and charter data necessary 
to complete the analysis in the revenue study. Public access for district data is still a concern in Massachusetts.

Public access to public charter school data is compromised in Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, New York, Oregon, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Washington D.C., and Wisconsin. The analytic team developed consistent methods for 
estimating if data were not available in publicly accessible ways.  The bigger concern centers on fiscal oversight and 
transparency. When a state does not ask districts to report on per pupil state aid re-distributed to charter schools, 
the state cannot hold districts accountable.  When a state collects fiscal data from district and charter schools, but 
doesn’t make those data publicly available, the legislature cannot hold the state accountable.  

Figure A13 -- State LEA Status for Charter Schools, State Aid for Districts and Charters is Based Primarily on 
Enrollment

LEA status for charter schools is not permitted in 11 states.  Even in states that offer charter schools the opportunity 
to organize as LEAs, not all charter schools elect to do so.  Federal data collection for charter schools has been 
to-date, restricted to charter schools that are organized as LEAs. Charter LEAs annually submit demographic and 
financial data as an independent entity.  Charter schools that are not LEAs are aggregated into district reporting. 
Beginning in the 2014-15 school year, the Federal data collection process for schools will include a requirement 
that states start to identify a charter school by LEA status.



 Charter School Funding: Inequity Expands 397

The revenue study produces state level metrics and assessments that complement other national research efforts 
to rate and rank states by other important measures.  The study’s assessment of the quality of financial data 
available from states is complementary to the Data Quality Campaign’s rating of 10 factors regarding data quality.  
The study’s state Grade based on equity disparities complements The National Alliance of Public Charter Schools’ 
(NAPCS) ratings that compare state laws to a model state charter law.  The revenue study also contains valuable 
data that could complement The National Association of Charter School Authorizers (NACSA) data for purposes of 
rating “friendly” state operating environments for charter schools.  The researchers and authors of the revenue 
study want to extend an open invitation to all serious research and advocacy organizations to use data from the 
revenue study for these complementary purposes in a responsible manner (with attribution).  We welcome your 
input and want to pursue with you ways to leverage useful information by working together.  See the following 
references to these organizations.     

Figure A14 -- Data Quality Campaign, 2013 State Progress Report

The Data Quality Campaign (DQC) is a non-profit agency that monitors states annually for best practices and data 
quality on 10 factors related to K-12 education. DQC does not rate states on financial data.  The table lists state 
scores for its practices in K-12 data collection for non-financial reporting and performance evaluation.  The DQC 
methods and annual reporting is found at: 

http://www.dataqualitycampaign.org/your-states-progress/executive-summary/

Figure A15 -- NAPCS, Model Law Ratings, Component 11, Fiscally and Legally Autonomous Schools with 
Independent Public Charter School Boards

NAPCS methods and annual reporting is found at: http://www.publiccharters.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/
StateRankings2014.pdf

Figure A16 -- NACSA Classification of Six Charter Authorizer Agency Types, HEI, ICB, LEA, NEG, NFP, SEA    

The National Association of Charter School Authorizers (NACSA) published a report, “The State of Charter School 
Authorizing, 2012.” NACSA classifies authorizers into six agency types, or “Authorizer type” to track and report 
upon quality authorizing performance by authorizer type. The six types include: 1) Local school districts or regional 
Education Agencies (LEAs); 2) State Education Agencies (SEAs); 3) Independent Chartering Boards (ICBs) which 
include statewide commissions or authorities; 4) Non-Educational Government Entities (NEGs); 5)  Non-For-Profit 
organizations (NFPPs); and, 6) Higher Education Institutions (HEIs).

NACSA methods and annual reporting is found at: http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/annual-
authorizer-survey.html     
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Figure A11: Enrollment: Free and Reduced-Lunch Counts, District and Charter, FY03-11

 

Percentage of Students Eligible for Free or 
Reduced Price Lunch

Percentage of Students Eligible for Free or 
Reduced Price Lunch

DISTRICT DISTRICT DISTRICT CHARTER CHARTER CHARTER

FY11 FY07 FY03 FY11 FY07 FY03

Arizona AZ 45.8% 41.7% 30.7% 39.4% 31.6% 49.3%

Arkansas AR 64.7%   48.0%   
California CA 54.3% 51.2% 73.1% 46.8% 46.6% 67.7%

Colorado CO 40.8% 34.6% 29.5% 30.7% 25.6% 18.7%

Connecticut CT 33.7% 27.1%  67.6% 59.4%  

Delaware DE 48.5% 37.2% 38.6% 37.8% 32.3% 17.9%

Florida FL 56.6% 45.6% 45.9% 48.8% 35.2% 36.7%

Georgia GA 57.6% 50.0% 50.8% 48.6% 56.0% 51.8%

Hawaii HI 46.9%   45.0%   

Idaho ID 46.7% 38.3%  15.2% N/A  

Illinois IL 44.9% 82.2% 42.3% 79.9% 79.8% 46.6%

Indiana IN 46.2% 37.4%  65.5% 60.3%  

Louisiana LA 65.3% 61.4%  80.6% 68.5%  

Massachusetts MA 34.8% 28.3%  50.3% 45.1%  

Maryland MD 39.6%   66.9%   

Michigan MI 44.5% 35.2% 32.3% 70.1% 52.4% 54.1%

Minnesota MN 35.6% 30.2% 27.1% 55.9% 53.3% 55.8%

Missouri MO 43.7% 80.0% 74.4% 74.0% 77.6% 71.5%

New Jersey NJ 32.0% 26.9% 26.9% 69.3% 65.3% 62.9%

New Mexico NM 68.5% 61.1% 59.0% 48.3% 48.7% 59.8%

New York NY 47.5% 43.5% 27.2% 77.3% 73.3% 75.1%

North Carolina NC 53.9% 48.5% 42.4% 56.8% 55.5% 46.5%

Ohio OH 42.2% 33.4% 80.8% 48.2% 43.2% 77.6%

Oregon OR 51.8%   12.8%   

Pennsylvania PA 38.1% 34.5%  54.5% 56.1%  

South Carolina SC 55.1% 51.5% 36.2% 30.0% 30.6% 10.7%

Tennessee TN 55.2%   76.3%   

Texas TX 49.6% 46.9% 46.6% 64.6% 61.7% 61.8%

Utah UT 39.0%   28.4%   

DC DC 73.2% 55.6% 64.4% 72.5% 42.4% 79.9%

Wisconsin WI 38.6% 30.3% 76.0% 54.9% 49.5% 66.4%
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Figure A12: Charter and District Data Reporting Quality 

States

State Provides 
Reasonable 

Access to Detailed 
Data on District 

Schools?

State Provides 
Reasonable 

Access to Detailed 
Data on Charter 

Schools?
AZ Arizona Y Y
AR Arkansas Y Y
CA California Y Y
CO Colorado Y Y
CT Connecticut Y Y
DE Delaware Y Y
FL Florida Y No
GA Georgia Y No
HI Hawaii Y Y
ID Idaho Y Y
IL Illinois Y No
IN Indiana Y Y
LA Louisiana Y Y

MD Maryland Y No
MA Massachusetts No Y
MI Michigan Y Y
MN Minnesota Y Y
MO Missouri Y Y
NJ New Jersey Y Y

NM New Mexico Y Y
NY New York Y No
NC North Carolina Y Y
OH Ohio Y Y
OR Oregon Y No
PA Pennsylvania Y Y
SC South Carolina Y No
TN Tennessee Y No
TX Texas Y Y
UT Utah Y Y
DC Washington, D.C. Y No
WI Wisconsin Y No
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Figure A13: State LEA Status for Charter Schools, State Aid for Districts and Charters is  
Based Primarily on Enrollment

States FY11
Charters are treated 
as LEAs for funding 
purposes

State provides funding 
for districts and charters 
based primarily on student 
enrollment

AZ Arizona Y Y
AR Arkansas Y Y
CA California Y Y
CO Colorado No Y
CT Connecticut Y Y
DE Delaware Y Y
FL Florida No Y
GA Georgia No Y
HI Hawaii Y Y
ID Idaho Y Y
IL Illinois No No
IN Indiana Y Y
LA Louisiana Y Y

MD Maryland No Y
MA Massachusetts Y Y
MI Michigan Y Y
MN Minnesota Y Y
MO Missouri Y Y
NJ New Jersey Y Y

NM New Mexico No Y
NY New York No Y
NC North Carolina Y No
OH Ohio Y No
OR Oregon No Y
PA Pennsylvania Y Y
SC South Carolina No No
TN Tennessee No No
TX Texas Y Y
UT Utah Y Y
DC Washington, D.C. Y Y
WI Wisconsin No Y
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Figure A14: Data Quality Campaign, 2013 State 
Progress Report

States 

DQC                                                   
Data Quality Campaign: 
Quality Rating for States                   

2013 Report

AR Arkansas 10 / 10
AZ Arizona 5 / 10
CA California Did not participate
CO Colorado 7 / 10
CT Connecticut 6 / 10
DE Delaware 10 / 10
FL Florida 8 / 10
GA Georgia 7 / 10
HI Hawaii 6 / 10
ID Idaho 6 / 10
IL Illinois 5 / 10
IN Indiana 9 / 10
LA Louisiana 7 / 10

MD Maryland 8 / 10
MA Massachusetts 6 / 10
MI Michigan 8 / 10
MN Minnesota 7 / 10
MO Missouri 7 / 10
NJ New Jersey 7 / 10

NM New Mexico 6 / 10
NY New York 7 / 10
NC North Carolina 8 / 10
OH Ohio 8 / 10
OR Oregon 9 / 10
PA Pennsylvania 4 / 10
SC South Carolina 4 / 10
TN Tennessee 8 / 10
TX Texas 9 / 10
UT Utah 7 / 10
DC Washington, D.C. 8 / 10
WI Wisconsin 8 / 10

Figure A15:  NAPCS, Model Law Ratings, Component 
11, Fiscally and Legally Autonomous Schools with 
Independent Public Charter School Boards   

States
NAPCS

Component 11:                         
Points / 4

AZ Arizona 3 / 4
AR Arkansas 2 / 4
CA California 3 / 4
CO Colorado 4 / 4
CT Connecticut 4 / 4
DE Delaware 4 / 4
FL Florida 3 / 4
GA Georgia 2 / 4
HI Hawaii 4 / 4
ID Idaho 4 / 4
IL Illinois 3 / 4
IN Indiana 3 / 4
LA Louisiana 4 / 4

MD Maryland 0 / 4
MA Massachusetts 4 / 4
MI Michigan 4 / 4
MN Minnesota 4 / 4
MO Missouri 4 / 4
NJ New Jersey 4 / 4

NM New Mexico 4 / 4
NY New York 4 / 4
NC North Carolina 4 / 4
OH Ohio 2 / 4
OR Oregon 4 / 4
PA Pennsylvania 4 / 4
SC South Carolina 4 / 4
TN Tennessee 4 / 4
TX Texas 2 / 4
UT Utah 4 / 4
DC Washington, D.C. 4 / 4
WI Wisconsin 1 / 4
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Figure A16: NACSA Classification of Six Charter Authorizer Agency Types, HEI, ICB, LEA, NEG, NFP, SEA                                  

States NACSA Authorizer Types                                                         

Arkansas SEA
Arizona ICB, LEA, SEA
California LEA, SEA
Colorado ICB, LEA,
Connecticut SEA
Delaware LEA, SEA
Florida HEI, LEA
Georgia LEA, SEA
Hawaii ICB
Idaho ICB, LEA
Illinois ICB, LEA, SEA
Indiana HEI, ICB, LEA, NEG
Louisiana LEA, SEA
Maryland LEA
Massachusetts SEA
Michigan HEI, LEA
Minnesota HEI, LEA, NFP
Missouri HEI, LEA
New Jersey SEA
New Mexico LEA, SEA
New York HEI, LEA, ICB
North Carolina SEA
Ohio HEI, SEA, LEA, NFP
Oregon LEA, SEA
Pennsylvania LEA, SEA
South Carolina ICB, LEA
Tennessee ICB, LEA
Texas LEA, SEA
Utah ICB, LEA
Washington, D.C. ICB
Wisconsin HEI, LEA
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Figure A17: Total Funding FY03-11, Inflation Adjusted, Focus Areas

District Charter

Focus Area FY03 FY11 Difference 
FY03-11 % FY03 FY11 Difference 

FY03-11 %

Little Rock  $  13,258  $  7,499 
Maricopa 
County

 $  9,880  $  8,688  $  (1,192) -12.1%  $  7,220  $  6,853  $  (367) -5.1%

Los Angeles  $  8,995  $  14,471  $  5,827 64.8%  $  6,388  $  8,956  $  2,600 40.7%
San Diego  $  9,416  $  9,891  $  658 7.0%  $  5,609  $  7,505  $  1,896 33.8%
Colorado 
Springs

 $  9,493  $  9,653  $  160 1.7%  $  6,893  $  7,656  $  763 11.1%

Denver  $  11,248  $  12,479  $  1,231 10.9%  $  9,893  $  10,090  $  196 2.0%
Bridgeport  $  12,437  $  15,739  $  3,302 26.6%  $  10,689  $  12,778  $  2,089 19.5%
New Haven  $  19,168  $  21,479  $  2,311 12.1%  $  16,220  $  12,421  $  (3,799) -23.4%
Wilmington  $  12,027  $  12,308  $  281 2.3%  $  7,866  $  9,867  $  2,001 25.4%
Broward  $  8,666  $  9,361  $  695 8.0%  $  7,088  $  7,472  $  383 5.4%
Miami-Dade  $  9,007  $  9,790  $  783 8.7%  $  7,305  $  7,317  $  12 0.2%
Atlanta  $  14,426  $  17,462  $  3,036 21.0%  $  8,982  $  12,120  $  3,138 34.9%
Fulton  $  13,275  $  11,826  $  (1,449) -10.9%  $  10,537  $  9,080  $  (1,457) -13.8%
Boise  $  9,472  $  8,519  $  (953) -10.1%  $  6,573  $  4,881  $  (1,692) -25.7%
Chicago  $  10,065  $  12,437  $  2,372 23.6%  $  7,737  $  10,595  $  2,858 36.9%
Gary  $  -    $  12,121  $  12,121 N/A  $  -    $  9,508  $  9,508 N/A
Indianapolis  $  12,033  $  13,815  $  1,782 14.8%  $  12,442  $  7,967  $  (4,475) -36.0%
Baton Rouge  $  -    $  12,277  N/A N/A  $  -    $  11,301 N/A
New Orleans  $  8,751  $  28,680  $  19,929 227.7%  $  8,682  $  9,968  $  1,287 14.8%
Boston  $  19,834  $  21,460  $  1,626 8.2%  $  14,454  $  17,490  $  3,037 21.0%
Baltimore  $  18,438  $  10,773 
Prince 
George’s 
County

 $  14,328  $  10,814 

Detroit  $  11,186  $  15,363  $  4,177 37.3%  $  9,486  $  8,956  $  (531) -5.6%
Minneapolis  $  15,482  $  16,900  $  1,418 9.2%  $  13,080  $  11,029  $  (2,050) -15.7%
St. Paul  $  13,420  $  14,734  $  1,314 9.8%  $  12,204  $  11,245  $  (959) -7.9%
Kansas City  $  14,458  $  16,466  $  2,007 13.9%  $  10,159  $  12,426  $  2,267 22.3%
St. Louis  $  14,160  $  16,789  $  2,629 18.6%  $  10,210  $  12,212  $  2,002 19.6%
Wake County  $  10,438  $  9,000  $  (1,438) -13.8%  $  7,356  $  7,739  $  382 5.2%
Jersey City  $  17,270  $  21,301  $  4,032 23.3%  $  11,418  $  12,087  $  669 5.9%
Newark  $  21,094  $  26,056  $  4,962 23.5%  $  11,779  $  15,381  $  3,602 30.6%
Trenton  $  19,419  $  28,899  $  9,480 48.8%  $  11,973  $  14,889  $  2,915 24.3%
Albuquerque  $  8,752  $  9,627  $  875 10.0%  $  9,617  $  9,437  $  (180) -1.9%
Albany  $  17,205  $  20,478  $  3,273 19.0%  $  11,566  $  15,530  $  3,964 34.3%
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District Charter

Focus Area FY03 FY11 Difference 
FY03-11 % FY03 FY11 Difference 

FY03-11 %

Buffalo  $  14,913  $  21,642  $  6,729 45.1%  $  11,538  $  12,616  $  1,077 9.3%
New York 
City

 $  14,131  $  22,120  $  7,989 56.5%  $  12,296  $  15,107  $  2,811 22.9%

Cleveland  $  12,127  $  14,430  $  2,303 19.0%  $  8,706  $  7,894  $  (812) -9.3%
Dayton  $  12,993  $  13,553  $  561 4.3%  $  8,604  $  8,181  $  (423) -4.9%
Multnomah 
County

 $  8,526  $  5,172 

Philadelphia  $  10,273  $  16,417  $  6,144 59.8%  $  9,358  $  11,616  $  2,258 24.1%
Pittsburgh  $  15,239  $  22,427  $  7,187 47.2%  $  11,549  $  11,539  $  (10) -0.1%
Greenville  $  9,579  $  9,060  $  (519) -5.4%  $  5,792  $  6,832  $  1,040 18.0%
Davidson  $  -    $  12,161  N/A N/A  $  -    $  10,348 N/A
Shelby  $  -    $  9,490  N/A N/A  $  -    $  9,382 N/A
Dallas  $  9,379  $  10,619  $  1,240 13.2%  $  8,051  $  9,456  $  1,405 17.4%
Houston  $  8,728  $  10,099  $  1,371 15.7%  $  7,212  $  10,697  $  3,485 48.3%
Granite  $  6,739  $  5,935 
Salt Lake City  $  9,516  $  6,431 
Milwaukee  $  12,732  $  17,768  $  5,036 39.6%  $  8,977  $  9,735  $  758 8.4%

Figure A18: Total Funding FY03-07, Inflation Adjusted, Focus Areas

District Charter

Focus Area FY03 FY07 Difference 
FY03-07 % FY03 FY07 Difference 

FY03-07 %

Little Rock
Maricopa 
County

 $  9,880  $  9,560  $  (320) -3.2%  $  7,220  $  7,376  $  156 2.2%

Los Angeles  $  8,995  $  13,904  $  4,909 54.6%  $  6,388  $  8,363  $  1,975 30.9%
San Diego  $  9,416  $  13,312  $  3,896 41.4%  $  5,609  $  7,658  $  2,049 36.5%
Colorado 
Springs

 $  9,493  $  9,741  $  248 2.6%  $  6,893  $  8,053  $  1,160 16.8%

Denver  $  11,248  $  11,531  $  283 2.5%  $  9,893  $  9,738  $  (155) -1.6%
Bridgeport  $  12,437  $  14,030  $  1,593 12.8%  $  10,689  $  9,920  $  (769) -7.2%
New Haven  $  19,168  $  22,159  $  2,991 15.6%  $  16,220  $  12,080  $  (4,140) -25.5%
Wilmington  $  12,027  $  14,754  $  2,727 22.7%  $  7,866  $  10,150  $  2,284 29.0%
Broward  $  8,666  $  10,794  $  2,128 24.6%  $  7,088  $  7,884  $  796 11.2%
Miami-Dade  $  9,007  $  10,881  $  1,874 20.8%  $  7,305  $  7,940  $  635 8.7%
Atlanta  $  14,426  $  15,720  $  1,294 9.0%  $  8,982  $  11,237  $  2,255 25.1%
Fulton  $  13,275  $  11,009  $  (2,266) -17.1%  $  10,537  $  8,536  $  (2,001) -19.0%
Boise  $  9,472  $  9,623  $  151 1.6%  $  6,573  $  6,215  $  (358) -5.4%
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District Charter

Focus Area FY03 FY07 Difference 
FY03-07 % FY03 FY07 Difference 

FY03-07 %

Chicago  $  10,065  $  12,181  $  2,116 21.0%  $  7,737  $  10,871  $  3,134 40.5%
Gary  $  -    $  11,722  $  11,722  $  -    $  10,559  $  10,559 
Indianapolis  $  12,033  $  11,147  $  (886) -7.4%  $  12,442  $  9,835  $  (2,607) -21.0%
Baton Rouge  $  -    $  -  $  -    $  -    $  -   
New Orleans  $  8,751  $  35,262  $  26,511 303.0%  $  8,682  $  9,589  $  907 10.5%
Boston  $  19,834  $  20,570  $  736 3.7%  $  14,454  $  17,602  $  3,148 21.8%
Baltimore  $  -  $  -    $  -   
Prince 
George’s 
County

 $  -  $  -    $  -   

Detroit  $  11,186  $  12,338  $  1,152 10.3%  $  9,486  $  8,791  $  (695) -7.3%
Minneapolis  $  15,482  $  15,118  $  (364) -2.4%  $  13,080  $  11,930  $  (1,150) -8.8%
St. Paul  $  13,420  $  13,510  $  90 0.7%  $  12,204  $  11,700  $  (504) -4.1%
Kansas City  $  14,458  $  15,159  $  701 4.8%  $  10,159  $  11,229  $  1,070 10.5%
St. Louis  $  14,160  $  13,544  $  (616) -4.4%  $  10,210  $  8,801  $  (1,409) -13.8%
Wake County  $  10,438  $  8,804  $  (1,634) -15.7%  $  7,356  $  7,917  $  561 7.6%
Jersey City  $  17,270  $  21,952  $  4,682 27.1%  $  11,418  $  11,886  $  468 4.1%
Newark  $  21,094  $  23,594  $  2,500 11.9%  $  11,779  $  11,677  $  (102) -0.9%
Trenton  $  19,419  $  23,655  $  4,236 21.8%  $  11,973  $  12,649  $  676 5.6%
Albuquerque  $  8,752  $  9,709  $  957 10.9%  $  9,617  $  9,268  $  (349) -3.6%
Albany  $  17,205  $  22,761  $  5,556 32.3%  $  11,566  $  13,262  $  1,696 14.7%
Buffalo  $  14,913  $  18,666  $  3,753 25.2%  $  11,538  $  11,647  $  109 0.9%
New York City  $  14,131  $  20,021  $  5,890 41.7%  $  12,296  $  13,468  $  1,172 9.5%
Cleveland  $  12,127  $  13,016  $  889 7.3%  $  8,706  $  8,931  $  225 2.6%
Dayton  $  12,993  $  13,121  $  128 1.0%  $  8,604  $  8,585  $  (19) -0.2%
Multnomah 
County

 N/A 

Philadelphia  $  10,273  $  11,661  $  1,388 13.5%  $  9,358  $  10,019  $  661 7.1%
Pittsburgh  $  15,239  $  18,901  $  3,662 24.0%  $  11,549  $  10,823  $  (726) -6.3%
Greenville  $  9,579  $  9,332  $  (247) -2.6%  $  5,792  $  7,465  $  1,673 28.9%
Davidson  $  -    $  -  $  -    $  -    $  -   
Shelby  $  -    $  -  $  -    $  -    $  -   
Dallas  $  9,379  $  10,409  $  1,030 11.0%  $  8,051  $  8,322  $  271 3.4%
Houston  $  8,728  $  10,735  $  2,007 23.0%  $  7,212  $  10,127  $  2,915 40.4%
Granite  $  -  $  -    $  -   
Salt Lake City  $  -  $  -    $  -   
Milwaukee  $  12,732  $  14,602  $  1,870 14.7%  $  8,977  $  11,448  $  2,471 27.5%
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Figure A19: Total Funding FY07-11, Inflation Adjusted, Focus Areas

District Charter

Focus Area FY07 FY11 Difference 
FY07-11 % FY07 FY11 Difference 

FY07-11 %

Little Rock  $  13,258  $  7,499 
Maricopa 
County

 $  9,560  $  8,688 ($872) -9.1%  $  7,376  $  6,853 ($523) -7.1%

Los Angeles  $  13,904  $  14,471  $  567 4.1%  $  8,363  $  8,956  $  593 7.1%
San Diego  $  13,312  $  9,891  $  (3,421) -25.7%  $  7,658  $  7,505  $  (153) -2.0%
Colorado 
Springs

 $  9,741  $  9,653 ($88) -0.9%  $  8,053  $  7,656 ($397) -4.9%

Denver  $  11,531  $  12,479 $948 8.2%  $  9,738  $  10,090 $352 3.6%
Bridgeport  $  14,030  $  15,739 $1,709 12.2%  $  9,920  $  12,778 $2,858 28.8%
New Haven  $  22,159  $  21,479 ($680) -3.1%  $  12,080  $  12,421 $341 2.8%
Wilmington  $  14,754  $  12,308 ($2,446) -16.6%  $  10,150  $  9,867 ($283) -2.8%
Broward  $  10,794  $  9,361 ($1,433) -13.3%  $  7,884  $  7,472 ($412) -5.2%
Miami-Dade  $  10,881  $  9,790 ($1,091) -10.0%  $  7,940  $  7,317 ($623) -7.8%
Atlanta  $  15,720  $  17,462 $1,742 11.1%  $  11,237  $  12,120 $883 7.9%
Fulton  $  11,009  $  11,826  $  817 7.4%  $  8,536  $  9,080 $544 6.4%
Boise  $  9,623  $  8,519 ($1,104) -11.5%  $  6,215  $  4,881 ($1,334) -21.5%
Chicago  $  12,181  $  12,437 $256 2.1%  $  10,871  $  10,595 ($276) -2.5%
Gary  $  11,722  $  12,121 $399 3.4%  $  10,559  $  9,508 ($1,051) -10.0%
Indianapolis  $  11,147  $  13,815 $2,668 23.9%  $  9,835  $  7,967 ($1,868) -19.0%
Baton Rouge  $  -  $  12,277 $13,584  $  11,301 $11,301 
New Orleans  $  35,262  $  28,680  $  (6,582) -18.7%  $  9,589  $  9,968 $379 4.0%
Boston  $  20,570  $  21,460 $890 4.3%  $  17,602  $  17,490 ($112) -0.6%
Baltimore  $  -  $  18,438  $  10,773 
Prince 
George’s 
County

 $  -  $  14,328  $  10,814 

Detroit  $  12,338  $  15,363 $3,025 24.5%  $  8,791  $  8,956 $165 1.9%
Minneapolis  $  15,118  $  16,900 $1,782 11.8%  $  11,930  $  11,029 ($901) -7.5%
St. Paul  $  13,510  $  14,734 $1,224 9.1%  $  11,700  $  11,245 ($455) -3.9%
Kansas City  $  15,159  $  16,466 $1,307 8.6%  $  11,229  $  12,426 $1,197 10.7%
St. Louis  $  13,544  $  16,789 $3,245 24.0%  $  8,801  $  12,212 $3,411 38.8%
Wake County  $  8,804  $  9,000 $196 2.2%  $  7,917  $  7,739 ($178) -2.3%
Jersey City  $  21,952  $  21,301 ($651) -3.0%  $  11,886  $  12,087 $201 1.7%
Newark  $  23,594  $  26,056 $2,462 10.4%  $  11,677  $  15,381 $3,704 31.7%
Trenton  $  23,655  $  28,899 $5,244 22.2%  $  12,649  $  14,889 $2,240 17.7%
Albuquerque  $  9,709  $  9,627 ($82) -0.8%  $  9,268  $  9,437 $169 1.8%
Albany  $  22,761  $  20,478 ($2,283) -10.0%  $  13,262  $  15,530 $2,268 17.1%
Buffalo  $  18,666  $  21,642 $2,976 15.9%  $  11,647  $  12,616 $969 8.3%
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District Charter

Focus Area FY07 FY11 Difference 
FY07-11 % FY07 FY11 Difference 

FY07-11 %

New York 
City

 $  20,021  $  22,120  $  2,099 10.5%  $  13,468  $  15,107 $1,639 12.2%

Cleveland  $  13,016  $  14,430 $1,414 10.9%  $  8,931  $  7,894  $  (1,037) -11.6%
Dayton  $  13,121  $  13,553 $432 3.3%  $  8,585  $  8,181 ($404) -4.7%
Multnomah 
County

 N/A  $  8,526  $  5,172 

Philadelphia  $  11,661  $  16,417 $4,756 40.8%  $  10,019  $  11,616 $1,597 15.9%
Pittsburgh  $  18,901  $  22,427 $3,526 18.7%  $  10,823  $  11,539 $716 6.6%
Greenville  $  9,332  $  9,060 ($272) -2.9%  $  7,465  $  6,832 ($633) -8.5%
Davidson  $  -  $  12,161 $10,092  $  10,348 $10,348 
Shelby  $  -  $  9,490 $9,480  $  9,382 $9,382 
Dallas  $  10,409  $  10,619 $210 2.0%  $  8,322  $  9,456 $1,134 13.6%
Houston  $  10,735  $  10,099 ($636) -5.9%  $  10,127  $  10,697 $570 5.6%
Granite  $  -  $  6,739  $  5,935 
Salt Lake City  $  -  $  9,516  $  6,431 
Milwaukee  $  14,602  $  17,768 $3,166 21.7%  $  11,448  $  9,735 ($1,713) -15.0%

Figure A20: Total Non-Federal Public Funding FY07-11, Inflation Adjusted, Focus Areas

District Charter

Focus Area FY07 FY11 Difference 
FY07-11 % FY07 FY11 Difference 

FY07-11 %

Little Rock  $  10,475  $  5,647 
Maricopa 
County

 $  8,786  $  6,812  $  (1,974) -22.5%  $  6,975  $  5,517  $  (1,457) -20.9%

Los Angeles  $  12,422  $  10,332  $  (2,090) -16.8%  $  7,716  $  6,795  $  (921) -11.9%
San Diego  $  12,110  $  7,917  $  (4,193) -34.6%  $  7,051  $  6,331  $  (720) -10.2%
Colorado 
Springs

 $  8,845  $  7,710  $  (1,135) -12.8%  $  7,862  $  6,305  $  (1,557) -19.8%

Denver  $  10,173  $  9,056  $  (1,117) -11.0%  $  8,754  $  6,627  $  (2,128) -24.3%
Bridgeport  $  12,815  $  12,707  $  (108) -0.8%  $  9,169  $  10,542  $  1,373 15.0%
New Haven  $  20,266  $  18,020  $  (2,246) -11.1%  $  10,958  $  8,339  $  (2,619) -23.9%
Wilmington  $  13,636  $  10,316  $  (3,320) -24.3%  $  7,897  $  6,976  $  (921) -11.7%
Broward  $  9,252  $  7,244  $  (2,008) -21.7%  $  7,000  $  6,535  $  (465) -6.6%
Miami-Dade  $  9,052  $  7,481  $  (1,571) -17.4%  $  7,031  $  6,382  $  (648) -9.2%
Atlanta  $  13,954  $  12,240  $  (1,713) -12.3%  $  9,574  $  9,763  $  189 2.0%
Fulton  $  10,368  $  10,133  $  (235) -2.3%  $  8,117  $  7,231  $  (885) -10.9%
Boise  $  8,274  $  7,264  $  (1,010) -12.2%  $  5,113  $  4,068  $  (1,045) -20.4%
Chicago  $  9,388  $  9,463  $  75 0.8%  $  8,736  $  8,570  $  (166) -1.9%
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District Charter

Focus Area FY07 FY11 Difference 
FY07-11 % FY07 FY11 Difference 

FY07-11 %

Gary  $  9,730  $  10,091  $  361 3.7%  $  6,520  $  7,179  $  659 10.1%
Indianapolis  $  7,444  $  11,540  $  4,096 55.0%  $  6,743  $  5,774  $  (970) -14.4%
Baton Rouge  $  10,062  $  8,057 
New Orleans  $  17,742  $  15,171  $  (2,571) -14.5%  $  7,087  $  7,396  $  309 4.4%
Boston  $  17,114  $  18,374  $  1,260 7.4%  $  11,405  $  12,437  $  1,032 9.0%
Baltimore  $  13,791  $  10,773 
Prince 
George’s 
County

 $  12,302  $  10,814 

Detroit  $  9,971  $  9,370  $  (600) -6.0%  $  7,969  $  7,111  $  (858) -10.8%
Minneapolis  $  12,913  $  13,745  $  832 6.4%  $  10,685  $  9,291  $  (1,394) -13.0%
St. Paul  $  11,751  $  12,008  $  257 2.2%  $  10,669  $  9,791  $  (878) -8.2%
Kansas City  $  12,095  $  12,586  $  490 4.1%  $  9,347  $  9,262  $  (85) -0.9%
St. Louis  $  10,798  $  12,595  $  1,797 16.6%  $  7,643  $  8,433  $  790 10.3%
Wake County  $  7,920  $  7,750  $  (170) -2.2%  $  6,845  $  6,612  $  (233) -3.4%
Jersey City  $  20,500  $  19,500  $  (1,001) -4.9%  $  10,668  $  10,900  $  232 2.2%
Newark  $  19,716  $  24,019  $  4,303 21.8%  $  10,447  $  13,945  $  3,498 33.5%
Trenton  $  22,290  $  27,064  $  4,775 21.4%  $  11,410  $  13,746  $  2,337 20.5%
Albuquerque  $  8,740  $  7,927  $  (813) -9.3%  $  8,566  $  8,293  $  (272) -3.2%
Albany  $  21,456  $  17,188  $  (4,268) -19.9%  $  10,483  $  13,351  $  2,868 27.4%
Buffalo  $  17,117  $  17,854  $  736 4.3%  $  10,801  $  11,842  $  1,042 9.6%
New York 
City

 $  18,401  $  18,390  $  (11) -0.1%  $  11,709  $  13,588  $  1,879 16.1%

Cleveland  $  10,726  $  11,178  $  453 4.2%  $  7,464  $  6,691  $  (773) -10.4%
Dayton  $  10,992  $  11,278  $  285 2.6%  $  7,237  $  6,939  $  (298) -4.1%
Multnomah 
County

 $  6,550  $  4,439 

Philadelphia  $  9,926  $  12,715  $  2,789 28.1%  $  8,864  $  9,961  $  1,097 12.4%
Pittsburgh  $  16,371  $  18,019  $  1,648 10.1%  $  10,074  $  10,819  $  745 7.4%
Greenville  $  7,509  $  6,995  $  (514) -6.8%  $  6,025  $  6,319  $  293 4.9%
Davidson  $  10,398  $  8,071 
Shelby  $  7,413  $  7,461 
Dallas  $  8,512  $  8,215  $  (297) -3.5%  $  7,027  $  7,943  $  916 13.0%
Houston  $  8,598  $  8,315  $  (283) -3.3%  $  7,019  $  7,779  $  760 10.8%
Granite  $  5,324  $  5,016 
Salt Lake City  $  7,158  $  5,211 
Milwaukee  $  11,822  $  13,494  $  1,672 14.1%  $  9,409  $  8,338  $  (1,070) -11.4%

Figure A21: Total Federal Public Funding FY07-11, Inflation Adjusted, Focus Areas
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District Charter

Focus Area FY07 FY11 Difference 
FY07-11 % FY07 FY11 Difference 

FY07-11 %

Little Rock $2,152 $1,191 

Maricopa 
County

$771 $1,183 $412 53.5% $393 $713 $320 81.4%

Los Angeles $1,482 $2,133 $651 43.9% $647 $1,705 $1,058 163.5%
San Diego $1,202 $1,374 $172 14.3% $607 $710 $103 17.0%
Colorado 
Springs

$887 $1,334 $447 50.4% $192 $110 ($82) -42.5%

Denver $1,354 $2,198 $844 62.3% $984 $1,695 $711 72.3%
Bridgeport $1,216 $3,032 $1,816 149.3% $751 $1,005 $254 33.8%
New Haven $1,893 $3,459 $1,566 82.7% $1,123 $1,168 $45 4.0%
Wilmington $566 $1,414 $848 149.8% $849 $965 $116 13.7%
Broward $995 $1,765 $770 77.4% $204 $504 $300 147.1%
Miami-Dade $1,329 $1,972 $643 48.3% $338 $592 $254 75.3%
Atlanta $1,522 $2,101 $579 38.1% $643 $946 $303 47.1%
Fulton $383 $1,020 $637 166.3% $0 $930 

Boise $719 $897 $178 24.8% $580 $455 ($125) -21.5%
Chicago $1,766 $2,097 $331 18.7% $398 $878 $480 120.6%
Gary $1,666 $1,678 $12 0.7% $1,620 $1,909 $289 17.8%
Indianapolis $1,779 $2,130 $351 19.7% $995 $1,539 $544 54.7%
Baton Rouge $2,051 $2,442 

New Orleans $16,184 $13,035 ($3,149) -19.5% $1,791 $2,201 $410 22.9%
Boston $1,807 $2,664 $857 47.4% $1,545 $1,971 $426 27.5%
Baltimore $3,507 

Prince 
George’s 
County

$1,780 

Detroit $2,367 $5,632 $3,265 137.9% $822 $1,650 $828 100.7%
Minneapolis $1,729 $2,343 $614 35.5% $1,211 $1,396 $185 15.3%
St. Paul $1,453 $2,150 $697 48.0% $976 $1,106 $130 13.3%
Kansas City $1,966 $3,657 $1,691 86.0% $1,113 $1,921 $808 72.6%
St. Louis $1,836 $3,890 $2,054 111.9% $991 $2,200 $1,209 122.0%
Wake County $511 $1,001 $490 95.9% $352 $720 $368 104.6%
Jersey City $1,314 $1,776 $462 35.1% $1,139 $1,154 $15 1.3%
Newark $1,626 $2,037 $411 25.3% $1,218 $1,215 ($3) -0.2%
Trenton $1,252 $1,800 $548 43.8% $1,239 $1,124 ($115) -9.3%
Albuquerque $969 $1,538 $569 58.7% $703 $903 $200 28.5%
Albany $1,256 $2,884 $1,628 129.6% $2,015 $1,544 ($471) -23.4%
Buffalo $1,429 $3,225 $1,796 125.7% $552 $598 $46 8.3%
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District Charter

Focus Area FY07 FY11 Difference 
FY07-11 % FY07 FY11 Difference 

FY07-11 %

New York 
City

$1,582 $3,603 $2,021 127.7% $343 $803 $460 134.2%

Cleveland $2,290 $3,251 $961 42.0% $1,207 $1,244 $37 3.1%
Dayton $2,129 $2,276 $147 6.9% $812 $1,241 $429 52.8%
Multnomah 
County

$1,314 $312 

Philadelphia $1,217 $3,326 $2,109 173.3% $780 $1,291 $511 65.6%
Pittsburgh $1,903 $4,079 $2,176 114.3% $307 $471 $164 53.5%
Greenville $796 $1,102 $306 38.4% $919 $351 ($568) -61.8%
Davidson N/A $1,620 N/A $923 

Shelby N/A $1,679 N/A $734 

Dallas $1,443 $2,229 $786 54.5% $1,032 $1,228 $196 19.0%
Houston $1,113 $1,543 $430 38.6% $1,340 $1,535 $195 14.6%
Granite $1,018 $722 

Salt Lake City $1,683 $722 

Milwaukee $2,073 $3,870 $1,797 86.7% $1,063 $765 ($298) -28.1%

Figure A22: Total Other Funding FY07-11, Inflation Adjusted, Focus Areas

District Charter

Focus Area FY07 FY11 Difference 
FY07-11 % FY07 FY11 Difference 

FY07-11 %

Little Rock $631 $660
Maricopa 
County

$2 $692 $690 34504.7% $9 $623 $614 6821.0%

Los Angeles $2,006 $456
San Diego $600 $464
Colorado 
Springs

$8 $609 $601 7513.6% $1,241

Denver $4 $1,225 $1,221 30522.8% $1,768
Bridgeport $1,231
New Haven $2,915
Wilmington $553 $577 $24 4.4% $1,405 $1,926 $521 37.1%
Broward $547 $351 $680 $432 ($248) -36.5%
Miami-Dade $500 $338 $572 $342 ($230) -40.2%
Atlanta $244 $3,121 $2,877 1178.9% $1,020 $1,411 $391 38.4%
Fulton $258 $673 $415 160.8% $419 $918 $499 119.2%
Boise $630 $358 ($272) -43.2% $522 $358 ($164) -31.4%
Chicago $1,027 $877 $1,737 $1,148 ($589) -33.9%



 Charter School Funding: Inequity Expands 411

District Charter

Focus Area FY07 FY11 Difference 
FY07-11 % FY07 FY11 Difference 

FY07-11 %

Gary $325 $352 $2,418 $420 ($1,998) -82.6%
Indianapolis $1,924 $145 ($1,779) -92.4% $2,097 $654 ($1,443) -68.8%
Baton Rouge $164 $802
New Orleans $1,336 $474 ($862) -64.5% $710 $371 ($339) -47.7%
Boston $1,649 $422 ($1,227) -74.4% $4,652 $3,082 ($1,570) -33.7%
Baltimore $1,141
Prince 
George’s 
County

$247

Detroit $360 $195
Minneapolis $475 $813 $338 71.1% $34 $342 $308 905.3%
St. Paul $306 $576 $270 88.3% $56 $348 $292 521.3%
Kansas City $1,097 $223 ($874) -79.7% $769 $1,243 $474 61.6%
St. Louis $911 $304 ($607) -66.6% $167 $1,579 $1,412 845.6%
Wake County $372 $250 ($122) -32.9% $720 $406 ($314) -43.6%
Jersey City $137 $26 $78 $33 

Newark $2,252 $13 $222 

Trenton $114 $35 $18 

Albuquerque $162 $240 

Albany $50 $406 $356 712.3% $764 $635 ($129) -16.9%
Buffalo $119 $563 $444 373.4% $295 $175 ($120) -40.6%
New York 
City

$38 $128 $90 235.6% $1,416 $716 ($700) -49.5%

Cleveland $261 

Dayton $535 

Multnomah 
County

$663 $421 

Philadelphia $517 $376 ($141) -27.2% $375 $363 ($12) -3.2%
Pittsburgh $627 $328 ($299) -47.7% $442 $249 ($193) -43.7%
Greenville $1,027 $964 $520 $163 

Davidson $143 $1,354 

Shelby $399 $1,186 

Dallas $455 $175 ($280) -61.6% $263 $285 $22 8.5%
Houston $1,024 $242 ($782) -76.4% $1,768 $1,382 ($386) -21.8%
Granite $397 $198 

Salt Lake City $674 $498 

Milwaukee $707 $404 ($303) -42.9% $976 $632 ($344) -35.2%
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