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Texas
By Meagan Batdorff

Introduction

This chapter compares district and charter 

school revenues statewide, and for Dallas 

and Houston, for fiscal year 2011 (FY11).1  

Comparisons are made to previous 

research for FY03 and 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, Texas’s 184 charter schools included in this analysis received 2.3 percent less funding than 
district schools: $10,690 versus $10,939 per pupil, respectively (Figures 1 & 3).

•	 Texas charter schools received $10,690 per pupil, but district schools would have received an estimated 
$11,072 to educate the same students, a difference of $381 or 3.4 percent.  The weighted district 
per pupil revenue therefore increases the funding disparity by $133 from the unweighted statewide 
difference (Figure 3).

•	 Dallas’s 34 charter schools in this report received 
10.9 percent less funding than district schools: 
$10,278 versus $11,542 per pupil, respectively, a 
difference of $1,264 per pupil (Figure 3).

•	 Houston’s 38 charter schools received 5.9 
percent more funding than district schools: 
$11,627 versus $10,978 per pupil, respectively, a 
difference of $650 per pupil (Figure 3).

•	 When non-public revenues are removed from 
totals, Houston charter schools lose their funding 
advantage and, instead, Houston district schools 
outpace charters by $591 per pupil in public 
revenues ($10,715 vs. $10,124).

•	 Charter schools in Texas educate 2.5 percent of 
total public school enrollment and received 2.5 
percent of total revenues (Figures 1 & 3).

•	 Magnitude of Disparity: In Texas, if districts 
statewide received the same level of per pupil 
funding as charter schools in FY11, they would 
have received over $1 billion less in total 
revenues ($1,135,539,180).

Probable Causes of the Disparities

Before discussing possible causes for the disparities 
that exist, it is important to recognize that Texas does 
represent “a glimmer of hope” as a state that is moving towards funding equity between districts and charter 
schools. 

Disparities by Design

(1) A Formula of Averages

•	 The Texas charter school funding formula uses per pupil statewide averages for Tier I and II of the FSP 
funding formula.  Therefore, the statewide charter and district total per pupil averages for combined 
State and Local revenues look similar ($8,884 for districts and $8,430 for charters);2 it’s a comparison 
of averages based on the same average. This means, however, that the actual student population 
of charter schools does not contribute to determining “adequate” funding to educate the school 
population in the way that district revenues are calculated. This may work to the advantage of a charter 
school with fewer special needs students or ELL enrolled students, but charter schools in the aggregate 
educate a higher need, and therefore higher cost, population than Texas district schools (Figure 11).Non-
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TX

Per Pupil Revenue
$10,939 $11,072 $11,542 $10,978
$10,690 $10,690 $10,278 $11,627

($249) ($381) ($1,264) $650
(2.3%) (3.4%) (10.9%) (5.9%)

District Charter District Charter District Charter District Charter

Federal $1,680 $1,515 $1,831 $1,515 $2,423 $1,335 $1,677 $1,669
State $4,245 $8,671 $3,656 $8,671 $3,019 $8,931 $2,798 $8,846
Local $4,774 $0 $5,426 $0 $6,142 $0 $6,366 $0
Other $376 $745 $311 $745 $190 $310 $263 $1,503
Public-Indeter. ($135) ($241) ($153) ($241) ($231) ($297) ($126) ($391)
Indeterminate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total $10,939 $10,690 $11,072 $10,690 $11,542 $10,278 $10,978 $11,627
Enrollment

Total Enrollment 4,681,418 174,652 217,463

Revenue

District Charter District Charter District Charter District Charter

15.4% 14.2% 16.5% 14.2% 21.0% 13.0% 15.3% 14.4%
38.8% 81.1% 33.0% 81.1% 26.2% 86.9% 25.5% 76.1%
43.6% 0.0% 49.0% 0.0% 53.2% 0.0% 58.0% 0.0%

3.4% 7.0% 2.8% 7.0% 1.6% 3.0% 2.4% 12.9%
-1.2% -2.3% -1.4% -2.3% -2.0% -2.9% -1.1% -3.4%
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Magnitude of Disparity = Total Funding Difference x District Enrollment (see above)

% of District

FY2010-11

 Summary Data Table

District

Charter
Schools

Per Pupil 
Revenue by 
Source

District

Charter

Charter

Total Revenue
Percentage of 
Revenue by 
Source
Federal
State
Local
Other
Public-Indeter.
Indeterminate

District
Charter
Difference

($1,135,539,180) ($187,114,405.29) $121,397,385.91

$51,180,952,626 N/A $1,982,263,390 $2,407,063,481

97.5% N/A 86.2% 85.2%

2.5% N/A 13.8% 14.8%
$1,274,253,483 N/A $273,437,169 $355,451,627

$1,708,826,221 $2,051,611,854

186,892

N/A
N/A

4,562,220
97.5%

119,198 26,603
2.5% 15.2%

34

N/A

Statewide

Focus Area Districts Educate 
7.3% of All District Students

Focus Area Charters Educate 
48.0% of All Charter Students

184

$49,906,699,143

Dallas
  

Houston
Statewide Weighted

85.9%
30,571

14.1%

38

N/A

148,049
84.8%

by Charter Enrollment

Figure 3

Note: A total of 15 charter schools were removed from the analysis. Of those, seven charter schools closed during 
FY11 and did not have reported revenues in the Texas Education Agency database.  The remaining eight charter 
schools served a majority PreK population, and we were unable to identify revenues specific to PreK students. 
Those schools were therefore removed from the analysis.  
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 (2) Access to Facilities Funding

•	 Texas charter schools do not have access to 
the State or Local facilities funds distributed 
to district schools.  Given that the funding 
formula is an average of both Tiers I and II, 
the majority of the funding differences are 
likely attributable to an absence of facilities 
funding for charter schools. The combination 
of Local and State revenues in Houston, for 
example, shows $9,164 per pupil for Houston 
Independent School District (ISD), whereas 
Houston charters received $8,846 per pupil, a 
difference of $318.  Much of this difference is 
attributable to a lack of facilities funding.

Where the Money Comes From

The Foundation School Fund is the main mechanism 
from which state revenues flow to school districts in 
Texas. State revenues come from “occupation taxes” 
such as taxes on oil and natural gas production, as 
well as utilities and lottery proceeds.  The Foundation 
School Fund is also made up of recaptured local taxes 
from property wealthy districts that are treated as 
state revenues.  Because the Foundation School Fund 
is generally short on revenues to meet statutorily set 
funding levels, additional revenues are transferred from the state’s General Fund.  The Permanent School 
Fund (PSF), an additional revenue source, has helped fund public education since its creation in 1854.  Monies 
in this fund originate from state land and mineral rights, royalty rights and stocks and bonds.  Monies from 
the PSF are transferred to the Available School Fund, comprised of motor fuel tax revenue. The Property Tax 
Relief Fund, the final component of state education funding, reimburses school districts for the loss in revenue 
from the compression of the Maintenance and Operations (M&O) tax in 2006‒07.  This fund is comprised of 
revenues from franchise taxes, cigarette and tobacco taxes, and used motor vehicle sales.

Local tax revenues that contribute to public school funding come primarily from property taxes.  

How Texas Funds Its Districts3

Texas school districts receive funding through the Foundation School Program (FSP) or the Target Revenue 
System. FSP has two main components, operations funding and facilities funding, both of which are set by 
district tax efforts.  The main operations funding component of FSP is divided into two Tiers: Tier I computes 
the foundation funding per pupil based on a series of student and district weights and Tier II provides 
“enrichment” funding through excess local tax efforts. The operations funding component of FSP also ensures 
districts receive funding at the compressed tax rate due to the property tax relief law passed in 2006 with 
modifications made in 2009 and 2011, which did not affect our analysis year.

FSP Tier I funding calculations under Tier I start with a basic allotment amount set by the legislature. The 
basic allotment is adjusted for each individual district based upon four district characteristics: the tax rate of 
the district; a cost of education index (CEI) established in 1991 that accounts for district size; teacher salaries 
in neighboring districts; and the number of low-income students. Small (less than 1,600) students and mid-
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size districts (less than 5,000 students) get an increase for diseconomies of scale, and sparsity adjustments 
inflate ADA counts for districts with sparse student populations or districts in remote areas.  The end result is 
adjusted allotment (AA).

Next, the AA goes through a series of formulas that apply program weights based on the number of students 
enrolled in or attending each program: special education, bilingual education, compensatory education, and 
students with a parent in the military, among others.  Grade levels are weighted to provide additional funding 
for students in grades 9‒12.  Tier I also consists of Foundation Program Allotments. There is a staffing allotment 
that all districts receive to supplement non-administrative salaries ($500 for full time and $250 for part 
time), which is not subject to the local share computation. Districts also receive a transportation allotment, a 
textbook allotment (now called the Instructional Materials Allotment), and a per pupil distribution from the 
Available School Fund. The total Tier I allocation equals the sum of all students in regular4 and specific purpose 
programs and district allotments.

The state apportions the total of Tier I funding between the state and local school district.  The district share 
is calculated by multiplying the district’s taxable property rate by the compressed tax rate and deducting this 
amount from Tier I totals.  The wealthiest districts can raise their entire Tier I allotment and will only qualify 
for the Available School Fund allotment.  

FSP Tier II is known as “enrichment” or the “guaranteed yield.”  Tier II supports school districts through taxes 
collected above the compressed tax rate up to a maximum of $1.17 (the first $0.04 at the school board’s 
discretion and the remaining $0.13 with voter approval): a penny of tax rate yields a certain dollar amount per 
student of combined local and state sources. The state equalizes the tax collections in Tier II with a guaranteed 
yield for each of two levels of tax effort.  

The first six pennies, or “golden pennies,” have a high level of equalization and are not subject to recapture.  
The state supplements the amount generated to bring the level to the total revenue generated by the Austin 
Independent School District per weighted average daily attendance (WADA).  The state uses Austin’s WADA 
because it represents the 95th percentile of wealth.  Golden pennies are not subject to recapture, so wealthy 
school districts retain these revenues. The remaining 11 pennies, known as “copper pennies,” have a lower 
guarantee and are subject to recapture for equalization with lower wealth districts.

The state uses WADA to determine whether a district qualifies for recapture funding.  WADA is calculated 
by 1) taking a district’s Tier I allotment, subtracting transportation funds, the high school allotment, and the 
virtual school network allotment (if applicable) and reducing the CEI by half; and 2) dividing the result of the 
calculations in the first step by the basic allotment.  WADA will always be greater than regular ADA.  The state 
uses WADA because it better depicts a district’s ability to fund all programs and services.

State-identified property-wealthy districts must reduce their taxable value per weighted student to a threshold 
established by the legislature.  Wealthier districts can do this through multiple means such as annexing 
property to another district, consolidating with lower-wealth districts, or purchasing credits from the state.  
Most districts choose to purchase attendance credits or contract for education service provisions for students 
in another district.

The Target Revenue System

The 2006 property tax reduction resulted in the target revenue system being superimposed on top of FSP.  The 
state instituted a hold harmless provision that guaranteed districts would receive revenue equal to revenue 
per WADA in 2005‒06 or what the district would have collected under the old law in 2006‒07. The state added 
salary increases for teachers, additional aid for declining enrollment and property values, and additional funds 
per high school student.  Together this totaled the target revenue for each district.  Since that time the target 
revenues have been adjusted, in 2007 and 2009, when the basic allotment was increased to $4,765 per pupil.  
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The FSP was set up as the main funding system for Texas, and its formulas were intended to provide equity.  
The hold harmless provision has caused the majority of districts to be funded through the Target Revenue 
System, however.  Adjusted target revenue amounts vary widely and have spurred controversy because of 
the huge swings in funding levels per pupil, even with the same compressed rate.  For example, 542 school 
districts with the same compressed rate of $1.00 produced per pupil amounts that ranged from $3,892 to 
$12,418 per WADA.5

In recent years there have been numerous lawsuits filed against the state with charges of inadequacy and 
inequity, including one lawsuit filed by parents and the Texas Charter Schools Association in 2011 that 
claimed inequity with regard to a lack of facilities funding for charter schools.

See below for an explanation of Texas public school facilities funding.

How Texas Funds Its Charter Schools6

Due to changes enacted with HB3646 in 2009, open enrollment charter school funding in Texas is based 
on the greater of 1) the funding per WADA (excluding enrichment, Tier II) calculated based on the law as it 
existed on January 1, 2009, plus $120 more per WADA, or 2) the statewide average formula alone. 

As the law existed on January 1, 2009, charter school funding was dependent on whether a charter school’s 
first day of operations was before or after September 1, 2001.  Schools that opened before September 1, 
2001 were considered “resident district” charter schools, and 30 percent of the funding for resident district 
charters was calculated based on what the sending district would have earned for each student.  For 
sending districts that do not qualify for state aid, charter school funding would be based on the district’s 
average M&O revenues per ADA, if this method is more beneficial to the charter school.  The remaining 70 
percent of funding was based on the state average formula, which applies to all schools that opened after 
September 1, 2001. These schools are called “statewide average charter schools.” 

The statewide average formula is just that—the statewide school district average funding per weighted 
student.  It is calculated using the average adjusted allotment and state average enrichment rate. The state 
does not adjust the basic allotment for each individual charter school, regardless of a charter school’s size, 
student composition or location. Open enrollment charter schools are funded through state revenues only 
for state aid payments; they are not eligible for local revenues. Charter schools in Texas are considered 
LEAs for federal funding purposes and therefore apply for and receive federal revenues independently.

Funding for Public School Facilities 

Texas provides facilities funding to school districts through the Instructional Facilities Allotment (IFA) and 
the Existing Debt Allotment (EDA).  IFA funds are awarded through competitive grants to support debt 
service payments or lease-purchase agreements for new facilities. EDA also helps districts pay for existing 
bonded debt. There is no application procedure; EDA funds are automatically available to districts with 
property wealth of less than $350,000 per ADA. Starting in 1999, The New Instructional Facilities Allotment 
(NIFA) provided school districts with $250 per pupil to help with operating costs of opening a new school 
during its first year of operation and then $250 per student for new students during year two.  The bulk 
of facilities funding, however, comes from local Interest and Sinking (I&S) taxes, as well as local bond 
referendums.

School districts can also use the state’s Public School Fund to guarantee local bonds, and in FY11, 
the legislature added a provision that extends this guarantee usage to charter schools that are “in 
good standing.”

Texas charter schools are not eligible for facilities funding.
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Long-term Funding Patterns

We now have three point-in-time snapshots of public education funding for FY03, FY07, and FY11 for 
Texas.7  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.

Total Funding

Figure 6

Statewide District
(D)

Statewide
Charter (C)   Dallas-D   Dallas-C   Houston-D   Houston-C

FY03 $9,555 $8,249 $9,379 $8,051 $8,728 $7,212

FY07 $9,773 $9,141 $10,409 $8,322 $10,735 $10,127

FY11 $10,064 $9,835 $10,619 $9,456 $10,099 $10,697
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Figure 6 above depicts total revenues, inflation-adjusted, for both districts and charter schools. With 
the exception of Houston ISD, district and charter school revenues increased between each of the three 
study years.  Percentage-wise, total revenue increases were most significant for charter schools: statewide 
charters gained 19.2 percent or $1,586 per student; Dallas charters gained 17.4 percent or $1,405 per 
pupil; and Houston charters realized the largest increase of 48.3 percent or $3,485 per pupil.  Texas charter 
school gains may be a result of the change in funding formula that started in FY03‒04 and set-off on a 
10-year phase-in where charter schools received funding based on statewide averages rather than using 
resident district averages.  Due to these changes some charter schools would lose revenue and others 
would gain revenues, but the net effect by FY11 is apparently positive.
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Statewide district total revenues increased, but at a slower rate, with a 5.3 percent overall gain between 
FY03 and FY11.  Dallas ISD revenues increased by 13.2 percent or $1,240 per pupil and Houston ISD had 
overall gains between FY03 and FY11 of 15.7 percent in spite of a 5.9 percent loss, or $636 per pupil, 
between FY07 and FY11.

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.

Figure 7

Statewide District
(D)

Statewide
Charter (C)   Dallas-D   Dallas-C   Houston-D   Houston-C

FY03 $9,113 $7,954 $9,038 $7,734 $8,241 $6,858

FY07 $9,049 $8,412 $9,954 $8,059 $9,711 $8,357

FY11 $9,718 $9,149 $10,444 $9,171 $9,858 $9,314
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If revenues are being distributed according to statute, charter schools should see similar fluctuations 
in combined State and Local revenues per pupil, especially in the statewide aggregate, as their district 
counterparts. We do see this pattern reflected in Figure 7 above. 

Between FY03 and FY11, charters and districts alike recorded overall increases in inflation-adjusted public 
revenues.  Statewide, districts saw a slight drop ($64 per pupil) in public dollars between FY03 and FY07 
but had an overall gain of 6.6 percent ($605 per pupil) by FY11.  Dallas ISD had continuous gains across 
all three years for an overall increase of 15.6 percent or $1,407 per pupil.  Likewise, Houston ISD realized 
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public revenue gains between each research year with an overall increase of 19.6 percent or $1,616 per 
pupil.  Charter schools saw similar increases as their district counterparts over the same time period.  
Charter schools statewide had the smallest total increases of 15.0 percent or $1,195 per student. Dallas 
charters increased total public revenues by 18.6 percent or $1,437 per student, and once again, Houston 
charters had the largest gains at 35.8 percent, or $2,457 per pupil.

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 been the case for Houston charter schools, but Other revenues 
have been inconsistent elsewhere.

Figure 8

Statewide
District (D)

Statewide
Charter (C)   Dallas-D   Dallas-C   Houston-D   Houston-C

FY2003 $442 $295 $341 $318 $487 $354

FY2007 $724 $719 $455 $263 $1,024 $1,768

FY2011 $346 $686 $175 $285 $242 $1,382
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Other revenues accounted for a small percentage of total revenue (4.9%) in the early years of Houston’s 
charter schools, but by FY07, Houston charters generated 17.5 percent of total revenues from Other funds.  
This amount declined slightly for FY11 to $1,382 per pupil but still represents a 290.9 percent increase from 
the FY03 starting point of $354 per student.  In FY11 actual totals (Figure 3), Other dollars comprise 12.9 
percent of total Houston charter funding.  Without Other revenues in FY11, Houston charter schools no 
longer receive $650 more than district schools.  In public funds alone, Houston charters are underfunded 
compared to districts by $591 per student.
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Statewide charter schools have experienced noteworthy increases in Other revenues in their own right, 
with overall gains of 132.5 percent or $391 per student.  Dallas charters haven’t been able to attract the 
level of Other revenues that Houston charters generate.  Dallas charter Other dollars declined since FY03 
by 10.1 percent or $32.  

Texas districts shared a common fate seen nationally in which Other revenue declines between FY03 and 
FY11.  Houston ISD experienced the sharpest fall in Other dollars between FY07 and FY11, of 76.4 percent 
or $782 per pupil.  This drop in Other dollars is primarily responsible for the loss in total revenues depicted 
in Figure 6 above.  Houston ISD reported Other revenues of $1,024 before the sky fell out and Other dollars 
dropped to $242 per pupil, a loss of 290.9 percent.  In Dallas, the district recorded a 48.8 percent loss 
between FY03 and FY11.

Changes in Funding Results

Figure 9 shows the percentage increase/decrease in funding between FY03 and FY11 by each type of 
revenue stream.  Several noteworthy patterns or changes are reflected in Figure 9:

•	 Districts show larger increases in State revenues in concert with hold harmless funding provisions, 
which have increased State equalizing revenues.

•	 Charter schools are not eligible to receive any Local revenues; any increases for charter shools 
should appear in the state’s  foundation program and should mirror increases in district revenues

•	 Districts saw large increases in Federal revenues, but the charter share of these revenues does not 
seem to be keeping pace with districts.

•	 Charter schools still maintain a reliance on Other revenues to close the funding gap with districts.

Figure 9

TX

From/To: FY2003 / FY2011 Federal State Local Other Total
Statewide District (D) 83.3% 8.0% -5.6% -21.8% 5.3%
Statewide Charter (C) -3.3% 22.5% N/A 132.5% 19.2%
  Dallas-D 90.0% 57.4% -7.4% -48.8% 13.2%
  Dallas-C -11.7% 29.5% N/A -10.1% 17.4%
  Houston-D 105.3% 34.9% 4.9% -50.4% 15.7%
  Houston-C 11.6% 48.4% N/A 290.9% 48.3%

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

Figure 10 shows changes to the variance in funding between Texas 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.  There remains a disparity statewide but it dropped to a low of 2.3 
percent by FY11.  The Dallas disparity is still considerable at 10.9 percent but, again, has declined.  The 
show-stopper here is Houston, which now shows a favorable funding disparity for charter schools.  It must 
be emphasized, however, that the 5.9 percent advantage that Houston charters show is only because of 
their high levels of Other revenues. The disparity in public revenues remains; Houston charters received 
$591 per pupil less (actual dollars) than Houston ISD schools in public-only revenues. 
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Figure 10

TX

FY2003 FY2007 FY2011
Statewide -13.7% -10.0% -2.3%
  Dallas -14.2% -20.1% -10.9%
  Houston -17.4% -5.7% 5.9%

Disparity as Percent of District -- Over Time

Focus Area

Negative Disparities Mean Districts Receive More (red text)

Select Enrollment Characteristics8

Figure 11 below 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.  

Figure 11

TX

FY03 FY07 FY11 FY03 FY07 FY11 FY03 FY07 FY11

Statewide District 46.6% 46.9% 60.8% 60.3% 60.7% 68.7% N/A N/A 10.8%
Statewide Charter 61.8% 61.7% 72.2% 75.3% 75.6% 79.4% N/A N/A 11.1%

Student Group >>>
Year >>>

Select Enrollment Characteristics
Percentage of Total Enrollment

Free & Reduced Lunch Title I Special Education

Based on the data indicators provided in Figure 11, charter schools serve a higher-need student population 
than district schools, which includes a slightly higher percentage of special education students.  Charter 
school enrollments of free or reduced-price lunch eligible students are higher than district schools (by 
11.4%) in addition to the number of Title I schools (10.7% more).  Again, this is why limiting charter school 
funding to the average per pupil of all districts statewide is problematic.  Percentages of special education 
populations served by districts and charters show little variance and should not result in a funding disparity.

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

TX
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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?

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?

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

grade based on actual funding 
results.

Funding Practices Summary
PURPOSE

Endnotes

1 FY11 revenue and enrollment data for both district and charter schools were provided by the Texas Education Agency’s (TEA) Office of 
School Finance in response to various Open Records Requests. Non-tax revenues that the state classifies as Local were moved to Other 
for the analytical purposes of this study and for consistency across all states.  Some revenues that could not be divided between Local 
and State, but were definitely public in nature, were moved to a category called “Public Indeterminate.”  We used NIEER expenditure 
estimates for Texas PreK revenues, and these revenues are largely what comprise the negative amounts shown in Figure 3 for Public 
Indeterminate.

2 The combined Local and State revenue total includes Public Indeterminate because those dollars are either Local or State in source.

3 Unless otherwise noted, the following resources were used to compile this section: “School Finance 101: Funding of Texas Public 
Schools.”  Texas Education Agency’s Office of School Finance, January 2011 and January 2013; Clark, Catherine. “Overview of the 
School Finance System.” Texas Association of School Boards, 2011; “An Introduction to School Finance in Texas.”  TTRA Research 
Foundation.  Revised January 2012.

4 Faced with a budget shortfall, the legislature modified the funding formula in 2011 and changed the weight for regular education 
students from 1.0 to less than 1.0, effectively reducing the funding for Tier I.

5 “An Introduction to School Finance in Texas.” TTRA Research Foundation.  Revised January 2012.

6 Information for this section was taken from “Charter School Funding” posted at the TEA website Charter Schools page and from Texas 
HB3646.

7 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.

8 Special education data were provided by the Texas Education Agency. NCES FY11 table-builder data were used for Title I and free and 
reduced-price lunch.  NCES did not have data entered for 36 charter schools and 618 school districts. 
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