Charter School Local Replacement

Projections & Alternatives



Current Status

Current Formula

Total Cost|state & Locar = Local Revenue Component per Student + Debt Service Component per Student

Local Revenue Component per Student =

sum(Local Levy,Capital Revenue);

sum Charter School Students;
( Sum(ADMDistrict&Charters)i 2 .
= $1,086
sum(Charter School Students)
. ZI-V= Debt Service Revenue;
Debt Service Component = == *=$575

N
Zi ADMDistrictsi

Total Cost = ($1,086 + $575) - Nenarter students = $1,660 - 66,578 =$110,519,500

I = theith district; numbers are rounded



Current Status

Current Formula Distribution

Local Revenue District Share = (1)if District per Pupil Local Revenue
< $1,086 then District contributes 25% of local revenue per pupil
(2)else, District contributes 25% of $1,086

Debt Service Component =State covers all of it

Total Cost = ($1,086 + $575) - Nenarter students = $1,660 - 66,578 =$110,519,500

I = theith district; numbers are rounded



Cost of the Program Grows Based on Two Main
Factors:

* Local Property Tax Revenue Grows per Student
* Debt Service Revenue Grows per Student

e Students Enrolled in Charter Schools



Percentage of Revenue Contributed for Non-attending Students

ALLOCATION AS % OF REVENUE PER STUDENT

School District
1 Alpine
4 Cache
7 Davis
13 Iron
15 Juab
18 Morgan
19 Nebo
20 No. Sanpete
23 Piute
26 Sevier
27 So. Sanpete
29 Tintic
30 Tooele
33 Washington
35 Weber
37 Ogden
38 Provo
34 Wayne
14 Jordan
12 Granite
39 Logan
3 Box Elder
40 Murray I 16.3
36 Salt Lake I 15.3%
42 Canyons NN 14.6%
2 Beaver I 14.4%
10 Garfield NG 13.8%
5 Carbon I 13.3%
25 San Juan NN 13.3%
11 Grand NG 12.7%
16 Kane I 12.0%
32 Wasatch I 11.2%
8 Duchesne INIINNENGNGNGNGNGNGNGNGNG_— 10.5%
31 Uintah I 9.8%
6 Daggett NN ©.3%
17 Millard I 8.5%
9 Emery I 8.5%
21 No. Summit NG 7.5%
28 So. Summit I 6.5%
24 Rich NG 6.4%
22 Park City NN 4.7%
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ct Local Revenue per Student
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District per Pupil Local Revenue

School District
22 Park City
24 Rich
28 So. Summit
21 No. Summit
9 Emery
17 Millard
6 Daggett
31 Uintah
8 Duchesne
32 Wasatch
16 Kane
11 Grand
25 San Juan
5 Carbon
10 Garfield
2 Beaver
42 Canyons
36 Salt Lake
40 Murray I
3 Box Elder I 1,401
39 Logan I 1,342
12 Granite NN 1,223
14 Jordan NN 1,213
34 Wayne I 1,186
15 Juab I 1,062
33 Washington I 1,022
20 No. Sanpete I 61
26 Sevier IIIINENEGEGNGNGNNN 958
37 Ogden I 949
18 Morgan N ©17
13 Iron N 394
35 Weber I 824
7 Davis N 816
27 So. Sanpete I 779
38 Provo I /71
29 Tintic NN 692
30 Tooele NN 647
1 Alpine I 616
19 Nebo I 573
4 Cache 1IN 554
23 Piute Il 193

OK 1K

2
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Percentage Contributed by District Local Revenue per Student
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Current & Budgeted Cost of the Local Replacement

Fiscal Local Revenue
Year Component
Local State
Contribution Subsidy
2014 $11,394,800 $50,166,503
2015 $12,233,000 $60,034,900

New Growth  $838,200 $9.868,397

Debt Service

Component
Local State
Contribution Subsidy
$0 $34,588,400
$0 $38,251,600
$0 $3,663,200

Total

$96,149,703

$110,519,500

$14,369,797



Option 1: Increase the Contribution Amount from Districts by Bring Every District to the

25% Threshold
Option 1: Everyone at 25%
School District
22 Park City NG ) 200 N ¢ cpo
5 Carbotx k 1.52% I 1.33% 1.56%
36 Salt Lake I 1.55% I 0.98%
28 So. Summit I 0.23% I 0.67%
42 Canyons I (.90% I 0.64%
32 Wasatch I () 52% I 0.64%
11 Grand I ().62% I 0.60%
39 Logan I 2 .02% I 0.48%
9 Emery I (0.24% I 0.47%
31 Uintah N 0.19% I 0.30%
21 No. Summit Il 0.12% I 0.27%
14 Jordan I 2.24% A 0.26%
3 Box Elder NG 0.84% I 0.24%
12 Granite I 1.71% I 0.22%
8 Duchesne I 0.15% I 0.21%
40 Murray NN 0.36% I 0.19%
24 Rich M 0.06% I 0.16%
25 San Juan I ().16% I ().14%
6 Da Fett M 0.07% I 0.12%
17 Millard m 0.05%
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10 Garfield 1 0.10%
16 Kane 1 0.07%
2 Beaver 1 0.10%
34 Wayne N (.57
1 Alpine I 1.26%
4 Cache I 1.12%
7 Davis I 1.51%
13 ron I 0.92%
15 Juab I 0.16%
18 Morgan NN 0.40%
19 Nebo NI 1.13%
20 No. Sanpete INEG—_—_—_———— (.50%
23 Piute 10.02%
26 Sevier . 0.20%
27 So. Sanpete I (.35%
29 Tintic I 0.14%
30 Tooele NN (0.66%
33 Washington I 1.21%
35 Weber I 1.53%

37 Ogden q 1.97%
38 Provo | — 10070
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Option 2: Cap the State Subsidy at §85 M + $4 Million (growth)

Option 2: Cap the Subsidy at $85 + $4 million

School District
5 Carbon
22 Park City IEEG_—_—— 0.36%
36 Salt Lake
39 Logan
14 Jordan
42 Canyons
32 Wasatch NG (.52%
11 Grand N (.62%
12 Granite
28 So. Summit I 0.23%
37 Ogden
9 Emery NN 0.24%
3 Box Elder
38 Provo
35 Weber
7 Davis
1 Alpine
33 Washingt..
19 Nebo
4 Cache
31 Uintah e 0.19%
21 No. Summ.. 1 0.12%
40 Murray NS (.36%
13 [ron I . 0.92%
8 Duchesne I 0.15%
34 Wayne NN (.57,
30 Tooele NG 0/66%
25 San Juan M 0.16%
24 Rich M 0.06%
20 No. Sanpe.. INREG_G_—_— 0.50%
6 Daggett Il 0.07%
18 Morgan I (.40%
27 So. Sanpe.. IEE—_— (.35%
10 Garfield W 0.10%
17 Millard ™ 0.05%
2 Beaver 1 0.10%
16 Kane 1 0.07%
26 Sevier I 0.20%
15 Juab I 0.16%

29 Tintic 149
23 Piute MZQA» ’

0.0%

0.90%

0.84%

1.26%
1.21%
1.13%
1.12%

Average
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1.68%
1.48%
1.39%
1.20%
1.19%
1.15%
1.10%
0.95%
0.81%
0.77%

0.75%

0.74%

0.73%
31%
8%
%
%
%
Average

1.0% 1.5% 2.0%
OPTION 2 CHANGE

2.49%
2.21%

2.5%

2.710%

3.0%



Option 3: Reverse the Cost Split
Higher Value Districts Don’t Keep as Much for Non-attending Students

Assessed Valuation per Student (FY 2015)

School District
22 Park City
24 Rich

6 Daggett

28 So. Summit
11 Grand

21 No. Summit I 927,668
9 Emery | —— 893,546
36 Salt Lake NN 830,458
17 Millard I 761,054
2 Beaver I 686,856
31 Uintah I, 670,981
10 Garfield I 667,134
32 Wasatch I, 662,218
5 Carbon I 586,344
34 Wayne I 583,057
40 Murray I 503,368
42 Canyons I 500,423
8 Duchesne NN 454,617
33 Washington NN 425,341
39 Logan N 361,346
23 Piute NN 361,068
3 Box Elder NG 358,987
15 Juab NN 355,263
13 Iron NN 334,961
12 Granite NG 331,726
18 Morgan NN 328,354
25 San Juan NN 326,192
38 Provo NN 324,162
26 Sevier NG 305,582
37 Ogden NN 304,505
14 Jordan NN 290,010
30 Tooele NG 283,351
20 No. Sanpete I 264,510
35 Weber NN 259,099
7 Davis NG 245,862
1 Alpine NN 233,472
4 Cache NG 231,251
29 Tintic NG 221,429
19 Nebo NN 186,758
27 So. Sanpete N 169,195

0K 200K 400K 600K 800K 1000K
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1,000,101
999,667
16 Kane I 952,325
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: Reverse the Cost Split
Higher Value Districts Don’t Keep as Much for Non-

Option 3

attending Students

Tax Revenue and Tax Base per Student

TAX REVENUE PER STUDENT
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Option 3: Reverse the Cost Split
Higher Value Districts Don’t Keep as Much for Non-attending Students

Tax Rate, Voted, Board, Capital

School District
25 San Juan

8 Duchesne

39 Logan

28 So. Summit
27 So. Sanpete
3 Box Elder

7 Davis

5 Carbon 0.004660

37 Ogden 0.004658

42 Canyons I ——— 0.004548
17 Millard I 0.004420
32 Wasatch I ——— 0.004403
38 Provo I  0.004236
31 Uintah | 0.004175
15 Juab I 0.004157
12 Granite | ——— 0.0041:54
9 Emery I — 0.004150
14 Jordan I 0.004144
30 Tooele I — 0.004144
20 No. Sanpete I 0.004108
21 No. Summit | I —— 0.004102
35 Weber I  0.004077
19 Nebo I —0.003951
29 Tintic I 0.003882
1 Al pin e I —— 0.003827
26 Sevier I —— 0.003582
40 Murray I 0.003389
36 Salt Lake | — 0.003365
33 Washington I 0.003350
18 Morgan | I — 0.003288
10 Garfield I 0.003269
2 Beaver I —— 0.003256
13 Iron | I —— 0.003122
4 Cache I 0.003046
24 Rich | I —0.002914
22 Park City I 0.002879
11 Grand | —0.002862
16 Kane I 0.002727
23 Piute I 0.002285
34 Wayne I 0.002192
6 Daggett I 0.002000

0.0000 0.0005 0.0010 0.0015 0.0020 0.0025 0.0030 0.0035 0.0040 0.0045 0.0050 0.0055 0.0060 0.0065
TAX RATE (VTD/BRD/CAPITAL)

0.006200

0.005682
0.005446
0.005380
0.005340
0.005007

0.004719




Option 3: Reverse the Cost Split
Higher Value Districts Don’t Keep as Much for Non-

attending Students

Wealth Index

School District
22 Park Cit
24 Ric
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21 No. Summit
9 Eme
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Option 3: Reverse the Cost Split
Higher Value Districts Don’t Keep as Much for Non-attending Students

Wealth Index and Local Revenue per Student
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Option 3: Reverse the Cost Split
Higher Value Districts Don’t Keep as Much for Non-Attending
Students/Cover Almost All of Enrollment Growth
Option 3: Split Enrollment Growth Costs

School District

22 Park City I 0 ]
5 Carbon h 1.52% I 4.02%
36 Salt Lake I 1.55% I 3.18%
28 So. Summit I 0.23% I 2 .49%
39 Logan 2.02% I 1.94%
11 Grand I (.62% I 1.91%
42 Canyons I 0.90% I 1.82%
32 Wasatch NG 0.52% —1.81%
9 Emery NN 0.24% [ 1.50%
14 Jordan I 2 24%, N 0.98%
21 No. Summ.. 1l 0.12% I 0.89%
12 Granite I 1.71% I 0.83%
31 Uintah M 0.19% I 0.30%
3 Box Elder I 0.84% I 0.79%
24 Rich M 0.06% I 0.68%
8 Duchesne I 0.15% I 0.57%
37 Ogden | —— 1 9T % I 0.55%

40 Murray NEEG——— ().36%
25 San Juan I 0.16%
6 Daggett 18 0.07%
17 Millard ® 0.05%
7 Davis I 1.51%
33 Washingt.. I 1.21%
38 Provo I 1.55%
34 Wayne I 0.57%
16 Kane I 0.07%
10 Garfield 1l 0.10%
2 Beaver 1l 0.10%
35 Weber I 1.53%
20 No. Sanpe.. I 0.50%
27 So. Sanpe.. I 0.35%
13 Iron I () 92%
30 Tooele NG (.66%
15 Juab I 0.16%
26 Sevier I 0.20%
18 Morgan N (.40% _
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