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It is no secret in the Austin Independent 

School District that schools in some parts of town 

have significantly better education programs and 

resources than those in other parts of town. The 

schools are dramatically different from each other, 

both in quality of facilities and in quality of 

education. The campuses are easily discernible 

(and predictable) in terms of the affluence (and 

often race) of the communities in which they are 

located. 

Though this lack of parity in facilities and 

opportunity is widely known, there is little 

discussion about it, and no attempt to remedy it. 

Thus it is that economically-disadvantaged 

children, who are often minority students, already 

one step behind their colleagues across town, 

cannot help but fall further behind, year after year, 

in their academic progress. Their educational 

journey should prepare them for life in the 

American democracy and in our local communities, 

but AISD does not prepare them as well as it could, 

or should. 

One reason for this inequitable and unfair 

situation is that AISD allows and supports the 

private subsidization of higher-income (or “higher-

equity”) schools, sometimes by as much as 

$1,000/student more than the amount of funds that 

support students in lower-income (or “lower-

equity”) schools. It is no wonder with this grossly 

unfair private subsidy that higher-income and 

higher-equity schools offer their students expanded 

educational opportunities that poorer students do 

not have. AISD allows this to happen, and winks 

its eye at it. 
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I. INTRODUCTION: AISD SCHOOLS, SEPARATE AND UNEQUAL 

 

A. SEVERE EDUCATIONAL INEQUITY AMONG AISD SCHOOLS 

 It is no secret in the Austin Independent School District that schools in some parts of town have 

significantly better education programs and resources than those in other parts of town. The schools are 

dramatically different from each other, both in quality of facilities and in quality of education. The 

campuses are easily discernible (and predictable) in terms of the affluence (and often race) of the 

communities in which they are located. 

 Though this lack of parity in facilities and opportunity is widely known, there is little discussion 

about it, and no attempt to remedy it. Thus it is that economically-disadvantaged children, who are often 

minority students, already one step behind their colleagues across town, cannot help but fall further 

behind, year after year, in their academic progress. Their educational journey should prepare them for life 

in the American democracy and in our local communities, but AISD does not prepare them as well as it 

could, or should. 

 One reason for this inequitable and unfair situation is that AISD allows and supports the private 

subsidization of higher-income (or “higher-equity”) schools, sometimes by as much as $1,000/student 

more than the amount of funds that support students in lower-income (or “lower-equity”) schools. It is no 

wonder with this grossly unfair private subsidy that higher-income and higher-equity schools offer their 

students expanded educational opportunities that poorer students do not have. AISD allows this to 

happen, and winks its eye at it. 

 AISD further exacerbates these educational disparities in its own distribution of taxpayer money 

from the State of Texas.  Though AISD receives extra money from the state due to the high number of 

children in the District who come from economically-disadvantaged families or who have limited English 

proficiency, it only makes a weak effort to ensure that this supplemental money reaches the students who 

are supposed to benefit from it.   

 AISD actually uses special categorical funding for positions at poorer schools and then diverts 

what would be regular funding throughout the District so that, in reality, all the schools have about the 

same funding level per student, absent private subsidization.  The greater cost of educating higher-needs 

students is therefore not reflected in the distribution of state and local funds, even though additional funds 

are provided for those students.  This measure of “input” equity is never realized. 

 Not only that, AISD perpetrates a deceptive narrative throughout the community, that more funds 

are actually provided to poorer schools because of federal government assistance and thus private funds 

must make up the difference for higher-equity schools. 

 That is not, and has never been, true. Federal funds are targeted for special programs, remedial in 

nature, designed to close the achievement gap between demographic groups.  They do not provide the 

same benefits provided by private subsidization.  They are designed to supplement needy students’ 

education and put them on a level playing field.    

 It is therefore unfair to point to federal funds as a way to justify the inequity of private 

subsidization and the failure to adequately fund lower-equity schools with state and local funds.  Instead 

of leveling the playing field, AISD keeps it tilted against the poorer and lower-equity students. 

 In sum, funds that should be flowing to poorer students are not.  What this means, bizarrely 

enough, is that poorer students are subsidizing the salaries of the District’s administrative staff, as well as 

subsidizing higher-equity schools, without a comparable gain for lower-equity schools.  

 It is a veritable double whammy: lower-equity schools do not receive directly all the funds they 

should receive and need; and higher-equity schools raise substantial private funds to enhance their 

educational opportunities, to the detriment of the poorer schools. 
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 This report seeks to puncture the deplorable silence around this unfair reality and call the people 

of Austin to task, to pay attention to, and correct, this structured inequality. This report also shines the 

light on AISD’s complicity in this inequitable state of affairs and calls out the superintendent and her 

staff, who perpetuate this systemic scheme. 

 Hopefully, this appeal to accountability will resonate and avoid the need for litigation,
1
 which 

would distract the District and divert funds, for which there is other need. But that decision rests with 

AISD and people in the District. 

 At the end of the day, private funding in the relatively economically advantaged schools skews 

the system, creates inequality, and works to the detriment of poor children and those whose families and 

neighbors have fewer financial resources.
2
 

 AISD is wholly complicit with this structured inequality, and fully aware of the discrimination 

caused by private subsidization of schools. AISD not only tolerates it, but buries its organizational head in 

the sand. 

 Finally, one should underline the lack of transparency in AISD’s administration and allocation of 

funding, which became evident in the preparation of this report. It is not necessarily that AISD 

deliberately withholds information, but that it is utterly decentralized and sometimes unfathomable, even 

to administrative and supervisory staff within the District. Nor does the District maintain central records 

of the amount of private funds raised for, and spent by, a school campus. 

 Even more problematic, school campuses keep scattered records and use non-standardized 

individual accounting methods. School PTAs, typically incorporated as IRS 501(c)(3) not-for-profit 

entities, maintain their own records, which are not shared with, or recorded by, the individual schools or 

the District. 

 Whether intentional or happily ignorant, the result is a lack of transparency.  

B. BUILDING EQUITY ON THE GROUND IN AISD SCHOOLS 

Austin ISD’s diverse student body reflects the growing diversity of Austin itself, as well as the 

challenges of a large, urban school district. The student body is majority minority, with substantial 

percentages of higher-needs students, as indicated by the following chart: 

Austin ISD Basic Data, 2011-2012
3
 

Students       Total  Percentage 

African American      7,878      9.1% 

Asian      2,865      3.3% 

Hispanic    52,440    60.5% 

Native American         234      0.3% 

White    21,181    24.4% 

Other      2,099      2.4% 

         TOTAL  86,697  100.0% 

                                                           
1
 Suit was recently filed against Clint ISD regarding its unequal distribution of funds per student among different 

high school and junior high campuses within the district, alleging state constitutional violations. Sonia Herrera 

Marquez, et al. v. Clint Indep. School Dist., No. 2012DCV055582 (El Paso County Dist. Ct., 205
th
 Dist.).  

2
 The issue of private subsidization creating unequal intra-district education opportunities is a nationwide 

problem. See, e.g., Kyle Spencer, “Way Beyond Bake Sales: The $1 Million PTA,” New York Times (June 1, 2012), 

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/03/nyregion/at-wealthy-schools-ptas-help-fill-budget-holes.html?pagewanted=all. 

This is also discussed in the remedies section of this report with regard to school districts in Portland, Oregon and 

Oakland and Malibu, California. 
3
 AISD website at http://archive.austinisd.org/inside/docs/AISD_Basic_DataV3.pdf. This report uses the most 

current data available at the time the writing process began.  Sometimes, the data is for the current school year; 

sometimes, it is from somewhat further back in time. However, even though current data might change a bit from 

that of previous years, we are confident that it remains consistent with the overall conclusions of this report. 
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Economically-Disadvantaged = 63.7% 

Limited English Proficiency  = 27.4% 

Special Education = 10.0% 

The demographics of individual schools, however, are terribly skewed and segregated when 

compared to AISD’s demographics as a whole. Out of nearly 100 elementary and middle school 

campuses, 39 schools have student populations that fit a common profile of at least 90% minority, 90% 

economically-disadvantaged, and 40% limited English proficient (LEP). See Appendices I-A, I-B. These 

schools with a greater concentration of higher-needs children and minority populations must be the focus 

of efforts to achieve equity in AISD. 

These high numbers of minority, economically-disadvantaged, and limited English proficient 

students undermine AISD’s even modest attempts to address these social inequities through limited bi-

lingual or at-risk student programs, or through supplemental federal funds (most notably, Title I).  

There is a minimum threshold that dictates federal funding eligibility for economically-

disadvantaged students (that is, school campuses where 40% of students are economically-

disadvantaged).  However, AISD should further prioritize schools where the economically-disadvantaged 

students comprise more than 90% of the campus, as this indicates a qualitative and quantitative leap in the 

challenges facing a school in which nearly all students are economically-disadvantaged, and often from 

minority communities.  

Once we acknowledge this undeniable, de facto segregation of AISD schools and its impact on 

student outcomes, we can begin to build a more equitable system. The local school is the unit upon which 

to build District-wide equity, and we must begin building that equity in schools educating children who 

overwhelmingly have the highest needs and are at greatest risk.  

Our report focuses on elementary and middle schools with more than 90% economically-

disadvantaged students and on high schools with more than 80% economically-disadvantaged students. 

These schools – 50 elementary and middle schools and 4 high schools — also have predominately 

minority youth and the highest percentages of limited English proficient students. See Appendix I-A.
4
  

Almost all these elementary and middle schools (35 of 50) are part of the school clusters within 

the attendance zones of the four high schools represented: Eastside Memorial, Reagan, Lanier, and LBJ. 

Similarly, almost all the schools in these attendance zones, including high schools, fall within criteria 

defining high-percentage high-needs schools (39 of 40).
5
 This means the segregation is also, to a large 

extent, geographical. 

Obviously, the earlier the intervention and assistance for students, meaning elementary school, 

the better the chances of helping them “level out” to where they should be in school and enhancing future 

educational opportunity and achievement for them – and lowering their dropout rate. This, in turn, 

benefits them and the larger community. 

C. THE TITLE I MYTH  

 Throughout the course of our research for this report, various myths regarding funding inequities 

in AISD surfaced, but the most perplexing and distressing one involved Title I funds.   

                                                           
4
 Data concerning the schools’ respective attendance and percentage of students who are minority, Limited 

English Proficiency, economically-disadvantaged or at-risk organized by school can be found in Appendix I-B. 
5
 The criteria for high-percentage high-needs school is defined here as 90% economically-disadvantaged, 90% 

minority, and 40% Limited English Proficiency. The only school in the four attendance zones that does not meet that 

standard is Kealing Middle School, a magnet school. Kealing is 43.9% economically-disadvantaged, 6.6% Limited 

English Proficiency, and 61.7% minority. It draws from five elementary schools, two of which (Blackshear and Oak 

Springs) ultimately feed into Eastside High and are high-percentage higher-needs, as defined in this report. The 

other three elementary schools Kealing draws from (Campbell, Lee and Maplewood) ultimately feed into McCallum 

High. None of these three elementary schools are high-percentage, higher-needs, as defined in this report. 
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The mistaken belief exists among parents and administrators at wealthier, higher-equity schools 

that their schools are at a disadvantage because they do not receive Title I funds from the federal 

government. Therefore, they come to see private funds as a way “to level the playing field” with the 

poorer schools that have Title I federal assistance.  

This mindset was evident in an interview with a high school PTA president, who commented, “In 

the low-income schools, they get title money. We don’t; we need to make up the title money gap. It’s not 

like we have more money; they have more dollars, even with our private funding.”
6
  

First, it is simply not true that higher-equity schools, after private subsidization, end up with 

fewer dollars than poorer schools or even the same amount of dollars.  This report dramatically belies the 

truth of that quite erroneous assertion. Higher-equity schools have significantly higher funding through 

private subsidization. 

Secondly, this misleading narrative regarding private resources and compensatory funding 

exhibits itself in the discourse among District staff. Administrators at both poorer and more affluent 

schools incomprehensibly fail to recognize disparities in private resource funding as an equity issue. They 

often subscribe to the fallacy that private resources “balance out” or are “balanced by” Title I funds at 

schools with a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged students. This is naïve and erroneous, and 

ultimately harmful to students in lower-equity schools since it undercuts any momentum to make funding 

more equitable in those schools.  

Title I funding is not intended to “balance” and much less justify inequities in private resource 

access. Title I’s purpose is “to level the playing field” to some extent for the greater cost involved in 

educating higher-needs children, whether for reasons of economics, language skill, etc.  Title I is intended 

to supplement schools that educate a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged children, not 

compensate them for, or balance out private income resources for, well-off schools.  

In other words, federal funding attempts to raise the level of disadvantaged students to get them 

closer to being on par, opportunity-wise, with students from higher-equity homes. Federal funds are 

intended to compensate for the disadvantages that already exist within low-income schools. A recent 

study reported that, “Economically disadvantaged children require 20% to 40% more funds per student 

than more advantaged students in order for them to be successful academically.”
7
 

There is no honest way to view private subsidization as “leveling the playing field.” To the 

contrary, it does just the opposite – it keeps the playing field tilted against students in poorer schools. 

Indeed, many low-equity schools, even with Title I funding, lack the resources to provide basic 

necessities, such as paper and pencils.
8
 How money is spent is equally as important as having access to 

money itself.  

We find the greatest returns in investment when money is spent toward quality teachers, small 

class size, pre-kindergarten programs, interventions for struggling students, rigorous curriculum, 

college/workforce readiness, and sufficient learning materials -- including technology.  

                                                           
6
 Personal interview (2011). We conducted a large number of personal interviews for this report with teachers, 

administrators, parents, and others. However, to protect their privacy and anonymity, we assured them this report 

would not use their names. This was also necessary to prevent any adverse consequences or embarrassment for their 

candor. 
7
 Bonnie A. Lesley, “Money Does Matter!: Investing in Texas Children and our Future.” Austin: Equity Center 

(2005), at http://www.equitycenter.org/resources/reports/money-matters, p.30. 
8
 In fact, it is a back-to-school ritual for churches and non-profit groups to raise funds to buy school supplies for 

students in the poorer schools.  See, e.g., Juan Castillo, “Manos de Cristo back-to-school drive needs help,” Austin 

American-Statesman (July 27, 2011), at http://www.statesman.com/blogs/content/sharedgen/blogs/austin/-

somosaustin/entries/2011/07/27/manos_de_cristo_backtoschool_d.html?cxntfid=blogs_somos_austin; Manos de 

Cristo, at http://manosdecristo.org/2012BTSVolunteerOpportunities.html; St. James’ Neighbor 2 Neighbor, Norman 

Elementary “Back To School” Supplies; 5th Annual Back to School Parade, http://backtoschoolparade.org/-

btsp/home/. 
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An ancillary argument in this context points out that some economically-privileged schools 

receive economically-disadvantaged transfer students. Those students are counted for Title I purposes in 

their “home” attendance zone school under AISD’s transfer policy, a policy with which we agree. The 

argument suggests that better-off schools are shouldering an extra burden by accepting economically-

disadvantaged students, but not receiving Title I funding for them.  

However, this attitude does not recognize that the Title I and intra-District transfer rules are to 

ensure that resources do not flow to schools that do not have high percentages of higher-needs children, 

and schools which in fact benefit from a more integrated demographic balance.  

Similar to the demographics of the UT Elementary School charter in Austin, transfer students 

typically tend to come from more well-established families and positive home environments. That a 

parent of a transfer student is able to exercise the transfer option – which involves research, advocacy, 

commitment, and transporting the child to and from school -- is indicative of that student’s higher 

likelihood of success. 

Hence, the fact alone that they are economically-disadvantaged or minority students does not 

always place them at the same level of risk in higher-equity schools. Indeed, transfer students leaving a 

school in their attendance zone tends to weaken that school, given that such students and parents are 

typically more motivated or supportive in terms of school programs and activities. 

Nor do schools receiving transfer students approach anywhere near the same exceeding 

percentage of higher-needs students as do poorer schools from which those students transfer. Schools in 

zones with high percentages of higher-needs children are the intended beneficiaries of supplemental Title 

I funds. The District’s way of counting students for Title I distribution is correct from an equity 

standpoint, but the attitude within the District and the broader community lags in support.  

This suspect attitude that receiving schools unfairly shoulder a burden of educating higher-needs 

transfer children without extra resources is similar to AISD’s attitude of entitlement for shouldering a 

greater burden of higher-needs children while contributing to state equalization as a Chapter 41 district, as 

discussed later in this report. District and community actors need to stop looking at equitable measures as 

a handout to poor schools and a means to laud the sacrifice of rich schools and justify their private 

resource equity as appropriate equalization for rich schools.  

While no one actually uses those terms, the discourse belies these attitudes. These attitudes must 

change to effectively promote equity within the District. AISD, as a privileged district, with privileged 

schools and privileged members of the community, should fully embrace equitable measures where they 

exist, rather than invert their logic and make them appear as a burden. 

The inadequacy of available resources may help foment this narrow attitude. As state resources 

are limited or cut back and the state funding system reaches the limits of its statutory capacity, all players 

focus on their own constraints, limitations, and narrow interests —sometimes looking for potential 

scapegoats for their problems. Equitable measures should never be viewed as part of the problem in this 

context, but part and parcel of the solution.  

D. EDUCATION MATTERS FOR THE COMMUNITY: ECONOMICALLY AND ETHICALLY 

This broken system has partially emerged from an “us” versus “them” mindset and a lost sense of 

community. If we stopped looking at the mere effects of this system on us as individuals and started 

looking at the broader scheme of reality, we would see the greater costs to the community of failing to 

educate our children, as best we can.  

Economists and others have calculated the significance, in terms of resources, of raising the bar 

of academic achievement, which affects adult success. The level of one’s education is directly correlated 

to one’s economic status, health and life expectancy. These economists have calculated the effect of 

expenditures on resources as it relates to academic achievement and life earnings and have concluded that 

there are substantial returns on investment.  
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The Schott Foundation for Public Education calculated the annual cost to Texans for our current 

failing education system to be $6.8 billion. This number includes the lost earnings of dropouts, losses in 

healthcare costs, crime-related losses, and reductions in taxes paid every year.
9
  

The Alliance for Excellent Education conducted a study in 2009 on the benefits of cutting school 

dropout rates in half. The study calculated the millions of dollars that graduates saved in increased 

earnings in an average year versus those students who dropped out of school, measuring: the increased 

amount that graduates could earn, spend and invest in an average year: additional home and automobile 

sales; the number of new jobs that would be created; the increased amount of Gross Regional Product 

(GRP) by mid-career; the additional amount of taxes paid in an average year; and, increased percentage of 

students continuing in post-secondary education.
10

 

As income levels increase, so do taxes and additional spending that funnels into the system and 

boosts the economy. A rise in jobs also helps the wealth of the community flourish. H.M. Levin 

calculated in “The Social Costs of Inadequate Education” that the country “loses $192 billion, 1.6% of 

GDP, in combined income and tax revenue with each cohort of 18-year-olds who never complete high 

school.”
11

 Evidence confirms that dropouts are in need of more social services than citizens that have 

attained higher levels of education; and numerous studies have revealed that the higher the level 

education in population, the more taxpayers save on money otherwise expended for social services.  

In “Facts for Education Advocates: The Economic Impact of Education,” the College Board 

determined that: 

 A high school graduate lives nine years longer than a dropout and is less likely to 

suffer from cardiovascular disease, cancer, lung disease, diabetes, and infection. 

 Individuals with a higher education level are far less likely to participate in 

government-funded social programs, like Medicaid and food stamps.  

 Arrested or incarcerated persons are less likely to have completed high school. 

Approximately 75% of state prison inmates, 59% of federal inmates, and 69% of jail 

inmates did not complete high school. 

 In terms of reducing policing, government programs to combat crime, state-funded 

victim costs, trials, sentencing and incarceration, the average savings per high school 

graduate would be $26,000/year.
12

 

The positive effects on the economy are worth investing in, not just for our children’s future, but 

the future of the community. Edward Zigler, the founder of the Center in Child Development and Social 

Policy at Yale University, wrote, “A society that neglects its children, its most valuable and vulnerable 

resources, also neglects its future.”
13

 

Moreover, in a 2007 review of studies, economists found that quality teachers can increase 

graduation rates and that the schools which pay higher salaries are more likely to have higher quality 

teachers. Their research calculated the cost of raising teacher salaries by 10% and the cost of two-year 

programs aimed at preventing potential dropouts, which equaled a total cost of $82,000/student. With 

each graduate, the public benefit in taxes and social services savings would be $209,100. Therefore, the 

                                                           
9
 Lesley, supra note 7, p.46. 

10
 “The Economic Benefits from Halving the Dropout Rate: A Boom to Businesses in the Nation’s Largest 

Metropolitan Areas,” Alliance for Excellent Education (2010), at http://www.all4ed.org/files/EconBeneCity-

CardBooklet011210.pdf, p. 3. 
11

 Lesley, supra note 7, p.48 (citing to Henry M. Levin, The Social Costs of Inadequate Education, Summary, at 

http://mea.org/tef/pdf/social_costs_of_inadequate.pdf).  
12

 Id. pp. 48-49 (citing to “Facts for Education Advocates: The Economic Impact of Education.” The College 

Board (2008), at https://professionals.collegeboard.com/profdownload/Facts_For_Education_Advocates_Sept.pdf 
13

 Id. p.46. 
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net value for each graduate would be $127,100.
14

  Bonnie Lesley also reports, “Even using conservative 

estimates, the benefits are 2.55 times greater than the costs. Rarely do expenditures reap such high returns 

on investment-for the individual and for the state.”
15

 

Learning resources have considerable returns on investment. These resources raise academic 

performance and graduation rates, increasing the lifetime earnings and societal contributions of our 

children, thus reducing potential future costs of social services and incarceration.  

As expectations and demands for higher education have heightened in the current economic 

situation, these resources are needed more than ever. According to the Schott Foundation for Public 

Education, ‘12% of the opportunity to-learn gap and the educational and economic effects is accounted 

for by Texas.’ California and New York are the only states that account for a higher percentage.
16

 

Thus, the returns on investment of supplying more learning resources for children early on are 

evident. Regardless of whether we even have children or our children are in private, charter, or home 

schools, providing a poor quality, low standard education for children equally affects us all individually, 

as well as our community and posterity.  

Quite apart from the pragmatic economic arguments, of course, there are substantial, fundamental 

ethical and moral arguments, namely, that we want to be teaching our children to be concerned about the 

wellbeing and welfare of other children specifically, and society generally, and that there is a fundamental 

flaw in a democracy that proclaims a meritocracy but has the deck stacked against our most vulnerable 

kids and people. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
14

 H.M. Levin & C.R. Belfield, “Educational interventions to raise high school graduation rates,” C.R. Belfield 

& H.M. Levin (eds.), The Price We Pay: Economic and Social Consequences of Inadequate Education (pp. 177-99), 

Washington, DC, Brookings Institution Press (2007). 
15

 Lesley, supra note 7, pp. 16-17. 
16

 Id. p.13 (citing to Executive Summary, “Lost Opportunity: A 50 State Report On The Opportunity To Learn In 

America.” Schott Foundation for Public Education (2008), at http://www.otlstatereport.org/national/executive-

summary). 
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Once we acknowledge 

this undeniable, de facto 

segregation of AISD schools 

and its impact on student 

outcomes, we can begin to 

build a more equitable system. 

The local school is the unit 

upon which to build District-

wide equity, and we must 

begin building that equity in 

schools educating children 

who overwhelmingly have the 

highest needs and are at 

greatest risk.  

 

 

The mistaken belief exists among parents and 

administrators at wealthier, higher-equity schools that 

their schools are at a disadvantage because they do 

not receive Title I funds from the federal government. 

Therefore, they come to see private funds as a way 

“to level the playing field” with the poorer schools 

that have Title I federal assistance.  

First, it is simply not true that higher-equity 

schools, after private subsidization, end up with fewer 

dollars than poorer schools or even the same amount 

of dollars.  This report dramatically belies the truth of 

that quite erroneous assertion. Higher-equity schools 

have significantly higher funding through private 

subsidization. 
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POPULATION STATISTICS OF AISD SCHOOLS  

BY PERCENT ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED 
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School 

ED % 

09-10 

LEP % 

09-10 

% 

White 

09-10 

% Minority 

09-10 

At-Risk % 

09-10 

Oak Springs Elementary 99.0 23.1 2.0 98.0 55.8 

Pickle Elementary 98.5 72.7 1.5 98.5 82.7 

Wooldridge Elementary 98.3 80.6 1.6 98.4 87.9 

Linder Elementary 98.1 61.7 1.8 98.2 73.4 

McBee Elementary 98.1 68.5 2.0 98.0 79.9 

Wooten Elementary 98.1 72.9 2.1 97.9 83.4 

Govalle Elementary 98.0 37.3 2.2 97.8 58.0 

Barrington Elementary 97.8 70.2 1.4 98.6 78.7 

Andrews Elementary 97.6 65.7 1.9 98.1 80.4 

Sims Elementary 97.5 34.4 0.3 99.7 53.8 

Harris Elementary 97.4 68.4 1.9 98.1 77.7 

Rodriguez Elementary 97.3 60.1 0.9 99.1 74.2 

Ortega Elementary 97.2 41.9 0.7 99.3 56.7 

Pecan Springs Elementary 97.1 36.5 1.3 98.7 54.1 

Webb Middle 97.0 47.6 2.3 97.7 77.8 

Allan Academy 96.9 55.2 0.8 99.2 71.4 

Brooke Elementary 96.9 33.1 5.3 94.7 53.1 

Blackshear Elementary 96.7 42.7 0.8 99.2 61.0 

Jordan Elementary 96.5 57.8 1.1 98.9 69.6 

Pearce Middle School 96.3 41.1 1.1 98.9 79.9 

Hart Elementary 96.2 73.4 1.4 98.6 81.2 

Langford Elementary 96.2 60.9 3.3 96.7 77.3 

Overton Elementary 96.2 51.3 0.3 99.7 63.7 

Cook Elementary 96.1 64.2 4.2 95.8 78.6 

Winn Elementary 96.1 48.9 2.0 98.0 66.4 

Zavala Elementary 96.1 39.4 1.5 98.5 59.0 

Dobie Middle 96.0 43.4 3.7 96.3 74.4 

Houston Elementary 96.0 60.0 2.9 97.1 70.7 

Norman Elementary 95.9 27.1 1.6 98.4 47.1 

Garcia Middle 95.5 31.7 1.2 98.8 77.6 

Metz Elementary 95.3 56.2 1.8 98.2 69.0 

Allison Elementary 95.1 44.4 1.7 98.3 67.3 

Brown Elementary 95.0 66.7 3.8 96.2 77.3 

Martin Middle 94.8 25.4 0.7 99.3 72.5 

Blanton Elementary 94.8 62.7 2.9 97.1 73.4 

Reilly Elementary 94.7 57.2 7.2 92.8 67.8 

Burnet Middle 94.5 43.3 5.2 94.8 76.3 

Graham Elementary 94.5 56.7 4.6 95.4 64.1 
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St. Elmo Elementary 94.5 58.8 3.7 96.3 68.3 

Sanchez Elementary 94.2 59.0 2.1 97.9 71.0 

Mendez Middle 94.1 46.5 1.0 99.0 80.9 

Campbell Elementary 93.9 25.7 0.8 99.2 45.5 

Walnut Creek Elementary 93.9 65.6 3.3 96.7 75.1 

Widen Elementary 93.8 50.0 1.1 98.9 68.5 

Perez Elementary 93.1 47.5 5.5 94.5 62.5 

Becker Elementary 91.5 37.6 5.3 94.7 59.8 

Ridgetop Elementary 91.5 59.6 7.4 92.6 72.9 

Dawson Elementary 91.3 36.6 6.0 94.0 52.0 

Pleasant Hill Elementary 91.3 41.9 6.4 93.6 59.6 

Galindo Elementary 91.2 54.0 6.7 93.3 68.4 

Eastside Memorial Global Tech High 90.6 24.3 1.0 99.0 95.0 

Odom Elementary 89.8 42.3 7.6 92.4 59.4 

Reagan High 88.3 36.5 2.5 97.5 86.6 

Eastside Memorial Green Tech High 87.8 27.5 2.0 98.0 85.8 

Palm Elementary 87.7 41.6 4.7 95.3 65.4 

Lanier High 84.9 35.3 5.0 95.0 80.2 

Bedichek Middle 82.8 18.3 11.3 88.7 65.4 

Sunset Valley Elementary 82.1 47.6 14.2 85.8 58.5 

Joslin Elementary 81.4 37.2 15.2 84.8 55.4 

L B Johnson High 80.3 19.5 1.7 98.3 82.8 

Travis High 79.0 25.3 4.9 95.1 78.3 

Williams Elementary 78.1 22.2 12.4 87.6 47.0 

Paredes Middle 77.3 22.6 13.9 86.1 64.5 

Travis Heights Elementary 77.1 27.2 19.6 80.4 49.9 

Blazier Elementary 76.5 31.2 10.7 89.3 47.6 

Fulmore Middle 75.5 26.2 15.6 84.4 59.9 

Casey Elementary 70.3 16.6 24.4 75.6 37.2 

Kocurek Elementary 68.4 16.7 29.9 70.1 37.7 

Pillow Elementary 67.3 35.5 20.7 79.3 52.2 

Maplewood Elementary 66.0 18.6 30.7 69.3 41.2 

Cunningham Elementary 64.7 13.3 27.3 72.7 39.9 

Covington Middle 64.5 13.9 28.8 71.2 48.9 

Akins High 62.6 14.2 15.3 84.7 69.5 

Crockett High 61.1 13.4 21.4 78.6 74.5 

Lamar Middle 54.6 12.5 38.6 61.4 49.2 

Boone Elementary 54.4 10.1 39.2 60.8 26.2 

Brentwood Elementary 53.2 14.3 46.5 53.5 29.1 

Mathews Elementary 52.4 19.7 34.5 65.5 38.4 

Menchaca Elementary 48.4 19.9 34.5 65.5 36.4 
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Kealing Middle 43.9 6.6 38.3 61.7 28.6 

Summitt Elementary 43.5 34.9 38.7 61.3 45.6 

Oak Hill Elementary 40.2 22.9 57.0 43.0 37.2 

O. Henry Middle 38.9 8.2 47.9 52.1 36.1 

McCallum High 38.7 6.5 46.3 53.7 52.7 

Zilker Elementary 37.3 9.6 58.8 41.2 23.8 

Austin High 35.7 6.0 45.6 54.4 48.4 

Bailey Middle 30.8 4.5 45.1 54.9 31.4 

Davis Elementary 29.6 15.9 54.2 45.8 27.7 

Cowan Elementary 29.0 7.8 48.9 51.1 20.2 

Small Middle 28.5 5.7 55.8 44.2 29.3 

Pease Elementary 27.5 2.8 27.1 72.9 20.3 

Patton Elementary 27.3 13.6 54.6 45.4 27.3 

Murchison Middle 23.8 8.1 61.7 38.3 27.2 

Anderson High 21.8 6.8 59.9 40.1 36.3 

Hill Elementary 14.3 9.3 68.7 31.3 19.1 

Doss Elementary 14.1 14.7 69.3 30.7 21.1 

Barton Hills Elementary 13.1 0.8 74.4 25.6 9.9 

Lee Elementary 12.9 2.9 60.8 39.2 13.2 

Bowie High 12.7 1.2 58.4 41.6 33.9 

Baranoff Elementary 11.9 7.0 57.5 42.5 17.6 

Bryker Woods Elementary 11.8 3.3 72.0 28.0 16.3 

Gullett Elementary 9.3 0.6 81.4 18.6 9.7 

Mills Elementary 7.9 9.3 62.0 38.0 17.7 

Highland Park Elementary 7.7 4.1 79.0 21.0 12.6 

Gorzycki Middle 6.1 1.7 68.8 31.2 17.7 

Kiker Elementary 5.2 7.1 72.0 28.0 17.6 

Clayton Elementary 4.9 7.8 71.0 29.0 15.4 

Casis Elementary 3.8 3.2 81.6 18.4 11.2 
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High School 

Enrollment 

09-10 

At-Risk % 

09-10 

ED % 

09-10 

LEP % 

09-10 

% White 

09-10 

% Minority 

09-10 

Akins High 2650 69.5 62.6 14.2 15.3 84.7 

Anderson High 1984 36.3 21.8 6.8 59.9 40.1 

Austin High 2350 48.4 35.7 6.0 45.6 54.4 

Bowie High 2805 33.9 12.7 1.2 58.4 41.6 

Crockett High 1732 74.5 61.1 13.4 21.4 78.6 

Eastside Memorial Global Tech High 202 95.0 90.6 24.3 1.0 99.0 

Eastside Memorial Green Tech High 443 85.8 87.8 27.5 2.0 98.0 

Lanier High 1433 80.2 84.9 35.3 5.0 95.0 

L B Johnson High 977 82.8 80.3 19.5 1.7 98.3 

McCallum High 1751 52.7 38.7 6.5 46.3 53.7 

Reagan High 866 86.6 88.3 36.5 2.5 97.5 

Travis High 1332 78.3 79.0 25.3 4.9 95.1 

Middle School 

Enrollment 

09-10 

At-Risk % 

09-10 

ED % 

09-10 

LEP % 

09-10 

% White 

09-10 

% Minority 

09-10 

Bailey Middle 956 31.4 30.8 4.5 45.1 54.9 

Bedichek Middle 1021 65.4 82.8 18.3 11.3 88.7 

Burnet Middle 960 76.3 94.5 43.3 5.2 94.8 

Covington Middle 951 48.9 64.5 13.9 28.8 71.2 

Dobie Middle 597 74.4 96 43.4 3.7 96.3 

Fulmore Middle 1010 59.9 75.5 26.2 15.6 84.4 

Garcia Middle 693 77.6 95.5 31.7 1.2 98.8 

Gorzycki Middle 834 17.7 6.1 1.7 68.8 31.2 

Kealing Middle 1240 28.6 43.9 6.6 38.3 61.7 

Lamar Middle 663 49.2 54.6 12.5 38.6 61.4 

Martin Middle 677 72.5 94.8 25.4 0.7 99.3 

Mendez Middle 865 80.9 94.1 46.5 1.0 99.0 

Murchison Middle 1244 27.2 23.8 8.1 61.7 38.3 

O. Henry Middle 1004 36.1 38.9 8.2 47.9 52.1 

Paredes Middle 889 64.5 77.3 22.6 13.9 86.1 

Pearce Middle  457 79.9 96.3 41.1 1.1 98.9 

Small Middle 949 29.3 28.5 5.7 55.8 44.2 

Webb Middle 572 77.8 97.0 47.6 2.3 97.7 

Elementary School 

Enrollment 

09-10 

At-Risk % 

09-10 

ED % 

09-10 

LEP % 

09-10 

% White 

09-10 

% Minority 

09-10 

Allan Academy 388 71.4 96.9 55.2 0.8 99.2 

Allison Elementary 529 67.3 95.1 44.4 1.7 98.3 

Andrews Elementary 572 80.4 97.6 65.7 1.9 98.1 

Baranoff Elementary 852 17.6 11.9 7.0 57.5 42.5 

Barrington Elementary 926 78.7 97.8 70.2 1.4 98.6 

Barton Hills Elementary 375 9.9 13.1 0.8 74.4 25.6 
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Becker Elementary 189 59.8 91.5 37.6 5.3 94.7 

Blackshear Elementary 241 61.0 96.7 42.7 0.8 99.2 

Blanton Elementary 560 73.4 94.8 62.7 2.9 97.1 

Blazier Elementary 727 47.6 76.5 31.2 10.7 89.3 

Boone Elementary 485 26.2 54.4 10.1 39.2 60.8 

Brentwood Elementary 477 29.1 53.2 14.3 46.5 53.5 

Brooke Elementary 414 53.1 96.9 33.1 5.3 94.7 

Brown Elementary 502 77.3 95.0 66.7 3.8 96.2 

Bryker Woods Elementary 400 16.3 11.8 3.3 72.0 28.0 

Campbell Elementary 393 45.5 93.9 25.7 0.8 99.2 

Casey Elementary 656 37.2 70.3 16.6 24.4 75.6 

Casis Elementary 815 11.2 3.8 3.2 81.6 18.4 

Clayton Elementary 970 15.4 4.9 7.8 71.0 29.0 

Cook Elementary 900 78.6 96.1 64.2 4.2 95.8 

Cowan Elementary 742 20.2 29 7.8 48.9 51.1 

Cunningham Elementary 556 39.9 64.7 13.3 27.3 72.7 

Davis Elementary 703 27.7 29.6 15.9 54.2 45.8 

Dawson Elementary 333 52.0 91.3 36.6 6.0 94.0 

Doss Elementary 721 21.1 14.1 14.7 69.3 30.7 

Galindo Elementary 719 68.4 91.2 54 6.7 93.3 

Govalle Elementary 402 58.0 98.0 37.3 2.2 97.8 

Graham Elementary 658 64.1 94.5 56.7 4.6 95.4 

Gullett Elementary 527 9.7 9.3 0.6 81.4 18.6 

Harris Elementary 737 77.7 97.4 68.4 1.9 98.1 

Hart Elementary 850 81.2 96.2 73.4 1.4 98.6 

Highland Park Elementary 634 12.6 7.7 4.1 79.0 21.0 

Hill Elementary 691 19.1 14.3 9.3 68.7 31.3 

Houston Elementary 958 70.7 96.0 60.0 2.9 97.1 

Jordan Elementary 810 69.6 96.5 57.8 1.1 98.9 

Joslin Elementary 323 55.4 81.4 37.2 15.2 84.8 

Kiker Elementary 907 17.6 5.2 7.1 72.0 28.0 

Kocurek Elementary 639 37.7 68.4 16.7 29.9 70.1 

Langford Elementary 843 77.3 96.2 60.9 3.3 96.7 

Lee Elementary 441 13.2 12.9 2.9 60.8 39.2 

Linder Elementary 836 73.4 98.1 61.7 1.8 98.2 

Maplewood Elementary 420 41.2 66.0 18.6 30.7 69.3 

Mathews Elementary 391 38.4 52.4 19.7 34.5 65.5 

McBee Elementary 806 79.9 98.1 68.5 2.0 98.0 

Menchaca Elementary 698 36.4 48.4 19.9 34.5 65.5 

Metz Elementary 491 69.0 95.3 56.2 1.8 98.2 

Mills Elementary 1097 17.7 7.9 9.3 62.0 38.0 
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Norman Elementary 314 47.1 95.9 27.1 1.6 98.4 

Oak Hill Elementary 993 37.2 40.2 22.9 57.0 43.0 

Oak Springs Elementary 303 55.8 99.0 23.1 2.0 98.0 

Odom Elementary 688 59.4 89.8 42.3 7.6 92.4 

Ortega Elementary 284 56.7 97.2 41.9 0.7 99.3 

Overton Elementary 716 63.7 96.2 51.3 0.3 99.7 

Palm Elementary 661 65.4 87.7 41.6 4.7 95.3 

Patton Elementary 765 27.3 27.3 13.6 54.6 45.4 

Pease Elementary 251 20.3 27.5 2.8 27.1 72.9 

Pecan Springs Elementary 523 54.1 97.1 36.5 1.3 98.7 

Perez Elementary 800 62.5 93.1 47.5 5.5 94.5 

Pickle Elementary 722 82.7 98.5 72.7 1.5 98.5 

Pillow Elementary 648 52.2 67.3 35.5 20.7 79.3 

Pleasant Hill Elementary 623 59.6 91.3 41.9 6.4 93.6 

Reilly Elementary 304 67.8 94.7 57.2 7.2 92.8 

Ridgetop Elementary 188 72.9 91.5 59.6 7.4 92.6 

Rodriguez Elementary 955 74.2 97.3 60.1 0.9 99.1 

Sanchez Elementary 617 71.0 94.2 59.0 2.1 97.9 

Sims Elementary 314 53.8 97.5 34.4 0.3 99.7 

St. Elmo Elementary 347 68.3 94.5 58.8 3.7 96.3 

Summitt Elementary 747 45.6 43.5 34.9 38.7 61.3 

Sunset Valley Elementary 464 58.5 82.1 47.6 14.2 85.8 

Travis Heights Elementary 525 49.9 77.1 27.2 19.6 80.4 

Walnut Creek Elementary 901 75.1 93.9 65.6 3.3 96.7 

Widen Elementary 804 68.5 93.8 50.0 1.1 98.9 

Williams Elementary 668 47.0 78.1 22.2 12.4 87.6 

Winn Elementary 440 66.4 96.1 48.9 2.0 98.0 

Wooldridge Elementary 881 87.9 98.3 80.6 1.6 98.4 

Wooten Elementary 682 83.4 98.1 72.9 2.1 97.9 

Zavala Elementary 388 59.0 96.1 39.4 1.5 98.5 

Zilker Elementary 520 23.8 37.3 9.6 58.8 41.2 



20 
 

 

 



21 

 

II. REPORT SUMMARY: FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. FINDINGS: SEVERE INEQUITIES EXIST AMONG POORER AND WEALTHIER AISD SCHOOLS 

1. Subsidization of local schools by private funds creates a stark inequality across AISD schools 

in terms of educational opportunity such that schools in poorer areas of the community have significantly 

less educational opportunity than schools in more affluent areas of the community. 

2. The significant advantage for schools with high private resource levels is their ability to create 

a positive, creative, and individualized educational environment, with multiple opportunities and supports 

to develop student potential. These include a wide array of offerings in the arts, athletics, field trips, 

retreats, classroom aids, technology, volunteer teaching assistants, extracurricular clubs, and other 

activities.  

3. Private resources also provide extra support and incentives to teachers, and aid in the 

recruitment and retention of high quality teachers, often drawing such teachers away from low-equity 

schools. 

4. These inputs directly affect student outcomes; and, where lacking, students are deprived of an 

enriched environment conducive to success and learning.  

5. While AISD argues that ultimately poorer schools receive more public supplemental funding, 

there is evidence that, in fact, because the District distributes funding to schools based on staffing 

formulas, rather than a school’s number of high-needs students, some wealthier schools receive more 

public money than poor schools with similar enrollment numbers. 

6. Several elementary schools in AISD with a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged 

students not only fail to receive additional public, supplemental funding, but actually receive less funding 

than schools with a low percentage of these students. This disparity clearly defies the purpose of state 

distributions to the District, based on weighted average daily attendance (WADA), by allowing schools 

with a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged students to receive less funding, not more, than 

wealthier schools of comparable size.  

7. Even when public funds are properly distributed, however, private subsidy funds create a great 

divide between more affluent, majority-white schools (West Austin, for example) and the poorer, at-risk, 

largely Hispanic or black schools in other areas of the city.  

8. This divide is similarly reflected in the achievement gap between economically-privileged and 

economically-disadvantaged students, and between white and minority students.  

9. The data on achievement gaps for minority and economically-disadvantaged students is 

alarming, and the gap in private resource equity among schools is a significant factor in those outcomes.  

10. In other words, the typical monitoring data show that minority, economically-disadvantaged, 

and limited English proficient students underperform, as compared to students not in those categories.  

11. In comparing resources available to schools segregated along these lines, there is a significant 

disparity in the access to private resource equity.  

12. Private resource equity is a significant factor for determining successful educational outcomes. 

If a student attends a school with limited private resource equity, he or she is more likely to drop out.    

13. Parents at poorer schools often work several jobs, and many lack English language skills. 

These factors make parental organization and local fundraising problematic, if not next to impossible, 

especially in economically-disadvantaged communities, which, by definition, lack sufficient private 

resources. 
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B. REMEDIES TO REDRESS DISPARITIES AND CREATE PRIVATE RESOURCE EQUITY 

We challenge the community to achieve greater equity for poorer schools, and propose the 

following ideas and initiatives, recognizing that some of them may require extended time and additional 

or reallocated funds to implement: 

1. Creating a District-Wide Foundation and an Endowment to Fund Programs for Low-Equity 

Schools 

Our first, and major, recommendation for addressing the inequities caused by private 

subsidization is creating a foundation and an endowment to help fund programs and provide education 

support for low-equity schools.  

The problem of intra-District inequity is so grave that creative initiatives, like a special 

foundation and an endowment, are necessary for helping make educational opportunities in  low-equity 

schools comparable to those in high-equity schools. 

One way of funding such a foundation is through a tithing contribution on private fundraising at 

higher-equity, more affluent school campuses. This would involve AISD as a whole. Other districts 

nationwide have implemented a tithing system on private fundraising to achieve greater private resource 

equity.  

Portland, Oregon is the leading example, where each individual school foundation contributes 

one-third of the funds it collects in excess of $10,000 to a district-wide Equity Fund. These funds are then 

distributed to higher needs schools within the district, according to need.  

Appendix II-A describes the Portland plan in detail. 

AISD should implement a similar initiative, and the Austin Council of PTAs should embrace it. 

The second part of this project would be creation of an endowment through contributions from 

local philanthropists, businesses, the public, the City, municipal entities, and others, which the foundation 

would administer. 

2. Creating the Position of Development Director in Each Low-Equity School 

AISD has an Office of Innovation and Development (OID). A review of its funding partners 

reveals that most partners or foundations are supporting projects in predominantly low-income schools, 

such as STEM programs (Science, Technology, Engineering and Math), the Social Emotional Learning 

initiative (SEL), the Early College High School program, professional development programs, and some 

support for technology and materials.  

All are intended for the most part to address needs in low-income schools. However, the amount 

of support and impact OID and its partners have had on sustaining significant private resource equity in 

schools with the highest need is not evident. In fact, AISD data suggests it is insufficient to address the 

structural inequity. OID also manages AISD’s accountability for state and federal entitlement grants, a 

task that no doubt takes up significant time and resources.  

We recommend decentralization of OID, and that all the schools in the four vertical teams 

identified as most lacking of private resource equity (Reagan, Lanier, LBJ, and Eastside Memorial) have 

(or share) a full-time fundraising and development person on campus at each school who would help 

prioritize efforts to grow and sustain private resource equity in those schools. Decentralization would 

allow each school’s fundraising and development person to engage with and be accountable to each 

vertical team community. The individuals would work directly with principals and PTAs, as well as with 

AISD teams seeking to address priorities and develop successful programs in those vertical team areas.  

 The individuals would engage the broader business, academic, and residential communities to 

mobilize resources and volunteers. Most importantly, these decentralized positions would help ensure 

that, in addition to targeted programs for higher-needs students, these students would have the same 

beneficial educational environment enjoyed by their colleagues at high private resource schools, such as 
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quality offerings in art, athletics, field trips, retreats, technology aids, extracurricular clubs, and other 

activities. 

3. Partnering Schools for Better Resource Sharing 

We recommend that AISD promote the partnering of high-equity and low-equity schools to better 

share resources across the District. Common fundraisers, the sharing of organizational capacity, advocacy 

skills, community resources, and social networks are all ways in which private resource equity could be 

employed across the District. This should be a particular mandate and mission of AISD.  

Beyond joint fundraising and sharing equitable resources, partner schools also would participate 

together in combined field trips, extracurricular activities, or other programs. 

There are logistical issues involved, such as transportation from one school to another, to which 

AISD would have to apply creative problem-solving. 

4. Better Distribution of Activity Funds and Monies Obtained from District Property Use 

High-equity schools derive significant private resource funding from AISD property or AISD-

sponsored activities, such as sporting events, vending machines, rental of school space, and even parking 

spaces (which high-equity schools auction off to parents).  

While we do not suggest redistributing all private resource equity generated at high-equity 

schools, AISD should evenly redistribute monies generated through use of its property or sponsored 

activities. For example, funds from sporting events should be pooled and distributed equitably within 

AISD by its Excellence and Equity Foundation.  

5. Community Organizers for Low-Equity Schools 

The District should re-direct its focus from top-down communications to ground-up community 

organizing. AISD should decentralize and readjust staff placement so that low-equity schools would each 

have (or share) a full-time community organizer on staff to mobilize and engage the community in 

developing solutions to improve students’ quality of education with support from the District. Genuine 

community organizing will lead to better participative methods in developing and implementing hands-on 

strategies for improving low-equity schools. 

6.  Enlisting UT to Assist Low-Equity Schools: Teacher Training and Research, Mentoring and 

Tutoring, Expanded Volunteer Programs (Extracurricular Activities and Sports 

The University of Texas is an excellent resource that should be recruited as a partner in achieving 

greater equity in AISD schools. UT benefits from the Austin community in myriad ways; and, in turn, it 

can provide enormous in-kind human and social contributions. AISD already has a relationship with some 

university members as consultants, and UT operates the UT Elementary School, a demonstration school. 

Both AISD and UT should assess their relationship in terms of improving the educational environment in 

AISD low-equity schools. 

Two strong partnership areas would be teacher training and research. Teaching assistants, who 

intern at UT Elementary, also could intern in low-equity public schools. UT likewise could provide 

greater continuing training opportunities for District teachers in low-equity schools. AISD should 

coordinate with the UT Department of Education to maximize UT’s positive impact on increasing equity 

in AISD. AISD should likewise promote UT research aligned with the goals of increasing opportunities 

and performance in low-equity public schools. 

There is no limit to harnessing the potential of UT students and faculty, from significantly more 

organized and expanded volunteer mentoring and tutoring programs to sports activities, classroom 

assistants, extracurricular clubs, language programs, and social work interns. 

Just a few hundred organized volunteers from UT’s 50,000+ students and 12,500 faculty and staff 

is not unimaginable, indeed rather probable, and would have an enormous impact on Austin’s schools.  
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Why AISD doesn’t systematically tap into and organize this dynamic resource at all levels is 

unfathomable, and probably even inexcusable. There is no shortage of dedicated volunteers at UT.  

7. Curriculum-Based Technology Task Force for Low-Equity Schools 

We recommend that AISD establish a separate technology task force for low-equity schools. 

There should be a priority focused on ensuring that low-equity schools have optimum classroom 

technology and innovative curricula which use that technology. The District should make all its partners 

aware of this priority and challenge them to make it a reality. AISD needs to organize Austin’s famed 

high-tech corridor to step up to this challenge.  

As part of this priority, AISD should provide added support for website development for low-

equity schools and internet access in the homes and communities they serve. One evident disparity in 

private resource equity shows up on school websites across the District. High private resource schools 

have substantially more developed websites.  

Developing the websites of low-equity schools in a participatory way for parents and students, 

and increasing their internet access also will enhance self-image and create a positive environment for 

educational progress. It is also an essential tool for recruiting volunteers, fundraising, and communicating 

with families. 

8. Commitment by Austin Businesses and Local Foundations to Prioritize Low-Equity Schools 

Local businesses depend on, and benefit from, locally educated and self-sustainable communities. 

While the Austin business community has made notable (and laudable) efforts to partner with AISD 

toward greater equity, more partnering projects are desperately needed.  

Moreover, social networking is a significant feature in high-equity schools that produces 

substantial resources from the business community for those schools. Because of the lack of accounting 

transparency for these resources and corporate giving, it is unclear how those amounts compare to grants 

and contributions to low-equity schools, but the balance surely favors high-equity schools.  

AISD must persuade the Austin business community to the goal of helping make low-equity 

schools places where the educational environment is at its highest level. Businesses must become the 

private “boosters” that these schools currently lack in resource equity.  

AISD also must convince local foundations to reconsider where and how to make their grants in 

light of school inequities. 

Some examples of endeavors that foundations and Austin businesses can undertake include: 

a. Student mentoring programs during/after school and evening student/parent mentoring 

programs; 

b. Partnering with particular schools;  

c. Adopting curricular and extra-curricular activities and sustaining projects that improve the 

educational environment; and, 

d. Grounds and facility improvement  

Businesses and corporate and private foundations should not only support public education but 

align their goals with an explicit AISD plan to raise the educational environment in low-equity schools.  

The more educated a community, the more it thrives economically and socially.  

9. Capping Central Administrative Costs and Salaries 

In order to cover some of the costs of these proposals, the District must cut back and cap central 

administrative expenses and salaries, pegging them to a percentage of teachers’ salaries.  
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The District must also significantly reduce the percentage of Title I funds that it siphons off as 

administrative costs and re-locate Title I positions from central administration to school campuses 

receiving Title I funds.   

10. Better Public/Private Resource Equity Utilization 

Finally, we recommend the following three specific steps that AISD can implement immediately: 

a. Establish zero-based budgeting with equitable compensation for low-equity schools; 

b. Implement a revised weighted formula for intra-District funding that follows the student, 

not the staff; and, 

c. Expand the REACH program and teacher incentives for high-needs schools. 

 

 

  

The “mission” of the Texas Education Code is a 

public education system that: 

… ensur[es] that all Texas children have access to 

a quality education that enables them to achieve 

their potential and fully participate now and in the 

future in the social, economic, and educational 

opportunities of our state and nation.  

TEX. EDUC. CODE, §4.001(a). 
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Subsidization of local schools by private funds 

creates a stark inequality across AISD schools in terms 

of educational opportunity such that schools in poorer 

areas of the community have significantly less 

educational opportunity than schools in more affluent 

areas of the community. 

The significant advantage for schools with high 

private resource levels is their ability to create a 

positive, creative, and individualized educational 

environment, with multiple opportunities and supports 

to develop student potential. These include a wide 

array of offerings in the arts, athletics, field trips, 

retreats, classroom aids, technology, volunteer teaching 

assistants, extracurricular clubs, and other activities.  

Private resources also provide extra support and 

incentives to teachers, and aid in the recruitment and 

retention of high quality teachers, often drawing such 

teachers away from low-equity schools. 

These inputs directly affect student outcomes; 

and, where lacking, students are deprived of an 

enriched environment conducive to success and 

learning.  
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III. PUBLIC FUNDING OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION: TEXAS AND 

AISD 

Public elementary schools provide a critical foundation for the development and education of 

Texas citizens. The quality of a child’s elementary education will have a long-term impact on not only the 

growth and advancement of that individual, but also on the entire community of which that child is a part 

and of which he or she will become an adult member. 

Although public financing of education in Texas is not the main focus of this report, an overview 

of it is important to understand its interplay with the private subsidization of AISD schools, which creates 

the inter-school gulf of inequity that this report targets. 

This section discusses the Texas statewide school funding system. It describes the legal 

imperative of equity in public school finance and the extent of any progress toward funding equity among 

and within school districts.  

This section also provides an overview of public education funding for AISD. 

A. TEXAS PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE  

Education plays a crucial role in the economic, political, and social fabric of our society. The 

Texas Constitution recognizes the critical importance of education and establishes the duty of the state to 

provide free public education: 

A general diffusion of knowledge being essential to the preservation of the liberties 

and rights of the people, it shall be the duty of the Legislature of the State to establish and 

make suitable provision for the support and maintenance of an efficient system of public 

free schools.
1
 

Moreover, the “mission” of the Texas Education Code is a public education system that: 

… ensur[es] that all Texas children have access to a quality education that enables them 

to achieve their potential and fully participate now and in the future in the social, 

economic, and educational opportunities of our state and nation.
2
  

Unfortunately, the patchwork structure of the Texas public school system does not provide equal 

access to resources and hence equal opportunity to children across the state. Due to the wide variety of 

property wealth among school districts, coupled with the fact that property taxes are the most common 

way of financing a school district, a huge access-to-funding chasm exists between property-wealthy and 

property-poor districts. The unequal distribution of property wealth across the state has led to disparities 

in property wealth as great as 500 to 1 between property-wealthy and property-poor districts.  

This disparity is problematic because a significant percentage of children within many districts do 

not receive the adequate education guaranteed to them and deemed essential to their well-being by the 

Texas Constitution.  

To combat these severe inequities, individuals have turned to litigation and the legislature, with 

mixed results.  

1. Brief History of Texas School Finance Litigation: Still a Gordian Knot 

Parents in property-poor school districts
3
 first challenged the inequities in the public school 

finance system in the early 1970s in a federal court case, Rodríguez v. San Antonio Independent School 

                                                           
11

 Tex. Const. art. VII, §1. 
2
 Tex. Educ. Code, §4.001(a). 

3 ”Property poor” districts by and large are overwhelmingly made up of the poor, who live in areas of low or 

depressed property values.  They are also referred to here as “poor districts.”    
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District, arguing that the grossly disparate finance system denied their children, who were students in 

poorer districts, their fundamental right to an education, in violation of the U.S. Constitution. 

The U.S. Supreme Court, however, ultimately refused to find a fundamental right to education in 

the Federal Constitution or to remedy the gross inequity in school finance brought about because of 

Texas’ reliance on property taxes, and ruled against the parents and their children.
4
  

Finding no assistance from the federal courts, parents and students then turned to the Texas state 

courts. In the Edgewood series of cases in the 1980s and 1990s, poor school districts, with varying 

degrees of success, challenged the Texas system as being so inequitable as to render it unconstitutionally 

“inefficient” under Article VII of the Texas Constitution. Subsequently, wealthy districts intervened to 

protect their interests, arguing that state control over their local property taxes amounted to a state 

property tax, which Article VIII of the Texas Constitution prohibits.
5
  

In response to the Edgewood litigation, the legislature enacted Chapter 41 of the Texas Education 

Code, which focused on equalizing wealth levels among public school districts. This goal is achieved 

primarily by equalizing property wealth through “weighted” student distributions (“WADA”)
6
  and 

ensuring comparable tax revenue for similar tax efforts
7
 across districts, resulting in the recapture of tax 

revenue from property-wealthy districts and its effective redistribution through the guaranteed yield 

formulas to property-poor districts. In order to avoid problems with Article VIII, local school districts had 

to retain sufficient discretion under the law to set their own tax rates.  

Under Chapter 41, a property-wealthy district must reduce its property wealth to the equalized 

level through one of five methods: (1) merging its tax base with a poorer district; (2) sending money to 

the state to help pay for students in poorer districts; (3) contracting to educate students in other districts; 

(4) consolidating voluntarily with one or more other districts; or, (5) transferring some of its commercial 

taxable property to another district's tax rolls. Most property-wealthy districts, including AISD, choose 

the second option. 

On the other hand, “local discretion” and the prohibition of a statewide property tax have become 

proxies for preserving the privileges of wealthy districts and maintaining inequalities. In what is known as 

the West Orange Cove round of school finance litigation (2005), property-wealthy districts were adept at 

using the argument of constitutional “adequacy” to force reforms increasing the overall financial capacity 

of the system. Then, in the course of passing a new school finance reform bill, they influenced the 

legislature to build back some of their privileges into the funding formulas. 

Recent litigation also has challenged the Texas school finance system as “inadequate” to achieve 

the “general diffusion of knowledge,” required by the Constitution, calling into question the overall 

funding capacity of the system as districts reach their maximum taxing cap limit.  

The latest case challenging the system, Texas Taxpayer and Student Coalition v. Scott, brought by 

poor and rural districts coalescing around the Equity Center of Austin, challenges inequity through 

inefficiency, inadequacy, and also through the “suitable provision” clause of Article VII.
8
   

Other school districts across the state have intervened in the latest case so that there are basically 

five configurations of plaintiffs: (1) the coalition of poor, mid-wealth and rural districts tied to the Equity 

Center; (2) the poor, predominantly Latino districts that have traditionally united with Edgewood ISD and 

                                                           
4
 San Antonio Indep. School Dist. v. Rodríguez, 411 U.S. 1 (1973). 

5
 Tex. Const. art. VIII, §1-e (“No State ad valorem taxes shall be levied upon any property within this State.”).  

6
 The “weighted” student count adds anywhere from 0.1 (e.g., for limited English proficient students) to 0.5 (for 

each special education student) to the student count used in the funding formula, in recognition of the higher cost to 

educate higher-needs students. These “weights” determine the basic count used in many funding formulas as the 

number of “weighted students in average daily attendance” or “WADA.” 
7
 Tax effort is measured by each penny increase of the tax rate per $100 of property valuation. 

8
 Cause No. D-1-GN-11-003130, 200

th
 Judicial District, Travis County (Texas Taxpayer Coalition). The 

appendix to this section outlines the litigation and cases in greater detail. 
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are represented by the Mexican American Legal Defense & Educational Fund; (3) a coalition led by large, 

urban mid-wealth districts represented by the law firm of former Texas Education Agency General 

Counsel David Thompson; and, (4) a coalition of the wealthiest districts represented by Mark 

Trachtenberg of the law firm of Haynes and Boone, LP.
 9
  

The interests of the first two plaintiff groups continue to be complementary, just as they were in 

previous litigation. The latter two groups were joined in the last round of litigation under the West Orange 

Cove plaintiff group, arguing adequacy as a more important objective than equity. Wealthy districts 

sought to protect their privileges and ensure they would not have to contribute more money to state 

equalization. Though the wealthiest districts have formed their own coalition in this latest round of school 

finance litigation, the Thompson group also is focused on adequacy rather than equity. AISD, 

unfortunately, has aligned with this group.
10

 

As an analysis of the Texas school finance system would show, framing remedies for consistent 

constitutional infirmities in terms of efficiency, adequacy or suitability is a chronically flawed and much 

delayed process. These remedies are flawed precisely because the Supreme Court of Texas has yet to 

view education as a fundamental right demanding equity in funding practices and an equal opportunity for 

all to a quality education and educational environment.  

Instead of addressing this key issue, Texas court decisions and legislative responses have parsed 

the school funding crisis into competing interests that too often serve as proxies for preserving the 

privilege of a few and justifying the disadvantage of many.  

For now, constitutional “efficiency” stands in the place of “equity” in school finance litigation. 

To a certain degree, constitutional “adequacy,” and more recently “suitability,” have been used to 

challenge the ability of the Texas finance system to ensure that all children receive equal opportunity to a 

quality education that “enables them to achieve their potential and fully participate now and in the future 

in the social, economic, and educational opportunities of our state and nation.”
11

  

2. The Legislature’s Piecemeal Approach Leaves Inequity in Place  

Unfortunately, legislative remedies and reforms to the statewide funding system have not 

eliminated all inequities or resulted in across-the-board equalization of revenue. Part of the reason for the 

remedies’ lack of success is their negligent and imprudent implementation by the individual districts. 

 Additionally, constitutionally-mandated local discretion over property taxes remains at odds with 

the goals of equity and equal opportunity.  

Moreover, the law does not equalize local tax revenue for facilities, and the state does not 

adequately fund Tier 3 facilities financing for poor districts.
12

  

Finally, the weights used in the state funding formula to adjust the cost of education for higher 

needs students are also inadequate, meaning that districts with a high percentage of poor, limited English 

proficient, or special needs students are chronically underfunded.  

                                                           
9
 A fifth plaintiff group in this litigation is formed by an organization called Texans for Real Efficiency and 

Equity in Education (TREE). This group seeks to reform the education system along the lines of charter schools. 
10

 AISD joined the lawsuit claiming that funding inequity is a violation of equal protection in Texas and that the 

current public school financing system is “inadequate, unconstitutional and arbitrary.” The suit will cost $1 per 

student up to a maximum of $65,000 for the 2011 school year, and it may dip into next year’s school budget. Laura 

Heinauer, “AISD Approves Joining School Finance Lawsuit,” Austin American-Statesman (Oct. 24, 2011). 
11

 Tex. Educ. Code §4.001(a). 
12

 Tier 3 financing is assistance from the state for low-wealth districts to provide a guaranteed yield in their 

Interest and Sinking fund tax rate to help pay off bonds for facilities financing.  There is no guarantee that poor 

districts will receive Tier 3 financing, however.  The legislature allocates limited funds each biennium for Tier 3.  

Therefore, not all districts that qualify receive Tier 3 funding. 
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The 2006 legislative reforms in response to the West Orange Cove litigation artificially bought 

the state more time to improve or change its public education financing system. Since then, structural 

inequities have built up; and poor districts have once again found themselves reaching their taxing and 

funding capacity, resulting in the current Texas Taxpayer Coalition litigation.  

3.  Synopsis of Structural Inequities in the State Funding Formula 

1. Due to the wide variety of property wealth among school districts throughout Texas, coupled 

with the fact that property taxes are the most common way of financing a school district, a huge funding 

chasm exists between property-wealthy and property-poor districts.  

2. Inadequate implementation of legislative remedies for inequity, such as weighted student 

distributions (WADA), also prevents equalization across and within school districts statewide. The 

weights used in the state funding formula to adjust the cost of education for higher-needs students are 

deficient, meaning that school districts with a high percentage of poor, limited English proficient, or 

special needs students are chronically underfunded.  

3. Additionally, state constitutionally-mandated local discretion over property taxes remains at 

odds with the goals of equity and equal opportunity across school districts statewide.   

4. The law does not equalize local tax revenue for facilities, and the state does not adequately 

fund Tier 3 facilities financing for poor districts.  

B. SUPPLEMENTAL FEDERAL FUNDING 

In addition to state funds, the federal government contributes funds meant to battle school 

inequity, chiefly through the No Child Left Behind Act (“NCLB”). Title I of NCLB is the best known 

section of NCLB, and the main source of funding. All Title I funds are meant to help close the 

achievement gap between schools within a district. Title I funding is based on the number of students 

eligible for the federal free/reduced lunch program. Eligible students are those who come from 

households making up to 130% of the federal poverty guidelines. Schools eligible for Title I funding are 

those which have at least 40% of students eligible for federal free and reduced lunch. These students are 

also categorized as “economically-disadvantaged” under the state school funding formulas. 

NCLB funds do not replace state and local funds for underserved schools. School districts need to 

equalize educational services purchased by state and local funds before they apply for NCLB funds. This 

requirement exists because NCLB funds are meant to supplement state and local funds rather than 

supplant them. 

Use of Title I funds is restricted. Individual schools may not use them on what are considered 

extra programs, such as field trips. Instead, they fund only basic and necessary programs and positions 

that directly contribute to closing the achievement gap — but again, these programs and positions must be 

funded after the schools receive funding for educational services that is comparable to funding received 

by other schools within a school district. 

C. PUBLIC FUNDING: AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT  

In Texas, school districts collect public education funding from local, state, and federal revenue 

sources. Of these three sources, local property taxes are the primary source of revenue for school districts. 

As already noted, the use of property taxes in his funding scheme creates a great divide between property-

wealthy and property-poor districts.  

This section addresses the discrepancy between distributions to the District and distributions to its 

individual schools. While AISD receives additional funding from the state based on its WADA, the extra 

money awarded to AISD, based on the higher-needs student populations, does not always directly reach 

the actual students in higher-needs schools, who desperately need it.  

AISD elementary schools are feeder schools for middle schools, which are then in turn feeder 

schools for high schools. Thus, if children receive an inadequate or poor quality education at the 
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elementary level, their options for the future are limited right from the very beginning of their educational 

journey. 

Austin, which has always been interested in providing the best quality education to the children of 

its community, thus will be limited in its future endeavors by failing to adequately educate its next 

generation of leaders. 

1. Distributions to AISD 

Within AISD, funding for public education follows the path laid out by the state and the Texas 

Education Code. AISD has three main funding sources, as do other school districts in Texas: the General 

Fund, Food Services, and Debt Services. 

The General Fund, also known as the Operating Fund or Local Maintenance Fund, is the largest 

fund. The General Fund, in turn, has three main sources for financing public education in school districts: 

local, state, and federal. The local funds for public education generally come from property taxes. Each 

school district in Texas adopts two tax rates: Maintenance & Operations, which supports the major 

operational and educational programs in a school district; and Interest & Sinking, which supports a 

repayment of bonded debt that district voters have approved. 

In addition to the General Fund, two remaining aspects of the governmental funds finance public 

education in Texas: Food Services and Debt Services. The Food Services fund goes toward operation of a 

district’s cafeteria meal program. The financing also comes from local, state, and federal sources. The 

local sources for the program primarily consist of collecting fees from meals sold to students and teachers 

as well as local earnings made on investment. The state funding source for the cafeteria program is mainly 

financed by the Texas Education Agency. In regards to federal funding, the majority of the money comes 

from the National School Lunch Program, but some financing comes from the U.S. Department of Health 

and Human Services.  

The Debt Services fund that finances public education is sourced by school districts issuing 

bonds. The District pays back the interest and principal on the bond through ad valorem taxes. 

The funding from the state is then distributed to the District based on the weighted student 

attendance counts, WADA. High-needs students, such as those that are economically-disadvantaged or 

Limited English Proficient, are weighted so that the District receives more money to educate these 

students. Of the 48,715 students enrolled in AISD elementary schools during the 2010-2011 academic 

year, a total of 33,383 students were economically-disadvantaged. Therefore, a majority (68.53%) of the 

students in the District require special programming and resources in order to meet the higher needs of 

their education. Consequently, AISD is awarded additional money based on the District’s WADA to 

educate these students.  

2. AISD’s Supplemental Federal Funding  

AISD applies for Title I funds from the Texas Education Agency.  Once approved and funded, the 

District distributes the funds to eligible schools. AISD has made it a priority to fund those campuses with 

the highest percentage of economically-disadvantaged students. This means that not all eligible schools 

receive Title I funding. Beginning with the campuses with the highest percentage of economically-

disadvantaged students (e.g., campuses that are 99% economically-disadvantaged), AISD generally funds 

down to campuses with approximately 60% economically-disadvantaged students. 

Before Title I funds reach individual schools, they are distributed to AISD central administration.  

Under the application guidelines, the District can divert 30% of discretionary Title I funds to central 

administration without causing a red flag. In our discussions with district officials and review of its Title I 

budget, AISD regularly diverts over 30% of its discretionary Title I funding to central administration. 
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From the years 2007 to 2012, central administration has kept between 34.1% and 53.5% in central 

administration.
13

   

Though some of the budget administered centrally actually goes to fund positions at the campus 

level, funding for some central administration positions is questionable.  For example, in the 2011-12 

school year, Title I funds were diverted to partially (50%) fund ten (10) positions in the District’s public 

relations department. It is also unclear how locating some bureaucratic positions funded by Title I in 

central administration can more effectively “close the achievement gap,” as required by NCLB, than 

locating those positions on school campuses.  Indeed, we argue for the school campus option.   

Some NCLB money that stays within central administration is earmarked for programs and costs 

that directly benefit higher-need schools. However, as of yet, AISD has not specified in its responses to 

our open records requests precisely how much money is set aside for these purposes. There is simply no 

way for the public to know exactly how AISD is spending federal money, even by reviewing copies of its 

NCLB grant applications. 

It appears that AISD is keeping as much money in central administration as possible. If AISD is 

able to effectively target the money to the schools that need it most, this could be a more efficient use of 

funds. However, the extent to which this money seems to be spent on positions with either vague or 

misleading job descriptions gives rise to concern. The District must ensure that Title I money is spent 

directly on students who need it and programs that support them, and make that data transparent and 

intelligible.   

3. AISD Distributions to the Schools 

One of AISD’s major problems in distributing funding equitably is that it does not have a reliable 

system in place for tracking the flow of money. This not only creates inconsistencies within the system, 

but also impedes the system from functioning the way it was intended. 

The problem arises when the District redistributes the funds it receives from the state to 

individual schools. Rather than distribute the money based on the number of high-needs students at each 

school, the District uses staffing formulas that allocate positions, rather than dollars, to schools.  

This inconsistent system of distribution to schools is problematic because the staffing formulas do 

not take into account the differences in costs of educating high-needs students.  The formulas are instead 

based on actual enrollment, which is then used to determine how many teacher positions a given school 

has to fill. 

Among other things, the staffing formula also does not take into account salary scales, which are 

skewed in favor of wealthier schools since those schools attract more experienced teachers who receive 

higher salaries.  

 Ultimately, the staffing formula allows teacher retention rates to affect the flow of resources and 

educational quality among the schools because teachers who have taught longer have a higher pay rate 

and frequently prefer to teach in high-equity schools. This decreases funding to the schools with a higher 

percentage of economically-disadvantaged students, as they tend to have significantly lower teacher 

retention rates. Teachers with more experience tend to be better teachers. Not retaining them and opening 

their positions to less-experienced teachers adversely affects low-equity schools. 

Further, although money comes to the District based on the WADA calculations, Texas does not 

require the district to fund campuses based on WADA. Instead the state only requires that a certain 

amount of money be spent on programs geared towards at-risk students, which includes limited English 

                                                           
13

 Ten percent (10%) of Title I funds are set aside for specific non-discretionary programs under the rules.  An 

additional 20% must be set aside for transportation costs to provide for school choice to parents at schools under a 

school improvement plan for failing to meet adequate yearly progress (AYP) in two consecutive years.  AISD 

recently announced that 12 Title I schools will be in stage 1 of the NCLP School Improvement Program.  

http://www.austinisd.org/articles/AYP2012. 
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proficient, economically-disadvantaged, special education, and other students. This means that the 

District ultimately gets to determine how it spends its money on bilingual education and other programs 

for at-risk students, including economically-disadvantaged students.  The District does not ensure that 

money intended to supplement the education of needy students actually reaches those students; nor does 

the state require it to do so.  

As a result, AISD does not actually know how much compensatory funding each school is 

receiving because some factors that go into determining “at-risk” students do not get translated to the 

campus-level, which results in schools with high percentages of economically-disadvantaged children 

receiving less funding than they would if monetary distribution was based on their campus WADA. 

The end result is that the salaries of about half the base number teachers at high economically-

disadvantaged schools are supported by this compensatory funding given to AISD and being reported as 

satisfying the District’s obligation to provide a certain percentage of compensatory bilingual education. 

So, rather than getting additional bilingual education teachers to compensate its base number of teachers 

with this funding, the schools with a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged students still only 

have the base number of teachers, even though the compensatory funding is being used to pay their 

salaries. 

We believe this results in the subsidization of high-equity schools by the students of low-equity 

schools.  On the one hand, LEP and economically-disadvantaged students bring more money to the 

district through the weighted state school finance system.  However, if two schools with comparable 

enrollments receive the same number of staffing positions, the District can use positions at the low-equity 

school for its reporting on compensatory education, without actually providing additional funds to that 

school (and, because of the lower teacher retentions rates, may actually be paying less to fill those 

positions than at a high-equity school).  In this way the low-equity campuses not only do not receive 

additional monies for compensatory education, they in fact subsidize other schools in the District with 

fewer high-needs students. 

The cost of educating an economically-disadvantaged student is significantly higher than the cost 

of educating a non- economically-disadvantaged student, since supplemental programming and resources 

are necessary to give high-needs students an adequate and equivalent education. Thus, schools with a high 

percentage of economically-disadvantaged students require more funding for their education services to 

be equitable.   

Title I provides some supplementation, but the District should reconsider its internal funding 

formula to ensure that weighted student funds flow to the children who need those resources.  This can be 

easily accomplished by incorporating weights into the staffing formulas.  There is precedent for this in the 

District’s funding of magnet programs.  For a middle school with a magnet program, the teacher 

allocation formula provides additional teachers based on 30% additional weight for the number of magnet 

students.  For LASA, additional teachers are provided based on a 25% additional weight for the number 

of magnet students.
14

  If this is done to ensure the academic excellence of these magnet programs, why 

can’t the same be done based on the campus WADA for students who are English language learners and 

economically disadvantaged?   

While the District argues that ultimately schools with economically-disadvantaged students 

receive more funding, there is evidence that, in fact, AISD’s haphazard distribution system results in 

some schools with wealthier student populations receiving more money than other schools with similar 

enrollment numbers. 

Some schools with a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged students not only fail to 

receive supplemental funding, but also receive less funding than schools with a low percentage of these 

students. This disparity clearly defies the purpose of distributions to AISD based on WADA, by allowing 

                                                           
14

 AISD Staffing Formulas for 2011-2012, obtained through open records request. 
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schools with a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged students to receive less funding, not more, 

than wealthier schools of comparable size.  

The problem is particularly evident in AISD elementary schools. We used the District’s own 

Campus Data Sheets to analyze expenditures per student at campuses across the District.
15

  The numbers 

and analysis below are based on five-year averages drawn from those data sheets.   

The graph below compares the amount of funding per student at schools with a higher percentage 

of economically-disadvantaged students with schools with a lower percentage of these students that are of 

similar enrollment size. 

 Specifically, as the graph below demonstrates, despite the District’s contention that poorer 

schools consistently receive more funding, several schools with a high percentage of economically-

disadvantaged students receive less funding than those with a low percentage of such students.  

(1) Schools with a lower percentage of economically-disadvantaged students are located 

in the wealthier areas of the District, have higher performance scores and more 

resources, and are represented by lighter shading.  

(2) Conversely, schools with a higher percentage of economically-disadvantaged 

students generally tend to be under-enrolled, have lower performance scores, fewer 

resources and teachers, and are represented by the darker shading. 

 This Public Funding Distribution graph illustrates that, even among schools with similar 

enrollments, there are schools with more economically-disadvantaged students receiving less funding per 

student than schools with fewer of these students. This is especially problematic for two reasons: 

(1) The cost of educating an economically-disadvantaged student is significantly higher 

than the cost of educating a non-economically-disadvantaged student. This means 

that schools with a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged students require 

more funding, since they need to provide supplemental programming and resources 

to give their students an equivalent education or “to level the playing field.”  

(2) The Texas Education Agency (TEA) recognizes the higher costs of educating 

economically-disadvantaged students. Since a significant portion of the AISD student 

population is composed of economically-disadvantaged students, TEA grants AISD 

extra funding to equalize the education of economically-disadvantaged students to 

                                                           
15

 See http://www.austinisd.org/sites/default/files/dept/budget/docs/Per_Pupil_Data_By_Campus.pdf.  For this 

report, we used the version which included the five years up to the budgeted expenditures for 2011-2012.  The 

version currently on the website includes the five years up to the budgeted expenditures for 2012-2013. 
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that received by non- economically-disadvantaged students. Unfortunately, as the 

above data shows, AISD does not consistently distribute this additional 

economically-disadvantaged funding to the children on whose behalf it is receiving 

the funding. 

On average, elementary schools in AISD spend $5,689 per student.
16

 However, the data reported 

by the District shows that of the 52 schools with the highest percentage of economically-disadvantaged 

students, over half of them receive less than this amount to spend per student.  

This is startling because the District contends that schools receive more funding on the basis of 

having high numbers of economically-disadvantaged students. Yet the data reported by AISD itself 

contradicts this argument. The current system of distributions by the District only compounds the 

egregious inequities seen in AISD and in Texas as a whole. 

This inequity alone is a troubling realization even without considering whether receiving $5,689 

per student is actually adequate for a school to sufficiently address the educational needs of its students.  

4. Alternative Solutions  

Rather than maintaining its inconsistent and haphazard system of funding distribution that causes 

some poorer schools with a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged students to receive less 

financial support than wealthier schools, the District must consider alternative solutions.  

In the interest of developing a system that would accurately and consistently track the funding 

AISD receives and distribute it equitably, the Texas Civil Rights Project suggests a using a campus 

WADA formula to serve as a proxy for AISD elementary schools.  

Instead of, or in addition to tracking the compensatory funding through a program expenditures, 

as AISD currently does, this campus WADA formula would redistribute and track the funding given to 

individual campuses on the basis of the high-needs students they are intended to benefit. The money 

follows the student, not the staff. 

Our study examined how the District might then distribute funds schools based on their number 

of high-needs students. We refer to this system as the “adjusted WADA” for the campuses because just as 

the District is awarded extra money for their number of economically-disadvantaged, Limited English 

Proficient, and high-needs students, the schools would also be funded in this manner, based on their own 

weighted student attendance counts (“WADA”).  

The adjusted WADA method of distribution aims to have the money follow the student, such that 

the students who need the additional funding for their education actually receive it. In short, under the 

adjusted WADA, the money follows the student. 

The goal of this was to find how much money each elementary school in AISD was receiving to 

educate their students and how much money these schools would receive per student under the modified 

WADA.  

We used enrollment data from TEA reports to determine how many students were enrolled in 

each school for the 2010-11 academic year, and how many of these students were economically-

disadvantaged. We then multiplied the number of economically-disadvantaged students by their assigned 

weight (0.2), as established by the legislature for the state school finance system. 

For example, McBee Elementary had 757 students enrolled; 750 of these students (99.1%) were 

economically-disadvantaged. When multiplying 750 economically-disadvantaged students by their 

assigned weight (0.2), the school should be awarded funds for an additional 150 students.  

                                                           
16

 This number is arrived at by averaging the costs per student reported by AISD over the last five school years.  

To view the data, please see the Methodology section of this report. 



36 

 

Therefore, McBee’s WADA enrollment is 907 students, meaning that, while only 757 students 

are enrolled, the school would be funded as if it had 907 enrolled to compensate for the additional cost of 

educating high-needs students. On average, McBee spends $4,817.80/student in an academic year. With 

the adjusted WADA approach, McBee would receive $5,772.45/student, which is $954.65/student more 

in compensatory educational funds than it then received. 

This is one example of a lower-equity, poorer school with a high percentage of economically-

disadvantaged students. Given how the District currently allocates funds, it does not receive enough state 

money to give each school the extra funds that would be required under the adjusted WADA.  

It is incumbent on AISD to ensure an equal opportunity to children with higher needs.  While the 

District should continue efforts and explore avenues to secure additional funding for high-needs schools, 

it must redistribute its money based more equitably on campus WADA. This will help level the playing 

field and further the goal of overall success and student achievement.  One way to do this, while still 

using a staffing formula, would be to incorporate the campus WADA of high-needs schools similar to the 

way magnet schools are weighted to receive additional teachers.  Most of these high-needs schools would 

receive an additional weight of about 25%.  There may be other means to achieve the same equitable goal, 

but the discussion must begin on this basis equitable distribution for schools like McBee.  

Another way to minimize the current system of haphazard distribution would be to hold the 

District accountable for reporting exactly where it spends the money it receives from the state on behalf 

of the economically-disadvantaged students. More specifically, the District should report what amount of 

the WADA-earned money it actually siphons off for its own administrative costs.  

Because the District receives funding for state compensatory education programs and services for 

educationally-disadvantaged students, this compensatory funding should follow the students. The state’s 

accountability system in this regard is inadequate as we have seen, since ordinary teacher’s salaries can be 

included in “program” accounting.  Moreover, under Title 19 of the Texas Administrative Code (TAC) 

§105.11, school districts are allowed to spend up to  48 percent of the compensatory allotment on indirect 

costs, including general administration costs, related to state compensatory education.
17

  District records, 

however, simply do not make clear how these funds are being spent.   Therefore, AISD is required to 

spend at least 55 percent of the WADA allotment on the District’s identified state compensatory 

education programs and services. 

The District should be required keep and to release its expenditure records in order ensure that it 

is not siphoning off more money than permitted by the TAC for its own administrative costs.  If the 

District does not know where the money it withholds for central administration is spent, or how much of 

it is spent to benefit its different programs, then it cannot be expected to remedy some of the significant 

disparities in educational equity identified in this report.  

Moreover and more importantly, there is no requirement that AISD has to use the 48/52 formula. 

It could adopt a 30/70 formula, for example, and send more money to the schools in great need of such 

funds. Texas and AISD should make it a priority to ensure that the compensatory educational funds get to 

the students and schools that so desperately need them.  

D. SUMMARY 

(1) Despite education’s crucial role in the economic, political, and social fabric of our society, 

the patchwork structure of the Texas public school financing system has failed to provide equal access to 

resources and hence equal opportunity to children across the state.  

(2) While individuals have attempted to use litigation to address the inequities in public 

education, framing remedies for consistent constitutional infirmities in terms of efficiency, adequacy or 

suitability is a chronically flawed and much delayed process. Until the Supreme Court of Texas 
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 There are indications that school districts lobbied the legislature to increase this percentage. 
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recognizes education as a fundamental right, the fight for equity in education must advance through state 

and district policies and procedures. 

(3) The state and federal governments have responded to the inequities produced by the unequal 

distribution of property wealth across the state with equalization funding programs and formulas, 

including weighted student attendance counts for high-needs students (WADA) and the No Child Left 

Behind Act (NCLB).  

(4) While AISD argues that ultimately poorer, lower-equity schools receive more funding, there 

is evidence that, in fact, because the District distributes funding to schools based on staffing formulas, 

rather than a school’s number of high-needs students, some wealthier schools therefore receive more 

money than poor schools with similar enrollment numbers. 

(5) To ensure that the compensatory funding given to AISD based on the number of high-needs 

students actually gets to the students and schools that truly need it, the District should reexamine its 

haphazard and inconsistent methods of distribution. It should consider alternative solutions, such as 

distributing the funds based on each school’s WADA so that schools with the highest percentage of 

economically-disadvantaged students receive the greatest amount of compensatory funds.  

(6) Additionally, AISD should be held accountable for tracking and reporting where exactly its 

funding from the state goes, including what portion of the WADA and Title I of NCLB funds the District 

siphons off for its own administrative costs.  

 

The cost of educating an economically-disadvantaged student is 

significantly higher than the cost of educating a non-economically-

disadvantaged student, since supplemental programming and resources are 

necessary to give higher-needs students an adequate and equivalent education. 

Thus, schools with a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged students 

require more funding for their education services to be equitable.  
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One of AISD’s major problems in distributing 

funding equitably is that it does not have a reliable 

system in place for tracking the flow of money. This 

not only creates inconsistencies within the system, but 

also impedes the system from functioning the way it 

was intended. 

The problem arises when the District 

redistributes the funds it receives from the state to 

individual schools. Rather than distribute the money 

based on the number of high-needs students at each 

school, the District uses staffing formulas that 

allocate positions, rather than dollars, to schools.  

This inconsistent system of distribution to 

schools is problematic because the staffing formulas 

do not take into account the differences in costs of 

educating high-needs students.  The formulas are 

instead based on actual enrollment, which is then used 

to determine how many teacher positions a given 

school has to fill. 

Among other things, the staffing formula also 

does not take into account salary scales, which are 

skewed in favor of wealthier schools since those 

schools attract more experienced teachers who 

receive higher salaries.  

 Ultimately, the staffing formula allows teacher 

retention rates to affect the flow of resources and 

educational quality among the schools because 

teachers who have taught longer have a higher pay 

rate and frequently prefer to teach in high-equity 

schools. This decreases funding to the schools with a 

higher percentage of economically-disadvantaged 

students, as they tend to have significantly lower 

teacher retention rates. Teachers with more 

experience tend to be better teachers. Not retaining 

them and opening their positions to less-experienced 

teachers adversely affects low-equity schools. 
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HISTORY AND SUMMARY OF TEXAS SCHOOL FINANCE LITIGATION 

 

San Antonio Indep. School Dist. v. Rodriguez (1973) 

Parents of schoolchildren filed suit in federal court and claimed that the Texas system was 

unconstitutional because poorer districts had to tax lower-value property at a higher rate to fund their 

schools. The U.S. Supreme Court, however, held that education was not a fundamental right and the 

system did not violate the Federal Constitution. 

Edgewood Indep. School Dist. v. Kirby (“Edgewood I”) (1984) 

Property-poor districts challenged the school finance system in state court as violating Article VII of the 

Texas Constitution. The Texas Supreme Court held that the system was not “efficient” under Article VII 

because it allowed gross funding inequities between property-poor and property-rich districts for the same 

tax effort.  The court ordered the legislature to develop a more efficient finance system, based on 

equitable revenue for similar tax efforts across districts. 

Edgewood Indep. School Dist. v. Kirby (“Edgewood II”) (1991) 

In response to the Texas Supreme Court’s order in Edgewood I, the legislature increased funding for 

public schools. The Court held that the increase in funding did nothing to change the underlying finance 

system, and ordered the legislature to address the issue again. 

Carrollton-Farmers Branch Indep. School Dist. v. Edgewood Indep. School Dist. (“Edgewood III”) 

(1992) 

Wealthy school districts challenged a new school finance system that required districts to tax property at a 

certain level and distribute the proceeds among the districts. The Texas Supreme Court struck this plan 

down as an unconstitutional statewide property tax under Article VIII of the Texas Constitution. 

Edgewood Indep. School Dist. v. Meno (“Edgewood IV”) (1995) 

The Texas Supreme Court upheld a complex plan that tied a certain amount of state funding to a district’s 

levying a minimum property tax, with discretion to increase property tax rates to a certain cap, and 

equalization of property tax revenue across districts to reduce the disparities in funding.  Fundamental 

aspects of this system of equalization have remained in place, with some modifications. 

Neely v. West Orange Cove Consol. Indep. School Dist. (“West Orange Cove”) (2005) 

This challenge from wealthy districts focused on the “adequacy” of the state finance system to achieve the 

“general diffusion of knowledge” standard required by Article VII of the Texas Constitution.  It 

challenged whether that standard was being met with a majority of school districts at the time taxing at 

the cap or maximum rate. Poor districts joined the lawsuit to argue the case from their perspective.  The 

Texas Supreme Court held that, because most districts had to tax at the maximum rate to adequately 

provide for a general diffusion of knowledge, the system resulted in an unconstitutional de facto state 

property tax. 

Texas Taxpayer and Student Coalition v. Scott (filed 2011) 

A taxpayer group along with rural and property-poor districts have all challenged the present state finance 

system under the “efficiency,” “adequacy,” and – for the first time – the “suitable provision” clause of 

Article VII.  Plaintiffs argue that the legislative remedies in response to West Orange Cove, which made 

multiple modifications to the system, were arbitrary and created widening inequities, driving poor 

districts quickly to the maximum rate.   
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Despite education’s crucial role in the economic, 

political, and social fabric of our society, the patchwork 

structure of the Texas public school system has failed to 

provide equal access to resources and hence equal 

opportunity to children across the state.  

While individuals have attempted to use litigation to 

address the inequities in public education, framing remedies 

for consistent constitutional infirmities in terms of 

efficiency, adequacy or suitability is a chronically flawed 

and much delayed process. Until the Supreme Court of 

Texas recognizes education as a fundamental right, the fight 

for equity in education must advance through state and 

district policies and procedures. 

The state and federal governments have responded to 

the inequities produced by the unequal distribution of 

property wealth across the state with equalization funding 

programs and formulas, including weighted student 

attendance counts for high-needs students (WADA) and the 

No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).  

While AISD argues that ultimately poorer, lower-equity 

schools receive more funding, there is evidence that, in fact, 

because the District distributes funding to schools based on 

staffing formulas, rather than a school’s number of high-

needs students, some wealthier schools therefore receive 

more money than poor schools with similar enrollment 

numbers. 

To ensure that the compensatory funding given to AISD 

based on the number of high-needs students actually gets to 

the students and schools that truly need it, the District should 

reexamine its haphazard and inconsistent methods of 

distribution. It should consider alternative solutions, such as 

distributing the funds based on each school’s WADA so that 

schools with the highest percentage of economically-

disadvantaged students receive the greatest amount of 

compensatory funds.  

Additionally, AISD should be held accountable for 

tracking and reporting where exactly its funding from the 

state goes, including what portion of the WADA and Title I 

of NCLB funds the District siphons off for its own 

administrative costs.  
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III. PRIVATE FUNDING OF SOME AISD SCHOOLS CREATES SIGNIFICANT 

AND SUBSTANTIAL INEQUALITY WITH OTHER AISD SCHOOLS 

 

A. SOURCES AND CHALLENGES OF PRIVATE SUBSIDIZATION 

 The most obvious solution to inequitable public school subsidization, it would seem, is to simply 

have the low-equity schools raise more money to fund the programs they need. Many sources of private 

subsidization are currently in use throughout AISD schools, including:  

 Direct voluntary contributions 

 Parental contributions through enrichment and other fees 

 Government or nonprofit grants or donations 

 Donations or sponsorships by businesses 

 Traditional school fundraisers, like candy or magazine sales 

 Super-fundraisers, like silent auctions or golf tournaments with expensive entry fees 

 However, every one of these subsidization sources requires a substantial starting investment of 

money, time, and social capital – all of which are in short supply for most parents of low-equity school 

students. Direct voluntary contributions, as well as parental contributions through enrichment and other 

fees, are obviously out of the question for most parents at schools where many students are classified as 

economically-disadvantaged – in other words, eligible for the federal free/reduced school lunch program. 

But other types of subsidization are more difficult too.  

 While the District does some grant writing for schools, that amount makes only a small difference 

for low-equity schools, as is obvious in our activity ledger comparison, and additional grant writing 

requires both time and a level of education and expertise most people don’t have in low-equity 

communities. 

 Business sponsorships, relied on heavily by high-equity schools for extra revenue, would be a 

possibility; but, as one PTA president pointed out logically, in low-equity schools, “what’s the quid pro 

quo for the business?”
1
 Businesses sponsor or donate to schools because it gets them advertising, like a 

link on the school’s website; and parents at those schools are more likely to shop at a business that 

supports their children’s education.  

 At low-equity schools, many of which don’t even have a developed website other than the 

minimal page provided on the AISD website, there is no quid pro quo because parents lack the extra 

disposable income to patronize a florist or dry-cleaner to support their children’s education; and 

businesses know it.  

 Finally, traditional school fundraisers, like candy or gift wrap sales, only succeed when the 

child’s parents, parents’ friends, or neighbors have disposable income to buy nonessential items, or when 

the parents have time and gas money to take the children door-to-door and drive them around. 

  Super-fundraisers, which make a huge amount of money for schools that undertake them, rely on 

parents who have social networks that can mobilize donations, and even greater access to disposable 

income to purchase expensive seats at social events or to bid on items at school auctions. 

 It is certainly possible to fundraise or add value to the educational experience in other ways 

without a large amount of starting capital, but only if parents and students have the time and involvement 

to be creative with their resources.  

 This is relatively simple for high-equity schools, where many families have one stay-at-home 

parent. But for low-equity schools, where many parents work two or even three low-paying jobs, neither 

time nor money nor social capital is available to invest in subsidizing education to an acceptable level. 

                                                           
1
 Interview with a PTA president (2011). 
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PTAs at many low-equity schools struggle to even maintain a quorum at meetings, much less find 

adequate numbers of volunteers for events or classroom support.  

 This is also attributable to the lack of organizing skills that poorer parents in low-equity schools 

generally possess, for a variety of reasons, as compared to higher-equity schools where more middle-class 

parents have learned to be more adept at organizing. The kind of equity-sharing this report envisions 

would also have the collateral effect of increasing the organizing skills of parents in low-equity schools. 

B. HOW PRIVATE SUBSIDIZATION CREATES AND PERPETUATES A CHASM OF EDUCATIONAL 

OPPORTUNITY INEQUALITY IN AISD 

The struggle around school finance in Texas has two chronicles: one is the hotly contested 

historical legal battle to make financing more equitable across and among all school districts in the state.  

The other chronicle -- much less contested because it happens under the horizon -- is the 

distribution of funding within school districts themselves. Severe inequities in funding and resources exist 

among schools within the same district across the state,
2
 and AISD is no exception.

3
  

Our research into Austin ISD, a property-wealthy district by state standards,
4
 demonstrated 

conclusively that schools within the District itself are not equally funded or similarly equipped to provide 

a comparable, quality education. To the contrary, our study showed severe inequities in funding and 

resources among schools in AISD. 

Indeed, there is a huge divide between more affluent, majority-white schools (west Austin, for 

example), and the poorer, at-risk, largely Hispanic or African American schools in other areas of the city 

(east Austin, for example).
5
 This divide is similarly reflected in the achievement gap between 

economically-privileged and economically-disadvantaged students, and between white and minority 

students.  

This raises a corollary concern: the extent to which the equity gap for schools within the District 

contributes to an achievement gap among these schools. 

The reason for the equity divide seems to be that, in the wake of the chronic crisis of Texas 

school financing, the state’s public school system has devolved into a set of inadequately-funded public 

schools overall, which are rescued through private subsidization in wealthier and more affluent areas of a 

district, such as AISD. 

The private subsidization of schools is the hidden structural component of public education 

funding in the state that leads to enormous inequities among schools within the same district. This is true 

of AISD. 

Because of private subsidization, even in a relatively well-funded district like AISD, there exists a 

distinct two-tier public education system, which strongly reflects race and socioeconomic class. At the 

lower tier are schools in low-income, minority communities, identified in our report as poorer, high-needs 

                                                           
2 See Hayley Kappes, “Clint student-spending disparity targeted,” El Paso Times (July 19, 2012), at 

http://www.elpasotimes.com/news/ci_21106199/clint-student-spending-disparity-targeted?source=rss. 
3
 In AISD, the lack of consistent data and uniform reporting requirements at the individual school level and 

within the District itself mask these inequities. Nor does the District make any effort to track private subsidization 

levels at schools – apparently a kind of “eye-winking” approach. 
4
 AISD is a Chapter 41 District, meaning that its property wealth per student is above the equalized level for the 

state. As such it must reduce its wealth level by one of the appropriate measures to the maximum equalized level, 

which is still higher than the equalized level for property-poor Districts. See Bonnie A. Lesley, “Money Does 

Matter!: Investing in Texas Children and our Future,” Austin Equity Center (2005), at 

http://www.equitycenter.org/resources/reports/money-matters, pp.35-44, for a discussion of the persistent inequity in 

funding between property poor and property rich Districts. 
5
 East Austin was once the center of inferior, segregated schools. There are now minority and low-income areas 

in different areas of the city, such as southeast, northeast and central.  
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schools.
6
 Persistent disparities in outcomes, as reflected by test scores and graduation rates, chronically 

plague these schools. These campuses have limited access to private resource equity. 

State funding formulas and federal Title I funds attempt to compensate or supplement for the 

higher cost of educating higher-needs children. As noted in the public funding section, the state funding 

formulas do not translate into as noticeable compensatory funding, as one would expect, for poor, high-

needs schools at the ground level.  

Title I funds do provide a supplement. Although they are limited, strictly controlled, and can be 

used only toward specific objectives and programs, like educating at-risk students, supporting parental 

involvement or professional development, districts, including AISD, have a way of siphoning off more 

funds than they should – or need -- for central administration.  

This compensatory and supplemental public funding, however, even if used appropriately, is still 

insufficient to cover the real costs of educating high-needs children.
7
 Private resource supplementation to 

overcome that gap is extremely limited. Parents at these schools, for example, have low family incomes, 

often work several jobs, and frequently lack English language skills. These factors make parental 

organization and local fundraising problematic, if not next to impossible. 

The Austin community’s economic leaders, rather than using their resources and time to petition 

for greater public and private funding to benefit all children, simply subsidize their own children’s public 

education, solidifying unequal opportunities. 

A 2004 paper for the National Center for Education Statistics of the U.S. Department of 

Education identified the inconsistencies and lack of accurate accounting for resources spent at the school 

level,
8
 which are true of AISD. The report identifies four reasons why the lack of clarity around how 

resources are distributed within a school district is especially problematic:  

(1) Without accurate and consistent accounting of resources spent at the school level, 

accountability measures and requirements lose significance;  

(2) Uneven and inequitable distribution of resources gives rise to potential legal problems of 

within-district inequity;  

(3) Insufficient school level accounting leads to poorly informed decisions on resource 

allocation; and,  

(4) Accounting inaccuracy leads to a deficient understanding of the relationship between 

resources and outcomes.
9
 If, for example, the public knows the full amount of resources spent 

or invested in successful schools, we might have a more accurate picture of what it costs to 

turn a failing school around and how to better distribute resources toward that goal. 

AISD is deficient on all four points. 

The little-studied area of private subsidization adds another level of complexity and difficulty to 

these issues. As with AISD public resource funding, there is poor accounting at the school level for 

private resource funding. It is a large component of school funding, but is ignored as such in the analysis 

                                                           
6
 We contrast poorer, high-needs schools to wealthier, privileged schools throughout the report to signify the set 

of factors contributing to resource disparity, including disparities in family income, school funding, educational 

resources, and social and cultural capital at the disposal of local schools, and, inversely, the higher needs and 

challenges facing poorer, high-needs schools. 
7 
Lesley, supra note 4, at pp. 40-41.

 

8
 Lawrence Miller, Marguerite Roza, and Claudine Swartz, “A Cost Allocation Model for Shared District 

Resources: A Means for Comparing Spending Across Schools.” Developments in School Finance: 2004, U.S. 

Department of Education, pp.71-80. 
9
 Id. at p.72. 
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of resource allocation, or, as we found, viewed inappropriately as a way for wealthier, privileged schools 

to balance the supplemental funding received by poor, high-needs schools.  

Including the realm of private subsidization in the Texas school finance picture will help AISD 

make better decisions about how to fund what students need to succeed and how to achieve greater equity 

across the District.
10

 

Traditionally, school fundraising projects evoke images of bake sales, raffles, and other small-

scale endeavors. Maybe the money from baked goods could buy extra classroom supplies, a class pizza 

party, or small teachers’ gifts – expenditures unlikely to impact the quality of education.  

But today’s private subsidization goes far beyond traditional fundraising, ranging from golf 

tournaments to high-cost silent auctions (like $5,000 privileged parent parking places in the school lot) to 

school sponsorships from any business seeking the patronage of higher-income parents, including dry 

cleaners and liquor stores.
11

 Moreover, parents increasingly contribute directly to classroom activities, 

programs and educational services. This revenue makes a substantial difference in educational quality and 

teacher satisfaction.  

Just how much of a difference? Our most complete data comes from the activity ledger accounts 

kept by the schools.
12

 These accounts record revenues and expenditures from direct contributions by 

parents/students or other private sources (grants), and may include classroom enrichment fees for 

supplies, teacher support and appreciation,
13

 technology or equipment support, booster clubs, additional 

teachers or teaching assistants, extra-curricular educational activities, etc.  

Under these terms, the least-subsidized elementary school, Winn Elementary, receives a private 

subsidization of $22.34 per student per year. The most-subsidized school, Pease Elementary School, has a 

private subsidization of $856.37 per student per year. That is an astonishing per student difference of 

$834.03, which, with an average expenditure of $5,700 per student in AISD elementary schools, amounts 

to a 15% increase in funding due to private subsidization.  

                                                           
10

 Lesley, supra note 4, pp.40-41 (discussing inequitable state funding based on failure to adequately take into 

account different student needs).  
11

 These later fundraising examples came from the Highland Park Elementary School’s PTA website. See 

Partners in Education, at http://archive.austinisd.org/schools/website.phtml?id=070. 
12

 Here, too, there is a lack of uniform record-keeping (and sometimes no record-keeping), making transparency 

problematic and incomplete. If there is a coherent AISD policy on accounting for private funds, it is clearly not 

respected or enforced. 
13

 Teachers in more affluent schools can typically expect to receive gifts from students, such as gift cards to 

movie theatres, salons, retail stores, or restaurants.  Teachers in poorer schools receive significantly fewer gifts and 

of substantially less value. 
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1. Private Subsidy Funds (PSF) Per Student Per Year (Elementary Schools)
47

 

 

. 

According to District administrators, the activity ledger accounts do not include the revenue 

raised and contributions made by local Parent-Teacher Associations (PTAs).
48

 Our only access to this 

source of school revenue was through their tax returns filed with the Internal Revenue Service as IRS 

501(c)(3) nonprofits.  

There may be some overlap with District accounts, if, for example, a PTA funds a full time 

employment (FTE) position. This money must be routed through the District. More often than not, a 

higher-equity school PTA will fund part-time or contract positions to enhance programs and services at 

the school, such as a reading specialist or Spanish instructor, as has been the case at Lee Elementary.
49

  

                                                           
47

  Note that PSF per student data was garnered from school records acquired in April 2011. These funds have 

been prorated to account for the fact that the 2010-11 school year was not complete when the data was acquired and 

averaged over five school years. 
48

 Accounting for these resources is problematic, and we received some conflicting assertions by District 

administrators as to whether or not PTA monies appear in any accounts kept by the District. This is only indicative 

of the lack of accountability for school level resources and contributes to the problems noted above in footnote 6 for 

appropriately funding schools for success and equal opportunity. 
49

 2009 IRS 990 of Robert E. Lee Elementary PTA. 
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While we were unable to obtain tax returns for all the schools, where we did find more consistent 

filings was for some of the wealthier, privileged schools. The poorer, higher-needs schools probably do 

not raise enough money to require filing an IRS tax return.  

Some of the wealthier PTAs raise more than $200,000/year, making an impact of as much 

$384/student per year over the last four years available: 

2. Private Subsidy Funds (PSF) Plus Documented PTA Revenues,  

Per Student Per Year (Elementary Schools) 

 

For the above chart, we used only data that was complete for the last four years available. 

However, a recent tax return from Graham Elementary, a poor, high-needs school, is indicative of what 

PTAs at those schools probably are able to raise. In 2009, the Graham PTA raised $3,367, which amounts 

to only $5.12/student for that year. 

 The top 20% of elementary schools in private subsidy funding spend on average $483/student per 

year, while the bottom 20% spends only $40/student. This means that the top quintile increases average 

funding per student by 8.5% through private subsidization, while the bottom quintile increases funding by 

only 0.7%. For a typical elementary school of 500 students, this amounts to an extra $241,500 in funds 

for schools in the top 20%.  

 The same gap in private subsidy funds between poor, high-needs and wealthier, more privileged 

schools exists, when comparing all the schools in the District. The following charts show the distribution 
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curve of private subsidy funds (PSF) for all schools (elementary, middle, and high) in the District for 

which we received data.
50

  

3. Private Subsidy Funds (PSF) Per Student Per Year (All Schools) 

 

 

Private subsidization was the missing piece of the puzzle of AISD’s tiered education system. As 

the data show, it is not difficult to predict which schools receive private subsidization and which do not. 

There are strong correlations between a school’s private subsidy funds (PSF) and percentage of minority 

and higher-needs students: 
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 Notably missing from the data was Eastside Memorial, one of the low-equity high schools. Other schools 

missing were Garcia and Gorzycki Middle Schools. See tables with this data for all schools in the appendix. 
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4. Private Subsidy Funds (PSF) Per Student, 

Compared to Percentage of Minority Students 

 

 

 

5. Private Subsidy Funds (PSF) Per Student,  

Compared to Percentage of Economically-Disadvantaged Students 
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6. Private Subsidy Funds (PSF) Per Student,  

Compared to Percentage of At-Risk Students 

 

 

These students make up a very substantial percentage of AISD students overall. In 2011-2012, the 

latest school year for which data was available, when this report was undertaken: 

 74.6% of students were non-white, 

 63.7% were economically-disadvantaged, and 

 27.4% had limited English proficiency.
51

 

 There were 53.9% at-risk students in 2009-2010, the latest school year for which we obtained 

data.
52

  

Even more significant, comparison of the these demographics between the low-equity schools in 

the bottom 20% tier of private subsidies and the high-equity schools in the top 20% tier shows a startling 

segregation of these resources. 
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 AISD website, at http://archive.austinisd.org/inside/docs/AISD_Basic_DataV3.pdf.   
52

 At-risk data comes from an AEIS report, at  http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis/2010/district.srch.html  

for Austin ISD, 2009-2010. 
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There are equally strong correlations between PSF and achievement outcomes, including between 

PSF and the percentage of students who are college ready, the percentage of the students who drop out, 

and the percentage of the students who believe they will go to college: 

7. Private Subsidy Funds (PSF) for High Schools and College Readiness 

a. Data 

ID High School PSF/student per year College Ready % 

006 Reagan $120.23 24.0 

007 Travis $153.80 27.0 

004 Lanier  $158.29 25.0 

008 Crockett  $185.07 33.0 

017 Akins $191.82 35.0 

010 L B Johnson $356.67 19.0 

005 McCallum $439.80 58.0 

002 Austin $480.92 58.0 

013 Bowie $613.40 65.0 

009 Anderson $638.79 73.0 

   

b. Chart 
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8. Private Subsidy Funds (PSF), High Schools, and Drop-Out Rate 

a.   Data 

ID High School PSF per student/year Drop-out Rate * 

006 Reagan  $120.23 6.9 

007 Travis  $153.80 8.7 

004 Lanier  $158.29 7.4 

008 Crockett  $185.07 3.7 

017 Akins  $191.82 4.3 

010 L B Johnson  $356.67 4.3 

005 McCallum  $439.80 3.9 

002 Austin  $480.92 1.3 

013 Bowie  $613.40 0.6 

009 Anderson $638.79 1.1 

 

b. Chart 
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9. AISD Middle Schools and High Schools: Private Subsidy Funds (PSF) by percentage of “yes” 

responses to the 2010 Student Climate Survey question “I will go to college”
53

 

 

  

Thus, the raw data indicate that students who are non-white, economically-disadvantaged, at-risk, 

and/or have limited English proficiency (in other words, the majority of AISD students) are less likely to 

have their public education privately subsidized at a significant level. At the same time, it indicates that, 

to the extent a child’s public education is privately subsidized, she or he is more likely to succeed.  

The extent of this subsidization and its effect on quality of education will become clearer in the 

remainder of this report. Statistically, we were able to find indicia of a positive relationship between 

private subsidy funds and student outcomes, although it was difficult to separate out the effect in relation 

with other factors.
54

 Certainly, it is a factor that needs to be taken into consideration and studied more. 

Our concern here is to call the community and the District to a more equitable distribution of private 

resources, one that serves to meet the challenge of providing real opportunity to high-needs children, 

rather than aggravating the problem.  

The fact that the more affluent and involved parents of wealthier schools can pay out-of-pocket to 

bring “their” public schools up to standard lets AISD ignore the fact that the basic level of education in 

the District, absent private subsidization, falls far short of the requirements of the Texas Constitution.  

The next section takes an in-depth look at the myth and misuse of the category of educational 

“enrichment,” the sources and challenges of private subsidization, and how subsidization leads to better 

outcomes for kids. 
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 Student climate survey data was taken from http://archive.austinisd.org/inside/accountability/-

evaluation/survey_reports.phtml. 
54

 See “statistical regression analysis” in the Methodology section. 
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C. THE “ENRICHMENT” MYTH  

 The State of Texas defines the mission of the public education system to: 

… ensure that all Texas children have access to a quality education that enables them to 

achieve their potential and fully participate now and in the future in the social, economic, 

and educational opportunities of our state and nation. That mission is grounded on the 

conviction that a general diffusion of knowledge is essential for the welfare of this state 

and for the preservation of the liberties and rights of citizens. It is further grounded on the 

conviction that a successful public education system is directly related to a strong, 

dedicated, and supportive family and that parental involvement in the school is essential 

for the maximum educational achievement of a child. [emphasis added].
55

 

The State has watered down this quality education definition to a measurement of only three 

factors: (1) scores on the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test, (2) drop-out rate, and 

(3) completion rate.
56

  

Each school receives an accountability rating of Exemplary, Recognized, Academically 

Acceptable, or Academically Unacceptable, based on these three criteria. A school that receives a score of 

Academically Unacceptable for several years in a row is in danger of intervention or closure by the Texas 

Education Agency. 

The State does not consider its own accountability for the many other factors required for the kind 

of quality education outlined in the Texas Education Code. Preparedness for future social, economic, and 

educational opportunities must take place in an environment conducive to success, with offerings and 

services that address both particular student needs and the whole person in today’s dynamic, changing 

world. It must begin with genuine and equitable educational opportunities in pre-kindergarten and 

continue through high school.  

The creation of this educational environment and opportunity includes, from among many factors, 

access to technology, quality teachers, extracurricular activities, social networking abilities, effective 

intervention programs, and adequate resources to master a rigorous curriculum. The State evaluates none 

of these critical factors on a regular, formal basis, or on any basis for that matter. 

TEA has an extremely low standard of accountability for itself and for schools. Apart from failing 

to consider many important components of education, TEA relies much too heavily on the TAKS test, 

which is more lenient than its national counterpart, the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(NAEP). In one example, in Grade 8 reading, 95% of Texas students scored as proficient on the TAKS 

test, while only 27% scored as proficient on the NAEP. Again, in Grade 8 mathematics, 79% of Texas 

students scored as proficient on the TAKS test, while only 36% reached that level on the NAEP.
57

  

The narrow scope and subpar standards of Texas’ accountability system masks the differences in 

educational environment and opportunities at the school level. Without an adequate assessment of the 

quality of education possible at the school level, given available resources, the state system avoids 

looking at its own responsibility and failure to provide necessary funding for a quality education.  

It is a false and outmoded dichotomy of “basic education” and “enrichment” to say that all AISD 

schools are well-funded enough to provide for “basic education” sufficient to pass the STAAR,
58

 and to 

classify the valuable educational components paid by private subsidization as extras that “enrich” the 

educational experience but are not part and parcel thereof.  
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 Texas Education Code §4.001. 
56

 http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis/2010/glossary.html. 
57

 Lesley, supra note 4, p.29. 
58

 As of Spring 2012, the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) test has replaced the 

TAKS test. 
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As school finance equity studies show, the basic education/enrichment dichotomy ensures 

“minimal adequacy for some children and excellence for others.”
59

 Austin reproduces this same system 

internally as a two-tiered system, divided by the private resource equity chasm.  

Sociological, educational, and economic research suggests the categorical distinction between 

“basic education” and “enrichment” is false and misleading. Investment in educational environment 

quality and different measures of educational opportunity, such as those identified by Dr. Bonnie Lesley 

and other researchers, cannot fit into one or another category.
60

  

Recruiting and retaining quality teachers, implementing effective intervention programs for high-

needs students, ensuring early childhood development and after-school resources and activities to 

stimulate and develop the whole person, equipping the classroom with appropriate learning materials and 

technology are all interconnected, linked to results, and require resources.  

Investment in educational opportunity is not a luxury, but a necessity for attaining the goals of 

public education: excellence, quality, equality, and ultimately each child’s ability to achieve his or her 

potential and fully participate in the social, economic, and democratic life of our local, state, and national 

communities.  

Educational norms have developed far beyond the old-time “three R’s” of reading, writing, and 

arithmetic. Instead, educators, legislators, researchers, parents, and the State of Texas agree that schools 

must focus on educating well-rounded students. This means students who graduate knowing how to use 

technology, how to interact socially, how to be involved in their communities, and how to take control of 

their education. In short, realization of the child’s potential, of new skills and putting them to use, of the 

ability to engage in diverse relationships with others and the world around them, of the educational 

process itself — is the new “fourth R.”  

This section analyzes how specific expenditures made possible by subsidization lead to a higher 

quality educational environment and hence better outcomes for students of high-equity schools, and leave 

behind students of low-equity AISD schools. 

The parents interviewed for this report agreed strongly with this analysis of “enrichment.” When 

asked whether they would still feel their children had a quality “basic education,” absent the enrichment 

they paid for either with fundraisers or out-of-pocket, not a single parent replied “yes.”
61

 Rather, they all 

said “enrichment” was necessary to a basic education.  

In the words of one principal at a higher-income, high performing high school, “if kids are 

connected in a non-academic way, through clubs and organizations, they tend to perform better in the 

classroom. They are around other students interested in grades, school, and education – so their grades 

improve. Any time you get kids connected, it tends to improve their performance.”
62

 

There is a final troubling implication of the deficient subsidization of poorer schools. Parents and 

communities at schools with less private funding have substantially less input into the education their 

children receive. With the discretionary spending made possible by private subsidization, communities 

can customize and tailor education to their specific needs. They can create a Spanish program at the 

elementary level, or launch a Lego Robotics club to encourage kids to get excited about science and 

technology. They can recruit reading intervention specialists to make sure struggling elementary students 

get off to a strong start. They can show appreciation to their teachers, or even pay the salaries of teachers 

of art, music, or other areas cut off by the lack of public funding. 
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 Lesley, supra note 4, p. 40 (citing Cortez, A. 2009. “The status of school finance equity in Texas,” pp. 4 and 

11. San Antonio, TX: Intercultural Development Research Association, from http://www.eric.ed.gov/-

PDFS/ED510074.pdf).  
60

 Id. 
61

 Personal interviews (2011). 
62

 Interview with a school principal (2011). 
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Meanwhile, the sparse discretionary funds that poorer schools manage to raise are used to buy 

pencils and snacks for the STAAR test. (Somehow, AISD does not cover even these expenditures). More 

often than not, teachers at poorer school have to reach into their own pockets to purchase these and other 

items, and just basic school supplies. 

The “enrichment” made possible by private subsidization is completely integral to a quality 

education, which is something owed to every parent, child, and community – regardless of race or 

socioeconomic status. It is crucial to the realization of the students’ full potential and to the functioning of 

a democratic and economically productive society. 

D. HOW PRIVATE SUBSIDIZATION LEADS TO BETTER OUTCOMES FOR SOME STUDENTS 

This report’s collected data from AISD is hardly unique in showing that more money leads to 

better outcomes for kids. In fact, a broad consensus of researchers, including many economists, finds that 

“investing even moderate amounts of money [in education] results in significant increases in 

achievement.”
63

 One scholar, in fact, found that “school resources make a bigger difference than student 

characteristics” in educational achievement.
64

 

What makes private subsidization more contentious, of course, is that it is much less available for 

non-white, economically-disadvantaged, and at-risk students. A 1997 U.S. Department of Education 

study reviewed existing research on the link between increased economic resources and student 

achievement and found that, not only is there a strong correlation between increased economic resources 

and increased achievement, but also that “additional money matters greatly for minority and 

disadvantaged students, but much less or little for advantaged students.”
65

 

In addition, where this additional money is spent is especially important. According to Money 

Matters, additional funds make the most difference and provide the greatest return on investment in: 

 Effective teachers; 

 Small class sizes; 

 Pre-kindergarten; 

 Interventions for struggling students, and 

 Rigorous curriculum and college/workforce readiness, along with adequate and appropriate 

learning materials, including technology. 

 Effective teachers top the list, as they are most fundamental to influencing academic achievement 

and providing students with an opportunity to learn. A 2002 Texas study found that, “having a high-

quality teacher throughout elementary school can offset or even eliminate the effects of poverty.”
66

 

Moreover, intervention programs are necessary in developing the potential of higher-needs 

children, yet are not funded as part of a “basic education.” Public funding for such programs is 

inadequate; and, as of this juncture, there is no way to ensure equitable distribution of private 

subsidization for these programs.  

Equal educational opportunity demands that the District allocate resources based on need. 

Equitable and need-based distribution of private subsidies for intervention programs must be a District 

goal. 
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 Lesley, supra note 4, p.12.  
64

 Id. at p. 11. 
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 William J. Fowler, Developments in School Finance, 1997: Fiscal Proceedings from the Annual State Data 

Conference, July 1997 (Washington, DC: U.S. Dept. of Education, Office of Educational Research and 

Improvement, 1998), p.36.  
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 Lesley, supra note 4, p.15. 
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Another critically important and chronically underfunded quality education component is 

technological fluency. The Education Code calls for preparing students for full participation in economic 

and educational opportunities – in other words, for college or the workforce. But many AISD schools still 

lack essential, adequate technology, including computers, science lab equipment, and technical support. 

 This lack of technology is especially problematic at poorer, lower-equity schools because 

students living in poverty are much less likely to have access to computer technology at home. It is absurd 

to expect students to be ready for college research or non-menial employment without computer skills. 

This problem will only become worse and more problematic as time passes and the economy becomes 

ever more reliant on technology.  

According to 92% of Texas teachers, access to quality curriculum materials and technology is 

either absolutely essential or very important to teacher retention.
67

 

Technology is an area where subsidization makes a significant difference. We spoke to parents at 

schools to determine if our data and their experiences matched up. What we found did not surprise us. We 

asked a standard question of all interviewees: “If your school had an extra $200 per student in 

discretionary, non-instructional funds, what would you do with it?”  

The PTA president at an elementary school prioritized technology and reading assistance. Her 

goal was to provide one set of computers for every grade level. As of now, the students only have access 

to two sets of computers that the entire school must share. She would also hire a technology person for 

maintenance and routine updates for the computers.  

AISD does not provide this assistance. Yet, many of the wealthier schools are able to subsidize 

their own tech person where poorer schools only see someone at the tech support desk once a year. 

Parents recognize the great need for up-to-date technology and support.  

E. WHAT PRIVATE SUBSIDY FUNDS BUY IN AISD SCHOOLS:  

 SPECIFIC SCHOOL ACTIVITY LEDGER COMPARISONS 

To see what difference private subsidization makes in education, we broke down schools by level 

– elementary, middle, and high – and then chose several schools at each level, which were representative 

of the high and low subsidy ends of the spectrum. We then analyzed their activity ledgers by account to 

ascertain the difference in revenue and expenditures for programs common to all schools, as well as to 

determine which programs were only available at certain schools. 

As one can see below, there is an inverse relationship between the private subsidy funds and the 

percentage of economically-disadvantaged students. That is, for the greater the amount of private subsidy 

funding per student, there is a lower percentage for economically-disadvantaged schools.    

Therefore, the schools with the greatest percentage of economically-disadvantaged students have 

access to the least amount of resources. According to the Equity Center, “Excellence is impossible to 

achieve without equity since equity includes both equitable funding and also equitable access to effective 

teachers and to opportunities to learn.”
68

  

Our current system offers the least resources to children who are in need of them the most, and 

that constitutes the majority of Texas children.
69

 According to a 2010 study by the Center for Public 

Policy Priorities, more than 60% of Texas children are eligible for the free/reduced lunch program.
70

  

In 1997, the National Center for Education Statistics also examined the correspondence between 

money and student achievement from existing research and found that “unequivocally, the evidence 
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 Id. at pp.30-34. 
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 Id. at, at p.2. 
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 Id. 
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 Id. at p.4 (citing The State of Texas Children 2009-2010, 24, Center for Public Policy Priorities (2010), at 

http://cppp.org/factbook09/tkc_2009_10.pdf). 
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supports the thesis that ‘additional money matters greatly for minority and disadvantaged students, but 

much less or little for advantaged students.’”
71

 

4. Elementary Schools: Inequity Begins Early On in Education 

The elementary schools, which this report analyzed in further detail, were Winn, Graham, and 

McBee at the lower-tier private subsidy level; and Kiker, Highland Park, and Mills, at the higher-tier 

private subsidization level.
72

 These six schools had the most and least PSF/student per year:  

Elementary School     Total students over 5 years  5-year average private subsidy per student 

   Winn     2529    $   22.34 

   Graham     3414    $   29.86 

   McBee     3659    $   30.43 

   ---- 

   Mills     4953    $   513.66  

   Highland Park    2984    $   561.85 

   Kiker    3958    $   571.43 

 As already noted, effective teachers are among the most important reasons for student success. 

According to Dr. Lesley and other researchers, the number one factor in a teacher’s retention is working 

conditions at a school.
73

  

Even something as simple as clean school facilities contributes to teacher retention.
74

 In this way, 

subsidization, which helps pay for both faculty development and faculty appreciation, buys better 

outcomes for students by helping schools retain better teachers – those who can afford to be selective 

about choosing the schools where they teach.  

Below is the amount of private subsidy funds spent on staff or faculty development at the most-

subsidized and least-subsidized elementary schools over the last five years
75

:  

Elementary School Category Expenditure Private Revenue 

Graham Staff Development $  4,665.41 $  4,034.81
76

  

McBee Staff Development $  4,139.22 $  5,403.97  

Winn Faculty Development $  9,409.53 $  6,313.96  

Mills Staff Development $20,865.08 $24,366.99 

Highland Park Staff Development $31,710.18 $48,808.58  

Kiker  Faculty Development $55,319.27 $86,657.30 

 Another subsidized account, typically called a Social Committee or a Courtesy or Hospitality 

account, depending on the school, includes what one would normally call “teacher appreciation.” It pays 

for flowers, gifts, and food at retirement parties, bereavements, teacher-of- the-year awards, and even 

                                                           
71

 Id. at p.12. 
72

 We excluded Pease (an outlier, transfer-only school) and Lee (its accounting system was much different than 

that of the comparison schools). 
73

 Lesley, supra note 4, at pp.15-17. 
74

 Id. at p.16.  
75

 Note that the expenditure date used in this table and similar tables throughout the rest of the chapter represents 

the total amount spent over a nearly five-year span from the 2006-07 school year to April of the 2010-11 school 

year, when these records were disclosed.  
76

 Sometimes, some local school ledgers, as here, reflect higher expenditures than income.  The reasons are not 

clear from the ledger.  Perhaps there is carry-over from the previous year. 
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jewelry for a teacher in one case. This amount varies widely by school, and likely has an important effect 

on teacher happiness and retention:
77

 

Elementary School Category Expenditures Private Revenue 

  Winn  Social Committee $  1,476.11 $  1,995.65  

  Graham  Courtesy $  2,335.09 $  2,564.17  

  McBee  Courtesy $  5,283.86 $  6,500.01  

  Highland Park  Courtesy $  8,805.44 $11,780.70  

  Mills Courtesy $  9,122.46 $12,259.24 

  Kiker  Social Committee $14,636.61 $17,085.11  

Logic would argue that the schools with higher private subsidy funds tend to have greater teacher 

retention and, as a corollary, more experienced teachers. And the data confirms this belief. 

Elementary School 

Avg. Teacher Experience (Years) 

(from AEIS data 2006-11) 

  McBee   8.1 

  Winn   8.4 

  Graham   9.1 

  Kiker  13.4 

  Highland Park 15.1 

  Mills 15.3 

Yet, another key account for student success is the Library Fund. The revenue in this account 

generally comes from book fairs and is used to update the school library with new, quality books.  

In the words of one PTA president, commenting on the difficulty of launching a successful book 

fair at a lower-income school without a high level of parental involvement or disposable income, “How 

can you have educated kids without enough books or the right books in the library?”
78

 

 

Elementary School Category Expenditures Private Revenue 

Winn Library $  12,023.89 $  20,086.22  

McBee  Library $    5,866.33 $  25,228.21  

Graham  Library $  25,285.02 $  30,076.22  

Highland Park  Library $  31,235.99 $  53,351.08  

Mills Library $  87,188.00 $113,167.47 

Kiker  Library $131,085.48 $177,047.96  

A further interesting source of comparison is the Art and Music accounts, found in nearly every 

school’s private subsidization ledger. 

 

 

 

                                                           
77

 Holiday and end-of-the-year gifts are different for teachers in higher/lower-equity schools. Teachers in higher-

equity schools often receive substantial gifts, such as movie theater, restaurant, salon, or store gift certificates, for 

example.  
78

 PTA President, personal interview (2011). 
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Elementary School Category Expenditures Private Revenue 

Winn  Art $    1,073.94 $    2,103.94  

Mills Art $    3,201.41 $    4,394.62 

Graham  Art $    4,449.78 $    6,567.80  

McBee  Art $    2,927.46 $    9,441.52  

Highland Park  Art $  68,580.51 $  87,787.98  

Kiker  Art $174,792.47 $210,178.63  

 

Elementary School Category Expenditures Private Revenue 

McBee  Music $   1,388.25 $  1,388.25  

Graham  Music $   1,847.49 $  2,383.56  

Winn  Music $   3,470.00 $  5,058.65  

Highland Park  Music $   9,680.21 $11,631.61  

Kiker  Music $ 17,983.44 $24,003.02  

Mills* (two programs) Music $   3,922.75 $  4,816.45  

Mills*  Choral Music $ 24,273.44 $36,367.77  
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 There is wide consensus that arts courses are an essential 

component of education and a requirement for personal development, 

contributing to spatial reasoning, analytic abilities, and even learning 

certain math skills, among other things.
79

 Former U.S. Secretary of 

Education Rod Paige called cuts to public school arts education 

“disturbing and just plain wrong.”
80

 Unfortunately, AISD considers 

funding these types of “special area” programs to be “enrichment.”  

As AISD cut teachers in these areas, some high-equity schools 

are able to subsidize teachers’ salaries and retain them, while low-

equity schools were not so lucky.
81

 

a. After School Programs 

In addition to creating school-day advantages, private subsidies 

also fund an extended school day. The more money parents can spend 

on school-affiliated aftercare programs, the more these programs come 

to resemble an extended learning experience rather than an inexpensive 

childcare (babysitting) option for parents who work late.  

Kiker Elementary’s after-school program, Voyager, is a 

themed learning experience, with topics like Fairy Tales and 

Mythology, Cowboys, and T-Rex. It includes homework time, crafts, 

and supervised play, as well as additional computer time, which helps 

develop technological fluency – all administered by certified teachers 

to provide “an enriched, hands-on curriculum,” for the fee of 

$240/month.
82

 That’s more than the three low-equity schools have for 

each student for an entire year, including voluntary parent expenditures 

like after-school tuition.  

b. Student Retreats 

Both Kiker Elementary and Highland Park Elementary, two of 

the three high-equity elementary schools we looked at, used private 

money to underwrite a retreat at Camp Allen for 5
th
 graders. Highland 

Park spent $77,691.00 over five school years. Kiker also spent about 

that amount, though its money for this purpose was not in a separate 

account and so was difficult to calculate exactly.  

For one year, however, Kiker’s retreat cost $11,130.00 for 121 

students, nearly $100/student, which was still far more than many 

elementary schools, including the three comparison schools (Winn, 

Graham, and McBee) can spend per student per year total, including 

such essentials as STAAR test snacks.  

Undoubtedly, this several-day leadership camp contributes to a 

feeling of an educational community as well as preparedness for middle 

school success, a sort of capstone experience to elementary school. The 

Kiker PTA newsletter best describes its value:  

                                                           
79

 See, for example, “Critical Links,” a compendium of research sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education 

and National Endowment for the Arts on the links between arts education and cognitive and social development, at 

http://www.artreachsandiego.org/research/CriticalLinks.pdf. 
80

 http://www2.ed.gov/teachers/how/tools/initiative/updates/040826.html. 
81

 Interview with a school principal (2011). 
82

 Details on Voyager program. http://kikerpta.org/programs/voyager-after-school. 

More Affluent, Higher-Equity 

Elementary School Activities (45):  

After School Child Care (HP) 

Afterschool Program (M) 

Astronaut Club (K) 

Campus: Building (HP) 

Campus: Landscape (HP) 

Campus: Tennis Courts (HP) 

Character Education (HP) 

Chess Club (HP, M) 

Courtyard (K) 

Destination Imagination (K) 

Early Childhood (K, M) 

Flight Club (M) 

Intramurals (M) 

Literacy (HP, M) 

Lego Robotics Club (K) 

Mars Camp (M) 

Math 362 (M) 

Math Pentathlon 1 (HP) 

Math Pentathlon I and III (K) 

Multi-Cultural Star Program (M) 

Pals (K) 

Photo Club (K) 

Pre-K Afterschool Care (M) 

QSP Fundraiser (K) 

Roaring Readers (M) 

Robotics Club (M) 

Safety Patrol (K) 

SBS Unit (HP) 

School Year Voyager (K) 

SCORES Unit (HP) 

Social Activity Dance (K) 

Social Activity Golf (K) 

Spanish (HP) 

Spanish Club (M) 

Special Area Teacher (M) 

Student Field Trips (M) 

Summer Camp (HP) 

Summer Voyager (K) 

Technology (HP, K, M) 

Track (HP) 

Volleyball (M) 

------------------------------------------ 

Poorer, Lower-Equity Elementary 

School Activities (4): 
Band (W) 

CATCH Program (W) 

Exxon Mobile Grant (W) 

Safety Patrol (Mc) 

Special Areas (G) 
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This annual Kiker tradition is a favorite for students and parents alike. The purpose of the 

trip is to foster the elementary students’ sense of independence as they begin to see 

middle school on the horizon. The students are taught team building, problem solving and 

survival strategies, while enjoying traditional camp fun.
83

  

The problem is not the existence of these programs. They add needed quality and value to the 

education of students at Kiker, Highland Park, and other high-equity elementary schools. The problem is 

that there are no comparable alternatives offered at low-equity schools and no way for students at these 

schools to access them.  

The comparison of activity accounts funded at high-equity schools versus low-equity schools, 

shown in the preceding sidebar,
84

 is a staggering illustration of the extreme inequality of elementary 

education within the District. It is unacceptable to make such a small investment in this crucial level of 

education, which determines so much of student success further down the road. Two-tier school 

disparities build the wall of a two-tier society.  

With such a vast disparity in resources available at the school level, it is impossible to have 

reliable measures of student outcomes. Or, to put it another way, only when poor schools can provide 

equivalent access to a quality educational environment and opportunities will those measures have 

meaning, and we can adequately assess the relationship between resources and outcomes. 

5. Middle Schools: The Inequity Continues 

The private subsidy disparities extend beyond AISD elementary schools to the middle schools. 

This report will focus on the three middle schools with the highest subsidization funding (Small, O. 

Henry, and Bailey Middle Schools) and the three with the lowest subsidization funding (Burnet, Mendez, 

and Pearce Middle Schools). 

For comparison, the average yearly enrollment and the average private subsidy, per student per 

year for each of the elementary schools over the past five school years show:  

Middle School 5-Year Total Students 5-Year Average Private Subsidy Per Student 

Burnet 4862 $  64.67 

Mendez 4748 $  80.23 

Pearce 2648 $  81.13 

Bailey 5518 $324.68 

O. Henry 4705 $349.74 

Small 5389 $364.32 

 

Again, as expected, there is an inverse relationship between the private subsidy funds (PSF) and 

the percentage of economically-disadvantaged students. That is, for the greater the amount of private 

subsidy funding per student, there is a lower percentage for economically-disadvantaged schools. Bailey 

Middle School, with the highest PSF, has less than a third of economically-disadvantaged students, and 

30.8% less than Burnet Middle School, which has the lowest PSF and 94.5% economically-disadvantaged 

students.  
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 Kiker PTA Newsletter (October 2007). 
84

 This includes only accounts found in high-equity schools, but not low-equity schools, and vice versa. It does 

not include the accounts found in all schools, like General Student, grade level accounts, and any accounts listed 

above, such as Library and Courtesy. 
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Middle School PSF/Student per Year At Risk % 09-10 Economic Disadvantage % 

Burnet  $  64.67 76.3 94.5 

Mendez  $  80.23 80.9 94.1 

Pearce  $  81.13 79.9 96.3 

Bailey $324.68 31.4 30.8 

O. Henry $349.74 36.1 38.9 

Small  $364.32 29.3 28.5 

 

There is a nearly $300 gap between the least subsidized school, Burnet Middle School, which 

receives a private subsidization of $64.67/student per year, and the most subsidized school, Small Middle 

School which receives a private subsidization of $364.32/student per year. As they did in elementary 

school, children from middle schools at the higher private subsidization level have more access to lower 

class sizes, quality teachers, technology, and a multitude of after school activities.  

Below is the amount of private subsidy funds spent on staff or faculty development at the most and 

least subsidized middle schools over the last five school years:  

 

 

Again, the “teacher appreciation” subsidized account, referred to as Courtesy, Social Committee, 

or Hospitality, pay for things such as flowers, gifts, food at retirement parties, bereavements, and teacher-

of-the-year awards.  

There are substantial gaps between the totals of the most and least privately subsidized schools. 

These amounts are likely to affect teacher satisfaction and thus teacher retention rates. Effective teachers 

are fundamental to providing a quality education.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Once again, as in the elementary schools, increased private funds for staff development and 

hospitality or courtesy tend to correlate with more experienced teachers. 

 

 

Middle School Category Expenditure Private Revenue 

Burnet  Staff Development $8,976.02 $9,582.98 

Pearce  Staff Development $10,883.92 $11,550.79 

Mendez  Staff Development $31,625.59 $31,727.95 

Bailey  Staff Development $26,444.17 $35,557.96   

Small Staff Development $44,901.09 $56,214.78 

O. Henry Staff Development $130,376.60 $153,502.86 

Middle School Category Expenditures Private Revenue 

Mendez  Courtesy $       14.55 $       29.10 

Pearce  Hospitality $  1,610.49 $  2,310.94 

O. Henry Courtesy $  2,928.81 $  4,388.66 

Small Courtesy $  6,194.31 $  8,097.99 

Bailey  Hospitality $  6,016.75 $  8,129.22 

Burnet Courtesy $10,078.84 $14,566.78 
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Middle School Avg. Teacher Experience (Years) (from AEIS data 2006-11) 

Mendez 8.5 

O. Henry 9.1 

Pearce  9.6 

Bailey 10.2 

Burnet 10.5 

Small 13.8 

Another account tied to student success is the library fund. This revenue in this account is 

generated from book fairs and is used to update the school library with new and quality books.  

Middle School Category Expenditures Private Revenue 

Pearce  Library $13,861.17 $20,357.14 

Mendez  Library $3,366.96 $28,290.41 

Burnet Library $34,183.89 $43,935.62 

Small  Library $38,506.60 $44,331.03 

O. Henry  Library $54,807.19 $67,569.75 

Bailey  Library $72,953.58 $80,934.97 

 

 The art and music accounts found in each school’s private subsidization ledger were also an 

interesting source of comparison because art influences self-directed learning, improves attendance, and 

cultivates critical and creative skills that are essential in a shifting global economy.
85
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Importance of Arts Education, http://www.educationfund.org/programs/artoffoundobjects/importanceofarts-

education/ (2007). 
86

 The data could not be found in the activity ledger accounts to support the existence of a choral program at 

Pearce Middle School. 

 

Middle School Category Expenditures Private Revenue 

Pearce
86

     

Mendez  Choral Music $10,424.51 $13,366.00 

Burnet Choral Music $12,758.06 $13,403.62 

Bailey  Choral Music $63,683.45 $72,631.42 

O. Henry Choir $67,442.16 $77,134.79 

Small Choral Music $80,660.02 $89,134.46  

Middle School Category Expenditures Private Revenue 

Small  Art $1,224.26 $1,107.30 

Pearce  Art $   785.95 $1,311.47 

Burnet Art $3,650.00 $6,620.75 

Mendez  Art $4,349.16 $8,154.59 

O. Henry  Art $21,674.81 $27,483.96  

Bailey  Art $23,105.29 $28,667.19 
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When asked if each student were given an 

extra $1000 of private funding per year to be spent 

on areas outside of instruction, leadership and 

everything else paid for by public money, one of 

the school principals we interviewed concluded that 

the school would use the money toward providing 

more teachers to lower class sizes, purchasing 

supplemental technology and instructional 

materials and paying teachers to sponsor clubs. 

The principal also emphasized that the 

school would use the money toward the fine arts 

and he affirmed that their middle school highly 

valued fine arts programs, such as band, choir, 

orchestra, and dance, as invaluable components to 

an education.  

After-School Programs 

The higher-equity middle schools, Small, O. 

Henry, and Bailey, have eighty privately funded 

additional extra-curricular school activities while 

poorer, higher-needs Burnet, Mendez and Pearce 

middle schools, have forty-three additional 

programs. The highest private resource income 

school, Small Middle School, has thirty-five extra-

curricular activities, more than triple the amount of 

one of the lowest income schools, Pearce Middle 

School, with ten activities. Evidently, these 

wealthier schools are able to provide a diversity of 

extended school day programs in comparison to the 

lower-equity schools.  

Bailey Middle School makes a point to team 

teachers together with students to raise money for 

additional clubs, such as music and video game 

clubs.  

An administrator of a privately subsidized 

middle school couldn’t imagine not having private 

fundraising money, and looked to the PTA for a 

number of things, including helping out the science 

and math departments and purchasing technology, 

specifically innovation stations that provide a 

projector and surround-sound that brings classroom 

learning to life. 

      Another administrator of one of the most 

privately subsidized middle schools reported that 

money raised from private fundraising goes toward 

hiring additional teachers and purchasing 

technology, instructional materials, and 

consumables for science class, such as frogs to 

Sp Ed Cougar Caper (S) 

Spirit Cards (OH) 

Spirit Club (OH)  

Special Projects ($31,000) (Ba) 

Student ID (Ba) 

Teacher of the Year (S) 

Tech Ed Fund (OH) 

Tech Know (S) 

Technology (Ba, OH) 

Technology Education (S) 

Technology Explorers (S) 

Tennis Club (Ba)  

Theater (S) 

Tutoring (S) 

Track & Field (S) 

Transition (OH) 

Transition Camp (S) 

Ultimate Frisbee (OH) 

Volleyball Camp (S) 

Write Thing Grants (S) 

-------------------------------------------- 

Poorer, Lower-Equity 

Middle School Activities (43):  
4 H Club (M) 

Adopt A School (Bu) 

African American Heritage Club (M) 

Applied Materials Grant (P) 

Arts and Crafts (Bu) 

AVID II (Bu) 

AVID Activity Fund (P) 

Booster Club Band (M) 

Business Professors of America (P)  

Campus/Clean Campus Club (Bu) 

Clothing (M) 

Communities in School (Bu)  

ESL (Bu, M, P) 

Faculty T-Shirts (Bu) 

Family/Consumer Science (M) 

Family Resource Center (M)  

Future Homemakers of America (Bu) 

Future Teachers (Bu) 

Guitar (M) 

Journalism (P) 

Junior ROTC (M) 

Life Skills (P) 

Literacy Club – Writer Block (Bu) 

Maverick Book Club (M) 

Museum Club (M) 

Parent Involvement (Bu) 

P.E. Uniforms (P) 

Pep Squad (Bu) 

Pre-Vocational Job Training (Bu) 

School Events Committee (M) 

School-Wide Fundraiser (Bu) 

Science Club (Bu) 

Science Fair (M) 

Science Family Fun Night (Bu) 

Science Inquiry (Bu) 

Skills for Living (Bu) 

Soccer (P) 

Student Reward Donations (P) 

Student Store (P) 

Technology (Bu) 

Tennis (Bu) 

Vocational Education (Bu) 

Volleyball (Bu) 

More Affluent, Higher-Equity 

Middle School Activities (80):  
Algebra Fund (OH) 

After-School Programs (S) 

Athletic Uniform (OH) 

Booster Club Athletics (Ba, S) 

Booster Club Band (Ba) 

Booster Club Bear Dads (Ba) 

Booster Club Choir (Ba) 

Booster Perform & Visual Arts (BA) 

Color Guard (Ba) 

Cheer Camp (S) 

Cougar Success Initiative (S) 

Cougar Tales (S) 

Dance Camp (S) 

Environmental Club (Ba, OH) 

Family Career Consumer Leaders (S) 

Fellowship of Christian Athletes (Ba) 

Foreign Language (Ba, OH) 

French Club (Ba, S) 

Future Teachers of America (Ba)  

German Club (Ba) 

Golf (OH) 

Golf Team (OH) 

Grants (OH) 

Greenhouse (S) 

Health Class (*) (Ba, OH) 

LaCross [sic] Club (Ba) 

Latin Club (S) 

Library Book Club (OH) 

Life Skills (Ba, S)  

Locks (OH) 

Lunch Bunch (Ba)  

Marquee (S) 

Math (Ba, OH) 

Math Club (S) 

Math Counts (Ba) 

Monarch Project (S) 

Mosaic Club (OH) 

Motorola Girl Start (OH) 

Mustang Club (OH) 

Mustang Day (OH) 

Native Plants (S)  

Native Plants/Animals (Ba) 

O. Henry History Day (OH) 

Outdoor Habitat (S) 

Partners in Education (Corporate 

Sponsorships) (OH) 

Pep Squad (Ba, OH) 

Picture (S) 

Photography, Photojournalism (OH) 

Photo Journalism (S) 

PTA Scholarship (OH) 

Scholarship 1 (S) 

School Newspaper – RollingStone 

(OH)  

Seedfolks Grant (S)  

Self-Contained Fundraiser A (S) 

Shop-Manufacturing Class (Ba) 

Skate Club (Ba) 

Soccer Team (OH) 

Spanish (Ba) 
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dissect. These materials add depth to the classroom educational experience. Like the earlier middle school 

administrator, this one reported that private money makes “all the difference in the world,” and even then 

it is not enough. 

Both administrators agreed that lower class sizes and technology are critical to an adequate 

education. Yet, to manage lower class sizes, a school has to have more teachers.  

Having previously worked at one of the least subsidized middle schools, one administrator 

observed that the current campus is staffed with teachers who devote more time to students’ success, 

which makes all the difference to student achievement outcomes. Teachers volunteer extra time to build 

and run fundraising events for extracurricular activities, clubs, technology, and additional teachers.  

When asked what a school should do with an additional $1,000 in private funding per student per 

year, a person associated with a higher-equity school suggested putting the money toward getting students 

out to experience museums, visiting businesses, and doing other such field trips because these 

extracurricular, outside-of-the-classroom experiences, were important to a child’s education.  

The higher-equity middle schools are able to use extra thousands of private dollars for clubs and 

organized extracurricular programs, such as cheer, dance, golf, environmental, science, math, and mosaic 

clubs, Christian Athletes, foreign language (French, Spanish, and German), health, life skills, 

photojournalism, theatre, ultimate Frisbee, and even A Rolling Stone Newspaper Club. Further, these 

higher-equity middle schools have a Library Book Club in addition to their library fund. All three schools 

also have Math Clubs whereas the three low-equity middle schools have none. 

  It would be difficult to dispute the potential importance of these programs on the lives of young 

students. Any one of them has the capacity to ignite a spark of interest in the arts, music, a foreign 

language, science, writing, or dance and inspire the musicians, Broadway actors, ambassadors, scientists, 

and writers of our future.  

 Ken Robinson, an internationally recognized leader, author, and speaker in the development of 

education, argues that creativity is just as important as literacy. He stresses the personalization of 

education in which we can “build achievement on discovering the individual talents of each child, to put 

students in an environment where they want to learn and where they can naturally discover their true 

passions.”
87

  

 Each child has his or her own individual potential that can be tapped into through clubs and 

organizations such as these that have the ability to foster a child’s dream in a way often not found at 

home.  

 Even a simple Life Skills Club can cultivate a world of opportunities for young students to learn 

how to function in the real world, whether that means balancing out a checkbook, making a budget, filling 

out job applications, or learning basic communication skills. To fulfill their potential, whatever that may 

be, and educate them in basic life skills not only benefits the children themselves but our community:  

Education has the possibility of making both the individual receiving it and others better 

off. A more educated society may lead to higher rates of innovation and invention, make 

everybody more productive by helping firms introduce new and better production 

methods, and lead to more rapid introduction of new technologies.
88

 

Parents in high-equity schools also organize and operate booster clubs and bring in additional 

money for equipment and develop support for student programs. The high-equity middle schools, 

particularly Bailey, have several booster clubs, including band, Bear Dads, choir, and the performing and 

visual arts. Mendez is the only low-equity middle school that has a booster club.  
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 Ken Robinson, The Element: How Finding Your Passion Changes Everything (Viking Adult 1st ed. 2009) 
88

 Eric A. Hanushek, “Why Quality Matters in Education.” 2 Finance and Development 2 (June 2005), at 

http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/fandd/2005/06/hanushek.htm.  
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The lack of booster clubs reflects the shortage of parental involvement in the low-equity middle 

schools. The parents in these schools often lack the time and skill to develop and run supplementary 

programs such as booster clubs. Many parents must work two or three jobs to merely provide for their 

families.  

There is yet another facet of this analysis. 

In Bilingual Education: A Critique, Peter J. Duignan writes, “High dropout rates for Latino 

students, low graduation rates from high schools and colleges have imprisoned Spanish speakers at the 

bottom of the economic and educational ladder in the United States.”
89

 With limited English proficiency, 

students are more likely to fall behind, which inevitably increases their risk of dropout.  

As one can see below, using 2009-2010 school year data, the lower the amount of private subsidy 

funds, the higher the percentage of limited English proficient students:  

Middle School        PSF/ Student Per Year Limited English Proficiency % ‘09-‘10  

Burnet    $   64.67   43.3     

Mendez   $   80.23   46.5 

Pearce   $   81.13   41.1 

--- 

Bailey   $ 324.68     4.5 

O.Henry  $ 349.74     8.2 

Small    $ 364.32     5.7 

 Not only this, but the least-subsidized middle schools also have the highest percentages of 

minority students, a vestige of segregation in Austin. 

Middle School        % White ‘09-‘10      % Minority ‘09-‘10     CS ‘10 “will go to college” yes % 

Burnet   5.2    94.8   55.0 

Mendez   1.0    99.0    54.0   

Pearce   1.1    98.9    63.0 

--- 

Bailey  45.1   54.9   82.0 

O. Henry  47.9   52.1   80.0 

Small   55.8    44.2    83.0 

 Thus, schools that need these resources the most to educate a substantial body of both minority 

and limited English proficient students have the least amounts of private subsidy funding to do so.  

6. High Schools: More Inequity 

Of AISD high schools,
90

 those with the highest PSF per student are Anderson, Bowie, Austin, 

McCallum, and LBJ. The low-equity high schools are Reagan, Travis, Lanier, Crockett, and Akins High 

Schools.  

For comparison, this chart shows the enrollment and average private subsidy per student per year 

for each of the high schools over the past five school years: 
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 Peter J. Duignan, Bilingual Education: A Critique, Hoover Institution Stanford University Publications 

(September 1998). 
90

 This does not include magnet programs or other specialized high-school level programs located in a specific 

high school or the Ann Richards Academy for Women Leaders. 



69 

 

 

High School      Enrollment ‘06-‘11         PSF/student per year 

Reagan              4,503 $120.23 

Travis     7,107 $153.80 

Lanier     7,675 $158.29 

Crockett     9,050 $185.07 

Akins   12,695 $191.82 

--- 

L. B. Johnson
91

  

  

   5,796 

 

$356.67 

McCallum     8,663 $439.80 

Austin   11,309 $480.92 

Bowie   14,015 $613.40 

Anderson   10,277 $638.79 

   

AVERAGE                            9,109 $333.88 

When averaged, the lowest private subsidized school — Reagan High – receives almost a third less than 

the average PSF and more than a fifth less than the PSF of Anderson High, the highest subsidized school.  

  a. Academics, Arts, and Athletics 

Extra funds play a huge role when it comes to the high school level. Subsidization helps to 

support extra-curricular programs — such as athletics and artistic programs -- that boost college-bound 

résumés. Subsidization also helps support the retention and hiring of quality teachers in both specialized 

and higher-level courses, such as APs, which allow college-bound students to attain college credit while 

still in high school. These two areas of pre-college preparation are crucial to providing students with areas 

in which to excel and prepare the groundwork for a successful career after high school.  

Unfortunately, there is a dramatic difference in the type and quantity of extracurricular and 

advanced programs available in high schools at varying private subsidization levels within AISD. To 

show this disparity, information was taken and analyzed from the lowest and highest subsidized high 

schools — Reagan and Anderson, respectively.  

Reagan and Anderson provided financial activity ledgers in response to a Public Information Act 

request. Included in this data was information on the beginning balance for the schools as a whole and for 

individual programs within the schools, taken as of March 1, 2010. This information provides, essentially, 

a “snapshot” of the amount of cash on hand for the school and for individual programs within the school. 

We have categorized some of these programs as academic, artistic or athletic in nature. While the data 

provides only a snapshot of the finances as they existed on a particular day, it is illustrative of the 

discrepancy both in the extent to which different programs are proportionally funded and the wide gap in 

total dollars available to low-equity and high-equity high schools. 

 

Programs    Reagan High  Anderson High 

Academics  $  1,109.96  $145,698.33 

Arts $  9,507.36  $  58,891.86 

Athletics  $11,243.33  $  93,601.81 

        Total Beginning Balance $21,860.65  $298,192.00 

        Overall Budget $45,584.21  $538,106.82 

                                                           
91

 LBJ High School in East Austin has a magnet program and a non-magnet program in one building. The 

magnet school draws students from all over Austin, while the non-magnet school has mainly local students.  See 

http://www.lasaonline.org/index.jsp. 
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This means that 48% of Reagan High’s cash on hand 48% and 55.4 % of Anderson High’s cash 

on hand, respectively, was earmarked for areas related to academics, arts, and athletics; but the variances 

in amounts spent was as stark as night and day.  

(1) Academics 

 In the chart above, academic areas were determined according to their function from the records 

we obtained. National Honor Society, Student Council, IB Program, German Club, and other Honor 

societies, for instance, are types of programs that fall into this sector.  

At Reagan High, only seven programs appeared related to academic achievement or enrichment. 

Of those, four contributed to the beginning budget quoted above, or to 2.4% of Reagan High’s overall 

beginning budget.  

At Anderson High, 57 programs were coded as related to academic achievement or enrichment. 

Of those, 36 contributed to the beginning budget quoted above, or to 27.1% of Anderson’s overall 

beginning budget.  

 There was also a wide disparity when it came to AP test financing. Anderson High School 

brought in $52,863 in AP testing fees and $29,589 in IB testing fees. Reagan High brought in $0 for both 

types of testing.  

(2) Arts 

 As this report demonstrates, a school’s support of the arts decreases along with its PSF. This is 

the case at the high school level. 

  In the chart above, programs were recognized by their artistic nature. Band, choir, drama, and 

orchestra comprise some of the programs in this area.  

At Reagan High, only three programs were artistic in nature. Of those, all contributed to the 

beginning budget quoted above, which comprised 20.9% of their total beginning budget. The one booster 

club, band, began with a budget of $39.71 and raised $2,053.00 last year.  

At Anderson High, six programs appeared as artistic in nature. Of those, all contributed to the 

beginning budget quoted above, which comprised 10.9% of their total overall budget. Two booster clubs 

— choir and theater — began with a combined budget of $11,093.91, and raised $13,702.82.  

(3) Athletics 

 In the chart above, volleyball, basketball, coach professional development, and JROTC are  

examples of athletic programs available.  

At Reagan High, fifteen athletic activities were identified. Of those, all fifteen contributed to the 

beginning budget quoted above, which comprised 24.7% of Reagan’s overall budget.  

At Anderson High, 21 athletic activities were coded. Of those, all 21 contributed to the beginning 

budget quoted above, or to 17.4% of Anderson’s overall beginning budget. Anderson also had an active 

booster club for 17 of its athletic programs, which had a total beginning budget of $177,246.50 and which 

raised an additional $211,260.30 last year.  

Reagan High had no booster club support for its athletic programs.  

So not only does Reagan High have fewer academic, artistic, and athletic programs to offer its 

students, but many of the programs it does maintain have little, if any, beginning budget to support them. 

Perpetuation and financing of even these programs falls directly on the shoulders of their constituents, 

who are significantly more likely to be underprivileged or poorer families and less able to support them.  

Yet, these are students who would currently benefit most by being able to participate in these 

programs, for there is a strong correlation between college preparedness and PSF, which is tied directly to 

the school district’s ability to support academic and non-academic extra-curricular programs. The lack of 
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such programs at the high school level has a profound effect on a student’s belief about whether he or she 

will attend college or feels prepared for college, as seen in earlier charts and graphs.  

Therefore, the lack of extra funds at the high school level produces a cycle of insufficient and 

emaciated academic performance in students, who live and study in those environments. The continuance 

of these practices is clearly unhealthy and, as already noted, provides an unreliable measure of student 

outcomes and of each student’s individual potential, both in AISD and beyond. 

 

The State of Texas defines the mission of the public 

education system to: 

… ensure that all Texas children have access to a 

quality education that enables them to achieve their 

potential and fully participate now and in the future 

in the social, economic, and educational 

opportunities of our state and nation. That mission is 

grounded on the conviction that a general diffusion of 

knowledge is essential for the welfare of this state and 

for the preservation of the liberties and rights of 

citizens. It is further grounded on the conviction that 

a successful public education system is directly 

related to a strong, dedicated, and supportive family 

and that parental involvement in the school is 

essential for the maximum educational achievement 

of a child.  

[emphasis added].  

Texas Education Code §4.001 
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Private Subsidy Funds in AISD Middle Schools, 2006-2011 

ID Middle School Total private RE PSF adjustedl† Enrollment 06-11* PSF per student per year 

046 Burnet  $288,446.05 $314,406.19 4,862 $64.67 

058 Mendez  $349,464.87 $380,916.71 4,748 $80.23 

048 Pearce  $199,764.89 $217,743.73 2,684 $81.13 

053 Webb  $288,123.42 $314,054.53 2,838 $110.66 

055 Dobie  $319,836.16 $348,621.41 3,150 $110.67 

043 Fulmore  $534,675.08 $582,795.84 5,096 $114.36 

051 Martin  $445,752.07 $485,869.76 3,529 $137.68 

054 Bedichek  $711,077.12 $775,074.06 5,363 $144.52 

061 Paredes  $687,026.27 $748,858.63 4,808 $155.75 

045 Lamar  $505,532.82 $551,030.77 3,464 $159.07 

044 Kealing  $1,344,880.42 $1,465,919.66 6,171 $237.55 

057 Covington  $1,026,886.59 $1,119,306.38 4,653 $240.56 

052 Murchison  $1,402,357.22 $1,528,569.37 6,043 $252.95 

059 Bailey  $1,643,645.28 $1,791,573.36 5,518 $324.68 

047 O. Henry  $1,509,664.28 $1,645,534.07 4,705 $349.74 

060 Small  $1,801,217.42 $1,963,326.99 5,389 $364.32 

  AVERAGE $816,146.87 $889,600.09 4,564 $183.03 

 

Private Subsidy Funds in AISD Middle Schools, 2006-2011 
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ID Elementary School Total PSF PSF adjusted 

total† 

Enrollment 

06-11* 

PSF per student 

per year 

157 Winn  51,838.53 56,504.00 2,529 $22.34 

159 Graham  93,512.11 101,928.20 3,414 $29.86 

165 McBee  102,158.37 111,352.62 3,659 $30.43 

160 Linder  136,805.14 149,117.60 4,387 $33.99 

150 Norman  71,465.33 77,897.21 2,010 $38.75 

161 Cook  156,955.82 171,081.84 4,351 $39.32 

174 Rodriguez  174,828.23 190,562.77 4,709 $40.47 

162 Houston  176,861.17 192,778.68 4,673 $41.25 

118 Harris  138,241.73 150,683.49 3,609 $41.75 

145 Zavala  84,291.49 91,877.72 2,178 $42.18 

124 Metz  117,593.14 128,176.52 2,815 $45.53 

102 Andrews  130,187.77 141,904.67 3,109 $45.64 

126 Ortega  57,983.19 63,201.68 1,366 $46.27 

175 Widen  174,803.03 190,535.30 4,064 $46.88 

109 Brown  111,831.17 121,895.98 2,572 $47.39 

108 Brooke  86,989.70 94,818.77 1,957 $48.45 

141 Walnut Creek  201,401.85 219,528.02 4,513 $48.64 

163 Hart  193,758.22 211,196.46 4,272 $49.44 

111 Campbell  87,847.70 95,753.99 1,876 $51.04 

130 Pleasant Hill  158,229.89 172,470.58 3,123 $55.23 

125 Oak Springs  76,857.38 83,774.54 1,512 $55.41 

171 Palm  170,350.21 185,681.73 3,310 $56.10 

144 Wooten  176,908.32 192,830.07 3,329 $57.92 

101 Allison  141,524.89 154,262.13 2,607 $59.17 

127 Sanchez  164,723.29 179,548.39 3,034 $59.18 

168 Langford  231,841.51 252,707.25 4,227 $59.78 

116 Govalle  109,951.91 119,847.58 1,983 $60.44 

178 Barbara Jordan  206,964.09 225,590.86 3,677 $61.35 

106 Blanton  169,338.56 184,579.03 2,822 $65.41 

149 Barrington  262,527.09 286,154.53 4,354 $65.72 

120 Joslin  104,401.26 113,797.37 1,731 $65.74 

156 Odom  218,922.84 238,625.90 3,608 $66.14 

142 Allan  121,806.53 132,769.12 1,985 $66.89 

139 Sims  114,546.01 124,855.15 1,810 $68.98 

114 Dawson  109,368.61 119,211.78 1,728 $68.99 

176 Galindo  238,346.36 259,797.53 3,618 $71.81 

140 Travis Heights  192,760.01 210,108.41 2,816 $74.61 

133 Ridgetop  70,787.30 77,158.16 1,013 $76.17 

164 Pickle  256,450.04 279,530.54 3,523 $79.34 

132 Reilly  104,614.81 114,030.14 1,431 $79.69 

129 Pecan Springs  196,358.42 214,030.68 2,653 $80.67 

122 Maplewood  143,052.57 155,927.30 1,873 $83.25 

107 Brentwood  174,950.83 190,696.40 2,253 $84.64 

105 Blackshear  101,706.00 110,859.54 1,300 $85.28 

136 St. Elmo  150,081.44 163,588.77 1,887 $86.69 

151 Pillow  239,659.31 261,228.65 2,943 $88.76 

172 Kocurek  271,444.00 295,873.96 3,317 $89.20 
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138 Summitt  291,713.07 317,967.25 3,424 $92.86 

113 Cunningham  229,705.61 250,379.11 2,690 $93.08 

173 Casey  329,044.19 358,658.17 3,680 $97.46 

104 Becker  98,193.75 107,031.19 1,033 $103.61 

154 Doss  332,961.82 362,928.38 3,476 $104.41 

152 Wooldridge  425,593.80 463,897.24 4,382 $105.86 

166 Williams  320,009.31 348,810.15 3,239 $107.70 

170 Boone  263,374.80 287,078.53 2,631 $109.11 

147 Menchaca  374,822.17 408,556.17 3,595 $113.65 

123 Mathews  235,680.12 256,891.33 2,050 $125.31 

146 Zilker  318,209.50 346,848.36 2,467 $140.60 

148 Oak Hill  591,034.65 644,227.77 4,520 $142.53 

183 Cowan  517,921.79 564,534.75 3,434 $164.40 

103 Barton Hills  288,818.98 314,812.69 1,853 $169.89 

117 Gullett  396,643.07 432,340.95 2,456 $176.03 

110 Bryker Woods  329,197.49 358,825.26 2,026 $177.11 

112 Casis  706,697.72 770,300.51 3,987 $193.20 

182 Baranoff  783,756.44 854,294.52 4,146 $206.05 

179 Davis  645,911.70 704,043.75 3,296 $213.61 

155 Hill  824,126.61 898,298.00 3,529 $254.55 

158 Sunset Valley  547,532.67 596,810.61 2,228 $267.87 

143 Patton  1,122,119.84 1,223,110.63 3,939 $310.51 

181 Mills  2,334,110.48 2,544,180.42 4,953 $513.66 

119 Highland Park  1,538,136.26 1,676,568.52 2,984 $561.85 

180 Kiker  2,074,960.80 2,261,707.27 3,958 $571.43 

121 Lee  1,097,000.44 1,195,730.48 2,087 $572.94 

128 Pease  991,504.57 1,080,739.98 1,262 $856.37 

      
      
200 AVERAGE $338,332.55 368,782.48 2,957 $124.69 
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Economically Disadvantaged College Readiness % by PSF per student per year 

      
 

ID School PSF per student/year ED CR % * 

 

 
006 Reagan High $120.23 23.0 

 

 
007 Travis High $153.80 23.0 

 

 
004 Lanier High $158.29 26.0 

 

 
008 Crockett High $185.07 27.0 

 

 
017 Akins High $191.82 28.0 

 

 
010 L B Johnson High $356.67 17.0 

 

 
005 McCallum High $439.80 40.0 

 

 
002 Austin High $480.92 25.0 

 

 
013 Bowie High $613.40 42.0 

 

 
009 L C Anderson High $638.79 33.0 
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PSF by Percentage of Minority Students 

ID School PSF per student per year % Minority Students 

157 Winn Elementary $22.34 98.0 

159 Graham Elementary $29.86 95.4 

165 McBee Elementary $30.43 98.0 

160 Linder Elementary $33.99 98.2 

150 Norman Elementary $38.75 98.4 

161 Cook Elementary $39.32 95.8 

174 Rodriguez Elementary $40.47 99.1 

162 Houston Elementary $41.25 97.1 

118 Harris Elementary $41.75 98.1 

145 Zavala Elementary $42.18 98.5 

124 Metz Elementary $45.53 98.2 

102 Andrews Elementary $45.64 98.1 

126 Ortega Elementary $46.27 99.3 

175 Widen Elementary $46.88 98.9 

109 Brown Elementary $47.39 96.2 

108 Brooke Elementary $48.45 94.7 

141 Walnut Creek Elementary $48.64 96.7 

163 Hart Elementary $49.44 98.6 

111 Campbell Elementary $51.04 99.2 

130 Pleasant Hill Elementary $55.23 93.6 

125 Oak Springs Elementary $55.41 98.0 

171 Palm Elementary $56.10 95.3 

144 Wooten Elementary $57.92 97.9 

101 Allison Elementary $59.17 98.3 

127 Sanchez Elementary $59.18 97.9 

168 Langford Elementary $59.78 96.7 

116 Govalle Elementary $60.44 97.8 

178 Barbara Jordan Elementary $61.35 98.9 

046 Burnet Middle $64.67 94.8 

106 Blanton Elementary $65.41 97.1 

149 Barrington Elementary $65.72 98.6 

120 Joslin Elementary $65.74 84.8 

156 Odom Elementary $66.14 92.4 

142 Allan Elementary $66.89 99.2 

139 Sims Elementary $68.98 99.7 

114 Dawson Elementary $68.99 94.0 

176 Galindo Elementary $71.81 93.3 

140 Travis Heights Elementary $74.61 80.4 

133 Ridgetop Elementary $76.17 92.6 

164 Pickle Elementary $79.34 98.5 

132 Reilly Elementary $79.69 92.8 

058 Mendez Middle $80.23 99.0 

129 Pecan Springs Elementary $80.67 98.7 

048 Pearce Middle School $81.13 98.9 

122 Maplewood Elementary $83.25 69.3 

107 Brentwood Elementary $84.64 53.5 
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105 Blackshear Elementary $85.28 99.2 

136 St. Elmo Elementary $86.69 96.3 

151 Pillow Elementary $88.76 79.3 

172 Kocurek Elementary $89.20 70.1 

138 Summitt Elementary $92.86 61.3 

113 Cunningham Elementary $93.08 72.7 

173 Casey Elementary $97.46 75.6 

104 Becker Elementary $103.61 94.7 

154 Doss Elementary $104.41 30.7 

152 Wooldridge Elementary $105.86 98.4 

166 Williams Elementary $107.70 87.6 

170 Boone Elementary $109.11 60.8 

053 Webb Middle $110.66 97.7 

055 Dobie Middle $110.67 96.3 

147 Menchaca Elementary $113.65 65.5 

043 Fulmore Middle $114.36 84.4 

006 Reagan High $120.23 97.5 

123 Mathews Elementary $125.31 65.5 

051 Martin Middle $137.68 99.3 

146 Zilker Elementary $140.60 41.2 

148 Oak Hill Elementary $142.53 43.0 

054 Bedichek Middle $144.52 88.7 

007 Travis High $153.80 95.1 

061 Paredes Middle $155.75 86.1 

004 Lanier High $158.29 95.0 

045 Lamar Middle $159.07 61.4 

183 Cowan Elementary $164.40 51.1 

103 Barton Hills Elementary $169.89 25.6 

117 Gullett Elementary $176.03 18.6 

110 Bryker Woods Elementary $177.11 28.0 

008 Crockett High $185.07 78.6 

017 Akins High $191.82 84.7 

112 Casis Elementary $193.20 18.4 

182 Baranoff Elementary $206.05 42.5 

179 Davis Elementary $213.61 45.8 

044 Kealing Middle $237.55 61.7 

057 Covington Middle $240.56 71.2 

052 Murchison Middle $252.95 38.3 

155 Hill Elementary $254.55 31.3 

158 Sunset Valley Elementary $267.87 85.8 

143 Patton Elementary $310.51 45.4 

059 Gordon Bailey Middle $324.68 54.9 

047 O. Henry Middle $349.74 52.1 

010 L B Johnson High $356.67 98.3 

060 Small Middle $364.32 44.2 

005 McCallum High $439.80 53.7 

002 Austin High $480.92 54.4 

181 Mills Elementary $513.66 38.0 

119 Highland Park Elementary $561.85 21.0 
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180 Kiker Elementary $571.43 28.0 

121 Lee Elementary $572.94 39.2 

013 Bowie High $613.40 41.6 

009 L C Anderson High $638.79 40.1 

128 Pease Elementary $856.37 72.9 
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V. REDRESSING DISPARITIES AND LACK OF EQUITY 

IN AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT: 

REMEDIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

A. BUILDING THE EDUCATIONAL ENVIRONMENT THROUGH PRIVATE RESOURCE EQUITY 

The data on achievement gaps for minority and economically-disadvantaged students is alarming, 

and our study found that the gap in private resource equity among schools is a significant factor in those 

outcomes.  

In other words, the typical monitoring data shows that minority students underperform as 

compared to white students, and economically-disadvantaged and limited English proficient students 

underperform as compared to students not in those categories.  

In comparing resources available to schools segregated along these lines, we found a significant 

disparity in the access to private resource equity. When we analyzed this disparity, we found that, private 

resource equity is a significant factor determining outcomes and success.  If a student attends a school 

with limited private resource equity, he or she more likely will drop out. 

The significant advantage we found in schools with high levels of private resource equity is their 

ability to create a positive, creative, and individualized educational environment, with multiple 

opportunities and supports to develop student potential. These include offerings in the arts, athletics, field 

trips, retreats, classroom aids, technology, volunteer teaching assistants, extracurricular clubs, and other 

activities.  

Private resources also provide extra support and incentives to teachers, and aid in the recruitment 

and retention of high quality teachers.  

These inputs directly affect student outcomes; and, where lacking, students are deprived of an 

added environment conducive to success and learning. Yet there is a stark inequality across AISD 

regarding private resource equity.  

We began this report by proposing changes in how private resources are mobilized, accessed, and 

deployed so as to more equitably share them within the District.  We return to our proposals once again, 

having put them in context and desiring to emphasize them and their importance.  

We challenge the community to achieve greater equity for poorer schools, and propose the 

following ideas and initiatives, recognizing that some of them may require extended time and additional 

or reallocated funds to implement: 

1. Creating a District-Wide Foundation and an Endowment to Fund Programs for Low-Equity 

Schools 

Our first, and major, recommendation for addressing the inequities caused by private 

subsidization is creating a foundation and an endowment to help fund programs and provide education 

support for low-equity schools.  

The problem of intra-District inequity is so grave that creative initiatives, like a special 

foundation and an endowment, are necessary for helping make educational opportunities in  low-equity 

schools comparable to those in high-equity schools. 

One way of funding such a foundation is through a tithing contribution on private fundraising at 

higher-equity, more affluent school campuses. This would involve AISD as a whole. Other districts 

nationwide have implemented a tithing system on private fundraising to achieve greater private resource 

equity.  
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Portland, Oregon is the leading example, where each individual school foundation contributes 

one-third of the funds it collects in excess of $10,000 to a district-wide Equity Fund. These funds are then 

distributed to higher needs schools within the district, according to need.  

Appendix II-A describes the Portland plan in detail. 

However, one does not need to go as far as the Pacific Northwest to find examples of creative 

ways to equitably fund education. San Antonio Mayor Julian Castro is proposing a 1/8 cent sales tax (an 

average cost of $7.74/household annually) to expand pre-kindergarten educational opportunities, 

potentially allowing more than 22,000 additional children to enroll in Pre-K programs over an eight year 

period.
1
  Castro argues for the proposal, which will be voted on this November, by pointing out that “pre-

K and student loans aren’t charity. They’re a smart investment in a workforce that can fill and create the 

jobs of tomorrow. We’re investing in our young minds today to be competitive in the global economy 

tomorrow.”
2
 

AISD and the City of Austin should implement similar initiatives, and the Austin Council of 

PTAs should embrace them. 

The second part of this project would be creation of an endowment through contributions from 

local philanthropists, businesses, the public, the City, municipal entities, and others, which the foundation 

would administer. 

2. Creating the position of Development Director in Each Low-Equity School 

AISD has an Office of Innovation and Development (OID). A review of its funding partners 

reveals that most partners or foundations are supporting projects in predominantly low-income schools, 

such as STEM programs (Science, Technology, Engineering and Math), the Social Emotional Learning 

initiative (SEL), the Early College High School program, professional development programs, and some 

support for technology and materials.  

All are intended for the most part to address needs in low-income schools. However, the amount 

of support and impact OID and its partners have had on sustaining significant private resource equity in 

schools with the highest need is not evident. In fact, AISD data suggests it is insufficient to address the 

structural inequity. OID also manages AISD’s accountability for state and federal entitlement grants, a 

task that no doubt takes up significant time and resources.  

We recommend decentralization of OID, and that all the schools in the four vertical teams 

identified as most lacking of private resource equity (Reagan, Lanier, LBJ, and Eastside Memorial) have a 

full-time fundraising and development person on campus at each school who would help prioritize efforts 

to grow and sustain private resource equity in those schools. Decentralization would allow each school’s 

fundraising and development person to engage with and be accountable to each vertical team community. 

The individuals would work directly with principals and PTAs, as well as with AISD teams seeking to 

address priorities and develop successful programs in those vertical team areas.  

 The individuals would engage the broader business, academic, and residential communities to 

mobilize resources and volunteers. Most importantly, these decentralized positions would help ensure 

that, in addition to targeted programs for higher-needs students, these students would have the same 

beneficial educational environment enjoyed by their colleagues at high private resource schools, such as 

quality offerings in art, athletics, field trips, retreats, technology aids, extracurricular clubs, and other 

activities. 

3. Partnering Schools for Better Resource Sharing 

                                                           
1
 Katherine Leal Unmuth, “Democratic National Convention: Mayor Julian Castro Slips Pre-K Reference Into 

Keynote Speech,” Latina Lista (Sept. 5, 2012), at http://latinalista.com/2012/09/democratic-national-convention-

mayor-julian-castro-slips-pre-k-reference-into-keynote-speech/. 
2
 Id. 
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We recommend that AISD promote the partnering of high-equity and low-equity schools to better 

share resources across the District. Common fundraisers, the sharing of organizational capacity, advocacy 

skills, community resources, and social networks are all ways in which private resource equity could be 

employed across the District. This should be a particular mandate and mission of AISD.  

Beyond joint fundraising and sharing equitable resources, partner schools also would participate 

together in combined field trips, extracurricular activities, or other programs. 

There are logistical issues involved, such as transportation from one school to another, to which 

AISD would have to apply creative problem-solving. 

4. Better Distribution of Activity Funds and Monies Obtained from District Property Use 

High-equity schools derive significant private resource funding from AISD property or AISD-

sponsored activities, such as sporting events, vending machines, rental of school space, and even parking 

spaces (which high-equity schools auction off to parents).  

While we do not suggest redistributing all private resource equity generated at high-equity 

schools, AISD should evenly redistribute monies generated through use of its property or sponsored 

activities. For example, funds from sporting events should be pooled and distributed equitably within 

AISD by its Excellence and Equity Foundation.  

5. Community Organizers for Low-Equity Schools 

The District should re-direct its focus from top-down communications to ground-up community 

organizing. Low-equity schools should each have a full-time community organizer on staff to mobilize 

and engage the community in developing solutions to improve students’ quality of education with support 

from the District. Genuine community organizing will lead to better participative methods in developing 

and implementing hands-on strategies for improving low-equity schools. 

6.  Enlisting UT to Assist Low-Equity Schools: Teacher Training and Research, Mentoring and 

Tutoring, Expanded Volunteer Programs (Extracurricular Activities and Sports) 

The University of Texas is an excellent resource that should be recruited as a partner in achieving 

greater equity in AISD schools. UT benefits from the Austin community in myriad ways; and, in turn, it 

can provide enormous in-kind human and social contributions. AISD already has a relationship with some 

university members as consultants, and UT operates the UT Elementary School, a demonstration school. 

Both AISD and UT should assess their relationship in terms of improving the educational environment in 

AISD low-equity schools. 

Two strong partnership areas would be teacher training and research. Teaching assistants, who 

intern at UT Elementary, also could intern in low-equity public schools. UT likewise could provide 

greater continuing training opportunities for District teachers in low-equity schools. AISD should 

coordinate with the UT Department of Education to maximize UT’s positive impact on increasing equity 

in AISD. AISD should likewise promote UT research aligned with the goals of increasing opportunities 

and performance in low-equity public schools. 

There is no limit to harnessing the potential of UT students and faculty, from significantly more 

organized and expanded volunteer mentoring and tutoring programs to sports activities, classroom 

assistants, extracurricular clubs, language programs, and social work interns. 

Just a few hundred organized volunteers from UT’s 50,000+ students and 12,500 faculty and staff 

is not unimaginable, indeed rather probable, and would have an enormous impact on Austin’s schools.  

Why AISD doesn’t systematically tap into and organize this dynamic resource at all levels is 

unfathomable, and probably even inexcusable. There is no shortage of dedicated volunteers at UT.  

7. Curriculum-Based Technology Task Force for Low-Equity Schools 
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We recommend that AISD establish a separate technology task force for low-equity schools. 

There should be a priority focused on ensuring that low-equity schools have optimum classroom 

technology and innovative curricula which use that technology. The District should make all its partners 

aware of this priority and challenge them to make it a reality. AISD needs to organize Austin’s famed 

high-tech corridor to step up to this challenge.  

As part of this priority, AISD should provide added support for website development for low-

equity schools and internet access in the homes and communities they serve. One evident disparity in 

private resource equity shows up on school websites across the District. High private resource schools 

have substantially more developed websites.  

Developing the websites of low-equity schools in a participatory way for parents and students, 

and increasing their internet access will also enhance self-image and create a positive environment for 

educational progress. It is also an essential tool for recruiting volunteers, fundraising, and communicating 

with families. 

8. Commitment by Austin Businesses and Local Foundations to Prioritize Low-Equity Schools 

Local businesses depend on, and benefit from, locally educated and self-sustainable communities. 

While the Austin business community has made notable (and laudable) efforts to partner with AISD 

toward greater equity, more partnering projects are desperately needed.  

Moreover, social networking is a significant feature in high-equity schools that produces 

substantial resources from the business community for those schools. Because of the lack of accounting 

transparency for these resources and corporate giving, it is unclear how those amounts compare to grants 

and contributions to low-equity schools, but the balance surely favors high-equity schools.  

AISD must persuade the Austin business community to the goal of helping make low-equity 

schools places where the educational environment is at its highest level. Businesses must become the 

private “boosters” that these schools currently lack in resource equity.  

AISD also must convince local foundations to reconsider where and how to make their grants in 

light of school inequities. 

Some examples of endeavors that foundations and Austin businesses can undertake include: 

a. Student mentoring programs during/after school and evening student/parent 

mentoring programs; 

b. Partnering with particular schools;  

c. Adopting curricular and extra-curricular activities and sustaining projects that 

improve the educational environment; and, 

d. Grounds and facility improvement  

Business and corporate and private foundations should not only support public education but 

align their goals with an explicit AISD plan to raise the educational environment in low-equity schools.  

The more educated a community, the more it thrives economically and socially.  

9. Capping Central Administrative Costs and Salaries 

In order to cover some of the costs of these proposals, the District must cut back and cap central 

administrative expenses and salaries, pegging them to a percentage of teachers’ salaries.  

The District must also significantly reduce the percentage of Title I funds that it siphons off as 

administrative costs and re-locate Title I positions from central administration to school campuses 

receiving Title I funds.   

10. Better Public/Private Resource EquityUtilization 
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Finally, we recommend the following three specific steps that AISD can implement 

immediately: 

 

a. Establish zero-based budgeting with equitable compensation for low-equity schools; 

b. Implement a revised weighted formula for intra-District funding that follows the student, 

not the staff; and, 

c. Expand the REACH program and teacher incentives for high-needs schools. 

B. STATE EDUCATIONAL FUNDING: AISD, FRIEND OR FOE? 

Although this report deals with intra-District school funding inequities, rather than inter-District, 

a few additional comments about state funding are important to reflect our overall goals as a society and 

their impact on bringing about better equity among Austin ISD schools. 

Building a fairer District must begin with a change in attitudes. We are appalled by the 

insidiously narrow attitude that courses through the discussion within AISD on the distribution of 

resources for public education. This attitude exhibits itself, for example, in the schizophrenic 

simultaneous touting and bemoaning of the District’s “contribution” to the state school finance system as 

a Chapter 41 District, which the law requires to lessen property wealth disparities and help share 

resources among school districts.  

Equalization under Chapter 41 is a constitutional and ethical mandate to achieve a minimum of 

fundamental school finance fairness for all children across the state. Too often, the discourse of AISD 

board members, administrators, and community members characterizes our Chapter 41 obligations as a 

“burden,” softened by a self-satisfied “pat on the back” for our “sacrifice.” Implicit (and at times explicit) 

is also a call to keep more of those Chapter 41 monies within the District to address our own needs.  

This attitude logically leads to the District’s alignment with other property-wealthy districts in 

school finance litigation. Whether AISD participates wittingly or unwittingly, the strategy of those 

districts has been to whittle away broader, statewide equitable measures and keep more money within 

their own coffers, regardless of the impact on social equity.
3
  

This narrow-minded and flawed position ultimately hurts our local community and Texas at large, 

if only because of transitory population patterns within the state. AISD should have no part of this 

misguided mission and should realign in the ongoing litigation in which it has involved itself. 

There are ethical and pragmatic components at issue. The ethical element addresses assisting 

children to attain their potential, share in equal opportunity, and expand their practice of the nation’s 

democratic ideals. In pragmatic terms, a democratic society cannot survive or flourish with an uneducated 

citizenry, either in whole or in part. Without educational equity, our society will split further into a two-

tiered society, which offends our democratic principles, economically weakens society, and undermines 

self-governance. 

AISD claims not to be a “rich” district, and points to its student population, which is 

majority/minority and economically-disadvantaged. This is disingenuous discourse. Chapter 41 

equalization is based on property wealth, and AISD is clearly within the minority of property-wealthy 

districts when compared with other districts in the state. AISD should support equalization unequivocally 

and quit raising it subtly as a funding woe factor. 

Another, separate mechanism for statewide funding equity involves weighted funding for special 

needs students. AISD may have more similarities with property-poor districts with respect to challenges 

in educating a high percentage of economically-disadvantaged or limited English proficient students. A 

                                                           
3
 Low-wealth school districts are participating in this litigation to ensure greater equity in the state school finance 

system. AISD should ally itself on the side of equity and excellence in education for all. 



 

 

88 

proper ethos of equity should align complaints about an inadequeate state school finance system with the 

interests of property-poor school districts, which are seeking greater equity and attempting to educate 

higher-needs children. Regretably, in the latest round of school finance litigation in the courts, AISD has 

aligned itself once again with property-wealthy districts. 

Through a new and sharpened ethos of equity, AISD should re-align with property-poor districts 

and districts with significant percentages of higher-needs children in statewide advocacy and litigation, 

and commit to a principled vision of intra-District fairness. 

C. ALIGNING WITH PROPERTY-POOR DISTRICTS: THE BETTER COURSE FOR AISD 

The woefully inadequate state funding system promotes unhealthy competition and the two-tiered 

structure of public education identified in our analysis of private resource equity, to the detriment of poor 

and minority students. Our society must ensure that the most high risk, high needs, and traditionally 

excluded children receive comparably good educational opportunities in comparably good educational 

environments.  

Reform schemes that seek to impose efficacy through unfunded, top-down demands for 

excellence and competition within an already inequitable system are doomed to failure, and have failed: 

successful schools will tend to rise, and failing schools will tend to fall in their wake. 

AISD and the Austin community should advocate politically to increase dramatically the capacity 

of the state school finance system, and to build greater equity within that system. This would include 

advocating for the following measures: 

1. Eliminating current equity gaps in state equalization by ensuring the same amount of 

tax dollars per student statewide for each penny of tax effort;  

2. Increasing the weights assigned to higher-needs students to adequately reflect and 

compensate for the additional supplemental costs associated with their education; and, 

3. Equalizing financing for facilities and/or guaranteeing a benchmark for Tier III 

funding (facilities financing for property-poor districts) that requires the state to offer 

effective, equivalent support for facilities financing to property-poor districts. 

 These are goals AISD can support now by aligning with property-poor districts in school finance 

litigation. This would send a strong message to both the legislature and other property-wealthy districts of 

the District’s new ethos. When property-wealthy districts are unable to expand their current privileges in 

the state school finance system and find themselves in the same position as property-poor districts, they 

should become common stakeholders in seeking improved funding for students across the state, rather 

than protecting and expanding their privilege. Austin ISD should take the lead as a property-rich district 

in this movement of solidarity toward the common good.  

D. THE PITFALLS OF FREE-MARKET REMEDIES  

AISD and its community partners should focus on developing a new, creative plan to prioritize 

the low-equity schools and transform them from the ground up. We believe that a concerted effort to 

transform the mobilization of resources and center the culture and delivery of services around the quality 

of education in these schools with priority on the school clusters within the Eastside Memorial, Reagan, 

Lanier and LBJ attendance zones, will make AISD more efficient and more equitable.  

Certain remedies in vogue, however, contain obvious pitfalls. The proposal to implement 

“District charter schools” in the the Eastside Memorial attendance zone produced similar division, and 

now there is discussion of treating these charter schools as “magnet” schools to help them succeed.
4
  

The uncritical application of free market principles, competition, and school choice to the 

challenge of school reform in lower-equity schools is largely experimental. The District needs to search 

                                                           
4
 Richard Whittaker, “Enrollment Stalling; IDEA Gets Magnetic,” Austin Chronicle (April 13, 2012). 
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for an integral, holistic approach to improving the quality of education and educational opportunity to 

lower-equity schools.  

Moreover, the controversy surrounding the proposed implementation of “District charter schools” 

in the Eastside Memorial attendance zone demonstrates a lack of community consensus and failure to 

achieve effective community participation in the proposed solution. It is a far-reaching proposal, flawed 

in its process, and divisive in its operation. Ultimately, the District will be setting up further competition 

for which the non-experimental public schools are at a fundamental disadvantage. This type of 

competition does not take place on a level playing field and is not designed as an integral solution to the 

problem of reform. 

A liberal District transfer policy, while laudable at some levels and for some families, also fails to 

address the total problem and the fundamental challenge of providing high quality education lower-equity 

communities. By not addressing the larger issue, a liberal transfer policy will tend to produce shrinking 

attendance in the lower-equity communities, more limited educational opportunity there, and thus 

impoverished options for families who must ultimately rely on their neighborhood school.  

All these partial remedies under free market principles belie the pitfalls of “competition” and 

“school choice” as motors to effect school reform and increase the quality of education in high-needs, 

high minority schools. If the District fails to make the necessary commitment to these schools, these free 

market remedies will also fail and only aggravate the problem. The goal of the public education system 

and of AISD should be to offer parents an excellent choice within their child’s attendance zone, one that 

meets the child’s needs and offers meaningful opportunities in a high quality educational environment.  

The communities of Reagan and Eastside Memorial mobilized to save their schools from closure 

under the state’s accountability system. The extent of success of their efforts to change the direction of the 

schools’ results within the state accountability system demonstrate energy and potential in the 

community. However, the context of their struggle was narrowly constrained by the state accountability 

system and the limited resources and support offered by the District. 

The extent of their limited success remains to be seen. It is doubtful whether progress is 

sustainable under the framework of the state accountability system, limited resources, and current policies 

dictating distribution of those resources, both private and public. The District should set its goals beyond 

that of the state accountability system, and resist being narrowly contstrained and shortsighted in its 

efforts to transform lower-equity schools.  

The District needs to work with the energies and capacities in the lower-equity communities, but 

it must have a new model of community consultation and participation; and it must bring a priority and 

commitment to raise the quality of each school in those communities, instead of a partial experimentation 

strategy. It also should work with teachers and administrators who are committed to lower-equity schools, 

and give them appropriate support.  

We, therefore, caution the District and the broader community, and qualify our own 

recommendations: the necessary prioritizing of low-equity schools requires on-going dialogue with those 

school communities and the committed educators in their midst. Our ears and minds must be open to each 

other’s thoughts and ideas, aimed at the common goal of equity. 

We hope our recommendations and analysis regarding intra-District equity will contribute to that 

dialogue. 
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ALL HANDS RAISED FOUNDATION -- PORTLAND’S SCHOOLS FOUNDATION 

How the “one-third/two-thirds” policy came about in Portland, Oregon: 

A task force of parents, community leaders, and board members, established by the Portland 

Public School (PPS) Board in 1994, focused on two interrelated problems: that (1) teaching positions 

across the district were in danger of being cut due to lack of funding and (2) fundraising for individual 

schools resulted in uneven results across the district since some schools lacked the “financial capacity to 

raise significant funds toward hiring staff for their own campuses.”
1
   

The task force recommended establishing a citywide foundation, called the “Portland Schools 

Foundation” (PSF), to address this dual problem.  By 1995, PSF enacted a policy, informally called “one-

third/two-thirds,” where “one-third of the funds raised through local school foundations” in excess of 

$5,000 were placed in a “citywide foundation for the purpose of providing equity between schools.”
2
  The 

remaining two-thirds returned to the account of the local school that raised them."
3
 

PSF (recently rebranded as the “All Hands Raised” Foundation)
4
 realized that the district-wide 

one-third policy, although a step in the right direction, was imperfect since it required affluent and low-

income schools alike to contribute a third of their funds.  Taking money from low-income schools, which 

typically raised only a few thousand dollars, seemed counterintuitive.  

In 1998, the “floor“ was raised to from $5,000 to $10,000,” whereby “a school could raise up to 

$10,000 total each year and receive 100% of those funds; anything above $10,000 "floor" would be 

subject to the one-third/two-thirds policy.”
5
  Thus, affluent schools contribute a third of the funds they 

raise over $10,000 to the foundation, which redistributes these funds to schools in need.  Moreover, 

because affluent schools keep the bulk of their fundraising efforts ($10,000 + 2/3 of whatever they 

fundraise), “de-motivation” became less of an issue. 

How the “one-third/two-thirds” operates today: 

 Grants from the PPS Equity Fund and Grants are based on an equity formula that takes into 

account key financial resources at individual schools, as well as the demographic profile of the school.  

Once the equity formula is applied and a needs-based ranking emerges, the total amount of funds 

available is established as “equity grants.”
6
  Through the efforts of parents, teachers, and staff, 39 separate 

local school foundations raised a record $3 million for the PPS Local School Foundation in 2011 alone 

(and $8 million since 1994).
7
 School principals and regional administrators decide on how to allocate the 

grants.  

In theory, equity grant recipients can use funds to hire and keep school staffing.  However, 

usually the funds are not enough to pay for a single position.  That said, principals can use funds for 

partial positions or education assistance. In practice these grants frequently are applied for math and 

                                                           
1
 Portland School Foundation – FAQ, http://www.thinkschools.org/local-school-foundations/faq/. Some of this 

information in this section is based on an interview of Samantha Lopez, Portland Schools Foundation manager and 

spokesperson.  
2
 Id. 

3
 Id. Individual schools had access to first $5,000 raised for their campuses. 

4
 Portland Schools Foundation: A Program of All Hands Raised, https://www.thinkschools.org/index.php?-

page=local-school-foundations.  All Hands Raised is a separate legal organization from the Portland School District.  

It operates as a parent-fundraising arm – parent-driven and parent-supported. Although they work closely with the 

district their goal is to serve parents.  
5
 Portland School Foundation – FAQ website, supra n.1. 

6
 Portland Schools Foundation: A Program of All Hands Raised, http://allhandsraised.org/. 

7
 Id. 
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literacy programming at the schools.  The money raised helps offset the budget challenges that Portland 

Public schools face during difficult economic times.
8
   

Equity Funds and Grants: 

 The PPS Equity Fund focuses on increasing student academic achievement, and each year the 

PSF Board re-examines the specific criteria for each grant program to ensure that funds are being used as 

strategically as possible.  

Applying the weighted formula detailed above, Portland schools received $845,000 in donations 

through equity grants in 2011,
9
 and more than $965,000 for the 2012-2013 academic year.

10
  In the 2010-

2011 school year, “donations” pay for 110 staff positions.
11

  According to Education Week, All Hands 

Raised distributed on average $20,000 to $40,000 to schools with the greatest need in 2011.
12

  In 2012, 

the grants ranged from $20,000 to $30,000; and five alternative schools received $12,000 grants.
13

   

Political Reception of PSF/All Hands Raised: 

 The program, which has been in place for over seventeen years, is very well received in the 

Portland community.  Initially, the program was aimed primarily at fundraising, but now All Hands 

Raised is committed to impacting broader change.  Although the reception remains positive, there are 

those who wish the floor was higher; and the proportion given to the fund, smaller.   

 Samantha López, PSF manager and spokesperson, attributes the positive reception to the unique 

way in which different members of the Portland community (community leaders, parents from affluent 

schools, etc.) came together to address the staff shortage problem.  Also, All Hands Raised and local 

schools that receive funding both try to spread the word on the positive effects of the equity grants 

through monthly publications on the amount of money raised and examples of how it is spent.  

What We Can Do: 

 Getting members involved from different areas helped create and maintain buy-in for the Portland 

funding program.  Samantha López recommends: (1) tapping into leaders that are already in place who 

are committed to achieving equity in Austin schools; and (2) recruiting people that may not initially be 

keen on getting involved. e.g., leadership from affluent communities and schools will be a challenge but 

very important.  

------------------- 

The following is from https://www.thinkschools.org/local-school-foundations/faq/: 

1. What is the Portland Schools Foundation?  

The Portland Schools Foundation (PSF) is an independent, community-based organization that 

mobilizes the resources, leadership, ideas, and the political support necessary to ensure a world-

class public education for every child, in every school, in every Portland neighborhood.  

2. Does our school have a local school foundation?  

Yes. Under the non-profit "umbrella" of the Portland Schools Foundation, every school in the 

Portland Public School district already has a local school foundation account. Parents at many of 

                                                           
8
 Id. 

9
 “Parent, Community Groups Pressed to Fill K-12 Budget Gaps,” http://www.thinkschools.org/-

uploads/File/Education%20Week%203_12_12.pdf, p.4. 
10

 Portland School Foundation – FAQ, supra n.1. 
11

  Parent, Community Groups Pressed to Fill K-12 Budget Gaps,” 31 Education Week 24, pp. 1,18 (March 13, 

2012). 
12

 Id. 
13

 Portland Schools Foundation: A Program of All Hands Raised website, http://www.-thinkschools.org/local-

school-foundations/. 
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these schools are actively fundraising for their local school foundation under the PSF's 501(c)(3) 

non-profit status.  

Seven schools within the Portland Public School District have elected to establish their own non-

profit local foundations, independent of PSF. PSF continues to work with these independent 

organizations to provide specific services, and continues to accept donations on behalf of those 

schools.  

3. Why do schools raise funds through their local foundations?  

As established by PPS School Board policy, local school foundations are the only way in which 

school communities and parents may raise funds to pay for personnel (FTE). All funds raised at 

local schools intended for personnel costs pass through the PSF and on to the school's account 

(called an "S0083 Account") at the Portland Public School district.  

4. What is the one-third/two-thirds policy?  

In 1994, the Portland Public School Board established a task force of parents and community 

members to look at the issue of schools raising private funds for teachers, other staff positions, 

and other basic "core" operations of a school. In the wake of Measure 5, many parents realized 

that teaching positions would be cut. Several schools established their own non-profit foundations 

to raise funds to buy back staff that had been cut. Unfortunately, not all schools have the financial 

capacity to raise significant funds toward hiring staff, so the potential for creating inequities 

across the district needed to be addressed.  

The 1994/95 task force recommended the establishment of a citywide foundation and that one-

third of the funds raised through local school foundations be given to this citywide foundation for 

the purpose of providing equity between schools. The Portland Schools Foundation was 

established, in part, to be that citywide foundation, and to route the other two-thirds to the 

school's account at PPS ("S0083 Account.")  

In 1998, the Foundation recommended a change in the policy.  Many low-income schools were 

not capable of raising more than a few thousand dollars each year and it seemed that equity was 

not being served by deducting one-third of those funds.  A new procedure was put into place so 

that the one-third formula would be applied for each school only after the first $10,000 had been 

raised each school year (July 1 - June 30). In other words, a school could raise up to $10,000 total 

each year and receive 100% of those funds; anything above that $10,000 "floor" would be subject 

to the one-third/two-thirds policy.  

5. How does the Portland Schools Foundation use the one-third funds?  

The Board of Directors of the Portland Schools Foundation honors its original charge from the 

PPS School Board by allocating 100% of the one-third funds (PPS Equity Funds) for direct grants 

to schools working to close the achievement and opportunity gap. The PSF does not use ANY of 

these funds for operations or staffing; those costs are paid by other fundraising activities.  

The PPS Equity Fund is focused on increasing student academic achievement. Each year the PSF 

Board re-examines the specific criteria for each grant program to ensure that funds are being used 

as strategically as possible. 

6. Our group of parents wants to raise funds for our school through the Portland Schools Foundation - are 

there any special papers that we need to fill out?  

Because every school in the Portland Public Schools District already has a local school 

foundation under the umbrella of the Portland Schools Foundation, there are no special forms to 

fill out. Every year the PSF tries to have an accurate email list of parent contacts at every school. 

We encourage you to contact our office to make sure that we have the correct information for 

your school foundation contacts.  
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7. Does my local school foundation need to establish a board or committee?  

No, the PSF recognizes that all schools have different levels of parent interest and capacity and 

does not require that a school have a specific type of leadership group for its local school 

foundation. However, to be successful at fundraising, you will need to form some kind of 

committee or team – no one person can fundraise alone!  

Local school foundations that operate successfully make sure that the following conditions are 

met:  

 The local school foundation has a good working relationship with the principal and mutual 

understanding of clear goals and objectives for the fundraising effort.  

 The foundation has good communications with the school leaders and community in 

establishing its funding priorities (many foundations poll parents regarding funding 

priorities in partnership with site councils, etc.)  

 The foundation has a simple fundraising plan that helps schedule the activities for the 

school year.  

 The most successful school foundation fundraising activities are based on:  

o Individual contributions from parents and families at the school.  

o One significant fundraising event per year.  

8. What types of contributions can be made to a local school foundation or the Portland Schools 

Foundation?  

 Checks  

 American Express, MasterCard, or VISA (online @ www.thinkschools.org)  

 Monthly contributions through credit cards (online @ www.thinkschools.org) 

 Securities – Shares of stocks, bonds and mutual funds  

 In-kind gifts  

 Wills, bequests, trusts  

9. What are the steps the Portland Schools Foundation takes to process a contribution?  

 The Portland Schools Foundation sends a thank you letter and tax receipt to the donor.  

 The donor's gift information is added to the PSF database.  

 The donation is deposited into the PSF's bank account. The PSF calculates whether or not the 

$10,000 floor has been reached and records the 2/3 of the gift be transferred to the school's 

account at PPS.  

 After each monthly financial period is reconciled, a report is sent to PPS to PPS reflecting the 

amount raised at each school. The funds are then directly accessible to pay for personnel costs 

and are accessed by the school principal through the PPS District Finance Office.  

10. How does a local school foundation find out how much is in its holding account?  

Individual school foundations receive two types of reports:  

The PSF will send two reports: These report will be sent monthly to the school Principal 

the LSF Chair/Co-Charis and the LSF Treasurer.  

  Monthly Donation & Expense Report: This report will include 1)A list of donors, the date and 

the amount of their contribution for the month, and 2) A detailed list of Expenses for the month. 

http://www.thinkschools.org/
http://www.thinkschools.org/
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  Year to Date Statement: This report will include a year-to-date statement showing activity by 

month including deposits, expenses, amount contributed to the PPS Equity Fund and the 

amount available in your school's account at PPS. 

11. What are the advantages to operating a local school foundation through the Portland Schools 

Foundation versus starting a separate non-profit?  

The PSF provides a variety of services that allow schools to concentrate on fundraising rather 

than administrative and legal details. Included in the ways which the PSF assists school 

foundations are:  

 Processing all gifts in accordance with IRS guidelines  

 Legal liability rests with the PSF's board of directors, including an annual audit  

 Maintaining a database of donors  

 Providing technical assistance for fundraising activities, such as developing direct mail 

campaigns and holding major events  

 Filing of the IRS 990 and State of Oregon Dept. of Justice CT-12  

 Coverage under the PSF's general liability insurance  

 Providing capability for online giving  

 Use of the PSF's mail permit  

 Processing of stock gifts through the PSF's brokerage account  

12. Who can I call when I have questions?  

Samantha López 

Manager of Partner Programs 

503.234.5404, ext. 13 

Call for fundraising technical assistance. 

 

The following information is from https://www.thinkschools.org/index.php?page=local-school-

foundations: 

 Parents in Portland Public Schools are doing amazing things! For over 17 years, the Portland 

Schools Foundation has engaged the community to meet the most urgent educational needs of our kids, 

by supporting the work of PPS Local Schools Foundations (LSFs), stewarding the funds raised by LSFs, 

and managing the PPS Equity Fund. This work will continue as our work expands as the managing 

partner of the Cradle to Career partnership in Portland and Multnomah County.   

 In 2011, PPS Local School Foundations raised a record $3 million. Parents, principals, teachers 

and staff, and others in the 39 school communities that raised these funds, should be thanked. These funds 

are especially critical for the 2012-13 school year as Portland Public Schools faces the proposed cuts in 

response to our state's current economic challenges. 

 The numbers for the 2012-13 PPS Equity Grants are staggering - more than $965,000 was 

awarded to 43 PPS schools, as well as five alternative programs. The PPS Equity Fund and Grants are 

based on an equity formula that takes into account key financial resources at schools, as well as the 

demographic profile of the schools. Once the equity formula is applied and a needs-based ranking 

emerges, the total amount of funds available is applied. This year the grants range from $20,000 to 

$30,000, with $12,000 grants for five alternative schools. 
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 Since 1994, on the heels of Measure 5’s cuts to public education, PPS parents have 

created vibrant LSF's to raise funds to support teaching positions. Today that initiative has grown to 39 

active local foundations. To date, LSF's have raised roughly $27 million for PPS schools, of which 

roughly $8 million has been distributed through the PPS Equity Fund. This is amazing work that is also 

an incredible Portland story: having 1/3 of funds raised by local school foundation parent volunteers 

donated to the PPS Equity Fund.  

Questions to Samantha and Her Answers (samantha@thinkschools.org, 503-234-5404)  

1)  Can you please explain the difference between “equity grants” and “PPS equity funds”?   

 Is my understanding that equity funds are dedicated only to fund programs that close the achievement 

gap; equity grant-recipients can use funds to hire and keep school staffing?   

 Are grants ever used to pay for other things than school staffing, such as textbooks or computers? 

 Answers: 

 Equity funds and grants are interchangeable terms. The school foundation raises money that 1/3 of 

anything over $10,000 goes to the equity fund, which is where the equity grants come from. Grants 

can be used for staffing and the reason for fundraising is generally for staffing. 

 The decisions of how the funds are allocated are in the hands of the principal and regional 

administrators at schools of high needs who receive the equity grants.  Generally, these funds are for 

math and literacy programming at their schools, but they can support education assistance or partner 

with a community program.  

 The challenge is a school raising money to support staffing, which is expensive. This year, the EG was 

$20-$30K, in previous years. $20,000 is not enough to keep a position, so the principal can choose to 

use the grant for partial positions or education assistance. 

2) How has employing a $10,000 floor helped or hurt the contributions schools in need receive?  What 

would you say to critics that argue that the $10,000 floor de-motivates affluent schools from raising 

money to their full potential?   

Answers: 

One-third formula was enough to encourage fundraising. Started at $5K and increased to $10K 

recently, in order to benefit lower income schools, so they don’t have to contribute to equity funds. 

3) What has been the political reception of PSF?  Has there been any political or community push-back 

when the program first originated? If so, has it subsided? Do certain events, such as budget cuts, re-

energizes any opposition to the program? 

 Answers: 

 The program has been in place for 17 years, and they get feedback from both directions.  There are 

people who want the number to be lower than 1/3.  Portland is in a tough financial position and 

looking at cutting a lot of positions. So even though some may find the program exciting and ideal in 

theory, still hard to implement in these financial times.  

When the conversation started, there were people who wanted percentage to be higher and some 

wanted it lower. The consensus was 1/3 was enough to encourage fundraising. So, they still feel 

connected to the funds. 

The $10,000 has increased in recent years (last 10 years), originally started at $5000. This also benefits 

lower income schools, so don’t have to contribute to the equity fund until reach this mark.  

4) Conversely, has the implementation of the program have any unintended benefits, such as broadening 

community ties? 
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Answers: 

How was this program came about: 

Policy adopted by school board –context:  tax measure restructured how schools received funding – 

implementation came from parent community (from more affluent parts of the city). Parents 

community wanted to fundraise to raise money for staffing. At the time, there wasn’t a position in 

place that allowed fundraising for positions (only boosters, and athletic program fundraising were in 

place)   

Board convened a task force to evaluate how this could work and how it would best serve the need of 

the district and the ramifications of equity in the school district.  

 Committee convened including board members, community members, parent leadership – bartering 

happened –discussed the floor ($5000 at the time) and percentage that would encourage fund 

raising and the get money to schools. 

 The different voices represented at the table fostered “buy-in” for the program b/c concerted 

community effort. Not just a band-aid. 

 Possible suggestions to get the right people involved: 1) tap into leaders that are already in place 

that are working toward equity in schools; 2) Recruit people with buy-in that keen on getting 

involved. e.g., leadership from affluent community may be harder but worthwhile. 

 Portland School Foundation – original task force that focused on fundraising efforts. Program 

evolved to something that wasn’t just fund raising but trying to impact broader change  PSF is a 

division of All Hands Raised.  PRSB rebranded and is now called “All Hands Raised.” (Portland 

School Foundation) 

 Separate legal organization from the district. As parent fundraising arm, parent driven and parent 

supported. Work closely with the district but serve the parent in what they do.  

 Parents really believe in this program and the impact it has on school. Get to hear about the stories 

about the difference they are making. Budgets nationwide are incredibly challenging. Hurdle in that 

it’s hard to fundraise with budget cuts. Sure, there will be people who want the floor higher and 

others who want the floor to be lower and contribution higher. Overall the experience has been very 

positive. 

 Parents really believe in this program and the impact it has on school. Get to hear about the stories 

about the difference they are making. Budgets nationwide are incredibly challenging. Hurdle in that 

it’s hard to fundraise with budget cuts. Sure, there will be people who want the floor higher and 

others who want the floor to be lower and contribution higher. Overall the experience has been very 

positive. 

 Getting the message out. Generally schools promote their own fundraising efforts and communicate 

this at the school level.  PRSB highlight equity grant program and list on website what schools will 

use equity grants for. And there’s a monthly newsletter and make use of funds a transparent as 

possible. Anecdotally, they try to promote the numerical story line with faces and stories.  

 The numbers grow every year 
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VI. METHODOLOGY 

This section describes the processes through which we acquired the data in this report and the 

problems of consistency and transparency we encountered in our effort to provide readers with a sense of 

the scope and accuracy of the report. This section also explains our various analytical models in the 

report. 

A. BUDGET AND EXPENDITURE INFORMATION 

We used the Texas Public Information Act (PIA) to obtain data on the AISD budget and 

expenditures per school campus.  In response we received accounting ledgers for each campus. This led to 

further inquiry into the budget categories and accounts.  The numbers we received did not align 

satisfactorily with the numbers reported to the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and collected in the 

Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) report for each campus.  Similarly, data available on the 

AISD website on budget and expenditures did match these other sources, for example, when looking at 

expenditures per school.  While some discrepancy is to be expected based on the accounting and/or 

reporting method, it was nonetheless frustrating, and various consultations with experts and District 

officials did not help reconcile or explain the source of the differences. 

In the report, we identify which particular source we are using in our analysis of public funding 

data. 

B. ACTIVITY LEDGERS AND DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

In the course of our initial inquiry and analysis, we noted a “black box” as regards private 

funding.  Upon further inquiry with the District, we learned the best documentation of the flow of private 

money to the schools was to be found in separate “activity ledger accounts.”  We again used the Texas 

PIA to obtain copies of activity account ledgers for each school in AISD for five years, 2006-2011. We 

then excluded any schools that had not been continuously open for that period, as well as any atypical 

AISD schools, such as Garza Independence High School (only two grade levels) and the Ann Richards 

School for Young Women Leaders, in order to have consistency and continuity in our data analysis.  

While working through the AISD activity account ledgers, which we secured through the District, 

we noticed a number of data inconsistencies. Some ledgers were missing specific major accounts, like 

Administrative and Checking, and some included “fund balance forwards,” while others did not. Two 

different accounting systems were used. In addition, some years and schools were incomplete or missing 

entirely from the data.  

We sent a second and then a third PIA request to AISD, requesting the full data for each school 

and finally received totals for all the schools, which included all accounts and all “balance forwards.” 

The dates included in the campus-level activity ledgers ranged from September 1, 2006 through 

April 1, 2011. So, to extrapolate the private subsidy fund totals to a five-year period (through August 31, 

2011), we multiplied them by a factor of 1.09 (60 mos./55 mos.) to create an adjusted or projected total of 

private subsidy funds.
14

  

The number we use for “private subsidy funds” (PSF) throughout the report is the added total of 

all 500-level accounts (revenue accounts including Revenue, General, Sales, Taxable and Sales, Non-

Taxable), except for 590s, Transfers In, to avoid double counting, and the 300 account (Fund Balance 

                                                           
14

 Due to the incomplete data TEA provided after our first PIA request, we had to re-request the data for 

several schools (Akins and Bowie High Schools and Bedichek, Dobiel, Fulmore, Kealing, Lamar, and Webb Middle 

Schools). When we received this information, these schools’ ledgers included data through April 8, 2011 or, in some 

cases, through April 30, 2011. So, ledgers through April 8, 2011 were multiplied by a factor of 1.086; and ledgers 

through April 30, 2011 were multiplied by a factor of 1.07. 
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Forward) for the beginning of the 2006-2007 school year, only to include those additional available 

resources (or lack thereof) at each school. 

To generate PSF/student per year figures, we divided the five-year revenue and 2006 fund 

balance total at each school, adjusted for projection, by the five-year enrollment total at each school. We 

contacted AISD Comptroller Brent Droll to verify the numbers we had received correctly reflected the 

total funds going into and out of the school, but even he could not answer all of our questions regarding 

the accounts and the flow of money into the schools.  At times contradicting himself during the interview, 

he promised a more complete follow-up to our PIA request on this issue, which, as of publication time, 

has not been forthcoming. Finally, we consulted with an independent CPA to confirm the acceptability 

and accuracy in our construction of the PSF tables, based on the activity ledger accounts. 

We used the AEIS reports, online at http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis/, as the source for 

our average daily attendance (ADA) enrollment numbers for 2006-2010. For the school year 2010-2011, 

ADA numbers were not yet available as of time of publication. So, instead we used the total enrollment 

figures available at <http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/adhocrpt/adste.html>.  

We also used the AEIS reports for other demographic and achievement data, including minority 

percentage, ED (economically-disadvantaged) percentage, LEP (limited English proficiency) percentage, 

At-Risk percentage, college readiness scores, TEA academic rating, and any other numerical 

demographic or achievement data used in this report unless otherwise cited. 

The public funding numbers, broken down by general funds or all funds and then by function or 

by program, were available from AEIS for school years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-

2010 and used for this report.  

C. PTA DATA AND ACCOUNTS 

In the course of our interviews with Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) members, we discovered 

yet another piece of the private-funding puzzle – the PTA accounts. We learned that PTA revenue need 

not be reported to the school; and, if spent on activities outside the classroom, like Halloween fairs or 

school dances, it will not show up in the activity ledgers. Due to limited time and resources, we were 

unable to do a line-by-line comparison of the schools’ PTA budgets and activity ledgers to determine the 

exact degree of overlap between the two. 

To acquire the PTA budgets and complete our picture of external, private subsidization of 

schools, we took advantage of the PTAs’ IRS 501(3)(c) status and acquire their official revenue numbers 

by looking at their tax returns.    

IRS tax returns (Forms 990) for 501(3) non-profits are publicly available, but require 

considerable paperwork, time, and often money to obtain from the IRS directly. Moreover, obtaining that 

information requires finding the Employer Identification Number (EIN) for each organization, a 

cumbersome process. This information is not available anywhere on school websites, PTA websites, or 

AISD’s website. While some PTAs voluntarily provide their budget to the public for review, the general 

lack of transparency in this area is very troubling. 

Because Texas PTAs use a group filing, the name under which the PTA is listed for tax purposes 

is the same - “PTA Texas Congress”; but each organization must still file separately, under a unique EIN. 

To locate the PTA EINs, we used the website Guidestar.org, a nonprofit navigator website, which listed 

160 results for “PTA Texas Congress.” Fortunately, each one included a physical address, which we 

cross-referenced with the addresses of AISD schools to identify which EIN matched which school.  

We then used a different website, the Economic Research Institute’s nonprofit search engine 

(http://www.eri-nonprofit-salaries.com/index.cfm?FuseAction=NPO.Search&SearchType =Advanced&-

Cobrandid=0&Syndicate=No) to find the IRS Forms 990 for the past four available tax years 2006 

through 2009 (which correspond to school years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010). 
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Some schools had filed for all four of the years, but many had filed for a few (or even none) of these 

years.  

The cause of this lack of filing, which seemed to correspond to the PTAs of poorer schools, is due 

to a recent change in the law, which had previously exempted nonprofits with an annual revenue of less 

than $25,000 from filing an IRS Form 990. As we had no other source of data for these PTAs’ revenues, 

we considered their revenue as negligible for the purposes of this report. 

Overall, we found reliable tax data for 21 of the 74 elementary schools we compared, with 17 of 

them falling in the top 19 schools in terms of PSF. 

To determine PTA funds per student per year in the schools for which we had reliable tax data, 

we used the IRS Forms 990 to determine each PTA’s revenue over four years, and divided by the four-

year enrollment totals using AEIS reports.  

Because we found it impossible to determine the exact degree of overlap between PTA revenue 

and activity account revenue (though there is definitely a large amount of PTA revenue that is not counted 

in the activity accounts, as determined by a search of big items like “Spring Fling”), we present the PTA 

data as a side-by-side comparison, adding the two only to give an idea of the degree of inequity visible 

when the PTA revenue is included as well. 

D. INTERVIEWS 

We selected several schools to analyze in further detail, based on which had the highest and 

lowest PSF/student per year, divided into elementary, middle, and high schools. We contacted principals 

and PTA officers at these schools to talk about fundraising activities, funding priorities, funding equity, 

and thoughts on possible solutions. With their consent, we conducted phone interviews of up to one hour 

with each contact and had each interviewee review and consent to our research protocol. 

Attached are sample interview questions and the consent form.  

E. STATISTICAL REGRESSION 

 To determine and measure the effect of private funds given to AISD schools on student and 

school performance, we preformed linear regressions. These regressions used several measures of student 

and school performance as dependent variables. For school performance, this study used the Texas 

Accountability Rating System for Public Schools and Districts. Specifically, this study assigned each 

school a number, which corresponds with the rating which the System gave that particular school. The 

coding is as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

We ran a separate regression for each level of education (high school, middle school, and 

elementary school). For high school, this dependent variable is denoted as hschlratings and is measured 

on an annual basis. For middle schools, the dependent variable is midschlratings and measured as an 

average over five years. For elementary schools, the dependent variable is denoted as elemschlratings and 

measured as an average over five years. As a measure of student performance, this study uses several 

Exemplary 4 

Recognized 3 

Academically Acceptable 2 

Academically Unacceptable 1 
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dependent variables: high school drop-out rate (dorate) and average score on the SAT (sat) and ACT (act) 

for each school. These measures of student performance were chosen so as to capture the full range of 

effects which could be the result of private funds used for schools.  

To control for outside factors which contribute to student performance and which might be 

correlated with private funds, several control variables are included in the regression. These variables are 

percent of the student population which is black (black), Hispanic (hispanic), percent of the student 

population which is economically disadvantaged (econ), student teacher ratio (str), and median value of 

residential property (mvrp) for each school. Median value of residential property is used as a proxy for 

median household income, which is positively correlated with disposable income, which, in turn, would 

logically correlate with one’s ability to donate private funds to a school. These control variables include 

annual data for the high school regression and five-year average data for middle and elementary school 

regressions.  

The equation for each regression is shown below: 

1. hschlratingsi = β0 + β1privi + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui  

2. midschlratingsi = β0 + β1privi + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui 

3. elemschlratingsi = β0 + β1privi + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui 

4. doratei = β0 + β1privi + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui 

5. sati = β0 + β1privi + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui 

6. acti = β0 + β1privi + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui 

where β0 is the y-intercept, β1, β2, … β6 are the variable coefficients for each respective variable, 

and u is the error term.  

For all six regressions, it was expected that the p-value for black and Hispanic would show these 

variables as statistically insignificant. It was also expected that the remaining variables are statistically 

significant. The sign for β1 is expected to be positive for all regressions, save regression 4, in which the β1 

is expected to be negative. The sign for β4 is expected to be negative for all regressions, save regression 

4, which is expected to be positive. The sign for β5 is expected to be negative for all regressions, save 

regression for 4, which is expected to be negative. The sign for β6 will be positive for all regressions, 

save regression 4, which is expected to be negative.  

Another test determined and measured the effect of the difference between state mandated and 

actual Tier One allotments for to each individual school. To measure this, first, the difference factor 

(dfact) is calculated for each school either annually (for high schools) or using a five-year average 

(elementary and middle schools) by subtracting the calculated Tier One Allotment (ctoa) from the actual 

Tier One Allotment (atoa). The equation for the factor is: dfacti = ctoai – atoai, where ctoai is calculated 

using the Texas Education Code, Chapter 42 and the Texas Administrative Code, Chapter 203, Title 19 

and where atoai is provided from the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and i denotes each individual 

school. This factor ranges from negative infinity to positive infinity, with most factor numbers centering 

on zero with a range of a few hundred dollars. This factor, along with the several controls mentioned 

above, were regressed onto the measures of school performance previously used in the private funds 

regressions.  

The regressions using dfact are as follows: 

1. hschlratingsi = β0 + β1dfacti + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui  

2. midschlratingsi = β0 + β1dfacti + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui3. 

3. elemschlratingsi = β0 + β1dfacti + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui 

4. doratei = β0 + β1dfacti + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui 

5. sati = β0 + β1dfacti + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui 

6. acti = β0 + β1dfacti + β2blacki + β3hispanici + β4econi + β5stri + β6mvrpi + ui 
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It is expected that all βs will be statistically significant, with the exceptions of β2 and β3. It is also 

expected that all βs will maintain the same signs as in regressions 1-6, with the exception of β1, which is 

expected to have a negative sign.  

The relevance of each regression is measured by the r-squared and adjusted r-squared. This study 

uses a 95% confidence interval for measuring statistical significance for each β.  

F. PUBLIC FUNDING EXCEL DOCUMENT METHODOLOGY 

 

The Texas Civil Rights Project collected data from the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and AISD. Using 

enrollment and funding data provided by both entities, we identified some major inconsistencies in the 

distribution of public education funding.  

 

In the interest of making this data accessible to the public, an Excel data sheet is now available at our 

website TexasCivilRightsProject.org.  

 

The Excel document allows users to click into the different cells to track our root formulas and 

methodology directly. For convenience, this is a brief overview of the Excel document: 

 

COLUMNS  

B-F 

The dollar amount AISD reported spending on each student at a particular elementary 

school for the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, and 2011-2012 academic years 

Column G The average amount of money AISD reported spending on each student over the last four 

years 

Column H The total number of students enrolled during the 2010-2011 academic year, reported by 

TEA 

Column I Total number of economically-disadvantaged students at each school 

Column J The percent make-up of economically-disadvantaged (ED) students at each school 

Column K The number of economically-disadvantaged (ED) students multiplied by the weight 

assigned by the District (0.2). The significance of this is that the District has determined that 

each economically-disadvantaged student should have an extra 0.2 weight, as compared to 

non-economically-disadvantaged students, in order to allocate more funds to economically-

disadvantaged students. 

Column L The weighted number of economically-disadvantaged students added to the total number of 

students enrolled gives a new WADA number of economically-disadvantaged students 

enrolled 

Column M The WADA number of economically-disadvantaged students enrolled divided by the total 

students enrolled gives a factor with which to determine how much funding each school 

should receive 

Column N Multiply the factor by the five-year average cost per student in order to determine how much 

money each school would be getting, based on the modified WADA 

Column O The difference between the modified WADA cost per student, representing the additional 

funding every school would be receiving if WADA was appropriately applied across the 

board and assuming the district had more funding 

Column P The difference between the modified WADA and the average of every school’s five-year 

average cost per student, representing the amount of funds each school would receive or lose 
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if the District would redistribute its funds based on the modified WADA 

G. COMPLICATIONS AND OBSTACLES 

The largest obstacle encountered in our research was the lack of transparency. It took weeks of 

scouring the data AISD provided in response to our initial PIA request to realize the full extent of the 

inconsistencies, errors, and missing pieces of the data, and then several weeks to actually obtain from 

TEA the data we had initially requested in full. In addition, the AISD comptroller did little to help us 

understand the confusing and at times contradictory numbers from AISD.  

We hope this report, among other things, will bring to light the necessity of tracking the money in 

a clear and transparent manner used to privately subsidize education. 

 

In “Facts for Education Advocates: The 

Economic Impact of Education,” the College 

Board determined that: 

 A high school graduate lives nine years 

longer than a dropout and is less likely to 

suffer from cardiovascular disease, cancer, 

lung disease, diabetes, and infection. 

 Individuals with a higher education level 

are far less likely to participate in 

government-funded social programs, like 

Medicaid and food stamps.  

 Arrested or incarcerated persons are less 

likely to have completed high school. 

Approximately 75% of state prison 

inmates, 59% of federal inmates, and 69% 

of jail inmates did not complete high 

school. 

 In terms of reducing policing, government 

programs to combat crime, state-funded 

victim costs, trials, sentencing and 

incarceration, the average savings per high 

school graduate would be $26,000/year. 


