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La. Development Disabilities Council
Objective 7.3

Objective 7.3 There will be an increase in the number of charter schools, early
education programs, and other publically funded education facilities
that approximate the percentage of students statewide served with
developmental disabilities across all local education agencies (LEASs).

Activity 7.3.1  Advocate for improved oversight and monitoring of admissions and
service delivery to students with disabilities in Charter Schools,
early education programs, and other publicly funded education
facilities in collaboration with the Advocacy Center.

Activity 7.3.2 Advocate for financial and accountability structures that support
the inclusion of all students.



Questions to Consider |

* How do poverty and disability impact school
performance scores (i.e., why were kids
diverted from Union parlsh schools)?

* What impact do students with significant
disablilities have on a school system’s
financial health in the new age of competitive
education reforms?

* Does Louisiana’s education accountability
system determine how well students are
taught or which students are served in a
school?



Questions to Consider |l

« How do funding distributions to traditional and charter
school systems contribute to each school system’s
financial health?

« How do differences in the types of students served
iInterplay with School Performance Scores and funding
Inequities between the traditional and charter school
systems?

« What will happen to students with significant
disabilities when inequities in the state’s accountability
and funding systems cause traditional school systems
to no longer have adequate funds to provide needed
services and charter schools have not been required
to build their capacity to serve all children?



Fiscal Risk Report: Union Parish

“Union Parish School Board is in the Dialogue category due to a low
fund balance that has continued to decrease over the last several
years. An adequate fund balance is critical in order to ensure financial
stability in case of unexpected expenditures or circumstances.

Union Parish School Board is aware of the severity of the dwindling
general fund balance and is constantly evaluating all revenues and
expenses in order to improve the situation. Over the past few years,
about 40% of the student population in Union Parish has shifted to
two charter schools in the parish.

Union Parish School Board has taken the following steps:
» Closed two elementary schools this school year

« Joined forces with the charters schools, citizens, board members
and staff to successfully pass a property tax and 1% sales tax for
the purpose of school capital projects and school improvement.”

http://www.boarddocs.com/la/bese/Board.nsf/files/9PHT2F6D0107/Sfile/AF 5.5 Fiscal
Risk Assessment Status Update October.pdf
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R.S.17:3991

State law requires Type 2 charter schools to serve no less than 85 percent of the average percentage of
students who are ‘at-risk’ enrolled in the local public school districts from which the charter school enrolls
students.

Definition of ‘at-risk’ has changed over time relative to charter school law.:

Act 477 of 1997 included disability as one of the characteristics charter schools were expected to serve in
equitable proportions to local school systems.

Current law:

R.S. 17:3991 (1)(a)(i) That for Type 1 and Type 2 charter schools created as new schools, the percentage of the total number of
pupils enrolled in the charter school based on the October first pupil membership who are at risk, in the manner provided in R.S.
17:3973(1)(a), shall be equal to not less than eighty-five percent of the average percentage of pupils enrolled in the local public
school districts from which the charter school enrolls its students who are eligible to participate in the federal free and reduced
lunch program. The remaining number of pupils enrolled in the charter school which would be required to have the same
percentage of at-risk pupils as the percentage of pupils in the district who are eligible to participate in the federal free and
reduced cost lunch program may be comprised of pupils who are at risk as is otherwise provided in R.S. 17:3973(1). For the
purposes of fulfilling the provisions of this Section, the at-risk percentage for the city or parish school system shall remain fixed
during the term of the approved charter at the percentage which existed during the school year that the charter proposal was
approved, unless otherwise specified in the charter that the charter school will reflect the current year's at-risk percentage.


http://www.legis.la.gov/legis/law.aspx?d=80976
http://www.legis.la.gov/legis/ViewDocument.aspx?d=48435
http://www.legis.la.gov/legis/law.aspx?d=80976
http://www.legis.la.gov/legis/law.aspx?d=80976

Regular Session. 2012

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 124

BY SENATOR CLAITOR

A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

To urge and request the State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education to study and

determune the most equitable funding methodology to appropriately address the

individual needs of children with special needs within the Mimmum Foundation
Program formula and to incorporate such methodology into the formula as

expeditiously as possible.



Academic Performance Impacts

* Poverty Matters

— Students in poverty tend to perform lower on academic
measures than students who are not in poverty

* Disability Matters

— Students with disabilities tend to perform lower on
academic measures than students who without disabilities

Note: There are vast differences within all groups of children
and there are some children living in poverty and children with
disabilities who have academic performance matching or
exceeding most students who are not in poverty or without
disabilities, respectively.



Percent of Students Below Basic

Percent of students with and without Disabilities
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Percent of Students on Free and Reduced Lunch
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Scatterplot of All Schools By Poverty and
School Performance Scores (SPS 2011)
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Percent of Students with Disabilities

Louisiana SPS X Poverty X Disability
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Number of students

Enrollment Totals of Schools In
Union Parish (2013)
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Student Populations

Percentage
of Students

Percentage| on Free
of Students and
with Reduced

School Enrolled | Disabilities Lunch SPS Letter Grade

D'Arbonne Woods Charter School 562 6% 47% 90 B
Bernice Elementary 165 10% 95% 53 D
Downsville Charter 323 9% 55% 89 B
Farmerville Elementary 606 15% 93% 58 D
Farmerville High 572 15% 63% 63 D
Farmerville Junior High 343 19% 86% 77 C
Union Parish School Totals* 2009 14% 77%

Union Parish Totals with Charter* 2571 12% 71%

* Percentages Calculated from 2013 School Report Cards Y



Number of students

Numbers of students on Free and Reduced
Lunch and with disabllities by School In

700

600

500

400

300

200 -

100 -

O .

Union Parish e

M Free and Reduced Lunch

M TotalEnrolled

D'Arbonne Bernice Downsville Farmerville Farmerville Farmerville
Woods Charter Elementary Charter Elementary Junior High High
School

18



Students With Disabilities Table 2

February 1,
2013
Student
Membership |

| (City/Parish
| District Only)

321002IFnends of Kina (Josenh A Craio) e ia L aaay
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Where does all the money come
from?

e Federal

: State } Minimum Foundation Program (MFP)
» Local



MFP Weighted Funds Example

Studzggf\évr!thout Student Student Student Student at-risk
.y At-Risk Gifted/Talented with Disabilities with Disabilities
characteristics)
Per Student Total
Base Rate $5,463 $ 5,463 $ 5,463 $ 5,463 $ 5,463
At-risk $ 848 $ 848
Disability $ 5,783 $ 5,783
Gifted/ Talented $ 2,313

Career/ Technical
Units

Student Total
MFP
Traditional School
System

Student Total
Charter (Type Il
or V)

$ 12,188




Federal IDEA funds

* School systems also receive a flat rate of
federal IDEA funds for each student with a
disability.

I} 5 SR LI R LU

Grant Award
- Grant Mame Recipient Name Total Award Amount

MNotification

28-14-B1-56-379  |IDEAPartB  |Union Parish | $5013,593
28-14-B1-M1-104 |IDE.-“-‘-. Fart B |D'ﬂr|:n:ur‘|r'|e Woods Charter Schoal | $93.563




Causes of Inequities in Funding

Tradltlonal Public Schools

o L' $6,311v apq 26311 *‘_ Average per student funding

veI In tre ”'"‘m“al public
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patesy A ¢
Net loss to public school

system = $ ??




Revenues vs. Actual Costs

FY2011-12 Weighted Student Funding Tz
Students with Disabilities

Revised Statute 17:7(2)(f)

calculated expenditure of

(i) requires Local Educational Agencies (
s with Disabilities on items that serve the
these weighted funds must be reported i

LEAs) to expend funds by applying the weighted factors contained

unique needs of the students who generate such funds. The

n each LEA's Annual Financial Report (AFR).
Weighted Expenditures
Student St fotr ith Amount
L Fundin spbaaid ek Expended
g School A Disabilities i
A System Students (State and Required
With Local Funds) Amount
Dlsabllities (Per FY2011-12 AFR)
2WRANNA N~
A e, T 1,W00, 10/
17,538,994 9,548 145
|___sopiexengnne | 7.990.849 1|
(__ 58|Union__ > 1,535,694 ] 3,219,695 684,001 [
57 |Vermilion 4,540,953 11,185,270 6,654,317
58|Vernon T
! T 10D,353 72.891 |
JHUVUU L I NE VIAA Lharter 94 667 96,381 1.714
1001 |D'Arbonne Woods (189,898 ) (205,335 (15,338 ]
343001 |Madison Prep 35,653 95,554 58,901
344001 |International High an e
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Funding Levels vs. Student Costs:
Who serves which students with disabilities?

Tradltlonal Public Schools Charter Schools (Type Il & V)

Average per student funding
ﬁy level in traditional public

b, school $8,537
S 8,537

$ 8,537

I+




$12,000

Estimated Actual Costs

$8,000

$4,000

Weighted Funding vs.
Average Student Funding
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Excerpts from a presentation by La.
Department of Education to the
MFP Task Force
September 2014



louisiana Believes g

Why review the Special Education

Weight?

* Level 1 in the 2014-15 MFP formula calculation first
establishes a base education cost per student.

* Then specific, extra costs are recognized and added to the
base education cost.

» These extra costs are associated with providing services to
specific students.

* The Special Education Weight is one of four extra costs
identified and funded in addition to the base education cost.

* The Special Education Weight is intended to recognize the
extra costs above and beyond the base education cost
associated with providing services to students with
disabilities.

Louisiana Believes 1By



pecial Education

* Special Education customizes instruction to meet the
unique learning needs of children with disabilities.

* There are currently 82,279 students with disabilities in
Louisiana public schools.

* This represents 12% of the student population of
678,570.

* The national average of the number of students with
disabilities represents 13%.

Louisiana Believes

29



Louisiana Believes Cy

Secial Education Funding — Louisiana

= e

* Louisiana is one of 7 states to provide funding based on
single weight for special education students.

* An additional 150% of the base education cost is provided
for each special education student.

* That s, the cost of serving a student with disabilities is
identified to be 150% more than the cost associated with
serving a regular education student.

* The additional 150% provides a total of 250% of the base
education cost for each child identified as having a
disability.

* Base Weight (1.0) + Special Education Weight (1.5) = 2.5

* Total Cost for Student with Disabilities = Base education
cost x 2.5

d

[Lowisiana Belicves 22



———

Louisiana

* The disabilities of the RSD students include:

RSD Background

= i ———

* Autism 6%

* Developmental Delay 8.6%
* Emotional Disturbance 6.9%
* Intellectual Disabilities 11%

* Hearing/Visual Impairments 1.1%
* Multiple Disabilities 1.4%

* Orthopedic Impairment 1.4%

* Other Health Impairments 1.4%

* Specific Learning Disability 29.9%
* Speech or Language Impairments 19.3%
* Traumatic Brain Injury 3%

Beliceves

31



Secial Education Funding — RSD Pilot

* |n 2014-15, the RSD is piloting a revised differentiated
funding formula.

* Differentiation of MFP funds for special education
recognizes that not all special needs and intensity of needs
cost the same.

* The goal of recent formula improvements was to ensure that
students with disabilities were funded at levels that
sufficiently covered the costs for services as documented in
|[EPs/IFSPs.,

* The revised funding model provides:
* Varying levels of incremental funding

* Additional funding for students with more costly, high-
intensity services.

Loursiana Belicyes 3




louisiana Believes 33

Sectal Education Funding — RSD Pilot

* The RSD’s funding formula is based on a combination
of two elements:

1.Primary Disability

* The sixteen disabilities defined by IDEA and
reported in the Special Education Reporting
(SER) database are grouped as eleven
disabilities. (Does not include Gifted and
Talented.)

2.Total Service Intensity provided to the student

* Total weekly instructional and related
service minutes identified in the student’s
IEPs/IFSP.

Louisiana Believes 14

33



Louisiana Believes

Secial Education Funding — RSD Pilot

* Th

St

Service Minutes (by Disability) across the Tiers:

e following chart provides the distribution of ekly i

1EP/IFSP Weekly Service Minutes

Disabhility Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 Tier 5
(Weizht) 17.5% 100% 162.5% 187.5% 250%
Autism Below421 | 421-1260 | 1261+ |
Developmental Delay Befow 421 | 421-1260 1261+
Ermotienal Disturbance Below 421 | 421-1260 1261+
Intellectual Disabilities Below421 | 421-1260 | 1261-1680 16R1+
Multiple Disabilities Below 1261 | 1261+
Orthopedic Impairment All
Other Health impairments Below 1261 1261+
Specific Learning Disabifity All
Speech or Language Impairments All
Traumatic Brain Injury Below 1261 1261+
Hearing/Visual Impairments All

Louisiana Believes

34



Special Education - Legal [ssues

* In order to implement a statewide system of differentiated
funding for special education, more than just the Special
Education Weight in the MFP Resolution would need to be
revised.

* The Charter school statute would have to be amended as well.

* Currently, this law includes a provision requiring students to
receive the total average per pupil allocation rather than the
weighted per pupil amount for Special Education.

Louisiana Believes

35



" Louisiana Believes

State Special Education
Data Profile

2011-2012

John White
State Superintendent of Education

e deiTion

Iouisiana Believes




T rdalsi [LENy e ) v /0 St A0 —Zou o
Union Parish 2,520 14 5% <5% >80%
Vermilion Parish 9,290 11.4% <5% >80%
Vemon Parish 10,110 10.3% <5% >80%
Washington Parish 5,480 14 7% 5.5% 79.8%
Webster Parish 6,670 10.7% <5% =80%
West Baton Rouge Parish 3,880 8.8% <5% >80%
3

Regular Ed. public from February 1, 2012 515 Membership; Students with Disabilities and Gifted/Talented public from SER February 1, 2012 MFP.
Note: All counts have been rounded down to the nearest multiple of 10

Table 2
Percent of Students with Disabilities,
Gifted/Talented, and Regular Education Students

General || Students with - Regular
School System Education || Disabilities | S oo 1M | pqucation
West Carroll Parish 2,180 10.3% =5% =80%
West Feliciana Parish 2,180 11.2% 5. 9% 52 9%
Winn Parish 2,540 12.5% <5% =80%
City of Monroe School District 8,830 14.6% 65.4% 79.0%
City of Bogalusa School District 2,180 20.6% 5.1% 74 3%
Zachary Community School District 5,250 8.0% 7.2% 84 7%
City of Baker School District 1,620 11.4% <5% =80%
Central Community School District 4,050 6.4% 5.4% 88.3%
Special School District 490 56.7% <5% =40%
RSD-New Beginnings Schools Foundation 1,840 65.1% <5% =90%
LA Schools for the Deaf and the Visually Impaired 220 >895% <5% <5%
Louisiana Special Education Center 30 >895% <5% <5%
Mew Vision Leamning Academy 360 <5% <5% >95%
V. B. Glencoe Charter School 360 7 6% <5% >90%
International School of Louisiana 620 <5% <a% >95%
Avoyelles Public Charter School 680 <5% <5% =95%
Mew Orleans Center for Creative Arts 50 <5% <a% >95%
Delhi Charter School 650 5.1% <5% =90%
Belle Chasse Academy, Inc. 910 7.9% <5% =>80%
Milestone SABIS Academy of New Orleans 390 6.3% <5% =90%
The MAX Charter School 100 19.6% <5% =80%
D'Arbonne Woods Charter School 360 9.9% <5% =80%




Table 8

Percent of Students
by Disability Categories Ages & - 21

Intellectual Multiple Orthopedic || Other Health
Sehool System Disability || Disabilities || Impairment || Impairment
West Camol Parish 11.5% 13.1%
West Feliciana Parish 13.8% 18.8%
Winn Parish 20.5% =5%
CRy of Monnoe School District 14.4% B8.5%
Chy of Bogalusa School Disirict 0.3% 12.1%
Zachary Community School District B.4% B.2%
CRy of Eaker School District 13.5% 11.8%
Ceniral Community School Disirict T.5% 18.2%
Special School District 17.1% 15 4%
RS0-Mew Baginnings Schoals Foundation 14.2% 15.1%
L& Schools for the Deal and the Visualy Imgaired <B% <8%
Lowislana Spaclal Sducation Canfer 48.6% =5%
New Wision Leaming Academy 220% =A%
V. B. Glenooe Chaner School <b% <6%
Intemational School of Loulslana =B <5%
Avayelles Punlic Chaner Schoaol i =10%
Wew Orieans Camier for Craaive Ars 5% <5%
Delhi Charter School 12.8% 22.0%
Bale Chasse Academy, Inc. <50 20.0%
Miestone SASIS Academy of Mew Orisans <B% =220%
The MAX Charter Schodl >5% =>20%
CAmonne Woods Charter School F.E% <5%
Community School Tor Apprenticeship Leaming, Inc. <B% 18.9%
Wiglcas for Intemational Business & Education =B 230%
Lowslana Connections Academy 6.5% 2.4%
Lake Charles Charter Academy Foundafion, Inc. <50 1.7%
Lycae Francals o2 13 Nouwaliz-Onaans <B% <5%
New Orieans Milltary and Martime Academy =200 =10%
RSD-Crescent Clty Sehonis 12.5% 2 5%
RSO-Community Leaders Advosating Student Success 6.7% 20.0%
RSO-Lagniappe Academles of Mew Crleans <B% =220%
R.SO-Spirtt of Excellence Academy 15.4% 12.8%
RS0-Momis J=if Community School =10% =10%
RSD-ReNEW-Renventing Education, Inc. 14.7% 5.8%
RS0-Shreveport Charter School, Inc. 24 0r% 8.0%
RSD-Crestworth Leaming Academy, Inc. 16.8% 8.3%
RESD-Anse Academy 5.7% 14.3%
FSO-Succass Preparatory Academy 12.1% 2.1%
F.S0-Benjamin E. Mays Preparaiony School <B% 2.5%
FSO-Pride College Preparaiorny Academy <B% 1.8%
RSD-ADVANCE Baton Rougs 17.5% 10.2%
RS0-Advocacy for the Ars & Tech In MO, Inc. =53 =20%
RSD-Inercultural Charier School Board, Inc. 11.1% 13.9%
RSO-AkI Academy of Mew Orisans <B% 18.5%
RSO-New Origans Charer Sclence & Math Academy 20.0°% 1%
RSO-Sojourner Truth Acadamy, Inc. T.7% 15.4%
FESO-Miller-McCoy Academy for Math and Business. 6.0°% 14.0%
FSO-Mew Orleans Colege Preparalony Academies 20.7% 14.1%
RSD-NOLA 150 11.3% 12.7%
RS0-Broadmoor Charter School Board B.8% 18.8%
RS0-Pelican Educational Foundation B.1% 4.5%
RSD-Dryades YMCA b.B% 28.8%
RSD-Friends of King 0.8% =8%
RSD-New Crleans Charter Schoois Foundation B.3% 20.8%
RSD-Choice Foundafon 6.2% 18.8%
RSD-Tremse Charter Schools Assoclation =10%| =10%
RSO-Alglers Charer Schocis Association (ACSA) 22.3% 12.5%
Recovery School District-LDE 18.1% 14.0%
RSO-Insitute for Academic Excellence 5% 14.3%
RSO-Knowledge i5 Power Program [KIPF) M.O. 0.3% 1.7%
RSD-FrstLine Schools, Ing. 7.8% 14.8%
TOTAL 10 R 13.6%]

Intellectual Multiple Orthopedic || Other Health
School System Disability | Disabilities | Impairment || Impairment
Acadia Parish T3.7% <5 <5% 20.2%)|
Allen Parish 12.3% =H% <5% 8.6%
Ascension Parish 6.9% =h% =5% 7.6%
Assumption Parish 6.4% =5% =50 20.9%
Avoyelles Parish 28 0% <5% <50 0 9%
Beauregard Parish 7 9% <5% <5% 11.4%
Bienville Parish 15.0% =h% <5% 5.6%
Bossier Parish 12 2% <5% <h%% 16.4%
Caddo Parish 17.8% =5% <5% 5.6%
Calcasieu Parish 9.5% =5% =5% 13.5%
Caldwell Parish 8.1% =h% <5% 15.3%
Cameron Parish 6.9% <6% <h% 12.3%
Catahoula Parish 20.7% =h% =5% =5%
Claiborme Parish 12.3% =5% =5% 9.9%
Concordia Parish 11.5% <6% <h% 10.7%
DeSoto Parish 13.5% =5% <5% 10.1%
East Baton Rouge Parish 8.9% =5% =50 11.5%
East Carroll Parish 3.3% =% =5% =5%
East Feliciana Parish 7.3% <5% <5% 12.0%
Evangeline Parish 20.5% <5% <5% 12.3%
Frankfin Parish 14.3% =h% <5% 12.3%
Grant Parish T.4% =h% =5% 13.1%
Iberia Parish 9.3% =5% =5% 14.9%
Iberville Parish 14.0% =5% 5% 13.4%
Jackson Parish 15.1% <5% <h% <h%
Jefferson Parish 12.3% =h% =5% 18.2%
Jefferson Davis Parish 14.3% =5% =5% 11.9%
Lafayette Parish 13.6% <6% <h% 18.3%
Lafourche Parish 13.5% 6.4% <h% 11.9%
LaSalle Parish 11.3% =5% 5% 9.7%
Lincoln Parish 1M1.1% =h% =5% 10.0%
Livingston Parish 5 2% <5% <50 14 4%
Madison Parish 27 7% <5% <5% 6.7%
Morehouse Parish 14 8% <5% <h% <h%
Natchitoches Parish 10.5% <5% <h%% 9.7%
Orleans Parish 8.9% <h% <5% 12.5%
Quachita Parish 8.2% =5% =5% 13.9%
Plaquemines Parich 5.7% <5% <h% 11.9%
Pointe Coupee Parish 12 5% <6% <h% 12 5%
Rapides Parish 11.3% =5% =50 17.7%
Red River Parish 19.8% =5% =5% 5%
Richland Parish 14.0% <56% <h% 9.2%
Sabine Parish 10.0% <5% <% 5.8%
St. Bernard Parish 11.8% =h% =5% 8.1%
5t. Charles Parish 8.9% =% =5% 12.7%
5t. Helena Parish <5% <5% <5% 7.3%
5t. James Parish 8.6% =5% <5% 12.7%
St. John the Baptist Parish 10.7% <5% <h% 13.3%
St. Landry Parish 14.9% <6% <5% 18.2%
St. Mariin Parish 11.8% =5% =5% 11.8%
St. Mary Parish 11.6% =5% =5% 0.8%
St. Tammany Parish =5% <5% <H% 21.5%
Tangipahoa Parish 8.8% <6% <h% 19.2%
Tensas Parish 21.9% =5% =5% =5%
Terebonne Parish 8.6% =5% =5% =5%
Union Parish 10.8% <6% <h% 6.9%
Vermilion Parish 7.2% =h% =5% 19.5%
Varnon Marish 5.6% ~h% 5% 16.8%
'Washington Parish 6.8% <5% <h% 16.2%
vms ® - - w i T - S T A4




Table 10
Breakout of Intellectual Disability Category

School System

Moderate

Severe [
Profoumnd

[Acadia Parish

Allen Parish

[Ascanskon Parnsh

Assumpiion Parish

[Avoyedlas Pansh

Beauregard Parsh

Slenvllie Parish

Sossler Parish

Caddo Parish

Calcasleu Parish

Calgwell Parsh

Cameron Parish

Catahoula Parish

Clalboms Pansh

Concordla Parish

DeSoto Parish

East Baton Rouge Pansh

East Camoll Parish

East Feliclana Parish

Evangelne Parish

Frankin Parish

Grant Parish

Table 10

Breakout of Intellectual Disability Category

Ib2ria Pansh

Ibarville Parish

[Jackson Paren

School System

Severe [
Profound

[Jeferson Parish

West Carroll Pansh

[Jefferson Davis Parish

‘West Feliciana Parish

Lafayeiie Parish

'Winn Pariksh

Lafourche Parish

City of Moniroe Schaaol District

LaSalle Parish

Lincoin Parlsh

City of B0gallesa Schodl Dieinct

Livingsion Parsh

Zachary Community School District

Madison Parish

City of Baker School Disinc

Morehouse Parsh

Ceniral Community School District

Natchitoches Parish

Spacial School District

Orieans Parish

RSD-Hew Beginnings Schiools Foundation

Ouachita Parnsh

Plaquemings Parish

LA Schools for the Deafl and the Visually Impalined

Pointe Coupee Parish

Lowslana Spedial Education Center

Fapides Parsh

MNew Vislon Leaming Academy

Red River Parish

V. B. Glencoe Chaner Sehool

Richland Parish

Intemational School of Loukslana

Sabine Parish

Bemard Parish

Avoyellas Public Chaner Schoo!

Charles Parish

Mew Orieans Cenber for Creative Arts

Helena Parish

De2ihd Charter Schood

Jamies Parish

Belle Chasse Academy, Inc.

John the Eaplist Parsh

Milestone SABIS Academy of Mew Orleans

Lanary Pansh

arin Parish

The MAX Chaner Scho

Mary Parish

D'Aroonne Woods Charter Schoal

Gl aalal el alal g

Tammany Parish

Community Schood Tor Apprenticeship Leaming, Ing.

Tanglpahoa Parish

ohces for Intemational Bisiness & Education

Tensas Parish

Lousiana Conneclions Academy

Terrenonne Parish

Unlon Pansh

Lake Chares Charter Academy Foundation, Inc.

Vermilion Parish

Lycee Francals de la Nouvelle-Crleans

Vemon Pansh

Mew Orieans Miltary and Martime Academy

[Washington Parish

RED-Crescent City Schools

'Webster Parish

RSD-Community Leaders Advocating Student SucCess

West Baton Rouge Parish

RSD-Lagniappe Academies of New Orleans




Table &

Percent of Students Table &
by Disability Categories Ages 6 -21 Percent of Students.
by Disability Categories Ages 6 - 21
Specific Spesch! . -
School System Leamning Language EITra.ur:La..tlc I 'u'i?ual SF'EC'.ﬁ': Speech/ Traumatic Visual
Disability Impairment rain Injury | Impaiment School System Ilj._eam_u:lg Language Brain Injury | Impairment
— — —_— — = isability Impairment
Acadla Pansh 20.9% 9.6% 5% 5% Wizt Camail Panizh 24.0% = %
Allen Parsh 35.0% 28.1%) =5% 5% Viest Felcana Pansh 45% < %
Ascenslon Parish 20.T% 35.0%,| =h% 8% Winn Farish I15% B =%
Assumgtion Parish 21.2% 30.3%,| <6% 5% City of Monroe Schood District 41.3% <5% 5%
Auoyelies Parsh 16.5% 22.4% 6% <5% Coay of Bogalusa Schood District EE-J% ‘5} =%
BeaUregard Farsn 3% 5% 5% =% Zachary Communty Shoal Dletnd 32.1% 5% =
Blenvile Farish 33.1% 25.0% <6% A City of Baker School District _ <_5: %
= — = = Caniral Community School District 6% 5%
Bossker Pansh 28.2% T4% =A% <1L:".\f; Specia Schoo! Dismict = =%
Caddo Parsh 33.0% 3.8% <B% 5% RSD-New Beginnings Schools Foundation B 5%
Calzasieu Parish 41.8% 14.8%| =A% 5% LA Schools for ihe Deaf and the Wisually Impaired <6% 22.3%
Caldwel Parish 52.8% 3.8% =h% =5% Loulslana Spaclal Education Centar <H% 5%,
Cameron Farih 5% 25.4% 6% T% New Wision Leaming Academmy =5% =5%
Catahoula Parsh 32.0°% 25.3% 6% i V. B. Glencoe Charter Schodl B =%
Calbome Parish [ % =% =% P % =%
T oE = = voyelles Pullic Charter School L FE
Concoriia Parish 44.4% 9.8%) <5% =% Wew Crieans Cenier for Creabive Afts 5% %
CeSaoto Pansh 38.8% 21.4%] 6% 5% Daihl Charier Sohao T P
East Baton Riowge Parish 32.8% 27.5%| 6% 5% Bele Chasse Academy, Inc. 5% 5%
East Caroll Parish 33.8°% 17.0% <F% </ Milesione SABIS Academy of Mew Orieans <h% <5%
East Feliclana Farsh 20.5% 3565, <5% =% The WAX Chiarter Schocl 5% 5%
Evangeline Parsn 30.0% T00% =% =% Camoaes St 1 Acprerseseg e T e ik
1 CH (T = ! X = = 5 3 o ~J
Frankiin Panzh 48.7% 1.1% 5% ﬂ":% Woleag for Inemationa BLPSI'IEGE 5 EFAI:ILc.aumE 25% 210%
Grant Parisn 4 4% 14.8% <6% <5% LoWElana Connecaons Academy B 2
Ieeria Parish 276 20.5%| <6% 5% Lake Charles Charter Academy Foumdation, nc. <% <%
Ibervile Parsh 24 7% 19 4% =A% <5% Lyc=e Francais oe 13 Nowvele-0neans 5% 5%
Jackson Parish 4R 8% 10.E%% <H% <5 Naw Crieans Millizry and Marttime Academy <h% <5%
Jefterson Parish 26.1% 24 3% 5% <A% RSD-Crescent CRy Schoals <5% 5%
JEferson Daws Parish 0% 15.7% 5% =% RSD-Community Leaders Advocating Student Sucosss % =%
e rn = = RSO-Lagniappe Academies of New Orisans =% 5%
Lafayatis Parish ._1._‘1-& 28.0% =H% -=1L:‘$5 RS0 Spint of Excallznc Aademy = =%
Lafourzhe Pansh 31.8% 20.6% <% <% RSC-Moms JET Commentty Schod 5% =%
Lasalle Parish 43.5% 17.7% <B% 5% RSO-ReNEW-Renventing Education, inc. 5% 5%
Lincoin Pansh 42 8% 13.0%, =f% 5% RED-Shrevepart Charier Schoal, Inc: <5% <5%
Llvingston Parish 35.3% 24.4%) =h% 8% RSD-Crestworth Leaming Academy, Inc. =5% 5%
Kadson Parish 36.0% T 7% <% <% gg;ﬁf‘iﬂ;m T 2:» ::’2
] ¥ T = o ~J
Marshouse Parish 49,';% g :E? G'EE'," ﬂ‘:% RSD-Benjamin E. f-izys?rspan:m;smml 5% 5%
Natcnlinehes Parish 42.1% 9.5% 0% 5% RSD-Pnd Collegs Preparatory Academy <5 5%
Orieans Parish 10.7% 262% <5% =% RS0 ADVANCE Baion Rougs =% =%
Cuachiia Parish 41.8% 18.2%| 6% 5% RSO-AOVOCacy Tor e AMts & Tech In KO-, Ine. 5% 5%
Plaquamines Parish 42.0% 18.0%| 6% =<E% RS CHntersultural Chansr School Board, Inc. <5% 5%
Pointe Coupee Parish 30.1% 5% 5% RSO-AKIN Academy of New Orieafis “5% 5%
Fapides Parlsh 36. 2% L B RSD-New Oneans Charter Science & Math Academmy 2"-& <‘:$
= = = RS O-Sojoumer Truth Academy, Inc. o <5
fizd R[._H:Parsh .2% qﬁ: E% RSO-Milier-McCoy Ap:a::-en'a'"-rt'ma'.r and Business =5% 5%
FRlchiand Parish 45"?'% =5 o *j% RSD-New Onaans Colege Preparatory Academiss Y 5%
Sabina Parish 51.8% 6% 5% RED-NOLA 160 = L
5t. Bemard Parish 36.1% 5% 5% RSD-5roadmoar Charer School Board “5% 5%
St Chares Pansh 2B. % <h% <H% RSD-Pelican Educational Foungation =% 5%
at. Helena Parlsh 31.3% <H% <5% RSD-Dryades YMCA =5% 5%
St James Parish 327 =R o R5O-Friends of King 255-; 452
= - = FRS0-New Orieans Chares Schools Foundation % 5
5t. John '.I.'e Bapiist Pansh ig.-ﬁ& :-5:-.» -=:.:‘¥; SO Choice Founaaion = =
St Landry Parish 23.4% 5% 5% RS0-Treme Charier Schools Associaton <5% 5%
5t. Martin Parish 31.2% 5% <<% RSO-AIQIET Charer Sohoois AS50Cation [ACSA] 5% %
St. Mary Parish 42.1% =A% <5% Recovery School Disirict-LDE <5% <5%
5t. Tammany Parish 30.68% L <% RS C-institute for Academic Excellence <5% 5%
Tangipahoa Parish 35 7L ZREL Fa RS O-Knowledge ks Power Program (KIPP) N.O. <5:i, <‘.::°.\G
Tensas Parish 4% B G RS O-FIrstLing Schooks, Inc. =% *.:%
Temeborne Parzh 40.5% 5%, % ToTAL =54 -
Unign Partsn 43.T% =A% 5%
Wernilion Parsh 4.2 6% 5%
Vemon Pansnh 30.8% =A% 5% 20
Washington Parish 41.3% 6% 5%
Visbsier Farsh 30.6°% <A% <%, afion Public Counts from SER February 1, 2012 MFP
West Baton Rouge Parsh 33.2% 6% <5%




Part I: Assessment of External Factors
Influencing Financial Behavior of School District

Fiscal Year 2012-2013

chool / District: D'Arbonne Woods Charter School

External Factors Influencing Financial Condition of School System

LDE Fellow-up

Loss of Students Over Last 5 Years

Number of Years

(A) Positive Growth with Continuous Decline
Over Last 5 Years Between Between .
10.0% in Student Enrollment
Public School 0.1% and 4.9% | 5.0% and 9.9% o ormere
Enrollment
54.4% None
(D) Expenditures Per Pupil
FiSCO| i Be‘ry\,ﬂeen Be‘rv\reen [)|ST”CT Per‘FOFm(_lr‘lce SCOI’e ([)PS)
- Less than 85% ] 100.0% or more
Conditions CStto A ° | 85.0% and 89.9% | 90.0% and 99.9% " Smg’A/em .
of State Average . o verc
and g of State Average | of State Average J
District

Performance

98.62%

100.4 C

(E)

Future
Obligations

Percentage of Teachers with more than 15 years experience (State Average is 37.66%)

Between

5.0%
Less fhan 45.0% 45.0% and 49.9%

14.81%

50.0% or more




Part II: Assessment of Financial Factors
That Can Prompt BESE to Request Additional

Information from School District

Fiscal Year 2012-2013

School / District: D'Arbonne Woods Charter School

LEVEL 4 — Balanced Budgets and Fund Balances

Action

Excellent / Good —— Unacceptable
Improvement
R
( ) 1 or 2 Years 3 or more Years
. None of Latest of Latest No Action Necessary
General Fund _
3 Years 5 Years
Deficit Spending
No Deficits Last 3 Years
Need
(S) Excellent Good e Unacceptable
Improvement
General Fund Between Between

Balance as a

Percentage of

General Fund
Revenues

/.5% or more

6.5% and 7.4%

12.27%

5.0% and 6.4%

Less than 5%

No Action Necessary




Part |: Assessment of External Factors

Influencing Financial Behavior of School District
Fiscal Year 2013-2014

School / District: D'Arbonne Woods Charter School

External Factors Influencing Financial Condition of School System LDE Follow-up
Loss of Students Over Last 5 Years
" Number of Years
(A) Positive Growth _ : ‘
ovrtastaveus| poveon | voween | oo
Public School 0.1% and 4.9% | 5.0% and 9.9% 0% or more
Enroliment
258.42% None
(D) Expenditures Per Pupll
Fiscal Betw Bet District Performance Score
isca 0 etween etween o DPS
Conditions oIFesiZtrir\];eB;Ae 85.0% and 89.9% ] 90.0% and 99.9% ;fogt'gté’ peilnhe (DFS)
and 91 of State Average | of State Average g
District
Performance 84.23% 904 B
Percentage of Teachers with more than 15 years experience (State Average is 36%)
(E)
Between
0 0
Future ~ess than 45.0% 45.0% and 49.9% 50.0% or more
Obligations

10.26%




Part |l: Assessment of Financial Factors
That Can Prompt BESE to Request Additional
Information from School District

Fiscal Year 2013-2014

School / District: D'Arbonne Woods Charter School

LEVEL 4 - Balanced Budgets and Fund Balances Action
Needs
Excellent / Good Improvement Unacceptable
(R) 1or2Years |3 ormore Years
G | Fund None of Latest of Latest No Action Necessary
eneral run 3 Years 5 Years

Deficit Spending
No Deficits Last 3 Years

Needs
(S) Excellent Good Improvemen Unacceptable
General Fund
Balance asa | 7.5% or more Between Between Less than 5% No Action Necessary

6.5% and 7.4% | 5.0% and 6.4%

Percentage of
General Fund
Revenues 19.14%




Part |: Assessment of External Factors
Influencing Financial Behavior of School District

Fiscal Year 2012-2013

School / District: Union Parish School Board

External Factors Influencing Financial Condition of School System

Loss of Students Over Last 5 Years
L Number of Years
(A) Positive Growth L i
o T with Continuous Decline
ver Lds edrs A " . -
_ \ Bef\,«een Between 10.0% or more in Student Enrollment
Public School 0.1% and 4.9% 5.0% and 92.9%
Enrollment
(16.21%)
- Decline in Growth in Property and Sales Taxes Over Last 5 Years Local Collactions
(©) Property and Per Pupil Local Tax
) Sales Taxes Between Between o o Relative to Effort Index
Local Property Over Last 5 Years | 0.1% and 4 9% 5.0% and © 9% 10.0% or more State Average
and Sales Tax
Collections
22.7% 63.26% 0.79964

(D) Expenditures Per Pupil
HSCQ‘ cor Between Between ) District Per‘Formmnce Score fDPS)
253 Z 100.0%
Conditions Less than 85% 85.0% and 89.9% | 90.0% and 99.9% SO ormore
of State Average of State Average
and s of State Average | of State Aveloge
District
Performance 90.07% 869D

Percentage of Teachers with more than 15

years experience (State Average is 37.66%)

(E)
Less than 45.0% Between 50.0% or more
Future o A e 45.0% and 49.9% R
Obligations
38.75%




Part II: Assessment of Financial Factors
That Can Prompt BESE to Request Additional

Information from School District

Fiscal Year 2012-2013

School / District: Union Parish School Board

LEVEL 4 — Balanced Budgets and Fund Balances

Excellent / Good

Needs

Improvement

Unacceptable

Action

R) _
Ior2 Years 3 or more Years Conference Call and/or Site
None of Latest of Latest o ]
General Fund 3 Years 5y Visit and/or BESE Dialogue
ears
Deficit Spending
1 Deficit(s)
Need
(S) Fxcellent Good =eas Unacceptable
Improvement

General Fund
Balance as a
Percentage of
General Fund
Revenues

/.5% or more

Between
6.5% and 7.4%

Between
5.0% and 6.4%

5.82%

Less than 5%

Conference Call




Part |: Assessment of External Factors

Influencing Financial Behavior of School District
Fiscal Year 2013-2014

School / District: Union Parish School Board

External Factors Influencing Financial Condition of School System

Loss of Students Over Last 5 Years

Number of Years

Positive Growth . . .
(A) Over Last 5 Years B 5 with Continuous Decline
) etween etween 10.0% or more in Student Enrollment
Public School 0.1% and 4.9% | 5.0% and 9.9%
Enroliment
(14.49%) 4
Decline in Growth in Property and Sales Taxes Over Last 5 Years Locgl
(C) Collections
Property and Per Puil Local Tax
Local P ; Sales Taxes Between Between 10.0% Relativepto Effort Index
ocal Property .0% or more
and Sales Tax [CVEAsto Years| 0.1% and 4.9% | 5.0% and 9.9% State Average
Collections
6.4% 62.11% 0.74148
(D) Expenditures Per Pupil
Fiscal Betw Bet District Performance Score
isca 0 etween etween o DPS
Conditions O';esi;rirlf;/"e 85.0% and 89.9% | 90.0% and 99.9% ;fogt'gti’ X;Q:Zrz (OPS)
and 9| of State Average | of State Average g
District
Performance 93.34% 708 C
Percentage of Teachers with more than 15 years experience (State Average is 36%)
(E)
Between
0, 0,
Future Less than 45.0% 45.0% and 49 9% 50.0% or more
Obligations
38.68%




(R)

Part IlI: Assessment of Financial Factors
That Can Prompt BESE to Request Additional

Information from School District
Fiscal Year 2013-2014

School / District: Union Parish School Board

LEVEL 4 — Balanced Budgets and Fund Balances

Excellent / Good Mot Unacceptable
Improvement

1or2Years |3 ormore Years

Action

Conference Call and/or Site

General Fund None cg#z;izt OE‘GHL,::? Visit and/or BESE Dialogue
Deficit Spending
2 Deficit(s)
(S) Excellent Good Needs Unacceptable
Improvement
General Fund Between Setween Conference Call and/or Site
Balance as a 7.5% or more " i Less than 5% | Visit and/or BESE Dialogue

Percentage of
General Fund

6.5% and 7.4% | 5.0% and 6.4%

Revenues 4.03%

and/or Fiscal Administrator




file:///C:/Shawn%20Folder/Education/Funds/MFP/mfp tables 13

Total MFP
Total Total Total Total Payment Total MFP
State State Local Local Amount Payment
School Cost Cost Cost Revenue minus Amount minus
LEA Allocations Allocations Allocation | Represantation Local Cost Local Revenue
Wystam Tor for due to due to Allocation Representation
Other Other Other Other due to due to other
Entities 13-14 | Entities 14-15 | LEAs 13-14 LEAs 14-15 other LEAs 14-15
LEAs 134
11Acacia (172.002) (177.337) {($65.377) (51286,.962) $61.288 025 $53,544 501
2| Aban (42.140) (129,7a2) ($15,340) ($43.284) $28.624 455 $29,137,985
3|Ascension (327,834) (458, 953) ($457.739) ($000,241) $58,135,140 98 735 301
4| Assumpbon (35.440) (26.8°9) {$5.263) ($14.512) $23 341,774 $24 014126
56| LUnion {3,037,290) (3,921,990} ($1,503,048) {$2,100,045) £11,427,766 510,200,645
5T |vermilion | (B4.003) (161,715} (50, 755) (B217,751) $47,363,953 $48 906,367

14 versus 14 15.pdf
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C:/Shawn Folder/Education/Funds/MFP/mfp_tables_13_14_versus_14_15.pdf

District:: Union Parish School Board

Methodology: Increase Sales Tax by 1 cent (2,235,678)
Additional 13.5 Mil Property Tax ($2,144,897)

Student Membership (Table 3, col. 1)

2,860

Student count for all of Union Parish remains the same;
(assumes students from Union Parish School Board move to
the Charter School)

Local Share of Level 1 Deduction (Table 3, col. 11a)

$4,621,026

$4,621,241

State Share of Level 1 remains basically the same since the

Level 1 State Share / Percent ( Tabfe 3, col. 12 & 13)

$11.935,043

72.09% $11,934,828

72.09%

|change in the Net Assessed Value,

sales tax base is proportionately unchanged and there is no

Local Revenue over Level 1 (Table 3, col.17)

$3,554,568

$7.934,928

Local Revenue Limit on Level 2 State Support
(Table 3, col. 19)

$5,629,063

$5.629,063

$0

Level 2 funding increases because there are additional local
dollars to match at the 51.99%.

Level 2 State Share / Percent ( Table 3, col. 22 & 23)

$1,848,191

61.99% $2,926,820

$1,078,630

Level 3 State Share (with prior year pay raises)
(Table 3, col. 30)

$2,184,871

$2,184,871

$0

No Change to Level 3 since there is no change to the student
count.

Total Level 1, 2 and 3 State Share (Table 3, col. 32}

$15,968,104

$17,046,519

$1.078.415

Total Level 1, 2 and 3 State Share per pupil
(Table 3, col. 33)

$5,583

$5,960

$377

Total State Funding increased $377 per pupil (due to Level 2
increase.}

ot Local Per pupi (Table 3, col. 37) UnioN

( $2,859 )

< $3,584 )

The MFP L Per Pupil increased $725.
ocal upil i Sj\/

Total State and Local Per pupil (Table 3, col. 41)

$8,442

$9,544

$1,102

Total State and Local Per Pupil increased by $1,102.

Total Sales Tax Revenue (Tabie 7, col. 30)

$4,471,356

$6,707,034

$2,235,678

An 1% increase in Sales Tax Rate resulted in a $2.2M increase

Sales Tax Rate (Table 7, col. 27)

2.00%

3.00%

1.0%

in Total Sales Tax Revenue.

Net Assessed Taxable Property (Table 7, col. 3) $158,847,686 $158,847,686 $0 No change to Net Assessed Taxable Property
Total Property Tax Revenue (Tabie 7, col. 26) $3,562,586 $5,697,483 Saiegpar  (EORETRC R ol Snon i nsestesi
| Average Property Tax millage (calculated)( Tatie 7, col. 25 22.36 35.87 1351 The average mill rate; calculated it ha fofmula, Incrgased by

13.51 mills.

CHARTER

Local Charter Per Pupil Calculatio

for studetns NOT in a District Building

INOTE: The local per pupil amount provided to charters is
higher than the MFP local per pupil ($3,584) because Union
now meets the Level 2 Revenue Cap and is therefore funded
for only a portion of the new tax dollars.

The Charter per pupil amount considers all new tax dollars in
the calculation.

* To determine the impact of the students leaving Union Parish and going to the charter school, multiply $10,271 ($4,311 local + 5,960 state) times the number of students loss.
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Schools as Financial Investments

e Charter Schools financial bottom line is a
commodity

 Where do students with significant disabilities
rank in the world of financial commodities and
financial investments?
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National Charter School Resource Center at
at Safal Partners Ev

CONNECT. Resources to Build Top-Notch Charter Schools.

OurWork + Focus Areas .+ Resource Library Education & Training = Funding Opportunities

Home / News / Newsletters /

PoPULARRESOURCES  July 2013: Charter Schools and Rating
Financial Performance

Creating and Sustaining
High-Quality Charter School
Governing Boards To view this newsletter with the original formatting, click here.
Charter School Governing
Board Training Handbook . . i
Charter Schools and Rating Financial Performance
Creating an Effective Charter
School Governing Board
(Abridged)

The pressures to achieve that charter schools face apply not only to students'
academic performance but also to schools' financial bottom line. In many ways,
the two demands go hand in hand to determine success. Charter schools that
borrow money face built-in scrutiny from prospective lenders regarding their
finances and market position. But charter schools that aren't seeking loans must
still be able to keep their accounting in order and sustain a positive cash flow if
they want to keep operating. This feature of the National Charter School
Resource Center's (Resource Center) monthly newsletter provides information
and resources focused on charter school financial management, a description of
how a not-for-profit lender works with charter school borrowers, and a credit
rating agency's approach to the charter school sector.

Developing Training
Programs for Charter School
Governing Board Members:
A Promising Practice Profile

Center for Charter Schools
Offers 'Board Gear’

New efforts to check and measure charter school financial performance are
QUESTIONS? underway. A first-time initiative in Utah in 2013, for example, required all of the

ol 21 rhartar erhnnle ta ha erarad arcardina ta 2 narfarmanca framawwnrk
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Why hedge funds love charter schools

next
BLINDS

By Valerie Strauss B W Follow @valeriastrauss

One of the features of corporate school reform is the interest that Wall
Street has shown in supporting charter schools. Why? No doubt hedge
tund managers would say they want to support education and help young
people have educational choices. But here’s another part of the answer,
written by Alan Singer, a social studies educator in the Department of
Teaching, Literacy and Leadership at Hofstra University in Long Island,
New York, and the editor of Social Seience Docket (a joint publication of
the New York and New Jersey Councils for Social Studies). He taught ata
number of secondary schools in New York City, including Franklin K. Lane
High School and Edward R. Murrow High School. He is also the author of

several books. This appeared on his Huffington Post blog.

A M -

Bv Alan Singer

Obscure laws can have a very big impact on social policy, including obscure
changes in the United States federal tax code. The 2001 Consolidated
Appropriations Act, passed by Congress and signed into law by President
Clinton, included provisions from the Community Renewal Tax Relief Act
of 2o00. The law provided tax incentives for seven yvears to businesses that
locate and hire residents in economically depressed urban and rural areas.
The tax credits were reauthorized for 2008-2009, 2010-2011, and 2012-

2013,

As a result of this change to the tax code, banks and equity funds that
invest in charter schools in underserved areas can take advantage of a very
generous tax credit. They are permitted to combine this tax credit with
other tax breaks while they also collect interest on any money they lend
out. According to one analyst, the credit allows them to double the money
they invested in seven years. Another interesting side note is that foreign
investors who put a minimum of $500,000 in charter school companies
are eligible to purchase immigration visas for themselves and family

members under a federal program called EB-5.

The tax credit may also explain why Facebook CEO Mark Zuckerberg
partnered with the former mayor of Newark, New Jersey, to promote

charter schools; donated a half a million dollars worth of stock to

http://mwww.washingtonpost.com/blogs/answer-sheet/wp/2014/06/04/why-hedge-funds-love-charter-schools/
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Progammatic Solutions from Financiers

Charter School Finance

Overview

harter School Finance Group consists of six charter school specialists and over 100 regional bankers
throughout the United States.We offer borrowers customized solutions to help raise capital for school facilities through the
issuance of tax-exempt and taxable debt. Since 2000, [l has financed over 100 charter school projects for 60
organizations and raised over $1 billion for the acquisition, construction, renovation, leasehold improvements and related
costs of these projects.

Dedication to K-12 Education Financing
Our group is an outgrowth of our focus on K-12 education financing. As a top underwriter of K-12 bonds, serving charter
schools is a critical component of the firm’s dedication to the sector.

Tailored Debt Financing Solutions

The Charter School Finance Group employs a variety of structuring and distribution techniques to provide tailored financing
solutions. We put our clients’ need first, crafting debt solutions to meet their programmatic and financial goals. That approach
is reflected in the financing outcomes and successes of our clients.

Proactive Management of Fluid Market & Legal Conditions

The menu of financing structures and options available to charter schools expands as legislation and market conditions
continually change. Our breadth of experience and coverage on both fronts allows the -Chaﬂer School Finance Group to
remain at the forefront in developing and implementing optimal financing programs for the benefit of our clients.



Char

Charter Schools and The Profit Motive

1, March 16, 2013 by jonathanturley

Submitted by Elaine Magliaro, Guest Blogger

] ' Schools” New Cheerleaders: Financiers, reporters
e Tripp Gabriel and Jennifer Medina wrote the following
about what was going on in the state of New York:

i"r! Ina 2010 New York Times article titled Charter

Wall Street has always put its money where its
interests and beliefs lie. But it is far less commaon that so many financial
heavyweights would adopt a social cause like charter schools and advance it with
a faserlike focus in the political realm...

Although the April 9 breakfast with Mr. Cuomo was not a formal fund-raiser, the
hedge fund managers have been wielding their money to influence educational
policy in Albany, particularly among Democrats, who control both the Senate and
the Assembly but have historically been aligned with the teachers unions.

Theylhedge fund managers] have been contributing generously to lawmakers in

hopes of creating a friendlier climate for charter schools. More immediately, they
have raised a multimillion-dollar war chest to lobby this month for a bill to raise

the maximum number of charter schools statewide to €60 from 200.

That same year—2010—Juan Gonzalez believed that he had uncovered one of the
reasons why hedge fund managers, some wealthy Americans, and the executives
of some Wall Street banks had become such big proponents of charter schools
and had gotten involved in their development. Gonzalez said the banks and other
wealthy investors had been making "windfall profits” by taking advantage of "a
little-known federal tax break to finance new charter-school construction.” That
little know tax break, the New Markets Tax Credit, can be so lucrative, Gonzalez
said, "that a lender who uses it can almost double his money in seven years.” He
added that the tax break "gives an enormous federal tax credit to banks and
equity funds that invest in community projects in underserved communities, and
it's been used heavily now for the last several vears for charter schools.”

It Motive

http://jonathanturley.org/2013/03/16/charter-schools-and-the-profit-motive/ 55
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| D'Arbonne Woods Charter School v [] D'Arbonne Woods Charter School v|| Get Report Card » [ or

2013 School Report Cards

| schoo Repor ora. | oware shoo ards cseveted? |

- @

D'Arbonne Woods Charter School

2012-2013 « Type Il Charter Schools * Grades: PK4,K-9

562 Enrolled « 6% Special Education = 47% Free & Reduced Lunch SPS =904
K-8 HIGH SCHOOL
95% 25% HOW DID STUDENTS PERFORM?

(y HOW DID STUDENTS PERFORM? 5 3 M, Students are assessed on how well they achieved in Algebra I,
Students are assessed on how well they achieved their grade-level W Geometry, English II, English lll, and Biology on end-of-course
expectations. S ' '

LEVEL SCHOOL STATE LEVEL SCHOOL STATE
Advanced (150 pts = A) 1 <5% | 6% Excellent (150 pts =A) 1% 21%.
Mastery (125 pts = A) % 1% Good (100 pts = A) 3%  38%
Basic (100pts=A) 55% 45% , Fair (0 pts) - 3% 25%
Approaching Basic (0 pts) : 19% i 20% ) Needs Improvement (0 pts) 17% 16%
otitauany fyes) Lo % 25% ARE STUDENTS PREPARED FOR

*This table includes students who take LAA 1 and LAA 2. View how their Al POSTRECONNARY RIICCERS]? 56



|UnionParish v ||Bemice Elementary School ¥ || Get Report Card » |

2013 School Report Cards

| bt mporcard | o areseosarades s |

- @

Bernice Elementary School
2012-2013 * Union Parish * Grades K-6

165 Enwolled = 10% Special Education = >35% Free & Reduced Lunch SPS=53.0

2% HOW DID STUDENTS PERFORM?
Students are assessed on how well they achieved their grade-level expectations.

LEVEL SCHOOL STATE
Advanced (150 pts = A) =h% 5%
Mastery (125 pts = A) 5% 17%
Basic (100 pts = A) 39% 45%
Approaching Basic (0 pts) 28% 20%

Unsatisfactory (0 pts) 27% 12%
*This tahle includes students who take LAA 1 and LAA 2. View how their performance is measured here.

-+

j DID THIS SCHOOL MAKE PROGRESS WITH STUDENTS
WHO CONTINUE TO STRUGGLE ACADEMICALLY?

Scheels eam “bonus™ points for students who did not score Basic or above, but who made significant progress nonetheless.

BONUS POINTS 4.3 of 10 57




v | Downsville Charter School v|| GetReport Card » | or Select Another School Year | District Report Card

'Union Parish

2013 School Report Cards

H School Report Card | How are school grades calculated? —

@- @

Downsville Charter School

2012-2013 » Union Parish * Grades: K-12

323 Enrolled = 9% Special Education = 55% Free & Reduced Lunch SPS =89.3
K-8 HIGH SCHOOL
95% 25% HOW DID STUDENTS PERFORM?
glOW DID STUDENTS PERFORM? ! : M. Students are assessed on how well they achieved in Algebra I,
tudents are assessed on how well they achieved their grade-level W Geometry, English I, English Ill, and Biology on end-of-course
expectations. O Ty, Eng + =Ng ' ay
LEVEL SCHOOL STATE LEVEL SCHOOL STATE
Advanced (150 pts = A) <5% 6% Excellent (150 pts = A) 19% 21%
Mastery (125 pts = A} 13% 7% Good (100 pts = A) 49% 38%
Basic (100 pts = A) 47% 45% Fair (0 pts) 28% 25%
Approaching Basic (D pts) 24% 20% Needs Improvement (0 pts) <5% 16%
Unsatisfactory (0 pts) 14% 12% 25% ARE STUDENTS PREPARED FOR
“This table includes students who take LAA 1 and LAA 2. View how their A POSTSECONDARY SUCCESS?
performance is measured here. I A score of 18 or above on the ACT indicates students have
minimum proficiency for postsecondary success.
5% HOW MANY CREDITS DID STUDENTS EARN BY
sty gt LEVEL SCHOOL STATE 58
Schools with 8th grade are assessed by the number of dropouts ACT Score of 16+ 73% 539

and high school credits earned by students by the end of ninth (100 pts = A)



monPash || Famenile Elementary School ¥ || Get Report Card » |

2013 School Report Cards

[ scvot e cara | o arestont s et |

A @

Farmerville Elementary School
2012-2013 » Union Parish * Grades PK,K-5

606 Enrolled - 15% Special Education = 93% Free & Reduced Lunch SPS =584

2% HOW DID STUDENTS PERFORM?
Students are assessed on how well they achieved their grade-level expectations.

LEVEL SCHOOL STATE
Advanced (150 pts = A) <5% 6%
Mastery (125 pts = A) 8% 17%
Basic (100 pts = A) 38% 45%
Approaching Basic (0 pts) 31% 20%

Unsatisfactory (0 pts) 21% 12%
*This table includes students who take LAA 1 and LAA 2. View how their performance is measured here.

-+

j DID THIS SCHOOL MAKE PROGRESS WITH STUDENTS
WHO CONTINUE TO STRUGGLE ACADEMICALLY?

Schools eam “bonus” peints for students who did not score Basic or above, but who made significant progress nonetheless.

BONUS POINTS 6.9 of 10
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Farmerville High School
2012-2013 - Union Parish - Grades: 9-12

572 Enrolled = 15% Special Education » 63% F

258, HOW DID
‘. STUDENTS PERFORM?
Students are assessed on how well they achieved in
' Algehra |, Geometry, English II, English I, and
Biology on end-of-course exams.

LEVEL SCHOOL STATE

Excellent (150 pts = A) 14% 21%

Good (100 pts = &) 30% 38%

Fair (0 pts) 34% 25%

Meeds Improvement (0 pts) 22% 16%

“This table includes students who take LAA 1. View how their
performance is measursd here

25%, ARE STUDENTS PREPARED FOR

‘. POSTSECONDARY SUCCESS?
A score of 12 or above on the ACT indicates students
" have minimum proficiency for postsecondary success.

LEVEL SCHOOL STATE

ACT Score of 18+
(100 pis = A} 36% i

-+

SP5=63.0

25% WHAT KIND OF DIPLOMAS &
CREDITS DID STUDENTS EARN?
‘. The graduation index measures the
different diplomas and credits that a high
‘ school graduate can eam.

DIPLOMA +
CREDITS SCHOOL : STATE

High School Diplorma +
passing scare on AP or 1B
(AP scoreatleast3and Bat  <5% =5%
l=ast 4}
{150 pts = A)

High Schoo| Dipicma #
Endorsement [133 paints = A) or
kigh Schoo| Dipdoma # TOPS
Opportunity (120 pts = &)

High School Diploma +
passing course in |BC, dusl
enroliment, AP, or B (AP
score 1-2 or B 1-3)

(1D pts=A)

High Schoo! Diplora
ity 35% 3%

Mongraduates (0 pis} 27% 24%

* This is not the exhaustive kst of diploma options.
259, WHAT % OF STUDENTS
GRADUATE?
‘. The cohort graduation rate is the percent of
‘ students whao enter the ninth grade and
successfully graduate four years later.

LEVEL SCHOOL : STATE

4 year degree
(=80% = 100pis=4) 0% 72%

DID THIS SCHOOL MAKE PROGRESS WITH STUDENT S WHO CONTINUE TO STRUGGLE

ACADEMICALLY?

I Schools 8am bonus paints for students who score nan-proficient on stale 1esis, but who demansirate slgnificant growth.

BONUS POINTS

NiA of 10

2012-2013 2012-2013 Starting with ihe 2112-2013 scheal year, the Loulsiana Deparimend of Education

{Old Scale) (New Scale)

C D

Improwad and simpiifiad the way schools are graded by aligring with higher standards,
g the galns sencals have already mase, and focusing on students below grads
Ievel throwgh 3 new banus system. Schaols eam 100 points of an A’ every time a
studeni achleves 3 desired culcome Ike scoring Baskc, gradusting wiih a diploma, ete.
Though S0Mme JUICIMES QENErats MOre PoIMts 3nd GOME K26, I Svery student scored
e minkmum deslred cutcome, the schoal would e3m & score of 100, an A grade.

How is my school's grade calculated, and how is it different from last year? [Click here)

What are my school and course choice opfions? [Click here)
Where can | find information on how different groups of stu
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Farmerville Elementary School D

2012-2013 = Union Parish - Grades PK,K-5

606 Enrolled = 15% Special Education » 93% Free & Reduced Lunch

100%

HOW DID STUDENTS PERFORM?

Students are assessed on how well they achieved their grade-level expectations.

LEVEL SCHOOL STATE
Advanced (150 pts = &) =h% G%
Mastery (125 pts = &) 8% 17%
Basic (100 pts = A) 38% 45%
Approaching Basic (0 pts) IN% 20%
Unsatisfactory (o pts) 21% 12%
*This table includes students who take LAA 1 and LAA 2. View how their performance is measured here.

-+

1 DID THIS SCHOOL MAKE PROGRESS WITH STUDENTS
WHO CONTINUE TO STRUGGLE ACADEMICALLY?

Sehools eam “bonus” points for students who did not score Basic or above, but who made significant progress nonetheless.

BONUS POINTS 6.9 of 10
e 20122013 ey s Wy s100s e dracec oy Shaning Wi Mgher Sandsrde, ewrng
(Old Scale) (New Scale) e gans schoois have areany made, and focusing an students below grane level

hrolgh & NEw DOMUS Sysiem. Schoals eam 100 points or 3n A every time 3 student
achieves 3 gasired outcome like sconng Basic, graduating with a dipioma, elz. Thawgh

same outcames gensrate mare points and some less, If every student seared the
D D minimum deslred autcame, ihe school would eam a score of 100, an A grade.
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Farmerville Junior High School
2012-2013 = Union Parish - Grades: 6-8

343 Enrolled = 19% Special Education » 86% Free & Reduced Lunch SPS =77.2

o, 5% HOW MANY CREDITS DID
95% How DID “ STUDENTS EARN BY FRE SHMAN
STUDENTS PERFORM? YEAR?
Students are assessed on how well they ﬁﬁﬁbﬁﬁﬂﬁggﬁfﬁﬁﬁ:ﬁﬂ
achieved their grade-level expectations. cge;'ru ;:med by students by the end of
ninth grade.
LEVEL SCHOOL = STATE CHEDITS  SCHOOL STATE
fdvanced (150 pts = &) =53 5% B+ (150 pts = A)
Mastery (125 pis = A) 1% 17% 5.5 (125 pts =A)
- 5(100p==A)
Basic (100 pts = &) 45% 45% 45 (75 pis)
Approaching Basic (0 pts) 2T% 20% 4 (50 pts)

Unsatisfactory (0 pts) 13% 12% 3.5 (23 pts)

“This table includes students who take LAA 1 and LAA 2. T (Op)

Wiew how their performance is measured here. %LSET

Dropout (0 pis)

SR

#

CEIEEE RS

G g

-+

’ DID THIS SCHOOL MAKE PROGRESS WITH STUDENTS WHO CONTINUE TO
STRUGGLE ACADEMICALLY?

Schoois 83 "DoNUs" painis for students who did nof score Basic or above, but whd made significant progress nonemeIeEss.

BONUS POINTS 10 of 10

'
|
2012-2013 2012-2013 | Siarting with the 2012-2013 schoal year, the Louksiana Depariment f Education
Hew i Improwed and simplified the way schools are graced by aligning with higher standards,
{Old Scale} { Scale) ; rewanding the gam schoals na;e already rna!i]je ammnlmlsln?m studiegms Delow grade

i level through 3 new banus EYEtem. Schoois 2am 100 points OF an A every time a
i student achleves a desined oulcome M scoring Baske, graduating with 3 diploma, ate. 62

| Though some oulcomes generale more polnts and some bess, I every shudent scored
i e minimum desired outcome, the schoal would eam a score of 100, an A grade.




Spearsville K-8 School

2012-2013 = Union Parish » Grades: K-8

246 Enrolled = 3% Special Education » 88% Free & Reduced Lunch

STUDENTS PERFORM? YEAR?
Students are assessed on how well they rospiinshompt o s g |
achieved their grade-level expectations. cl_'E:ji_l'rIE;:med by students by the end of
ninth grade.
LEVEL SCHOOL _STATE CREDITS  SCHOOL = STATE
Advanced (150 pts = A) <5% 6% &+ (150 pts = A)
Mastery (125 pts = A) 8% 17% 5.5(125 pts = A)
: 5 (100 pis = A)
Basic (100 pts = A) 30% 45% 15 )
Approaching Basic (0 pis) 3% 20% 4 (50 pts}

Unsatisfactory (0 pts) % 12% 3.5 (25 pts)

*This table includes students who take L&A 1 and LAA 2. 3+ (0 pts)

‘View how their perfformance is measured here. ?‘.&"LSETW

Dropout (0 pis)

[} 5% HOW MANY CREDITS DID
95% HOW DID “ STUDENTS EARN BY FRESHMAN

GRS

*

RS

G

-+

’ DID THIS SCHOOL MAKE PROGRESS WITH STUDENTS WHO CONTINUE TO
STRUGGLE ACADEMICALLY?

Schaoks eam “bonus” pains for shudenis who did nod score Basic or above, but wha made significant progress NoNEMEISES.

BONUS POINTS 10 of 10

|
'
2012-2013 2012-2013 | Starting with the 2012-2013 schoal year, the Lowslana Depariment of Educalion
| Improved and simpiified th schoals ragad tth higher standards,
(Old Scale) (New Scale) S o o o iy o st e o

i lewel through 3 new bonue GYEt=m. Schools eam 100 points of an ‘A every ime a
| student achleves 3 desired cuicome e scoring Bask, graduating with 3 diploma, ate.

| Though some QEGOMES generale MOre points and some less, IT every student scoed 63
;e minkmum desired ouicome, the schoal would eam & score af 100, an A grade.




