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Executive Summary

Charter schools have emergadchool districtacross the count as an alternative choice to
traditionalpublic schools and are operated independently from the local school districts in which
they are located?arentschoose whether to sefioeir childto a charter schopbften in pursuit

of a specific educational objective.

Marylandd s chart er s c h o ml2003 vatithe MarydandePsiltlicaChdrter Sdhaold |
Program (EducatioArticle 88 3101 et seq.)in 2015, the Maryland General Assembly

amended the Maryland Public Charter School Program with Chapter 311, Acts of 2015 (Act).
The Act, in addition to updatingharter school policies, required a study of school funding for
charter and traditiong@ublic schools.

Maryl andds charter school -decdtanandwtibniffeee s a chart
elementary or secondary school of choice. Charter schoolsriyldvid are authorized by county

school boards and managed by 1poafit operators with their own governing boards. The
operator is responsible for meeting the goal s
consistent with the laws and regulations@ming other public schools in the state. Further, the

law specifies that the funding provided to public charter schools be commensurate with that of
traditional public schools, defined for the purposes of this study as detecated schools that

arenot charter schools or standalone special education schools.

In 2005, the State Board of Education issued a declaratory ruling that established a statewide
funding model f or de t-pupildundng allgcationhTde finding medelh o o | s
callsfor local school systems to first calculate the districtwide averagpymirfunding overall

by dividing their annual operating budget by total student enrolliépermits local school

systems to then adjust their averagemaril funding amount denward by 2 percent to cover

the costs of central office administrative responsibilities conducted on behalf of charter schools.
Finally, local school systems multiply their total adjustedperpi | amount by a c¢hza
total enrollment to determanthe overall funding for that particular school. Charter schools must
reimburse their local school system for personnel costs associated with the public school system
employees working in the school as well as a proportionate amount of the cost ofeany oth

services or supplies requested from the dist@dly(Neighbors Charter School v. Baltimore

Board of School CommissioneRevised MSBOE Op. No0.657). Maryland charter school law

makes no provision for funding charter school facilities. However g dtipulate that school

buildings not in use by the district must be made available to charter schools for occupation,
according to terms set by the county board.

In 2013, the Maryland General Assembly commissioned a study to investigate several issues

related to charter schools, including how the-pepil allocation provided to public charter

schools compared with that provided to traditional public schools. The study found variation in

how | ocal school systems wer dartersghdoldumetngéand ng t h

1 As shown in Chapter 5, some districts exclude from the operational budget used to calculatpupé per
allocation specific funding sources used to provide services that are made available to the charter schools.

American Institutes for Research Study of Funding Provietl to Public Schools and Public Charter Schools in Margland



a |l ack of transparency among Kk eyupsdlogdtionhr ol der s
were being determined (McGrath, Wyalichol, Borsher, Lovegrove, & Welsh, 2014).

Characteristics of Maryland Local School Systems

Maryjandds public school system enroll ed al most
public schools during the 20045 school year, with 97%% of students enrolled in traditional
public schools and 298 enrolled in charter schools.

Maryland school ditricts are defined by county borders, with 23 county school districts and
Baltimore City as its own district, for a total of 24 districts. The districts vary widely in terms of
size, with Montgomery County enrolling almost 155,000 students and Kent Gauotiing

2,048 during the 20145 school year. There is also substantial variation with respect to student
demographic characteristics. For example, in the 208 4chool year, the free and reduced price
meals (FARMS) rate ranged from%in Baltimore Cty to 20% in Carroll County.

Over the three years that are the focus of this study (2@1» 201415), the overall number of

charter schools in the state remained constant at 47, with charter school enroliment increasing

from 16,409 students to 18,81&d& number of school districts with charter schools decreased

during that time from seven to five, as a result of the only charter school in both Baltimore

County and Montgomery County closing. The five remaining districts with charter schools in
201415we e Anne Arundel, Baltimore City, Frederi.

Maryl andds charter enroll ment is predominantl
twice as many students attending its charter schools as those enrolled in aditbétreharter

schools throughout the rest of the state. While statewide charter school enroliment only makes up
2.3% of the total enrollment statewide, charter schools in Baltimore City account f&6 ©6.4

the enroliment in that district. In the other falistricts with charter schools in 201, charter

enrollment makes up no more than%.8f the total district enrollment.

Study Purpose

Maryl anddéds state education code requires that
those traditional schoolscated in the same local school system. To this é&eduirpose of tis

study is to investigate the amount of funding provided by Maryland local school systems to
traditional public schools and their public charter school counterparts. At the hdeat of t

investigation is the development of comprehensive and accurate measures of operational

spending that include the following:

A Dollars spent on centralized services provided to traditional and charter Sohémisl
school system central offices

A Direct gending by schools on their s#épecific programs
A Spending supporting central office functions
Through gaining a better understanding of what is currently being spent on traditional schools,

policy makers will be in a better position to develop approppalicy regarding the
commensurate funding of charter schools.

American Institutes for Research Study of Funding Proviet to Public Schools and Public Charter Schools in Margland



In addition, the investigation includes a review of Maryland charter school finandegsource
allocationthatsheds light on tharrangements made by charters to secure management services
and facilitiesthe services provided by their local school systemsgbenue sources us®

support charter schools, and various approaches that charters can use to finance their facilities.
Finally, based upon the findings, we offer a series ofrmecendations.

Compilation of Statewide School Site Spending Database

To better understand spending levels for both traditional and charter schedisit a statewide
databaselistinguishing traditionaschool site expenditurégm those of charteschools Note

that the groups of traditional and charter schools usec ketstudyanalyseslo not include
alternative, vocational or standalone special education scid@se school types were

excluded from analyses on the conceptual basis thaatitbo of resources, funding levels, and
expenditure patterns for these school designations are likely to differ from traditional schools.
Additionally, because no charter schools were identified in these school type designations (see
Appendix E), for comarison purposes we did not want to include these schools in the set of
traditional schools used for the study analyses.

To construct the database, we used fiscal data from multiple sources, including a statewide
staffing file of public school employees mtined by the Maryland State Department of
Education (MSDE), final erdf-year schoaclevel fiscal data collected directly from each of the
24 local school systems (District EoflYear Fiscal Data), and the distrietvel fiscal data
reported to MSDE bwll local school systems that make up the Statewide Annual Financial
Report (AFR).In addition,we made use afchootlevel enrollments obtained from MSDE to
develop pepupil spending and revenue, which were calculated usingepear (June)
enrollmentcountsof students irGrades Pr& through 12 Our decision to use June rather than
September enrollments was based on the assumption that-gedr enroliments more
accurately riect the body of students served by the school over the year (i.e., wnecasthat
most students moving out of a school tend to do so earlier in the schod year).

The resulting spending data for each charter and traditional school in the state were then
compiled into a database (the School Site Spending Databasgednd producestraight
(unconditional)averags of actual schodevel spendingoer pupid bothfor the state as a whole
and within each distriét as well asnore detailedqonditiona) estimates o$chootlevel

spending per pupthat account fovariations in schol characteristics, includirgiudenineeds
andgrade ranges serve@ur estimate of actual schelelvel spending in this study is the sum of
spending directly attributed to individual schools and central spending that we allocated to
schools based on nineids described in Chapter 2 of this report.

2When conducting simple analyses conmpguSeptember and June enrollments, average differences between the

two were negligiblen traditional schools. In contrast, September enrollments in charter schools were 3.4% higher
on average than June enrollments (see Appendix F). This indicatesthiaethf September enrollments instead of
June enroliments would not appreciably change our estimates of average spending per pupil for traditional schools,
but would be expected to produce slightly lower estimates of average charter school spendipil per pu

American Institutes for Research Study of Funding Provietl to Public Schools and Public Charter Schools in Marglaind



Analysis of Traditional and Charter School Expenses and Revenues

Average Actual Traditional Public School Expenses

The average actual ppupil spending ottraditional public schoolacross théhreestudyyears
(2012 13, 201314, and 201#15) is $11,706. Over this thrgear period, the average actual
perpupil spending on schools increased with each successive year, from $11,531 32012
$11,857 in 201415. Statewide average actualpepil spending on tditional schools by grade
configuration across all three years is as follows:

A Elementary schodl $11,542
A Middle schooli $12,116

A High schooli $11,589

A Ki8 schooli $11,694

A 612 school $13,377

On average, actual ppupil spending on traditional middlelsols was higher than spending on
traditional elementary or high schools. Traditional schools wit8 ¢fade configurations had
slightly higher expenses than their elementary or high school counterparts but lower expenses
than traditional middle schoolBinally, actual spending on traditional schools serving Grailes 6
12 was higher on average than all other traditional school grade configufations.

Across districts, the thregear average of actual spending per pupil on traditional schools ranged
fromalov of $10, 386 in Queen Anneds County to a
addition, the five districts with active charter schools were dispersed throughout the statewide

range of average actual gaupil spending. Baltimore City ($12,769) was oa thigh end of the
spending distribution, while St. Maryobs (
Anne Arundel ($11,223) and Prince Georgebd
average.

$10,
s ($

Average Actual Charter Public School Expenses

Across the five districts with active charter schools over the three study years, average actual
charter school spending per pupil ranged from less than $9,000 per pupil in Frederick to more
than $12,700 in both Anne Arundel and Baltimore City. As shawixhibit |, when comparing
average actual charter to traditional public school spending per pupil within each of the five

di stricts containing active charter school s,
schools had lower expenses on agerthan their traditional counterparts, (2) Anne Arundel and

St . Marybds charter schools had higher expen
Balti more City, charter and traditional pub
appoximately the same.

se
|

3 However, it should be noted that the number of traditional schools serving Grddearé far fewer than for any
other type of grade configuration and are largely concentrated in Baltimore City and Montgomery County.

American Institutes for Research Study of Funding Provietl to Public Schools and Public Charter Schools in Margland



Exhibit I. Average Actual Expense per Pupil for Traditional and Charter Schools by School District
(20121 13 to 2014i 15)

$14,000

$12,752 $12,769 $12,796

$12,000 11,488
$11.223 $11,451 $11,
10,750
$ $10,711 $10,463
$10,000
$8,885

$8,000
$6,000
$4,000
$2,000
S0

Anne Arundel Baltimore City Frederick Prince George's St. Mary's

M Traditional ™ Charter

Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional and charter public schools within the five districts. For school and
enrollment counts for each school district, see Exhibit A7.
Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data

Predicted Charter School Spending for Comparative Purposes

To devebp more precise comparisons between charter and traditional school spesedisgd
statisticalanalysis to examingatterns oexpenditureacross Maryland schoaisat describéow
average spending variasross schools amistricts with respect tstucentneedcharacteristics

and according to thgrade rangethat areserved We then used those identified patterns to
predict what spending on charter schools would be if they were treated like traditional schools
within their district (i.e., experiencetlé same spending as a traditional school in the district with
identical student demographics and grade configuration).

Exhibit Il shows, for each district with active charter schools, the average actual charter school
expense per pupih 201415 comparedo the corresponding average expense predicted by our
statistical model. As shown, in all districts except Frederick, the predicted expense is less than
the actual charter expense, indicating that average spending would be less for these charter
schools ifthey followed the spending patterns of traditional schools in their district. In contrast,

American Institutes for Research Study of Funding Provied to Public Schools and Public Charter Schools in Margland



the opposite is found for Frederick, where average actual spending per pupil on charter schools is
lower than the corresponding average spending predicted foeickalnbols.

Exhibit Il. Average Actual Versus Predicted Charter School Per-Pupil Expense by District (20141 15)

$14,000
$12,858
$12,514 $12,491
$12,000
511,423 $11,277
$10,897
$10,095 $10,042

10,000

> $9,366

$9,071
$8,000
$6,000
$4,000
$2,000
S0
Anne Arundel Baltimore City Frederick Prince George's St. Mary's

M Actual Expense B Model Predicted Expense

Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional and charter public schools within the five districts. For school and
enrollment counts for each school district, see Exhibit A8.
Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data

Charter School Revenue From Federal and Private Sources

Through interviews and analysis of eofdyear charter school expense reports collected from
charter operators (Charter School Eoxfeyear Expense Reports) as well as the District-&fad

Year Fiscal Data, we examined how charter schools are supportecebyedrom federal

programs such as Title | fundinig. all districts except Baltimore City, district officials indicated
that charter schools were generally not eligible for Title | funds due to the populations they
serve. In Baltimor€ity, Title | fundsare distributedo schools identified as Title | schodls

both traditional and chari@rbased on the number of students in poverty attending those schools
In addition, while schools may not be eligible for Title | funds (i.e., designated as a Title |
schod), services may be provided to poor and struggling students in charter schools on an as
needed basis using Title | f Notdirprisingyonlywas r epo
Baltimore City were Title | dollars identified &®ingassigned to chiter schookitesin the

fiscal Charter School Endf-Year Expense Reports
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All districts indicated they provide services to charter scldoaling federal dollars to serve
special education and EL students. Methods for providing these services variedftbfostis

was done by providing district staff to those scheath students eligible for special education
and EL servicesOnly in Anne Arundel were federal special education dollars provided directly
to charter schools.

The amounts of revenue raisedm private sources (@, donations and small grants) varied
substantially across schools from less than $10 per student to almost $3,000 perAlgaent.
notable is that while student fees are not a substantial amount of revenue for most charter
schoos, for two schools student fees accounted for more than $500 per pupil in revenue.

District Provision of Funding and Services to Charter Schools

District Funding Formulas for Charter Schools

The funding formulas upon which each district bases the finao€ithgeir charter schools are

quite similar in structure across the five districts (Anne Arundel, Baltimore City, Frederick,
Prince Georgeb6s, and St. Mar yos) . I n general,
budget that accounts for genewakestricted funds, and then applies a series of exclusions of

dollar amounts to cover programs or services that either do not apply to charter schools or are
directly provided to charter schools by the district. paepupil allocationis calculated by

dividing the remaining amount of funding (the general unrestricted funding amount minus all
exclusions) divided by the total enrollment of the district. Thisgugil allocation is then

applied to the enrollment of each charter school in the districer ¢o calculate the funding

each charter school will receive from the central office.

Despite a generally common framework, there are clear differences in the formulas used by each
district. For example, Baltimore City, Frederick County, and Prince Géasge County excl u
full amount of funding associated with providing special education, while Anne Arundel and St.
Marybs do not make special education exclusio
schools to pay for these services outhait perpupil allocation budget). In 20145, the per

pupil allocation calculations ranged from around $8,825 in Frederick to $11,906 in Anne

Arundel.

Service Arrangements Between Charter Schools and Host Districts

The relationship between the districdahe charter operator involves the district providing not

only the petpupil allocation to the schools but also a series of services. Each district has a

different model for service delivery to charter school students. In some districts, such as Anne
Arund e | and St. Maryds Counties, charter school
services, including special education and transportation, either in house or by buying services

back from the district. In other districts, far more services araged\by the district, and the

cost for those services is deducted up front through the use of exclusions when determining the
perpupil allocation. However, there are commonalities across districts in the provision of certain
services. In all districts, cain administrative services, such as human resources and payroll, are
provided by the district for charter schodtsaddition in all districts, charter schools are
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expected to procure their own facilities and pay for maintenance and operation$od@dso,
services in all districts are provided centrally by the district for charter schools.

Charter Management and Overhead Costs

In addition to relationships between charter schools and their host district, several charter schools
are also part of a largeetwork of charter schools. When involved in such management

agreements, charter schools often receive various services from the management organization,

such as administrative leadership and guidance, oversight and quality control, training,

accounting ad auditing services, marketing, curriculum development, and other services. In

return, the charter schools pay a management fee. Management fees, as reported in the
interviews conducted with charter opéscaators a
data, range frorB%to 1246 of thefunding provided to the schools through the-pepil

allocation formulas

Costs devoted to overhead (administration, management fees, and occupancy) prove to be
relatively high for some charter scho6l®ur analyss of expenditure data from Charter School
Endof-Year Expense Reports shows that the presence of management fees and generally high
costs devoted to administration and occupancy lead to extremely high overhead costs for many

of Mar yl and o6 swittcoheshead eosts as a ge@wentage pf total spending exceeding

the statewide average overhead costs, as well as the average overhead costs in the two districts
with the most charter schools (Baltimore City

Charter Financing of Facilities

As mentioned in the discussion of service arrangements between charter schools and host
districts, charter schools in Maryland are responsible for procuring, maintaining, and operating
their own facilities. There are a variety of arrangements wherednyer schools obtain their

facilities. Of the 45 charter schools for which we obtained information on facilities

arrangements, 10 were owned by the charter operator, 17 were leased from the district (primarily
in Baltimore City), and the remaining 18 nedeased from other companies, organizations, and
nonprofits.

Using expenditure data from Charter School i ear Expense Reports, we determined the
reported occupancy expenses for each charter school. Reported occupancy costsd ik 2014
ranged from nder $10 to over $3,400 per pupil, but were most commonly between $1,500 and
$2,500 per pupil.

Recommendations
Create Consistent Charter School Financial Reporting
State officials should skeutways to better synchronize charter school financial refpwith

that of thedistrictin orderto generate a complete picture of charter school revenues and
expendituresCharter schoolshouldbe required to file annual financial reports consistent with

4 Occupancy costs consist ofespling associated with lease or mortgage payments, maintenance and repair, utilities,
insurance, and furnishing and equipping buildings.
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the statewide chart of accountgiditional financial reporting of items specific to charter school
expenditures and revenues should also be reported by charter schools to create a more detailed
understanding of charter school operations in Maryland. These additional items should include
administrative expenses and management fees as well as occoglatexry costs.

Prepare District Financial Data Systems for Uniform School Site Reporting

The present study benefited greatly from the fact that nearly all Marglatrgttsincluded

location codesn their Endof-Year Fiscal Datghatattributed expenditures to individual school
sites However, i fourdistricts thelocation co@sdid not attribute staffing expenses

individual school siteswith pending federal regulation regarding sdiste reporting of
expenditures ofederal,state and local revenues on individual school sites, the state should move
toward a uniform school site reporting requiremé&uitther, in preparation for this change, the
state would benefit tremendously frosing the methodologies and procedures of this study as a
starting point for developing an official statewide approach for collecting and reporting-school
level spending. Engaging in continued annual collection and analysis of $eteldpending

data usig the methods developed for this study is therefore recommended for facilitating
development of a statewide approach.

Establish Benchmarks for Overhead Expenses

In this report, we find substantial variatiboth acrosgharter schooland between charter
schools and their central district officesterms of combined spending administrative and

other overhead expensasch as occupanclarge variation in overhead costs across charter
schools necessarihgsulsin differencedn theremaining resourcebat are availabléor direct
instructional useTo address this issudage officials should set benchmarks for administrative
overhead expenses for charter schttudg arebased orthedistrict spending rates reported
herein, with flexibility grantedluring stardup yearsin addition ate officials should require
detailed justification o€harter schoananagement fees, detailed financial reporting of services
provided by management companies to charter schoolshaadsociated costs of those
sewices.

Model-Predicted Expenses for Schools

We furtherrecommend that theISDE use as a mod#r both(1) guiding formula funding
levels forexistingand future schoojsand(2) evaluating funding across schools, an approach
consistentwith h i s edressibsbdsedoredictedexpense modelVith this model, actual
expenses ofraditionalschools statewide can be compared agaiastlinepredictionsto

identify schools with funding that is relatively higher or lower than would be expected given
characteristics related to student needs, enrollment across grade ranges, and location
Importantly, charter schogbendingnay also be predicted using tissme modekllowing
evaluation of the expected expenditure for any charter schoospettific characteristia$it

were treated the same as an otherwise identical traditional school in the same district. The
predicted charter school spending measuerasing from the model would be instrumental in
informing discussion regarding the development of coherent policy concerning funding for
charter schools in the state.
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Establish Policies and Practices for More Equitable Access to Facilities

As mentioned abee, we find that charter schoobsts associated with facilities vary widely.

addition the vast differences in occupan@tated costs necessarily lead to differences in

resources available for direct instructiémother words, theurrentapproachd charter school

facilities accessnaybe introducing unnecessary inequitide thereforesuggest that Maryland

of ficials establish benchmarks for occupancy
occupancy expenses herdmaddition a mae comprehensivsolutionthat might be considered
wouldinvolve establishing both operational and financial guidelines for facibitesss

relationships between district hosts and charter schools.
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1. Introduction

Charter schools have emerged across the ppastan alternative choice to traditiopablic
schools and are operated independentiy the local school districts in which they are located.
Parentschoose whether to settiukeir child to a charter school, often in pursuit of a specific
educational objective.

Maryl andds charter schoo lthe MayandWwabiCharertSehbdl i s hed
Program (Education Articl88 9101 et seq.)in 2015, the Maryland General Assembly

amended the Maryland Public Charter School Program with Chapter 311, Acts ¢A2§15

addition to updating charter school policies, the Act requarstidy of school funding for

charter and traditional public schools.

Maryl andds charter school -decdtanandwtibniffeee s a chart
elementary or secondary school of choice. Charter schools in Maryland are authorized by county
school boards and managed by ranofit operators with their own governing boards. The
operator is responsible for meeting the goal s
consistent with the laws and regulations governing other public schootsstate. Further, the

law specifies that the funding provided to public charter schools be commensurate with that of
traditional public schools, defined for the purposes of this study as detecated schools that

are not charter schools or standalspecial education schools.

Characteristics of Maryland Local School Systems

Maryl andds public school system enroll ed al mo
public schoolgfor the purpose ahis studyexcludingschools designated as altatine,

vocational or standalone special education schdoishg the 201415 school year: 9798 of

students were enrolled in traditional public schools, anth28re enrolled in charter schools.

As shown in Exhibit 1, 5% of students were in elementamades (GradeBreKi 5), 226 were

in middle school grades (Grade€s3%, and 286 were in high school grades (Gradé4.®) that

year. In terms of student populations that have additional neédsyfldublic school students

received special education servic& were students with English as a second language (ESL),

and 466 were eligible to receive free or reduegdce meals (FARMS).

Maryl andds school districts are defined by co
county school districts, with Ba@inore City as its own district. As shown in Exhibit 2, the

districts vary widely in size, with Montgomery County enrolling almost 155,000 students and

Kent County enrolling 2,048 during the 2014 school year.
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Exhibit 1. Statewide Demographics of Maryland Traditional and Charter Public School Students
(2014i 15)
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46%

40%
30% 28%
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11%
10%
7%
0% -
Grades Pre-K-5 Grades 6-8 Grades 9-12 Special Education ESL FARMs

Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional and charter public schools within the state. For school and
enrollment counts for the state by year, see Exhibit Al.
Source: MSDE Statewide Student Demographic Data
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Exhibit 2. Total Enrollment in Traditional and Charter Public Schools by District (201471 15)
180,000

160,000

140,000
120,000
-
c
Q
E 100,000
e
S
= 80,000
e}
60,000
40,000
o I I I I I
o III..------__
] \ 5 \\ <o \ O & ;o & &
¢’ & &‘° 0‘ e o cF‘ & &£ g « "’&io ‘3’ & &
< zo‘% " @ & o b“ & & -\0@ é"’ » O v“ 4.‘5‘ o‘° &P &
& & &V ~?~q&‘2‘ B @.\v & ¢ ¢ o
& & 6‘0‘ & &8 0@"’ Q
NS o
&

Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional and charter public schools within the state.
Source: MSDE Statewide Student Demographic Data

In addition to the wide range in enroliment, there is also substantial variation with respect to

student demographic characteristics. Exhibit 3 depicts demographic characteristics for each

school district in Maryland for the 20045 school year. It shows that the FARMs rate ranged

from 8% in Baltimore City to 206 in Carroll County, and that the ESL rate ranged froit iré
Prince Georgeods and MMoAltegpoyard GarretCGounties.iThes t o 0.
incidence of special edation ranged from 26 in Allegany to 86 in Calvert.

Over the three years that are the focus of this study (2@1» 201415), the overall number of

charter schools in the state remained constant at 47, although charter school enroliment increased
from 16409 students to 18,818. The number of school districts with charter schools decreased
during that time from seven to five, as a result of the only charter schools in Baltimore County

and Montgomery County closing. The five remaining districts with chactesols in 201415

were Anne Arundel , Balti more City, Frederick,

As shown in Exhibit 4, Marylandds charter enr
which contains almost twice as many studentsdite its charter schools as those enrolled in

all the other charter schools throughout the rest of the state. Although statewide charter school
enrollment only accounted for 243of total enroliment, charter schools in Baltimore City
accounted for 16%of t he di strictds enroll ment. I n the
2014 15, charter enrollment accounted for no more thato®Mthe total.
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Exhibit 3. Characteristics of Traditional and Charter Public Schools by District (20147 15)

Number of Total Grades Grades Grades Special
District Name Schools Enrollment Pre-Ki 5 618 9112 FARMs ESL Education

Allegany 21 8,538 51% 22% 27% 58% 0.1% 16%
Anne Arundel 113 78,200 50% 22% 28% 34% 3.8% 9%
Baltimore City 167 75,538 60% 22% 18% 87% 3.9% 15%
Baltimore County 155 106,253 52% 22% 26% 50% 3.7% 12%
Calvert 22 16,004 44% 24% 32% 23% 0.9% 8%
Caroline 9 5,577 51% 22% 27% 58% 6.2% 11%
Carroll 40 25,670 44% 23% 32% 20% 1.1% 11%
Cecil 27 15,692 49% 22% 29% 46% 1.2% 15%
Charles 36 26,292 45% 22% 33% 37% 1.4% 10%
Dorchester 11 4,704 52% 21% 27% 68% 2.2% 10%
Frederick 62 40,491 47% 22% 30% 24% 5.2% 10%
Garrett 12 3,818 49% 22% 29% 48% 0.1% 11%
Harford 51 36,103 49% 23% 28% 32% 1.2% 12%
Howard 73 53,819 47% 23% 30% 21% 3.7% 9%
Kent 7 2,048 50% 21% 29% 54% 2.5% 13%
Montgomery 196 154,587 49% 22% 29% 36% 15.8% 11%
Prince George® 192 125,607 51% 21% 27% 66% 15.7% 11%
Queen Anne® 14 7,754 48% 23% 29% 27% 2.6% 12%
St. Mary& 25 17,818 51% 22% 28% 34% 1.1% 10%
Somerset 8 2,861 54% 22% 25% 2% 4.1% 15%
Talbot 8 4,659 50% 22% 28% 44% 5.1% 10%
Washington 42 21,681 49% 23% 28% 50% 2.0% 9%
Wicomico 24 14,552 53% 21% 27% 62% 4.8% 12%
Worcester 12 6,610 48% 22% 30% 45% 2.3% 12%

Source: MSDE Statewide Student Demographic Data
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Exhibit 4. Charter School Enrollment in 20141 15 by School District
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Source: MSDE Statewide Student Demographic Data

Charter schools in Maryland, on average, also do not enroll students typical of the traditional
public schools in their district. Exhibit 5 shows, for the five districts with active charter schools,
the number of charter schools, total enrollment, angé¢hneentages of students across various
demographic characteristics. As shown in the exhibit, in all five districts, charter schools enroll a
smaller percentage of students of high school age (Gr&ad@$. th addition in all five districts,

charter schoal enroll smaller percentages of FARMs and ESL students. In Frederick, Prince
Georgebs, and St. Marybds Counties, charter sc
students as a percentage of total enroliment. These factors suggest that diaotirsc

Maryland tend to serve students with fewer educational needs compared to traditional public
schools in their same district. Appendix A contains additional tables examining the breakdown of
enrollments in Maryland by grade configuration and schgus.
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Exhibit 5. Characteristics of Traditional and Charter Public Schools by Type for Districts With Active Charter Schools (20147 15)

Number of Total Grades Pre- Special
District Name | School Type | Schools Enroliment Ki 5 Grades 67 8 | Grades 9112 | FARMSs ESL Education
Traditional 111 77,087 50% 22% 28% 34% 4% 9%
Anne Arundel
Charter 2 1,113 39% 44% 18% 24% 0% 9%
) ) Traditional 136 63,163 60% 21% 20% 88% 4% 15%
Baltimore City
Charter 31 12,375 59% 28% 13% 81% 2% 14%
Frederick Traditional 59 39,689 47% 22% 31% 24% 5% 10%
rederic
Charter 3 802 81% 19% 0% 13% 2% 8%
Prince Traditional 182 121,433 51% 21% 28% 67% 16% 11%
George's Charter 10 4,174 55% 40% 5% 42% 1% 6%
st M Traditional 24 17,464 50% 21% 28% 34% 1% 10%
. ar \
1 Charter 1 354 68% 32% 0% 8% 0% 5%

Source: MSDE Statewide Student Demographic Data
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Funding and Support for Maryland Charter Schools

Maryland state law governing the disbursement of funds to public schools specifies that charter
school fundsnustbe allocated in a way that is commensurate with the funds allocated to
traditional public schoolslhe law states that:

A county board shall disburse to a public charter school an amount of county, State, and
federal money for elementary, middle, a®tondary students that is commensurate with
the amount disbursed to other public schools in the local jurisdittion.

In 2005, the State Board of Education issued a declaratory ruling that established a statewide
funding model for determining charter schos 6-pupildéunding allocationThe funding model
calls for local school systemsficst calculate thelistrictwideaverage pepupil funding overall

by dividing their annual operating budgby totalstudentenroliment® It permits local school
systemgo thenadjust th& averageperpupil fundingamountdownwardby 2 percento cover

the costs of central office administrative responsibilti@sducted on behalf of charter schools
Finally, local school systems multiply their total adjustedpesil amount by a charter scHo® s
total enrollmento determine th@verallfunding for that particular school.n@rter schoolsust
reimburse their local school systéan personnel costs associated vtk public school system
employees working in the school as welbasroportionate amount of the castanyother
servicesor supplies requested fratie district City Neighbors Charter School v. Baltimore
Board of School CommissioneRevised MSBOE Op. N05-17). Maryland charter school law
makes no provision for funding charter school facilities. However, it does stipulate that school
buildings not in use by the district must be made available to charter schools for occupation,
according to terms set blge county board.

In 2013, the Maryland General Assembly commissioned a study to investigate several issues
related to charter schools, including how theépil allocation provided to public charter
schools compared with that provided to traditional uddhools. The study found variation in

how | ocal school systems were implementing th
a |lack of transparency among k e3yupsdlomadtiamhr ol der s
were being determined (Mc@&th, WyattNichol, Borsher, Lovegrove, & Welsh, 2014).

Study Purpose

As mentioned above, Maryl anddés state educatio

commensurately with the traditional schools located in the same local school system. The
purposeof this study is to investigate the amount of funding that Maryland local school systems
provide to traditional public schodlsdefined as distriebperated schools that are not charter
schools or standalone special education schoatsl their public charteschool counterparts.

The Maryland General Assembly mandated this study when it amended the Maryland Public
Charter School Program with Chapter 311, Acts of 2015 (Act). Specifically, the Act calls for a

5 Taken fromChapter 311, Acts of 2018yailable online at
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2015RS/chapters_noln/Ch_311 98B0pdf

5 As shown in Chapter 5, some districts exclude from the operational budget used to calculatpupé per
allocation specific funding sources used to provide services that are made available to the charter schools.
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study that calculates the average operating experdifor each local school system for students
enrolled in public schools that are not public charter schools or standalone special education
schools. At the heart of this investigation is the development of comprehensive and accurate
measures of schoolsyt e ms 6 o0 p e rleveél and ceatral sperdingy including the
following:’

A Direct spending by schools on their ssfgecific programs

A Dollars spent on centralized services provided to traditional and charter sohémisl
school system central ofees

A Spending supporting central office functions.

By gaining a better understanding of what is currently being spent on traditional public schools,
policymakers will be in a better position to develop appropriate policies and guidance to inform
how chartesschools should be funded in a commensurate fashion.

In addition, ths investigation includes a review of Maryland charter schdislancesand

resource allocations &hed light on tharrangements made by chardehoolsto secure

management servicesdfacilities,the services provided by their local school systems, the

revenue sources us® support charter schooperationsandthevarious approaches that

charters can use to finance their facilities. nal | y, based wuponertahe st ud:
series of recommendations related to charter school funding.

Organization of the Report

The organization of this report is as follows. Chapter 2 provides an overview of the conceptual
framework of schoelevel funding and resource allocation that ufids this investigation, as

well as a description of the data and methodology used to conduct the analysis. Chapter 3 reports
the results of our financial analysis determining actual spending levels of traditional and charter
schools. Chapter 4 includes examination of simulated charter school spending, using a model

to predict charter school spending based on the observed variation in spending among traditional
schools. Chapter 5 reports the arrangements that exist between Maryland charter schools and
providers of management services, facilities, and other services, as well as approaches to
financing charter school facilities. The final chapter offers recommendations based on the
findings outlined in this report.

" More specifically, the promal request asked the study to exam{hgoperating expenditures made at the central

office level by each county board of educatii?);operating expenditures made on behalf of individual schools by

each county board of educatidB) funding providedd public charter schools and other public schools by local

school systemg#) value of services provided to public charter schools and other public schools by local school
systems; an(b) funding provided by public charter schools to third parties ssatharter management

organizationsA detailed list of the study tasks and how we addressed the study tasks is included in the Study Scope
of Work (SOW) for this project at the end of this report.
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2. Conceptual Framework, Data, and Methodology

Conceptual Framework of Resource Allocation and Service Delivery
Systems in Public Education

In public finance literatur@dt is assumed thdhe primary purpose a@fovernment entitiesuch as
local public schoosystemss the delivery of a defined set of services direttlyheir

constituents. In the case of public schoaliihgs includesthe provision of educational programs
and services to children, as well as the potential delivery of community and other s&wmices.
definitional purposes.esvice delivery agencies can be organized gmoups calledi mi s si on
centerso and fAservi ce dhedrecesersiceselatdditahesovenah cent e
institutional missionln public school finance, individuallsgol sitesare usually considerdtie
primary mission centers. Service censpportthe institutio® in this case, the education
systend by providing operational and managerial assistamotuding providing administrative
services (payroll managementyellment management, professional development, e well

as managing the flow of resources (both personnel and pecuoianygsion centers. This
structural understandingf the relationship between service and mission cegtedes

institutional ©st analysis. Presuming ththe servicegprovided by theservice centers are
necessary for carrying out the institutional mission, one must determine Hio tite expenses
associated with those serviceghe individualmission centerthat use thosservicesHowever,

it remains important to understand and to delindsteesourceshatareattributeddirectly to
mission centers the accounting data frothosethat are not attributed and therefonast be
allocatedby some methad

Exhibit6illustat es t he studyds conceptual framework o
public schools. At the top of the graphic are the service centers. The central office provides
funding, resources (staff and npersonnel materials and supplies), and/or a vaoiesgrvices

(e.g., administration, health, human resources, information technology [IT], maintenance and
operations [M&O], safety, student assessment, etc.) to the mission centers, which consist of
district traditional schools, special education and adtira schools, community service centers
and programs, and charter schools. Public charter schools may also be associated with service
centers such as national and/or local/regional charter management organizations (CMO) or
educational management organiaas (EMO), which may provide a broad range of

management services including administration, facilities, etc. It is important to note that the
arrows between the charter schools and CMOs/EMOs run in both directions in the conceptual
framework, signifyinghat charter schools might provide management fees to these
organizations in exchange for the services they receive.

An integral part of this investigation is gaining a better understanding of the dollar values
associated with the flows of funding, res@ascand services between central offices and their
public schools (both traditional and charter), and between charter schools and their associated
management organizations.
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Exhibit 6. Conceptual Framework of the Flow of Funding, Resources, and Services Between
Service and Mission Centers

Service Centers

. National Local/Regional
Central Office CMO / EMO CMO / EMO
i Special , .
Traditional pem.a Alternative Community Charter
Education .
Schools Schools Services Schools
Schools

Mission Centers

Compilation of Statewide School Site Spending Database

A primary objective of this report is to identify tependindevels of Marylandraditional and
charterpublic schools in ordeto measure the appropriatenessuirent charter school spending
levels, and to guidstatewide charter school funding policies. For our expenditure analysis, we
begin byfocusng ontraditionalelementary, middle, secondaand combinedjrades schools
(Grades K6 and Gradesi@ 2) beforadifferentiating these schools from charter schools.

To better understand what is currently being spent on traditional and charter schools, as well as
how much would be spent on charter schools if they were funded similarly to traditional schools
we buik a statewide databasdestinguishing traditionaschool site éxpendituresrom those of
charter schooldt is important to note the followingoints concerning development of gerpil
spending and revenue figures included in the database and the easghieols used in the

study analyses

1 The enrollment data used to calculate-pepil measures of spending and revenues
represent endf-year student counts reported in June.
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1 The sample of traditional and charter public schools used for the key stugseana
excludes those designated as alternative, vocational or standalone special education
schools.

1 The enrollment data used to calculate-pepil measures of spending and revenues
include students from Grades R¢do 12.

Alternative, vocational and stdalone special education school types were excluded from
analyses on the conceptual basis that allocation of resources, funding levels, and expenditure
patterns for these school designations are likely to differ from traditional schools. Additionally,
becaise no charter schools were identified in these school type designations, for comparison
purposes we did not want to include these schools in the set of traditional schools used for the
study analyses. Over the three study years, the average numberno&phbbls excluded from

the analysis sample was as follows: 22 alternative schools, 14 vocational schools, and 12 special
education schools (see Appendix E).

Our decision to use June rather than September enrollmastsased on thessumptiorthat
endof-year enrollments more accuratelyleet the body of students served by the school over

the year (i.e., we assumed that most students moving out of a school tend to do so earlier in the
school year). When conducting simple analyses comparing Septendb&rrenenroliments,

average differences between the two were negligibieditional schools. In contrast,

September enrollments in charter schools were 3.4% higher on average than June enrollments.
This indicates that the use of September enrollmestsad of June enroliments would not
appreciably change our estimatesweéragespending per pupil for traditional schools, but would

be expected tproduce slightly lower estimates aferagecharter school spending per pupil.
Appendix F shows the averad#ferences between September and June enrollments for
traditional and charter schools by district.

We usel this database tcalculateboth unconditional average expenditupes pupil across
schoolg(simpleaverags of schoolevel spendingstatewide anavithin districty andconditional
estimates o$choolspending per pupthat account fovariations in characteristics, such as
studentneeds angrade ranges servédror this study, when referencing spending or

expenditures, we used only operational spending (i.e., the spending used in the daily operations
of schools systems). As a result, we only used spending from the Current Expense and Food
Service Fgunds, as indited in the state chart of accounts (COA) for local school system financial
reporting:

In this sectionwe describe our methedbr assigning expenditures to school siteih the
ultimate objective oproducing accurate measures of actual scheal gpending per pupil and
then generating predictions ethootsite expendituréor Marylandschoolsbased on their
student needs and other factafe begin this section with a review of key definitions.

81t is important to note that all district and state agegacalculated in this report were weighted by student
enrollment so that theyepresenaiverages of the school attended by the typical student, rather than that of the
average school.

9 Spending from the following funds was excluded from the analyses: School Construction, Debt Service, Student
Activities, Trust/Agency, and General Fixed Assets.
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Definitions and Data Sources

Throughout this documenie refer to expenditures in three categori@sattributed,(b)
allocatableand(c) allocated These terms are defined as follows:

A Attributed: Attributed expenses atkosethaad i st r i ct Gsgsterehascount i ng
assigned or coded to a specific missitenter, where a mission center is a specific school
site!? For examplepne type ofxpensehat is commonhattributedto school sites is the
salary ofspecific staff membewh o wor k i n the school . I n th
systemhas associatistaff salary expenses wi#tm account codthatidentifiesthe
school site where tseexpenses occrgd Our analyses includedvb data sourcethat
containschootsite-attributed spendinggachd i st ri ct 6 s owmandaghenual f i
statewide permnnel databaseontaining staff and salary information provided by all
districts to the MSDE

A Allocatable: An allocatable expense s$pending thahas not been attributed to individual
schoolsiteby a di str i ct Gsthaaleedetarmibed o gassogiated e m
with thedirectprovision of services to school sitesd therefore can be assigned to
schools sites based arseries of decision ruleshichwe discuss imetail below These
expensearereported at service centeesd., tle district central officebut clearly
represent spending a@lirect serviceprovidedat mission center@.g., school siteshe
research team identifieadlocatable spending from (a) attributed staffing positions
based onthe MSDE $atewideStaffing Hle and (b) unattributed nesalary resources
based on expenditure patterns found in detailed transactionaFdathe unattributed
nonsalary expenses, we used spending patterns in the granular transdetianal
collected from Baltimore Cityo identify allocatable proportions dhe unattributed
expenseshat were used to allocateis category of spending to school sites across all
local school systemacross thetate.

A Allocated: Allocated expenses are those expenses identified as allocatablesigndds
to school sites via an allocation formula. Allocation formalesused to provide a best
approximation of schodkvel usage of unattributezkpenseshat are determined to be
allocatableBelow, we discuss imletail a variety of allocation formwgaused to distribute
different types of spending deemed allocatable to individual school sites.

Fiscal data and documentation were collected from multiple sources for school ye&s32012
2014 150 the three most recent years of audited fiscal data dintleethis study began. The
financial cata sourcessed for the studgre listed inExhibit 7,along with the level of precision
with which they are reporte@tate, district, or school).

A MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report (AFR) The satewide AFR datanclude
accounts of fiscal data (expenditures and revenues) submitted to MSDE by districts. The
data are reportedith attributionto the district level onlyThat is, no specific
expenditures are attributable to individual school sisasguthese data. Any use of these
data requireallocationof relevant expenses to school sites.

10 Accounting systems ofteneferto individual mission centers and service centers (disttiact¢ r al of fi ces) a
centerd However,cost centers can also take the form of more narrowly defined parts of an organization to which
spending is attributeduch as specific departments within a district central office.
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A MSDE Statewide Staffing File The satewide staffing dateonsist of information
provided by districts to MSDE on all public school employees. Theiclctale
attribution offull-time equivalentsKTES of certified and nostertified support stafio
individual school site¢both traditional and charter), along witie correspondingalary
data on thse staff These dataan be usetb determine the cumulativgalaries attributed
to any school site in argistrict statewide, and to determistaff salarythat isnot
attributed to individual school siteBhese data can also be used to attribiatirsg
expenses byariousstateCOA codes.

A District End -of-Year Fiscal Data The District Ead-of-Y earFiscal Datawerecollected
from all of Mar yl and dmludevaringadgreas ddributianc t s . T
of both salary and nesalary expenses to schaites across districtd Theinformation
can be ustoattributeboth salary and negalary expenses to school sitdswever
statewide staffing data are likely be a moreonsistent source for attributing salary data
to school sitesgiven that salaries are not attributed to schools in theoE@ar Fiscal
Data in four districtsAttribution of nonsalary expenses lgjstricts in their annual
financial reporting varies. Some attribute highlearef non-salary expenses to school
sitesand othersittributelower sharesherebynecessitating enethod for allocatinghe
remaining allocatable portiorfdiscussed further below)

A Charter School End-of-Year Expense Reports The CharterSchool End-of-Year
ExpenseReports ardor singleschoos and are threfore attributed techoolsites by
definition. However these expense repofty aregenerally at a very high level of
aggregationoftenlacking precisior(e.g.,in the programs or activities to which staffing
salariesareattributed; and(b) most ofterdo not followthe stateCOA, nor are they
suficiently consistenticross a significant share of charter schomélow magping to
the COA.Fortunately, the availability of Btrict End-of-Year Fiscal Data fileand
annualstatewide staffing file® both ofwhich includeinformation oncharterschookd
reducesour reliance on charter schaotpense report® generate charter school
spending totalsHowever, hese expense repoeeeuseful foridentifying specific items
rel evant to chart er -ofsYeahFksoal Bataladk the ressagyi st r i ct
detail, including the following:g) additional revenue sources not provided distr{b)
fees paid by charter schools to management organizations; axpérises associated
with occupancy/lease agreements, which are not reported separately for charterischools
some districtd? In Appendix D, we compare schelelvel spending totals from the
Charter School Endf-Year Expense Reports with those generassagudistrict and
state data sources to demonstrate the lack of alignment between these alternative data
and to explain our preference for using district scteat| data for generating charter
school spending figures

While the sample of state charsshools included in the analysis using the Charter
School Endof-Year Expense Reportsmostly complete, there are a select number of
charter schools active over the three year study period that have been @dméedhool
T Eudaimonia Maryland Acadenof Technology and Health Sciences (MATHS)as

11 personnel expenses wereiatited to schools in 20 of 24 districts. Some amount ofpesonnel expenses was

attributed to schools in all districts.

2 For instance, spending on occupancy/lease agreements is not reported for separate charter schools in the District
Endof-YearFi s c al Data obtained from Baltimore City and Prin
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omitted from the analysis given that thelmaCterSchool End-of-Y earExpenseReports
were potentially not representative of actual expenditure and revenue levels of this
school. We were unable to schedullbofe-up conversations with MATHS to further
understand the data they provided due to the closure of the s&smolwe were unable
to obtain Charter School Eraf-Year Expense Reports fonner Harbor East Academy
because it closed prior to tetart ofdata collection for this studyinally, over the study
periodBaltimore Montessori Public Charter Middle School merged with Baltimore
Montessori Public Charter Schasm that the data collected from Baltimore Montessori
includesfiscal information for bdt schoos, but does not distinguish between the to.

A Transactional Fiscal DataFrom Baltimore City Public Schools Finally, the research
team obtained thregears of individuafiscal transactions from Baltimore CibyBnancial
data systenilThesegranular data contain descriptive information that allows one to
discern the types and shares of unattributed spending that should be deemed allocatable
to schools. The decision to obtain these transactional data from Baltimore City was
primarily driven bythe fact that the district hosted about two third€466 of t he st at
charter schools in 20145. The need to examine solid patterns of allocatable versus non
allocatable spending, based on a critical mass of information for both traditional and
charterschools, made this district the most logical chofseexplained below,isilar
collection and tagging dfansactionatlata in each of the other 23 districts in the state
werenot proposed givetheavailablebudget for the present studpd utility ofthis
exercise. Importantly, obtaining and including transactional data from all districts would
likely not change our findingsonsideing the relatively small portion of overall
operational spending identified as allocatable to individual school sites.

Unfortunately, theransactions associated with personnel expenses are identified in

Baltimore Citys y st e m b Impoa dourgal Gaestédi and t hus cannot b
with any greater precision than with the statewide staffing files, or for thédntree

attribution of salary expenseskna | t i mor e CndofyyéasFiséliDsta r i ct E
(which integrate schoddy-school salary expenses the state COR Asa resulf

analyses of transactional dét&us on norsalary expensdbat arenot attribued to

school sitesn the District Eneof-Year Fiscal Data files. Owoalwasto determine the

types and shares of thogeattributed norsalaryexpenseshat werefi a | | o,0wahicta b | e
couldthen be allocated via appropriate fornsula

B Exhibit A13 in Appendix A includes a table listing the charter schools in each district that were open during the
time of data collection for this project. The note for this exhibi liharter schools that closed or merged with other
schools between 20413 and 201415.

American Institutes for Research Study of Funding Provided to Public Schools and Public Charter Schools in Marddnd



Exhibit 7. Data Sources, Level of Precision, and Reported Spending Types

Data Source Level of Precision Reported Expenses
MSDE Statewide AFR District Office Personnel and Non-Personnel
MSDE Statewide Staffing File District Office and Schools Personnel Salaries/Wages

Personnel (Attributed in 20 out
of 24 Districts) and Non-
Personnel (Partial Attribution
Across All Districts)

District End-of-Year Fiscal Data District Office and Schools

Charter School End-of-Year

Schools Personnel and Non-Personnel
Expense Reports

Transactions for District Office

and School Cost Centers Non-Personnel

Baltimore City Transactional Data

Our preferred estimates of schdeVel spending are derived from a combination of the MSDE
Statewide Staffing File, District Enoff-Year Fiscal Dataand the MSDE Statewide AFR.
Throughout the report, we refer to this combination of data used to derive-sleiadpending
estimates as thfechool Site Spending Database

In addition, the study made use of data provided by MDSE on student and otleteristics
of schools, including enrollment (both overall and by grade level); counts of FARMs students,
ESL students, and students with disabilities; and the area of school buildings.

Interviews With District Central Office and Charter Operator Staff

To complement the expenditure analysis, we interviewed both district central office staff and
charter operator representatives. The interviews focused on obtaining contextual information
regarding the school resource allocation policies and practices.i§pectbcols were

developed for the interviews where we asked egreated questions.

The district interview questions were designed to achieve a better understanding of the policies
and practices used to allocate resources to public and charter scho@l a@sthe services

provided to the charter schools. The questions asked in the charter operator interviews were
related to the policies governing the allocation of resources to school(s) under their management,
how dollars were attributed to individualreols, what facility arrangements were in place at

their schools, what additional funding (i.e., federal grants, private grants) was available to the
charter operators, what services were provided directly by the district to their schools, and what
goodsand services were sourced out to third parties.

We were able to conduct interviews with central office staff from each of the districts and with
29 of the 30 charter school operators in Maryland. The only operator we were unable to reach
was one where theharter school had recently closed.

Procedures for Assigning Expenses to School Sites and Determining
Actual Spending

One of the primary objectives of this study was to describe stéwsllspending of traditional
and charter public schools, inclusivecetral or districtwide spending made on the behalf of
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schools in the form of centralized goods and/or services. In order to do this, we had to (a)
determine the set of expenditures already attributed to schools in the fiscal data collected from
districts;(b) determine which unattributed expenditures most likely represented goods and
services that directly supported schools and their students (and therefore should be allocated to
schools); and (c) allocate the portion of unattributed spending determibedhliocatable to

schools, using an appropriate method. Exhibit 8 provides the gstepaiken to attribute and
allocate expenses to individual school sites in order to develop comprehensive measures of
school spending. kdepth discussion of each thie steps follove.

Exhibit 8. Data Sources, Level of Precision, and Reported Spending Types

Step | Description
Sum Attributed Expenses
1 Sum attributed salary expenses in MSDE Statewide Staffing File.
2 Sum attributed non-salary expenses in District End-of-Year Fiscal Data.

Identify Allocatable Expenses

Sum unattributed salary expenses in MSDE Statewide Staffing File.

3 Determine allocatable portion of unattributed salary expenses through identification
of positions in MSDE Statewide Staffing File.

Sum unattributed/non-salary expenses in District End-of-Year Fiscal Data.

4 Determine allocatable portion of unattributed/non-salary expenses by creating a
bridge between Baltimore City Public Schools (BCPS) transactional data and state
COA.

Allocation of Expenses to School Sites

Allocate allocatable portion of unattributed salary expenses to schools:

AAIIocate unattributed general salaries using school share of districtwide
enrollment.

S AAIIocate unattributed special education salaries using school share of
districtwide special education enrollment.

AAIIocate unattributed M&O salaries using school share of districtwide facility
square footage.

Allocate allocatable portion of unattributed/non-salary expenses to schools:

AAIIocate unattributed/non-salary general expenses using school share of
districtwide enrollment.

6 AAIIocate unattributed/non-salary special education expenses using school share
of districtwide special education enroliment.

AAIIocate unattributed/non-salary M&O expenses using school share of
districtwide facility square footage.

7 Allocate fixed charges using school share of districtwide salaries.

Step 171 Attributed Certified and Non-Certified Staffing Salaries

Step 1 involves calculating the sumtloé staffing salaries for all certifiexhd noncertified staff
for each individual schooAs noted abovehe study team hatvo potential data sourcdsr
identifying schoaolsite staffing expendituresheMSDE Statewide Staffing Filand theDistrict
Endof-YearFiscal DataWe chose the foner forthe followingreasons. First, th8tatewide
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Staffing Fileprovidesschootsite attributed salaries wittD(% coverage acrossistricts, while
schoolattributed salaries aavailable for only 20 of h e 4 dsstriots.6Second, thstate

staffing file includes more detailed descriptions of staff positions, which proved to be necessary
for determining which nofattributed positions are allocatable in Stefyl3 use of the Statewide
Staffing File alsoallowedfor greater consistency in calculaistaffing expenseacross all
districts,and greater precisiomhen allocating unattributed staff salaries to schools

Using the Statewide Staffing File as our preferred source for staffing expessasply
aggregate the staffing salarieassigned t@ach schoadhs the schoedttributed personnel
expenses and set aside the salaries not assigned to schools for ptigsdtien.

Step 21 Attributed Non-Salary Expenses

Only one data souraexistsfor identifying nonsalary expensdbat arealready atibuted to

school sites for all 2districts: theDistrict Endof-YearFiscal DataAll districts attribute at least
some share of nesalary expenses to individual school sites via location accounting,codes
allowing usto add up all othe attributed no-salary current expenses for each school statewide.

Step 31 Allocatable Salary Expenses

Having usedhe MSDE $atewideStaffing File as our basis for determining attributed salaries to
school sites, we alagsedthisfile as our basis fofa) identifyingstaffing salaries not currently
attributed to individual school sitesnd(b) identifying specific staffing positiorteatprimarily
provide serviceghatsupport school sites (mission centePgsitionsmost likely to be directly
supporting school sisaweredeterminedo be allocatable tochook usingarelevant formula
(discussed in the negectior). For examplewe allocatedyeneral instructional positions based
on school total enrollmerandwe allocatedspecial educaticrelated positions baseush school
special education enrollment. Appendincludes a list of positiondy spending category from
the state COA) that were unattributed and specifies whether they were determined to be
allocatable.

Step 41 Allocatable Non-Salary Expenses

Havingusedeachdi s t r i -©ftYéas RsdalDdtato identify the attributed portion of nen
salary expensesve reled on those same datadetermine &) theamounts of uattributednon
salary expenseand(b) the share ahe unattributedimountghat wereallocatable Althoughthe
MSDE AFR includes total nonsalary expensdsr each districtWhich could all be allocated
across schools by formylaheDistrict Endof-YearFiscal Dataalreadydirectly attributel a
significant share of thse expenses to scHa@ites which meant thatve onlyneeadto allocate
the remainingelevantshare.

To determine the allocatable share of 1safary expenses for eadtstrict, we reled on an in-
depthanalysisof granular transactional spendidgta from Baltimore City? Here,individual
transactiordescriptions ohonsalary expenses in Baltimo@ity were categorized using

identification tags for the most recent three years (2032201314, and 201#15). The &ags

14 Appendix B contains an idepth description of the transactional fiscal data analysis used to determine shares of
unattributed notpersonnel spending to school sites
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identified which transactiorspecific expenses weassaeiated with the provision of services
from thecentral officeservice center techools and othenission centetsallowing us to
determine what waallocatable to schools. Wken mapped the Baltimore City expenses
organized byocal COA codes orio thestate COAcakegoryprogramobjectcodes aggregating
expensesasal | ocat aball e oo cahytttee bétegodprogramobject code groupings
The allocatable shares of the expenses associated with each COA code grouping were then
calculated andppliedto thenonsalary expenditures each districto determine the amounts of
spending (by COA code groupinig) be allocated to schools.

Similar transactional taggingithin each of the other 23 districts in the stass beyond the
scope and budget ftlne present studyrurthermore, delving this deeply seemed to be
methodologicdl unnecessaryonsideing that this exercisegvolvesfinely parsingouta
relatively small portion of operating spending. (The allocatabtesalary expensesccounted
for around 106 to 11% of statewide operational spending as presently calcu)dtesl unlikely
that any variation in the share of allocatable-pensonnel spending across districts would
change the main results of this studpwever, the state and districtsght be interested in
ensuimg more comprehensivaccounting systerattribution of norsalary expenses to school
sites in the futuresothat postattribution via transaction tagging is unnecessary.

Steps 5 and 61 Allocating Salary and Non-Salary Expenses to School Sites

Once the portion of allocatable salaries and-s@laries was determined in Steps 3 and 4, we
assigned (allocated) unattributed dollars to school sites using a number of appropriate allocation
formulas. The allocation formula used toigasunattributed dollars depended on the category of
spending. Spending on administration, #&del administration, instruction, student support
personnel, health services, transportation, and capital outlay were allocated using school shares
of districtwide enroliment> Special education spending was allocated using school shares of
districtwide special education enrollment. Spending on plant maintenance and operations (M&O)
was allocated by building square footage. The following section describes tier gtetail the
allocation formulas that were used.

Step 71 Allocatable Fixed Charges

To accountdr fixed chargeswe reied onthedistrictlevel expendituresepored in theM SDE
AFR, which primarilyinclude spending ongmsiors, health andotherbenefits Fixed charges
typically amount to over Z of district operationaéxpenses. We coulthveusel eitherthe
District Endof-Year Fiscal Datar the MSDEAFR datato identify and distribug fixed charges.
However, the District Endf-Year Fiscal Dat varyacross districtgn the extent to which they
attribute(rather tharallocatg fixed charges to school¥hey also varyvithin districtsin terms
of the degree to which fixed charges atteibutedto traditional versugharter schoold-or
consisteny purposes, wthereforechoose to allocate the distrietvel fixed chargebased on
theMSDE AFR data

15 Capital outlay is generally not considered part of operational spending. For this study, expenditures made from the
school construction furdd largely consisting of capital outl@ywere excluded. However, a few expenditures
categorized as capital outlagmained as expenditures within the current expense fund, and these remain in the data.
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We assume that100% of these salaryelated benefitsvereallocatablebased orschool shares

of districtwide salaries, most of which were assigneddovidual schoos by virtue of being

directly attributed or through allocation. However, some remained as central office sAaaes
result, a portion of the fixed charges remained unattributed and unallocated to individual schools,
corresponding tdhie share of salaries that remained as central office salaries.

Methods for Allocating Unattributed Expenses

The appropriate method for allocatiggendingo schoolsitesdepends on the type of
expenditure. A relativel yi on afnaa#impuldce t e if s tme t
budgetingandfinance literature, as applied to elementary and secondary schools. Again, we
wantedto takespecificexpenses of service centécentral district officesand distribute them to

mission centeréschools)according to assumptions regardimgvthose resourcesere used

The following discussion describes the variety of allocation methods that we employed for the
various types of spending that needed to be allocated to individual school sites.

A Total Enroliment Share: Services or expensésatvary bythenumber of pupils served
across mission centers might be allocatesichool siteaccording tahe share of
districtwideenrollmenteach school serve$hat is, if $1 million dollars is spent
districtwideona cat egor y b rsodense y v daedn@detailds kreowsn
aboutwhich specific types or quantities eérviceswvere provided to individuadchools
or particular subpopulations sfudents, we might flatly allocate that $1 million based on
eah school 6s s har edForfexatnpbeif aschoat viith 40d pugilesh s er v
serves Wofthedi st r i ct G&40,@06studehtdweneonld assign% of the $1
million to that schoolequal to$10,000in total or$25 per pupilequal to $10,00divided
by 400) The formal allocation factor used to allocate dollars using this method is defined
as follows:
J
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A Subpopulation Enroliment Share: Similarto the total enroliment shanearticular types
of allocatable spending might be used for spes#itviceghat are only provided to a
subpopulation of studens.g.,special educatioservice$. This spending can thdre
all ocated accor di n ghe districteide ernolinset betongingts thes h ar e
subpopulation receiving the services for which the spending is observed
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This studymakesuse of a subpopulation allocation factor based on school shares of
districtwide special education enrollment in order to allocate spending on special
education services.

A Payroll Share: Expenseshatvary bypayroll (such as pension benefitsiggamight be
allocated by the share districtwidepayroll accounted faoy eachschool Spending on
employee benefitss commonly allocated by such formuldshis type of allocation factor
is formally expressed as follows:
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1 Area Share: Other expenses may vabgased on théeatures of the physical plabéing
used Notably,M&O may vary by the sizestructure and age of facilitiesA common
factorused taallocae plant M&O expenses is the relative square freof facilitiesd
thatis, eachs ¢ h opercedageof districtwide square footaganclusive of both school
and other centrally maintainddildingd applied similarly to the factors abave

gt 4+ =m0
R o .

We make use of this area share factor to allocaaétnibvuted phnt M&O expense®
school sites

In addition for each state COA spending category, we determined whether expenses should be
attributed to all schools inclusive of both traditional and charter schools, or whether expenses
should only be attributed to triéidnal schools exclusive of charter schools. These

determinations were based on our qualitative analysis of the charter school/host district
relationships and service provisions. For services that were solely the responsibility of charter
schoob such asnstructional personnel and schdeVvel administratiod the corresponding
unattributed and allocatable expenditures wertsallocated to charter schools, as they received

no central support in providing those services. For services provided by the ttisthatter

schools and their students, the corresponding unattributed and allocatable expenditures were
allocated taall schools, inclusive of charter schools. Service arrangements often varied across
districts, so the decisions regarding whether to atecertain expenditure categories to all

schools or only traditional schools also varied across districts in some instances. Exhibit B4 in
Appendix B shows which state spending categories were allocated to all schools, and which were
allocated only to tmitional schools, in each of the five districts that host charter schools.

Importantly, the purpose of our allocation methe@sto derivemeasuresf schoolsiterelated
expenses associated with existing levels of serymdadedunder existing modelsf public
schooing across Maryland. This is not to suggest that these calculations are directly applicable
to determiningadequate or sufficiemevelsof funding forpublic traditionalor charter schoel

Instead these methods yield benchmarks for esahg and comparing spendiag it currently

exists across districts and schools in the state. @bapt providea formula or spending target

for distributing expenses to individual schools basedtodenineedsor othercostfactors (e.g.,

the scale of operations, geographic differences in the price of staff, and other. inputs)

Results of Assigning Expenses to School Sites

The end result of assigning both attributed and allocated spending to individual school sites is the
School Site Spending Database, which was developed specifically for this study. Exlaibds 9

10 use the databasepgmvideexpense share and gaupil dollarbreakous of schootlevel

attributed schootlevel allocated and centralized spending on operatiasthreeyear (201213

to 2014 15) statewide averages lgyade configuratiorExhibits 11 and 12 include more detailed
breakouts of average dollars that show attributed and allocated dollars based on the groupings of
expenses that were attributed opedited in different ways.
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The results show thatnaverageapproximately 5% of operationabxpensesverecomposed

of attributedsalariegeported in the MSDEt&tewideStaffing File andattributednon-salary
expenses assigned to schoolthim DistrictEnd-of-Year Fiscal DataNote that attributed

spending is spending that)(we canwith ahigh degree otonfidenceidentify asbeing spenat
specific school sitesand(b) vaties naturally across sites within distabecause of their
specificity to ndividual schoolsThe expenses allocated to schools accounted for an additional
3% of operational spendinghe largest portionf which corresponded to fixed chardbat
accounted for about 200f overall operational spendinghe remainingentralizedexpense
accounted for approximately@of spending on operations districtwide and are associated with
districtlevel spending that was neither attributed nor allocated to individual schoal sites

Exhibit 9. Statewide Shares of Expense for Traditional and Charter Public Schools Broken Out by
School-Level Attribution, Allocation, and Centralized Spending (2012i 13 to 20147 15)

Elementary Middle High Grades K-8 Grades 6-12

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

m Centralized Expense

50%
° m School Allocated Expense

H School Attributed Expense
40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional and charter public schools within each grade range. For school
and enrollment counts by grade range, see Exhibit A2.
Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data
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Exhibit 10. Statewide Average Expense per Pupil for Traditional and Charter Public Schools Broken
Out by School-Level Attribution, Allocation, and Centralized Spending (20127 13 to 20147 15)

$16,000

$14,198

$14,000
$12,975
$12,450 $12,577

$12,396

$12,000

$10,000

 Centralized Expense

8,000
$ m School Allocated Expense

H School Attributed Expense

$6,000

$4,000

$2,000

Elementary Middle High Grades K-8 Grades 6-12

]

Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional and charter public schools within each grade range. For school
and enrollment counts by grade range, see Exhibit A2.
Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data
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Exhibit 11. Statewide Average Expense per Pupil for Traditional and Charter Public Schools
Broken Out by Attribution/Allocation Category and Grade Configuration (20127 13 to 2014i 15)
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Operations-Allocated
$10,000 M Non-Salary Expense-Special Education-
Allocated
= Non-Salary Expense-General-Allocated
$8,000
m Salary Expense-Maintenance &
Operations-Allocated
$6,000 M Salary Expense-Special Education-
Allocated
m Salary Expense-General-Allocated
$4,000
H Non-Salary Expense-Attributed
m Salary Expense-Attributed
$2,000
S0
Elementary Middle High Grades K-8 Grades 6-12

Note: Figures represent average per-pupil spending from 20127 13 to 2014i 15. Overall per-pupil expense is listed at the
top of the columns. Labels for per-pupil spending figures less than $300 are not shown. The sample for this exhibit
includes all traditional and charter public schools within each grade range. For school and enrollment counts by grade
range, see Exhibit A2.

Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data
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Exhibit 12. Statewide Average Expense per Pupil for Traditional and Charter Public Schools
Broken Out by Attribution/Allocation Category and Grade Configuration (2012 13 to 2014i 15)

A ETEG Grade Level/School Type
/Allocated Expense Category Elementary | Middle | High Ki 8 6112
Salary $6,297 | $6,541 | $6,078 | $5,947 | $6,625
Attributed | Non-Salary $444 $514 $577 $855 | $1,252
Total Attributed $6,741 | $7,055 | $6,655 | $6,802 | $7,878
Salary General Expense $588 $608 $628 $697 $541
Salary Special Education Expense $184 $176 $165 $177 $204
Maintenance & Operations Salary
Expense $161 $224 $236 $166 $237
Non-Salary General Expense $845 $830 $836 $891 $870
Allocated | Non-Salary Special Education
Expense $97 $86 $78 $139 $218
Maintenance & Operations Non-Salary
Expense $325 $432 $447 $290 $634
Fixed Charges $2,602 | $2,710 | $2,551 | $2,562 | $2,762
Total Allocated $4,801 | $5,066 | $4,941 | $4,921 | $5,466
Centralized Expense i Not Attributed/Not Allocated $854
Overall Per-Pupil Expense $12,396| $12,975| $12,450| $12,577 | $14,198
éttrlbuted Salary Share of Overall Per-Pupil 50.8%| 50.4%| 48.8%| 47.3%| 46.7%
xpense
Attributed Non-Salary Share of Overall Per-Pupil 3.6% 4.0% 4.6% 6.8% 8.8%
Expense
Total Attributed Share of Overall Per-Pupil 544%| 54.4%| 535%| 541%| 555%
Expense
éllocated Salaries Share of Overall Per-Pupil 750 7 8% 8.3% 8.3% 6.9%
xpense
Allocated Non-Salary Share of Overall Per-Pupil 102%| 104%| 109%| 105%| 12.19%
Expense
éllocated Fixed Charge Share of Overall Per-Pupil 21.0%| 20.9%| 205%| 204%!| 195%
xpense
Total Allocated Share of Overall Per-Pupil Expense 38.7%| 39.0%| 39.7%| 39.1%| 38.5%
Centralized Share of Overall Per-Pupil Expense 6.9% 6.6% 6.9% 6.8% 6.0%

Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional and charter public schools within each grade range. For school
and enrollment counts by grade range, see Exhibit A2.
Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data
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3. Analysis of Traditional and Charter School
Expenses and Revenues

In this chapter, we present analyses of traditional and charter pefidiol spending and the

revenues used to support these schools. The results in this chapter are our best estichades of
spending on traditional and charter schools in the state, defined as the sum of expenditures that are
directly attributed to schosites and those that are not attributed but were allocated according to
the methods laid out in Chaptet®Therefore, we feel our estimates of spending levels accurately
represent what was spemtschools, not to be confused with what was spent dirbgtghool$

that is, what we are calling tlaetual expensaccounts for both schotdvel discretionary

spending and centralized spending on schools. This also means that our estimates of spending for
charter schools are not the same as the dollar atlosgirovided by districts to charter schools,
whichis only represertive ofthe schoolevel discretionary spendingade bycharter schools

(we discuss the charter school-pepil allocation formulas more in Chapter 5).

In the first section in this clpger, we present the results of actual spending on traditional schools
from the School Site Spending Database, which we developed using the staff spending data from
theMSDE Statewide Staffing File, schel@vel norpersonnel spending data from Bistrict
Endof-Year Fiscal Data, and district fixed charges spending data from the MSDE AFR. The
second section presents actual spending on charter schools and comparisons of actual spending
on traditional and charter public schoaking the School Sit8pending Database. The final

section presents findings related to revenues supporting school operations, including a
description of revenue sources available to traditional and charter public schools in Maryland

and analysis examining the extent to whietidral funds are distributed to charter schools.

Average Actual Traditional Public School Expenses

Actual Spending on Traditional Public Schools

The average peasupil spending on operations fivaditional public schoolacross théhree years
for which wecollecteddata(2012 13, 201314, and 201415) was $11,7086” As shown in

Exhibit 13, the average operational spending per pupil on schools increased with each successive
year over this period, from $11,531 in 2013 to $11,857 in 2014518

18 As stated previously, the sample of traditional and charter public schools used in the key study analyses excludes
those designated as alternative, vocational or atand special education. However, for reference purposes we

present an analysis of average actual expenditures for each of these excluded school types by district and school year
in Appendix E.

17 As a reminder, state and district averages of selewel data are weighted by school enrollment. For threar

state and district averages, all schpehr observations were pooled, which means that schools open in all three

years are represented three tiln@sce for each year.

8 1n what follows, all references perpupil spending should be considered operational spending unless otherwise
noted.
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Exhibit 13. Statewide Average Expense per Pupil for Public Traditional Schools by Year (2012 13
to 2014i 15)

$14,000

$11,727 $11,857

12,000
S $11,531 $11,706

$10,000

$8,000

$6,000

$4,000

$2,000

S0
2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

——Three-Year Average

Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional public schools within the state. For school and enrollment counts,
see Exhibit A3.
Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data

Exhibit 14 provides statewide averages of scheatl, perpupil spending in traditional schools
by school grade configuration over the three study yearsteButs show that, on average,
spending on middle schools ($12,116) was higher on-pyggl basis than spending on
elementary or high schools ($11,542 and $11,589, respectively). Schoolsi ®itrdte
configurations had slightly higher expenses ($13)@8an elementary or high schools but lower
expenses than middle schools. Spending on schools serving Gra@d$63,377) was higher
than on all other school types. However, there were far fewer schools statewide serving Grades
6i 12 than any other schbiype, and these schools were largely concentrated in Baltimore City
and Montgomery Coundy two relatively highspending district$® This is likely driving the
relatively high average pgupil spending calculated across schools with this grade
configuraton.

¥ There were 88 schools serving Gradie$®in total across the three study years out of 3,988 schools in total
across the three years.
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Exhibit 14. Statewide Average Expense per Pupil for Traditional Schools by Grade Configuration (20127 13
to 2014i 15)

$16,000

$14,000

$13,377

$12,116

$11,589 $11,693

Elementary Middle High Grades K-8 Grades 6-12

$12,000 $11,542

$10,000

$8,000

$6,000

$4,000

$2,000

S0

Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional public schools within each grade range. For school and
enrollment counts of traditional schools by grade range, see Exhibit A4.
Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data

Exhibit 15 shows average spending per pupil on traditional schools by school grade
configuration within each Maryland school district. The table also presents overall districtwide
perpupil spending. The figures confirm that average actual sdbwel spending calculated

from the School Site Spending Database was less than districtveiddirsg in all districts,

which is exactly what we would expect. There are several reasons for this. First, we excluded
certain types of schools, such as those devoted specifically to special education or alternative
education, which generally spend more jpepil than traditional schools. Second, there are

certain expenditures that remain as central office expenditures, even after the allocation of much
of central spending to schools. Later in this section, we present the amount of spending in each
districtthat remained as central spending.

Exhibit 15 also demonstrates the variation in scteadl spending across districts. Average

actual schoolevel expenses per pupil across all three years ranged from a low of $10,386 in
Queen Anneds C613,A18 yn Woraestes ColntygTine destricts with active

charter schools were dispersed throughout the range of deleglperpupil spending.
Baltimore City ($12,769) was on the high side
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($10,463) and Fraatick ($10,750) were on the low side. Anne Arundel ($11,223) and Prince
Georgeds ($11,451) wer epupilespendingldvedintheéstate e wi de av
($11,706), shown in Exhibit 13.

When looking at spending per pupil on traditional schools bgetevel, it is apparent that in a
majority of districts, more was spent on middle school grades than schools with other grade
configurations. This is true of all five districts that currently host charter schools. In Baltimore
City, the additional spendg on middle schools was particularly apparent, with $12,467 of
spending per pupil on elementary schools, $15,800 of spending per pupil on middle schools, and
$13,911 of spending per pupil on high schools. Schools with middle school grade configurations
are quite uncommon in Baltimore City, however, where the most common grade configuration is
Grades K8. In the 201415 school year in Baltimore City, there were only five traditional

schools with middle school grade configurations compared to 60 tradisicimabls serving

Grades K8. Schools serving Grades &in Baltimore City had spending levels more on par

with elementary schools than middle schools, with averagpugt spending of $12,003. High
perpupil spending was evident for Grades8dn Somerse($23,342 and Gradesi@2 in

Washington $18,838. However, these figures are based on a small number of schools and small
enrollments. (The figures in parentheses show that on average over thgetiretidy period,

there were only 12 students attergdansingle school serving Grades&in Somerset and 273
students attending a single school serving Grad&2 & Washington.)
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Exhibit 15. Average Expense per Pupil for Districts and Traditional Schools by District and School Grade Configuration From 20127 13 to
201471 15 (Average School Enrollment in Parentheses)

Average Average Traditional Per-Pupil Expense by Grade Configuration
Districtwide [ Traditional
Per-Pupil Per-Pupil

District Name Expense Expense Elementary Middle High Grades Ki 8 Grades 61 12
Allegany $13,966 $12,050 $12,112 (4,363) | $12,706 (1,886) | $11,379 (2,242) 0 o)
Anne Arundel $12,712 $11,223 $11,198 (38,150) | $12,095 (16,197) | $10,572 (21,630) 0 $14,879 (241)
Baltimore City $15,581 $12,769 $12,467 (17,176) | $15,800 (1,936) |$13,911 (10,312) | $12,003 (29,305) | $14,546 (5,608)
Baltimore County $12,945 $10,956 $10,582 (54,050) | $11,666 (22,234) | $11,106 (27,191)| $11,367 (733) o)
Calvert $12,936 $11,463 $11,464 (7,146) | $11,782 (3,776) | $11,234 (5,259) 0 o)
Caroline $12,231 $10,896 $10,497 (2,853) | $11,066 (1,214) | $11,524 (1,486) 0 o)
Carroll $12,630 $11,083 $11,634 (11,565) | $10,406 (5,919) | $10,774 (8,413) | $13,038 (124) 3
Cecll $12,132 $11,020 $10,835 (7,601) | $11,418 (3,465) | $11,027 (4,609) 0 o)
Charles $12,961 $11,741 $11,543 (11,958) | $12,126 (5,807) | $11,755 (8,621) 0 o)
Dorchester $12,942 $11,066 $10,793 (2,335) | $11,115(932) | $11,406 (1,254) | $11,919 (196) 3
Frederick $12,278 $10,750 $10,762 (17,389) | $10,886 (6,518) | $10,707 (12,388) | $9,919 (1,417) | $11,039 (2,162)
Garrett $14,204 $12,273 $11,398 (1,830) | $13,056 (851) | $13,035 (1,165) $13,412 (40) o)
Harford $12,448 $10,873 $10,714 (17,650) | $11,153 (8,413) |$10,916 (10,281) 0 o)
Howard $14,397 $12,533 $12,876 (24,716) | $12,772 (11,899) | $11,842 (16,359) 0 o)
Kent $14,520 $12,799 $12,913 (1,056) | $11,194 (440) $13,775 (601) 0 3
Montgomery $14,440 $12,826 $12,806 (69,306) | $13,305 (29,169) | $12,578 (44,866) | $12,300 (5,229) | $13,228 (3,187)
Prince Ge $13,978 $11,451 $10,802 (24,643) | $12,201 (18,419) [ $11,644 (34,315) | $11,347 (42,771) o)
Queen Ann $11,479 $10,386 $10,335(3,591) | $11,016 (1,408) | $10,040 (2,296) | $10,598 (446) 3
St. Marybd $11,778 $10,463 $10,778 (8,736) | $10,758 (3,666) | $9,693 (4,980) 0 o)
Somerset $14,262 $12,525 $12,446 (1,551) | $13,504 (409) o) $23,342 (12) $12,087 (920)
Talbot $11,485 $10,928 $10,838 (2,015) | $10,121 (788) | $10,945 (1,077) | $11,267 (324) $12,640 (402)
Washington $12,456 $10,989 $10,811 (10,674) | $11,116 (4,914) | $10,844 (5,939) ) $18,838 (273)
Wicomico $12,834 $11,509 $10,926 (7,187) | $12,810 (2,464) | $11,724 (3,477) | $12,186 (628) $11,206 (646)
Worcester $15,702 $13,718 $13,203 (2,433) | $12,792 (624) | $13,603 (1,961) | $15,040 (1,552) 3

0 Not applicable

Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional public schools in total and within each grade range. For school and enrollment counts for traditional schools in
total and by grade range, see Exhibits A7 and A9.
Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data
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Spending on Traditional Public Schools by State Chart of Account
Category

Exhibit 16 shows the statewide average actual expense per pupil at the schpbtddesl out

by state COA categomrycrosghe five school grade configuratioff€! There were fairly

consistent spending patterns across schools of varying grade configurations, with instructional
salaries and wages making up the largest share of spending, followed by fixed charges. There
was some variation in special education and M&1@nding across schools with different grade
configurations, where special education spending was lower but 8p20ding was higher for

high schools compared to schools with other grade configurations. Interestingly, the results also
indicate that spendingn both M&O and food and transportation is less in elementary schools
than in schools with other grade configurations.

20As opposedto beingusedgenearal | y, the term ficategory, o which appear
used in a technical sense, referring to a specific code in the state COA. In some cases, we have collapsed

(aggregated) spending across COA categories (e.g., other fiwstraicd textbooks).

2 When comparing acroggade configurationst is important to remembéhat schoolservingGrades K 8 and

Gradessi 12 are not evenly dispersed across districts and are in fact strongly concentrated in a few 8gdtdots.

servihg GradeKi8 ar e predominantly concentrated i nschBadsl ti more C
serving Gradesi 12 are mostly found in Baltimore City and Montgomery CouBige Appendix A for detailed

enrollment and school counts by charter stajtege configuration, district, and year.
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Exhibit 16. Statewide Average Expense per Pupil for Traditional Schools by State Chart of
Account Category (20127 13 to 2014i 15)

$16,000
514,000 $13,377
$12,116
$12,000 $11,542 $11,589 $11,693
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m Special Education
$6,000 m Other Instruction & Texthooks
M Instructional Salaries & Wages
$4,000
$2,000
S0
Elementary Middle High Grades K-8 Grades 6-12

Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional public schools within each grade range. For school and
enrollment counts for traditional schools by grade range, see Exhibit A4.
Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data

Although the differences across schools with different grade configurations were fairlpsmall

average, there were some important differences in spending patterns across districts. Exhibit 17
shows the averageeppupil spending across all grade configurations, by groupings of state COA
expenditure categories, in the five districts with active charter schools. Despite being the highest
spending of the five districts, Baltimore City had the second lowest spandimginstructional

sal aries and wages category, @rhelpwestppendatofng mo
the five districts. At an average expense of $1,711 per pupil, Baltimore City schools spent far

more in the special education category comgpawethe other districts that had active chatéters

al most $500 per pupil more than the next high
County. Baltimore City also spent over $300 more per pupil in the administration category,

compared to other digtts that have charter schools.

American Institutes for Research Study of Funding Provided to Public Schools and Public Charter Schools in Mangand



Exhibit 17. Average Expense per Pupil for Traditional Schools Broken Out by State Chart of
Account Category Across Districts With Active Charter Schools (20127 13 to 20147 15)
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Note: The sample for this exhibit includes all traditional public schools within the five districts. For school and enroliment
counts for traditional schools within the five districts, see Exhibit A7.
Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data

Central Spending

Although this study focused on the spending that is attributed to schools, it is important to
recognize that a portion of spending is typically spent at the central district office. This is the
spending that is neither attrileat nor allocated to school sites and remains as central spending in
our data. On average across all districts, centrally maintained expenditures were $854 per pupil.
As seen in Exhibit 18, the amount of central spending per pupil varied vageligtrict,from a

high of $1,562 in Baltimore City to a low of $268 in Carroll County. The two COA categories
contributing most to central spending were administration and special education, with statewide
averages measuring $405 and $279 per pupil, respectively.
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Exhibit 18. Average Centralized Expense per Pupil Broken Out by State Chart of Account Category Across Districts (20121 13 to 20141 15)

Special Maintenance & | Transportation & Fixed
District Name | Total Central | Administration | Instruction Education Operations Food All Other | Charges

Allegany $1,038 $300 $130 $491 $30 $8 $0 $79
Anne Arundel $784 $341 $30 $298 $13 $4 $0 $98
Baltimore City $1,562 $741 $38 $545 $62 $4 $0 $172
Baltimore County $998 $469 $33 $349 $17 $6 $0 $124
Calvert $528 $306 $17 $110 $24 $0 $0 $70
Caroline $641 $287 $36 $243 $10 $3 $0 $62
Carroll $268 $176 $16 $8 $9 $0 $0 $59
Cecil $567 $272 $31 $195 $5 $2 $0 $62
Charles $571 $335 $22 $123 $16 $0 $0 $76
Dorchester $646 $439 $52 $13 $21 $1 $0 $119
Frederick $522 $224 $7 $219 $9 $0 $0 $62
Garrett $545 $396 $33 $20 $7 $0 $0 $90
Harford $596 $259 $14 $219 $17 $1 $0 $87
Howard $867 $431 $190 $155 $20 $3 $0 $68
Kent $866 $657 $54 $11 $4 $0 $0 $140
Montgomery $781 $384 $8 $259 $7 $2 $0 $121
Prince George® $1,006 $426 $46 $413 $17 $0 $0 $103
Queen Anne& $513 $343 $21 $48 $2 $2 $0 $97
St. Mary® $445 $320 $13 $0 $23 $3 $0 $86
Somerset $657 $452 $60 $7 $29 $2 $0 $107
Talbot $1,152 $237 $849 $4 $4 $1 $0 $58
Washington $618 $345 $43 $131 $25 $6 $0 $69
Wicomico $629 $380 $136 $28 $7 $3 $1 $75
Worcester $453 $250 $92 $19 $28 $0 $0 $63
Statewide Average $854 $405 $45 $279 $19 $3 $0 $104

Note: In this table, instruction expense includes all instructional categories from the state COA (instructional salaries and wages, textbooks and instructional materials,
and other instruction).
Source: MSDE Statewide Annual Financial Report, MSDE Statewide Staffing File, and District End-of-Year Fiscal Data
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Average Actual Charter School Expenses
Actual Spending on Charter Schools

This section presents actual charter school expenses per pupil, calculated as the sum of the

dollars captured in the School Site Spending Database that have been attributed and allocated to
charter schools divideby enrollment. Exhibit 13ummarizes, for eadistrictwith active

charter schoolghe average actual charter school expense per. pogirovide a frame of

referencethe table also showvike districtwide current operating expempse pupilfor eachof

the threestudyyears.Of the five Maryland districts with active charter scho8laltimore City

and Prince GCoemanedehé smosigroficanttinuymber of charter schoolgith

Baltimore City hosting between 31 and 33 ineach yearand Reiece r ge 6 s County hos:s
between 7 and 10 each year. No other district had more than three charter schools in%ny year.

The exhibitshows that the averagetual(summed attributed and allocajexxpenseer pupil

for charter schools almost all district and study years was less than the districtwidg@peit
expense. This was also the case for traditional schools in all didmi&altimoreCity, for

example, the average actual charterggril expense wa$l2,858in 2015, compared ta
districtwide perpupil operating expense of $15,64%s discussed in the previous sectithre,
average spending on traditional schools in the distthdstalsoless thar$15,642 as a result of

the omission of special schools (e.g., standalone special educatiotssamoounattributed

central spending from the traditional/charter school calculatidmes patterrwassimilar for

Prince Georgg¢ s Count y, istrictwide gerpupibespersef §14,343n 2015and

charter schodhctual expense per pupil $10,844 The one exception was Anne Arundel County
in the 201213 school year, where charter spending was higher than the districtwide spending
per pupil. This is due to the rather high spending on charter schools in Anne Arundel, which (as
we show later) is submntially higher than spending on traditional schools.

When examining charter school spending by school grade configuration, it is apparent that
spending on middle and high school public charter schools, as well as those serving GQrades 6

in Baltimore Cty, are generally upwards of $1,000 per pupil more than spending on elementary
public charter schools. In contrast, charter schools serving Gra@dsad expenses that were

more similar to elementary charter schools. Differential charter school spendisg the grade
configurations was not nearly as pronounced i

22 Frederick County had two charter schools in 2013 and three in both 2014 and&0&Arundel had two in all
threeyearsand StMar y 6 s h attireegears. i n al |
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