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Special points of 

interest: 
• Charter schools in St. Louis 

and Kansas City receive 

funding using the same 

funding formula used in the 

local districts (SLPS and 

KCPS).  

• Enrollment changes in Kansas 

City Public Schools and 

Kansas City charter schools 

may soon reach a point that 

leaves the state without a 

mechanism to pay Kansas City 

charter schools their share of 

local revenue.  

• What constitutes “local 

revenue” has been challenged 

by both St. Louis Public 

Schools and the St. Louis 

charter schools.   

• School districts may bring tax 

levy and bond proposals to 

voters of the district to support 

facilities; charter schools do 

not have that authority.   
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Local Taxes 

Table 1: Unique Features in State Charter School Finance Laws 

Charter School Finance Laws State 

Eligible for additional funding based on outcomes Arizona, Idaho 

Receive funding as determined by the state board of education Arkansas (open enrollment charter schools) 

Receive local funding only if approved by voters in the local district (state 

chartered schools) 
Georgia 

May propose an alternative formula to their authorizer/sponsor Hawaii 

Receive local funding at the discretion of the local district Kansas 

May receive additional equipment, furniture, etc. from the state board of 

education 
Maryland 

Must reimburse local district any surplus revenue in excess of 20% of 

operating budget 
Massachusetts 

Source: Education Commission of the States (2018). Retrieved from https://www.ecs.org/charter-school-policies/ 

Figure 1: Percentage of Enrollment by School Sector, 2018-19 



Kansas City 

St. Louis 

Figure 3: SLPS and Average St. Louis Charter School 

Revenue Sources, 2017-18

Figure 2: KCPS and Average KC Charter School  

Revenue Sources, 2017-18 



Facilities 

Legislative Proposals on Local Funding 

Table 2: States with Options for Facilities Funding for Charter Schools 

Options for Facilities Funding State 

Incorporate facilities funding into state appropriation 

Arizona, Alaska, Colorado, Idaho, Massachusetts, 

Minnesota, Mississippi, Ohio, Tennessee, Utah, Wyoming, 

and Washington, D.C.  

Offer charter schools priority access to vacant school buildings  
Georgia, Maine, Mississippi, North Carolina, and 

Washington  

Make state facility funding available to charter schools  

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, 

Connecticut, Indiana, Louisiana, Maryland, 

Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, New Mexico, New 

York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, 

Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, 

Virginia, and Wisconsin  

Source: Education Commission of the States (2018). Retrieved from https://www.ecs.org/charter-school-policies/  
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