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In an era of rapid charter school growth, this study sought to examine rational 

decision making for special populations in Texas urban charter schools.  To investigate 

differences among charters, I categorized the schools into three groups: network 

corporate charters, community corporate charters, and intergovernmental charters.  

Quantitative analysis, including the use of ANOVAs and Tukeys, helped identify 

differences in expenditures among the three charter groups.  Intergovernmental charters 

focused their spending on teachers and student programs, including programs for students 

with disabilities and ESL and bilingual programs. Community corporate charters spent 

less in most categories, except, in the majority of years, for social work, food services, 

cocurricular activities, and data processing. Network charters channeled their funding 

into areas such as school leadership, facilities, security and monitoring, and accelerated 

education.  I then used qualitative analysis to understand how charter school 

administrators decide to spend their money in a way that is most cost-effective for their 

operations relative to their student populations.  I completed 20 interviews with charter 
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school administrators in four Texas cities. Administrators in charters were aware of the 

competitive accountability and fiscal environment in which they were running their 

schools. This resulted in cost-effective rational decision making. Charter administrators 

were also under significant financial stress and did not believe that their schools were 

adequately funded, though some charters still sought to make a profit or increase their net 

assets. To make up the difference in funding, some charters have relied on grants and 

donations from other corporations. Administrators also discussed special populations of 

students, such as ESL/bilingual students and students with disabilities.    
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

Efficiency, Effectiveness, and Funding 

There is a natural clash between state budget reductions and rapidly increasing 

educational costs.  During the early l980s budget crisis in the United States, an open letter was 

created describing America as A Nation at Risk.  The report set forth a series of 

recommendations that repeatedly focused on several concepts, including efficiency, 

effectiveness, and the importance of funding education.  Twenty years later, America is facing 

another budget crisis.  This time, however, the spotlight has moved from the federal to the state 

level.  While students sit quietly in classrooms, state legislatures are conducting heated debates 

about the cost of educating children and how that money should be spent.  States have begun to 

amend their constitutions to include the requirement of efficiency in education.  However, while 

the state legislatures agree that education must be efficient, policy regulating how schools 

allocate money efficiently varies among the states and the schools themselves.  New Jersey, for 

example, requires that the state create an efficient system of schools (New Jersey Office of 

Legislative Services, 2010) while Florida’s state constitution requires the state to make efficient 

and high-quality schools (Harris, 2004).  As costs are distributed according to state                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

or school goals, a framework of rational decision making emerges that combines the subjective 

viewpoints of administrators with cost-effectiveness to reach a path to efficiency. 

Texas and Efficiency 

The number of schools has grown significantly over the last few decades (NCES, 2011).  

Article seven of the Texas Constitution states that there should be, “an efficient system of free 

public schools.”  How the state has attempted to reach efficiency, however, has changed over the 
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years.  The first major fiscal legislation for financial efficiency occurred with the 1973 ruling of 

San Antonio Independent School District v.  Rodriguez.  As there were large variations in 

funding among school districts, the court found that state funding must equalize public 

expenditures (Heise, 2007).  To create a greater efficiency of funding in different student 

programs, House Bill 72 (HB 72) sought to provide funds for schools through a weighted system 

in 1984.  These student programs included special education, compensatory education, career 

and technology, and gifted and talented.  This was followed in 1990 by financial incentives for 

superintendents and principals who improved a school’s rating (McNeil, 2005).  Senate Bill 1 

(SB 1) was then produced to equalize funding across school districts.  However, SB1 was not 

efficient because there were still vast differences in tax revenue among school districts (Farr & 

Trachtenberg, 1999).  Senate Bill 351(SB 351) tried to create 188 County Education Districts to 

redistribute tax revenues, but was replaced with Senate Bill 7 (SB 7), which transferred tax 

revenues from property-wealthy districts to poorer school districts.  With tax funds thus more 

efficiently distributed, the legislature began to focus on how that money was being spent in 

relationship to student performance.  In 2009, House Bill 3 was passed.  This bill determines 

cost-effectiveness by comparing per-student spending with academic testing outcomes (TEA, 

2010).  With the door of cost-effectiveness opened by the legislature, an opportunity has arisen 

to discuss how cost analysis has been used in education.   

Cost Analysis and Education 

Educators, politicians, and researchers have used cost analysis to better understand costs 

since the 1960s (Tsang, 1988), when President Lyndon B.  Johnson dramatically increased 

educational spending as part of his “Great Society” agenda.  These costs have continued to 
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increase over the years as schools have faced more curricular regulation from the federal and 

state governments.  Government accountability requirements have also, in turn, increased the 

amount of attention that fiscal data receives (Picus, 2000).   

Reason for cost analysis.  There are several ways to conduct a cost analysis.  The first 

type of analysis is a cost-benefit study.  A cost-benefit study seeks to put both costs and effects 

in monetary terms.  For example, Reynolds, Temple, Robertson, and Mann (2002) conducted a 

cost-benefit analysis of 1,539 children and found that there was a $7.14 return for every dollar 

spent on preschool in tax revenues and avoided costs such as criminal justice and remedial 

education.  Norese, Belfield, Barnett, and Schweinhart (2005) also conducted a cost-benefit 

analysis that determined that every dollar spent on at-risk preschool children resulted in a $12.90 

return.  This return includes both increases in tax revenues and avoided costs such as reduction in 

criminal activity, welfare payments, welfare costs, and welfare expenditures.  This type of 

analysis uses a control group to determine the causal impact and outcomes of a program (Nores, 

Belfield, Barnett & Schweinhart, 2005).  Critics of the cost-benefit approach cite as a 

disadvantage that it requires both sides of the analysis to be monetary (Levin & McEwan, 2001).  

This is a disadvantage because in education, outcomes are not always fiscal.  Cost feasibility is 

another type of cost analysis; it focuses on costs and the importance of budgets in providing 

funding for schools.  An additional approach that has shown promise is cost effectiveness.  Cost-

effectiveness grew out of cost-benefit analysis; it evaluates monetary costs of nonfiscal outcomes 

(Picus, 2000).  However, educators have not often used this approach because many are 

unfamiliar with the method (Hummel-Rosi & Ashdown, 2002).  Rational decision-making builds 

upon cost-effectiveness by adding the subjective perception of the authority figure of an 
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organization.  This authority figure purposefully allocates resources to pursue goals.  To 

understand rational decision making’s use of costs and potential effects or goals, it is first 

necessary to understand costs and effects.   

Costs and effects.  The cost to educate different types of students varies (Berne, Stiefel 

& Moser, 1997; Gottlob, 2004; Hummel-Rosi & Ashdown, 2002). There are several funding 

systems which can vary from state to state (Ahearn, 2010). Texas uses the Public Education 

Information Management System (PEIMS) to distribute the costs of students by the programs in 

which they are enrolled via formulaic system.  While all students are considered part of the 

regular program, students can also be categorized into several other programs, including English 

as a Second Language (ESL) or bilingual education and special education.  Texas has a Tier 1 

and Tier 2 system of funding and allotments for bilingual and special education students are paid 

based on the lower Tier 1 level (Verstegen Jordan & Amador, 2007).  

Special education, which typically requires smaller class sizes, is the most cited student 

program requiring additional funding (Zarghami & Schnellert, 2004). For example, in 2006, the 

federal government paid over $10 billion for special education students (Bloomfield, 2007). To 

analyze the costs of students, PEIMS provides state, district, and school-level costs data on a per-

student basis.  The weights for funding in Texas range from 1.1 for mainstream to 5 for 

homebound students (Parrish et al., 2003). Dallas ISD spent over $124 million for special 

education services during the 2012-2013 school year (Dallas ISD, 2013). The average total 

amount spent per student on different disability categories ranges from $10,558 to $20,095 

(Kauffman & Hallahan, 2011). Considering the dollars at stake, funding may influence decisions 

for special education students (Parrish & Harr, 2003). 
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English language learners are often enrolled in ESL/bilingual programs and are allocated 

additional funding. In Texas, the weight for funding students enrolled in ESL/bilingual programs 

is 0.1 (TEA, 2013). This represents a 10% increase of Tier 1 funding for each student.  However, 

research has shown that bilingual programs can cost up to 40% more per student than regular 

programs (Cortez & Johnson, 2008). The cost to provide ESL/bilingual programs is substantial. 

For example, in 2009-2010, Texas spent over $1.2 billion for students enrolled in ESL/bilingual 

programs (TEA, 2010).  

Researchers have debated the usefulness of different levels of data.  On the one hand, 

Berne, Stiefel, and Moser (1997) put forward that district-level data should not be used because 

it limits the amount of detail that can be analyzed.  On the other hand, Busch and Odden (1997) 

theorized that spending data can be analyzed on both the district and the school levels.  School-

level data can be used to study students with different educational costs and to help with a more 

equitable distribution of available resources (Bush & Odden, 1997), as property-wealthy areas 

may receive more money for educating their students (Baker & Friedman-Nimz, 2004).  Student-

level data could also be also useful in cost analysis (Hummel-Rosi & Ashdown, 2002).  

However, due to Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) regulations in Texas, 

there is limited access to student-level data.   

Cost analysis can separate costs in a study including capital and operating items (Berne, 

Stiefel & Moser, 1997).  Generally, capital items are long-term investments, and operating items 

are costs used for daily operations.  The number of capital items analyzed in the study also needs 

to be limited.  This helps illuminate connections between educational inputs and outcomes 

(Berne, Stiefel & Moser, 1997; Martin & Lomperis, 2002).  The outcomes (effects) of costs are 
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widely used in cost analysis outside of education.  In the business world, companies analyze cost 

effects in terms of profits (Krueger & Kumer, 2004).  The health-care industry evaluates 

outcomes of costs as harmful or not harmful for patients, just as educational outcomes are seen 

as effective or ineffective for students (Hummel-Rosi & Ashdown, 2002).  There are many 

effects that could be analyzed in education, and currently, researchers are debating what should 

constitute effects in education (Hummel-Rosi & Ashdown, 2002).  Effects in education could 

include skills (Tsang, 1998) or achievement gains (Hummel-Rosi & Ashdown, 2002).  

Researchers could calculate these educational effects using a sensitivity analysis to uncover the 

incremental outcomes of a program’s cost (Antonanzas, Rive, Badenas, Gomex-Lus, & 

Guihaume, 2006).   

Cost-effectiveness.  Cost-effectiveness is an evaluation of costs and their outcomes 

(Levin & McEwan, 2001; Picus, 2000).  This type of cost analysis is commonly used in many 

different fields.  The health-care field uses cost-effectiveness because the U.S. Public Health 

Service has established cost-effectiveness standards for studies (Hummel-Rosi & Ashdown, 

2002; Iatarola & Fruchter, 2006).  Texas has also created legislation using cost-effectiveness in 

many diverse areas, including seawater desalination (Perry, 2007), physician consultations 

(Scott, 2005) and electricity consumption (Combs, 2007).  Currently, cost-effectiveness is 

emerging in education legislation, such as House Bill 3, which seeks to link costs with 

achievement.  

To date, there have been very few cost-effectiveness studies in education (Hummel-Rosi 

& Ashdown, 2002; Picus, 2000; Plank, 2002).  However, the studies that have been completed 

have shown that costs can be related to outcomes.  Borman and Hewes (2002) developed a cost-
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effectiveness study on early-intervention programs to demonstrate that education investments 

were associated with educational benefits.  Illon and Normore (2006) developed a cost-

effectiveness study that used a three-step analysis that included a regression analysis to predict 

achievement, a simulation analysis to find which inputs were associated with achievement, and a 

cost analysis to analyze the costs of the inputs.  Raywid and Shaheen (1994) used cost-

effectiveness to decrease the number of school districts and create a more efficient operation.  A 

study by Springer, Houck, Ceperley, and Hange (2007) used Levin’s and McEwan’s ingredient 

approach to understand the costs of small learning communities.  The ingredient (or cost) 

analyzed was school-level, per-pupil expenditures.  This study concluded that there needed to be 

a cooperative agreement mechanism between several parts of the school and community to 

achieve success in smaller learning communities.  Researchers have also used cost- effectiveness 

to demonstrate a relationship between reducing class sizes and increasing test scores (Ilon & 

Normore, 2006).  Even with these established studies, cost-effectiveness still draws controversy 

because of its limited use in the field of education.   

Researchers hold contradictory opinions about the use of cost effectiveness in education.  

Proponents of the method have said that cost-effectiveness can be used in education (Hummel-

Rosi & Ashdown, 2002) to inform decision makers about outcomes (Iatarola & Fruchter, 2005); 

it can use data from multiple sources and aid in decision making (Remak, Price, Peters & 

Adriaenssen, 2003); and it can help focus limited resources to reach a goal at minimal cost 

(Shepard & Thompson, 1979) and create a more effective distribution of resources (Helfand, 

2005; Illon & Normore, 2006; Raywid & Shaheen, 1994).  Arguments against the application of 

cost effectiveness include its limited application to education (Hummel-Rossi & Ashdown, 
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2002), the limited estimates of educational costs (Iatarola & Fruchter, 2005) and that it may not 

be useful to some schools (Chatterji, 2002).   

One of the strongest proponents of the use of cost-effectiveness in education is Henry 

Levin.  Levin has written several books about cost analysis and its use in education.  In 1983, he 

published Cost-Effectiveness: A Primer, which has commonly been used for cost analysis in 

education (Plank, 2002).  His “ingredients” approach to costs evaluates a monetary value of the 

cost for each variable (Iatorola & Fruchter, 2005; Levin & McEwan, 2001).  With the monetary 

value in hand, Levin used a cost-effectiveness ratio to determine incremental outcomes by 

dividing costs by effects (Levin & McEwan, 2001).  Statistical models with cost functions could 

also be used for cost-effectiveness studies (Iatarola & Fruchter, 2005).  Cost-effectiveness 

studies can be seen as a sensitivity analysis (Lee et al., 2002) or an incremental analysis (Simon 

et al., 2002; Zaric, Brandeau & Barnett, 2000) that shows the effects based on educational 

investment (Borman and Hewes, 2002).  By focusing spending in certain areas, policymakers can 

increase outcomes from an existing budget (Levin & McEwan, 2001; Raywid & Shaheen, 1994).  

In a school-choice context, educational competitors could also use cost-effectiveness could also 

be used among educational competitors (Iatorola & Fruchter, 2005) of school choice.   

Rational Decision Making Through Cost-Effectiveness and School Choice 

School-choice programs have resulted in an increasing percentage of students enrolling in 

alternative schools (Gottlob, 2004).  They have flourished across the nation, with advocates 

promising lower tax rates (Gottlob, 2004), social justice (Bosetti, 2005), reduced inefficiencies in 

education (Byrnes, 2009), and improved academic achievement (Iatarola & Fruchter, 2005).  

This has produced a competitive marketplace for educating students—a marketplace in which 
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risk taking is not encouraged (Bosetti, 2005).  Within this environment, students that cost the 

least to teach are more fiscally viable for schools.  Districts that have a low variable cost per 

student can achieve this pecuniary focus.  Alternative schools, such as charter schools, are 

particularly susceptible to funding issues as they receive a limited amount of funding per student.  

The amount of funding that alternative schools receive from the state also may not cover 

additional funding required for special populations, such as students with disabilities (Steller, 

1988).  Rational decision making adds a subjective element to cost-effectiveness that adds the 

administrator’s goals for the school into the equation.  This can create unintended consequences 

for students (Daniel, 2005), as not all students may help administrators cost-effectively meet 

their goals for their schools. 

Special Populations 

Students in special populations who require additional services and differentiated 

instruction, such as bilingual education and disability services, could bear the consequences of 

cost-based rational decision making.  Charter schools may turn away these children, who are the 

most in need of help, because the children may not fit into the vision of the school or may be 

seen as a threat to the school’s long term fiscal viability.  These student populations have seen 

tremendous growth over the last few decades.  As charter schools continue to grow rapidly 

across the state, they may do so at the expense of special populations who are not “cost-

effective.” 

  Students with disabilities.  Students with disabilities can be found in nearly every 

school in the nation.  The number of students identified as belonging in a special education 

program increased by 76% between 1977 and 2003 (Green & Winters, 2007), which resulted in a 
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large number of special education students (Hummel-Rossi & Ashdown, 2002).  This increase 

followed the 1975 Education For All Handicapped Children Act which has since been renamed 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which schools used to model their own 

programs for special education students (Brent, Sipple, Killeen, & Wishnowski, 2004).  These 

schools developed programs for students with a wide range of disabilities.  However, nearly half 

of special education students have a specific learning disability (Greene & Winters, 2007) and 

are economically disadvantaged (McLaughlin & Rhim, 2007; Miron, Urschel, Mathis, & 

Tornquist, 2010). 

 Charters that are charged with taking care of students with disabilities through a federal 

mandate face several issues, including regulations, academic consequences, conflict with the 

school’s goal, and additional fiscal responsibilities.  This results in charter schools having a 

smaller percentage of special education students than comparative traditional school districts 

(Akey et al., 2009; Clark 2000; Fierros, 2005; Little, Roberts, Ward, Bianchi, & Methany, 2003; 

Miron, Urschel, Mathis, & Tornquist, 2010).  The regulations for special-needs students can be 

complicated (Brent, Sipple, Killeen, & Wishnowski, 2004), and the responsibility for special 

education services varies among charter statutes (Rhim, Ahearn, & Lange, 2007).  This has 

resulted in the Texas Education Agency reaching out to administrators to teach them about the 

IDEA requirements (Estes, 2006).  Another issue for special education students is that while 

special education programs may increase achievement scores (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2002), 

schools may think that having fewer special-needs students could contribute to their overall 

academic success (Fierros, 2005).  Having special education services may not meet with the 

charter school’s vision (Rhim & McLaughlin, 2000), or its goal may conflict with special 
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education regulations (Ahearn, 2001).  While parents may want to enroll their student in a 

charter school because of the school’s size (Finn, Caldwell & Raub, 2006), charter school staff 

may discourage parents from enrolling students (Aheam, 2001) or deny access to students with 

disabilities (Grant, 2005). Schools should be able to provide equal services for students with 

disabilities (Baker, Green & Ramsey, 2012)  

Charter schools may not be able to serve students with disabilities, because such services 

can affect a school’s fiscal viability.  The costs of serving special education students have been 

increasing, and these costs can vary widely (Brent, Sipple, Killeen & Wishnowski, 2004).  As the 

requirements for special education increase, so do the costs (Shah, 2011), and charter schools 

may lack funding for these students (Ahearn, 2001).  Smaller districts sometimes spend as much 

as 20% less than larger districts for special education students (Chambers, Parrish, Esra, & 

Shkolnik, 2002) because the districts lack economies of scale.  In addition, many schools are 

located in poorer areas that spend less to educate students with disabilities (Chambers, Parrish, 

Esra & Shkolnik, 2002).  Money that they spend on special education students could take away 

from programs that are not part of a federal mandate, such as athletics and gifted-and-talented 

programs (Shah, 2011).  Because of this limited funding, students with disabilities may face 

discrimination in attempting to enroll in charter schools (Estes, 2004).  Special-needs students 

that are enrolled in charter schools are less likely to have extreme disabilities (Ahearn, 2000) and 

are more likely to have less expensive disabilities than those in traditional schools (Garcy, 2011).  

Some charters even go to the extreme of not reporting students with disabilities even if it means 

that they may lose state funding (Estes, 2004) or be sued for not providing special education 

services (Shah, 2011).  While special education students were more than 9% of the student 
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population in the state (TEA, 2010), they only averaged just over 4% percent of the student 

population in Texas charter schools that opened between 2006 and 2009 (TCER, 2011).  Another 

special population that requires extra funding to educate is bilingual students. 

Bilingual students.  The passage of the Bilingual Education Act (1968) provided federal 

funding for students with limited English proficiency.  However, bilingual education was often 

not seen as useful for schools until the 1970s (Clarkson, 2007), as researchers disputed the 

academic outcomes of bilingual programs (Bali, 2001) and some schools had problems 

implementing them (Datnow, Borman, Stringfield, Overman, & Castellano, 2003).  Bilingual 

programs are also more prevalent in areas with a higher percentage of Latino/a students, as they 

have been identified as the targets for bilingual education (Robinson, 2002).  More than 16% of 

students in the state of Texas are enrolled in bilingual or ESL programs (TEA, 2010).  However, 

charter schools that opened between 2006 and 2009 only averaged 8% of students identified as 

limited English proficient (TCER, 2011).  Chapter 89 of the Texas Administrative Code requires 

elementary schools with at least 20 identified students who are limited English proficient to offer 

a bilingual program.  Ninety-one percent of the students enrolled in bilingual or ESL programs 

cited Spanish as their dominant language (Coultress, 2010).  However, charters may not be 

serving these students (Good & Braden, 2000) as less than 25% of charter schools have bilingual 

programs (Clark, 2000).  The lack of bilingual programs in Texas charters is due, in part, to 

several exemptions.  Exemptions include having less than 20 identified Limited English 

Proficient students; schools may also apply for a bilingual and/or ESL exemption (Coultress, 

2010).  To pay for bilingual education, many states, such as Kansas (Baker, 2005) and Texas, use 

weights for additional funding.  Texas applies a 10% increase for bilingual students over regular 
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students.  However, the actual amount that school districts spend on bilingual education varies 

(Robinson, 2002) and may exceed the revenue received from the state.  As charter schools must 

prove their fiscal viability each year, bilingual students may face obstacles when entering or 

attending charter schools.  This results in bilingual students being underrepresented at some 

charter schools, because these schools can choose their student populations (Lacireno-Paquet, 

Holyoke, Moser, & Henig, 2002).  Charter schools, as a whole, have a smaller percentage of 

English-language learners (Miron, Urschel, Mathis, & Tornquist, 2010) and bilingual education 

students than traditional school districts do (Clark, 2000).   

Purpose of Dissertation 

In an era of rapid charter school growth, this study sought to examine rational decision 

making for special populations in Texas urban charter schools.  To investigate differences among 

charters, I categorized the schools into three groups: network corporate charters, community 

corporate charters, and intergovernmental charters. The study included 286 charter schools that 

were open during the 2005-2010 school years in the four largest urban areas in Texas.  I 

categorized these charters schools into three charter groups which yielded 102 network corporate 

charters, 108 community corporate charters, and 76 intergovernmental charters.  Network 

charters consisted of charter-sponsoring entities that had open-enrollment charters in more than 

one city.1   Community corporate charters included sponsoring entities with open-enrollment 

schools in only one city.  Intergovernmental charters included campus, university, and 

government schools.   

                                                 
1 For the purposes of the study, KIPP schools were network corporate schools because of their shared managerial 

and financial resources. 
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The three categories of charters were analyzed in a mixed method study. Quantitative 

analysis, including the use of ANOVA, helped identify differences in expenditures among the 

three charter groups. Qualitative analysis is also used to understand how charter school 

administrators decide to spend their money in a way that is most cost-effective for their 

operations relative to their student populations.   

Student demographic context. The student populations varied among the groups of 

charters.  Network corporate charters had very low mean percentages of gifted and talented 

students during the five years of the study.  They also had the highest percentage of Asian 

students for three years.  Community corporate charters had the highest percentage of African 

American students and the lowest percentages of Latina/o, economically disadvantaged, and 

gifted and talented students for all five years of the study.  Intergovernmental charters had the 

highest percentage of Latina/o students, students with disabilities, and gifted and talented 

students for all five years.   

Student achievement also differed among the charters.  Network charters had the lowest 

percentage of all students meeting math and reading TAKS standards for four of the five years 

(see Appendix B).  Intergovernmental charters had the highest percentage of all students meeting 

TAKS math and reading standards for all five years (see Appendix B and Appendix C).  They 

also had the highest percentage of Latinas/os who met the math and readings standards (see 

Appendix D and Appendix F) for all five years.  Intergovernmental charters had the highest 

percentage of African American students who met the reading standard for four of the five years 

(see Appendix F).   
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It will add to the existing charter school literature by providing a better understanding of 

cost-effectiveness-based rational decision making by administrators in charters schools.   The 

three research questions that will guide this study are:  

1) Which charter schools can be categorized as network corporate, community corporate 

or intergovernmental charters in Austin, Dallas, Houston, and San Antonio? 

2) What are the different types of charter schools spending on special populations? 

3) How do charter school operators decide to spend their money in a way that is most 

cost-effective for their operations relative to their student populations? 

To aid in the explanation of these questions, the literature review will focus on the 

changes in school choice over the last several decades. Then the methods utilized in the analysis 

will be explained. Both the quantitative spending difference and the qualitative explanations 

from charter school administrators will help to answer the research questions. Finally, there is an 

overall discussion of the results and policy implications of the study will be examined.  
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Chapter 2:  Literature Review 

School Choice 

“School choice” has become a popular refrain among reform advocates who seek an 

alternative to the restrictive, location-based public school system.  While there are advocates of 

school choice, there are also critics who call attention to its potential side effects.  Some of these 

side effects include students receiving negative social stigma for not getting into the school of 

their choice (Heath, 2009; Rosembloom, 2009), the potential for school choice to cause a 

stratification of students (Frakenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2011), a reduction the number of 

students in traditional public schools (Grady, Bielick, & Aud, 2010), the possibility of disrupting 

neighborhood zones (Frakenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2011).  Many types of school choice 

have emerged over the years, including magnets, private school vouchers, inter- or intradistrict 

public school transfers, and charter schools (Cobb & Glass, 2009; Grady, Bielick & Aud, 2010).   

Magnet Schools 

Magnet schools and vouchers were the first types of school choice available to students.  

These schools attract students from a diverse geographic area to focus on a specific academic 

focus.  An example of a magnet school is Lamar Middle School in Austin, Texas, which is 

creating a classical guitar program in an effort to increase student enrollment.  Magnet schools 

were developed in the 1960s (Grady, Bielick, & Aud, 2010), sanctioned by section 5301 of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Authorization Act, to help decrease segregation in 

America’s schools (U.S.  Dept. of Education, 2004).  However, critics claim that the goal of 

magnet schools is not to reduce segregation and that they may actually increase economic 

stratification between students that attend magnet schools and those who are left in the public 

school system (Archbald, 2004).  While top-down federal legislation authorized magnet schools, 
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the creation of magnet schools is often a bottom-up grassroots reform effort by local educators 

(Goldring & Smrekar, 2002).  Magnet schools have achieved success in dropout prevention.  For 

example, in Connecticut, magnet schools average only 6% attrition, compared to the 11% 

dropout rate in traditional public schools (MacDonald, 2005).  To develop these magnet 

programs, administers need to either reallocate existing resources (Fermanich & Kimball, 2002) 

or pursue additional funding.  There are several avenues that magnet schools can pursue to gain 

additional funding: They can seek funding through the federal government, state and local 

governments, and individual donations.  The federal government provides up to $125 million in 

funding each year for magnet schools to help them serve approximately two million students 

(U.S.  Dept.  of Education, 2004).  This federal money is subsidized by local and state 

distributions, which can vary even within the same state.  In Connecticut, for example, 

supplementary funding for interdistrict magnet schools range from $197 to $7,300 per student, 

depending on the formula for the school district (MacDonald, 2005).  Additional funding for 

school choice can also come in the form of private school vouchers.   

Private School Vouchers 

Another type of school choice is private school vouchers.  Today, over a million students 

attend private schools (Archbald, 2004).  Vouchers provide a subsidy for students that are 

attending a private school rather than a public school.  Michael Friedman championed the 

development of vouchers (Betebenner, 2005).  He viewed vouchers as providing an alternative, 

competing environment to the traditional public school system.  Vouchers were meant to 

increase standards in public schools, as schools would compete for students in a voucher 

situation.  They are also a popular reform movement because vouchers appeal to middle- and 
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upper-class voters who want to subsidize their children’s enrollment in private schools.  The use 

of vouchers varies among states.  Florida, for example, has a bill that is attempting to increase 

the number of school vouchers from 17,000 to 110,000 (Mazzei, 2011).  Funding for private 

school tuition for one year can range from $6,733 to $27,302 per year, depending on the grade 

level or type of private school (NCES, 2010).  However, not all states are in favor of the voucher 

system of school choice.  For example, the Texas legislature has repeatedly failed to pass bills to 

implement a school voucher system.  Opponents in Texas argue that public schools would lose 

funding if students left public schools to transfer into private schools.  When the Texas 

legislature tried to pass a voucher system in 2005, opponents said that the Houston Independent 

School District would see a reduction in their budget of $900 million if the legislation passed 

(Elliott, 2005). 

Vouchers have also been shown to be efficient in religious private schools because they 

enable these schools to educate a student at a reduced cost (McEwan & Carnoy, 2000).  

However, there is not perfect financial-market comparability to the traditional public school 

system because many private schools are owned by churches or religious institutions and have 

access to external funding, such as endowments and donations from individuals in the 

organization, which may not be available to traditional public schools.  Opponents of the voucher 

system, such as the American Civil Liberties Union, say that public funds should not be used for 

private religious schools (American Civil Liberties Union, 2011).  Critics of vouchers view 

education as a public good and say that by privatizing it, not all students may have access to a 

quality education.  Other potential issues with private schools include that they may pick the 

most successful students (Levin, 2002), that inadequate levels of funding for vouchers may limit 
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the number of students that can access private schools (Levin, 2002), that they can only be used 

in restricted geographic boundaries (Metcalf & Legan, 2002), that students from middle-class 

families are more likely to accept scholarships to private schools (Cowen, 2010), that they may 

be most effective for students who are not already attending private schools (Kenny, 2005), and 

that the effects of vouchers are uncertain (Ladd, 2002).  Moreover, it is difficult to determine the 

true dropout and leaver rates of private schools because the Common Core of Data that the 

National Center for Education Statistics uses for calculations does not collect information on 

private schools.  Instead of vouchers, much of the movement between schools in Texas is 

achieved with transfers. 

Inter- and Intradistrict Public School Transfers 

Inter- and intradistrict public school transfers are the third type of school choice.  

Interdistrict transfers occur in only a few states and are used by approximately a half million 

students (Finnagen & Stuart, 2009).  Interdistrict transfers occur when students want to move 

from their home district into another school district.  In California, interdistrict transfers can 

occur if the home and future school districts agree to the transfer or if a parent works in the 

school district into which the student seeks to transfer (California Department of Education, 

2011).  Intradistrict transfers take place when a student wants to transfer to another school within 

the same district.  The No Child Left Behind Act (2001) enables students who attend a school 

that has failed to meet their annual yearly progress (AYP) goal for two years to apply to another 

school within their district.  However, some students may be not able to transfer into all schools 

within their district.  For example, in Texas, the Austin Independent School District (AISD) had 

stopped transfers to 36 schools because of capacity issues (AISD, 2011).  Houston Independent 
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School District (HISD), also in Texas, allows for space-available transfers but does not pay for 

transportation if a student moves between schools in the district (HISD, 2011).  There may also 

be unintended consequences of transferring students.  For example, according to a Texas 

Education Agency study of the 2000 cohort, students who transferred into another Texas public 

school had a slightly higher dropout rate (7.6%) than those who started with their cohort in grade 

9 (TEA, 2002).  Another type of school choice that a student can transfer into is a charter school. 

Charter Schools 

Charter schools are the fourth type of school choice.  Charter schools began operating in 

the United States in 1990 (Frakenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2011).  Charter schools 

developed out of the idea that market competition would lead to more efficiency in education 

(Holyoke, Henig, Brown & Lacireno-Paquet, 2009).  More than other forms of school choice, 

charter schools have received a lot of recent media attention.  Multiple films have characterized 

them as saviors that rescue students from a broken public school system and place them on a 

path to success.  For example, the charter school documentary The Lottery (2010) opens with the 

statement, “The problem is not the parents; the problem is not the children; the problem is a 

system that protects academic failure.”  This movie suggests that public schools protect students’ 

academic failure while charter schools protect their success.  Another popular film, Waiting for 

Superman (2010), promotes the message “Every kid has a dream, but our schools are failing 

them.”  The underlying thesis of the film focuses on the perceived failure of public schools to 

help children reach their dreams of becoming successful in professions such as teaching and 

medicine.  Because charter schools are allowed to be more independent than public schools, they 

can create an innovative alternative educational environment for students.  They are also very 
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popular with parents of children who are located primarily in urban cities with low-performing 

schools.  Surveys of parents with school-age children often reveal higher ratings for charter 

schools than their public school counterparts (Schneider & Buckley, 2003).  These satisfaction 

ratings have been shown to be as high as 94% (TCER, 2009).  The growth of charter schools met 

with a perfect fiscal storm when the federal government was willing to provide funding to 

charters and states were also seeking to reduce expenditures for education.  Federal support for 

charter school policies was also strengthened by the Obama administration, which proposed to 

increase the amount of funding for charter schools to $8 billion (Frakenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & 

Wang, 2011).  Today, charter schools enroll over a million students in 40 states and the District 

of Columbia (U.S.  Charter Schools, 2011).  A few states enroll most of the charter school 

students (Bulkley & Fisher, 2003); these include California, Florida, Arizona, Texas, Ohio, and 

Michigan, all of which had passed charter school legislation by 1997 (US Charter Schools, 

2011).  The largest population of students enrolled in charter schools is located in California, 

which enrolled over 340,000 students in 2010 (The Center for Education Reform, 2010) and has 

in excess of 700 charter schools operating statewide.  Smaller states have followed larger states 

in creating charter schools.  In some cases, though, it has taken these states more than 20 years to 

join the charter school movement.  For example, in 2009, Illinois became the most recent state to 

create legislation for charter schools.  It already has 95 charter schools in operation, serving over 

30,000 students.  Charter school regulation and participation varies among states.  Some states 

have a cap on the number of students that can participate in charter schools, while others, such as 

the District of Columbia, have opened their doors to charter schools and have enrolled a quarter 

of their student population in them. 
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Studies of charter school student achievement reveal mixed findings.  Bulkley and Fisher 

(2003) examined studies that showed gains in student achievement in nine states but showed that 

some charters in Washington D.C. scored below public schools.  Tuttle, Tech, Nichols-Barrer, 

Gill, and Gleason (2010) examined 22 Knowledge is Power Program (KIPP) charter schools and 

found that most of the schools had a positive impact on students’ reading and math achievement.  

Most studies have focused on independent charters, but several different types of charters have 

evolved since their inception.   

The birth of charter schools.  In 1991, Minnesota became the first state to create 

legislation for the operation of charter schools (Russo & Cattaro, 2010).  Eight charter schools 

were developed with this legislation (Minnesota Legislative Reference Library, 2010).  Albert 

Shanker of the American Federation of Teachers first constructed the idea of charter schools as 

contracted public schools that were run by a group of individuals.  As a leader for the teachers’ 

union in New York, he had a history of negotiating contracts.  Shanker sought to work with 

public schools to provide market alternatives for student achievement.  He believed that “There 

is no more reason to pay for private education than there is to pay for a private swimming pool 

for those who do not use public facilities” (Time, 1982).  Charter schools are very popular in 

Minnesota, and capacity issues limit enrollment.  In order to create equal opportunity for all 

students, lottery systems are used to randomly select students to enter into the system.  The 

capacity to accommodate students has been increased as more charter schools have been created.  

During the 2010-2011 school year, Minnesota had 149 charter schools in operation, serving over 

30,000 students (Minnesota Association of Charter Schools, 2011).  Three different groups can 

start charter schools in Minnesota: school districts, nonprofit companies, and universities 
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(Minnesota Association of Charter Schools, 2011).  To organize a charter in Minnesota, groups 

must first sign a contract that specifies how they will oversee special education instruction and 

provide oversight to fiscal and academic performance.  Not all of Minnesota’s charter schools 

have been successful.  Of the 29 charter school closures in Minnesota, most closed due to 

financial and mismanagement issues (The Center for Education Reform, 2009).  A study by the 

Institute on Race and Poverty (2008) asserted that there has also been limited analysis of 

academic performance in Minnesota charter schools as compared with traditional public schools.  

Their analysis found that charter schools are not performing as well as their comparable 

traditional-public-school peers.  Additionally, they are also more segregated and suffer from 

higher mobility than traditional public schools.  After this study was published, the Minnesota 

Legislature created additional oversight for charter schools (Minnesota Legislative Reference 

Library, 2010).  This additional oversight was meant to reduce the percentage of dropouts and 

help charter schools meet more stringent accountability requirements from the state.   

Charters in Texas.  In 1995, Texas created legislation for the development of charter 

schools.  There have been 289 open-enrollment independent charter district awards since this 

time (TEA, 2011).  Of these, only 208 have active awards; the rest have been removed for 

various reasons, including merging with other charters or awards being revoked.  Charter schools 

in Texas primarily serve Latina/o and African American student populations.  Proportionally, the 

largest student population consists of Latina/o students (Haas, 2009).  According to a recent 

study by Heilig, Williams, McNeil, and Lee (2011), only a few independent charter school 

districts serve the majority of African-Americans, and these charter school districts have higher 

dropout and leaver rates, on average, than their comparable traditional school districts.  A study 
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of charter schools from 1998 to 2008 found that while comparable (traditional) urban school 

districts averaged a 3% rate, all charters in the state averaged dropouts of 13%.  Other leaver 

rates for the comparable (traditional) urban school districts were also much lower: 5%, compared 

to 15% for all charters.  Charter schools are held to the same standards as public districts, and 

both have issues with accountability (TEA, 2011).  Charter schools, however, use a different 

funding system to run their organizations.   

Charter schools receive less funding than their public-school counterparts in Texas, in 

part because they have no local tax base (TEA, 2011).  To be created, charters need to show that 

they are fiscally viable (Renzulli, 2005).  In their yearly reports to TEA, they report their net 

assets rather than their fund balances to show their fiscal integrity.  Charters are popular in states 

such as Texas that have large student populations, because they require less funding from the 

state than traditional public schools.  The amount of revenue that a school receives can vary 

because charter schools rely upon other potential sources (Renzulli, 2005).  Nevertheless, they 

still receive a significant portion of their revenue from public sources, which they augment with 

income from private sources.  This additional income can result in some charter schools 

spending more per student than their traditional-school counterparts.  Parents may be unaware of 

the true costs of charter schools because they may believe that they are fully funded by the 

government (Lubienski, 2003).  Charter schools only see profits by reducing costs or enrolling 

more students (Lubienski, 2003).   

 Additionally, charter schools are often autonomous from local regulations and are seen 

as a way to encourage innovation and raise academic achievement in troubled public school 

systems.  For example, charter schools in Texas do not have to follow the requirements that 
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public schools must follow (Ausbrooks, Barrett, & Daniel, 2005).  During the 2009-2010 school 

year, the state granted more than 2,000 waivers to charter schools (TEA, 2010).  The 1995 Texas 

Education Code cites innovation as one of the main purposes of the creation of charter schools 

(TEA, 2011).  However, Lubienski (2003) argued that rather than being innovative, charter 

schools mimic the curriculum of their peer institutions.  This implies that charter schools are 

merely copies of their for-profit counterparts in urban school districts.  Charter schools also do 

not rely on traditional public-school boundaries and are able to attract students from diverse 

geographic populations (Frakenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2011), although they are more 

likely to be found in property-wealthy school districts where additional private funding may be 

available (Renzulli, 2005).   

Types of charters.  Several types of charters were established with the authorization of 

Senate Bill 1 in Texas including college or university charter schools, open-enrollment charter 

schools, and campus charter schools (TCER, 2008).  Charters in Texas are predominately open-

enrollment private charter schools located in metropolitan areas (Clark, 2000).  Although some 

charters are part of independent school districts such as KIPP Inc., others, called “campus 

charters,” are operated within the auspices of traditional public school districts.   

The majority of charter schools in Texas are part of independent charter-school districts.  

The first disbursement of charters allowed for the authorization of 21 open-enrollment 

independent charter-school districts (TEA, 2011).  In 2001, House Bill 6 limited the number of 

independent charter-school districts to 215 (TEA, 2011).  There was significant demand from the 

student population for these charter schools, and they grew rapidly.  Currently, legislators are 

seeking to raise the cap to allow more independent charter-school growth in Texas.  While the 
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cap has caused the growth of districts to grind slowly to a halt, there has been significant growth 

in the number of campuses, because charters can have more than one campus (TCER, 2008).   

To meet the demand for charter schools and to stem the flood of students exiting regular 

schools for independent charters, traditional school districts have developed their own campus 

charters.  There are more than 70 campus charter schools in Texas, located in 14 school districts 

(TCER, 2010).  Texas legislation for campus charter schools was created in 1995 with the 

addition of Chapter 12, Subchapter C, Campus or Campus Program Charter, to the Texas 

Education code (Texas Legislature, 2009).  The legislation allowed for parents and teachers to 

develop campus charters within their school district.  These charters were exempted from some 

of the academic and instructional regulations that other traditional public schools have had to 

follow.  There were, however, many forms of compliance that campus charters had to abide by, 

such as reporting their Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) information 

and providing both bilingual and special education services to students.  Campus charters are 

overseen by local school districts rather the state (TCER, 2009).   

More than three quarters of the campus charters in Texas are located in two cities: 

Houston and San Antonio.  Of these two, Houston has seen the largest growth of independent 

charters, due to the expansion of the KIPP schools.  In response, Houston has allowed substantial 

growth in the number of charter campuses operating within the district.  In 2003, there were 

seven campus charters in Houston (Houston Chronicle, 2003) and in 2011, there were 40 campus 

charters operating within Houston Independent School District (ISD) (HISD, 2011).  These 

charters are meant to provide alternatives to the public schools and to help students, but they are 

also constrained by the costs of educating their student populations.  Schools have become 
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fiscally accountable since the Texas Legislature implemented financial accountability ratings for 

school districts.  Charter schools were added to this fiscal requirement in House Bill 3 and were 

given the additional responsibility of showing future financial solvency (TEA, 2010).  While 

there has been a large amount of research on student achievement in charter schools, there also 

needs to be more analysis of how charter schools use costs in rational decision making and how 

decisions involving costs affect the composition of special student populations in charter schools. 

Theoretical Framework 

Rational Decision Making 

A rational decision making framework can aid in an explanation of why school authority 

figures make choices in developing student populations and the costs associated with serving 

special populations.  In his book Administrative Behavior, Herbert A.  Simon (1957) illustrated 

how rational decision making can create fiscal efficiency.  Simon states, 

The simplicity of the efficiency criterion in commercial organizations is due in large part 

to the fact that money provides a common denominator of both output and income, and 

permits them to be directly compared (p.  173). 

To reach efficiency, three steps need to be completed in the decision-making process.  

These three steps are illustrated in Figure 1, Simon’s Decision-Making Process. 

 



 28 

 

 FIGURE 1.  SIMON’S DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

 Rational decisions are more efficient in organizations and are therefore helpful for 

making decisions in education.  Demonstrating this conclusion requires an explanation of the 

origins of theories of rational decision making in rational-actor theory, a clarification of what 

rational decision-making is, a discussion of the importance of goals in the decision-making 

process, and an elucidation of how rational decision-making can focus on money and choices in 

education.   

People as Rational Actors   

People make choices to further their own goals.  Several hundred years ago, Adam Smith 

first defined the term “rational actor” as a person who understands the costs of decisions and 

makes choices based on their own self-interests (Monroe, 2001).  He illustrated this point in his 

book Wealth of Nations (1776) with the following passage, “It is not from the benevolence of the 

butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our dinner, but from their regard to their own 

interest.”  This perception of a rational actor led to Simon’s process of rational decision making 

because when people make choices, they make them rationally (Buchholz & Rosenthal, 2005) 

3) Comparative Evaluation of Consequences 

2) Determination of Consequences of Strategies 

1) Listing of Alternative Strategies 
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and purposefully (Koremenos, Lipson, & Snidal, 2001).  In Simon’s (1957) book, he explains 

this moment of rationality: 

If rationality is to be achieved, a period of hesitation must precede choice, during which 

the behavior alternatives, knowledge bearing on environmental conditions and 

consequences and the anticipated values must be brought into the focus of attention (p.  

89). 

The rational actors in an organization are authority figures who have the ability to make 

decisions on the distribution of resources.  These authority figures can guide the actions of their 

subordinates and therefore do not have to convince them to engage in required actions (Simon, 

1957).  They are the power structures in their organizations and have access to pertinent 

information about resources.  The person who receives information can choose what information 

the organization receives (Simon, 1957).  At this point, authority figures use the information that 

is available to make decisions (Ross & Robertson, 2003) so that they can reach their goals 

(Foskett & Hemsely-Brown, 2001).  This ability is rational decision making. 

The Concept, Goals, and Use of Rational Decision Making   

Herbert Simon developed the idea of rational decision-making in 1947.  The concept 

revolves around the economics of decision making (Morgan, 1997) with the use of rational ideas 

that can be formalized to make more efficient decisions (Sutcliffe & McNamara, 2001).  

Efficiency is defined as the cheapest means to reach organizational goals (Simon, 1957).  These 

goals are reached with rational choices (Koremenos, Lipson, & Snidal, 2001) and are 

strategically formulated (Baum & Wally, 2003) so that decision makers can maximize their own 

benefits (Cooper, 2005) and utility (Langley et al., 1995; Smith & Winterfeldt, 2004). 
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Rational decision making is used to guide the practices of institutions (Buchholz & 

Rosenthal, 2005).  It is the most common form of decision making and is used in several 

different types of organizations (Morrell, 2004; Tarter & Hoy, 1998), including the government 

(Goldstein, 2008; Papadakis et al., 1998).  It helps to choose from alternatives (Galotti & 

Tinkelenberg, 2009; Kohli, Devaraj & Mahmood, 2004) or tradeoffs (Kunreuther et al., 2002) 

when making decisions.  Simon (1957) states the following about choice: 

Choice, in so far as it is rational and cognizant of its objective conditions, involves a 

selection of one alternative from among several.  The alternatives differ with respect to 

the consequences that flow from them, and an analysis of decision-making in its objective 

aspects will refer primarily to these variable consequences of choice (p.61) 

These consequences of choice are what Simon refers to as “the ends,” which can cause conflict 

(Simon, 1957) in decision making.   

There has also been a conflict among researchers about when and if rational decision-

making should be used.  Proponents of rational decision making believe that it can be used when 

there are high stakes involved (Sutcliffe & McNamara, 2001).  Rational decision making can 

also help organizations reduce risks (Beckford, 2002), adapt to the environment (Montgomery, 

Moore, & Urbany, 2005), and resolve conflict (Buchholz & Rosenthal, 2005) by helping them 

develop a plan of action (Nutt, 1998).  This plan is developed based on an understanding of the 

objective and choices.  Administrators need to identify objectives to remedy an issue (Eisenhardt 

& Zbaracki, 1992).  Once the objective is known, alternatives can be identified.  Rational 

decision making can include multiple alternatives (Hough & White, 2003; Robinson et al., 

2005), which can be classified into accepted choices (Berends, Goldring, Stein, & Cravens, 
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2010).  Critics of rational decision making believe that there are several problems that are part of 

this decision-making process.  Rational decisions can be biased in favor of the decision maker 

(Farnham, 2004; Tarter & Hoy, 1998) because they are subjective (Cooper, 2005).  Authority 

figures in organizations may also not make ethical decisions if they do not consider morality 

(McCullough & Faught, 2005) or emotions (Maitlis & Ozcelik, 2004; Steenhaut & Van 

Kenhove, 2006).  Critics also put forward that rational decision making may not be appropriate 

for all situations (Monroe, 2001), such as when groups have competing goals (Georges & 

Romme, 2004) or interlocking issues (Langley et al., 1995).  The implementation of these 

decisions could also be affected by future occurrences in the organization, which could be 

unpredictable (Hough & White, 2003).   

Rational Decision Making and Costs in Education 

Education is one of the largest public expenditures for the government.  During the 2007-

2008 school year, school districts spent over $500 billion for elementary and secondary 

education (NCES, 2010).  Rational decision making can be used to make financial decisions 

(Beekhoven et al., 2002), using data (Palmer & Gau, 2005) based on economics (Au & 

Kauffman, 2003; Zacharakis et al., 2007).  Rational decisions are used to evaluate costs 

(Armstrong, Williams, & Barrett, 2004; Bowie & Songer, 2009), and rational decision makers 

view these decisions as investments (Au & Kauffman, 2003) toward their end goal.  This process 

of decision making can help researchers understand how administrators choose to spend money 

to reach their goals in schools.  Table 1 shows an example of how different spending allocations 

can be compared among student programs located in same geographic area.  While Jamie’s 
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House Charter School District spends over $7,000 more on students with disabilities than 

Houston ISD, it does not spend anything on bilingual education in the entire district. 
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Table 1.  Comparison of School District Spending 2009-2010. 

Jamie's House Charter School District 2009-2010 

 
Houston ISD 2009-2010 

Expenditures 

Total 

Cost 

 
Expenditures 

Total 

Cost 

Program-Regular $7,069 

 
Program-Regular $3,549 

Program-Gifted and Talented $0 

 
Program-Gifted and Talented $48 

Program-Career and Technical $12 

 
Program-Career and Technical $183 

Program-Students with Disabilities $8,225 

 
Program-Students with Disabilities $951 

Program-Accelerated Education $3,054 

 
Program-Accelerated Education $76 

Program-Bilingual $0 

 
Program-Bilingual $841 

Program-Disc Alt Ed-DAEP Basic Serv $0 

 
Program-Disc Alt Ed-DAEP Basic Serv $9 

Program-Disc Alt Ed-DAEP Supplemental $0 

 
Program-Disc Alt Ed-DAEP Supplemental $87 

Program-T1 A Schoolwide-St 

Comp>=40% $0 

 

Program-T1 A Schoolwide-St 

Comp>=40% $1,253 

Program-Athletics/Related Activities $0 

 
Program-Athletics/Related Activities $50 

 

 Rational decision making can help in the understanding of how administrators use costs 

in serving or choosing not to serve certain special student populations.  In an era of rapid charter 

growth, there needs to be an understanding of how these decisions are made, so that all children 

can have access to charter schools, especially those that are part of special populations. To aid 

the understanding of rational decision making in different types of charters, this study will utilize 

a mixed-methods approach. First, the charters will be divided into three charters school groups. 

Next, quantitative analysis with one-way ANOVA will be used to show the differences in 

spending on special populations of students in charters. The last step will be a qualitative 

analysis of how the charter school operators decide to spend their money in a way that is most 

cost-effective for their operations relative to their student populations. 
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Chapter 3:  Methodology 

This mixed methods dissertation seeks to use a rational decision-making framework to 

better understand if special populations are being served by charter schools.  This study will be 

based on the following questions: 

1. Which charter schools can be categorized as network corporate, community corporate 

or intergovernmental charters in Austin, Dallas, Houston, and San Antonio? 

2. What are the different types of charter schools spending on special populations? 

3. How do charter school operators decide to spend their money in a way that is most 

cost-effective for their operations relative to their student populations? 

The first part of the study, a quantitative descriptive analysis, seeks to aid in the 

categorization of the different types of charter school.  This will help identify schools with 

dissimilar types of student populations for the quantitative analysis portion of this dissertation.  It 

will also help in differentiating spending patterns among the charter types.  The qualitative 

analysis will consist of interviews with several administrators and teachers in each type of 

charter school to ask why they do or do not serve bilingual or special education student 

populations and whether these decisions are a result of the cost of teaching different types of 

students.  This study could help identify bilingual or special education student populations that 

are being served or avoided in Texas urban charter schools.   

Quantitative Data  

I requested a data set for this study from the Texas Education Agency (TEA) for the 

school years 2005-2006 through 2009-2010.  This longitudinal data set was created after 2005 

when Texas adopted changes from the National Center for Education Statistics for dropout and 

leaver rates; this provides a more comparative longitudinal student leaver and achievement data 
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set.  This data set includes several levels of data that contain student-demographic, testing, and 

financial information.  State-level data helps provide an overview of charter schools across the 

state.  School-level data helps identify specific student populations and the costs of serving those 

populations.  All financial data is based on a per-student cost from all funds. TEA provided 

district level data for revenue and community expenditures. Function and program financial 

variable expenditures are school level variables.  

There are 23 school-level school finance PEIMS variables in the Texas data.  I did not 

include all these variables in the study, but I did include all of them in the initial data set for 

analysis. The PEIMS variables not utilized in the analysis did not assist in the categorization of 

the charter groups or aiding in the explanation of the research questions. The data received from 

TEA includes the following school-level variables for schools in Austin, Dallas, Houston, and 

San Antonio: 

 Ethnicity—TEA provided counts and percentages of African-American, Asian, 

Native American, and Latina/o students in different types of urban charter and 

traditional schools in Austin, San Antonio, Dallas, and Houston schools. 

 Sponsor—TEA provided the sponsor name of charter or traditional school. 

 Government type—TEA provided information on the type of charter (e.g. 501(c) (3)). 

 Charter type-TEA provided information on the type of charter (e.g. campus). 

 The district name—TEA provided the name of the district. 

 Total student count—TEA provided a total student count for each school by ethnicity. 

 Graduates—TEA provided an ethnicity count and percentage for each school. 

 The name of the school—TEA provided the name of the schools. 
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 Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills test (TAKS)—AEIS data was 

downloaded from TEA for math, reading and language arts TAKS scores by 

ethnicity.   

 School year—TEA provided the school year for the data. 

 City- TEA provided the city in which each charter was located. 

 Eligibility for free or reduced-cost lunches (a proxy for low socioeconomic status)—  

AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for ethnicity count and percentage of students 

eligible for free or reduced-cost lunches at each school.   

 At-risk status— AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for the percentage of at-risk 

students at each school. 

 Migrant status— AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for an ethnicity count and 

percentage of migrant students in each school. 

 Bilingual/ESL status— AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for an ethnicity count 

and percentage of students who were in a Bilingual or ESL program. 

 Gifted-and-talented program— AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for an 

ethnicity count and percentage of students who were in a gifted-and-talented program. 

 Career-and-technical students— AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for an 

ethnicity count and percentage of career-and-technical students in each school. 

 Limited English proficient students— AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for an 

ethnicity count and percentage of schools who are of limited English proficiency. 

 Retained students—TEA provided an ethnicity count and percentage of retained 

students. 

 Special education— AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for a count and 

percentage of students who were part of a special education program. 
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 Program expenditures—TEA provided program expenditures (per student from all 

funds) for regular education, special education, gifted-and-talented education, career-

and-technical education, bilingual education, and other education for each school. 

 Function expenditures—TEA provided program expenditures (per student from all 

funds) for instruction, instructional leadership, instruction-related services, other 

campus costs, support services for students, and total operating costs.   

State-level and district-level data were downloaded from AEIS for comparative purposes.  

The following variables were included in the data set: 

 School year— AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for the school year of the data. 

 District name- AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for the name of the district. 

 Program expenditures— AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for program 

expenditures (per student from all funds) for regular education, special education, 

gifted-and-talented education, career-and-technical education, bilingual education, 

and other education for each type of school. 

 Function expenditures— AEIS data was downloaded from TEA for program 

expenditures (per student from all funds) for instruction, instructional leadership, 

instruction-related services, other campus costs, support services for students, and 

total operating costs for each type of school. 

Explanation of quantitative analysis.  The quantitative analysis of this study began by 

examining the mean differences among the three types of charter groups over a five-year period.  

Characteristics included: district, ethnicity, the school type, school year, program expenditures, 

and function expenditures.  The next part of the study examined four ISDs (Austin, Dallas, 

Houston, and San Antonio) and the state average to better understand spending averages in the 

ISDs compared to the charter groups.  Variables studied included program and function 
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expenditures.  This provided a more detailed overview of urban charters and created a more in-

depth examination of the cost of serving student populations.  It also created a data set from 

which to draw from the qualitative portion of this dissertation.   

Qualitative Data  

To gain a better understanding of how charter operators make rational decisions about 

cost-effectiveness and student populations, the dissertation includes a qualitative component to 

this study.  This study focused on urban charter schools in the four identified cities and examined 

three categories of charters: network corporate, community corporate and intergovernmental 

charters. I then conducted interviews with 20 charter school administrators to elicit their 

descriptions of the fiscal environment for charters and the spending patterns of their charters to 

examine their rational decision-making process. 

Method for research question. The first research question of this study was “Which 

charter schools can be categorized as network corporate, community corporate or 

intergovernmental charters in Austin, Dallas, Houston, and San Antonio? The study included 286 

charter schools that were open during the 2005-2010 school years in these four cities.  I 

categorized these charters schools into three charter groups.  This categorization of charters 

resulted in 102 network corporate charters, 108 community corporate charters, and 76 

intergovernmental charters.  Network charters consisted of charter-sponsoring entities that had 

open-enrollment charters in more than one city.2   Community corporate charters included 

sponsoring entities with open-enrollment schools in only one city.  Intergovernmental charters 

included 76 campus, university, and government schools.   

                                                 
2 For the purposes of the study, KIPP schools were network corporate schools because of their shared managerial 

and financial resources. 
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Research sample. The research sample consisted of twenty administrators of charters in 

the four cities. The roles and titles of administrators varied among charters and one person had 

multiple roles within the charter. For each type of charter, one superintendent and 4 to 7 

directors/principals/associate principals were interviewed. A teacher was also interviewed from a 

network charter school to understand his decision-making capabilities within a charter. One 

interview with a principal indicated that teachers were part of the decision-making process. The 

number and roles of administrators interviewed can be seen in the table below. 

Table 2.  Administrators interviewed for the study. 

  Superintendent Superintendent/Principal/Founder 

Director/Principal/Associate 

Principal Teacher 

Network 

Corporate 1 0 5 1 

Community 

Corporate 0 1 7 0 

Intergovernmental 1 0 4 0 

Total 2 1 16 1 

 

The participants were selected because they were administrators my charter school data 

set. Interviews with administrators helped to understand the decision-making process in charter 

schools. Administrators were reluctant to discuss their decision-making process in the 

disbursement of their resources.  I sent letters to all 286 charter schools in the study.  I used 

resume-grade paper for the letters and addressed and signed each letter by hand.  I sent all letters 

with first class postage.  Few administrators responded to my request for an interview.  Six 

charter school administrators declined to be interviewed after saying that they would meet with 

me.  Five of those administrators were from network corporate charters, and one was from a 

community corporate charter.  Some of these administrators suddenly stopped corresponding 

after viewing the consent form.  Other administrators said that they needed to talk to their 
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administration or to a director of special populations. The administrators may have made the 

rational decision not to be interviewed because they were concerned about negatively publicity. 

The respondents that were interviewed in this study were a sample of convenience. However, 

this is a valid research sample because the researcher does not want or have the power of control 

over the participants in the study.  

I employed a key-informant strategy to identify individuals who made or were affected 

by decisions about costs in the schools.  The key informants had expert knowledge about the 

issue and were able to contribute to a snowball approach that helped identify additional 

individuals for interviews (Lewis-Beck, Bryman, & Liao, 2004). Utilizing a sample of 

convenience is a valid form of qualitative research because all the schools were contacted.  

Data collection and analysis. Interviews with administrators were the primary source of 

data collection for the qualitative portion of this study. Interviews were taped and then interviews 

in the study were transcribed. I use pseudonyms for interviewees to ensure anonymity in coding 

data.  I conducted the research with a preestablished list of questions (see Appendix A) designed 

to elicit a descriptive analysis of their student populations and the costs of serving bilingual and 

special education students.  After asking all questions on the initial list, I asked open-ended 

questions to gain additional insight into the motivations behind serving special student 

populations. The transcribed interviews were the used for coding.  I used axial coding to identify 

common blocks or themes of data (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  

Validity. Researcher bias and reactivity are two issues that may affect validity. 

(Maxwell, 2005). As the researcher is the main instrument in qualitative research, I tried to 

remain neutral when listening and non-reactive to respondents’ answers. Respondent validation 
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was used in interviews to solicit feedback on emerging themes such as inadequate funding 

practices. Respondent validation is important because it aids in understanding perspective 

(Maxwell, 2005). A broad range of answers was given in the results to aid in the generalizability 

of the study in regard to charter school groups. 

It is important to utilize a mixed methods approach in this study because the quantitative 

portion will show differences in spending among the charter groups and the qualitative portion 

will aid in explaining why there are differences in spending. This study will aid in the 

understanding of rational decision making by administrators in charters and contribute to policy 

discussions about funding in schools. However, there are some limitations with the data in this 

study. 

Dissertation Limitations 

There are several limitations to the data used in this dissertation.  First, there may be 

missing student data in the data set.  The Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) 

prohibits providing student information for a school if the population of students is less than five.  

TEA also allows for up to 2% of students to be counted as errors in the data.  Individual schools 

may also have inaccurately reported some data  to TEA.  The issue of inaccurate data has long 

been a problem for schools in Texas.  TEA has set up four levels of interventions for schools that 

they believe are submitting inaccurate data.  TEA sampled student data from schools to test for 

inaccuracies.  Egregious errors and multiple years of inaccurate data resulted in schools moving 

from stage one to stage four on interventions.  The data available to the public from these 

interventions is limited.  Charter schools seem to be the worst offenders.  Of the 22 schools in 
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stage-four interventions, 15 were charter campuses.  However, this study assumes that the data 

provided by TEA for analysis is accurate. 

Summary 

 As Texas charter schools continue to grow both in numbers and student population, there 

needs to be an analysis of a larger, statewide picture of the composition of student populations in 

charter schools.  The goal of this dissertation is to bridge the gap between the quantitative 

information on Texas charter schools and the qualitative decisions that administrators make 

when they use rational decision making and cost analysis in selecting student populations.  This 

can demonstrate how Texas charter schools are serving or avoiding special populations. 
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Chapter 4: Analysis 

Quantitative Analysis 

 The quantitative data for this analysis were obtained through public-information requests 

from the Texas Education Agency.  The three distinct groups of charters analyzed are network 

corporate charters, community corporate charters, and intergovernmental charters.  The data 

were then analyzed using SPSS statistical software to produce descriptive statistics and to 

explore the difference in the means between groups through the use of one-way ANOVAs.3 

Revenue and community expenditures are district level variables. Operating and program 

expenditures are school level variables.  

Total revenue. Total revenue includes federal, state and local revenue for the three 

charter schools. A one-way ANOVA was utilized to examine whether there were mean 

differences among the three groups of charters in per-student total revenue of all funds.  

Table 3.  PEIMS total revenue of all funds (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

   SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $7,865.93 2022.57 $7,607.16 2726.94 $9,354.03 1727.59 14.119 .000*** a-c,b-c 

06-07 $9,210.97 2676.95 $8,986.32 3754.03 $10,583.87 2331.09 6.593 .002** a-c,b-c 

07-08 $9,295.95 2293.48 $9,053.98 2263.91 $10,870.24 2318.83 15.151 .000*** a-c,b-c 

08-09 $10,402.05 2726.73 $9,708.77 2614.39 $11,456.96 3161.16 7.929 .000*** a-c,b-c 

09-10 $10,686.10 2613.98 $10,325.23 3221.13 $12,048.57 3543.06 7.078 .001** a-c,b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001         

   
There are significant differences in total revenue for all five years of the analysis.  Total 

revenue included local tax as well as other local, intermediate, state, and federal funds (TEA, 

2011).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2005-2006 

                                                 
3 ANOVAs were utilized in these analyses because there were more than two groups of charter schools. If there 

were only two groups of charters then a t-test would have been the most efficient statistical comparison method. 

Tukey were also used to reduce type 1 error and identify which groups of charters had significant differences. 
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(F (2,257) =14.119, p<.001) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had 

greater total revenue from all funds per student ( =$9354.03, sd= 1727.59) than network 

corporate charter schools ( =$7865.93, sd=2022.57) and community corporate charters 

( =$7607.16, sd=2726.94).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.002) among the 

charters in 2006-2007 (F (2,268) =6.593, p<.01) showed that intergovernmental charters, on 

average, had greater total revenue from all funds per student ( =$10,583.87, sd=2331.09) than 

network corporate charters ( =$9,210.97, sd=2676.95) and community corporate charters 

( =$8,986.32, sd=3754.03).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the 

charters in 2007-2008 (F (2,268) =15.151, p<.001) showed that intergovernmental charters, on 

average, had greater total revenue from all funds per student (x=$10,870.24, sd=2318.83) than 

network corporate charters ( =$9295.95, sd=2293.48) and community corporate charters 

( =$9053.98, sd=2263.91).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the 

charters in 2008-2009 (F (2,268) =7.929, p<.001) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, 

on average, had greater total revenues from all funds per student ( =$11,456.96, sd=3161.16) 

than network corporate charters ( =$10,402.05, sd=2726.73) and community corporate charters 

( =$9708.77, sd=2614.39).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.001) among the 

charters in 2009-2010 (F (2,277) =7.078, p<.01) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, 

on average, had greater total revenue from all funds per student ( =$12,048.57, sd=3543.06) 

than network corporate charters ( =$10,686.10, sd=2613.98) and community corporate charters 

( =$10,325.23, sd=3221.13).   

Total operating expenditures. Operating function categorizes data into function groups 

such as instruction and food services (TEA, 2011).  Examining operating expenditures can aid in 

examining spending in specific areas such as instruction where spending is low in charters.  

 

 



 45 

Table 4.  PEIMS total operating expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

   SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $6,705.81 4017.637 $5,709.06 2063.497 $6,439.87 2562.342 1.872 .157   

06-07 $6,135.20 2744.356 $6,097.53 2108.614 $6,656.53 2416.507 .995 .372 

 
07-08 $8,285.78 12413.932 $7,142.02 6150.628 $7,653.62 3361.565 .355 .702 

 
08-09 $7,520.51 4905.306 $6,917.69 3417.349 $8,525.64 4461.895 2.730 .067 

 
09-10 $8,040.99 4646.832 $7,895.81 3645.612 $8,155.84 3857.755 .084 .920   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were no significant differences of PEIMS total operating function expenditures 

(per student) among the three charter groups.  For all three types of charters, spending for total 

operating function, on average, was less than the state average for all five years (see Appendix 

G). 

Community expenditures. Community expenditures is revenue not spent on regular 

education and included expenditures on items such as school libraries and playgrounds (TEA, 

2011).   

Table 5.  PEIMS community expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

   SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $10.09 38.277 $8.22 25.070 $50.15 37.114 39.853 .000*** a-c,b-c 

06-07 $28.70 50.507 $11.15 25.139 $54.23 44.116 24.206 .000*** a-b,a-c,b-c 

07-08 $42.84 74.132 $22.88 43.541 $43.35 43.132 4.137 .017* a-b,b-c 

08-09 $39.27 69.426 $20.45 38.845 $50.48 91.991 4.479 .012* b-c 

09-10 $29.47 53.745 $42.18 157.371 $50.71 103.694 .779 .460   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       
There were statistically significant differences among the three groups of charters in per-

student PEIMS community expenditures.  I found significant differences in community 

expenditures for four of five years of the analysis.  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference 

(0.000) among the charters in 2005-2006 (F (2,259) =39.853, p<.001) demonstrated that 

intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student community expenditures 
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( =$50.15, sd= 37.114) than network corporate charter schools ( =$10.09, sd=38.277) and 

community corporate charters ( =$8.22, sd=25.070).  A Tukey analysis of the significant 

difference (0.000) among the charters in 2006-2007 (F (2,270) =24.206, p<.001) showed that 

intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student community expenditures 

( =$54.23, sd=44.116) than network corporate charters ( =$28.70, sd=50.507) and community 

corporate charters ( =$11.15, sd=25.139).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.017) 

among the charters in 2007-2008 (F (2,270) =4.137, p<.05) showed that intergovernmental 

charters ( =$43.35, sd=43.132) and network corporate charters ( =$42.84, sd=74.132), on 

average, had higher per-student community expenditures than community corporate charters 

( =$22.88, sd=43.541).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.012) among the 

charters in 2008-2009 (F (2,278) =4.479, p<.05) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, 

on average, had higher per student community expenditures ( =$50.48, sd=91.991) than 

community corporate charters ( =$20.45, sd=38.845).  In 2009-2010, there were no significant 

differences among the charters. 

Community expenditures are highest in intergovernmental charters and lower in the other 

charter groups. This appears to illustrate that intergovernmental charters valued reaching out to 

the community more than the other charter groups. For example, a community corporate charter 

principal explained that community expenditures “… needs to be a little frugal...”.  

Instruction expenditures. Instruction expenditures included revenue spent on teacher 

and student interactions (TEA, 2011). There were statistically significant differences in 

instruction expenditures for four of five years of the analysis.  
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Table 6.  PEIMS-instruction expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

   SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $4,060.95 2277.184 $3,687.78 1220.011 $5,047.96 2427.890 7.247 .001** a-c, b-c 

06-07 $3,735.40 1474.051 $3,977.54 1434.546 $5,128.42 2356.102 10.030 .000*** a-c, b-c 

07-08 $5,054.83 8217.367 $4,569.02 3217.042 $5,662.89 2543.966 .742 .478 

 
08-09 $4,670.81 2697.284 $4,523.22 2284.508 $6,200.09 3151.192 8.665 .000*** a-c, b-c 

09-10 $5,134.67 3223.051 $5,090.81 2060.083 $6,155.24 2880.935 3.667 .027* b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

 A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (.001) among the charters in 2005-2006 (F 

(2,163) = 7.247, p<.01) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher 

per-student instruction expenditures ( =$5,047.96, sd= 2427.890) than network corporate charter 

schools ( =$4,060.95, sd=2277.184) and community corporate charters ( =$3,687.78, 

sd=1220.011).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 

2006-2007 (F (2,186) = 10.030, p<.001) showed that intergovernmental charters, on average, had 

higher per-student instruction expenditures ( =$5,128.42, sd=2356.102) than network corporate 

charters ( =$3,735.40, sd=1474.051) and community corporate charters ( =$3,977.54, 

sd=1434.546).  In 2007-2008, there were no significant differences among charter groups.  A 

Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2008-2009 (F (2,240) 

= 8.665, p<.001) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-

student instruction expenditures ( =$6,200.09, sd=3151.192) than network corporate charters 

( =$4,670.81, sd=2697.284) and community corporate charters ( =$4,523.22, sd=2284.508).  A 

Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.027) among the charters in 2009-2010 (F (2,252) 

= 3.667, p<.05) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student 

instruction expenditures ( =$6,155.24, sd=2880.935) than community corporate charters 

( =$5,090.81, sd=2060.083).   
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Intergovernmental charters spent more, on average for all five years of the study. Funding 

teachers for instruction was a problem in community and network charters. One community 

corporate charter said, “I had more additional funding, I’d probably pay teachers more so I could 

retain them at a better rate.” One network charter school administrator said, “…our charter 

school does not pay the teachers competitive wages.” Notably, for all five years, 

intergovernmental charters’ spending for instruction was higher, on average, than the state 

average (see Appendix H).  

Instructional resources. Instruction resources and media expenditures included items 

such as expenditures for libraries and resource centers (TEA, 2011).   

Table 7.  PEIMS instructional resources and media expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $10.42 24.741 $25.87 67.049 $62.90 78.003 9.017 .000*** a-c, b-c 

06-07 $12.16 43.967 $12.80 27.740 $96.85 198.205 11.036 .000*** a-c, b-c 

07-08 $10.41 31.424 $14.04 32.178 $75.33 89.243 27.459 .000*** a-c, b-c 

08-09 $21.57 65.840 $17.34 54.078 $94.34 130.199 18.599 .000*** a-c, b-c 

09-10 $18.64 50.317 $26.94 72.442 $74.26 96.603 12.554 .000*** a-c, b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were statistically significant differences among the three groups of charters in 

PEIMS per-student instructional resources and media expenditures. There were mean differences 

in instruction resources and media expenditures for all five years of the analysis.  A Tukey 

analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2005-2006 (F (2,163) = 

9.017, p<.001) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student 

expenditures on instructional resources and media ( =$62.90, sd= 78.003) than network 

corporate charter ( =$10.42, sd=24.741) and community corporate charters ( =$25.87, 

sd=67.049 A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2006-

2007 (F (2,186) = 11.036, p<.001) showed that intergovernmental charters, on average, had 
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higher per-student expenditures on instructional resources and media ( =$96.85, sd=198.205) 

than network corporate charters ( =$12.16, sd=43.967) and community corporate charters 

( =$12.80, sd=27.740).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.00) among the charters 

in 2007-2008 (F (2,203) = 27.459, p<.001) showed that intergovernmental charters ( =$75.33, 

sd=89.243) and network corporate charters ( =$10.41, sd=31.424), on average, had higher per-

student expenditures on instructional resources and media than community corporate charters 

( =$14.04, sd=32.178).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the 

charters in 2008-2009 (F (2,240) = 18.599, p<.001) demonstrated that intergovernmental 

charters, on average, had higher per-student expenditures on instructional resources and media 

( =$94.34, sd=130.199) than network corporate charters ( =$21.57, sd=65.840) and community 

corporate charters ( =$17.34, sd=54.078 A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) 

among the charters in 2009-2010 (F (2,252) = 12.554, p<.001) demonstrated that 

intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student expenditures on instructional 

resources and media ( =$74.26, sd=96.603) than network corporate charters ( =$18.64, 

sd=50.317) and community corporate charters ( =$26.94, sd=72.442).   

There is limited funding for instructional resources in charter schools. One network 

charter school administrator said, “We use the projectors to project and do things that way, but 

it’s not adequate.  We just, you know.  We need more.” In all three types of charters, spending 

for instructional resources and media was lower than the state average for all five years (see 

Appendix I). 

Curriculum and staff-development.  Curriculum and staff development includes 

expenditures that aid instructional staff in learning experiences for students (TEA, 2011).  
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Table 8.  PEIMS curriculum and staff-development expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $102.28 179.715 $84.54 146.461 $143.38 100.263 2.515 .084   

06-07 $83.78 148.531 $59.21 67.400 $169.95 164.419 12.535 .000*** a-c, b-c 

07-08 $133.73 165.962 $92.48 115.911 $189.62 148.670 7.829 .001** b-c 

08-09 $103.14 116.507 $104.49 121.777 $253.33 376.353 10.856 .000*** a-c, b-c 

09-10 $132.61 136.079 $124.27 124.461 $151.77 159.019 .805 .448   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were statistically significant differences among the three groups of charters in 

PEIMS per-student curriculum and staff-development expenditures.  I found significant 

differences in curriculum and staff-development expenditures for three of five years of the 

analysis.  In 2005-2006, there were no significant differences among charter groups.  A Tukey 

analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2006-2007 (F (2,186) = 

12.535, p<.001) showed that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student 

expenditures on curriculum and staff development ( =$169.95, sd=164.419) than network 

corporate charters ( =$83.78, sd=148.531) and community corporate charters ( =$59.21, 

sd=67.400).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.001) among the charters in 2007-

2008 (F (2,203) = 7.829, p<.01) showed that intergovernmental charters ( =$189.62, 

sd=148.670), on average, had higher per-student expenditures on curriculum and staff 

development than community corporate charters ( =$92.48, sd=115.911).  A Tukey analysis of 

the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2008-2009 (F (2,240) = 10.856, p<.001) 

demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student expenditures 

on curriculum and staff development ( =$253.33, sd=376.353) than network corporate charters 

( =$103.14, sd=116.507) and community corporate charters ( =$104.49, sd=121.777).  In 2009-

2010, there were no significant differences among charter groups.   

They data also show that curriculum and staff development was higher for all five years 

in intergovernmental charters. One intergovernmental charter administrator said that she was, 
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“trying to work with department chairs as curriculums change on both sides to ensure that all the 

students’ needs are being met…” In network and community corporate charters, spending on 

curriculum and staff development was lower than the state average for all five years (see 

Appendix J).   

 Instructional-leadership. Instructional-leadership expenditures included supervision of 

staff who provide instruction (TEA, 2011).  Network and community corporate charters each 

spent less than state average for four of the five years (see Appendix K). 

Table 9.  PEIMS instructional-leadership expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $92.72 285.795 $57.75 118.968 $140.10 545.688 .817 .444   

06-07 $78.29 190.133 $75.00 126.675 $46.62 36.814 .982 .376 

 
07-08 $57.06 142.637 $89.61 142.505 $158.22 218.101 5.618 .004** a-c, b-c 

08-09 $130.99 304.880 $112.24 175.092 $146.48 176.929 .438 .646 

 
09-10 $125.61 248.923 $148.34 278.851 $122.90 175.176 .287 .750   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were statistically significant differences among the three groups of charters in 

PEIMS per-student instructional-leadership expenditures.  I found significant differences in 

instructional-leadership expenditures for one of the five years of the analysis.  In 2005-2006 and 

2006-2007, there were no significant differences among charter groups.  A Tukey analysis of the 

significant difference (0.004) among the charters in 2007-2008 (F (2,203) = 5.618, p<.01) 

showed that intergovernmental charters ( =$158.22, sd=218.101), on average, had higher per-

student instructional-leadership expenditures than network corporate charters ( =$57.06, 

sd=142.637) and community corporate charters ( =$89.61, sd=142.505).  In 2008-2009 and 

2009-2010, there were no significant differences among the charters.   

School-leadership. School-leadership expenditures includes money spent on managing a 

school (TEA, 2011). It is highest for three of the five years in  network corporate charters. In all 
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three types of charters, spending for school leadership was higher than the state average for all 

five years (see Appendix L). 

Table 10.  PEIMS school-leadership expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $778.47 811.043 $574.90 497.913 $427.04 375.438 4.530 .012* a-c 

06-07 $585.15 389.540 $586.86 516.853 $524.55 450.870 .343 .710 

 
07-08 $1,165.27 3128.646 $706.55 1287.412 $676.62 506.668 1.269 .283 

 
08-09 $946.39 1016.798 $633.16 495.962 $959.00 976.585 4.000 .020* a-b, b-c 

09-10 $910.35 709.695 $699.55 596.212 $853.60 788.067 2.243 .108   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

school-leadership expenditures.  I found significant differences in school-leadership expenditures 

for two of the five years of the analysis.  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.012) 

among the charters in 2005-2006 (F (2,163) =4.530, p<.05) demonstrated that network corporate 

charters, on average, had higher per-student school-leadership expenditures ( =$778.47, sd= 

811.043) than intergovernmental charter schools ( =$427.04, sd=375.438).  In 2006-2007 and 

2007-2008, there were no significant differences among the charters.  A Tukey analysis of the 

significant difference (0.020) among the charters in 2008-2009 (F (2,240) =4.00, p<.05) 

demonstrated that intergovernmental charters ( =$959.00, sd=976.585) and network corporate 

charters ( =$946.39, sd=1016.798), on average, had higher per-student school-leadership 

expenditures than community corporate charters ( =$633.16, sd=495.962).  In 2009-2010, there 

were no significant differences among the charters.   

Guidance and counseling expenditures. Guidance and counseling expenditures 

included counseling students in their goals and careers (TEA, 2011).  Intergovernmental charters 

spent more than network and community corporate charters for four of the five years.  In 
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network and community corporate charters, spending for guidance and counseling was lower 

than the state average for all five years (see Appendix M). 

Table 11.  PEIMS guidance and counseling expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $198.47 304.116 $96.19 137.762 $187.98 206.724 4.056 .019* a-b 

06-07 $148.29 268.593 $101.33 176.296 $202.27 209.582 3.468 .033* b-c 

07-08 $209.57 468.760 $124.05 207.921 $369.49 446.819 7.194 .001** b-c 

08-09 $212.75 431.961 $145.49 240.357 $386.63 518.394 7.146 .001** a-c, b-c 

09-10 $229.83 507.404 $120.41 212.629 $340.31 497.131 5.572 .004** b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were statistically significant differences among the three groups of charters in 

PEIMS per-student guidance and counseling expenditures.  There were mean differences in 

guidance and counseling expenditures for all five years of the analysis.  A Tukey analysis of the 

significant difference (0.019) among the charters in 2005-2006 (F (2,163) =4.056, p<.05) 

demonstrated that network corporate charters, on average, had higher per-student guidance and 

counseling expenditures ( =$198.47, sd= 304.116) than community corporate charters 

( =$96.19, sd=137.762).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.033) among the 

charters in 2006-2007 (F (2,186) =3.468, p<.05) showed that intergovernmental charters, on 

average, had higher per-student guidance and counseling expenditures ( =$202.27, sd=209.582) 

than community corporate charters ( =$101.33, sd=176.296).  A Tukey analysis of the 

significant difference (0.001) among the charters in 2007-2008 (F (2,203) = 7.194, p<.01) 

showed that intergovernmental charters ( =$369.49, sd=446.819), on average, had higher per-

student guidance and counseling expenditures than community corporate charters ( =$124.05, 

sd=207.921).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.001) among the charters in 2008-

2009 (F (2,240) = 7.146, p<.01) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had 

higher per-student guidance and counseling expenditures ( =$386.63, sd=518.394) than network 
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corporate charters ( =$212.75, sd=431.961) and community corporate charters ( =$145.49, 

sd=240.357).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.004) among the charters in 2009-

2010 (F (2,252) = 5.572, p<.01) showed that intergovernmental charters ( =$340.31, 

sd=497.131), on average, had higher per-student guidance and counseling expenditures than 

community corporate charters ( =$120.41, sd=212.629).   

Social-work expenditures. Social-work expenditures includes support services for 

students (TEA, 2011). One intergovernmental charter school administrator discussed the need to 

have a social worker. She said. “Like, I really desperately need a social worker down there, 

because of the nature of these kids.  And I wanted a counselor, but I didn’t have funding for 

either.” In network corporate and intergovernmental charters, spending for social work was 

lower than the state average for all five years (see Appendix N). 

Table 12.  PEIMS social-work expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $16.07 54.198 $21.62 92.393 $9.00 26.662 .513 .600   

06-07 $18.27 56.510 $21.87 103.390 $17.49 66.632 .055 .946 

 
07-08 $16.10 48.217 $21.15 91.994 $14.51 27.488 .194 .824 

 
08-09 $18.72 67.600 $26.26 112.742 $19.07 50.352 .217 .805 

 
09-10 $23.81 69.979 $14.71 41.565 $12.44 29.054 1.159 .315   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were no significant differences in PEIMS social-work expenditures (per student) 

among the three charter groups.   

Health-services. Student-health funds are spent on student support services (TEA, 2011).  

Spending was highest in intergovernmental charters for health-services for all five years of the 

study.  In all three types of charters, spending for health services was lower than the state 

average for all five years (see Appendix O). 
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Table 13.  PEIMS health-services expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $24.91 52.501 $25.38 50.254 $58.27 68.589 5.904 .003** a-c, b-c 

06-07 $18.51 31.977 $28.75 55.388 $61.56 75.555 8.741 .000*** a-c, b-c 

07-08 $29.62 51.705 $33.61 64.600 $65.73 63.221 6.342 .002** a-c, b-c 

08-09 $34.41 64.806 $25.59 39.261 $63.90 81.690 7.639 .001** a-c, b-c 

09-10 $37.50 58.520 $30.53 41.227 $64.16 72.858 7.341 .001** a-c, b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

health-services expenditures.  I found significant differences in student health services 

expenditures for all five years of the analysis. A Tukey analysis of the significant difference 

(.003) among the charters in 2005-2006 (F (2,163) = 5.904, p<0.01) demonstrated that 

intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student health-services expenditures 

( =$58.27, sd= 68.589) than network corporate charter schools ( =$24.91, sd=52.501) and 

community corporate charters ( =$25.38, sd=50.254).  A Tukey analysis of the significant 

difference (0.000) among the charters in 2006-2007 (F (2,186) = 8.741, p<.001) showed that 

intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student health-services expenditures 

( =$61.56, sd=75.555) than network corporate charters ( =$18.51, sd=31.977) and community 

corporate charters ( =$28.75, sd=55.388).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (.002) 

among the charters in 2007-2008 (F (2,203) = 6.342, p<.01) showed that intergovernmental 

charters ( =$65.73, sd=63.221) on average, had higher per-student health-services expenditures 

than network corporate charters ( =$29.62, sd=51.705) and community corporate charters 

( =$33.61, sd=64.600).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.001) among the 

charters in 2008-2009 (F(2,240)= 7.639, p<0.01) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, 

on average, had higher per-student health-services expenditures ( =$63.90, sd=81.690) than 

network charters ( =$34.41, sd=64.806) and community corporate charters ( =$25.59, 

sd=39.261).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.001) among the charters in 2009-
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2010 (F (2,252) =7.341, p<.01) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had 

higher per-student health-services expenditures ( =$64.16, sd=72.858) than network charters 

( =$37.50, sd=58.520) and community corporate charters ( =$30.53, sd=41.227).   

Food-services. Food-service expenditures included food and labor costs for food service 

operation (TEA, 2011).   In all three types of charters, spending on food services was less than 

the state average for all five years (see Appendix P). 

Table 14.  PEIMS food-services expenditures (per student) for charters4 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $322.98 281.688 $259.46 269.810 $138.77 151.798 7.278 .001** a-c, b-c 

06-07 $280.05 253.708 $291.95 263.836 $144.76 171.109 7.013 .001** a-c,b-c 

07-08 $354.08 321.971 $411.73 829.401 $163.91 206.214 3.187 .043* b-c 

08-09 $362.72 471.603 $338.30 406.491 $147.07 191.870 6.750 .001** a-c,b-c 

09-10 $391.17 448.375 $405.34 468.115 $126.09 171.192 11.736 .000*** a-c,b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

food-service expenditures.  I found significant differences in food-service expenditures in all five 

years of the analysis.  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.001) among the charters 

in 2005-2006 (F(2,163)= 7.278, p<.01) demonstrated that network charters ( =$322.98, sd= 

281.688) and community corporate charters ( =$259.46, sd=269.810), on average, had higher 

per-student food-service expenditures than intergovernmental charter schools ( =$138.77, 

sd=151.798).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.001) among the charters in 2006-

2007  (F(2,186)= 7.013,p<.01) showed that network charters ( =$280.05, sd=253.708)  and 

community charters ( =$291.95, sd=263.836), on average, had higher per-student food-service 

expenditures than intergovernmental charters ( =$144.76, sd=171.109).  A Tukey analysis of the 

significant difference (0.043) among the charters in 2007-2008 (F(2,203)= 3.187, p<.05) showed 

                                                 
4 Food, cocurricular, plant/maintenance, security/monitoring, and data processing services may be shared at the 

district level and may not be attributable to a specific campus. 
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that community charters ( =$411.73, sd=829.401), on average, had higher per-student food-

service expenditures than intergovernmental charters ( =$163.91, sd=206.214).  A Tukey 

analysis of the significant difference (0.001) among the charters in 2008-2009 (F(2,240)= 6.750 , 

p<.01) demonstrated that network corporate charters ( =$362.72, sd=471.603) and community 

corporate charters ( =$338.30, sd=406.491), on average, had higher per-student food-service 

expenditures than intergovernmental charters ( =$147.07, sd=191.870).  A Tukey analysis of the 

significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2009-2010 (F(2,252)= 11.736 , p<.001) 

demonstrated that network corporate charters ( =$391.17, sd=448.375) and community 

corporate charters ( =$405.34, sd=468.115), on average, had higher per-student food-service 

expenditures than intergovernmental charters ( =$126.09, sd=171.192).   

Cocurricular expenditures. Cocurricular expenditures included expenditures that were 

not essential to instruction, such as athletics (TEA, 2011).  In all three types of charters, spending 

on cocurricular activities was less than the state average for all five years of the study (see 

Appendix Q). 

Table 15.  PEIMS cocurricular expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

   SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $30.63 61.034 $46.38 81.912 $26.15 49.945 1.484 .230   

06-07 $53.76 104.248 $48.26 90.820 $30.29 54.842 1.130 .325 

 
07-08 $68.41 162.301 $44.84 92.156 $31.51 62.707 1.641 .196 

 
08-09 $40.88 72.833 $52.07 126.054 $29.43 73.409 1.064 .347 

 
09-10 $48.31 80.050 $49.43 101.485 $31.41 64.287 1.071 .344   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were no significant differences in PEIMS cocurricular expenditures (per student) 

among the three charter groups.   

Plant and maintenance. These expenditures included keeping the grounds in working 

condition (TEA, 2011).  Facility expenditures could have resulted in network and community 
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charters spending significantly more than intergovernmental charters. One network charter 

school administrator said, “…we’re paying for our facilities as we build them.” Spending on 

plant and maintenance operation was lower than the state average for all five years (see 

Appendix R). 

Table 16.  PEIMS plant and maintenance operation expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $959.72 843.981 $715.57 801.033 $186.48 192.328 16.412 .000*** a-c,b-c 

06-07 $1,010.87 1563.176 $782.53 724.604 $214.31 260.072 9.803 .000*** a-c, b-c 

07-08 $1,063.44 1283.225 $930.47 1214.007 $229.98 315.828 10.214 .000*** a-c, b-c 

08-09 $885.58 1095.716 $831.93 912.611 $212.22 261.436 13.547 .000*** a-c,b-c 

09-10 $910.93 837.392 $1,054.22 1084.975 $207.81 283.247 22.255 .000*** a-c, b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

plant and maintenance operation expenditures.  I found significant differences in plant and 

maintenance operation expenditures for all five years of the analysis.  A Tukey analysis of the 

significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2005-2006 (F(2,163)= 16.412, p<.001) 

demonstrated that network corporate charters ( =$959.72, sd=843.981) and community 

corporate charters ( =$715.57, sd=801.033), on average, had higher per-student plant and 

maintenance operation expenditures than intergovernmental charter schools ( =$186.48, 

sd=192.328).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2006-

2007 (F(2,186)= 9.803,p<.001) showed that network corporate charters ( =$1,010.87, 

sd=1563.176) and community corporate charters ( =$782.53, sd=724.604), on average, had 

higher per-student plant and maintenance operation expenditures than intergovernmental charter 

schools ( =$214.31, sd=260.072).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among 

the charters in 2007-2008 (F(2,203)= 10.214, p<.001) showed that network corporate charters 

( =$1,063.44, sd=1283.225) and community corporate charters ( =$930.47, sd=1214.007), on 
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average, had higher per-student plant and maintenance operation expenditures than 

intergovernmental charter schools ( =$229.98, sd=315.828).  A Tukey analysis of the significant 

difference (0.000) among the charters (F(2,240)= 13.547, p<.001) demonstrated that network 

corporate charters in 2008-2009 ( =$885.58, sd=1095.716) and community corporate charters 

( =$831.93, sd=912.611), on average, had higher per-student plant and maintenance operation 

expenditures than intergovernmental charter schools ( =$212.22, sd=261.436).  A Tukey 

analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2009-2010 (F(2,252)= 

22.255, p<0.001), demonstrated that network corporate charters ( =$910.93, sd=837.392) and 

community corporate charters ( =$1,054.22, sd=1084.975), on average, had higher per-student 

plant and maintenance operation expenditures than intergovernmental charter schools 

( =$207.81, sd=283.247).   

Security and monitoring. Security and monitoring costs included expenditures to keep 

students and staff safe (TEA, 2011). Spending for security and monitoring was highest in 

network corporate charters for four of the five years of the study. In community corporate and 

intergovernmental charters, spending for security and monitoring was less than the state average 

for all five years (see Appendix S). 

Table 17.  PEIMS security and monitoring expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $69.67 120.991 $47.54 114.071 $8.31 31.818 4.880 .009** a-c 

06-07 $61.13 121.709 $45.03 102.552 $11.78 39.739 3.841 .023* a-c 

07-08 $66.35 122.934 $43.80 101.769 $15.85 48.723 3.871 .022* a-c 

08-09 $49.52 116.935 $48.07 114.622 $13.03 43.824 3.027 .050 

 
09-10 $43.08 90.617 $51.56 113.857 $15.29 42.369 3.387 .035* b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

security and monitoring expenditures.  I found significant differences in security and monitoring 
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expenditures for four of the five years of the analysis.  A Tukey analysis of the significant 

difference (0.009) among the charters in 2005-2006 (F(2,163)=4.880, p<.01) demonstrated that 

network charters, on average, had higher per-student security and monitoring expenditures 

( =$69.67, sd= 120.991) than intergovernmental charter schools ( =$8.31, sd=31.818).  A 

Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.023) among the charters in 2006-2007 (F(2,186)= 

3.841, p<.05) demonstrated that network charters, on average, had higher per-student security 

and monitoring expenditures ( =$61.13, sd= 121.709) than intergovernmental charter schools 

( =$11.78, sd=39.739).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.022) among the 

charters in 2007-2008 (F(2,203)= 3.871, p<.05) demonstrated that network charters, on average 

had higher per-student security and monitoring expenditures ( =$66.35, sd= 122.934) than 

intergovernmental charter schools ( =$15.85, sd=48.723).  In 2008-2009, there were no 

significant differences among the charters.  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference 

(0.035) among the charters in 2009-2010 (F(2,252)= 3.387, p<.05) demonstrated that network 

charters, on average, had higher per-student security and monitoring expenditures ( =$43.08, 

sd= 90.617) than intergovernmental charter schools ( =$15.29, sd=42.369).   

Data-processing services. Data expenditures included in-house and contracted data-

processing services (TEA, 2011).  Spending on data-processing services was highest in 

community corporate charters for all five years of the study.  In all three types of charters, 

spending on data-processing services was less than the state average for all five years (Appendix 

T). 
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Table 18.  PEIMS data-processing-services expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $38.63 66.222 $66.00 106.797 $3.40 17.951 9.574 .000*** b-c 

06-07 $49.47 71.250 $66.36 129.562 $7.55 55.685 6.065 .003** b-c 

07-08 $56.78 87.505 $60.58 108.830 $0.00 .000 9.520 .000*** a-c, b-c 

08-09 $43.01 73.079 $59.53 117.859 $1.00 8.185 9.564 .000*** a-c,b-c 

09-10 $34.48 91.638 $79.50 135.733 $0.46 2.459 13.139 .000*** a-b, b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

data-processing-services expenditures.  I found significant differences in data-processing 

expenditures for all five years of the analysis.  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference 

(0.000) among the charters in 2005-2006 (F(2,163)= 9.574, p<.001) demonstrated that 

community corporate charters, on average, had higher per-student data-processing expenditures 

( =$66.00, sd=106.797) than intergovernmental charter schools ( =$3.40, sd=17.951).  A Tukey 

analysis of the significant difference (0.003) among the charters in 2006-2007 (F(2,186)= 6.065, 

p<.01) showed that community corporate charters, on average, had higher per-student data-

processing expenditures ( =$66.36, sd=129.562) than intergovernmental charters ( =$7.55, 

sd=55.685).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2007-

2008 (F(2,203)= 9.520, p<.001) showed that network corporate charters ( =$56.78, sd=87.505) 

and community corporate charters ( =$60.58, sd=108.830), on average, had higher per-student 

data-processing expenditures ( =$0.00, sd=0.00).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference 

(0.000) among the charters in 2008-2009 (F(2,240)= 9.564, p<.001) demonstrated that network 

corporate charters ( =$43.01, sd=73.079) and community corporate charters ( =$59.53, 

sd=117.859), on average, had higher per-student data-processing expenditures ( =$1.00, 

sd=8.185 A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2009-2010 

(F(2,252)= 13.139, p<.001) demonstrated that network corporate charters ( =$34.48, sd=91.638) 
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and community corporate charters ( =$79.50, sd=135.733), on average, had higher per-student 

data-processing expenditures ( =$0.46, sd=2.459).   

Total program. Program expenditures are grouped into student expenditure categories 

(TEA, 2011). Intergovernmental charters spend more on student programs than network and 

community corporate charters for all five years of the study. Total spending on program 

operation in network and community corporate charters was less than the state average for all 

five years (see Appendix U). 

Table 19.  PEIMS total program operating expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $4,600.40 3285.923 $4,107.35 1436.320 $5,938.85 2617.468 8.645 .000*** a-c,b-c 

06-07 $3,973.15 1515.461 $4,378.86 1623.785 $6,014.05 2538.266 17.972 .000*** a-c,b-c 

07-08 $6,147.27 8255.094 $5,530.52 4422.519 $7,144.42 3400.532 1.340 .264 

 
08-09 $5,982.66 3932.385 $5,498.29 2566.073 $7,977.91 4493.570 9.446 .000*** a-c,b-c 

09-10 $6,536.80 4126.790 $6,141.97 2413.521 $7,734.07 3935.728 4.282 .015* b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001       

 

There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in per-student total 

program expenditures.  I found a significant difference in total program expenditures for four of 

the five years of the analysis.    A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the 

charters in 2005-2006 (F(2,163)= 8.645, p<.001) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, 

on average, had higher total program operating expenditures per student ( =$5,938.85, sd= 

2617.468) than network corporate charter schools ( =$4,600.40, sd=3285.923) and community 

corporate charters ( =$4,107.35, sd=1436.320).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference 

(0.000) among the charters in 2006-2007 (F(2,186)= 17.972,p<.001) with a Tukey analysis 

showed that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher total program operating 

expenditures per student ( =$6,014.05, sd=2538.266) than network corporate charters 

( =$3,973.15, sd=1515.461) and community corporate charters ( =$4,378.86, sd=1623.785).  In 
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2007-2008, there were no significant differences among the charters.  A Tukey analysis of the 

significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2008-2009 (F(2,240)= 9.446, p<.001) 

demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher total program operating 

expenditures per student ( =$7,977.91, sd=4493.570) than network corporate charters 

( =$5,982.66, sd=3932.385) and community corporate charters ( =$5,498.29, sd=2566.073).  A 

Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.015) among the charters in 2009-2010 (F(2,252)= 

4.282, p<.05) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher total 

program operating expenditures per student ( =$7,734.07, sd=3935.728) than network 

community charters ( =$6,536.80, sd=4126.790) and community corporate charters 

( =$6,141.97, sd=2413.521).   

Regular-program. Regular-program expenditures include funds spent on basic 

education services (TEA, 2011).  Spending for the regular program was less than the state 

average for four of the five years in network corporate charters and for all five years in 

community corporate charters (see Appendix V). 

Table 20.  PEIMS regular-program operating expenditures (per student) for charters 

  

Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $2,469.77 1162.130 $2,608.49 1296.893 $3,237.73 1925.202 3.800 .024* a-c 

06-07 $2,470.44 1289.785 $2,824.58 1331.173 $3,499.87 1630.247 7.570 .001** a-c,b-c 

07-08 $4,400.22 7873.350 $3,280.75 1384.125 $4,041.69 1967.613 1.153 .318   

08-09 $3,827.55 2665.330 $3,422.82 1530.946 $4,501.25 2879.534 3.970 .020* b-c 

09-10 $4,058.73 3045.470 $3,575.71 1477.259 $4,127.81 1483.464 1.686 .187   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001       

 

There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

regular-program operating expenditures.  I found significant differences in regular-program 

operating expenditures for three of the five years of the analysis.  A Tukey analysis of the 

significant difference (0.024) among the charters in 2005-2006 (F(2,163)= 3.800, p<.05) 
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demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student regular-

program operating expenditures ( =$3,237.73, sd= 1925.202) than network corporate charter 

schools ( =$2,469.77, sd=1162.130).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (.001) 

among the charters in 2006-2007 (F(2,186)= 7.570,p<.01) showed that intergovernmental 

charters, on average, had higher per-student regular-program operating expenditures 

( =$3,499.87, sd=1630.247) than network corporate charters ( =$2,470.44, sd=1289.785) and 

community corporate charters ( =$2,824.58, sd=1331.173).  In 2007-2008, there were no 

significant differences among the charters.  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference 

(0.020) among the charters in 2008-2009 (F(2,240)=3.970, p<.05), demonstrated that 

intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student regular-program operating 

expenditures ( =$4,501.25, sd=2879.534) than community corporate charters ( =$3,422.82, 

sd=1530.946).  In 2009-2010, there were no significant differences among the charters.   

Gifted-and-talented. These expenditures are spent on instructional services for gifted 

and talented students (TEA, 2011). Expenditures on the gifted and talented program were highest 

in intergovernmental charters. In all three types of charters, spending for gifted-and-talented 

programs was less than the state average for all five years (see Appendix W). 

Table 21.  PEIMS gifted-and-talented-program operating expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $6.42 16.260 $4.69 16.809 $15.00 38.427 2.559 .081   

06-07 $4.89 16.298 $2.82 10.444 $17.31 46.420 4.826 .009** a-c,b-c 

07-08 $4.05 12.638 $6.31 23.551 $15.60 41.565 2.939 .055 

 
08-09 $6.29 24.905 $6.11 22.970 $11.91 36.235 1.014 .364 

 
09-10 $1.86 9.606 $3.76 12.840 $11.31 31.991 5.024 .007** a-c,b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001       

 

There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

gifted-and-talented-program operating expenditures.  I found a significant difference of in gifted-
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and-talented-program operating expenditures for two of the five years of the analysis.  In 2005-

2006, there were no significant differences among the charters.  A Tukey analysis of the 

significant difference (0.009) among the charters in 2006-2007 (F(2,186)= 4.826,p<.01) showed 

that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student gifted-and-talented-program 

operating expenditures ( =$17.31, sd=46.420) than network corporate charters ( =$4.89, 

sd=16.298) and community corporate charters ( =$2.82, sd=10.444).  In 2007-2008, there were 

no significant differences among the charters.  In 2008-2009, there were no significant 

differences among the charters.  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.007) among the 

charters in 2009-2010 (F(2,252)= 5.024,p<.01) showed that intergovernmental charters, on 

average, had higher per-student gifted-and-talented-program operating expenditures ( =$11.31, 

sd=31.991) than network corporate charters ( =$1.86, sd=9.606)  and community corporate 

charters ( =$3.76, sd=12.840).   

Career-and-technical. These expenditures included services for technical training and 

job training activities (TEA, 2011).  In all three types of charters, spending for career and 

technical programs was less than the state average for all five years (see Appendix X). 

Table 22.  PEIMS career-and-technical program operating expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $75.02 125.147 $53.56 111.301 $35.56 144.200 1.151 .319   

06-07 $65.02 153.104 $50.38 123.818 $44.82 171.682 .277 .758 

 
07-08 $59.92 159.819 $60.01 185.324 $66.87 216.142 .027 .973 

 
08-09 $54.94 101.582 $86.48 249.744 $56.55 185.942 .731 .483 

 
09-10 $76.91 255.325 $108.33 291.521 $55.81 153.019 .945 .390   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 
       

There were no significant differences of PEIMS career-and-technical program operating 

expenditures (per student) among the three charter groups.   
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Accelerated. Accelerated-program expenditures include instruction for at-risk students 

(TEA, 2011). Accelerated program expenditures was highest in network corporate charters for 

four of the five years of the study. In network and community corporate charters, spending for 

accelerated education was higher than the state average for all five years (see appendix Z). 

Table 23.  PEIMS accelerated-program operating expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $707.91 701.297 $554.32 559.047 $238.33 289.609 9.791 .000*** a-c,b-c 

06-07 $592.22 646.881 $584.71 650.940 $255.40 385.153 6.282 .002** a-c,b-c 

07-08 $642.57 729.702 $664.52 731.244 $256.02 355.984 7.557 .001** a-c,b-c 

08-09 $788.42 757.627 $746.59 810.245 $384.91 927.473 5.195 .006** a-c,b-c 

09-10 $1,001.75 1106.553 $898.20 997.668 $351.90 615.734 10.207 .000*** a-c,b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 
       

There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

accelerated-program operating expenditures.  I found significant differences in accelerated-

program operating expenditures for all five years of the analysis.  These expenditures include 

increased instruction time (TEA, 2011).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) 

among the charters in 2005-2006 (F(2,163)= 9.791, p<.001) demonstrated that network corporate 

charters ( =$707.91, sd=701.297) and community corporate charters ( =$554.32, sd=559.047), 

on average, had higher per-student accelerated-program operating expenditures than 

intergovernmental charter schools ( =$238.33, sd=289.609).  A Tukey analysis of the significant 

difference (0.002) among the charters in 2006-2007 (F (2,186) = 6.282, p<.01) demonstrated that 

network corporate charters ( =592.22, sd=646.881) and community corporate charters 

( =$584.71, sd=650.940), on average, had higher per-student accelerated-program operating 

expenditures than intergovernmental charter schools ( =$255.40, sd=385.153).  A Tukey 

analysis of the significant difference (0.001) among the charters in 2007-2008 (F (2,203) =7.557, 

p<.01), demonstrated that network corporate charters ( =$642.57, sd=729.702) and community 
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corporate charters ( =$664.52, sd=731.244), on average, had higher per-student accelerated-

program operating expenditures than intergovernmental charter schools ( =$256.02, 

sd=355.984).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.006) among the charters in 2008-

2009 (F (2,240) = 5.195, p<.01) demonstrated that network corporate charters ( =$788.42, 

sd=757.627) and community corporate charters ( =$746.59, sd=810.245), on average, have 

higher per student accelerated program operating expenditures than intergovernmental charter 

schools ( =$384.91, sd=927.473).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among 

the charters in 2009-2010 (F (2,252) = 10.207, p<.01) demonstrated that network corporate 

charters ( =$1,001.75, sd=1106.553) and community corporate charters ( =$898.20, 

sd=997.668), on average, had higher per-student accelerated-program operating expenditures 

than intergovernmental charter schools ( =$351.90, sd=615.734).   

Title-1. This includes expenditures for Title 1 services for schools with educationally 

disadvantaged students (TEA, 2002).  In intergovernmental charters, spending for Title 1 

programs was higher than the state average for all five years (see Appendix AB). 

Table 24.  PEIMS Title-1-program5 operating expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $291.51 471.891 $263.82 411.273 $1,017.73 1138.122 18.056 .000*** a-c,b-c 

06-07 $271.80 408.844 $303.00 435.449 $833.24 930.414 14.990 .000*** a-c,b-c 

07-08 $304.81 398.163 $402.55 671.014 $892.80 1065.793 10.724 .000*** a-c,b-c 

08-09 $378.88 564.577 $432.37 542.634 $1,093.73 1368.959 15.429 .000*** a-c,b-c 

09-10 $486.02 692.659 $676.66 1183.232 $1,218.89 1226.04 9.935 .000*** a-c,b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       
There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

Title-1-program operating expenditures.  I found significant differences in Title-1-program 

                                                 

5 Title 1 state compensatory education (T1 comp) was greater than or equal to 40% in 2009-2010 

and T1 comp was greater than or equal to 50% in 2005-2006 to 2008-2009.   
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expenditures for all five years of the analysis.  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference 

(0.000) among the charters in 2005-2006 (F (2,163) = 18.056, p<.001) demonstrated that 

intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student Title-1-program operating 

expenditures ( =$1,017.73, sd= 1138.122) than network corporate charter schools ( =$291.51, 

sd=471.891) and community corporate charters ( =$263.82, sd=411.273).  A Tukey analysis of 

the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2006-2007 (F (2,186) = 14.990, p<.001) 

showed that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student Title-1-program  

operating expenditures ( =$833.24, sd=930.414) than network corporate charters ( =$271.80, 

sd=408.844) and community corporate charters ( =$303.00, sd=435.449).  A Tukey analysis of 

the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2007-2008 (F (2,203) =10.724, p<.001) 

demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student Title-1-

program operating expenditures ( =$892.80, sd= 1065.793) than network corporate charter 

schools ( =$304.81, sd=398.163) and community corporate charters ( =$402.55, sd=671.014).  

A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2008-2009 (F 

(2,240) = 15.429, p<.001) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher 

per-student Title-1-program operating expenditures ( =$1,093.73, sd=1368.959) than network 

corporate charter schools ( =$378.88, sd=564.577) and community corporate charters 

( =$432.37, sd=542.634).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the 

charters in 2009-2010 (F (2,252) = 9.935, p<.001) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, 

on average, had higher per-student Title-1-program operating expenditures ( =$1,218.89, 

sd=1226.04) than network corporate charter schools ( =$486.02, sd=692.659) and community 

corporate charters ( =$676.66, sd=1183.232).   

High school allotment. High school allotment expenditures included providing 

academically rigorous courses and aligning curriculum and expectations (TEA, 2011).   
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Table 25.  PEIMS high school allotment program operating expenditures (per student) for 

charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

09-10 $ 23.17 59.028 $ 27.96 107.565 $ 24.44 77.246 .077 .925 a-c,b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 
       

There were no significant differences in PEIMS high school allotment program operating 

expenditures (per student) among the three charter groups.   

Special populations. The previous ANOVAs for function and program expenditures 

have demonstrated differences in spending among the charter groups for variables such as health 

services and accelerated education. There are also dissimilarities in spending amongst the three 

charter groups for special populations who are enrolled in the ESL/bilingual or the students with 

disabilities programs. There were significant differences in spending for all five years in the 

ESL/bilingual program and for three of the five years of the analysis in the students with 

disabilities program. The mean expenditures for intergovernmental charters were highest in all 

five years of the study for both the ESL/bilingual and the students with disabilities programs. 

 ESL/bilingual expenditures included expenditures to provide services for English-

language learners (ELL) (TEA, 2011). Intergovernmental charters spent more on ESL/bilingual 

programs for four of the five years of the study.  In network and community corporate charters, 

spending for ESL and bilingual programs was less than the state average for all five years (see 

Appendix AA). 
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Table 26.  PEIMS ESL/bilingual-program operating expenditures (per student) for charters 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $99.35 171.519 $73.59 153.262 $290.37 477.322 8.493 .000*** a-c,b-c 

06-07 $71.76 106.865 $76.92 158.940 $304.13 508.112 11.339 .000*** a-c,b-c 

07-08 $99.68 164.504 $96.41 211.744 $398.67 627.426 13.595 .000*** a-c,b-c 

08-09 $105.61 170.097 $97.71 190.397 $390.78 632.861 14.960 .000*** a-c,b-c 

09-10 $130.41 202.567 $133.28 252.309 $328.09 521.249 8.582 .000*** a-c,b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 

       

There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

ESL/bilingual-program operating expenditures.  I found significant differences in ESL/bilingual-

program operating expenditures for all five years of the analysis.  A Tukey analysis of the 

significant difference (0.00) among the charters in 2005-2006 (F (2,163) = 8.493, p<.001) 

demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student ESL/bilingual-

program operating expenditures ( =$290.37, sd= 477.322) than network corporate charter 

schools ( =$99.35, sd=171.519) and community corporate charters ( =$73.59, sd=153.262).  A 

Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2006-2007 (F(2,186)= 

11.339,p<.001) showed that intergovernmental charters, on average had higher per-student 

ESL/bilingual-program operating expenditures ( =$304.13, sd=508.112) than network corporate 

charters ( =$71.76, sd=106.865) and community corporate charters ( =$76.92, sd=158.940).  A 

Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2007-2008 (F (2,203) 

= 13.595, p<.001) showed that intergovernmental charters ( =$398.67, sd=627.426), on average, 

had higher per-student ESL/bilingual-program operating expenditures than network corporate 

charters ( =$99.68, sd=164.504) and community corporate charters ( =$96.41, sd=211.744).  A 

Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the charters in 2008-2009 (F(2,240)= 

14.960, p<.001) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average had higher per-student 

ESL/bilingual-program operating expenditures per student ( =$390.78, sd=632.861) than 

network corporate charters ( =$105.61, sd=170.097) and community corporate charters 
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( =$97.71, sd=190.397).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.000) among the 

charters in 2009-2010 (F (2,252) = 8.582, p<.001) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, 

on average, had higher per-student ESL/bilingual-program operating expenditures ( =$328.09, 

sd=521.249) than network corporate charters ( =$130.41, sd=202.567) and community 

corporate charters ( =$133.28, sd=252.309).   

Students-with-disabilities operating expenditures include costs to provide services to 

students with individual education plans (TEA, 2011). Intergovernmental charters spent more, on 

average, in all five years of the analysis. This can be explained by rational decision-making in 

enrollment practices as students with extreme disabilities cost more to educate than those with 

minor disabilities. One community corporate charter administrator discussed not enrolling 

students with extreme disabilities. She said, “No.  We—we do not take those types of special ed 

students.  Our special ed students are normally the regular special ed students…” 

Table 27.  PEIMS students-with-disabilities-program operating expenditures (per student) for 

charters 

  

Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 $950.47 2726.281 $439.81 598.270 $1,104.12 1629.103 2.473 .088   

06-07 $497.04 830.974 $469.34 438.063 $1,059.31 1750.648 5.469 .005** a-c,b-c 

07-08 $635.98 1046.782 $913.64 3610.695 $1,471.67 2833.861 1.323 .269 

 
08-09 $820.75 2430.236 $612.67 1170.883 $1,538.06 2858.840 3.598 .029* b-c 

09-10 $753.11 2086.360 $714.45 1213.605 $1,615.26 3527.586 3.570 .030* b-c 

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 
 

       There were mean differences among the three groups of charters in PEIMS per-student 

students-with-disabilities-program expenditures.  I found significant differences in students-with-

disabilities-program expenditures for three of the five years of the analysis.  In 2005-2006, there 

were no significant differences among the charters.  A Tukey analysis of the significant 

difference (0.005) among the charters in 2006-2007 (F(2,186)= 5.469,p<.01) showed that 
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intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student students-with-disabilities 

expenditures ( =$1,059.31, sd=1750.648) than network corporate charters ( =$497.04, 

sd=830.974) and community corporate charters ( =$469.34, sd=438.063).  In 2007-2008, there 

were no significant differences among the charters.  A Tukey analysis of the significant 

difference (0.029) among the charters in 2008-2009 (F(2,240)= 3.598, p<.05) demonstrated that 

intergovernmental charters, on average, had higher per-student students-with-disabilities 

expenditures ( =$1,538.06, sd=2858.840) than community corporate charters ( =$612.67, 

sd=1170.883).  A Tukey analysis of the significant difference (0.030) among the charters in 

2009-2010 (F(2,252)= 3.570, p<.05) demonstrated that intergovernmental charters, on average, 

had higher per-student students-with-disabilities expenditures ( =$1,615.26, sd=3527.586) than 

community corporate charters ( =$714.45, sd=1213.605).  Spending on students with disabilities 

in network corporate charters was lower than the state average for four of the five years, and 

community corporate charter spending was less than the state average for all five years (see 

Appendix Y). 

Summary Quantitative Findings 

Total revenue for intergovernmental charter schools was higher, on average, than for 

network and community corporate charters schools.  Total district-level, per-student revenue was 

highest in intergovernmental charters for all five years.  Intergovernmental charters spent at least 

$1,000 more per student than network and community corporate charters.  There was a 

statistically significant difference between intergovernmental charters and network charters as 

well as between intergovernmental charters and community charters for all five years.  Revenue 

was lowest for all five years, on average, in community corporate charters. 
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Community expenditures were highest in intergovernmental charters for all years and 

lowest in community corporate charters for four of the five years.  Four of the five years showed 

a statistically significant difference in spending between intergovernmental charters and 

community corporate charters.   

Intergovernmental charters spent more on instruction than network and community 

corporate charters during these five years.  Community corporate charters spent the least on 

instruction for four of the five years.  There was a significant difference in spending between 

intergovernmental and network charters for three years and between intergovernmental and 

community corporate charters for four years.  Intergovernmental charters spent at least $600 

more per student each year for instruction compared with network and community corporate 

charters.  Intergovernmental charters spent statistically significantly more than network and 

community corporate charters on instructional resources and media during all five years.  

Network corporate charters had the lowest spending levels for instructional resources and media 

during four of the five years.  Intergovernmental charters also disbursed more than twice the 

amount for instructional resources and media than the other two types of charters. 

Intergovernmental charters spent more, on average, for curriculum and staff development 

than network and community corporate charters for all five years.  Community corporate charters 

spent the least on curriculum and staff development for four of the five years.  There was a 

significant difference in spending between intergovernmental charters and community corporate 

charters for three of the five years.  Intergovernmental charters also spent more on guidance and 

counseling during each of the five years than network and community corporate charters.  

Community corporate charters spent the least for four of the five years on guidance and 

counseling, and these expenditures were statistically significantly different from 

intergovernmental charter spending on guidance and counseling.  Intergovernmental charters 

spent more on health services during all five years than network and community corporate 
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schools.  Network corporate schools had the lowest levels of spending in three of the five years.  

Intergovernmental charters also paid more per student for health services and regular students.   

There were also differences in spending on special populations of students.  

Intergovernmental charters showed a large difference in spending on gifted and talented students; 

they spent $17.31 per student in 2006-2007, while network corporate charters spent $4.89 and 

community corporate charters spent only $2.82.  Intergovernmental charter schools also spent 

more on their students-with-disabilities programs than network and community charter schools.  

For four of the five years, community charter schools spent the least on their students with 

disabilities programs.  Intergovernmental charters spent as much as $1,615.26 per student on 

students with disabilities in 2009-2010, while network corporate charters spent $753.11 and 

community charters paid $714.45. Intergovernmental charters also spent significantly more for 

all five years on their ESL and bilingual programs compared with network and community 

corporate charters.  Community corporate charters spent the least of all the charters, on average, 

for three of the five years.  For example, in 2006-2007, intergovernmental charters spent $304.13 

on ESL and bilingual programs, while network corporate charters only spent $71.36 and 

community corporate charters spent $76.92 per student.  Community corporate schools 

consistently spent the least amount of money in many expenditure categories.   

The data in this section clarify the fiscal priorities of the three types of charters.  

Intergovernmental charters focused their spending on teachers and student programs, including 

programs for students with disabilities and ESL and bilingual programs.  Community corporate 

charters spent less in most categories, except, in the majority of years, for social work, food 

services, cocurricular activities, and data processing.  Network charters channeled their funding 

into areas such as school leadership, facilities, security and monitoring, and accelerated 

education.  The qualitative section explains why there are different levels of spending among the 

three charter groups.   
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Qualitative Analysis 

The qualitative analysis in this study addressed the research question, How do charter 

school operators decide to spend their money in a way that is cost-effective for their operations 

relative to their student populations?  To answer this question, I interviewed 20 school 

administrators (superintendents, principals, and a teacher) in the four focal cities to better 

understand their decision-making processes. The interviews focused on special populations, such 

as ESL and bilingual students and students with disabilities. 

Accountability for charter schools in Texas.  Standards for charter school 

accountability change over time, and school administrators are making decisions to adapt to 

these changing standards.  To create a district for a charter school, an application is created 

indicating what the charter school plans to focus on.  As the years have progressed, so have the 

length of the applications, because school administrators may perceive that there has been an 

increase in evaluation standards for applications.  One community corporate charter school 

superintendent/principal said: 

Well, I think, well, if you look over time, they used to be quite short, because the first 

few generations were 10 or 12 pages or whatever.  And now they’re really tightening up, 

because they were letting in too many people that didn’t know what they were doing.  So 

now the process definitely is quite lengthy, and you just kind of copy off what other 

people are doing.  If they’re putting on kind of a working case, and, I guess, you kind of 

feel like you have to, too.  Otherwise, you’re not showing your commitment to the cause.  

So, I guess ours is 350.  They’re all about—I don’t know what length they are now, but 

that’s what they were when we were writing them. 



 76 

Charter school regulation is highly dependent on the state legislature in which the charter 

school operates.  Administrators of charter schools are given waivers for rules by which 

traditional schools are expected to abide.  For example, the Texas state legislature has approved 

22 waivers for KIPP Inc.; these include waivers for using different textbooks than other schools 

in Texas, waivers for expanding their schools, and waivers for staff development and early 

release days (TEA, 2013).  However, while the legislature allowed KIPP Inc. to purchase these 

textbooks, it denied KIPP district reimbursement for using non-state-mandated textbooks (TEA, 

2013).  All administrators in open-enrollment charter schools can apply for a variety of waivers.  

It is up to them to decide which ones will help them meet their goals.  One community corporate 

school principal commented: 

Well, I don’t think there is any magic in being a charter school; and, of course, it’s 

different in every state depending on what, you know.  Charters are completely 

dependent on state legislation.  So, it depends a lot on the laws of the state.  In Texas, it’s 

relatively—the laws are relatively lenient, which means we have a good amount of 

freedom to do certain things.  But, how you use that freedom is what really matters.  And, 

so, I don’t think just being a charter school makes you better than any other school. 

In the view of some administrators, the Texas Education Agency has struggled with the 

rapid growth of charter schools in Texas.  While TEA had 16 open-enrollment campuses in 

1996-1997, by the 2008-2009 school year, it was supervising more than 400 campuses (TEA, 

2011).  One community charter school principal discussed the lack of oversight by the Texas 

Education Administration during the first years of charters in Texas: 

Back in 1998, no one knew anything about what to do for charter schools or what laws 

were applicable.  No one knew how to help us.  In fact, the service centers back then 

wouldn’t help you.  TEA wouldn’t hardly help you.  It was very, very difficult to get any 
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assistance. . . .  And I really think that charter schools as a whole are kind of behind, 

because we lack that supportive training that we needed for a long time, that I feel a lot of 

charter schools are behind the public school district in developing policies and procedures 

in meeting needs, you know, that need to be met.  They just don’t know, a lot of times.  

You know, they’re not clear about the policies that apply to us.  You know, I think that’s 

a lot of it.  It’s just understanding what you need to do.  And you really have to get out 

there and learn for yourself, I think.  Unfortunately, that’s kind of what we had to do. 

In the beginning of the charter school movement in Texas, administrators made 

independent decisions because TEA lacked structured support for charters.  This deficiency in 

leadership resulted in differences among charter schools.  One corporate charter 

superintendent/principal remarked, “Oh, charters are such a mixed bag…there are some great 

charters and there are some really bad charters.  And most are probably average.” 

The Texas legislature did not require superintendents and principals in charge of charter 

schools to have minimum qualifications (TEA, 2012).  Some administrators and board members 

that were in charge of distributing large amounts of public funds had declared personal 

bankruptcy and would have had difficulty obtaining a small home loan.  Administrators also 

began to make decisions to reach their goals in ways that may have not been in the best interest 

of the children.  However, TEA has limited resources to monitor what is happening in charter 

schools.  One intergovernmental charter school superintendent posited: 

But I also know from having been in a charter school world that there’s some real, there’s 

some things that go on that shouldn’t go on, the TEA ought to be able to monitor.  But 

they don’t have the staff, and they don’t necessarily have the mandate from the 

legislature and whomever to go do that, but sometimes politically they just can’t do it.  

But I think that’s something TEA should do for the whole charter movement is to have 
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some way of . . . monitoring accountability, which is very similar to what public schools 

get. 

Texas added to its oversight issues when the legislature passed House Bill 3 in 2009.  The 

bill sought to rank schools based on average fiscal expenditures over a three-year period relative 

to assigned peer groups; this ranking system made explicit reference to cost-effectiveness.  Both 

network corporate charter school and community corporate charter school administrators 

expressed open skepticism about the cost-effectiveness legislation.  In relation to the grouping of 

schools, one network corporate charter school superintendent complained, “Once again, I think, 

there are so many variables out there that I don’t know it would—to me, it’s they’re trying to put 

round pegs in square holes.” 

A community corporate charter school administrator also criticized the state’s ability to 

rank schools when they have already achieved the academic accountability standard.  The 

principal commented, “You’ve got to really look at what their plan is on ranking schools, 

because it’s easier said than done.  Because you’re going to have all these schools that say they 

recognized.  How do you rank them?”  One community corporate charter principal had a 

predetermined conclusion that he could meet the new requirements for the STAAR 

examinations.  The administrator added, “So, when you look at how they’re going to be ranking 

stuff, they would have to tell me what the ranks are.  But I can guarantee, if they give me criteria 

to what they are, we’ll meet them.” 

Issues with leadership were a problem in some of the charters.  Some administrators who 

were making decisions were hampered by the decision making of higher administrators.  This 

was most evident among community corporate charters.  One community corporate principal 

said: 

. . . when I first started with this charter, it was a lot of family worked here.  And some of 

them were clueless.  And even if they—when they were given the chance to, you know, 
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to do what they should as educators, they didn’t.  They wouldn’t bother to go on and get 

their degree.  They weren’t in it for the kids.  I mean they couldn’t have probably gotten a 

job at McDonald’s, some of them.  And it was because of who they knew from the 

ownership of the charter that they were able to even get hired.  And, I think, maybe that’s 

changed a lot because of a lot more accountability is on the charter schools. 

Another community corporate charter principal pointed out, “My biggest challenge in a 

charter school is senior leadership.”  He also explained: 

I mean, you needed strong people in the right areas.  You needed somebody that’s going 

to come in there and lead those people.  We had the workers, but when you have 

administrators or other people that don’t want to be there, the school ain’t going to move. 

As discussed above, administrators in charters face challenges created both externally 

from state regulators and internally within their own charters. Rational decision makers must 

assess environmental conditions before making a choice. The environmental challenges of 

regulation are resourcefully overcome by network charters who have a connected group of 

decision makers who can share information about authorization and regulation practices. An 

example of this is KIPP— which applied for 22 waivers. Community corporate charter 

administrators struggled with internal environment obstacles such as unqualified senior 

leadership. One principal discussed how some people working at her charter would not have 

been able to get “a job at McDonalds.” Intergovernmental charters face external environmental 

challenges from TEA. TEA has a limited staff that can help charters understand and follow 

regulations. One intergovernmental charter school principal discussed the lack of assistance from 

TEA and a superintendent talked about the need for more accountability for charters. 
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Administrators also must take into consideration that most open enrollment charters are 

corporations. 

Charter schools as corporations.  Administrators, as leaders of their charter schools, 

had the option of analyzing their charter schools as community or corporate schools.  In fact, all 

but six open-enrollment schools are 501c(3) nonprofit corporations.  Many of the community 

charter schools acknowledged their corporate status.  Quotes from three different community 

corporate school charter administrators included: 

A community corporate principal said: They’re more of the corporate, you know.  This is 

what I say and this is how it is.  This is my decision. 

A community corporate superintendent/principal posited: I would guess they’re huge.  

So, that’s probably everyone could see themselves as a corporate school . . . 

A community corporate school principal revealed: I believe it might be more of a 

corporate charter.   

Community corporate schools also discussed their relationship with the community.  One 

corporate community school associate principal explained:  

I would actually say a community school, and to be honest with you.  We’ve had a 

chance just this year.  We had our first back-to-school rally, and I’ll tell you: It was a 

blast.  Everybody kind of came together, and we kind of made this happen for our 

students.  And making sure that our community knew that we were here to service them 

in any capacity that we could. 
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Intergovernmental charters had the highest mean of community expenditures for every year of 

the study.  While maintaining some independence of decision making in community 

expenditures, one intergovernmental principal acknowledged, “Well obviously we are part of a 

larger entity . . . we try to be a good neighbor in the community, but we are we act under [the 

district] and we are aligned with the district initiative.” 

 Charter administrators in Texas run schools as corporations or part of larger entities. The 

identity that an administrator desires for their organization to have can affect their goals for the 

organization. Most community corporate charter administrators viewed their charter as part of 

the community in which they were located. While Network charters focused more on their 

corporate status. An intergovernmental administrative acknowledged that their initiative were 

more typically aligned with the mission of their governmental partner.  

Students and Testing 

Charter school administrators were aware of the change in their student population.  

While the majority of students were African-American, there has been a recent shift to an 

increasing percentage of students that are Latina/o.  This has also resulted in more charter 

students being English-language learners.  Administrators used multiple strategies to try to help 

special populations of students increase their test scores, but they also expressed concern about 

other schools creaming their student populations. 

Changes in student populations.  Changes in student populations were evident to 

administrators in all three different types of charter schools.  The shift from a majority of African 

American students to a majority of Latina/o students was the dominant change in student 

populations among the charters. It is important to examine the increasing percentage of 
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Lationa/os in charters because administrators may need to hire more teachers that can speak 

Spanish for their ESL/ bilingual programs. One network corporate charter superintendent 

remarked that:  

…I’ve seen it change from being like 99.9% African American to be at our current 

enrollment right now at 1,800 students, probably two-thirds of them now are Latino, and 

the rest is African-American; but we are getting some speckles of others in the mix. 

One community corporate charter school associate principal said, “Actually, the population of 

our school is changing dramatically.  We started out with predominantly African American 

students, while we’re merging into African American, Hispanic and we are getting Caucasian 

students actually enrolling into our campus.”  An intergovernmental charter school 

superintendent said, “We’ve seen a slight increase in Hispanic and a slight decrease in African 

American percentage-wise.”  Some charter school administrators attributed the change in school 

demographics to a change in the population of the city in which the open-enrollment charters 

were located.  One network corporate charter principal said:  

[This city] has a higher Hispanic population, and because of that and because we’re in the 

south, we see more—I’ve seen more Hispanic population as a subgroup than I did when I 

first started here, where we had a larger African American population.  So, the 

demographics have changed some. 

A community corporate charter school principal added:  

We have changed dramatically over I guess the last ten years because the population here 

in [the city] has just been increasingly Hispanic, a lot of special language students.  And 

that for us has just continued to grow at a very rapid rate. 
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An intergovernmental charter school principal commented, “It’s probably over 90% Hispanic 

and a few Black kids, a few white kids, a few Asian kids; but again, it reflects the neighborhood.  

It’s basically an Hispanic area.” 

 Administrators were aware of the changing demographics in their charter schools. 

Differences among student populations were a common issue of discussion for all charter 

operators, especially in relation to high-stakes testing. All three groups of charters were 

experiencing an increase in the enrollment of Latina/o students. 

Test scores and student achievement in charters.  Managing test scores was a 

significant concern for many charter school administrators.  Administrators often referred to this 

issue as “reducing the achievement gap.”  While some administrators chose to increase 

instruction for low-achieving students, others used less constructive tactics, such as creaming 

students, to maintain high achievement levels.  The issue of creaming was a prevalent topic in 

the network charters.  One network corporate charter school teacher said: 

I would say that some of those kids who were acting out and stuff, they had academic 

issues.  So, yes.  Some of them were ELL.  Like, I could tell their reading levels were 

very low, and you know, they had problems, you know, where their social English was 

very good, but their academic English was really weak.  Like, they had gaps and stuff 

like that.  And, you know, those kids would be, you know, behavior problems, and 

teachers would get frustrated with them and be loading DPS points onto them.  And then, 

before you know it, they’re out. . . .  Like, you’d take attendance, and you’d see their 

name wasn’t there, and you knew the kid was, like, suspended or something.  And then 

you’d find out from the students or whatever that the kid was like expelled.   
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The network corporate teacher went on to say: “Those are the main goals.  Yeah.  Of course, 

pass the tests, but they didn’t—they don’t mention that . . . you know, in the brochures and stuff 

like that.” 

Several of the network corporate charters school administrators mentioned that there 

were test-score issues with bilingual and ESL students.  To decrease the achievement gaps, some 

of the administrators decreased the teacher-to-student ratio, while others expanded the school 

week.  A network corporate charter principal explained:  

So, I’m currently trying to figure out how to get my kids caught back up there.  The 

majority of them are bilingual as well, and so it would either be to bring on another staff 

member to do one-on-one reading strategies, because as research has proven, students are 

way more comfortable on a one-to-one.   

Another network corporate charter administrator stated:  

You have to provide—you have to provide additional services to your special ed and your 

ESL students, or ELL, as we call them now.  … by law, we have to provide additional 

support. 

Longer school weeks seemed to be common among some of the larger charter schools in an 

effort to increase achievement.  A network corporate charter school director commented:  

You know, what we try to do is we do our absolute best to close the achievement gap.  

And we do that every single day tirelessly, you know.  We have a longer school year.   

Community corporate charter school administrators discussed the need to focus on ESL and 

bilingual students because of their TAKS performance.  One community corporate charter school 

superintendent/principal remarked, “There’s a possibility that those kids [bilingual students] 
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won’t do as well, while they’re on TAKS.”  Another community corporate charter school 

principal expanded this topic by saying, 

And I would encourage anybody get your sub-pops where they need to go first: your 

ESL, your bilingual. . . .  Because them sub-pop groups, if they don’t hit the mark or they 

need to be tested, it doesn’t matter what the rest of your kids do, because you’re going to 

drop ten percent.   

There were also concerns among administrators about how the state looks at 

accountability test results and student achievement.  Some of these school administrators feared 

low accountability ratings when they were not enrolling high-achieving students or had issues 

with testing students with severe disabilities.  One community corporate charter school principal 

asserted:  

I mean the state, especially, is aware of us and know that we—we can’t create miracles, 

because we don’t receive the top students sometimes.  And if they would allow us to take 

time to work with these children instead of using the state assessment, like they are now, 

to say, “Oh, you’re a failing school.”  And, you know, they need—you know, I feel like 

they need to know how far these children, when they came to you—how far we have 

gotten them, and not just graded on a pass-or-fail test. 

Another intergovernmental corporate charter school principal cited concerns about testing and 

special populations of students.  The principal said:  

I have kids in both [schools] who speak absolutely no English, and yet they must pass the 

STAAR Test, which to me is stupidity.  And that’s being determined by the legislature 

and by the politicians, who probably can’t read on a fifth- or sixth-grade level 
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themselves.  …if you went to Yugoslavia and spoke a different language, could you pass 

the test the first year you were there?  That’s what they’re expecting of all these kids. 

The same principal also explained, “And I have kids who are—my special ed kids, some 

of them can barely talk.  We’re required to test them.” 

Rational decisions are being made by administrators because they have an understanding 

of the educational environment of charters and the academic and fiscal expectations that are 

made of them. An environmental condition such as required testing can cause conflict when 

administrators make decisions because charter schools that focus on special populations may 

face obstacles when giving tests such as student’s ability to speak English or disability. This may 

cause an administrator make decisions for their charter which may result in the enrollment 

barriers for bilingual students and students with disabilities. 

Goals 

Charter school administrators were aware of their charter’s goals.  Among the three 

charter groups, the goals were thematically different.  In several of the charters, founders and 

school leadership had created and maintained the goals.  Administrators stated these goals clearly 

and quickly, as if they thought that their goals represented the true purpose of their charters. 

Creating goals.  Thematic goals of the charter schools seemed to differ among the three 

different types of charter groups.  Network corporate charter schools seemed to focus on making 

the students academically successful.  Community corporate charter schools focused on safety, 

parental involvement, and students’ ability to contribute to the community.  Network and 

community corporate charters spent more, on average, for security than did intergovernmental 

charter schools.  Intergovernmental charter schools focused their efforts on underrepresented or 

at-risk students.  Network charter school administrators remarked:  



 87 

A network corporate charter school superintendent stated: Our charter has a focus on the 

fine arts and technology. 

A network corporate charter school principal said: What we want to do is to take our kids 

beyond where they are right now and help them become leaders and help them surpass 

the academic goals that have been set. 

A network corporate charter school directed posited: To recruit students who have been 

traditionally underserved with the knowledge, skills, and character traits necessary to 

succeed in top-quality high schools, colleges and life. 

A network corporate charter school principal remarked: I would say the goal of the 

charter school is to be able to allow students that have, that are in a low-income area 

where schools are failing, the opportunity to have a quality education. 

Their goal, in particular for that school, they focus on, or the whole charter district, they 

focus on science and math education.  They try to get like that T-STEM status, and that’s 

their main concentration. . . .  Of course, pass the tests, but they didn’t—they don’t 

mention that….you know, in the brochures and stuff like that.  But, it’s mainly to prepare 

them to go to college and to get every kid into college. 

Community corporate charter administrators said:  

A community corporate charter school superintendent/principal explained: Well, you’ll 

find out first that it’s a public school that feels like a private school.  So, in our mission 

statement there’s a—it says that we are a smaller, safer public school… 
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A community corporate charter school associate principal stated: Our [school’s] mission 

statement is to provide a partnership with parents in the community and multicultural 

environment.   

A community corporate charter school principal posited: Well, right now, we have put, 

our mission statement is to be a premiere transformational school of choice in our area.  

And that’s to develop responsible, self-sufficient citizens that are aware of their 

potential….  In the meantime, we also want to emphasize traditional family values 

because our staff, our students, we’re like a big family. 

A community charter school principal explained: Well, the goal of our campus is the 

same goal that all [our schools’] campuses have, which is to transform [the city] by 

making sure that all of our students do the course of a sixth-through-twelfth-grade 

program, are college ready by the time they graduate…. 

Many intergovernmental charters focused on underrepresented or at-risk students.  

Intergovernmental charter school administrators described the following goals for their schools:  

An intergovernmental principal said: Well, we’re an early college, and so our purpose is 

to provide opportunities for students who are traditionally underrepresented on college 

campuses. 

Another intergovernmental principal explained: The goal is for us to provide the very 

best education possible for . . . at-risk students. 

A third intergovernmental principal stated: The goal of our school is to provide an 

alternate educational route for students who need a different schedule. 
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An additional intergovernmental principal posited: It’s to work with dropouts and 

potential dropouts to get them to get a diploma. 

An intergovernmental superintendent said: And the best way to describe us is we partner 

with organizations that provide services to students, who for whatever reason then can’t 

go to public school easily while they’re accessing those services. 

Administrators in the three charters thematically focused goals of their charters in 

specific areas. Network corporate charter goals were directed toward academics, while 

community corporate administrators concentrated on individual students and intergovernmental 

charters centered their goals on at-risk student populations. To gain a better understanding about 

the goals of charters, the next step is to understand who decided the goals for the charters. 

The people who create goals.  The people who created the goals of the schools included 

the original founders of the charter schools, leadership teams, traditional school district 

superintendents, and other corporations.  Network corporate charters and community corporate 

charters both had goals that had originally been created by the founders of the charter schools.  In 

response to a question asking who created the goals of the charter school, a network corporate 

charter school superintendent responded with:  “Our founding entity, yeah,” and a principal 

explained “So like, each individual school has a founder of their school.  And then that founder 

for the most part shapes or formulates the, the mission of that school.”  Three community 

corporate charter school administrators discussed who created their goals: 

A superintendent/principal said:  I did.  I started this. 

A principal explained: Three cofounders of the school. 

Another principal stated: Well it was initially created by the founder, but it’s been refined 

throughout the time that we’ve been here.  . 
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Community corporate charters commonly had leadership teams that developed the goals the 

charter schools.  When asked about who created charter schools, several community corporate 

charter administrators explained:  

A principal said: We create and collaborate together as principals, but that’s just creating 

it. 

A principal explained: So, across the board, we collaborate together.  I pull my leadership 

team together. 

Another principal stated: As a team our whole district and what there was probably—and 

our Board—school board, our superintendent, a lot of people from the corporate office, 

and the principals, and even students from the higher levels, because we do have another 

charter school that goes up to 12th grade that’s associated with us.  We went together and 

had a strategic planning, and we came up with the mission statement.  We came up with 

all the goals.  Then we broke out and had all the teachers involved, and so really it was a 

district-wide through, you know, all the stakeholders. 

Intergovernmental charters used goals derived from their fiscal sources.  Traditional 

school districts are able to develop goals for campus charters because these charters rely on the 

school district to distribute funds and provide facilities for their campuses.  Charters also partner 

with other for-profit businesses that can guide the goals of the schools.  For example, one 

intergovernmental charter school principal said, “We are partnered with a for-profit 

corporation….So, we are actually at the mercy in some respect of the financial decisions that 

they make . . . ” When asked about who created their goals in intergovernmental charters, two 
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principals said, “It was created by the superintendent,” and “We try to be a good neighbor in the 

community, but we are, we act under [the district] and we are aligned with the district initiative.” 

Rational decision making involves the use of goals to make choices. Administrators in 

charters create the goals themselves or utilize existing goals when choosing students to target for 

enrollment. Network corporate charters focus on preparing students college which can explain 

why they spent more, on average, in all five years of the study in accelerated education. 

Community corporate charters focus goals on individual students and they spend more on social 

work in most years than the other charters. Intergovernmental charters focus goals on at-risk and 

alternative programs for students which can elucidate why they spend more, on average, in each 

year for the students with disabilities and ESL/bilingual programs. Utilizing goals in charters can 

be exclusionary to students because administrators may restrict enrollment of students that they 

perceive may not meet the academic or behavioral criteria of the goal of their charter.  

Strategizing To Attract Students in Charters 

Administrators used multiple strategies for their charter. Each charter group utilized 

unique strategies when attracting students.  They also chose their main points of differentiation 

in strategizing how to better serve students.  The three groups of schools also for students.  

Charters used several methods to select students, including targeted-enrollment practices.  

Administrators in the three groups also discussed collaborating within their charters and the need 

to collaborate with other charters. 

Choosing how charters could better serve students.  Once the goals had been created 

and the schools had been established, administrators began to see how their charters could better 

serve students.  For network corporate charters, administrators saw their ability to focus on 
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academics and maintain a small instructional environment as their main benefits.  In community 

corporate charters, a tailored focus on developing relationships for individual student success 

was seen as the main point of differentiation.  Intergovernmental charters focused on 

underserved and at-risk populations that did not have success in a traditional school setting.   

Network corporate charters were able to focus on academics by having longer school 

years, including all grades in the charter school, having small campuses, and creating academic 

and character expectations that helped made the school feel safe for the students.  Network 

charter school administrators mentioned the following about their schools:  

A director said: We have a longer school year. 

A superintendent stated: And because ours are pre-K through 12th grade, we’re one-stop 

shopping. 

A principal posited: …that they’re in a smaller environment to feel successful 

A second principal explained: So, most charter schools are small-scale so they can 

personalize the instruction 

Another director clarified: Yes, I mean, I think just the expectations with academics and 

character. 

A third principal stated: And I think it’s safer and a better environment. 

A fourth principal said: It’s a safe school. 

Community corporate charters focused on being able to develop a relationship for 

individual student success.  This included working with parents, staying small for individual-
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student instruction, and being able to set expectation for teachers in a way that traditional schools 

have been unable to do.  Community corporate school administrators remarked: 

A principal stated: The reason the parents bring them to our school is because we are 

small, and we can provide more of a one-on-one assistance to the students and more 

chance of them being successful and becoming a graduate and entering society with some 

skills. 

Another principal said: I think they can to a certain extent, and I—it may be because of 

the type of children that come to us, which seems to be—if the students come to us, their 

parents are wanting to be more involved, because it’s a school of choice. 

An associate principal explained: And so, we’re able to like, have a more personal 

relationship with them 

A superintendent/principal posited: Well, first off, we’re small. 

A third principal explained: I think the one thing that has really helped our school be very 

successful is we are a small school. 

A fourth principal said: I think, you know, we’re really tailored to individual students and 

individualized education, and I think every school could do that. 

A fifth principal stated: We try to—it depends, you know—make sure that that individual 

child’s needs are met. 
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A sixth principal described:. . . freedom to build our own faculties and to set expectations 

for our faculties in ways that are difficult for principals and school leaders in more 

traditional settings to do. 

A seventh principal said: Our teachers are really pretty much given—they know what our 

expectations are and what our goals are to be met every year.  And they’re given the 

liberty to really pretty much run their classrooms the way they need to be ran to help their 

students be successful in learning. 

Intergovernmental charters focused on underserved and at-risk populations that did not have 

success in a traditional school setting.  Intergovernmental charter school administrators said the 

following about how their charters could better serve students:  

A principal stated: We get those kids in here a lot because they’re not making it in 

traditional schools. 

Another principal explained: Like, for ours, it’s getting underrepresented kids ready to be 

successful at a university . . . 

A third principal described: . . . it’s an accelerated program; and the kids can gain credits 

twice as fast as they can in a regular school.  In addition, they have evening hours and 

Saturdays to accommodate the needs of many of these students who have families of their 

own. 

A superintendent said: So when a charter school is creating that kind of very unique 

educational setting, I think they really serve an important purpose and they oftentimes 

serve kids who wouldn’t get services otherwise. 



 95 

A fourth principal said: And with those students, I look at them and those that graduate 

and enroll in college after being out of school for two or three years, this is just 

awesome—great. 

A fifth principal described: If they drop out three times, they’re always counted against 

the school as a dropout . . . we’ve graduated around in excess of 600 kids that would 

otherwise would not have a diploma. 

It is rational for different types of charters to have a strategic focus for their schools. The 

three groups of charters had several approaches to serving students. Network corporate charter 

schools directed their differences toward academic success and a longer school year. This could 

explain why they have higher accelerated expenditures than the other two types of charters. 

Community corporate charters focused on the students as individuals. A community corporate 

principal discussed this as “individualized education.” Intergovernmental charters concentrated 

their efforts toward students as groups such as underserved or at-risk populations of students. 

Administrators in intergovernmental schools also discussed the need for alternative forms of 

education to help students graduate. However, as charters try to enroll students, they face 

competition from other schools.  

Competition among schools.  As more businesses enter the marketplace, competition for 

customers will increase.  Administrators in both traditional and charter schools are competing for 

high-performing students.  These quotes represented the full range of the opinions of 

administrators. Competition causes animosity, and some traditional school administrators have 

not been treating their charter school counterparts as equals because they are not being funded 

equally.Administrators also said that they were aware that other schools saw them as competition 

and that schools were competing for students.  One network corporate charter principal posited 

the following about her experience with people from ISDs: 
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The people in the ISDs, in the traditional ISDs, don’t like charter schools.  Isn’t that 

crazy?  It’s like the stepchild, yes.  But when you look at the service that we provide, it’s 

a great, and it should be a great partnership, and that’s not happening.   

Another community corporate charter school principal commented: 

As for competition, I don’t know that would be what I would say.  I would say a lot of 

times the traditional schools look down on charter schools because they just don’t feel 

like—because a lot of charter schools are not opened by educators.  They’re opened by 

just regular people: parents or community people. 

So, I think they don’t really know, and they tend to want—if people don’t know about 

someone, they’re scared to say something positive about them.  Such as, we’ve had the 

public school, some of them, tell other people that our schools weren’t accredited, so that 

if their child went to high school at a charter school, they wouldn’t—their credits would 

not transfer to a university, which is incorrect. 

One community corporate principal pointed out: 

Oh, without a doubt.  Well, we are in competition for the students. 

Certainly our biggest—kids who don’t come to us, the vast majority of them go to their 

traditional zoned public school.  Now, the most—the highest-achieving kids in [the city], 

especially in neighborhoods of need, have for decades seen the [traditional-school] 

magnet program as their way out, because—that’s not their way out of [the school 

district], but it’s their way out of failing local schools.  \ So, we definitely are competing.  

I would say mostly against [the school districts], but I’d say yes.  There are some aspects 
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of KIPP and [the community corporate charter school], you know, sort of targeting the 

same audience, and so there are probably some families who are deciding between KIPP 

and [the community corporate charter school]. 

Another community charter school principal stated that:  

. . . I’m in competition for students for school district so I have to up my level of 

education and the education I’m providing the kids.  I have to up the level of services I’m 

providing the kids in order to be able to compete.   

Oh, absolutely, absolutely they do [see our school as competition]…In fact, [the city] has 

enacted laws, different types of laws that limit, like charter schools have to have an SUP.  

No one else has to.  The traditional school districts is grandfathered in for portables, 

they’re grandfathered in for new building, and private schools don’t have to go through 

an SUP process, but charter schools are buried in red tape when it comes to buying 

buildings, when it comes to expanding.  So they work their city to try to limit us, 

absolutely. 

An intergovernmental principal said the following about other charters and competition: “Well, I 

think they’re [open-enrollment charters are] always competition, but they’re not really open 

enrollment because they only choose the ones they want to take.” 

 There is a limited “supply” of students and the charters are competing for enrollment 

Charter school administrators utilized rational decision making in the selection of students for 

their charters. Some of these selection practices were exclusionary to students who may not fit 

the criteria that the charter school administrators have decided and set up obstacles for 

enrollment. 
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Student selection in charters.  Rational decision making among charter school 

administrators leads to student selection.  There are several forms of student selection, including 

the initial targeted enrollment of students, withholding or providing bus services, using lotteries 

and waiting lists for enrollment, and using contracts and compacts for compliance at the time of 

enrollment.    

Targeted enrollment.  Targeted enrollment strategies included targeted mailings, word of 

mouth, and feeder systems.  Some mailings from charters are only in English, which may inhibit 

ELL students from attending the charters.  Some charters also used word of mouth and feeder 

systems to target high-achieving students.  When discussing targeted student enrollment, one 

network corporate charter school principal commented, “We do flyers, mail-outs to the mailing 

addresses near our schools.”  Another network corporate charter school superintendent added: “. 

. . we sent them [the ISD] an open-records request, and we asked for all the names of the kids 

there.  And we sent out flyers to all of them.”  An intergovernmental charter principal explained 

how she targeted specific students, saying, “. . . we sent out letters, and I sent out 8,600 and 

something letters—8,626, to be exact.  And those are from the last three years—three years of 

dropouts.” 

When sending out these flyers, several administrators admitted to only sending them out 

in English.  One community corporate school superintendent/principal said the following about 

which language they use for these flyers: “In English, because we were only going to teach 

English.  We’re not a bilingual school here.  So, we were only going to teach in English.” 

Another intergovernmental charter school principal also discussed why the school just sends 

mailings in English.  She remarked:  “Here?  English.  We don’t have—when we get to high 

school, they no longer have Spanish unless it’s just as an elective.  It’s not a bilingual.”   

Charter administrators also used word of mouth, once the school had been established.  

One network corporate charter school principal said the following about that school’s enrollment 
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practices: “Students?  Well, we don’t have to do a whole lot.  We’re—I think we’re pretty 

fortunate.  Word of mouth seems to be working so far for us.”  Several community corporate 

administrators also discussed using word of mouth.  They described their use of it as follows: 

A superintendent/principal said: Well, in the beginning, we sent out direct mailings 

addressed to the students. . . .  But now, it’s just word of mouth.  We haven’t had to 

advertise for our last couple of years at all. 

A principal explained: We have a very low turnover rate, and word of mouth brings 

students to the door. 

Another principal stated: I don’t.  I don’t recruit students at all.  We have a word of 

mouth.  I put a sign out that says “Now Enrolling,” and they line up at my door. 

Several administrators discussed recruiting higher achieving students.  One community 

corporate charter principal said the following about their enrollment:  “I’m a recognized campus.  

I think it’s another school down the street; they’re feeding me.  They’re a recognized campus.  

The campus across the town—they’re a recognized campus.”  Another community corporate 

charter principal discussed issues about using traditional ISD teachers to refer students to the 

charter school who could have attended the ISD’s magnet schools.  He explained: 

. . . we also try hard to get the fifth-grade teachers in the local elementary schools, since 

we start with sixth grade, to be aware of us, because—well, for two reasons.  One, they’re 

really invested in and have access to the future of the kids whom they serve.  And 

secondly, because parents already trust them in a way that they might not trust a flyer 

that’s up on the wall of a washateria.  So, we’ve found some success with that.  It was 

actually harder in the second year than in the first to do that, because the schools caught 
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wind of us, and they kind of cut us out from distributing information through fifth-grade 

teachers.  So, we have to be a little more creative now, because we’re on the radar screen 

of [the traditional ISD].  And, so, [the traditional ISD] is now sort of more proactively 

keeping information about us away from families.  So that the families don’t choose to 

leave [the traditional ISD]. 

One intergovernmental charter school principal discussed which academic group she wanted to 

recruit.  She commented, “So, we’re kind of looking at that middle group that are basically 

average kids, and we push them hard and provide lots of support to get them ready for college 

classes.” 

Several administrators discussed enrollment through self-selection.  Some of the schools 

displayed their academic requirements when they were going to enroll.  Another discussed not 

providing Spanish-speaking ELL teachers.  One network corporate charter school director, when 

shown the academic standards, said, “There has been certain—there have been families that this 

isn’t the right fit for them.”  One intergovernmental charter school principal discussed the 

academic skimming of students in network corporate charters.  She complained:  

We’re talking about places like KIPP and YES and any of those charters.  Most of them 

are not doing any better than public education, except they choose their students.  For 

instance, out of KIPP and YES, I get—when they want to get rid of the kids because 

they’re not doing well, they send them back to the public schools.  Public schools don’t 

have anywhere to send them.  They have to serve everybody, which is what I think 

should happen. 

Another network corporate charter school teacher explained that the school did not have a 

Spanish-speaking ESL teacher.  He commented:  
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The south campus had a woman, and she didn’t speak Spanish.  She was just like—

Anyway, and then my three years at [the network charter school] it was always a Turkish 

person usually. I don’t know if they were certified or what.  Generally, I didn’t see a lot 

going on as far as helping out the English-language learners. 

Once students had enrolled at the school, the charter had a disciplinary code that could quickly 

weed out low performers.  He said: 

Also, we would get rid of kids.  We had a very strict disciplinary code.  We had what 

were called discipline point system, or DPS, and so any little infraction, it had like a 

point.  ….  If you get more than 75, you get kicked out of the school.  So, basically, kids 

got kicked out very quickly.  Like your kind of problem students, the kids fool around too 

much—very quickly, they were removed from the class.  And so, you would see student-

attrition rate is pretty high, and you would see classes shrink very quickly as the year 

progressed.  So, really what we’re doing is we’re getting rid of those kids who are like a 

problem, you know.  And then most of the kids who have behavior problems, they also 

have academic problems, you know.…Like kind of get the kids who will succeed, and 

they keep those kids, and then they kind of, you know—the kids who don’t make it 

through get sent back to the public schools very quickly. 

Another community corporate school principal discussed not accepting bilingual 

students.  The principal remarked: “Well, really we don’t take bilingual students.  We don’t have 

bilingual students here.  You know, our teachers are ESL certified, but we don’t have a bilingual 

population.”  Several intergovernmental charter school administrators discussed issues with 

bilingual students.  One intergovernmental charter school principal said:  
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Since our program is all online, and it is in English, it’s not really geared for those who 

can’t read and understand English well….  So if a student is really bilingual and needs 

bilingual services, the online program is not appropriate for them. 

Another intergovernmental charter school principal said:  

We don’t have a bilingual program, and our school was never designed as such.  We do 

have [a] special education student, but again, realistically, they have to fit within the 

realm of can we get them ready, because they do have to pass the [college placement] 

test: reading, writing and math. 

A network corporate teacher also discussed not having any children with an extreme disability.  

He explained:  

I don’t know if those kids just don’t apply or if there is a way that they can avoid taking 

those kids, because they are technically public, so I’m not sure why we don’t have them, 

but we never had them. 

A community corporate charter school superintendent/principal discussed the percentage of 

students with disabilities that a school should have.  He asserted:  

So, I guess even—say on average, I guess, about 10% of your population should be 

special needs.  So, for a school like ours, we’re at 250 now.  We should have 25.  So, if 

you have a lot less than that, then either you’re probably screening your kids or you’re 

trying to weed out those kids . . . 

It is clear from the interviews that administrators in charters are using screening practices 

to keep students from enrolling in their charters. Practices such as purposely designing programs 

to exclude bilingual students are exclusionary for ELL students and using academic screening is 
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exclusionary for students with disabilities. Another practice that was commonly utilized in most 

of the charters was to limit or not provide busing for students. Students that could not afford 

transportation to the school, low-SES students, would not be able to enroll. 

Busing.  All three groups of charters had schools that providing limited or no busing 

services to their charter schools.  This filtered out some students through self-selection.  One 

network corporate charter school teachers commented, “Generally, I think, there’s a kind of self-

selection process within the charter schools.  Like, because we didn’t have a bus system.  There’s 

no, you know.  It’s like your parents have to bring you . . .” A network corporate charter school 

director added, “We do not have any buses whatsoever.  So, the parents drop off or walk.  

They’ll bring their scholars to [the network charter school] and they’ll pick them up every day.”  

One network corporate charter school principal provided limited reimbursement for 

transportation.  The principal said: 

. . .we don’t have a lot of expenditure on transportation because we do not have buses.  

We don’t transport our kids.  We have a partnership with the mass transit and we give 

kids a little—what we call a Q Card where they—you download the cost for them to ride 

from home to school. 

Some of the community corporate schools also provided limited transportation services.  One 

community corporate school superintendent/principal commented:  

No.  We don’t do transportation here.  We—well, from the school’s inception, we—the 

parents drop off and pick up.  So instead of spending all that money on the busing, 

because from my understanding the transportation costs don’t cover what you have to do 

anyway. 
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Another community corporate charter school administrator also explained that the parents were 

required to transport students.  The principal added, “We don’t transport students.  We require 

parents to transport students.” 

One community corporate charter school principal discussed using a van to transport 

students to another campus charter once they had arrived at school.  He said: 

And just to make sure that they can possibly come to this school, we’re providing 

transportation for those students that come in, in those two grades that are full, a chance 

to go to another campus of ours. . . .  So right now, we’re transporting about six students 

in grade six and/or nine up to the [other campus], so. 

Multiple intergovernmental charters also had issues with providing transportation.  One 

intergovernmental school principal said, “We don’t do buses.”  Another intergovernmental 

principal explained why her school did not provide bus services.  She commented:  

Since our district doesn’t provide transportation, and the reality is we’re dealing with kids 

with very limited resources.  We’re looking for kids that live probably within five miles 

of the school, because their parents have to agree to bring them to school every day. 

Charters that do not provide busing services could be exclusionary to students who are 

economically disadvantaged and have families that cannot afford to have a car to drive the 

students to school every day. Another student screening practice is the use of lotteries and 

waitlists. Charter school can decide how many students they want to admit and that is a barrier 

for some students who want to enroll in charters.  

Lotteries and waiting lists.  Charter schools can choose how many students they are 

going to enroll in any given year, so some use enrollment lotteries and waiting lists to select 

students.  Many network corporate charters had lotteries, while the smaller community corporate 
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charters and an intergovernmental charter used waiting lists for student enrollment.  With 

network corporate charters, large waiting lists were not uncommon, because there was a large 

demand from students to be enrolled in the charter.  One network corporate charter principal 

said, “So, I currently have around eight or nine hundred on my waiting list right now. . . .  Our 

waiting list is computerized.  So, it’s a, you know, definitely nonbiased system that just 

automatically generates when we do the lottery.”  A network corporate charter superintendent 

remarked: 

We are—we do have the lottery program, when it goes into effect.  Last year, we grew 

600 students at the [network corporate charter school] campus, and we doubled our 

[network corporate charter school enrollment] this next year, and that was purely in 

response to the cuts from the state. 

One network charter school teacher pointed out that there had been complaints about the lottery 

system: 

Yeah.  And they did it by lottery, like, because they always had more students than spots 

available.  So then they went to the lottery system, and now they have a lottery . . . I 

mean, from complaints I heard, because they would ask for, like, kids’ transcripts and 

things like that.  And generally, from what I know, you’re not supposed to, but they 

would say it was just for grade-level basis.  But some people would complain that they 

were picking kids, because they would ask for, like, if there were behavioral issues at 

your old school and that kind of thing. 

Many community corporate charters usually used waitlists and only used lotteries on an 

as-needed basis.  One community corporate charter school superintendent/principal explained:  
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“There’s a waiting list for getting into the classrooms.  We—our enrollment is January and 

February, and then we have a lottery on March first if needed.” 

Other community corporate charter school administrators mentioned lotteries and waiting 

lists: 

A principal said: Well, we do have a lottery, but the reality is because we’re a new 

school, we aren’t full at the first lottery that we hold in the year.  So, anyone who enters 

by the first lottery . . . cutoff has been admitted because we have—we haven’t had more 

kids than spaces. 

Another principal stated: We don’t have a lottery, but I do have a waiting list. 

A third principal explained: We—we actually do have a waiting list. 

A fourth principal posited: There’s a lot of caring people here, and I think that’s, you 

know, evidence to the fact that we have a huge waitlist, and we have parents beating our 

door down, you know, and we don’t have to market. 

An intergovernmental charter school principal explained how her school used waiting lists in the 

student selection process.  She said, “We do have a waiting list.  We’re a rolling admission, 

which means we start taking kids in…kids that are qualified we take in the first 125 or so, 

everybody else has to go on a waiting list.” 

 Network charter schools were the most likely to use lotteries to select students. 

Sometimes they have hundreds of more students applying than they are able to enroll. Network 

charter school administrators discussed the need for more facility funding from the state to 

increase their capacity. Community corporate charter administrators used waiting lists and enroll 

students during a specific time period. Intergovernmental charters were also limited by capacity 



 107 

issues. What made the intergovernmental charters different? Before students were allowed to 

enter most of the network and community corporate charters, parents were asked to sign 

compacts and contracts— sometimes known as “enrollment” forms. 

Contracts and compacts.  Charter schools also use contracts or compacts to select 

students to enroll.  The contracts and contracts screen students by outlining the charter’s 

expectations of students and parents when enrolling at the school.  All three types of charters had 

schools that used contracts or compacts.  A network corporate school principal described their 

compacts: 

So, with Title 1 schools, we are required as a Title 1 school to have compacts, and that’s 

different. . . .  A compact under the Title 1 law is different.  It’s a partnership.  These are 

the expectations of a student.  These are the expectations of the school, and these are the 

expectations of the parents.  And it’s kind of just, this is a clear understanding of what it 

is that we need to do. 

Community corporate charters also used contracts or compacts.  A community corporate charter 

principal explained the school’s use of compacts.  She explained, “Yes we do [have a compact].  

And it just outlines what the school is responsible for, what we expect the parents to do and what 

we expect the students to do.” 

Another community corporate charter principal explained how he used contracts to 

screen students for academic performance and behavioral problems.  He said:  

You know, it shows it in TREKS that you came from a school with all them behavioral 

problems.  I’ll sit down.  I’ll go over yours.  I’ll talk to your parents or whoever the 

guardian is.  I set up a contract right then.  You’re coming in here with some major 

behavioral problems.  I’m looking at your grades, and I’m kind of weighing out the good 
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and the bad, and I’ll tell them what I’m going to do about getting the grades where they 

need to be.  Or if they’ve got good grades, I just need to talk about their behavior.  But if 

it’s an attendance contract—attendance—and if you have bad attendance, I do it.  If you 

have behavior, I do it.  But we have contracts that we put together for that and hold you 

to it.  So, if the parents sign it, we’re going to hold them to that contract.  So, they already 

know.  So, that’s where you get the parent involved, you know, in getting their kid where 

they need to come. 

A community corporate charter school superintendent/principal explained his experience using 

contracts that a problem with having to enforce the contracts.  He remarked: 

No.  No.  I—we did that the first year, but I stopped doing that, because you can’t hold 

them to it.  I guess you could, but then you have to kick out the student for what the 

parent did, and I have a hard time with that.  So, no.  I don’t do contracts, because I can’t 

enforce the contracts.  It sounds like a great idea, but what are you really going to do if 

the parents don’t cooperate.  So, I just—I don’t do that anymore. 

Network and community corporate charters school administrators used compacts and 

contracts in choosing student enrollment. These contracts can be exclusionary to students with 

academic and/or behavioral problems. Administrators collaborated in their decision making with 

other people groups such as people within their own organization, external stakeholders and 

between schools. 

Collaboration.  Administrators in charters collaborated in decision making.  

Collaboration occurred on several levels.  The first level was within the charter organization.  

The second was collaborating with external stakeholders.  The last type of collaboration was 
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between schools to determine best practices for students.  The first level of collaboration was 

within the organization.  One network charter school director asserted:   

So, I’ve been—this is my third year as the primary director of [the network charter 

school], and I’m also this year—starting this year the lead director of [the network charter 

school], which basically means that I facilitate collaboration between the three directors 

and our ESL Coordinator, our special ed coordinator, and our office coordinator.  They 

report to me. 

Community charters also engaged in this type of collaboration.  A community corporate 

charter school principal explained how he collaborated: “Even at the campus level, I usually—

unless I just have to, I involve my team members, my leadership or other teachers in the 

decision-making process.” 

The second level of collaboration was to also involve external stakeholders in decision 

making.  One community corporate school principal stated: 

We went together and had a strategic planning, and we came up with the mission 

statement.  We came up with all the goals.  Then we broke out and had all the teachers 

involved, and so really it was a district-wide through, you know, all the stakeholders. 

Another community corporate school associate principal explained: 

. . . I think it’s going to really have to take a collaborative effort on everybody’s part.  

And I think charter schools probably need time to see what’s working, instead of just 

kind of keep doing the same old thing and things are not working.  And getting a team of 

people to help make a decision, opposed to getting one or two people.  And when you do 

find that, if you hear buy in from the team, you get better results from everybody else. 
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An intergovernmental charter school principal discussed challenges in collaborating with 

external partners.  She explained: 

Probably the biggest challenge is making sure that we are serving our students, number 

one, but serving both partners, and making time to ensure that we are meeting all the 

requirements, both for the kids’ high school graduation and also the fulfilling of the 

associate’s degree, and then there is also, of course, trying to work with department 

chairs as curriculums change on both sides to ensure that all the students’ needs are being 

met…. 

The last type of collaboration was between schools to determine best practices for 

students.  Community corporate charter school administrators were the most concerned about 

collaborating with other schools and charters.  One community corporate charter school principal 

remarked: 

. . . we’re all here to help educate kids and make kids successful.  So I’m hoping, you 

know, we try to talk with schools in our area and other districts and other charters in our 

area as much as we can to try to say, hey, let’s work together, let’s move in the right 

direction, because it really truly is about the children; it’s not about anything else.  It’s 

about the kids, and it’s about giving them the education that each and every child 

deserves. 

Another community corporate charter school principal also discussed this issue.  He explained: 

What—not just what freedoms being a charter school gives to its school leader or to a 

charter management organization, but in the most successful charter program, what are 

those school leaders doing with those freedoms?  ...  And if some of the schools are doing 
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that in the state and in the city are charter schools, then let’s not make a huge deal of the 

fact that they’re charter schools.  Let’s figure out what they’re doing right, and if the 

thing they’re doing right is something that is connected to their charter school status, then 

that should be a vindication of that, and we should try to do that more.   

 Strategizing in charters is part of rational decision-making that can affect the strategies of 

administrators. For example, the use of contracts or compacts would indicate how Simon’s 

rationality (1957)  period of hesitation must precede “choice.” Charter administrators can use 

compacts to convey expectation to parents and students as a screening tool prior to being 

admitted to the school. Network corporate and community corporate charters are allowed to use 

compacts for their schools, however administrators have the ability to decide whether or not to 

enforce them. The decision making power of administrators in intergovernmental charter is 

considerably weaker because they enroll students as directed by their district superintendent or 

institution. This screening process could affect students being able to enroll at the school because 

some charters can exclude students with a history of discipline problems. Also, when the 

marketing materials and contracts are in English instead of multiple languages, purposeful or 

indiscriminate screening of ELLs can occur due to the language barrier. 

Fiscal Issues in Charters 

There are several fiscal issues that charter schools face.  Many charters do not believe 

that they receive adequate funding for students or facilities.  Some charters are seeking to make a 

profit/increasing net assets.  Administrators understand there is disparate funding and treatment 

towards charters.  Charters have difference in spending for students with disabilities and 

ESL/bilingual programs.  Charters are also facing cutbacks, having to obtain grant and external 

funding, spending money on community relations, needing additional funds and teacher quality 

issues. 
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Adequate funding.  I asked administrators whether they thought that they were receiving 

adequate funding for students from the state.  They discussed several themes about funding that 

concerned them, including having to find outside fiscal resources, waiting to collect the funding, 

and trying to provide resources for their classrooms. 

One network charter school principal commented: 

No.  No.  That’s why we—we—remember I told you we don’t collect.  We only collect 

on ADA, on the average daily attendance.  So, for facilities, for example, we have no 

money for facilities.  So, that’s the money that the—the corporate office raises from [a 

501 (c)(3) organization] for facilities, for example. 

One intergovernmental school principal explained that their educational partner had had to take 

over their deficit.  She said, “At this point, I think we’ve been very careful at setting things in 

place and utilizing the resources available to us through our partnerships.  A lot of our funding 

deficits are taken over by [an external educational partner].” 

Collecting funding for students was also an adequacy issue for several administrators.  A 

network charter school principal discussed not receiving funding for students who are absent 

from school.  She explained, “. . . we only collect on the average daily attendance, their ADA for 

the students.  So, if the student is not here in school, then we don’t get paid.  We don’t get paid 

from the state.”  One community charter school superintendent/principal discussed the financial 

strain of waiting for funding.  He mentioned:  

It was either tedious or way overdue, and actually I’ve heard a lot worst story about that.  

I’ve heard a story that in June they hadn’t got money.  But, yeah, I kept waiting for that 

money to come in, and I needed something.  So, I was maxing out my personal credit 

cards and taking out loans . . . and yeah, it was a good day when that money finally came 



 113 

in, because you need that money to get going.  It takes you a while to get a school started 

up. 

An intergovernmental charter principal discussed how it was hard to get funding for 

students with disabilities.  She pointed out:  

.  We, as a campus, have been in the hole.  We’ve been—we had to lay off people.  We 

actually have laid off four: two teachers and two aides.  Last year, we laid off—it wasn’t 

a layoff.  Last year, it was by attrition.  But this year, it’s an actual laying off, because 

we—you know, part of it is because we have less students.  And also another thing, that 

because they haven’t changed the general funding, that hurts us also.  But, we have less 

special education students because of the changes in IDEA.  And it just means there are 

less kids identified coming into us.  And, for—in this particular case, they’re here such a 

short time, that sometimes it’s hard to get the funding to catch up with them. 

Funding adequacy, for many administrators, involved getting enough resources for their 

students.  One network charter school director discussed not getting enough funding.  The 

administrator said: 

We are—our funding has been cut and then cut and then cut again.  And, so, I definitely 

think that there’s not enough money spent on education as a whole in the nation.  Texas is 

no different.  We—let’s just put it this way.  We could use a lot more money. 

Another network charter administrator discussed not having enough money for teacher wages.  

The principal posited, “But when the state starts cutting funds, it hurts charter schools.  Like, our 

charter school does not pay the teachers competitive wages.” 
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A network administrator explained that the school needed more money for computers.  The 

principal explained:  

The state does not provide everything that our teachers need and that our students need.  

We used to—teachers would adopt a certain set of textbook series, and the state would 

provide textbooks for those students.  And as long as that subject—well, you know, the 

adoption was current, we would get the textbooks for that.  We don’t get that anymore, 

and we’ve been told we will not be getting textbooks in the future.  Everything is going to 

be online, they’re saying.  So, you know, for a small school like us, we don’t even have a 

computer lab.  We’re lucky that we have—that each teacher has a computer.  And some 

of the computers are, you know.  We use the projectors to project and do things that way, 

but it’s not adequate.  We just, you know.  We need more. 

One charter school administrator replied to a question about whether charters receive 

adequate funding.  The principal complained: 

Well, that’s—that’s always a good question, and I don’t think you’ll find too many 

schools that will tell you, “Yes, they do.”  We were hurt when the last budget came out 

from the state because of the way they funded the schools, and charter schools especially, 

because we don’t get any of the local tax revenue that the school districts get.  So, we—

we rely heavily on state and federal funds, and when they cut those, it really put us in a 

bind, as far as making sure that we were able to do—have quality staff to meet the needs 

of our students. 

Another community corporate charter associate principal explained: 
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I think so, because what happens—what tends to happen—is sometimes we don’t get all 

the resources that we need.  So, we have to kind of, you know, do other things to actually 

make sure that our kids get what they need. 

The associate principal added: 

I think we pretty much utilize what we have of what the state gives.  I mean, definitely, 

we could always a little bit more because there is so much more.  ….  So, I feel like being 

that the No Child Left Behind law is in effect, what the state or everybody is not taking 

into consideration is the kids that are already behind: What are we doing to help bring 

them up?  So, we have to actually work a little harder to make sure that we’re grabbing 

those kids, and then we’re not losing those kids or allowing them to fall through the 

cracks due to them already being behind previously.  So, we kind of have to kind of make 

sure that everybody’s being met.  So, we do need additional funding to make sure that we 

are accommodating those students, because they may need more individualized 

instruction or more one-on-one instruction, maybe, at the school.  So, just, you know, 

providing additional services for those students—I think it’ll be beneficial. 

One community charter school associate principal assessed the need for more money for 

testing.  She remarked: 

I think so, because what happens—what tends to happen is sometimes we don’t get all 

the resources that we need.  So, we have to kind of, you know, do other things to actually 

make sure that our kids get what they need.  But if you think about it, the TESP or the, 

you know, or CSCOPE, or End-Of-Course—it hasn’t changed.  That’s going to be like 

the same.  So, we are under the same standards for, you know, where there’s TAKS and, 
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end of course, STAAR.  And then we’re not to have all the resources that we need.  Is it 

really benefitting our kids?  I mean, and I think if they provide more funding for charters 

schools, like to make sure that the resources and the things that they need in order for 

them to be successful.  If they were accessible, I think it would be a whole lot better.  I’m 

not saying we’re doing bad.  I just want it to be even better. 

A network charter school director discussed the restriction of funding requirements.  The 

administrator commented: 

… My opinion, I don’t think that there’s ever like on the on our end or on the public 

education end. If there’s ever enough funding... 

A community corporate charter school principal discussed the need for funding to be 

used in different areas of the schools.  She explained: 

. . . sometimes we get funding where it’s specialized just that we can use it one place.  ..  

So, I think if the grasp of what it was targeted for would open up a little bit, then I would 

say, “Oh, definitely, we do get enough funding.” 

Intergovernmental charters also have problems with adequate funding.  One 

intergovernmental charter school principal said:  

. . . we depend on block grants and title programs to help serve us, but, you know, when 

the legislature—I would say in the past, charter schools—or at least our charter school 

has not suffered as much with the cuts that have been made.  Or the—when the formulas 

are put out every year, it seems like we have fared fairly well.  But the last two years, 

we’ve really been hammered, and we’re beginning to catch up with all our counterparts 

in the general, you know, traditional public schools.  And we really are beginning to—it’s 
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really beginning to hurt us.  We don’t have—we don’t have equity.  We don’t do taxes.  

We don’t do buses.  We don’t do cafeterias.  We have no other revenues for us outside of 

what we have, you know, through those kinds of funding sources. 

Another intergovernmental charter school principal added, “I have a problem with the state 

cutting the funding, and I have.  You know, I think, that it appears to me that there are certain 

groups that don’t value public education.”  Intergovernmental charters also face inadequacy in 

funding because they lack building funds.  One superintendent mentioned this, saying:   

For a lot of charter schools, the issue is they don’t get funding or they can’t access 

funding, bonds and stuff, for buildings that a regular public school can do.  So that puts 

them in a disadvantage because they have to use their general operating or they have to 

borrow money at a much higher rate, which eats up what funding they get.…  The 

funding that—the cuts that the state has been making are making it much more difficult 

for us to do what we’re supposed to do.  So if we were trying to build a facility, I would 

have to say, yes we need that different kind of funding of facilities.  For us, we don’t do it 

that way right now.  But in terms of just general operating, the way the state is reducing 

the funding is becoming inadequate . . . 

Funding was an issue in all three types of charters. Charters schools are under financial 

stress because of recent $5.4 billion budget cut by the legislature. Administrator also discussed 

the fiscal strain of the lack of facility funding for charters. Administrators had to make funding 

decisions for the facilities of their charters. Facility funding expenditures were much higher in 

network and community corporate charters than intergovernmental charters who were able to use 

some existing facilities.  
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Facility funding.  Facility funding was an important issue for many charter school 

administrators.  Many administrators were upset that they did not receive this funding.  

Intergovernmental charters spent significantly less than network and community charters, on 

average, for facilities for all five years.  Many intergovernmental charters are housed in 

preexisting facilities.  Network and community corporate charters also faced obstacles in finding 

or building facilities for their schools.  One network corporate school superintendent commented, 

“I think that charter schools are—don’t get facility funding, and I think that’s really where we 

could do better, if you’re talking about a funding question.  Charter schools aren’t funded 

correctly because we don’t get that facility funding.”  Another network corporate charter 

discussed having funds for facilities.  The principal posited, “We only collect on ADA, on the 

average daily attendance.  So, for facilities, for example, we have no money for facilities.” 

A network corporate charter school teacher also discussed the problems with being 

located in a non-traditional school building.  He said:  

Like my school at [the network charter school] was in an old run-down church.  There 

were all kinds of building problems.  Sometimes the septic system would back up, and, 

like, it was overcrowded, and you’re freezing in one room and sweating in another, so. 

Another network charter school superintendent discussed her desperate need for facility funding.  

She remarked:  

I would tell them I would need money to build facilities.  I need money for facilities.  I’m 

in a building project right now, and I don’t want to go through another bond.  

A community corporate charter school superintendent/principal discussed trying to rent a 

space for a charter school.  He pointed out:  
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Well, a lot of people don’t want our—well, first off, we’re a small school.  We can’t buy 

anything yet.  We don’t have the credit to buy anything.  So, at this point, still we can 

only lease something.  And a lot of these—a lot of people don’t really want to lease to 

charter schools.  Around here, there is a lot of office and warehouse spaces that they’re 

definitely trying to rent out these.  And when you say you’re a charter school, they think 

you’re going to come in here and mess up their building while you’re leasing.  Or you’re 

going to have vagrants and vandalism and that kind of stuff.  So, most people actually, 

when you say charter school, they won’t even give you a call back. 

Another community charter school principal discussed the differences in buildings that are 

caused by the funding inequality.  The administrator explained:  

I sure wish they’d change that, but we certainly have found ways to make do.  We 

operate on a much leaner scale.  I mean, when I see a new [traditional urban school 

district] building go up, as there is one in the neighborhood where I live, it’s palatial.  It 

looks like a shopping mall.  It’s super fancy, and it’s too—I mean, we’ll never have 

schools like that.  My school is in an old DHL shipping hub.  It’s a low, you know, 

concrete warehouse building… 

A community corporate charter school administrator also discussed having to renovate 

buildings into campuses.  The principal said: 

Because too many times in other charter schools, the schools that they, or the campuses 

that they have are in buildings that aren’t really designed for school. 

Another community corporate charter administrator commented on the issue of funding new 

buildings.  The principal commented: 
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You know, we’ve been trying to build a building.  We want a secondary building on our 

campus.  We have room for it, but it’s very difficult to get anybody to fund it, because 

you’re a charter school…I know when charter schools first opened, there were a lot of 

schools that closed because of financial issues, because we were extremely underfunded 

at that point.  The state has since raised the funding slowly.  They slowly began to raise 

the funds, and we had more funds to operate on.  I know back in the late nineties, the 

charter schools were extremely underfunded.  They got a lot, lot less than the district 

schools did.  It’s getting better, but it’s not there yet. 

A network corporate charter school superintendent discussed making a school out of a 

former warehouse.  The administrator remarked: 

Yeah.  Well, originally, the sponsoring entity was a church because it started back when 

Bush had the sectarian-based, you know, schools; but the church was in a furniture store.  

….  Then there’s another building that we had that was a tire warehouse that was like on 

the corner.  And we went in and we tore that out, and it has made it.  You know, it’s all 

classrooms.  So, it’s like a big giant square building. 

A network corporate principal explained the ways that a church facility was conducive to a good 

school environment.  She said: 

I’ve asked that, you know.  Would it be easier if we had, you know?  Like, you know, 

there is always a little strip mall that’s vacant somewhere.  But, I’ve always been told 

that, you know, a church because of the way it’s set up, it’s like a good setup to move 

into without a lot of renovations because usually there are adequate bathrooms.  Whereas 

something like a strip mall, there is maybe like only one restroom per store.   
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Another network principal discussed the problems with having a charter located in an existing 

church.  She commented: 

We have to be careful what we put up on the walls.  They’re very specific here.  They 

don’t want anything that’s—well, for instance, last year during the month of October, we 

had our Hispanic heritage celebration and month.  One of the teachers—the church didn’t 

like that they put up a bulletin board that had decorations from the Day of the Dead.  

They didn’t want that.  ….  We’re clearly separation of church and state, but I think the 

fact that it’s small and it has a private-school feel to it, you know, sometimes they don’t 

understand.  We’ve got a pretty good relationship with the pastor in the church.  They 

work with us, but, you know, occasionally like I said.  Last year I couldn’t, you know.  

I’m trying to explain that this was Hispanic heritage.  That it was not devil-worshiping or 

anything like that.  They didn’t go along with that.  So, you know, we took the bulletin 

board down.  But, other than that, you know, things are fine. 

A community corporate school principal discussed the charter’s old buildings.  The administrator 

explained:  

Well, we don’t get facilities funding as a charter school, and that is the hardest part, I 

think…Our facilities are old, and we’re constantly renovating and trying to upgrade, but I 

never have enough space…. 

Network and community corporate charter administrators clearly had problems with 

facilities and funding. Utilizing existing facilities could even be exclusionary to students with 

extreme disabilities because the facilities that the administrators decide to use or have access to 

may not have wheelchair access or a separate resource room. Even though public schools are 
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meant to focus on education, some charter school administrators were looking to make a profit or 

increase their net assets —which meant that appropriate facilities were out of reach financially. 

Profit/increasing net assets.  An increase in net assets in charter schools is often referred 

to as a profit.  Administrators in both network and community corporate charters discussed 

schools that sought to make a profit.  They are after all, corporations.  One network corporate 

charter superintendent commented, “I know of charters that aren’t necessarily corporate charters 

that if they don’t make 25%, you know, off their monies . . . then they feel like it’s a failure.”  

The superintendent said that, “. . . More of the corporate charters are more in for profit . . .” A 

community corporate charter school superintendent/principal remarked:  “I feel like our school is 

run as a business.  Only the point is that you—there’s a profit.”  He also explained: 

. . . are some charter schools are running at a profit?  I guess . . . I kind of speak to what 

we do over here, but I do know that there is these—there are these lobbies; there are these 

parent holding companies.  And there are some for-profit things that skim off the top, and 

I’m sure, unfortunately, that that’s a part of it. 

In charters some administrators are seeking to make a “profit” or increase their net assets. 

This can be exclusionary to students with extreme disabilities that cost more, sometimes 

substantially, to accommodate in a school. Administrators were also aware that they were 

receiving less funding than their traditional urban peers for special education. 

Less funding than traditional school districts.  Many administrators were upset that 

they did not receive the same amount of funding as traditional school districts.  One community 

corporate school administrator discussed the inequality in funding.  The associate principal said: 

And in the funding part of it, kind of—and I don’t want to say this, like, to be harsh.  But 

provide, like, those same opportunities that you’re providing, you know, students in, you 

know, in the bigger districts.  Because, I think, sometimes people in charter schools kind 
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of get pushed aside where they’re not doing certain things.  But provide those 

opportunities, and make sure that people know that this is a partnership.  It doesn’t matter 

if you go to a charter school or a public school, but what are we doing to educate the kids, 

and how can we come together to make sure that these kids are being serviced.  Because 

at the end of the day, whether you’re in a public school or a charter school, they’re going 

into society.  And the question is, are they ready for society?  So, what we can do as a 

body just to make sure everybody’s ready? And then in regard to the funding, I think it 

should be equal funding for everybody.  I mean, it shouldn’t just be pinched off because 

you’re a charter school.  Or we don’t put our funds here because you don’t go to a big 

ISD.  I think everybody should be, you know, worthy of the same funding. 

A community school principal explained how they should receive funding because of their goal: 

I think if the traditional schools receive a funding, that we should also receive the same, 

because our goal is to educate all children or any child that enters our door.  And if 

they’re not going to go to their schools and they come to our schools, we should also 

receive that funding. 

Another community corporate school principal discussed accountability and funding.  

The administrator stated:  

I mean, if you’re going to have a school required to be accountable to the same testing 

standards as other schools, then you ought to fund them, so.  ….  And I wish they’d, you 

know—they would start funding us a little better, because I think if they funded us the 

same as the traditional schools, they would find that we could be a lot more successful 

than we are. 
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Charter school administrators discussed their thoughts about why they there is unequal 

funding for charter schools.  One network corporate charter school superintendent explained,  

“Honestly, I think because TEA doesn’t want to see charters around.”  A community corporate 

principal commented: 

. . . legislators are trying to devise a compromise between the people who are very pro–

charter schools and the people who are very anti–charter schools, and the rather illogical 

compromise that they’ve come up with is “We will fund charter schools; we will just do 

so at a lower rate than traditional-district schools.” 

One network corporate charter school administrator discussed the inequality of receiving 

less funding.  The principal remarked, “And I hope those who do, you know, who hear it will 

listen because I really feel like we’re doing things right, but it would be amazing to be 

considered equal to some of the other districts as well.”  An intergovernmental principal 

discussed the reasons that open-enrollment charters receive less state funding than traditional 

schools receive: 

Well, I think they have a lot of fundraisers, and I think a lot of businesses support them.  

And, they have a lot of backing from very important people.  And, so, they get the funds 

they need.   

Several charter administrators also discussed the potential for additional inequality issues 

resulting from unequal funding.  One network charter school superintendent complained, “Being 

a charter, I mean I’ve been in this business for—since ’99.  So, you know, I don’t think the state 

yet has learned the Brown versus Board, because separate is not equal.”  Another network 

charter school principal also thought that she was treated unequally by the traditional-school-

district administrators:   
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We need to be heard.  We need to be recognized.  We’re not the ugly stepchild.  Several 

of us that, you know, whenever we go to meetings, say like it’s a regent service center, 

when some people hear that we’re from the charter school or a charter school, we get a 

reaction almost like, “Oh,” you know, the ugly stepchild. 

Network and community charter school administrators understand the fiscal inequalities 

in charters. Several network administrators discussed equality in funding comparably to equality 

in status. Community corporate charter administrators talked about the desperate need for 

funding to be restored to prior levels. An intergovernmental administrator conversed on how 

network charters had more funding via donations. With a perceived inequality in funding, 

administrators exhibited a problematic fiscal focus towards funding student programs such as the 

students with disabilities program. While many of the schools mainstreamed students with 

disabilities, some charters did provide facilities (such as a separate room) for students with 

extreme disabilities.  

Funding for students with disabilities.  There were several topics that administrators 

discussed when asked about funding for students with disabilities.  These included the need for 

more funding, students with extreme disabilities, and the use of inclusion for students with 

disabilities.  Funding was higher, on average, for students with disabilities in intergovernmental 

charters than for those in network and community corporate charters.   

When discussing funding for students with disabilities, one network charter school 

teacher commented, “I think we definitely needed more resources as far as the ELLs and the 

special ed.”  Another network charter school director expanded on why the charter needed more 

money for students with disabilities: 

We definitely need more money.  You know, it’s been a challenging year so far.  We 

have some scholars that are much more—that need a lot more from us than we’ve had in 
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the past.  So, we’re really struggling with finding the people that can be with them and 

can teach them.  So, that’s been a big challenge this year so far, in the first three weeks, 

of making sure that we’re doing everything that we possibly can to teach our special ed 

scholars, but that’s tough. 

A network charter school principal stated, “You know, we definitely still, I think, every public 

school still has a gap in their Sped students.” 

A community corporate charter school administrator discussed reasons that there is a gap 

in funding for students with disabilities.  The principal commented, “There is definitely a gap . . . 

our ratio of our special education students and special education teachers is very low.  And that 

costs money, when your ratios are low.”  A network charter school superintendent explained that 

some schools were gaming the system by identifying students with disabilities.  She remarked, 

“And I know there are schools that will have a student come in that doesn’t have a disability that 

will assess the child and say they have a disability to get the extra WADA.” 

Schools also faced challenges in enrolling students with extreme disabilities.  One 

network charter school teacher said:  

Oh, we had one special ed teacher.  We never had severe special ed kids, like—like, we 

have life skills here, with kids, like, severe, like, Down’s syndrome and things like that, 

where they’re not mainstreamed.  All of our special ed kids were mainstreamed into the 

general classes . . . 

Another network charter school administrator discussed having a student that needed constant 

help from a paraprofessional.  The principal said: 

I would say probably a student that had to have, you know, one-on-one.  You know they 

had—maybe they had to have an aide assigned to them all the time.  We don’t have any 
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students currently that need, you know, constant help by a paraprofessional.  We don’t 

have anyone that severe.  We don’t have any students that are identified autistic at this 

time. 

Another network corporate charter school director discussed the type of student with a disability 

that would cost more than they were receiving from the state.  The administrator stated:  

Yes.  It does cost more.  Yeah.  So, I’ll give you an example.  You know, if we have, let’s 

just say—if we have somebody that needs a full-time aide with them, you know, there’s 

no money for me to get a full-time aide for a scholar that needs it. 

One community corporate charter school superintendent/principal discussed not being able to 

accommodate some students with extreme disabilities.  He pointed out: 

We’re supposed to be all-inclusive, but there are certain—the kids with life skills and 

stuff, we really can’t accommodate their needs.  I mean, you can’t really legally turn 

them away, but it’s quite clear that we don’t have the facilities to handle it.  So, we do a 

pretty good job of kids who can be mainstreamed.  They’re the kids with learning 

disabilities, or maybe they’re emotionally disturbed, or maybe they’re other health 

impairments with the hyperactivity or speech.  Those kinds of things.  But we don’t really 

have any more-severe students or very disabled students here. 

The superintendent/principal also explained the reasons that his charter could not accommodate 

some students with disabilities.  He explained: 

Special-needs one is difficult because we’re so much smaller in nature.  And then we 

can—I mean we can continue to take our fair share of kids who can be mainstreamed. . . . 

It’s hard to imagine a small school accommodating life-skills kids or kids who might be 
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blind or something like that, because you need specialists on campus.  And you can’t 

afford to hire for it, because your school doesn’t pay enough. 

Another community corporate charter principal discussed not admitting students with extreme 

disabilities:   

No.  We—we do not take those types of special ed students.  Our special ed students are 

normally the regular special ed students that might have a learning disability, meaning 

that they may struggle in reading and math.  And that’s—but we do not have the self-

contained class or resource class or life-skills class.  We don’t have anything like that. 

A community charter school principal also explained having limited resources for students that 

were autistic.  He commented: 

Well, we do have autistic students in fact.  So, I can speak to that really easily.  We—but 

they are in class with everyone else. . . . But, we do not put them in a classroom all by 

themselves.  We do not have a self-contained environment.  We do not have a behavior-

support environment.  We do not have a resource room. 

An intergovernmental charter school principal discussed sending some of the students 

with disabilities back to their home school: 

We have 40 special ed students, and we try to get mainstreamed special ed, or maybe if 

they had speech or something like that.  We have ended up with some ED students and—

about five ED students—and then we have some LD.  And what happened is that we 

enrolled some of them before we ended up with their records.  And we found out that that 

was not a good match for most of them. . . . But we don’t encourage a lot of special ed 

because we’re really not set up to—with the right accommodations for all of the special 
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ed students that they have.  They have a lot of needs that we’re not—we’re not really set 

up to be your traditional school.  And, so, those students, we encourage them to go back 

to their home school and get all of the services, all of the related services that they need… 

The network corporate charters used inclusion for their students with disabilities.  One 

network charter school administrator stated, “Yeah.  All the—all the students are in the inclusion 

model,” while another network charter school administrator said, “I know a lot of the other 

districts do more inclusion.” 

Administrators made rational decisions through costs for students with disabilities. 

Network corporate charter school administrators often discussed the need for more funding from 

states. Community corporate charter administrators discussed their lack of facilities to 

accommodate students with extreme disabilities. Community charter administrators conversed 

about not taking “those types” of students due to the cost. Intergovernmental charter 

administrators discussed sending students with disabilities to their home school for the services 

they required because they weren’t able to afford them onsite. Students with disabilities are not 

the only the only special-population student group that has problems with funding in charters as  

ELL students enrolled in ESL/bilingual classes also face fiscal issues.  

ESL/bilingual funding.  Administrators discussed several topics related to ESL and 

bilingual-education funding.  They included the lack of funding, the academic issues of ELL 

students, the teachers of ELL students, and that their charter was not for a bilingual school.   

Intergovernmental charters spent significantly more per student, on average, than both 

network and community corporate schools.  Administrators in both network and community 

corporate charter schools agreed that the state needed more money for ELL students.  The 

network corporate teachers commented, “I think we definitely needed more resources as far as 

the ELLs and the special ed.”  A community corporate charter school principal expanded on why 

they needed more money for ELL students.  She remarked:  



 130 

ESL/bilingual, absolutely not [funded well].  They don’t fund ESL/bilingual nearly at the 

rate that you need to be able to meet the needs.  Some of my ESL students come in in 

high school and speak no English, and they require one-on-one, basically, oh, tutorial to 

get them up to a level where they can even participate in a classroom environment.  And 

that can be very expensive. 

Several community corporate charter school administrators also discussed the academic 

issues of ELL students.  One principal stated: 

You’ve got a little language barrier, but with ESL—ESL is getting them there, and the 

program we’ve got is carrying it over.  And they can talk some English.  We’re just 

trying to get them, you know, to be proper talking English because if you have to read, 

this is going to read a certain way.  You know, so, we make sure that they can do that 

because reading is real big. 

Another community corporate charter school superintendent/principal also explained, “. . . those 

kids won’t do as well, while they’re on TAKS.” 

Providing teachers that spoke Spanish was also an issue for some charter schools.  One 

network charter school teacher discussed the ESL teacher at his charter.  He asserted:  

Most of them are Turkish males, and like, in my experience, most of our ELL teachers, 

and because our school is small, the ELL—the ESL teacher was, like, one person for the 

whole school.  Right?  And, generally, they—one, they were not native English speakers, 

you know, and if they spoke another language, it was Turkish.   



 131 

Another community corporate charter school principal explained that he thought that ESL 

teachers did not have to all speak Spanish.  He stated, “I have one that don’t, because you’re not 

talking Spanish to them kids.” 

Several charter administrators explained that they did not have a bilingual program in 

their charter school.  One community corporate charter school principal said, “We do not have 

bilingual classes here . . .”  An intergovernmental charter school principal said the following 

about bilingual students: 

The bilingual students really have to know how to read and be comfortable with the 

English language.  And that even though we have some programs—if they’re not 

comfortable to really do an online program, which is a lot of reading, not only here with 

the teachers, but independently, then it really doesn’t work well for them.  So, those 

would be better served in their home school. 

Another intergovernmental principal expanded on why the charter did not have a bilingual 

program.  She commented, “We don’t have a bilingual program, and our school was never 

designed as such.”   

 Administrators in charters have faced challenges in accommodating ELL students. A 

network charter school administrator discussed the need for more funding from the state.  

Community corporate administrators conversed about the academic challenges and expense of 

ELL student populations. Intergovernmental administrators also focused on the challenges of 

accommodating students who do not speak English. Some administrators talked about how they 

were not a bilingual school— meaning they didn’t see the necessity of integrating Spanish into 

their school materials.  
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 Cutbacks.  Over the last few years, there have been several significant cuts in funding to 

charter schools in Texas.  Several administrators had ideas of how to deal with the cutbacks.  

One community corporate charter school superintendent/principal stated: 

I would actually put more kids in.  I only have 18 kids in a classroom.  So, if I cut 20 

percent, I would just probably add a few more kids per classroom.  That generates quite a 

bit of extra revenue when you do that. 

An intergovernmental charter school principal discussed parts of the budget that she would cut.  

She commented: 

Probably the thing we would have to cut would be the things that help build social capital 

or the things that are recreational.  For instance, we have a soccer team; if we played 

other small schools and we would have to cut that out, and the biggest expense for that—

important for all of our programs—is probably transportation to and from games.  Our 

kids don’t have the resources, their families don’t have cars.  And the other thing that we 

would probably have to cut, which I would hate, would be the college visits, because 

that’s an important part also of our programs— to get our kids out to look at different 

universities.  Again, it’s expensive, but it’s something that was always a part of the 

program, and I would probably look for other funding sources. 

Administrators have strategies in place in case there are future reductions in funding. This 

reflects the period of hesitation in rational decision making before administrators make a 

decision. They are aware of the potential choices that they could make if the fiscal environment 

changes. Charter administrators in all three types are choosing to apply for grants and trying to 

gain external funding.  
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Grants or external funding.  Many charters rely on grants and other external funding to 

provide revenue for their schools.  Grants were awarded for special equipment and programs to 

the schools.  Several charters also benefitted from external funding.  A network school principal 

explained what they use their grant for: “We were a part of a Reading First grant a few years ago, 

and the money that was poured into the reading program made a huge impact on our students. 

One intergovernmental charter school principal discussed what the school did with the 

grant money.  She explained:  

Well, we couldn’t do the things that we’re doing had we not had the [contributor’s] start-

up grant.  In the first three years, we had a lot of funding that purchased a lot of 

technology, and then we’ve written other grants and got funding to update our 

technology.  Technology is an important tool for our kids. 

Several other intergovernmental charters discussed planning to write grants in the future.  One 

principal commented: 

We’re trying to—we’re looking to see what kind of grant stuff.  We know there are 

grants out there for students, especially at-risk students, dropouts.  So, it’s just a matter of 

tapping into those and trying to see if our program meets the criteria.   

Another intergovernmental charter superintendent explained: 

Up until this point, we have not, but we are starting to look at some grants, and our long 

term plan prior to the reduction by the legislature was that we were going to start using 

the grant funding to further our vision. . . . Now if we go for grant funding, it’s going to 

be in some way that maybe supports that, but also it’s just going to be to sustain the 

staffing, so that we can do what we want to do. 
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Administrators in charters also rely on funding from external sources.  One network 

corporate charter school director discussed the reasons that the charter needed additional 

funding: “As charter schools, we only get about 80% from the state, where 20% we’d have to 

fundraise.”  Many of the network charter school administrators discussed the ways that they had 

been able to gain external funding.  Below are several quotes from different network charter 

school administrators: 

A principal said: You know, we have an Activity Funds Account onsite that we’re able to 

fundraise and have, you know, parents contribute to or students fundraise.  And that goes 

directly to the students.  So, that those funds are only for, you know, field trips. 

A superintendent stated: You know, I get that question a lot.  This past year I personally 

raised $30,000 from Rotary because we were…building a new building. 

A director explained: So, we have actually raised a little bit of money for our Ballroom 

Dance program.  We have a Ballroom Dance program in fifth grade, and so we’ve 

partnered with the local home association.  And they’ve donated money to help us fund 

that last year. 

A principal posited: So, actually right now, we’re working on—we have a development 

council at [the city]. . . . And the development council works really hard to raise 

additional revenue.  And some of those revenues—for example, I would love to be able 

to give some incentives for kids to have good attendance.  Attendance for at-risk kids is a 

big problem. 
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A director said: I mean, we get, you know, a lot of funds from foundations, from private 

foundations, companies, individuals, so, I mean, it’s a different array, but a majority of 

our funds come from foundations. 

Several community corporate charter school administrators also discussed the types of 

external funds that they receive.  They remarked:  

An associate principal explained: And I will tell you this.  On this year and just—and I’m 

just even speaking just from me personally.  I actually kind of found out with a couple of 

vendors, and the vendors, they actually personally kind of contacted me for opportunities 

for kids to get scholarships. 

A principal stated: Another way is that we—I think to be really honest we have—there 

are a lot of well-resourced people in [the city] and in Texas who really like supporting 

things that work, things they can brag about, things that they can point to and say, “I’m a 

part of that.” 

A principal said: We, again, just have been really blessed where we’ve had several 

donations from some of those sponsors, be it from playground equipment to a little bit of 

money where we were creating a finance group with our students here at the eighth-grade 

level, from UPS.  Walmart’s been really good with us during the Christmas time. . . . 

Everything else has just been pure donations, be it from clothing to school supplies. 

A principal explained: It’s difficult to raise revenue from external sources.  I mean, some 

charter schools, do you know they operate a whole—for instance the CAN academies. . . . 
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And that’s unfortunate, I think, because it’s nice to have enough funding to be able to 

concentrate on what we’re here to do, which is educating children. 

A principal posited: We have—the [charter school] is kind of governed by the 

[sponsoring entity’s] foundation.  And they are responsible for raising capital among 

community interests.  We have a board, which is several—several members that have—

of the community who are quite involved in helping to raise money for extra, you know, 

little incentives or little things to enhance our educational abilities, so. 

One intergovernmental charter school principal commented on open enrollment charters and 

their external fundraisers.  She explained: 

Well, I think they have a lot of fundraisers, and I think a lot of businesses support them.  

And, they have a lot of backing from very important people.  And, so, they get the funds 

they need. 

Network corporate charter administrators seemed to have the most proactive strategies 

for gaining additional funding. External funding for community charters sometime included non-

monetary donations such as supplies for the school. Intergovernmental charters, which include 

campus and university charters, are reliant on their districts or university sponsor for additional 

resources. While looking for external funding, charter school administrators also spent money on 

community-relations.  

Community-relations expenditures.  While community-relations expenditures were 

higher for all five years in intergovernmental charters, it was the network and community 

corporate charter administrators that discussed them.  This could be because the community 

expenditures are reported at the district level, and intergovernmental charter school 
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administrators may not make decisions about their distribution at the school level.  One network 

charter school superintendent asserted: 

We do [spend a lot on community services].  We do.  We have two coordinators of 

community services that are basically community liaisons, and two full-time people with 

master’s degrees that have taught in the classroom and that either have a degree in 

counseling or in social work.  We sure do. 

A community corporate charter principal explained that the decision making for community 

expenditures was on the district level.  He complained about their spending: “And that needs to 

be a little frugal, too.  But see—but, you notice how—where did you see it at? You didn’t see it 

in campus.  You’d seen it in district.” 

 While some charter administrators made community expenditures part of their budget, 

others were making plans on areas of their charters that needed additional funds. Two of the 

primary areas that administrators wanted to spend money on were technology and additional 

staff. Administrators believed they could use additional technology and staff to advance student 

success in their charters. 

Spending additional funds.  There are several ways that charter school administrators 

would like to spend additional funds if they were to receive more revenue.  These include 

academics, technology, facilities, and staff.  For academics, a network charter school principal 

said, “I definitely think, for me, for next year, it would be for reading strategies.”  A community 

corporate charter school principal stated, “. . . I could see various opportunities, like getting 

involved with robotics and really enhance our science department.  And, also, even, you know, 

funneling some more money into the math departments.”  An intergovernmental charter school 

principal explained: 
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Okay.  Well, we would.  You know, what I’d do is I would start with a needs assessment, 

and you know what we have right now is just the need for real good, solid differential-

intervention strategies, which in our environment, in terms of result, means people.  

People could support tutoring and, you know, remedial or accelerated—actually 

acceleration of skills for our kiddos.  Again, I would put more emphasis on technology. 

All types of charters wanted to spend some of the additional funds on technology.  

Funding for instructional media was significantly higher, on average, in intergovernmental 

charters than network and corporate charters.  One network charter school superintendent 

commented:  

Probably in technology.  I’d probably be able to integrate more technology into my 

classrooms.  And like for special ed, I might provide more RTS support, because a certain 

percentage of your special ed funding can go to RT and early intervention.  And I really 

believe in early intervention, especially in the lower grade-levels. 

An intergovernmental charter principal remarked, “I would have to go with technology . . .” 

Another intergovernmental charter school principal stated: 

With the additional funding, I would put it on basically, again, the technology needs 

there.  I would try to actually get a program where we could have better access for 

students to have the technology.  I would put it with extended hours. 

Facilities expenditures were another area in which charter school administrators needed 

funds.  The network charter school superintendent explained: “I would tell them I would need 

money to build facilities.  I need money for facilities.”  A charter school principal explained: 
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Well we don’t get facilities funding as a charter school, and that is the hardest part I 

think.  I, I currently have about 610 students on a waitlist to go to my school.  So I could 

use additional facilities.   

The three types of charters indicated that they would use any additional funding to hire 

additional staff.  One network charter school principal said:  

If we had additional funding, even right now, I’m feeling the need for an additional 

paraprofessional in special ed.  It seems like a lot of our new students have either 

identified special-ed needs or they were in the RTI process from the school they’re 

coming to us from. .. Another area, if we had the funding, would be obviously to 

maintain the reading interventionist and the math interventionist, but maybe have 

someone that could really help us with the math beyond just working directly with the 

tier 2 math students. 

Another network charter school principal explained: 

One of the things that I definitely would—that we would benefit from is being able to 

reduce the teacher-student ratio.  When you’re working with kids that have reading 

levels—a big reading level and the average reading level for our school is probably sixth 

to seventh grade.   

A community charter principal commented, “I would spend it on our teachers, on our 

instructional leaders, and our teacher support.”  A community charter school 

superintendent/principal explained that he thought that teachers needed to be paid more.  The 

administrator stated, “Well, what to do with additional funding?  Probably, if I had more 

additional funding, I’d probably pay teachers more so I could retain them at a better rate.” 



 140 

One intergovernmental charter school principal expressed the need for support staff.  She 

remarked, “Like, I really desperately need a social worker down there, because of the nature of 

these kids.  And I wanted a counselor, but I didn’t have funding for either.” 

 Administrators discussed where they would direct additional funding in their charters. 

Network charter administrators talked about how they would hire new staff and build new 

facilities. Community corporate charter school administrators conversed about wanting to fund 

school departments and pay their teachers more. Intergovernmental charter administrators talked 

about funding student support services. Another area of fiscal concern for administrators was the 

funding of teachers in their charters. 

Funding teachers.  Instruction expenditures were higher, on average, in 

intergovernmental charters than in network and community network charters.  Several network 

corporate administrators expressed concern about the teachers in their charters.  One network 

principal said: 

On the funding, charter schools do not require teachers to be certified.  Okay.  I—I—I 

kind of have, you know.  I have a tendency—I have mixed feelings about that, because I 

came from the traditional schools, and I think everybody should be certified. 

Another network charter school teacher pointed out that “The quality of teacher isn’t better, in 

my opinion, and maybe even worse than traditional public school, just because everybody is a 

beginning teacher, mostly.” 

 Funding in charters is an important part of the decision making of administrators in 

charters. Several administrators discussed the need for more funding for ESL/bilingual students 

and students with disabilities. Intergovernmental charters spent more than twice than both 

network and community corporate charters for students enrolled in the ESL/bilingual program. 
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This may indicate ELL students who require more expensive bilingual services are enrolled in 

intergovernmental charter programs rather than network and community corporate charters. 

Summary of Qualitative Findings 

The qualitative section of this paper has shown that administrators in charters are aware 

of the competitive accountability and fiscal environment in which they run their schools.  This 

results in cost-effectiveness-based rational decision making among administrators.  Charter 

administrators are also under significant financial stress and do not feel that they are adequately 

funded, though some charters still seek to make a profit or increase their net assets.  To make up 

the difference in funding, some charters are reliant on grants and donations from other 

corporations.  Network corporate charters had organized fundraising, community corporate 

charters relied on small donations from local companies and intergovernmental charters relied on 

grants. They also discussed special population students, such as ESL/bilingual students and 

students with disabilities.  Some charters did not enroll bilingual students or students with 

extreme disabilities. Network corporate charters focus on academics and use targeted enrollment 

practices for students.  Community corporate charter administrators want to concentrate on 

individual students but have issues with facilities while intergovernmental schools aim their 

efforts at at-risk students— who cost more than other students to educate.  Charter administrators 

are very aware of the gaps in funding ELL students and students with extreme disabilities.  Some 

types of charters spend less per student, but they do so at the cost of excluding those students 

who are not cost-effective in their view.   
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Chapter 5:  Discussion 

 A Texas state judge recently ruled that the school funding system was inadequate (Stutz, 

2013).  While it may take years to decide how to change the funding system, the Texas 

legislature continues to cut funds for education.  At the same time that these schools are affected 

by decreased revenues, they face increased academic accountability requirements.  This creates 

competition among schools for both high-achieving and cost-efficient students.  The academic 

and financial stresses are intensified in charters, which receive even less funding from the state 

than their traditional counterparts but which are still expected to produce academically successful 

students.  These administrators develop and maintain goals for their charter schools while 

making decisions that are in the best interest of their schools.  While some charters are inclusive, 

others are exclusive and impede enrollment for ELL students and students with disabilities.   

The Three Groups of Charters 

This study examined three categories of charters: network corporate, community 

corporate, and intergovernmental charters.  I analyzed the financial per-pupil expenditures for 

five years to reveal differences in spending on school functions and student programs.  I then 

conducted interviews with 20 charter school administrators to elicit their descriptions of the 

fiscal environment for charters and the spending patterns of their charters.  The first research 

question of this study was “Which charter schools can be categorized as network corporate, 

community corporate or intergovernmental charters in Austin, Dallas, Houston, and San 

Antonio? The study included 286 charter schools that were open during the 2005-2010 school 

years in these four cities.  I categorized these charters schools into three charter groups.  This 

categorization of charters resulted in 102 network corporate charters, 108 community corporate 

charters, and 76 intergovernmental charters.  

The second research question of the study was “What are the different types of charter 

schools spending on special populations?”  To answer this question, I analyzed five years of 
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PEIMS financial per-pupil expenditures to distinguish differences in spending patterns among 

the three charter school groups.  One of the main interests in this study is special populations and 

spending on programs for special populations, such as ESL/bilingual students and students with 

disabilities.  I obtained the data for this study through multiple public-information requests 

submitted to the Texas Education Agency.  Revenue data was only available at the district level, 

but I studied the remaining financial variables on the school level.   

The study found that intergovernmental charters spend more than other types of charters 

on teachers, students with disabilities and those enrolled in ESL/bilingual programs.  Teacher-

instruction expenditures in 2008-2009 displayed the largest mean difference between schools, 

with intergovernmental schools spending $1,529.28 more per student than network corporate 

charters and $1,676.87 per student more than community charters.  Spending on instructional 

resources and media was also highest in intergovernmental charters, which, with a 2006-2007 

mean expenditure of $96.85, spent more than seven times the amount that network and 

community corporate charters spent per student.  Expenditures on students with disabilities were 

also higher in intergovernmental charters.  For example, in 2009-2010, the mean per-student 

spending for students with disabilities of $1,615.26 was more than twice the expenditure rate of 

network and community corporate charters.  ESL/bilingual spending was also higher in 

intergovernmental charters.  For instance, with mean ESL/bilingual program expenditures of 

$398.67 during the 2007-2008 school year, intergovernmental schools spent nearly four times the 

amount that intergovernmental and community corporate charters spent per student. 

Community corporate charters spent the least in many categories.  Exceptions included 

social work, food services, cocurricular activities, and data-processing services.  Social-work 

expenditures in 2008-2009 of $26.26 per student were more than 25% higher than in network 

corporate and community corporate charters.  Food-services expenditures were higher for most 

years in community corporate charter schools.  For instance, in 2007-2008, community corporate 
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charters expenditures of $411.73 per student were $57.65 more than network corporate charters 

and $247.82 than intergovernmental charters.  Community corporate charters also spent more 

during most years on cocurricular activities.  In 2008-2009, expenditures of $52.07 per student 

were higher than network corporate charters at $40.88 and intergovernmental charters at $29.43.  

In many of the years, community corporate charters also spent more for data-processing services.  

With data costs of $79.50 per student, community corporate charter expenditures were more than 

twice those of network corporate charters.   

Network charters paid more for school leadership, facilities, security and monitoring, and 

accelerated education.  School-leadership costs were higher in network corporate charters 

schools for most years of the study.  In 2007-2008, network corporate charters spent $1,165.27 

per student compared to $706.55 in community corporate and $676.62 in intergovernmental 

charters.  Costs for plant and facilities maintenance were also much higher in network corporate 

charter schools for most years.  Network corporate expenditures on facilities were $1,010.87 per 

student, compared to $782.53 in community corporate and $214.31 in intergovernmental 

charters.  Security and monitoring expenditures were greater for most years in network corporate 

charters.  Their 2005-2006 per-student expenditure of $69.67 was more than eight times greater 

than intergovernmental charters’ $8.31 per student.  Accelerated education was also higher in 

most years in network corporate charter schools.  In 2009-2010, network charter schools spent 

$1001.75 per student on accelerated education, while community corporate schools disbursed 

$898.20 and intergovernmental charters paid $351.90 per student.   

Cost-Effective Decisions in Charters 

There were variations in the spending patterns of the different types of charters.  

Administrators make decisions about the disbursement of funds in their schools.  These rational 

decisions relate to the goals that they have for their charters.  This leads to the next research 



 145 

question in this study: “How do charter school operators decide to spend their money in a way 

that is most cost-effective for their operations relative to their student populations?” 

Charter school administrators make rational decisions about how to spend their financial 

resources.  Irrational decision making would be indicated by administrators admitting that their 

expenditures were not linked to the goals of the school.  Of the 20 interviews, not one 

administrator said that their expenditures were not linked to the goals of their charter school.  

While talking about their goals, administrators discussed conflicts with other organizations that 

had their own goals to achieve.  Additionally, there were thematic differences among the three 

types of charters.  Network charters were focused on goals involving academics.  Community 

corporate charters often referred to the individual student when discussing their objectives.  

Intergovernmental charters focused their goals on at-risk students, including dropouts and 

students with disabilities.   

While trying to achieve their school goals, administrators are also under a significant 

amount of financial stress.  Inadequate funding was a common topic of consensus among the 

different types of charters.  Administrators explained that budgetary cuts from the state of Texas 

have resulted in issues of equity and increased class sizes.  The lack of facilities funding for 

charters is also an issue; charters have had to use existing buildings or apply for debt offerings, 

such as bonds.  Administrators whose schools were using preexisting facilities described 

problems such as the septic system backing up, air conditioning and heating systems that did not 

work properly, needing to renovate the facilities to make classrooms, and having to take down 

students artwork. Applying for bonds for new buildings was also problematic, because new 

charters lack credit for bonds, and when they can issue them, it creates a debt that they have to 

pay back in the future.   

The shortage of funding from the state of Texas has resulted in charters having to apply 

for external funding.  Network and intergovernmental charters were able to apply for grants.  
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Network corporate charters also had staff that focused on raising money through local businesses 

and organizations.  Due to their limited staff, community corporate charter schools raised 

external funding on a much smaller scale than network corporate charters.  External funding 

included scholarships from vendors, school supplies from local companies, and small incentives 

from board members.  Intergovernmental charters in the study did not appear to apply for 

external funding other than grants.   

Even though nearly all open-enrollment charters are 501(c) 3 nonprofit organizations, 

several charter administrators said that their charter or other schools were seeking to make a 

profit or increase their net assets.  This would increase fiscal tensions in businesses that were 

facing continually lower margins.  Network and community corporate charter school 

administrators explained that some charters look for a profit.  The financial closure of several 

charters could also have caused schools to focus on fiscal incentives.  

Administrators also used student-selection practices in their charter schools.  These 

included targeted initial enrollment of students, providing bus services, and employing lotteries 

and enrollment waiting lists.  Some charters also used contracts and compacts for compliance at 

the time of enrollment.  Initial targeted enrollment of students included sending mailings to 

certain geographic areas.  Several charter school administrators discussed sending out these 

mailing only in English.  Administrators also explained the development of feeder systems that 

channel academically successful students into their schools.  Targeted enrollment of students 

who spoke English was an enrollment obstacle for bilingual students.  Some charters employed 

teachers that did not speak Spanish or used programs that were in English.   

Charters selected students by not providing bus services.  One network charter school 

administrator described this as “self-selection.”  Some parents of charter school students had to 

drop off and pick up their students every day.  One administrator mentioned cost as the reason 
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that he did not provide bus services.  While some parents may be able to walk, this self-selection 

may screen students whose parents cannot afford to drive to school twice a day.   

Charter schools also use lotteries and waiting lists in student enrollment.  Several network 

administrators said that they have enrollment lotteries.  These lotteries can include hundreds 

more students than there are spaces available at the school.  One network administrator discussed 

the use of academic and behavioral screening of students based on their submitted transcripts.  

Community charters often had waiting lists for enrollment.  These charters did not use lotteries 

unless the number of students on the waiting lists exceeded the enrollment spaces available.  

Intergovernmental charters also used waiting lists, but with a rolling enrollment; some schools 

would take students throughout the year rather than during a set period of enrollment of the type 

that network and community corporate charters used.   

Charter schools in this study also incorporated contracts and compacts into their 

enrollment practices.  Network and community corporate charter schools described the use of 

compacts to outline the charter’s expectations for students and parents.  Community charter 

school administrators talked about the use of contracts.  These contracts had parental signatures 

and were enforced at the charter schools.  However, one community charter school administrator 

had to stop enforcing the contracts because some parents were not cooperating.  There were no 

intergovernmental administrators who indicated that they used contracts or compacts.   

Special Populations 

Charter school administrators described dissuading or excluding some English-language 

learners and students with extreme disabilities from enrolling or staying in their schools.  

Administrators were aware of the funding gaps for ELL and students with extreme disabilities.  

A community corporate charter school administrator explained that the reason for funding gaps 

for ELL students was the one-on-one instruction that some children required.  Several 

administrators also cited the achievement gaps of ELL students.  When sending out application 
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letters, several sent them out in English because their school was not bilingual.  Charters also had 

some ESL teachers that did not speak Spanish, the language spoken by most ELL students in 

Texas.  One intergovernmental charter had a program that was geared for English-speaking 

students.  A charter school administrator revealed that if students were not comfortable with 

English, then they would be better served at their home school.  A network corporate charter 

school administrator explained that his school used a disciplinary point system that resulted in 

the withdrawal or expulsion of  ELL students. 

Students with extreme disabilities also faced obstacles to enrolling in charter schools.  

One network charter school administrator thought that all schools had gaps in their funding for 

students with disabilities.  Reasons given by administrators for the gaps were the low teacher-to-

student ratios required in classroom for students with disabilities, the need for full-time aides to 

help disabled students, the need for specialists in specific disabilities such as blindness, and the 

lack of pull-out facilities in charters.  One charter school administrator explained that the school 

did not take students with extreme disabilities.  Another community charter school administrator 

explained that he could mainstream students with disabilities but that it was clear that his school 

could not accommodate students with disabilities that required life skills.  A network charter 

school administrator discussed the lack of teachers for students with disabilities.  Another 

administrator explained that she has to reassess her new students because she receives students 

whom other schools have identified as disabled because the school was trying to get extra 

WADA funding.  Charters often are housed in preexisting buildings that were not designed as 

schools, which can cause problems for students with disabilities.  For example, one charter was 

located in a church that only had narrow bathrooms that could not accommodate a wheelchair.   
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A charter school that closed during the five years of this study was SAILL.  This charter 

focused on students with disabilities.  At a public meeting, people were able to discuss their 

issues with charters with the school’s staff.  A person that attended the SAILL public meeting 

described the difficulties of enrolling a special-needs child in charter schools.  They stated: 

Especially with the experiences that we've had, we went to visit charter schools for my 

[child].  They told me all of the reasons why my [child] shouldn't go there.  And I know 

that if my [child] wasn't special needs, they wouldn't tell me that, they would tell me all 

of the reasons why my [child] should go to that school.  That was disappointing.  It was a 

pretty bad experience.   

SAILL, which had hoped to educate children with disabilities, closed shortly after 

opening for financial reasons.  During the 2007-2008 academic year, SAILL spent $5,444 per 

student enrolled in the students with disabilities programs.  This was more than five times the 

state average of $995.  The high cost of enrolling special populations of students leads 

administrators to make cost-effective decisions in their charter schools, because there is the very 

real possibility that the school could be forced to close because of financial reasons. 

There were many quantitative differences between the three groups of charters.  

Qualitative findings described how these quantitative costs led administrators to make cost-

effective rational decisions about their schools.  The different types of charters focused their 

spending differently.  Network charters concentrated their expenditures on school leadership, 

facilities, security and monitoring, and accelerated education.  Community corporate charters 

directed their funding toward categories such as social work, food services, cocurricular 

activities, and data-processing services.  Intergovernmental schools centered their expenditures 
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on teachers and student programs, including programs for students with disabilities and 

ESL/bilingual programs.  The qualitative section of this study focused on administrators’ cost-

effective rational decisions.  Inadequate public funding resulted in administrators’ seeking to find 

ways to make up the funding.  Charter administrators used and rationalized targeted enrollment 

practices. 

Limitations and future research 

Research on school finances is limited by the data that the Texas Education Agency 

allows to be publicly available.  While I examined school-level data in this study, student-level 

data may uncover additional nuances in fiscal practices.  Additional data could follow the 

revenue and expenditure process for students enrolled in multiple programs.  Future research 

could also expand on this study’s focus on urban charter schools to examine different generations 

of charters and schools throughout the state.   

Policy Implications 

Charters have stood at the forefront of school choice in Texas for decades and are popular 

among Texas politicians, who like to promote them as a tuition-free alternative in public 

education.  Governor Rick Perry recently voiced his support for eliminating the charter-school-

district cap of 215 (Associated Press, 2013).  The Texas legislature has deemed these charters 

“open enrollment.” It has also sent out a letter to declare that: 

A charter school’s admissions policy may not discriminate against students on the basis 

of sex, national origin, ethnicity, religion, disability, academic, artistic, or athletic ability 

or the district the child would otherwise attend (Anderson, 2013)  
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However, the truth of open-enrollment charters is that they are not open to all students.  

Charter schools in Texas are allowed to set their own geographic boundaries, limit their 

maximum enrollments, and refuse admission to students with discipline problems (Anderson, 

2013).  This study describes how charter administrators also use tactics that create additional 

barriers for ELL students and students with extreme disabilities. 

Texas is not the only state that has a problem with charters not enrolling special 

education and ELL students.  In New York, charters have become the mountains of the 

educational landscape.  New York charter cap legislation allowed for 260 new schools to be 

opened by 2014 (Waltz, 2014).  However, rapid charter-school growth has not come without 

problems.  Some charter schools have been under enrolling ELL students and students with 

disabilities (Cromidas, 2012).  New York recently passed legislation to improve the practices of 

charters in enrolling special populations of students.  The New York Charter Schools Act (2010) 

set enrollment and retention targets for ELL students and students with disabilities (Lake, Gross, 

& Denise, 2012).  If a charter does not meet the targets, then it can face interventions and 

sanctions, including the charter being revoked (Slentz, 2012).  The New York legislation 

demonstrates that there are alternatives that can hold charters accountable for disparities in their 

student populations.   

Issues with enrollment of students with disabilities have affected other large charter 

states.  Louisiana has allowed many charters to dominate cities such as New Orleans.  A lawsuit 

by the Southern Poverty Law Center alleges that New Orleans charters have denied enrollment to 

disabled students (Banchero & Porter, 2012).  Florida is also having problems with charters.  A 

study of the majority of charters in Florida found that at least 86% of the schools did not have a 

student with a severe disability (State Impact, 2013).  Dr.  Hehir explained, “I think that there is a 

disincentive to enroll these kids because they cost more money to educate” (O’Connor & 

Gonzalez, 2011).  Costs to educate student with disabilities can vary widely, depending on the 
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disability.  In Philadelphia, the additional annual cost for a student with a milder disability is 

$14,560, while a more severe disability costs an additional $39,130 (Hoag, 2012).  These 

expenditures are sometimes not adequately covered by state educational subsidies to the schools.  

For example, while a student with a disability may require $40,000 to educate in Louisiana, the 

state will only pay $18,000 of these costs (Abramson, 2011). 

Conclusion 

Administrators have the power to make choices that affect children. The winds of 

academic and fiscal accountability have led administrators into a perfect storm of increasing 

expectations and administrators are making decisions that place obstacles for enrollment of 

special populations of students. Charter school administrators are aware of the funding gaps for 

educating special populations of students as funding for students has been repeatedly cut over the 

last few years. Judge Dietz indicated in a recent funding court case that schools should receive at 

least $2,000 more per student (Stutz, 2013).   

 ELL students enrolled in ESL/bilingual programs only receive 10% more funding than 

regular students.  However, research has shown that bilingual programs can cost up to 40% more 

per student than regular programs (Cortez & Johnson, 2008). Arsen & Ray (2004) put forth that 

the reception of students with disabilities in charters could be related to the financial cost of 

educating the student.  Administrators face challenges when they choose to educate students with 

disabilities in their charters. There are insufficient resources for students with severe disabilities 

(U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2012), they may face issues with complying with 

federal laws for students with disabilities (Estes, 2009) and charter schools themselves are 

revealing their inadequacy in educating their special needs populations (Fabricant & Fine, 2012).  
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Network corporate charters have basked in the sunlight of media attention and 

documentaries.  However, it is the intergovernmental charters that spend the most on special 

populations and thematically focus on at-risk students.  Intergovernmental charters also have the 

highest average percentage of students meeting state standards on the math and reading tests (See 

Appendices B and C).  In sum, administrators make cost-effective decisions that are in the best 

interest of their school, but, perhaps, not in the best interest of students.  
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Appendix A: Interview Questions 

1. How long have you been an administrator/teacher at this school? 

2. What is the goal of this charter school? 

3. Who created the goal of this charter school? 

4. Can charter schools better serve students? How? 

5. How has the population of your school changed over the last five years? 

6. Does the state provide adequate funding to meet the needs of special student populations? 

7. What would happen if you saw a twenty percent reduction in income from the state? 

8. Do you feel that your school would benefit from additional funding? 

9. If you had additional funding, which student populations would you spend it on? 

10. Would you be able to raise the additional revenue from external sources? 

11. How do you make the decisions on the distribution of resources for this school?  
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Appendix B: AEIS TAKS Math All Students Met Standard 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 44.29 29.892 50.17 23.716 65.46 18.739 7.781 .001** a-c,b-c 

06-07 54.85 30.658 57.31 25.993 66.74 18.63 2.421 .093 

 
07-08 59.38 28.293 59.81 24.017 72.13 21.1 4.383 .014* a-c,b-c 

08-09 65.91 27.13 63.65 24.755 75.64 20.642 3.558 .031* b-c 

09-10 66.65 23.615 67.52 21.996 74.08 23.334 1.86 .158   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 
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Appendix C: AEIS TAKS Reading All Students Met Standard 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 64.6 16.837 69.24 18.275 77.9 12.29 6.695 .002** a-c,b-c 

06-07 75.26 14.913 76.58 14.317 77.93 17.819 0.299 .742 

 
07-08 78.17 14.619 75.36 15.983 84.34 15.211 4.812 .009** b-c 

08-09 83.79 12.003 81.22 13.383 87.18 10.219 3.38 .036* b-c 

09-10 78.96 16.073 79.65 11.225 82.14 15.383 0.812 .446   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 
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Appendix D: AEIS TAKS Math Latina/o Students Met Standard 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 45.44 31.02 49.11 24.399 65.81 18.501 6.737 .002** a-c,b-c 

06-07 54.3 30.882 56.41 26.147 68.64 17.701 3.39 .037* 

 
07-08 58.88 30.394 58.87 24.559 76.41 15.449 7.301 .001** a-c,b-c 

08-09 63.71 29.52 64.38 23.986 78.03 15.776 4.851 .009** a-c,b-c 

09-10 85.65 10.988 85.63 10.69 87.22 9.192 0.398 .672   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 
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Appendix E: AEIS TAKS Reading Latina/o Students Met Standard 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 65.52 17.77 66.36 16.747 77.51 10.629 6.987 .001** a-c,b-c 

06-07 74.26 15.695 74.29 13.771 78.22 18.288 0.79 .456 

 
07-08 78.18 14.426 74.47 15.235 85.4 13.132 6.79 .002** b-c 

08-09 82.59 12.555 80.23 11.895 88.82 9.262 6.79 .002** a-c,b-c 

09-10 74.39 20.375 72.71 20.468 81.04 16.641 2.828 .062   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 
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Appendix F: AEIS TAKS Reading African American Students Met Standard 

  Network Corporate (a) Community Corporate (b) Intergovernmental (c) Variance 

Groups 

Having 

 
 SD  SD  SD F P Differences 

05-06 65.72 18.564 66 21.977 78.75 11.899 4.102 .02* a-c,b-c 

06-07 76.89 17.292 73.91 15.77 76.7 11.585 0.429 .653 

 
07-08 76.48 16.238 71.41 18.346 80.96 17.841 2.536 .084 

 
08-09 82.08 13.131 78.36 15.601 82.36 14.221 0.959 .386 

 
09-10 77.79 16.516 77.75 11.294 80.79 13.2 0.559 .573   

*p<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 
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Appendix G: PEIMS Total Operating Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network 

Cor. (a) 

Community 

Cor. (b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $6,705.81 $5,709.06 $6,439.87 $7,466.00 $8,151.00 $7,797.00 $7,436.00 $8,287.00 

06-07 $6,135.20 $6,097.53 $6,656.53 $7,826.00 $8,245.00 $8,489.00 $8,088.00 $8,519.00 

07-08 $8,285.78 $7,142.02 $7,653.62 $8,342.00 $9,062.00 $9,446.00 $8,709.00 $8,745.00 

08-09 $7,520.51 $6,917.69 $8,525.64 $8,572.00 $9,585.00 $9,281.00 $9,231.00 $8,743.00 

09-10 $8,040.99 $7,895.81 $8,155.84 $8,801.00 $9,614.00 $9,410.00 $9,258.00 $9,153.00 
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Appendix H: PEIMS Instruction Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network 

Cor. (a) 

Community 

Cor. (b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $4,060.95 $3,687.78 $5,047.96 $4,294.00 $4,553.00 $4,556.00 $4,327.00 $4,611.00 

06-07 $3,735.40 $3,977.54 $5,128.42 $4,500.00 $4,547.00 $5,004.00 $4,739.00 $4,770.00 

07-08 $5,054.83 $4,569.02 $5,662.89 $4,819.00 $5,012.00 $5,691.00 $5,057.00 $4,903.00 

08-09 $4,670.81 $4,523.22 $6,200.09 $4,976.00 $5,264.00 $5,634.00 $5,397.00 $4,964.00 

09-10 $5,134.67 $5,090.81 $6,155.24 $5,141.00 $5,430.00 $5,603.00 $5,495.00 $5,149.00 
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Appendix I: PEIMS Instructional Resources/Media Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network 

Cor. (a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $10.42 $25.87 $62.90 $126.00 $136.00 $112.00 $65.00 $148.00 

06-07 $12.16 $12.80 $96.85 $128.00 $146.00 $127.00 $72.00 $155.00 

07-08 $10.41 $14.04 $75.33 $132.00 $156.00 $134.00 $68.00 $153.00 

08-09 $21.57 $17.34 $94.34 $131.00 $181.00 $130.00 $94.00 $146.00 

09-10 $18.64 $26.94 $74.26 $130.00 $157.00 $135.00 $81.00 $146.00 
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Appendix J: PEIMS Curriculum/Staff Development Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network 

Cor. (a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $102.28 $84.54 $143.38 $142.00 $230.00 $240.00 $279.00 $423.00 

06-07 $83.78 $59.21 $169.95 $150.00 $270.00 $262.00 $273.00 $391.00 

07-08 $133.73 $92.48 $189.62 $161.00 $324.00 $275.00 $317.00 $377.00 

08-09 $103.14 $104.49 $253.33 $168.00 $328.00 $235.00 $354.00 $345.00 

09-10 $132.61 $124.27 $151.77 $185.00 $346.00 $285.00 $349.00 $391.00 
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Appendix K: PEIMS Instructional-Leadership Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network 

Cor.(a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $92.72 $57.75 $140.10 $115.00 $153.00 $126.00 $106.00 $188.00 

06-07 $78.29 $75.00 $46.62 $118.00 $175.00 $149.00 $104.00 $199.00 

07-08 $57.06 $89.61 $158.22 $125.00 $201.00 $152.00 $115.00 $218.00 

08-09 $130.99 $112.24 $146.48 $126.00 $213.00 $153.00 $132.00 $191.00 

09-10 $125.61 $148.34 $122.90 $131.00 $198.00 $158.00 $135.00 $192.00 
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Appendix L: PEIMS School-Leadership Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network Cor. 

(a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $778.47 $574.90 $427.04 $418.00 $481.00 $465.00 $512.00 $459.00 

06-07 $585.15 $586.86 $524.55 $440.00 $530.00 $504.00 $555.00 $476.00 

07-08 $1,165.27 $706.55 $676.62 $466.00 $555.00 $538.00 $621.00 $491.00 

08-09 $946.39 $633.16 $959.00 $482.00 $583.00 $529.00 $654.00 $490.00 

09-10 $910.35 $699.55 $853.60 $487.00 $587.00 $489.00 $647.00 $508.00 
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Appendix M:  PEIMS Guidance/Counseling Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network Cor. 

(a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $198.47 $96.19 $187.98 $262.00 $270.00 $320.00 $195.00 $310.00 

06-07 $148.29 $101.33 $202.27 $276.00 $269.00 $339.00 $223.00 $325.00 

07-08 $209.57 $124.05 $369.49 $293.00 $293.00 $373.00 $248.00 $324.00 

08-09 $212.75 $145.49 $386.63 $301.00 $309.00 $380.00 $241.00 $329.00 

09-10 $229.83 $120.41 $340.31 $309.00 $313.00 $374.00 $304.00 $338.00 
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Appendix N: PEIMS Social Work Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network 

Cor.(a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $16.07 $21.62 $9.00 $21.00 $35.00 $14.00 $10.00 $51.00 

06-07 $18.27 $21.87 $17.49 $22.00 $35.00 $14.00 $11.00 $45.00 

07-08 $16.10 $21.15 $14.51 $23.00 $47.00 $9.00 $11.00 $50.00 

08-09 $18.72 $26.26 $19.07 $25.00 $60.00 $12.00 $11.00 $49.00 

09-10 $23.81 $14.71 $12.44 $25.00 $65.00 $15.00 $11.00 $49.00 
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Appendix O: PEIMS Health Services Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network Cor. 

(a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $24.91 $25.38 $58.27 $72.00 $67.00 $86.00 $83.00 $105.00 

06-07 $18.51 $28.75 $61.56 $77.00 $68.00 $99.00 $92.00 $116.00 

07-08 $29.62 $33.61 $65.73 $83.00 $77.00 $118.00 $97.00 $119.00 

08-09 $34.41 $25.59 $63.90 $85.00 $76.00 $107.00 $103.00 $117.00 

09-10 $37.50 $30.53 $64.16 $87.00 $77.00 $108.00 $99.00 $135.00 
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Appendix P: PEIMS Food Services Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network 

Cor. (a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $322.98 $259.46 $138.77 $394.00 $371.00 $362.00 $421.00 $526.00 

06-07 $280.05 $291.95 $144.76 $407.00 $381.00 $403.00 $461.00 $528.00 

07-08 $354.08 $411.73 $163.91 $436.00 $402.00 $431.00 $518.00 $569.00 

08-09 $362.72 $338.30 $147.07 $448.00 $427.00 $434.00 $525.00 $544.00 

09-10 $391.17 $405.34 $126.09 $461.00 $425.00 $453.00 $558.00 $567.00 

 

 

 

  



 170 

Appendix Q: PEIMS Cocurricular Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network Cor. 

(a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $30.63 $46.38 $26.15 $192.00 $149.00 $66.00 $60.00 $156.00 

06-07 $53.76 $48.26 $30.29 $205.00 $159.00 $65.00 $69.00 $163.00 

07-08 $68.41 $44.84 $31.51 $217.00 $172.00 $70.00 $74.00 $158.00 

08-09 $40.88 $52.07 $29.43 $225.00 $164.00 $64.00 $83.00 $160.00 

09-10 $48.31 $49.43 $31.41 $231.00 $174.00 $97.00 $83.00 $176.00 
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Appendix R: PEIMS Plant Maintenance/Operation Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network 

Cor. (a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $959.72 $715.57 $186.48 $811.00 $934.00 $951.00 $825.00 $782.00 

06-07 $1,010.87 $782.53 $214.31 $853.00 $893.00 $969.00 $897.00 $800.00 

07-08 $1,063.44 $930.47 $229.98 $900.00 $983.00 $1,033.00 $948.00 $820.00 

08-09 $885.58 $831.93 $212.22 $920.00 $1,010.00 $948.00 $1,014.00 $818.00 

09-10 $910.93 $1,054.22 $207.81 $913.00 $982.00 $955.00 $886.00 $855.00 
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Appendix S: PEIMS Security/Monitoring Expenditures (Per Student) 

  
Network Cor. 
(a) 

Community 
Cor.(b) 

Intergovernmental 
(c) State 

Austin 
ISD 

Dallas 
ISD 

Houston 
ISD 

San Antonio 
ISD 

05-06 $69.67 $47.54 $8.31 $54.00 $97.00 $108.00 $81.00 $104.00 

06-07 $61.13 $45.03 $11.78 $58.00 $103.00 $105.00 $92.00 $105.00 

07-08 $66.35 $43.80 $15.85 $63.00 $110.00 $109.00 $97.00 $99.00 

08-09 $49.52 $48.07 $13.03 $67.00 $117.00 $105.00 $106.00 $98.00 

09-10 $43.08 $51.56 $15.29 $68.00 $114.00 $127.00 $103.00 $103.00 
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Appendix T: PEIMS Data Processing Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network Cor. 

(a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $38.63 $66.00 $3.40 $95.00 $212.00 $98.00 $125.00 $67.00 

06-07 $49.47 $66.36 $7.55 $103.00 $186.00 $103.00 $150.00 $74.00 

07-08 $56.78 $60.58 $0.00 $112.00 $229.00 $113.00 $142.00 $80.00 

08-09 $43.01 $59.53 $1.00 $117.00 $315.00 $111.00 $149.00 $91.00 

09-10 $34.48 $79.50 $0.46 $123.00 $234.00 $138.00 $122.00 $135.00 
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Appendix U: PEIMS Total Program Operating Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network 

Cor. (a) 

Community 

Cor. (b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $4,600.40 $4,107.35 $5,938.85 $5,574.00 $6,093.00 $5,908.00 $5,542.00 $6,362.00 

06-07 $3,973.15 $4,378.86 $6,014.05 $5,857.00 $6,263.00 $6,558.00 $5,989.00 $6,612.00 

07-08 $6,147.27 $5,530.52 $7,144.42 $6,262.00 $6,904.00 $7,343.00 $6,360.00 $6,725.00 

08-09 $5,982.66 $5,498.29 $7,977.91 $6,455.00 $7,249.00 $7,258.00 $6,809.00 $6,735.00 

09-10 $6,536.80 $6,141.97 $7,734.07 $6,655.00 $7,422.00 $7,255.00 $7,047.00 $7,088.00 
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Appendix V: PEIMS Regular-Program Operating Expenditures (Per Student) 

  
Network 
Cor. (a) 

Community 
Cor. (b) 

Intergovernmental 
(c) State 

Austin 
ISD 

Dallas 
ISD 

Houston 
ISD 

San Antonio 
ISD 

05-06 $2,469.77 $2,608.49 $3,237.73 $3,234.00 $2,678.00 $3,633.00 $2,447.00 $2,966.00 

06-07 $2,470.44 $2,824.58 $3,499.87 $3,447.00 $2,744.00 $4,163.00 $2,909.00 $3,013.00 

07-08 $4,400.22 $3,280.75 $4,041.69 $3,754.00 $3,049.00 $4,806.00 $3,236.00 $3,085.00 

08-09 $3,827.55 $3,422.82 $4,501.25 $3,845.00 $3,083.00 $4,450.00 $3,770.00 $2,972.00 

09-10 $4,058.73 $3,575.71 $4,127.81 $3,837.00 $2,939.00 $4,102.00 $3,549.00 $3,209.00 
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Appendix W: PEIMS Gifted-and-Talented-Program Operating Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network Cor. 

(a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $6.42 $4.69 $15.00 $83.00 $50.00 $105.00 $47.00 $26.00 

06-07 $4.89 $2.82 $17.31 $87.00 $53.00 $109.00 $51.00 $27.00 

07-08 $4.05 $6.31 $15.60 $90.00 $47.00 $120.00 $48.00 $35.00 

08-09 $6.29 $6.11 $11.91 $88.00 $42.00 $114.00 $50.00 $34.00 

09-10 $1.86 $3.76 $11.31 $85.00 $37.00 $111.00 $48.00 $32.00 
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Appendix X: PEIMS Career-and-Technical-Program Operating Expenditures (Per 

Student) 

  

Network 

Cor. (a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $75.02 $53.56 $35.56 $192.00 $163.00 $163.00 $188.00 $152.00 

06-07 $65.02 $50.38 $44.82 $198.00 $158.00 $168.00 $195.00 $159.00 

07-08 $59.92 $60.01 $66.87 $206.00 $136.00 $171.00 $194.00 $171.00 

08-09 $54.94 $86.48 $56.55 $213.00 $121.00 $162.00 $180.00 $172.00 

09-10 $76.91 $108.33 $55.81 $219.00 $121.00 $203.00 $183.00 $191.00 
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Appendix Y: PEIMS Students-With-Disabilities-Program Operating Expenditures (Per 

Student) 

  

Network 

Cor. (a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $950.47 $439.81 $1,104.12 $910.00 $1,315.00 $635.00 $925.00 $1,167.00 

06-07 $497.04 $469.34 $1,059.31 $946.00 $1,341.00 $674.00 $945.00 $1,239.00 

07-08 $635.98 $913.64 $1,471.67 $995.00 $1,438.00 $728.00 $995.00 $1,267.00 

08-09 $820.75 $612.67 $1,538.06 $1,015.00 $1,510.00 $763.00 $948.00 $1,272.00 

09-10 $753.11 $714.45 $1,615.26 $1,072.00 $1,584.00 $861.00 $951.00 $1,291.00 
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Appendix Z: PEIMS Accelerated-Education-Program Operating Expenditures (Per 

Student) 

  

Network Cor. 

(a) 

Community Cor. 

(b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $707.91 $554.32 $238.33 $439.00 $935.00 $749.00 $43.00 $600.00 

06-07 $592.22 $584.71 $255.40 $430.00 $899.00 $787.00 $35.00 $647.00 

07-08 $642.57 $664.52 $256.02 $438.00 $994.00 $827.00 $32.00 $602.00 

08-09 $788.42 $746.59 $384.91 $441.00 $1,098.00 $573.00 $24.00 $662.00 

09-10 $1,001.75 $898.20 $351.90 $472.00 $1,009.00 $721.00 $76.00 $590.00 
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Appendix AA: PEIMS ESL/Bilingual-Program Operating Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network 

Cor. (a) 

Community 

Cor. (b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $99.35 $73.59 $290.37 $240.00 $773.00 $207.00 $749.00 $488.00 

06-07 $71.76 $76.92 $304.13 $251.00 $872.00 $241.00 $801.00 $520.00 

07-08 $99.68 $96.41 $398.67 $265.00 $1,028.00 $254.00 $848.00 $547.00 

08-09 $105.61 $97.71 $390.78 $274.00 $1,173.00 $253.00 $797.00 $529.00 

09-10 $130.41 $133.28 $328.09 $254.00 $1,228.00 $267.00 $841.00 $535.00 
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Appendix AB: PEIMS Title 1–Program Operating Expenditures (Per Student) 

  

Network Cor. 

(a) 

Community 

Cor. (b) 

Intergovernmental 

(c) State 

Austin 

ISD 

Dallas 

ISD 

Houston 

ISD 

San Antonio 

ISD 

05-06 $291.51 $263.82 $1,017.73 $282.00 $5.00 $288.00 $1,006.00 $740.00 

06-07 $271.80 $303.00 $833.24 $295.00 $7.00 $283.00 $922.00 $773.00 

07-08 $304.81 $402.55 $892.80 $293.00 $7.00 $296.00 $869.00 $783.00 

08-09 $378.88 $432.37 $1,093.73 $346.00 $20.00 $808.00 $897.00 $845.00 

09-10 $486.02 $676.66 $1,218.89 $420.00 $247.00 $785.00 $1,253.00 $949.00 
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