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Charter School Funding: 

Missouri
By Meagan Batdorff

Introduction

This chapter compares district and charter 
school revenues statewide, using the 
combined revenue and enrollment totals 
from St. Louis Public Schools and Kansas 
City Public Schools as the statewide total 
for fiscal year 2011 (FY11),1 since these 

were the only two districts where charter schools could be located until the law changed 
in 2012. Comparisons are made to previous research for fiscal year FY03 and fiscal 
year FY07, based on the same methodology.  Funding disparities between districts 
and charter schools for the same geographic area are explored.  The per pupil funding 
values in the analysis are weighted to compare district and charter schools as though 
they served the same proportions of urban and suburban students (see Methodology 
for details).  Additional research and insights not included in this chapter appear in the 
monograph at the beginning of this report.  The monograph also includes a state-by-
state Return on Investment (ROI) analysis, which combines the analysis of revenues with 
student performance data.
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Highlights of the FY11 Analysis 

•	 Statewide, Missouri’s 36 charter schools included in this analysis received 26.1 percent less funding than 
district schools: $13,390 vs. $18,107 per pupil (Figures 1 & 3).

•	 Missouri’s charter schools received $13,390 per pupil, but district schools would have received an estimated 
$18,073 to educate the same students, a difference of $4,683 or 25.9 percent.  The weighted district per 
pupil revenue therefore decreases the funding disparity by $34 from the unweighted statewide difference 
(Figure 3).

•	 Kansas City’s 21 charter schools in 
this report received 24.5 percent less 
funding than district schools: $13,507 
vs. $17,897 per pupil, a difference of 
$4,391 per pupil (Figure 3).

•	 St. Louis’ 15 charter schools received 
27.3 percent less funding than district 
schools: $13,273 vs. $18,249 per pupil, a 
difference of $4,975 per pupil (Figure 3).

•	 Charter schools in Missouri educate 
36.3 percent of total public school 
enrollment in St. Louis and Kansas City 
but receive only 29.7 percent of total 
revenues (Figures 1 & 3).

•	 Magnitude of Disparity: In Missouri, 
if the Kansas City and St. Louis school 
districts received the same level of per 
pupil funding as charter schools in FY11, 
they would have received $164,778,582 
less in total funding.

Probable Causes of the Disparities

Disparities by Design

(1) Hold Harmless

•	 Missouri’s funding formula hold 
harmless provisions do not apply to 
charter school calculations.  Foundation 
state aid is calculated based on the 
district of location’s formula inputs. Therefore, any advantages that small school districts might receive 
under hold harmless policies and small district funding do not apply to small LEA charter schools.

•	 Hold harmless protections for enrollment declines have helped cushion budgets in both focus area districts 
even though enrollment has fallen rapidly since FY03.  Kansas City district enrollment was 26,779 in FY03 
and dropped to 14,502 by FY11, a decline of 45.8 percent.  Likewise, St. Louis district enrollment went 
from 37,808 in FY03 to 20,880 in FY11, a decline of 44.8 percent.  Charter school enrollments, on the other 
hand, increased by 270.7 percent in St. Louis and by 52.0 percent in Kansas City.  Over the period, inflation-
adjusted district public revenues increased by $2,131 per pupil, whereas charter school inflation-adjusted 
revenues increased by $753 per pupil, or 64.7 percent less (Figure 7).
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MO

Per Pupil Revenue

$18,107 $18,073 $17,897 $18,249
$13,390 $13,390 $13,507 $13,273
($4,717) ($4,683) ($4,391) ($4,975)
(26.1%) (25.9%) (24.5%) (27.3%)

District Charter District Charter District Charter District Charter

Federal $4,126 $2,239 $4,102 $2,239 $3,975 $2,088 $4,228 $2,391
State $2,104 $8,810 $2,038 $8,810 $1,708 $9,199 $2,370 $8,419
Local $11,403 $790 $11,456 $790 $11,724 $833 $11,187 $747
Other $295 $1,533 $286 $1,533 $242 $1,351 $330 $1,717
Public-Indeter. $179 $18 $191 $18 $248 $36 $133 $0
Indeterminate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total $18,107 $13,390 $18,073 $13,390 $17,897 $13,507 $18,249 $13,273
Enrollment

Total Enrollment 54,848 24,026 30,822

Revenue

District Charter District Charter District Charter District Charter

22.8% 16.7% 22.7% 16.7% 22.2% 15.5% 23.2% 18.0%
11.6% 65.8% 11.3% 65.8% 9.5% 68.1% 13.0% 63.4%
63.0% 5.9% 63.4% 5.9% 65.5% 6.2% 61.3% 5.6%

1.6% 11.5% 1.6% 11.5% 1.4% 10.0% 1.8% 12.9%
1.0% 0.1% 1.1% 0.1% 1.4% 0.3% 0.7% 0.0%
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Magnitude of Disparity = Total Funding Di�erence x District Enrollment (see above)
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Note: All charters with financial data on file at the MO Department of Education are included in this analysis.
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(2) Local Revenue Access

•	 Missouri statute makes it clear that charter schools do not have access to Local revenues with the exception 
of the Incidental and Teachers Funds, which provided $790 per pupil to charter schools statewide. Kansas 
City and St. Louis districts averaged $11,403 in Local revenues per pupil alone.  This is $2,593 more than the 
total foundation funding from state aid that 
charter schools received statewide.

At the mercy of the courts

•	 After multiple court battles, Kansas City 
charter schools continue to be held 
responsible for paying off the school district’s 
building improvement debt due to court-
ordered desegregation rulings.  Approximately 
$800 per pupil is deducted from each Kansas 
City charter school’s revenues for this 
purpose. This is despite the fact that Kansas 
City charters do not have access to or use 
of these buildings and receive no specific 
funding for capital or debt service.  Kansas 
City charters must pay for their own facilities 
out of operational funding, as well as pay for 
the district’s old debt out of those same funds 
and are prohibited from use or access to 
district buildings.

Inequities in revenue distribution

•	 Federal revenues were much higher for 
districts than for charter schools in both 
focus districts, and therefore statewide, as 
well.  Kansas City received $1,887 more per 
pupil than Kansas City charters and St. Louis 
district schools generated $1,837 more per 
pupil than St. Louis charters.  Charter schools 
in these two focus areas serve high percentages of at-risk students, and nearly 100 percent of charter 
schools are Title I.  Some of the disparity in federal revenues is likely attributable to Federal ARRA funds and 
stabilization dollars, which districts received in higher amounts.

Where the Money Comes From

Local revenues for education primarily come from property taxes, business taxes, fines and fees and local income 
taxes.  State sources of tax revenues come from state sales and business taxes and the 1% tax on motor vehicle 
sales.

How Missouri Funds Its Districts2

In response to legal challenges regarding both equity and adequacy of education funding, Missouri passed SB287, 
which introduced a new funding formula that was implemented for the 2006‒07 school year.  The foundation 
formula is intended to equalize for wealth inequalities across school districts as well as set a foundation adequacy 
target to ensure districts receive enough funds to educate students.

Non-
Public 

Funding
11.5%

Public-
Indeter.

0.1%

Local
5.9%
State
65.8%

Federal
16.7%

Public 
Funding
88.5%

FY11 Funding by Source -- CharterMO

Non-
Public 

Funding
1.6%

Public-
Indeter.

1.0%

Local
63.0%

State
11.6%

Federal
22.8%

Public 
Funding
98.4%

FY11 Funding by Source -- DistrictMO

Non-
Public 

Funding
11.5%

Public-
Indeter.

0.1%

Local
5.9%
State
65.8%

Federal
16.7%

Public 
Funding
88.5%

FY11 Funding by Source -- CharterMO

Non-
Public 

Funding
1.6%

Public-
Indeter.

1.0%

Local
63.0%

State
11.6%

Federal
22.8%

Public 
Funding
98.4%

FY11 Funding by Source -- DistrictMOFigure 4

Figure 5



 Charter School Funding: Inequity Expands 237

The foundation formula has four basic steps: 1) the state calculates weighted average daily attendance (WADA) 
for each school district; 2) each district’s WADA is then multiplied by a state determined adequacy target (the 
adequate level of per pupil funding); 3) the result is then multiplied by a dollar value modifier (DVM), which adjusts 
the funding level for higher-cost districts to determine the total foundation funding amount; and 4) a district’s local 
effort is subtracted from the total foundation funding to determine total state aid.

1)  Weighted Average Daily Attendance (WADA) is calculated by adding weights to enrollment for students 
who receive additional services such as special education, for English Language Learners, and for students 
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.  The state establishes minimum counts that districts must meet in 
order to receive funding for weighted characteristics.  The figure that is used is either the highest WADA 
over a three-year period, an estimate for the current year if the district is experiencing growth, or the 
greater of the two previous years.  These options allow for funding to increase more rapidly for districts 
that are growing and for funding decreases to occur more slowly when enrollment falls.

2)  The state sets the Adequacy Target using average operating expenditures from the state’s highest-
performing districts.  The first target set by the state in 2006‒07 used 2003‒04 expenditures.  The 
state adjusts the target every two years.  If any recalculation results in a lower number, the target will 
stay the same; it can only be adjusted upwards. The highest-performing districts are selected based on 
performance on the state assessments, the Missouri School Improvement Program (MSIP).  Using the prior 
year Annual Performance Report, the state identifies the highest-performing districts and determines the 
per pupil operating expenditures for each district.  Then, the districts with the highest and lowest per pupil 
expenditures are removed from totals and the remaining per pupil expenditures of the high-performing 
districts are averaged to set the state adequacy target.  The adequacy target for FY11 was $6,131.  While 
the state planned to increase the adequacy target to $6,716 for the 2013 and 2014 school years, the target 
remained at 2012 levels when the state did not have enough funds to support the increase.

3)  The Dollar Value Multiplier (DVM) increases funding levels for districts with higher costs of doing business.  
The DVM is based on a regional wage ratio that calculates earning power in local areas as compared to 
the state.  Districts in areas that command higher wages will receive more funding across the board than 
districts with lower wage scales.

4)  The state legislature set Local Effort—the amount contributed by districts to the foundation formula—at 
2004‒05 levels, and it has not been adjusted since. It will stay at this level until the legislature acts to 
change it.  Local districts generate education funds primarily through local property taxes, and the state 
has a set a performance levy of 3.43 percent.  Districts can raise more than this at no penalty.  A portion of 
the revenues raised above the 3.43 percent performance levy is deposited into the Teachers and Incidental 
Funds. Proceeds from the one percent sales tax from Proposition C are another contributor to Local Effort.  
The state collects the revenues and distributes them to districts based on WADA.  The state counts 50% of 
Proposition C funds towards a district’s Local Effort.

Hold Harmless provisions in the funding formula protect some school districts from declining funding. In FY11, 162 
of Missouri’s 526 school districts were hold-harmless districts, including both St. Louis and Kansas City districts.3  The 
new hold-harmless provisions guarantee that school districts will not receive less funding under the new formula 
than they received under the old formula.  Districts with fewer than 350 students are guaranteed as much state 
aid as they received in 2004‒05 or 2005‒06, whichever is greater.  Therefore, enrollment can drop significantly, but 
these districts can maintain increasing revenues per pupil.  For districts with 350 or more students, the foundation 
formula guarantees the same level of 2005‒06 weighted funding per student. For wealthier districts this can be a 
windfall if local revenues continue to climb and state aid stays constant.

Missouri’s funding formula also includes the following categorical revenues: transportation, career ladder, 
vocational education, and educational and screening programs.  Former line “14” amounts—gifted, special, and 



 Charter School Funding: Inequity Expands 238

remedial reading education categoricals—are rolled into a district’s base funding in addition to revenues from the 
cigarette tax and free textbooks.  Gaming revenues, deposited into the newly established Classroom Trust Fund, 
are distributed according to formulas based on ADA. Missouri also makes additional funding available to small 
school districts.

How Missouri Funds Its Charter Schools

Missouri charter schools can either obtain their own LEA status or remain under the LEA status of the school 
district.  A charter school’s LEA status determines how funds flow to the school.  For LEA charter schools, funding 
comes directly from the state department of education (DESE), and these schools can independently apply for 
federal funds.  For non-LEA charter schools, the district includes a charter school’s WADA with its own counts, and 
then funds pass through the district to the charter school.  With the exception of federal revenues, both types of 
charter schools are funded through the same formula; what’s different is who pays them.  Authorizers of both 
types of charter schools deduct a 1.5 percent oversight fee from charter revenues.

By and large, charter school funding is calculated using the district formula described above, with a few differences: 
a charter school’s WADA is multiplied by the state adequacy target, and this result is multiplied by the district DVM, 
which equals total state funding.  The difference is that Local Effort is not deducted from the equation.  For non 
LEA charter schools, this means that the district pays the charter school the full calculation amount, while the state 
pays the entire amount for LEA charter schools.  Second, in the way that DESE interprets the statute, charter school 
WADA cannot be calculated on the best of three-year averages; it is always a current year projection. Additionally, 
charter schools are only eligible for a portion of the local revenues raised above the 3.43 percent performance levy 
dedicated to the Incidental and Teachers Funds, which is the smaller category of Local revenue.  The WADA for all 
schools in the district, including charter schools, determines how much gets distributed per pupil.  These amounts 
are deducted from district funds for LEA charter schools.

Statute also provides charter schools with access to all applicable state categorical aid, and non-LEA charters 
should receive a fair share of eligible federal funding.  SB 1241 changed the flow of federal funds: instead of federal 
monies flowing from the district to charter schools, the state now makes payments directly to charter schools.4 
Charter schools do not have access to any local revenues beyond the Incidental and Teachers Funds.  All capital, 
debt service and other operational revenues from local sources are off-limits. 

Funding for Public School Facilities

Missouri school districts raise capital and debt service funds through local levies and bonds. The law permits 
districts to take on bond indebtedness on behalf of charter schools, but this requires the approval of local voters 
and does not often occur in practice. The law also states that a maximum of five percent of the school buildings 
currently used for instructional purposes in a district may be converted to charter schools. This limitation does not 
apply to vacant buildings or buildings not used for instructional purposes.  This rarely occurs even though in Kansas 
City, for example, half of the school facilities sit empty due to school closures.5

Long-Term Funding Patterns

We now have three point-in-time snapshots of public education funding for FY03, FY07, and FY11 for Missouri.6  
Please note that in the presentation and discussion of longitudinal data that follow, the figures used are inflation-
adjusted to fiscal year 2007 dollars and differ from figures presented in Figure 3, which includes actual and 
weighted per pupil revenues representing FY11 only. The inflation-adjusted per pupil revenues in Figures 6‒8 are 
for comparative purposes only. Refer to the Methodology section for more on inflation adjustments.

It is important to keep in mind that the statewide Missouri totals are a combination of Kansas City and St. Louis 
revenues only.  We selected this method for the first analysis of FY2003 revenues before we undertook any 
weighting systems to account for enrollment distributions.
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Total Funding

Figure 6 represents total revenues received by districts and charter schools over the three snapshot years.  Both 
Kansas City district and charter schools have had consistent revenue increases since FY03, with Kansas City charters 
seeing a 22.3 percent gain and districts realizing a 13.9 percent gain.  Both St. Louis district and charter schools had 
overall gains of $2,629 and $2,002 per pupil, respectively, but both also experienced a funding decrease between 
FY03 and FY07, of $616 and $1,409 per pupil, respectively.  The combined statewide totals show minor dips in 
funding between FY03 and FY07 with larger gains by FY11.

Figure 6

Statewide District
(D)

Statewide Charter 
(C)   Kansas City-D   Kansas City-C   St. Louis-D   St. Louis-C

FY03 $14,283 $10,173 $14,458 $10,159 $14,160 $10,210

FY07 $14,200 $10,085 $15,159 $11,229 $13,544 $8,801

FY11 $16,659 $12,319 $16,466 $12,426 $16,789 $12,212
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Total Funding Less Other

Our study includes total funding whether the funds originate from public or private sources.  The “Other” category 
is comprised primarily of philanthropic dollars, which can play a significant role in the financing of charter 
schools.  Therefore, we have removed Other dollars from this level of analysis to determine if funding from public 
sources is distributed equitably to districts and to charter schools.  Public funding includes Local, State, Federal, 
Indeterminate-Public, and where we cannot determine the source, Indeterminate.

Across the board, districts and charters realized overall public revenue gains between FY07 and FY11, which is 
attributable to the change in funding policy that the state instituted during the 2006‒07 school year and to the 
infusion of Federal revenues. St. Louis charters and district schools charted the same pattern of public revenue 
decreases between FY03 and FY07, followed by an increase between FY07 and FY11. Both Kansas City district and 
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charter schools had overall gains between FY03 and FY11 of 12.4 percent per pupil for districts and 10.4 percent 
for charters. 

Figure 7

Statewide District
(D)

Statewide Charter 
(C)   Kansas City-D   Kansas City-C   St. Louis-D   St. Louis-C

FY03 $14,256 $10,155 $14,454 $10,133 $14,117 $10,210

FY07 $13,213 $9,600 $14,062 $10,460 $12,633 $8,634

FY11 $16,387 $10,908 $16,243 $11,183 $16,485 $10,632
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Other Revenue

Other revenue encompasses all forms of revenue not originating from public revenue sources, such as returns 
on investments, charges for facility rentals, and philanthropy.  Of all the sources included in Other revenue, 
philanthropy has often served an important role in charter school financing to narrow the equity gap.  As Figure 8 
indicates, this has certainly held true for Missouri charter schools.

Other revenues increased dramatically between FY03 and FY11 for charter schools whereas district Other revenues 
were highest in FY07 but fell by FY11.  Other dollars barely registered for both charters and district schools in FY03: 
Kansas City schools reported a mere $5 per pupil in Other revenues, and St. Louis district set the ceiling with $43 
in Other revenue per pupil.  That shifted dramatically for districts in FY07 with Kansas City reporting $1,092 per 
student and St. Louis with $868.  Charters saw strong increases for this same timeframe as well: $743 per pupil for 
Kansas City charters, up from $26 per pupil in FY03, and $167 per pupil for St. Louis charters, which was a windfall 
after $0 was reported in Other revenue in FY03.  By FY11, charter Other dollars rose significantly to $1,243 for 
Kansas City and $1,579 for St. Louis, a gain of 845.6 percent from FY07. Districts, however, saw Other revenues 
plunge between FY07 and FY11: Kansas City district Other revenues dropped by 79.7 percent to $223 per pupil and 
St. Louis Other revenues fell by 66.6 percent to $304 per pupil.  For FY11, Other revenues comprised 11.5 percent 
of total per pupil revenues for charter schools but only 1.6 percent of district total revenues.
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Figure 8

Statewide
District (D)

Statewide
Charter (C)   Kansas City-D   Kansas City-C   St. Louis-D   St. Louis-C

FY2003 $27 $18 $5 $26 $43 $0

FY2007 $987 $485 $1,097 $769 $911 $167

FY2011 $271 $1,411 $223 $1,243 $304 $1,579
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Changes in Funding Results

•	 Figure 9 shows the percentage increase/decrease in funding between FY03 and FY11 by each type of 
revenue stream.  

Figure 9

MO

From/To: FY2003 / FY2011 Federal State Local Other Total

Statewide District (D) 101.3% -60.7% 40.8% 900.3% 16.6%
Statewide Charter (C) 156.0% -3.3% -24.8% 7703.1% 21.1%

  Kansas City-D 99.5% -61.9% 26.9% 4825.7% 13.9%
  Kansas City-C 158.3% 1.4% -26.4% 4682.4% 22.3%

  St. Louis-D 102.3% -60.3% 53.4% 608.0% 18.6%
  St. Louis-C 130.1% -8.6% -12.2% N/A 19.6%

Per Pupil Revenue -- Inflation Adjusted -- Over Time
Percentage Increase / Decrease (black shading)

The change in funding formula in 2006‒07 shifted more of the responsibility for foundation funding to Local 
sources for districts with higher property wealth, which is reflected in the decreased levels of state funding per 
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pupil and the rise in Local revenues for school districts.  Foundation funding alone (State and Local sources) for 
both charter schools and districts represents an overall loss between FY03 and FY11.  The large increases in Federal 
revenues, especially for school districts, combined with large increases in Other dollars, produced overall revenue 
increases between FY03 and FY11.  One other point to note: the only Local revenues charter schools receive are 
from the Incidental and Teachers Funds—from excess levies—which declined for charter schools in both districts.

Figure 10 shows changes to the variance in funding between Missouri’s districts and charter schools for FY03, FY07 
and FY11.  The variance represents the difference in funding between a district and the charters located within the 
boundaries of the district. When the percentage nears or is at zero, the district and the charters are being funded 
equitably.  Although the variance has fallen slightly for the statewide average and the two focus districts, it has 
remained persistently large, with the statewide disparity still more than one-quarter of the total funding districts 
receive (26.1%). 

Figure 10

MO

FY2003 FY2007 FY2011
Statewide -28.8% -30.0% -26.1%
  Kansas City -29.7% -25.9% -24.5%
  St. Louis -27.9% -35.0% -27.3%

Negative Disparities Mean Districts Receive More (red text)
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Focus Area

Select Enrollment Characteristics7

Figure 11 shows data for both charter and district school demographics.  We include these data, if available, to look 
at possible differences in the types of students served to discern if high-need student populations may be resulting 
in higher levels of funding for either charter or district schools.  Special education data were not available through 
NCES or from state sources.

Charter schools served higher levels of free or reduced-price lunch eligible students and operate significantly more 
Title I schools than districts, which should result in increased weights for charter schools in determining their 
funding.

Figure 11

MO

FY03 FY07 FY11 FY03 FY07 FY11 FY03 FY07 FY11

Statewide District 74.4% 80.0% 43.7% 81.0% 77.0% 50.2% N/A N/A N/A
Statewide Charter 71.5% 77.6% 74.0% 72.0% 83.3% 96.1% N/A N/A N/A

Select Enrollment Characteristics
Percentage of Total Enrollment

Free & Reduced Lunch Title 1 Special EducationStudent Group >>>
Year >>>

Funding Practices Summary

We have assigned ratings to each state based on the quality of the data available, as well as the extent to which 
charter schools have access to specific streams of revenue (Figure 12).
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Figure 12

MO

REF
FY2003 FY2007 FY2011

F F F

Yes Yes Yes No 1,2

No Yes No No

No Yes No No

Yes

Yes

Yes 3

Yes

This table summarizes answers 
to key funding mechanism 
questions in context with a 

grade based on actual funding 
results.

Funding Practices Summary
PURPOSE

ACCESS TO FUNDING SOURCES
Grade based on % of Weighted Funding Disparity

DATA AVAILABILITY
Does the state provide reasonable access to detailed public data on federal, state, local, 
and other revenues for district schools?
Does the state provide reasonable access to detailed public data on federal, state, local, 
and other revenues for charter schools?

FUNDING FORMULA

Are charter schools treated as LEAs for funding purposes?

Does the state provide funding for charter schools and districts based primarily on 
student enrollment?

GRADE FUNDING
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Do charter schools have access to this funding source according to state 
statutes?
In practice, do charter schools have at least as much access to this 
funding source as districts have?
Do charter school students receive at least 95% as much per pupil in 
revenue for this source as district students?

1 Statute provides charter schools a portion of the Incidental and Teachers Funds, which are from Local sources.  
The vast majority of charter funding comes from State sources.

2 Charter schools receive no annual funding for facilities.  Statute does allow for school districts to include charter 
school facility needs in local bond referenda with voter approval, which does not often occur.

3 Missouri law allows charter schools to apply for LEA status. 
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Endnotes

1 All district and charter school revenue and enrollment data for FY11 were provided by the Missouri Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education’s (MODESE) Division of Financial and Administrative Services.  Several revenue streams were removed from 
totals such as adult education, bonds, and PreK.  Non-tax revenues that the state classifies as Local were moved to Other for the 
purposes of this analysis and consistency across all states.  Associated preK enrollments were removed from enrollment totals.

2 Shuls, James V. “A Primer on Missouri’s Foundation Formula for K – 12 Public Education.” Show-Me-Institute, Number 35. December 
2012.

3 “Hold Harmless Districts for Fiscal year 2011 as of the June 2011 Payment.” Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education School Finance.

4 Missouri SB1241.

5 Wilkins, Micah. “After decision to close half its schools, KC district now has 24 vacant buildings on its hands.” Kansas City Liberal 
Examiner. June 1, 2010.

6 Data for FY03 compiled by the authors for the Thomas B. Fordham Institute report, Charter School Funding: Inequity’s Next Frontier, 
2005.  Data for FY07 compiled by the authors for the Ball State University Report, Charter School Funding: Inequity Persists, 2010.

7 National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  Common Core of Data, Table Generator, FY11: http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/elsi/. NCES had 
no Title I or F&RPL data for 113 districts and 2 charter schools.

http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/elsi/
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