
Charter School Local Replacement
Projections & Alternatives



Current Status

௅௢௖௔௟	&	ௌ௧௔௧௘|ݐݏ݋ܥ	݈ܽݐ݋ܶ = Local Revenue Component per Student + Debt Service Component per Student

Current Formula

࢚࢔ࢋࢊ࢛࢚ࡿ	࢘ࢋ࢖	࢚࢔ࢋ࢔࢕࢖࢓࢕࡯	ࢋ࢛࢔ࢋ࢜ࢋࡾ	࢒ࢇࢉ࢕ࡸ ൌ
௦௨௠ሺೞೠ೘ሺಽ೚೎ೌ೗	ಽ೐ೡ೤,಴ೌ೛೔೟ೌ೗	ೃ೐ೡ೐೙ೠ೐ሻ೔

ೞೠ೘ ಲವಾವ೔ೞ೟ೝ೔೎೟&಴೓ೌೝ೟೐ೝೞ ೔
·஼௛௔௥௧௘௥	ௌ௖௛௢௢௟	ௌ௧௨ௗ௘௡௧௦೔ሻ

௦௨௠ሺ஼௛௔௥௧௘௥	ௌ௖௛௢௢௟	ௌ௧௨ௗ௘௡௧௦ሻ
=$1,086

࢚࢔ࢋ࢔࢕࢖࢓࢕࡯	ࢋࢉ࢏࢜࢘ࢋࡿ	࢚࢈ࢋࡰ ൌ ∑ ஽௘௕௧	ௌ௘௥௩௜௖௘	ோ௘௩௘௡௨௘೔ಿ
೔సభ

∑ ஺஽ெವ೔ೞ೟ೝ೔೎೟ೞ೔
ಿ
೔

=$575

݅ ൌ ݄݁ݐ ݄ݐ݅ ;ݐܿ݅ݎݐݏ݅݀ ݏݎܾ݁݉ݑ݊ ݀݁݀݊ݑ݋ݎ	݁ݎܽ

࢚࢙࢕࡯	࢒ࢇ࢚࢕ࢀ ൌ ሺ$1,086 ൅ $575ሻ · Nୡ୦ୟ୰୲ୣ୰	ୱ୲୳ୢୣ୬୲ୱ ൌ $1,660 · 66,578=$110,519,500



Current Status
Current Formula Distribution

ࢋ࢘ࢇࢎࡿ	࢚ࢉ࢏࢚࢙࢘࢏ࡰ	ࢋ࢛࢔ࢋ࢜ࢋࡾ	࢒ࢇࢉ࢕ࡸ ൌ 1 ݁ݑ݊݁ݒܴ݁	݈ܽܿ݋ܮ	݈݅݌ݑܲ	ݎ݁݌	ݐܿ݅ݎݐݏ݅ܦ	݂݅
൏ 	݈݅݌ݑ݌	ݎ݁݌	݁ݑ݊݁ݒ݁ݎ	݈ܽܿ݋݈	݂݋	%25	ݏ݁ݐݑܾ݅ݎݐ݊݋ܿ	ݐܿ݅ݎݐݏ݅ܦ	݄݊݁ݐ	$1,086

2 ,݁ݏ݈݁ 1,086$	݂݋	%25	ݏ݁ݐݑܾ݅ݎݐ݊݋ܿ	ݐܿ݅ݎݐݏ݅ܦ
	

࢚࢔ࢋ࢔࢕࢖࢓࢕࡯	ࢋࢉ࢏࢜࢘ࢋࡿ	࢚࢈ࢋࡰ ൌState	covers	all	of	it

݅ ൌ ݄݁ݐ ݄ݐ݅ ;ݐܿ݅ݎݐݏ݅݀ ݏݎܾ݁݉ݑ݊ ݀݁݀݊ݑ݋ݎ	݁ݎܽ

࢚࢙࢕࡯	࢒ࢇ࢚࢕ࢀ ൌ ሺ$1,086 ൅ $575ሻ · Nୡ୦ୟ୰୲ୣ୰	ୱ୲୳ୢୣ୬୲ୱ ൌ $1,660 · 66,578=$110,519,500



Cost of  the Program Grows Based on Two Main 
Factors:

• Local Property Tax Revenue Grows per Student

• Debt Service Revenue Grows per Student

• Students Enrolled in Charter Schools



Percentage of  Revenue Contributed for Non-attending Students
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Current & Budgeted Cost of  the Local Replacement

Fiscal
Year

Local Revenue 
Component

Debt Service 
Component

Total

Local
Contribution

State 
Subsidy

Local
Contribution

State 
Subsidy

2014 $11,394,800 $50,166,503 $0 $34,588,400 $96,149,703

2015 $12,233,000 $60,034,900 $0 $38,251,600 $110,519,500

New Growth $838,200 $9,868,397 $0 $3,663,200 $14,369,797



Option 1: Increase the Contribution Amount from Districts by Bring Every District to the 
25% Threshold



Option 2: Cap the State Subsidy at $85 M + $4 Million (growth)



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



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

Students/Cover Almost All of  Enrollment Growth


