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State Education Aid

Introduction

Rhode Island Education Aid an annual publication of the House Fiscal Advisory Staff

It provides information on state aid to educatidme Assembly enacted1$162.5million

for FY 2019 total aid for local school districtsvhich is £8.2million more than enacted

for FY 2018. The Assembly oncur red with the Governor 0
the eighth year of the funding formuladopted by the 2010 Assembly.

Funding for FY 202 includes$946.3million in direct distributions to local school districts,
$29.0 million in categorical funding, 30 million in other aid for distribution by the
Department, $06.1million forthe stat 6 s contri buti on t 80.0t e a
million for school constructionOf the$80.0million for school constructior$10.6million

is for the School Building Authority Fundcreated by the 2015 Assembly
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*Davies begins appearing with education aid

The 2010 Assembly adopteduanding formula to be é&ctive with the FY 201budget to
distribute aid to all districts, charter schools and the state schools: Davies Career anc
Technical School and the Metropolitan Career and Technical Schibelfformulas based

on the principleltat the money follows the student and includes a core instruction amount
per pupil that every student will recejva single poverty weight as a proxy for student
supports, and a state share ratio tandt c
its poverty concentratiorThere is no minimum share in the formuBecause the formula
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results in a significant redistribution of funding among districts, it allows for-ged®
transition to smodit impacts. Districts thakceive more stateinding have the additional
funding phased in over seven years and districts that are going to receive less state fundin
have that loss phased in over ten yea#s. FY 2019 represents the eighth year of the
transition period, only districts that are rexteg less state aidre still subject to the phase

in.

The funding formula calculation for FY 201ises March 8, 2018 student enroliment data
adjusted for FY 208 projected charter school enroliments, a per pupil core instruction
amount of $,244and sate share ratio variables updated with June 307 @@ta. Districts
arebilled quarterly for students attending charter and state schools.

The funding plan also allows for additiomalsourcesrom the state to districts for high

cost special education students, career and technical programs, early childhood educatio
programs, transportation costs and a limited-ywar bonus for regionalized districts.
Group home aid is paidn a per bed b#sin addition to aid pid through the funding
formula, adjusted for the impact of group home beds from education funding data, phased
in over the remaining years of the transition peri&. 2019is thefinal year of a three

year program for traditionatlistricts that have at least five percent of their students
attending a school of choice, including charter and state scid@2017 Assembly made

the EnglisHanguagéearners category permanent. The 2018 Assembly established a new
limited category baid to support School Resource Officers for three years.

This report examines the programs through which the stdistributel its support for

local school districtsn prior decadesfunding for which is summarized in therevious

table. It offersa H@w Rhode IslandComparesd s e. ¢listorio and recernthemes and
issues in the debate over educatiorimigcent decadese highlighted in a special section.
This editionincludes state and local education spending as a petestsonal income
andanalysis of the school budget dispute resolution process often refea®the Caruolo

Act. There is also a description of the adjusted EWAV (equalized weighted assessed
valuation) calculation in the Glossary of Terms secti@h beginson pagel09 as well as

a description of the calculation and distribution of enacted education aid to districts, charter
and state schoolscated in Appendix.



How Rhode IslandCompares

In Rhode Island,dr FY 203, the statgrovided39.6 percentof public school revenue
from its own sourcesLocal communities contributegrimarily through property taxes
53.0 percent and federal fundsvere 7.4 percent oftotal revenue This is shown in the
table below.Dataarethe most recent available from the United States Census Bureau.

FY 2016 Share of Public School Revent
State Local Federal

Rhode Island 39.6% 53.0% 7.4%
New England 46.7% 47.6% 5.8%
US Average 474% 445% 8.1%

For FY 26 the local contributioin Rhode Islandvas53.0 percent, whichis greater than
the New England averagdé 47.6 percentand the national averagé 44.5percent New
Englandas a regionwvas3.1 percentmorethan thenational average

Federal fundsvere higherin Rhode Island than the New England averagg.®percent
and lower thathe national average 8f1 percent As a wholethe share of revenues from
federalsourcesn New Englands less than the national average.

For FY 2016, Rhode Island rard 39" in state support for public education ab@" in

local support. This means that Rhode Island ranks among the top in the nation when it
comes to locafunding ofpublic education and among the bottom when it comes to state
support. The followingtables based upon data reported by the Bureau of the Census, show
this distribution for FY2006, FY 2011, and FY 206. Rhode | s | aofdtdtes r ¢
supporthad worsenedrom 40" in FY 2006 to 43 in FY 2011; however,it has since
improved to39".

State Share of Public School Revenue
New RI

RI England US Rank
FY 2006 40.0% 48.3%  46.6% 40
FY 2011 35.0% 444%  44.4% 43
FY 2016 39.6% 46.7% 47.4% 39

For FY 26, 39.6 percent ofRhode Islandeducation fundingvas from statesources
Vermonthad the greatest percentage fahding from statesourcesat 90.2 percent and
South Dakotdnadthe lowest percentage 202 percent.

Local Share of Public School Revenue
New RI

RI England US Rank
FY 2006 52.5% 45.1% 444% 10
FY 2011 54.4% 46.9% 43.3% 6
FY 2016 53.0% 47.6% 445% 12



In FY 2016, local sources provided3.0 percent ofRhode Islandeducation fundingthe
12" highest share of any stateNew Hampshirehad the highestpercentage of local
resources d15 percent and Hawaliadthe lowest percentage R percent.

Between FY2006 and FY 206,

t he

st at detreased®hadisrpoirtisudron o n

40.0percent tB9.6percentand the local contributioimcreased0 basis points frons25

percent in FY2006 to 53.0 percent in FY 206. Nationally, state contributiongcreased
80 basis pointfrom 46.6 percent in FY2006 to 47.4 percent in FY 206, and local
contributionsincreased by 1B8asis points frord4.4percent in FY2006 to 44.5percent in

FY 2016.

Nationally, the federal share hdallen 90 basis pointsn the teryear period, fron®.0
percent in FY2006 to 8.1 percent in FY 206. The increase tb2.3 percent for FY 201
is in large partbecause ofhe 2009 American Recovery and Ragatment Act (stimulus
funding It should be noted that most stimulus funding expired during FY 2B6a2Rhode
Island, the federal commitmedéclined by 1®asis pointén that tenyear periodrom 7.5
percentto 7.4 percent. For New England, federal contributiofedl 80 basis pointgrom
6.6 percent in FY2006 to 5.8 percent in FY 206.

Federal Share of Public School Revenue

RI
7.5%
10.6%
7.4%

FY 2006
FY 2011
FY 2016

New RI
England US Rank
6.6% 9.0% 35
88% 12.3% 36
5.8% 8.1% 31

The following chartshows historical revenue distribution for Rhode Island by source of
funds from FY 198 through FY 2086. The impact of the recession in 2008 is reflected in
the decrease in state support in FY 2009 and FY 2010.
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Another way teevaluateeducation fundingationallyis tocompareper pupil spending. In
FY 2016, the averageer pupilcost inRhode Islandvas $5532 This is3.5 percentess
than the New England average df6$096and 32.1 percent greater than the national
average of $1,762. Regionally, aly the midAtlantic states, at 83,735 per pupi| had
higherper pupil costshan New Englandtates It should be noted that NeMork and
New Jersey both midAtlantic stateshadthen a t i higimesétandthird highestper pupil
expenditures, at2R,366and #8420, respectively. Connecticutwas second highest at
$18,958

Per Pupil Spending
New RI
RI England us Rank
FY2006 $ 11,769 $ 11,559 $ 9,138 6
FY2011 $ 13,815 $ 13,991 $10,560 9
FY2016 $ 15532 $ 16,096 $11,762 8

For FY 26, Rhode Islandranked eighth highest in pepupil spending nationally.
Regional data on per pupil spending for E§U6, FY 2011 and FY 206 is illustrated in

the following table The tenyearchange column displays the percent change from FY
2006 to FY 2Q16.



Per Pupil Spending

10 Year

FY 2006 FY 2011 FY 2016 Change

Mid Atlantic $13,514 $16,170 $18,735 38.6%
Mid West 8,839 10,370 11,493 30.0%
New England 11,559 13,991 16,096 39.3%
Rhode Island 11,769 13,815 15,532 32.0%
Pacific 9,239 11,396 13,026 41.0%
Rocky Mountains 7,702 9,189 9,718 26.2%
South 8,323 9,677 10,249 23.1%
US Average 9,138 10,560 11,762 28.7%

Over thetenyearperiod from FY2006 to FY 2QL6, per pupil spending in Rhode Island
increased32.0 percent from $1,79 for FY 2006 to $15532 for FY 2016. In New
England, per pupil spending increasg@l 3 percent in this periodthe largest regional
increase Nationally, the increase wa&8.7 percent, growing from%138in FY 2005 to
$11,762in FY 2016. Fact or s s uc handbenefit paakagesimclsiding s a
retirement student poverty and the cost of living affect the cost of educating children and
can explain some of the difference in per pupil cegtonally.

While Rhode Island rankegighthhighest in per pupil spending nationally for FY180

when state funds@ne are used astheema s u r e, Rh o d ededeasesa228.6 s 1
While this isconsistent with its ranking in FY 2014 aRy 2015 it is higher than FY 2012
andFY 2011 when it ranke@4™" and 27", respectively. State spending iRhode Island
was$7,030per pupil in FY 206. This isconsiderablyessthan the New England average

of $8855 per pupil al t hough VN&3B2moanitsdess $New Engl a
significantly. With the passage of Act 60 in 1997 rmont adopted changes to its funding
formula, shifting most of the responsibility from local governments to the state. While local
governments continue to contribute to education, that funding is significantly less than
what had been collected prior to Act 60.

State Change
Spending from Prior
FY 2016 Per Pupil Year
Mid Atlantic $ 8,754 4.8%
Mid West $ 7,011 4.9%
New England $ 8855 1.3%
Pacific $ 10,097 2.6%
Rocky Mountains $ 5,809 -7.1%
South $ 5,770 2.4%

US Average $ 6,547 4.9%
Rhode Island $ 7,030 3.9%

State and Local Education $ending as a Percent of Personal IncomeAnother way
to measure spending is by comparing it t

6



that wealth is total personal incom&he tablebelow shows elementary and secondary
education spending in Rde Island as a percent of personal income foptreod 193
through 206. Education expenditure data are from the United States Census Biniéau
personal income data are from the Bureau of Economic Analysis.

RI Education Spending as Percent of Personal Income
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State and local spending on elementand secondary education was 3.9 percent of
personal income from nefiederal sources in 1992 and slowly increased annuaktyhing
a high of 4.5ercenin 200L. It settled at 4.4 percent for several years reaching 4.5 percent
again in 2008 and 2009.ir8e then, it has remained at or above 4.1 percent, the current
level for data available throug?016 The state sharand local sharesf elementary and
secondary education spendiag a percent of personal income followed similar patterns
through the cheges in local shares were somewhat less volakilar. additional context,
the next table shows the growth rates for Ritlede Islangbersonal income and education
spending during the same period.

Growth in Personal Income and Education Spending
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Historical Perspectiveand National Debate

Rhodel sl andés education aid history, 1like
debat e over inthdfieandang af edeicition. ISiade eearly half of all resources
for education nationally ar ¢odistdbutetmedshaa t
of support, inthe 1970s and 1980were focused on reducing the disparities that exist
among school di strictsé abiliwewemarkedbyai s e
tension between the divergent notions of educatiquity. In the 1990s, thalebate
broadened to consider Aequityo as equal
emerged as the major funding issue.

The extent to which states have addressed local funding disparities has been the subject «
legal challenges in 45 states since the 1971 landmark California case, Serrano v. Pries

which declared Californiabs public schoo
State Supreme Court found that tohelausey st
because education quality had become a f

California responded by implementing a public education finance system called
Foundation Support. The basic idea of a foundation program is that the state set
minimum per pupil spending level and a common local tax effort. The state then pays the
difference between the revenues generated through this local tax effort and the minimum
spending level. Such a system does guarantee equal funding at the mieiraljraut a
second court challenge resulted because wealthier districts could raise and spend muc
more than the guarantee level and therefore, education quality remained a function of loca
school district wealth. In the final appeal of Serrano v. Pie£986, the Appellate Court
decl ared Californiads system constitutic
pupil expenditure disparities across di s
di fferences. 0

As with the Californiacase, challenges to other state systems have generally claimed that,
to the extent that the statesd constitut
disparities violate the equal protection guarantee. Most litigation has centered on equity
in particular, the equality of per pupil expenditures across school districts. Courts often
examine the distribution of state aid in relationship to the ability of local school districts to
raise local revenues. Roughly half of the constitutional ehgéls since the California case
have prevailed. Prevailing challenges t
the provision of education and the compelling interest in local control of education.

Similarly, the Rhode Island Supreme Coaktentually rejected the 1994 challenge to

Rhode | sl andds education aid system, bro
Pawtucket et al v. Sundlun et al. The court found that the Rhode Island Constitution does
not guar ant eeataen afinedq urad g n iandgefqul educatio
Gener al Assemblyb6s role is to support a

education. In 1993, Michigan, whose system was upheld in 1984, eliminated use of locally
raised property taxes tund education, and replaced it with a system financed by an
increase in state sales taxes and a statewide property tax.



Vermont struggled with implementation of its controversial new funding plan following
the 1997 State Supreme Court decision irgBaim v. Vermont. The court ruled that
because the statebds constitution creates
system violated its equal protection clause. In response, Vermont adopted Act 60, which
provides a state funded flat gtafor roughly 80 percent of total expenditures. The
remaining 20 percent is raised through a local option property tax that is subject to an
equalization formula that guarantees each district with access to the same tax base. Sinc
property rich district raise more money for the same tax rate than property poor ones, their
excess revenues are redistributed to the poor districts. Some wealthy communities
responded by withholding tax revenues and reducing or eliminating the optional tax in
favor of voluntiry contributions that would not be subject to state recapture.

The challenge to the Kentucky education finance system in Rose v. The Council for Better
Education, Inc. resulted in the 1989 declaration by the State Supreme Court that
Kent uc ky duscatianrsysiem was enconstitutional. In addition to the finance
system, the court struck down laws creating school districts, school boards, and the stat
education department, as well as laws and regulations pertaining to teacher certification
and schobconstruction. In addition to revamping the funding plan to increase spending

and expenditure equity, the stateds ent.i
Although the case was initiated as a challenge to school finance equity, the Kentucky
decision, which was based in part on the

pupils, confronted the issue of education adequacy.

This notion of adequacy attempts to address whether or not the funding provided is
sufficient to produce a qlity education. A system might be considered equalized without
being financially adequate. Nationally, as in the Kentucky decision, equity is beginning to
be addressed in terms of educational out
was deemednconstitutional in 1997. A September 2006 ruling by the New Hampshire
Supreme Court upheld that decision. The Supreme Court gave the legislature until July
2007 to define a constitutionally adequate system. The legislature enacted legislation in
2008that included an education aid distribution formula. The per pupil cost of the new
formula has two components, an universal
aido which provides addi t i o-skdtudeédianddihar g f
special populations. The formula also allocates aid directly to schools instead of being
distributed at the school district level. In October 2008, the Supreme Court ruled that the
state had met the mandate to define an adequate education.

According to the National Access Network, only five states, Delaware, Hawaii,
Mississippi, Nevada and Utah, have never had a lawsuit challenging the constitutionality
of elementary and secondary education.

Consideration of education adequacy has ledgtmaing focus on schodével equity and
accountability. This has in turn created the need for detailed and comprehensive school
level data systems. States, including Rhode Island, have begun to seek better data on schc
performance and implement panftance accountability measures with their education aid
programs. With the passage of the national No Child Left Behind legislation, there are
now measurable outcomes that students and school districts must achieve.



The 2004 Rhode Island Assembly adoptiee Education and Property Tax Relief Act,
which indicated that it firecogni zes the
among the statesd school districts, prop
educati on ai dn eétablishecheejoint legilativd carniittee to establish a
permanent education foundation aid formula for Rhode Island. It provided a framework
for the deliberations and directed the appointment of technical advisory groups to assist the
committee in redung its finding and issuing recommendations by October 1, 2005. The
2005 Assembly extended the reporting deadline to March 15, 2006 and provided $150,00C
for contracted support for committee efforts. The 2007 Assembly extended the reporting
deadline taViay 15, 2007.

The committee met regularly, took testimony from a variety of stakeholders and relied on
the expertise of R.C. Wood and Associates in its charge to develop a new system for
funding public education. In May of 2007, the foundationtaahnical advisory group to

the joint committee made several recommendations for the establishment of a permanen
foundation aid formula. The recommendations included establishing a statewide per pupil
expenditure with weighting for special education, Esfglanguage learners, eligibility for

free or reduced school lunch, and vocational education. The group recommended tha
regardless of the outcomes of a new funding formula, communities be held harmless to
current levels of state aid and that all comitias receive at least 25.0 percent of school
funding from the state. The recommendation also included shifting certain costs such as
certain special education costs,-ofrdistrict transportation, nepublic school textbooks

and group homes to the stat€he recommendations of the committee were introduced as
proposed legislation in House Bill 6539 and Senate Bill 1112 at the end of the 2007 session
The House and the Senate took no actions.

Similar legislation was introduced during the 2008 sess@oiause Bill 7957. This

|l egislation did not include the minimum
legislation did. The House Finance Committee heard the bill and took testimony in May
2008. Witnesses spoke both in favor of and in oppoditidime legislation. The Committee

held the bill for further study. The companion Senate bill, 2650, was introduced during the
2008 Session and referred to the Senate Finance Committee, but never heard.

The same legislation was introduced during 2009 session as House Bill 5978. The
House Finance Committee heard the bill and took testimony in June 2009. Witnesses spok
both in favor of and in opposition to the legislation. The Committee held the bill for further
study.

The Senate passed simnilagislation in Senate Bill 921 on June 26, 2009 and referred it to
the House Finance Committee. The Senate bill prescribed that the new formula would take
effect only after two consecutive fall Revenue Estimating Conferences in which there were
increass in revenues over the previous fall conference. This is because reallocating
existing resources through a new formula would produce winners and losers and no new
resources were available. The House Finance Committee did not hear the bill.

The 2010 Asembly adopted a new funding formula to be effective with the FY 2012

budget. This legislation is contained in 2e6AB094 Substitute A, as amended. This
formula distributes aid to all districts, charter schools and the state schools: Davies Caree
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and Technical School and the Metropolitan Career and Technical School. It is based on
the principle that the money follows the student and includes a core instruction amount per
pupil that every student will receive, a single poverty weight as a proxy foergtud
supports, and a new state share ratio th
and its poverty concentration. No minimum share is used in the formula.

The formula allows for additional funding from the state to districts for-bagt special
education students, career and technical programs, early childhood education programs
transportation costs and a limited tyear bonus for regionalized districtsThere is
redistribution of aid among communities with some getting less aid than prior years. In an
effort to mitigate any losses to communities, the formula is being phased in overeaten
period.

The legislation also included a twear phasednicr ease i n the state
aid participation to provide that no district receives less than a 40.0 percent state
reimbursement by FY 2013 for projects completed after June 30, 2®ic¢h was rolled

back to 35.0 percent by the 2012 Assemblige Previous minimum had been 30.0 percent

The 2011 Assembly funded the first year of the funding formula for FY 2012; F¥ig201
theeighth year.A number of smaller changes have been enacted since then

11



Funding History

The Assembly enactedld62.5million from general revenues for FY 291otal aid for

local school districts, concurringi t h t he Governorés recomm
eighth year of the funding formulaThe Assemblyadded$8.6 miliontot he Gover n
recommendation based apdatecenrollmentdataand includedncreased support through
categorical aid

Funding for FY 202 includes $46.3million in direct distributions to local school distts,
charter and state schoofs29.0 million in categorical funding$1.0 million for other
formula aid for distribution by the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education for
specific programming, ®6.1mi | | i on for the statebs cont
$80.0million for school construction costf the $80.0 million for school construction,
$10.6million is for the School Building Authority Fund, created by the 2015 Assembly.

The 20B Assembly enacted legislation to temporarily expand incentives used to enhance
the school housing aid ratim to encourag new school construction and renovation
projects, contingent upon approval of a bond referendum to be put before the voters on the
November 2018 ballot. Districts would be eligible for share ratio increases of up to 20.0
percent foprojects that meet spific criteria, such as project type, cost, and time of project
start and completiaon

The legislation establishes a permanent incentive for projects that address school safet:
and establishes minimum mé&nance spending requirements. It atsdudesadditional
requirementand oversight throughout projects, which are intended to control project costs,
ensure building systems operate correctly, and ensure that projects are executed proper
from design through constructionFor FY 2019 and FY 2020, ¢hSchool Building
Authority Fund is to be used faechnicalassistance to districtsThese changes are
discussed further in the construction aid and School Building Authority Fund sections of
this publication.

Specific allocations irach funding categoiin 5-year increments frorY 1998 through

FY 2018 as well asFY 2019 are shown in the tablen the following page Where
applicable prior year information in the table has been updated to reflect actual
expenditures.Set-aside fund, teacheretirement and construction aidually differ from

the original enacted appropriations. The sections that follow explain each category and
corresponding distribution methodAppendix | of this reportshows theFY 2019
distribution of thedirect formula aid by community.
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Formula Aid (in millions) FY 1998 FY 2003 FY 2008 FY 2013 FY 2018 FY 2019

Local School Operations $393.1 $4485 $4886 $6278 $ 7751 $ 787.1
Central Falls Operations 21.5 34.4 43.8 39.7 39.9 40.8
Met School 0.8 4.0 115 11.6 9.3 9.3
Davies Career & Tech - - - 134 9.3 9.3
Direct Charter School Aid - 9.4 26.8 47.1 134 13.7
UCAP - - - - 82.7 90.5
Targeted Aid - 10.0 20.0 - 15 1.4
Core Instruction Equity 7.6 30.2 - - - -
Student Equity 8.6 63.8 73.8 - - -
Professional Development 0.8 3.3 5.8 - - -
Early Childhood 3.5 6.8 6.8 - - -
Student Technology 14 3.4 3.4 - - -
Student Language Assistance 1.3 7.0 31.7 - - -
Charter-Indirect Aid - 0.5 1.2 - - -
Full Day Kindergarten - 4.0 4.2 - - -
Vocational Technical Equity - 14 15 - - -
Group Homes Funding - 8.2 104 8.2 4.2 3.6
Total $438.6 $635.1 $731.3 $747.8 $ 926.1 $ 946.3
Categorical Funding
High Cost Special Education - - - 0.5 4.5 4.5
High Cost Career and Technical - - - 3.0 45 45
Early Childhood - - - 15 6.2 7.4
Non-Public Transportation* - - - 1.2 3.0 3.0
Regional District Transportation* - - - 1.0 3.8 4.4
Regionalization Bonus - - - 0.4 - -
English Learners - - - - 25 2.7
School of Choice Density Aid - - - - 0.9 0.5
School Resource Officer Support - - - - - 2.0
Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 75 $ 255 $ 290
Set-Aside Funds
Progressive Support & Intervention - 0.5 2.8 - - -
Hasbro Children's Hospital 0.1 0.1 0.1 - - -
School Visits - 0.4 0.4 - - -
Professional Development - 0.1 0.6 - - -
Textbook Loans - 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.2
School Breakfast 0.2 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.3
Recovery High Schools - - - - 0.5 0.5
Subtotal $ 03 $ 20 $ 49 $ 05 % 09 $ 1.0
Total $438.8 $637.1 $736.2 $7559 $ 9524 $ 976.3
Other Aid
Teacher Retirement 35.6 381 82.3 745 101.8 106.1
Construction Aid 19.7 38.2 49.7 72.0 69.1 69.4
School Building Authority - - - - 10.9 10.6
Statewide Total $494.1 $713.4 $868.2 $902.4 $1,134.2 $1,162.5

*Prior to FY 2018, transportion funding was allocated through a single category of aid. Pre-FY 2018 figt
are adjusted to show the share allocated to each category.
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Summary of Education Aid Programs

The following section provides a brief description of the state funded education aid
programs. It is followed by more comprehensive descriptions of each source that include
statutoryreferences, legislative changes and funding histories.

Operations Aid (FY 19871 FY 1997) The operations aid formula was established to
provide local school districts with funds to support general operations. This program
rei mbur sed ca expeadiures basexd ®n theomealth of that community as
compared to the rest of the state.

Special Education Excess AidFY 19871 FY 1997) Special Education Excess Aid
reimbursed communities for the difference between educating a regular student and &
special education student. The district entitlement was up to 110 percent of the state
median excess cost.

Area Vocational Education Aid (FY 198771 FY 1997) The Vocational Education
Incentive program was designed to encourage districts to partidipgite eight regional
vocational programs and to promote expansion in the programs.

Limited English Proficiency Incentive Aid (FY 19871 FY 1997) This aid was designed
to encourage school districts to establish, maintain, and expand programs asesdervi
childrenwith limited proficiency of the English language.

Conventional Public Housing Aid (FY 19871 FY 1997) This program assisted
communities where students attending public schools residedbiit fnousing facilities
thatdidnot contri bute to the districtéds tax

Distressed District Fund(FY 199471 FY 1997) The 1993 Assembly appropriated $1.7
million from general revenues for a Distressed District Fund for FY 1994. The funds were
distributed according to those comnities that were eligible for the FY 1992 retirement
deferral option, and whose total reimbursable education expenditures declined between FY
1991 and FY 1992. Pawtucket, West Warwick, and Woonsocket received the aid.

State Support for Local School Opeations (FY 19977 FY 2011) Prior to FY 2012,

this wasthe base operations aid for general state support that served as the foundation fo
all aid increases since FY 1997. The composition and distribution of this base is equivalent
to the final funding ér FY 1997 updated for minimum and maximum increases over each
prior year.

The 2010 Assembly adopted a new funding formula to be effective with the FY 2012
budget. This formula distribugeid to all districts, charter schools and the state schools:
Davies Career and Technical School and the Metropolitan Career and Technical School.
It is based on the principle that the money follows the student and includes a core
instruction amount perypil that every student will receive, a single poverty weight as a
proxy for student supports, and a new st
to generate revenues and its poverty concentration. No minimum share is used in the
formula.
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Permanent School FundFY 2009) The 2008 Assembly enacted legislation that became
law on May 6, 2008 that alloxd the operation of video lottery games on a tweiotyr

hour basis on weekends and federally recognized holidays at the Twin River and Newport
Grand facilities. That legislation manddtéat the additional revenue accruing to the state

as the direct result of the additional hours, up to $14.1 million by June 30, 2009, be
deposited into the Permanent School Fund and allocated as educatidhaidlssembly
enacted legislation that requiréhe Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
to monthly allocate to each school district all funds received into the Permanent School
Fund, up to $14.1 million, in the same proportion as the generaiue aid distribution.

Title I (FY 201071 FY 2012) On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. It included additional relief to local
schools through Title | programs. Total funding of $34.0ianllwasallocatedfrom FY
2010throughFY 2012

Special Education(FY 20107 FY 2012) On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. It included additional relief to
local schools for special education through the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.
Total funding of $39.6 milliorwasallocatedrom FY 2010 throughFY 2012.

Central Falls School District(FY 19931 Present) The Central Falls School district was
placed under complete control of the Department of Elementar@ecahdary Education

in FY 1993. The City of Central Falls was adjudged to be unable to meet its contractual,
legal and regulatgr obligations without increased funding, which it could not afford
because its tax base had sustained little or no growth over several years prior t6H91.
statehas beemesponsible for 100 percent of the education costs for the didgeginning

with FY 2012, Central Falls funded pursuant to the education funding formula.

Metropolitan Career and Technical School(FY 19977 Present) The Metropolian
Career and Technical Schdslintended to be an innovatieslucation facility with one
main school and several small locations in @ity of Providence. Its employees are not
state employees, and the appropriation is handled much like Centrahitalls Jump sum
allocation. The 2006 Assemblprovided$1.0 millionto beginan East Bay campus on
Aquidneck Island.The first class of 3&reshmerbegan during the 2068007 school year.
Beginning with FY 2012the Met Schoois funded pursuant to the education funding
formula.

Davies Career and Technical SchoolFY 19927 Present) The Davies Career and
Technical School isa four-year high school that provides both aeanc and career
focused studiegoverned by an autonomous, businkessBoard of Trustees. With the
exception of the powers and duties reserved by the Director, Commissioner of Elementary
and Secondary Education, and Boardedfication the Board of Trustees has the powers
and duties ba school committee. Prior to FY 2012, sending districts did not pay tuition,
only the costs of student transportation. Beginning in FY 2012, Desviesded pursuant

to the education funding formula.

Targeted Aid (FY 19997 FY 2011) The Targeted & Fund was introduced by the 1998
Assembly to provide funds to locally or regionally operated districts in which tax effort
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exceeds tax capacity and at least 40.0 percent of Bestiidents are eligiblr free or
reduced lunches. Districtssedtargeed fundsto providenew or expanded programs for
ealy childhood education, helpmprove instruction taneet high standards and reduce
class size at the elementary level.

Core Instruction Equity Fund (FY 19981 FY 2003) The Core Instruction Equitlyund

was established to improve the capacity of cities and towns to support core instruction and
reduce inequities in resource distribution. Certain communities, because of low tax
capacity and high tax effort, are unable to appropriate sufficient fundsef@utiport of

core instructional programs. Communities with a gap in instruction costpared to the
statewide mediaand a tax effort well above the statewide medi&re eligible for this

fund.

Student Equity Investment Fund(FY 19981 FY 2011) The Student Equity Investment
Fund was established to close gaps in student performance in mathematics, reading an
writing by targeting students in greatest need of additional educational services. The funds
werebased on each district's proportion of dhéin eligible for USDA reimbursable school
meals relative to the total number of such students statewide.

Professional Development Investment FundFY 19981 FY 2009) The Professional
Development Investment Fund provitiéor continued skill development for Rhode

|l slandds teachers and staff. -teathera&i®mvere e s o
used to close student performance gaps in accordance with the school and district's strateg
plans.

Early Childhood Investment Fund (FY 1998 7 FY 2011) The Early Childhood
Investmentund providel support for schools and teaching staff for kindergarten through
third grade to begin improving student performance. These resowsaresused in
conjunction with literacysetaside funds andvere distributed based on the student
population in these grades for each district.

Student Technology Investment FundFY 19987 FY 2011) The Student Technology
Investment Fund providel schools and teaching staff with -tgpdate educational
technology and training to help students meet the demands of the -fivsintentury.
Distribution of thisaidvasb ased on a districtobés propor
wasnot wealth basd.

Student Language Assistance Investment Fun@FY 19987 FY 2011) The Student
Language Assistance Investmdrind targetd state resources to assist students that
require additional language educational servicBsstribution wasbased on a districd s
proportion of Limited English Proficiency students.

Charter Schools(FY 20007 Present) Charter schools are public schools authorized by
the state through the Board Bfiucationto operate independently from many state and
local district rules andegulations. Prior to FY 2012, he state shadethe cost withthe
sending districusing a wealth baseshare ratiovith a minimum share of 30 percent
The aid also includkan indrect cost payment to the sending district equéiv®percent

of the per pupil costBeginning with FY 2012, charter schoasefunded pursuant to the
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education funding formula.The 2016 Assembly reduced the local tuition payments made
by districts b charter andtate schools by the greateisefven percent of the local per pupil
funding or the districtds fAuniqueod cost s
students ages 18 to 21, career and technical educatioof-district special education,
retiree health benefits, debt semwiand rental costs. When unique costs are greater,
payments to mayoral academies are further reduced by the per pupil value of the unfunde
pension liability.

UCAP (FY 2014 - Presen). The 2012 Assembly adopted legislation that requires that
beginningin FY 2014, the Urban Collaborative Accelerated Program (UCAP) be funded
pursuant to the education funding formula. These studetsin the district enroliment
counts and the stateas paying education aid for these students to the sending
communities The statemow remits education aid for these students directly to the school
and the sending districts send the local share to the school similar to the way the Met Schoc
is funded. UCAP operates as an independent public school dedicated to retacing t
dropout rates in Providence, Central Falls and Cranston.

Full-Day Kindergarten (FY 20017 FY 2011) The FultDay Kindergarten Investment
Fund was established by the 2000 Assembly to supportidyllkindergarten programs.
The appropriatiomasbased on the number of students enrolled indail kindergarten

programs and the tax equity index of each district.

Vocational Technical Equity Fund (FY 20017 FY 2011) The Vocational Technical
Equity Fund providd aid for districts thasentstudens to locally operated career and
technical centers. The appropriatiaas intended to support the academic instruction
component of vocational education for students enrolled in career and technical educatior
programs.

Group Homes (FY 20027 Present) This program provides a per bed allotment to
districts in which group homes are locategupport the cost of educatirtgdents in those
homeswho attend the local schools.

Categorical - High Cost Special Education(FY 20127 Presen). Thefunding formula

allows thestateto assume the costs related to high cost special education students when
those costs exceed five times the distri
student success factor amount. The Department of Elemetd Secondary Education
proratesthe funds available for distribution among those eligible school districts if the total
approved costs for which districts are seeking reimbursement exceed the amount of funding
appropriated in any fiscal year.

Categorical - Career and Technical Education(FY 201271 Present) The funding
formula allows the state to providesourcego help meet the initial capital investment
needs to transform existing or create new comprehensive career and technical educatio
programsand career pathways in critical and emerging industries and to help offset the
higher than average costs associated with facilities, equipment, maintenance, repair an
supplies necessary for maintaining the quality of highly specialized programs. The
Department of Elementary and Secondary Educatias establishedriteria for the
purpose of allocating funds provided by the Assembly each year and shall prorate the fund:
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available for distribution among those eligible school districts if the total appanstd
for which districts are seeking reimbursement exceed the amount of funding appropriated
in any fiscal year.

Categorical - Early Childhood (FY 20127 Present) The funding formula allows the
state to provideresourcesto increase access to voluntary, free, higlality pre
kindergarten programs. The Department of Elementary and Secondary Edinzetion
establishedhe criteria for the purpose of allocating funding provided by the Assembly.

Categorical i Non- Public Transportation (FY 20127 Present) The funding formula
allows the state to provideesourcesto mitigate the excess costs associated with
transporting students to eaf-district norpublic schools and within regionatlool
districts. The statassumethe costs of nopublic outof-district transportation for those
districts participating in the statewide transportation system. The Department of
Elementary and Secondary Educatorates the funds available for distribution among
those eligible schodlistricts if the total approved costs for which districts are seeking
reimbursement exceed the amount of funding appropriated in any fiscalBmarto FY

2018, funding for transportation costasallocated through a single category of akebr
compaison, preFY 2018 figures have been adjusted to show the share allocated to each
category and can be found on pad8 and9 of this report.

Categorical i Regional District Transportation (FY 201271 Present). The funding
formula allows the state to provide resources to mitigate the excess costs associated wit|
transporting students to eaf-district norpublic schools and within regionachool
districts. The statsharein the costs associated with trangpay students within regional
school districts. The g and regional school distridhares equally the student
transportation costs net any federal sources of revenue for these expenditures. Th
Department of Elementp and Secondary Educatiqmrorates the funds available for
distribution among those eligible school districts if the total approved costs for which
districts are seeking reimbursement exceed the amount of funding appropriated in any
fiscal year. Prior to FY 2018, fuding for transportatin costs wasllocated through a
single category of aidFor comparison, pr€Y 2018 figures have been adjusted to show
the share allocated to each category and can be found os Jgedr0 of this report.

Categorical i Limited Regionalization Bonus(FY 201271 Present) The funding
formula allows the stat® provide a limited tweyear bonus for regionalized districts. The
bonus in the first year shall be 2.0 per
aid for the regionalized distrigtin that fiscal year. The second year bonus shall be 1.0
percent of the statebds share of the foun
that fiscal year. This bonus applies to districts that are currently regionalized as well as
any disticts that regionalize in the future. The Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education will prorate the funds available for distribution among those eligible school
districts if the total approved costs for which districts are seeking reimbursenceetex

the amount of funding appropriated in any fiscal year.

Categorical T English Learners (FY 20171 Presen). Initially a oneyear program, the

2017 Assembly established a permaneategory of aidto support English language
learners that are in theast intensive programs. The funding shall be used on evidence
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based programs proven to increase outcomes and will be monitored by the Department o
Elementary and Secondary Education. The Department must collect performance report:
from districts and appve the use of funds prior to expenditure. The Department shall
ensure the funds are aligned to activities that are innovative and expansive and not utilizec
for activities the district is currently fundingThe calculation is ten percent of the core
instruction amount, adjusted for the state share ratio, for students based on criteria
determined by the Commissiane

Categoricali Schoolof ChoiceDensity Aid (FY 20177 FY 2020). The2016Assembly
enacted a three year program that would phasedtit 2020.ForFY 2017 districts who

have at least 5.0 percent of their students enrolled in a charter or state school will receive
$175 per pupil for every studentréeo a charter or state schodfor FY 2018, districts

will receive $100 per studeand for FY 2019, districts will receive $50 per student.

Categorical T School Resource Officer Support (FY 2019 FY 2022). The 2018
Assembly established a voluntary thigar pilot program for a new category of education

aid to support school resource officers for a period of three years beginning in FY 2019.
Funding will be used to reimburse school districts or municipalitieshaifeof the total

cost of employing a new school resource officer at a middle or highldohaiistricts that
choose to do so. Staffing levels that exceed one officer per school with less than 1,20C
students and two officers per school with 1,200 or more studeatst be eligible for
reimbursement.

Progressive Support and Intervention(FY 20017 FY 2011) Funds for this seaside
were first provided in FY 2001 to assist schools and districtdetathort of performance
goals outlined in the district strategic plans.

Hasbro Chil dr end¢FY BOOISipRYt2809) Bhislgram $uppors
expenditures for educational personnel, supplies, and materials for students in the hospital

School Visits (FY 199971 FY 2010) Fundswere allocated to the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education forsite school reviews and othsupport for
district accountability measures. These funds supddhte School Accoumbility for
Learning and Teaching system, known as SALT.

Full-Day Kindergarten Pilot Program (FY 20147 FY 2015. The 2013Assembly
provided funding for a new fulllay kindergarten incentive grant progrémprovide one
time, startup funding for school districts that move from offering atjpag kindergarten
to a fulkday kindergarten. Fundgere allocated by the Departmehtough a request for
proposal process

Textbook Loans(FY 20011 Present) Rhode Island General Law mandates that school
committees furnish textbooks in the fielof mathematics, science, English, history, social
studies, and modern foreign languages to all elementary and secondary aghitol
residingin the community. This programreimburse districts for English, history and
social studies textbookwovidedto nonpublic school students that are in grade8.K
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School Breakfast(FY 20041 Present) State law mandates that all pigtdchools provide

a breakfast program and that the costs, other than transportation, associated with thi
program in excess of available federal money, which funds the meals, be borne by the state
Aid is subject to appropriation afla s ed on each districtods
breakfasts served relative to the statewide total.

Recovery High Schools (FY 201-7Presen). The2016Assembly enacted legislation to
provide $500,000 fom pilot program foFY 2017 to support theatt e 6s r ec oV €
school. Recovery high schools are specifically designed for students recovering from a
substance abuse disordd@he 2017 Assembly removed the language in the legislation that
limited funding to FY 2017 only.

Speech Pathologist Salar Supplement(FY 2007) This fund was established by the
2006 Assemblyto providean annual $1,750 salary suppleméntany licensed speech
language pathologist who is employed by a school district who has met the requirements
and acquired a certificate of clinical competence from the American Spheadguage
Hearing Association. Th2007 Assembly provided $04,500to fund the supplemerior

FY 2007and eliminated the program for FY 2008 and beyond

Teacher Retirement(Ongoing). The state shares in the cost of teacher retirement with
teachers and local district3.eachers contribut®. 75percent of their salaries, wdti is set

in the General Laws. The state and the local district pay the difference between the
teachersé share and the amount needed t
the State Employeesd Retirement etpsogmr
share and the local district pays 60 percent.

Supplemental Retirement Contribution (FY 2013) Rhode Island General Law, Section
36-10-2(e) requires that for any fiscal year in which the actuarially determined state
contribution rate for state employees or teachers is lower than that for the prioydecal
anappropriation to that systemequalo 20. 0 percent of the r
contribution rateshall be included in the annual appropriation acb¢oapplied to the
actuarial accrued liability of the system.

Construction Aid/School Housing Aid (Ongoing) The state providelocal districts with
partial reimbursement f@approvedschool construction projects after the project isetad.

The reimbursementrates based on a di ttheaggepgabestateweealth,t h
with a minimum share for each distriof 35.0 percent while charter schools receive 30
percent. Reimbursement is baseuh total expended project cosipwever bond interest
reimbursement is limited tihose financed through the Rhode Island Health and Educational
Building Corporation.

School Building Authority Fund (FY 2016 1 Presen). The 2015 Assembly enacted
legislation establishing the Fund thatill complement the existing school construction
program and will be for smaller projects that do not require therdhthbilitation of a
school. It provides for a school building authority within the Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education to administer and oversee both school housing aid programs
The fund is administeredn conjunction withthe Rhode Island Health and Educational
Building Corporation and funding would be used for financial assistance and loans for
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school construction projects.The fund is supported by the difference between the
traditional housing aid appropriation and adtentittements, as well as any additional
appropriation provided by the Assemislych as bond repayment interest savings

This program differs from the regular school construction aid program in that
disbursements from this fund do not require Generakkwbly approval and loans of up

to $500,000 do not require local voter approval, if that is allowed at the local level. Funds
are disbursedn a payasyou-go basis for approved projects and the program retains cost
sharing at current levels, though itindes a provision for incentive points, similar to the
existing program.

The 2018 Assembly enacted legislation requiring that for FY 2019 and FY 2020, the
difference between the annual housing aid appropriation and actual housing aid
commitments be uskefor technical assistance to districtthe Assembly also included
$250.0 million ofgeneral obligation bonds to be put before the voters on the November
2018 ballot to be used for school construction and offered to districts onraspaygo

basis. N more than 5.0 percent of any amount of bonds issued a given year may be
transferred to the fund.
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Operations Aid
Statute(s).§16-7-20

Description. The operations aid formula was established to provide local school districts
with funds to support their general operations. The formula was designed to encourage
communities to spend more on education by financing a share of locally determined
expenditues. Since the operations aid formula provided for the state to share in locally
determined educational expenditures without placing a ceiling on the level of support, it
gave the local school districts the opportunity to spend what they felt was ngdessar

education. This program rei mbursed comn
the wealth of that community as compared
rati oo is a measure of its pe ealthoftieirestofwe a
the state.

The share ratio is an element used in other aid distributions as well. Formulas using the
share ratio, including operations aid, usually provided for minimum share guarantees. The
original operations aid formula providehat each community received a minimum share
regardless of wealth. The original rmmum share was 25.0 percent, buiés eliminated

for FY 1995 aid.

The share ratio formula measures state and community wealth using two factors: the full
value of lo@l property and the median family income as determined by the most recent
census. Property value is certified annually by the Department of Administration, Office
of Municipal Affairs, based on local sales data and appraisals. The total assessed loca
property value of a community is adjusted for differences in local assessment rates to allow
the reporting of figures comparable on a statewide basis, resulting in the Equalized
Weighted Assessed Valuation (EWAV).

The valuations are then adjusted by therao t hat the communi tyé
bears to the statewide median family income, as reported in the most recent federal censu
data. Use of both the property value and the median family income is an attempt to
compensate for districts that haaeignificant disparity between median family income
and the full value of property

Once community wealth is determined, it is divided by pupil counts to calculate the per
pupil wealth for each community compared to the per pupil wealth for the statetede.

The resulting relative per pupil community wealth is then multiplied by 50.0 percent, the
mean state rei mbursement, and subtracted
share ratio was multiplied by approved reimbursable expeaeditto determine the
operations aid entitlement. If less than the full entittement was appropriated, the
entitlement was ratably reduced.

For regional school districts, a bonus was added to the operations aid entitlement based o
the number of gradesgmnalized. Calculation of the bonus was modified a number of
times and eventually separated from the operations aid appropriation. For comparability,
it is reflected in the tables in this report as operations aid.

22



Significant Legislative Revisions. Revisions to the original operations aid program

i mpl emented at the end of the 196006s i
community wealth formula. Over the next two decades, the Assembly made changes tc
the operations aid formula in response erammendations from auditors, special
commissions and other timely issues. The 1975 Assembly implemented use of-the two
year reference on expenditure reimbursements. This action allowed the Assembly to
appropriate the exact aid entitlement rather thaestimate pending the compilation of
district expenditure reports by the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. In
1979, the Board of Regents adopted regulations governing what qualified as a reimbursabls
expenditure.

The 1985 General Assempl passed the AOmMni bus Propert
Act. 0 Among the provisions of this act
increase in the state share of local education expenditures until the state share reached *
percent. In 1988, thenguage was amended to increase the goal of average state support
to 60 percent.The additional funds appropriated to reach the 60 percent state share were
not through the operations aid program; rather they were restricted for use in block grants.
Although 50 percent state funding was achieved in FY 1990, block grants have not beer
funded since FY 1990. The goal of reaching 60 percent state funding rem@imspter

16-69 of the Rhode Island General Laws, but financial constraints faced by the state
continue to prevent funding for realization of this goal.

Beginning in FY 1989, a percent dagei déota
restricted for use on literacy programs. This LiteracyA3tle amount was 3.0 percent of

the total of stee operations aid in fiscal year 1989, 4.0 percent in FY 1990, 5.0 percent in
FY 1991 through FY 1993, and 4.0 percent in FY 1994 and thereafter.

The recession in the early 1990s prompte
system. This incided the elimination of minimum aid guarantees. The original operations
aid formula provided that each community received a minimum share regardless of need
or wealth. The original minimum share was 25.0 percent. It increased to 30.0 percent in
1964 anddecreased back to 28.0 percent in FY 1984. Between FY 1992 and FY 1995, the
minimum share was incrementally phased out to zero.

The 1992 Assembly further amended the operations aid forbwklowing it to be
capped. This meant that if less than thik funding of the formula was enacted, each
communityés entitlement was ratably redu
1992, the state reduced total school aid from all categories in response to the fiscal crisis
including a $26.3 millionor 9.4 percentreduction in operations aid.

During this time, many urban communities also faced a declining property tax base. This
weakened their abilities to raise funds for education and resulted in increasing local tax
rates in order to maintalavels of service. As the state continued to use the operations aid

formula, those communities that reduced or limited education spending to balance budget:
received reduced reimbursements as well. This perpetuated the funding gap per pupi
betweenthetsat e6s weal thy and poor school di st
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Some of these communities sought relief through the courts, &@bmary 1994, Justice
Needham, of the Rhode Island Superior Court, declared the current distribution method of
state education aid to be uncotgtonal. He found that the formula did not meet either
the equity or adequacy needs of the stat

The stée appealed the rulinpowever, and in July 1995, the Supreme Court of the State
of Rhode I sl and overt ur nteetisiah.u Thiy eeveida wat h a
based on the argument that the state, through the General Assembly, was responsible ft
promoting, not establishing, a system of public education for Rhode Island. The court also
ruled that t he As s einebtheyd&tabutianuof &icbwas virfuallyt o
absolute.

In the interim, the 1994 Assembly considered changes to the education aid formula.
GovernorSundlunproposed a Guaranteed Student Entitlement (GSE) transition plan that
incorporated several modificatie including distributing all categories of aid, including

the state contribution to teacher retirement, based on the operations aid formula. The
operations aid formula would be modified by eliminating the minimum guarantee, phasing
out the regional bonusy 40.0 percent, and instituting a poverty weighting that distributed
funds according to the number of students eligible for free or reduced lunch.

The Assembly adopted some elements of this proposal. In an attempt to promote more
equity, the changesc¢luded the elimination of guaranteed minimum shares, a component
of the formula considered to be disequaliziagd the establishment of the Poverty Fund.
The operations aid formula that year was funded at about 73 percent of the full entitlement.

The state however, recognized certain continuing inequities in the distribution of aid and
took some steps to rectify them. The Assembly froze operations aid at the FY 1995 levels
in FY 1996 and FY 1997. Aid increases were again directed through otheortegeg
discussed later, that emphasized student wealth. By FY 1998, the state amlopted
education funding plan that eliminated calculation under the old aid categories, with the
exception of Teacher Retirement and Construction Aid. The funding underothe
defunct categories did remain for each community as part of a base entitlement to which
new appropriationgvereadded. Thus, the base appropriation for distribution of state aid
until the implementation of the education funding formula for FY 204f&cts operations

aid last calculated for FY 1995 and not fully funded since FY 1992.

Funding. Although it was the single largest category of education aid, over the years,

greater shares of the stateb6s pagwmsaThison
is shown in the following graph.
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Operations Aid
FY 1987-FY 1997
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In FY 1987, operations aid represented 76.1 percent of all education aid allocated to local
districts and was as much as 79.4 percent of aid in FY 1991. By FY 1997, operations aid
represented only 61.filercent of all distributed school aid. Over this-year period,
operations aid increased by 45.3 percent while aid distributed in all other categories
increagd nearly threefold. The other categories of aid that were enacted over the years
addressed ggific program needs in addition to operations aid. The sections that follow

discuss those categories.
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Special Education Excess Aid
Statute(s).§16-24-6

Description. With the passage of the 1975 Education of All Handicapped Children Act,
now known & the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, the federal government
mandated public education for all children with disabilities. In 1976, the Assembly enacted
a program designed to provide entitlements for special education students, which replacec
a small categorical program for handicapped students. In FY, t8&imunities began
receiving aid under this program for the excess cost of educating handicapped or specia
education students. Special Education Excess Aid was based on reimbursing communitie
for the difference between educating a regular student apeéciab education student,
using a tweyear reference. The district entittement was up to 110 percent of the state
median excess cost in each special education category. This cap was instituted to contrc
costs in an area of education that had the peatefati significant growth in costs. Any
costs incurred by the school district over this limit were not reimbursable under any aid
programs. The distribution of special education excess aid was not based on wealth. Ir
the early 1990s, there werejectedproposalghat would have wealttequalized special
education aid by using the share ratio.

Each school districtbés entitlement for s
the number of special education students, usingtifua equivalentsby the lesser of a
districtds per pupi l cost in each speci

median in that category. If the Assembly did not fully fund the entitlement, the district
allocations were ratably reduced.

It should be noted than passingthe special education legislation of 1975, Congress
authorized grants to the states for up to 40.0 percent of special education costs. Tha
funding | evel has never materialized.
federal sharaip to around13 percent. For FY 2013, the federal share was nearly 15
percent.

Significant Legislative Revisions. Since its passage, this aid programs subject to a
series of limits on growth and other caps on the entitlement. The limits imposedtiat

but generally remained at about eight percent growth over the prior year. For FY 1993, the
entittement became subject to budgetary appropriation. Like the operations aid, each
communityédéds entitl ement was s ubg¢gfdunding t o
appropriated.

FY 1995 was the last year for which this category of aid was calculated and used as &
distribution method under the statutory formula, and the total appropriation was $33.4
million, which represented less than 50 percent of #iatewide entitlement.

| mpl ementation | egislation for the state
froze special education excess aid at the FY 1995 level. Special education costs continue
to rise, and special education funding represeaipedit 40 and 37 percent of the statewide
entitlement in FY 1996 and FY 1997, respectively.
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Under the education funding planior to the implementation of the funding formuthat
$33.4 millionwasreflected for each community as part of a base en#tfeno which new
appropriationsvereadded. Thus, the base appropriatiortifimsedistributiors of state aid
reflects Special Education Aid last calculated for FY 1995.

Funding. Between FY 1987 and FY 1993, special education funding was between 9.3
percentand 9.2 percent of all education aid, with little variance. Its share of the total
education aid package had dropped to 7.2 percent by FY 1997. Total appropriations
between FY 1987 and FY 1997 increased by 40.0 percent as compared to a combined 85.
percet increase in all other categories. The following chart illustrates this pattern.

Special Education Excess Aid
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Since special education fundingas one of the few nonvealth based programs, this
relative decrease supports the fact that aid increases in the late 1990s wereréeiag di

to communities based on need. Fully funding special education aid in FY 1999 under this
defunct formula would have cost the state $100.3 million. This is equal to 22.1 percent of
total aid distributed to local districts that year. The distributimuld also be radically
different than the one enacted. Because this formula was not wealth e d , i n th
poorer communities the special education entitlement would have represented as little a:
10.8 percent of total FY 1999 education aid altmra Conversely, in some wealthier
communities, appropriation of the full special education aid entitlement would actually
have exceeded the districtdés total FY 19
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Area Vocational Education Aid
Statute(s).§16-7-20.6

Description. The Vocatbnal Education Incentive program was designed to encourage
districts to fully participate in the eight regional vocational programs and to promote
expansion in the programs. The district sending theestud one of these programs paid
tuitontothe hos di stri ct . The sending school
program was calculated as the per pupil cost of vocationsuat®n multiplied by the
full-time equivalents for attending students. The entitlement for this program was fully
funded, although the statute did allow for a ratable reduction in the event of insufficient
appropriations

Significant Legislative Revisions. The aid distribution for this program was originally
based on the number of pupils attending vocational edurcdcilities and the
communiti esd s haryear refargnceo $n,FY 1980, they basis fot thveo
distribution of the funds was changed, eliminating the use of the share ratios. This change
reflected the policy decision to encourage vocatiodatation by fully funding it, rather

than offering a partial reimbursement. This shift in policy dramatically increased funding.
This also meant that the program was no longer wsatied.

Like other aid categories, FY 1995 was the last year for wihishcategory of aid was
calculated and used as a distribution method under the statutory formula and reference yea
Unlike most other a categoriedhowever, vocational education aid did receive an increase
for FY 1996. The appropriation was equakFt 1995 aid, plus $2,000 for each ftiline
equivalent student reported for the FY 1994 reference year. This was an increase of 25.
percent. FY 1997 aid was frozen at the FY 1996 level of $10.7 million.

Under the stateos prodta tha implementafion ofdhe riugding | a
formula, that $10.7 milliorwasreflected for each community as part of a base entitlement
to which new appropriationsereadded.

Funding. Vocational education aigvas never more than 2.3 percent of the tca
distribution. However, the elimination of the share ratio calculation from the funding
formula for FY 1990 increased aid for this program almost tenfold. Despite changes and
reductions in other aid categories, this program remained fully fundeagthtbe end of

its use as a method for aid distribution.

The chart on the following page shows the growth in funding for this program.
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Limited English Proficiency Incentive Aid
Statute(s).§16-54-4

Description. Established in 1986, Limited English Proficiency Incentive Aid (LEP) was
designed to encourage school districts to establish, maintain, and expand programs an
services for children whose proficiency of the English language is limited.

A di st rtléement fosLimaed English Proficiency Incentive Aid was based on the
product of the average statewide cost per LEP pupil, the number of LERRill
equivalents and the districtds shatie rat
otheraidcaegor i es, each communitybés entitlen
the level of funding appropriated.

Like other aid programs, FY 1995 was the last year for which this category of aid was
calculated and used as a distribution method under #tetaty formula, and the total
appropriation was $986,387, representing about 23 percent of the statewide entitlement.

Under the statebs prodtao tha implamentafion ofdhe rfugding | a
formula, that $986,38Wvasreflected for each commity as part of a base entitlement to
which new appropriationsereadded.

Funding. In its first few years of use, this aid program saw significant funding increases.
Funding did not increase for FY 1992 adrbpped slightly in FY 1993 through FY 1997,
the aid level was frozen at the FY 1993 entitlement of $986,387.

The following chart illustrates this pattern.

Limited English Proficiency Aid
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Conventional Public Housing Aid
Statute(s).8§16-7-34.3; §167-20.6

Description. Conventional Public Housing Aid was designed to assist communities where
students attending public schools reside in public housing facilities that do not contribute
to the districtds tax base. Property o
quai fi ed under this program as of FY 19093
housing project as of FY 1996. Approximately 25 percent of local school districts received
Conventional Public Housing Aid.

Using a tweyear reference, Conventional PwblHousing aid was calculated by
multiplying the districtds average per
number of students residing in public housing. Beginning in FY 1993, if the full
entittement under this program was appropriated,niaximum amount which all cities
and townswere entitled to receive under this section was deducted from the sum
appropriated for operations aid.

Like other aid categories, FY 1995 was the last year for which this category of aid was
calculated and usex$ a distribution method under the statutory formula and reference year.
Unlike most other aid categoridgywever, Conventional Public Housing Aid diteive

an increase for FY 1996The $2.3 million increase funded the inclusion of the North
Kingstoon Tr avel erds Aid housing project and
1995 allocation.FY 1997 aid was frozen at the FY 1996 level of $12.7 million. Under the
stateds curr ent peodtaimgementation é¢f thenfuhding formpthas n
$12.7 millionwasreflected for each community as part of a base entitlement to which new
appropriationsvereadded.

Funding. The FY 1993 mandate for full funding of this program significantly increased
expenditures. The state required that fullding of this program be at the expense of
operations i@ funding, if necessary. The followingraph shows that increase and
compares it to a relative leveling off of funding figyerations aid.

Conventional Public Housing Aid
vs. General Operations Aid
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Distressed District Fund
Statute(s).§16-7-20.4

Description. The 1993 Assembly appropriated $1,672,310 from general revenues for a
Distressed District Fund for FY 1994. The funds were distributed according to those
communities that were eligible for the FY 1992 retirement deferral option, and wiealse to
reimbursable education expenditures declined between FY 1991 and FY 1992. Three
communities, Pawtucket, West Warwick, and Woonsocket, received the aid. The
appropriation increased slightly to $1,686,428 for FY 1995 and remained at that level
throughFY 199 7. Under t he sipriartoémplemenstationofdhiei o r
funding formula that levelwasreflected for those three communities as part of a base
entitlement to which new appropriationereadded.

Funding. The FY 1994 appropriah was $1.7 million In FY 1995, the General

Assembly continued the use of the Distressed District Fund, appropriating $1.7 million in
aid to the three districts. FY 1996 and FY 1997 repeateditfferiillion from FY 1995.
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Special/Limited Appropriatio ns

Along with all of the recurring aid categories, a number of-time aid programs to
accommodate specific areas of concern, or to provide hold harmless ferésused
through FY 1994 For simplicity, these special or limited appropriations are combined for
display in the table on pag#3. The paragraphs that follow discuss the specific
appropriations.

Special Education Equity Fund (FY 1993 and FY 1994)The Special EducatioBquity

Fund was a onime sum paid to certain school districts in FY 1993 and FY 1994. This
sum represented the difference between the final enacted distribution method for specia
education excess aid and the 6Geefendsrbasedd s
on the operations aid formulads shar-e r a
equalize the distribution of the special education excess fund. Fourteen communities
benefited from the provision for a total of $4.7 million in E¥93 and $5.0 million in FY

1994,

Hold Harmless Provision (FY 1993). The Hold Harmless Provision was a dirae
payment of $158,130 to certain school districts. This represented the difference betweer
tot al aid based on t h epoSbancktnerg 1963said Endctedl 9 ©
by the General Assembly. Approximately 15 school districts benefited by this hold
harmless provision, requiring an additional $158,130 in general revenues

School Improvement Equity Delay (FY 1994).The School Improveent Equity Delay

was a ondime sum paid to certain school districts in FY 1994. This equity delay
represented t he di fference bet ween the
contribution to Teacher Retir euoethese fundsd t
based on the oper at i olRosrschooldistficts wenaurégair@dsto s h
use half of these funds in FY 1994 for school improvement activities, although all districts
were encouraged to begin similar efforts. Fourteemgonities benefited from this school
improvement equity delay in FY 1994 for a total of $5.25 million.

Technology SetAside (FY 1994). The Technology SeAside Fund was a oriEme sum

paid to certain districts to further develop their technology ressurtbe Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education used funds representing the difference between th
current method of distributing he st ateds contribution t

Governords FY 1994 proposedof@llsnillion wast i o
budgeted for this ornme set aside.

Census- Hold Harmless (FY 1994).In the FY 1994 Appropriations Act, the Rhode Island
General Assembly budgeted an additional $6.0 million in FY 1994 for school aid,
conditional on additional gera revenue receipts due to federal income tax changes. The
revenue was determined to be available in FY 1994 and was included in FY 1994
expenditures. The funds were distributed through two categories of hold harmless
transition aid: the Census and Eeal hold harmless transition aid categories. The General
Assembly budgeted $2.9 million in the census transition aid category to assist those
communities that lost state aid due to formula changes using the 1990 median family
income for the first time ithe education aid calculation. (Previous calculations used 1980
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median family income data). The federal transition aid category budgeted $3.1 million to
be distributed to communities that still would have received less education aid in FY 1994
than in FY 1993. The $6.0 million was distributed between January and June 1994.

Education Improvement Fund (FY 1985 through FY 1988). The Education
Improvement Funds were distributed in fiscal years 1985 through 1988. After an initial
funding level in FY 198®f $264,378, the allocation was increased to approximately $2.0
million over the next three years. The allocation was based chadhef one percent of
expenditures reported by school districts based a twoeyear reference and were
distributed based ooperations aid. The fund was designed to address deficiencies
reported as a result of the Basic Education Program evaluations, such as facilities relate
problems.

Block Grants (FY 1989 and FY 1990).In FY 1989, the Education Improvement Fund
(EIF) wasreplaced by block grants, a portion of which was targeted to the same purpose
as the EIF. Under block granting, the amount of the state allocation was determined by the
difference between an average 50 percent state funding in operations aid andaddition
state funding in the transition to 60 percent state support. Once the allocation was
determined, the funds were apportioned based on operations aid. In addition to the EIF
purposes, the block grant funds were targeted to purposes suchszhquok pograms,

parent training and fulllay kindergartens. Funding for the block grants totaled $4.6
million in FY 1989 and $4.4 million in FY 1990.

Literacy Excellence (FY 1988 and FY 1989).The Rhode Island Literacy and Dropout
Prevention Act was passed 987 and targeted early childhood reading, writing, speaking,
listening and mathematics instruction, and dropout prevention. The Literacy Excellence
Fund was allocated $1.0 million in FY 1988 and FY 1989. The Literacy Excellends

were distributed basl on total education aid. It was replaced by the literacpsde,
based on operations aid, in subsequent years.

Vocational Education Tuition Reduction (FY 1988 and FY 1989)In FY 1988 and FY

1989, $500,000 and $800,000, respectivelys allocated to help offset tuition charged to
local school districts for sending students to the regional area vocatohaical centers.

The money was distributed based on the number of students sent by each district to eac
center, and used dirégto lower tuition costs.

Textbook Fund (FY 1987 and FY 1988).The Assembly allocated funds specifically for

use in purchasing textbooks. This aid was distributed based on student counts and totale
$1.0 million in FY 1987 and $2.0 million in FY 1988.
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State Support for Local School Operations
Statute(s).§16-7-20; §16-7.1-7; §167.1-10; §167.2-3 through 8§167.2-10

Description. State Support for Local School Operations is the base operations aid for
general state support that served as the fountdé&tioall aid increaseBetweenFY 1997

and FY 2011 The composition and distribution of this base is equivalent to the final
funding for FY 1997 under the old categorical aid programs the state had used. A detailec
history of each of these categoriesl @3 share of this base is contained in the first section

of this report.

This category was increased for FY 2000 by $3.9 million to adjust the aid distribution to
reflect minimum and maximum increases over FY 1999. Specifically, no community
would re@ive less than a 3.5 percent or greater than a 13.5 percent increase over total ai
enacted in FY 1999. Also, each community with a tax equity index of less than one,
signifying that its tax effort exceeds its tax capacity, received a minimum incre@s&of
percent over FY 1999. The minimum increases for FY 2001 were 5.0 and 7.5 percent, anc
for FY 2002 they were 3.5 and 7.0 percent.

The tax equity indewasused in calculation and distribution of the Core Instruction Equity,
Targeted Aid, and FulDay Kindergarten funds. This toslasused to promote equity in
educatioraid funding because it measu@d c ommuni t yés effort an
resources to finance educati on wasealcdated v e
by measring the actual municipal tax yield, tax effort, against a hypothetical yield on the
same property value at the state average tax rate, tax capacity.

If a community were taxing its property at the statewide average, then it would have a tax
equity indexof one. Those communities that were taxing property at greater than the
average would have an index of less than one. Conversely, those taxing at less than th
average would have an i ndex -ninécitiesamdeéowrish a n
eleven communitiebad an index of less than one, based dienence year data for FY

2001. A more detailed discussion of the tax equity index and sample calculations appears
in the fAiRecurring Funding | ssueso sectio

It should be noted th@ommunitiesvererequired to continue using the same literacy set
aside allocation required under the old operations aid formula. With the passage of Article
31 in 1997, the FY 1998 literacy saside amount was again equal to the FY 1996
calculation. However, the 1998 Assembly amended the new Student Equity and Early
Childhood investment funds to require thiatee percent of the appropriations for these
funds be added to the literacy-sside base for FY 1998 and beyond.effore, growth

in literagy setaside fundingvasachieved by adding funding to the Early Childhood and
Student Equity categories.

Beginning with FY 2012, the education funding formula adopted by the 2010 Assembly
distributes aid to all districts, charter schools and the stat®alsh Davies Career and
Technical School and the Metropolitan Career and Technical Schioisl.based on the
principle that the money follows the student and includes a core instruction amount per
pupil that every student will receiva single poverty wight as a proxy for student
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supports, and a new state share ratio th
and its poverty concentration. There is no minimum share in the formula.

The funding plan also allows for additional suppooni the state to districts for higiost
special education students, career and technical programs, early childhood educatior
programs, transportation costs and a limited-ywar bonus for regionalized districts.
Group home aid is paid in addition to gidid through the new funding formula.

There is a redistribution of aid among communities with some getting less aid than prior
years. In an effort to mitigate any losses to communities, the foimbkingphased in
over a teryear period.

The funding formula calculation for FY 2@luses March 8, 2018 student enroliment data
adjusted for charter school lottery selections, a per pupil core instruction amo@i4f $
andshare ratio variables updated with June 3072{ta It assumes that districts that will
receive more state funding will have the additional funding phased in over seven years anc
districts that are going to receive less state funding will have that loss phased in over ter
years. District@rebilled quaterly for students attending charter and state schools.

Funding. The FY 20D budget includes #3871 million for formula aid to locally operated
school districteexcluding Central Falls This is $2.0 million or 1.6 percent more than
enacted.This reflects theeighth year of the funding formulaThe following chart shows
funding from FY 1997 through FY 201
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Permanent School Fund
Statute(s).§16-4; 2008 PL Chapter 13

Description. This fund is from duties paid to the state by auctioneers and is to be used for
the promotion and support of public educatiorhe 2008 Assembly enacted legislation
that became law on May 6, 2008 that akmlthe operation of video lottery games on a
twenty-four hour basis on weekends and federally recognized holidays at the Twin River
and Newport Grand facilities. That legislation mandateat the additional revenue
accruing to the state as the direct restithe additional hours, up to $14.1 million by June
30, 2009, ballocated as aid to local education authorities as determined by the General
Assembly for FY 2009.

Funding. The 2008 Assembly enacted legislation that requitee Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education to monthly allocate to each school district all funds
received into the Permanent School Fund, up to $14.1 million, in the same proportion as
the general revenue aid distribution. TR¥ 2009 budget asumes that $13.6 million
would be distributed to districts from this fund. This estimate is lower than the $14.1
million | imit, based on Newport Grandés
also includd estimated revenues from May 2008 tgh June 2009. Funding to
communities could be higher or lower, up to $14.1 million, based on the actual revenues
generated.

The 2008 Assembly also provid8862,813 from the Permanent School Fund for Central
Falls for FY2008, which reflectethe unreseved balance at the end of FY 200Bhe FY
2009 final budget assumehat $7.3 millionwould be distributed for December 2008
through June 2009 and reddagperating aid by approximately otalf that amount.

The FY 2010 budgedid not include this funding, as the laexpiredon June 30, 2009.

The Department of Administration administratively extended the overnight hours; the 2009
Assembly did not adopt legislation to direct those proceeds to the Permanent School Fund
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Title |
Statute(s). American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA; P.L:8)11

Description. On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009. It included additional relief to local schools through Title |
programs. Fundingwasto help school districts mitigate the effects of reductions in local
revenues and state support. Fundivagdistributed through the existing formula, which
flowsthrough the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. The formulas are
based on census poverty estimates and per pupil expenditures for eacDistatzution
formulae for these grants are weighted so that local education agencies with higher
percentages of poor children receive more funds.

Funding. The Stimulus Actprovideda total of $45.1 million from FY 2010 through FY
2012 distributed through thetie | funding streams.
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Special Education
Statute(s).American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA; P.L:-8)11

Description. On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009. It included additional relief to local schools for special
education through the Individuals with Disabilities Education Attndsweredistributed

to localeducation agencies by formula driven subgrants. A stateligible to receive

this funding if itsubmitteda state plan with assurances thatitipolicies to provide a free

and appropriate public education to children with disabilities between the ages of 3 and 21.
Fundingwasdistributed through the existing formula, which flows through the Department
of Elementary and Secondary Education.

Funding. TheStimulus Act provided a total of $45.7 million for students with disabilities
through three formularjunding streams from FY 2010 through FY 2012.
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Central Falls School District
Statute(s).§16-1-12

Description. The Central Falls Schodlistrict was reorganized as of July 1, 1991 under
the authority of Section 1812 of the Rhode Island General Laws as a state operated
school district. The City of Central Falls was adjudged to be unable to meet its contractual,
legal and regulatory oigiations without increased funding, which it could not afford
because its tax base had sustained little or no growth over several years prior to 1991.

The district was placed under complete control of the Department of Elementary and
Secondary EducatiomiFY 1993, and the stabecameaesponsible for 100 percent of the
education costs for the districBrior to July 1, 2003therewas a state administrator for

the Central Falls School System wihas responsible for the management, care and control
of the Central Falls School System. h& Special Administrator reportetb the
Commissioner of EducatiorOn July 1, 2003, the state administrator governance structure
was replaced with a seven member Board of Trust€es.e di st ri ct repr
pootest community and has a disproportionate number of special education students.

Because of this unique situation, operations aid for the district was programmed in the
budget of the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, while distributions
from special aid categories were reflected in the state aid appropriation line. This changec
for FY 1999 when language was added in Article 31 to restrict the investment funds to
Al ocally or regionally operatedod school

The statehad full resporsibility for funding Central Falls, thus inclusion in those
investment fund distributions was discontinued. The investment fund and op&iton
totals shown irthe summary tables from FY 1998 have been adjusted accordingly for
comparability with FY 199 and FY 2000.

Beginning with FY 2012, Central Falls funded pursuant to the funding formula. It
includes a transition fund to stabilize the Central Falls School District until the city can
begin paying its local shard:Y 2015wasthe first year of the transitiofunding and the
budget include®1.8 million The FY 208 budget include&6.8 million and the FY 202
budget include %.9 million.

The 2012 Assembly adopted legislation that clarifies the method for calculating thetamou
to put into thdransitionfund and requires that the fund be supported through a reallocation
of current resources to the school district and that the state does not have to provide ne\
funding. The Assemblwlso added language that states the fuatl kb annually reviewed

to determine the amount of the state and city shares. It also adopted language to give th
Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education the authority to exercise control
and management over the district whenever he or shragii necessary.

The 2013 Assembly enacted legislation in order to address the impact of a court decisior

that the schools are not part of the cit
refund school construction bonds.
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Funding. Funding for Central Falls increased dramatically over the twasdecads.
State support nearly doubled from FY 1991 to FY 1993 upon the take®wnee FY 194,
aid has more than doubled agaas shown in the graph at the end of this section

The Fr 2019 budget includes 40.8 million for formula aid for the Central Falls School
District. This is $09 million or 2.2 percent more than FY 28%knacted aid.The formula
produces a &7 million reduction, reflecting yeaeight of the funding formula. This
reduction reflects a declining Central Falls enroliment primarily due to the growth in the
number of students attending charter schobist FY 20D, 37.4 percent of Central Falls
students will be enrolled in charter schools. For FY 2012, 28.6 mteo€&entral Falls
students were enrolled in charter schoolkhe formulaincludes a stabilization fund to
stabilize the Central Falls School District until ttiy can begin paying its local shar€his

is thefifth year of stabilization funding arttie FY 2019budget includes &9 million.

State Support for Central Falls School District
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Metropolitan Career and Technical Center
Statute(s). 86-45

Description. The Metropolitan Career and Technicaknteris intended to be an
innovative education facility with one main school and several small locations @Gityhe

of Providence. In 1994, the voters approved a $29.0 million general obligation bond capital
project to site a state funded vocational schodPiovidence. In FY 1997, the first 50
students were housed in the statened Sheparbuilding while permanent locations were
developed.

The Dexter/Peace Street facility was completed in 1999 and the main campus opened ir
2002. The main campus includdsur facilities each having eight classes; two for each
grade 9 through 12, and 15 students per class fidéhtacilities include the four buildings

on the main campus aride Peace Street facility built in 199FheShepard buildingvas
previously one of the campuss, but it closed during FY 2008 The other Providence
campuses absorbed those studemt$ the 30 that graduateahd reduced the number of
incoming freshman for FY 2009 to offset tBhepard buildingransfer

The 2006 Assembly provided $1.0 million for a new East Bay Met School campus, which
opened in FY 2007 with 30 studentnroliment at the East Bay Campus was frozen at 90
students because of budgetary constraints for FY 2010 and FY 2B&dFY 2@5 the

East Bay Campudad 160 studentsand total enrollment of888 studentsacross all
campuses Enrolimentdecreasedn FY 2016 because aftaffing issues; there has been
higher turnover andmore vacant positionghan anticipatedhus the school limited the
number of classesThefollowing tableshows enrollment dahe various campuses for FY
2004throughthe projectiorfor FY 2019.

Main Main Main Main

Fiscal Peace Campus Campus Campus Campus East Bay Total
Year Shepard Street 1 2 3 4 Campus Students
2004 58 73 86 71 86 71 - 445
2005 90 104 101 88 87 104 - 574
2006 120 120 120 120 105 120 - 705
2007 120 120 120 120 120 120 30 750
2008 120 120 120 120 120 120 60 780
2009 - 120 120 120 120 120 90 690
2010 - 120 120 120 120 120 90 690
2011 - 120 120 120 120 120 90 690
2012 - 120 128 128 144 144 120 784
2013 - 120 144 144 160 144 120 832
2014 - 120 144 144 160 144 120 832
2015 - 136 144 144 160 144 160 888
2016 - 112 144 139 145 144 140 824
2017 - 112 144 139 145 144 140 824
2018 - 112 144 139 145 144 140 824
2019* - 112 144 139 145 144 140 824
*estimated
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Enabling legislation for the Met School, which is considered a vocational technical school,
is found in Chapter 185 of theRhode Islandseneral Laws. The Met School uses the
state purchasing system, through the Department of Elementary and SecondatioBdu

like the School for the Deaf and the Davies Career and Technical School, which are also
state schools. However, payroll and budgeting are through a private accounting system
similar to if the school were a separate school distfich e s cemplayde® ae not

state employees, and the appropriation is handled much like Central Falls, with a lump surr
allocation. The Board dducatior evi ews and forwards the |
to the Governor for consideration.

Funding. Prior to FY 2012, the Met School was fully state supported. Beginnirkyin

2012, the Met School inded pursuant to the education funding formulais funded

like other districts with the state share being that of the sending district for each student
plus thelocal contribution being the local per pupil cost of each sending district, which
must pay that to the School. The estimated local contributiokGsdillion for FY 2019.

Tables at the end of this report include estimated enrollment by sending déstiict

2019.

The FY 20D budget includes $9.3 million for formula aid for the Metropolitan Career and
Technical Schoglkonsistent with th FY 20B enacted level.

The20l6Assembly concurred with the Governor
for the state schools. This would mitigate some of the losses in funding from the
implementation of the funding formula and the implication of allowing local districts to
hold back a share of its per pupil funding as well as recognize the additional costs
as®ciated with running a staralone school that offers both academic and caaedr
technical education. The FY 2®@budget includes %4 million in additional funding to

the Met School from this fund. Thgrtially offsets the $0.@nillion reduction, réecting
yeareightof the formula.

In 2016, he Governor proposed two pieces of legislation to reduce the local tuition
payments made to charter and state schools. The first would have reduced payments b
$355 per student; the second would have excltidetbcal share of funding paid to charter

and state schools from the calculation of local per pupil expenditures, frozen at the FY
2014 level. The Assembly did not concur with those proposals and instead enacted a singl
measure that reduces the loeation payments to charter and state schools by the greater
of seven percent of the |l ocal per pupi/l

Uni que costs are the per pupi | val ue of
screening, services to students ages 18 to 21, career and technical educatiodistnitt

special education placements, retiree health benefits, debt servientaidosts offset by
those samecosts for charter schooldn the case of districts where the unique cost
calculation is greater, local tuition payments to mayoral academies with teachers that do
not participate in the state retirement system are furtb@uced by the value of the
unfunded pension liability reflected in

Thefollowing graphshows funding and enrollment for FY Zbthrough FY 209.
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Davies Career and Technical Center
Statute(s). 86-45

Description. The General Assembly mandated that there shall be a regional vocational
school in the Blackstone Valley Area to serve the inhabitants of the greater Providence are:
(Rhode Island General LawSection16-45-4). William M. Davies, Jr. Career and
TechnicalHigh Schoo] located in Lincoln, servestudents from Central Falls, Lincoln,
North Providence, Pawtucket, Providence and Smithfield. Davies is governed by an
autonomous, businedsd Board of Trustees. With the exception of the powers and duties
resened by the Director, Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education, and
Board ofEducationthe Board of Trustees has the powers and duties of a school committee.
Prior to the implementation of the funding formula for FY 20Ehding districtsdid not

pay tuition, only the costs of student transportation.

Davies is a fouyear high school that provides both academic and céweased studies.
Students apply for admission to Davies, which is based upon grades, behavior, attendance
interest and amterview. The fully accredited academic program includes 4 years of math,
English and science and 3 years of social studies to prepare students for further educatio
and/or employment. After a ninth grade exploratory experience, students choose career an
technical training in information technology, auto technology, business, cosmetology,
electrical, electronics, graphic arts/printing, health careers, hospitality careers, machine
technology and construction/woodworking.

SinceFY 2012, Davietas beenfunded pursuant to the funding formula. It recsiae
amount from the state based on the share ratio of the sending district and the loca
community will be responsible for paying its local share. The Department estithate
Davieswould lose approximately $5.0 million after tibenyear transition period. At the

time, it indicated that the schoolvould have to institute program redesign, program
downsizing, program elimination or enrollment reductions due to the loss of funding under
the funding formula. Ultimately, the state established a fund to offset some of the losses
from the implementation of the funding formula.

Davies enrollmengrew from757 students in FY 2000 td/B studentdy FY 2014; this

level has beemaintainedthrough FY 209. The 2004 Assemblydded $815,000 to
increase the school b6s capacity by 60 stu
40 of those students to come from the City of Providence, which digreeibuslysend
students to Davies.

Funding. The FY 20D budget includes 3.7 million from general revenues for formula

aid tosupport the Davies Career anechnical School. This is 8million morethan the

FY 2018 enacted level.The local share for FY 2@lis estimated a$3.9 million and is
shown in the school 8s budget aperatingsudgeti c t
isstllssbmi tted as part of the Departmentds
employees. Tables at the end of this report includmastd enroliment by sending district

for FY 2019.
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The20l6Assembly concurred with the Governor
for the state schools. This would mitigate some of the losses in funding from the
implementation of the funding formauland the implication of allowing local districts to
hold back a share of its per pupil funding as well as recognize the additional costs
associated with running a staabbne school that offers both academic and career and
technical educationThe FY 20D budget includes $2 million in additional funding to
Davies $11 million more than enacted hisoffsets a similareduction, reflecting yeaight

of the formula.

In 2016, theGovernor proposedwo pieces oflegislation to reduce the local tuition
payments made to charter and state schoolee first would have reduced paymebys

$355 per studenthe second would have excluded the local share of funding paid to charter
and state schools from the calculation of local per pupil expenditures, fabzka FY

2014 level. The Assembly did not concur with those proposals and instead enacted a single
measure that reduces the local tuition payments to charter and state schools by the great

of seven percent of the local per pupil funding orthe distics A uni qued cos

Uni que costs are the per pupi l val ue of
screening, services to students ages 18 to 21, career and technical educatiodistridtt

special education placements, retiree health litendébt service and rental costs offset by
those same costs for charter schodis.the case of districts where the unique cost
calculation is greater, local tuition payments to mayoral academies with teachers that do
not participate in the state retinent system are further reduced by the value of the
unfunded pension liability reflectedinh e di stri ctsd per pupil

The following graphshows operating support ftlhe Davies Career and Technitéigh
Schoolfrom FY 2006 through the FY 204 enacted budget.
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Targeted Aid
Statute(s). 86-7.1-10

Description. The Targeted Aid fund was introduced by the 1998 Assembly to provide
funds to locally or regionally operated districts in which tax effort exceeds tax capacity and
at least 40.0 percent of theXstudents are eligible for free or reduced lunches. iBtistr
could use targeted fundfer providing new or expanded programs for early childhood
education, helping improve instruction to meet high standards and reducing class size a
the elementary level.

These funds also suppedafter school programming faniddle schools, junior and senior
high schools; Child Opportunity Zonesalled COZs teacher mentoring; curriculum
revision to meet new standards; school and distrietvention; or other progranvghich

the Commissioner believes will result in increhstudent performance. The General Laws
had allowed the Commissioner to require a district to reserve up to 5.0 percent of its
allocation from this fund for intervention remedie$he 2002 Assembly amended that
statutory language to provide that sucherged funds shall only be spent with the prior
approval of the Commissioner.

Historically, East Providence, Providence, Pawtucket, West Warwick and Woonsocket
gualified for distributions under this category of aid. For FY 2002 and FY 2003 the percent
of K-3 students eligible for free and reduced price lunches in East Providence dropped
below 40.0 percent making this district ineligible to receive funds from this category of
aid.

Funding. The Assembly appropriated $8.0 million for the Targeted Aicestment
category each year from FY 1999 through FY 2002at increased to $10.0 million for

FY 2003 and to $20.0 million for FY 20G#rough FY 2Q1. Those budgets froze the
distribution to each community at the FY 2006 level and did not reflect thateumd
relevant data. The 2011 Assembly discontinued distributions from the Targeted Aid fund
for FY 2012 with the implementation of the education funding formula enacted by the 2010
Assembly.
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Core Instruction Equity Fund
Statute(s).§16-7.1-10

Description. The Core Instruction Equity fund was established to improve the capacity of
cities and towns to support the core instruction activities that are the basis of daily teaching
and learning in all classrooms and reduce inequities in resourdbwutish. The enabling
statute note that communities primarily rely on local property ¢axo finance education
programs, and that the state's highest effective property tax rates are concentrated in th
state's urban communities. Therefore, certamroanities, because of low tax capacity

and high tax effort, are unable to appropriate sufficient funds for the support of core
instructional programs.

The formula determirtethe statewide median per pupil instructional cost and the statewide
property taxyield. Thesewerecompared to the median per pupil instructional costs and
tax yields for each community. Communities with a gap in instruction costs and a tax effort
well above the statewide mediamreeligible for this fund. Providence, Pawtucketlan
Woonsocket qualified in FY 1998 through FY 2002 for distributions from this category of
aid.

The 2002 Assembly amended the formula used to distribute these funds. The amende
language allowed for inclusion of previously eligible communities that mag baen
eliminated upon the update of relevant data. There was also a statutory change thdt require
that 10 percent of funds from the category be used to increase student and schoo
performance in a manner that has the prior approval of the CommissioBkmentary

and Secondary Education.

Funding. The 2003 Assembly discontinued distributions from the Core Instruction Equity
Fund for FY 2004. Communities with a gap in instruction costs and a tax effort well above
the statewide mediawereeligible for this fund. Since the inception of this fund, these
instructional gaps have successfully been narrowed. FY 2003 funding for the Core
Instruction Equity Fund was $30.2 million, which is $0.2 million more than the FY 2002
and FY 2001 levels. For FY 200flinding in this category increased from $2ehiflion

to $30.0 million. From FY 1998 through FY 2003 funding in this category increased
threefold.
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Student Equity Investment Fund
Statute(s). §16-7.1-8

Description. The Student Equity Investmelind was established to close gaps in student
performance in mathematics, reading and writing by targeting students in greatest need o
additional educational services. The fuwdsre based on each district's proportion of
children eligible for USDA reimisable school meals relative to the total number of such
students statewide.

No distinctionwasmade between students eligible for free lunches and those eligible for
reduced price lunches. This is the same distribution method that had been used for the
Poverty/Equity fund under the old categorical formulas. The 1998 Assembly amended the
new Student Equity and Early Childhobd/estment funds to require titateepercent of

the appropriations for these funds be added to the litera@sikt base.

Funding. The 2011 Assembly discontinued distributions from the Student Equity
InvestmentFund for FY 2012 with the implementation of the education funding formula
enacted by the 2010 AssembligY 2011 funding for the Student Equity Fundas$73.8
million. Thiswas$10.0 million more than theY 2003 throughFY 2006 funding of $63.8
million andthe same atheFY 2006through FY 2Q0enacted leval Those budgets froze

the distribution to each community at the FY 2006 level and did netctefie update of
relevant dataFY 2003 through FY 2005 fundingas$0.1 million more than the FY 2002
level, which was unchanged from FY 2001. For FY 2001, the Assembly appropriated
$63.7 million for the Student Equityund, a $20.2 million increase ewvFY 2000. The
initial investment in FY 1998 was $8.6 million.
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Professional Development Investment Fund
Statute(s).§16-7.1-10

Description. The Professional Development Investment Fund praMigiecontinued skill
development for teachers and staff. The expenditure of theseviasts be determined

by committes at each school consisting of the school principal, two teachers selected by
the teaching staff of the school and two parents of esiisd attending the school.
Collaborative programs among schowlsre encouraged.Resourcesvere used to close
student performance gaps in accordance with the school and district's strategic plans.

Distributionwasb as ed on a -tdachertatioi Rathér than@mwapdifunds based

on gaffing levels, the formula usexh ideal ratio of 17 students per teacheor FY 2000,
language was added to the enabling $tatimi require that $555,000, or 14.3 percent of the
distribution from this fund, beetained by the Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education to support teacher professional development in all districts through a number of
specified programs. That language was amended to eliminate the specific dollar amoun
and percentagend allav for some funds to be set aside for those programs.

Funding. Consistent with its action in the FY 2009 final budget, the 2009 Assembly
eliminated the distributed portion of the Predmnal Development Investmentrie for
FY 201Q The FY 2009 enactdaudget had included $5.8 million.

The enabling statute includéanguage allowing foan additional appropriaticio support
teacher professional development in all districts through a number of specified programs.
Governor Carcieri proposed allocaig $995,000 for Department programmify FY

201Q $500,000 more than enacted. The additional funding was for the Department to
develop and implement a new statewide performance management system for educator:
The summary tablat the beginning of teireportdisplays the distributed funds and the set
aside funds separately. TR@09Assembly eliminated this indirect funding as well.

FY 2009enactedundingby the 2008 Assemblywas$6.3 million, of which $495,00@/as

the setaside. Tl 2008Assembly reduced the saside amount by $175,000 his reflects

a $100,000 reduction as well as a shift of $75,000tbe Depar t menfilbs b
unavailable federal funds for a position dedicated to English language le@oessstent

with theGover nor6s recommendati on, the 2009
portion of professional development funds for FY 2009 for savings of $5.8 million.

FY 20 fundingwas$6.5 million, which wasequal to theappropriation for FY 20D, of
which $670,00 wasthe setaside. Funding was addefibr FY 2007for the Physics First
program and to provide professional development in mathematics and science.

The FY 20® appropriation was %9 million, consistent with FY 2008roughFY 2006
funding. The2005Assembly amended statutory language to provide that funds shall only
be spent with the prior approval of the Commissiorer FY 2000 through FY 2002, the
Assembly appropriated a total of $3.9 million, of which $0.6 million was set.adieéY

2007 through FY 200%udges froze the distribution to each community at the FY 2006
level anddid not reflect the update of relevant data.
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Early Childhood Investment Fund
Statute(s).§16-7.1-11

Description. The Early Childhood InvestmentuRd providel support for schools and
teaching staff for kindergarten through third grade to begin improving student
performance. These fundgerealsoused for early childhood pilot programs, including
Child Opportunity ZonesalledCOZs, that combine and/or leveragher sources of funds

and that focus on beginning to improve student performance through developmentally
appropriate early childhood education and integrated social and health service support
Districts were encouraged to give funding emphasis to progran schools serving
concentrations of atisk students and integrated with programs for special needs students.
Full-day kindergarten programgerealso funded.

These resourcegereused in conjunction with literacy saside funds anderedistributed

based on the student population in these grades for each district. The 1998 Assembly
amended the Student Equity and Early Childhtmgestment funds to require thiiiree
percent of the appropriations for these funds be added to the literaasidebae.

Funding. The 2011 Assembly discontinued distributions from the yE&hildhood
Investment kind for FY 2012 with the implementation of the education funding formula
enacted by the 2010 AssemblyY 2011 funding for the Early Childhood Investment Fund
was$6.8 million. This is the same as FY 200Bough FY 2010$0.3 million more than

FY 2000 through FY 2002 levels and $1.3 million more than FY 1999. The FY 1998
appropriation was $3.5 million.The FY 2007 through FY 201lbudges froze the
distribution to each community at the FY 2006 level didinot reflect the update of
relevant data.
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Student Technology Investment Fund
Statute(s).§16-7.1-12

Description. The Student Technology Investmentifid provided schools and teaching

staff with upto-date educational technology and training to help students meet the
demands of the twentfirst century. The fundaereused for curriculum development to
improve teaching and learning; -gervice professionatievelopment to support the
effective use of technology in schools; and infrastructure requirements such as equipment
technology related instructional materials, software and networking of systems. These
resourcesvereused to close student performane@gin accordance with district strategic
plans.

School districtscould use Student &chnologylnvestmentfunds to replace up to 35.0
percent of funds spennhtechnology related programs in the prior fiscal year. Distribution
of this aidwasbasedond i st ri ct 6s proport i owasmotfwedtot a l
based.

Funding. The 2011 Assembly discontinued distributions from the Student Technology
InvestmentFund for FY 2012 with the implementation of the education funding formula
enacteddy the 2010 AssemblyFor FY 201, the Assembly appropriated $3.4 million for
the Student Technologinvestment Fundthe same level of funding as in FY 1999 through
FY 2010. The FY 1998 appropriation was $1.4 milliohe FY 2007 through FY 2011
budges froze the distribution to each community at the FY 2006 level@idaot reflect

the update of relevant data.
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Student Language Assistance Investment Fund
Statute(s).§16-7.1-9

Description. The Student Language Assistance Investrivent targetdstate resources

to assist students that require additional language educational services, and distribution i
based on a districtds proportion of Li mi
wereexpressed as futime equivalents in accordanceéthivSection16-54-4 of theRhode
IslandGeneral Laws, under which the old Limited English Proficiency aid was distributed.

Funding. The 2011 Assembly discontinued distributions from the Stutdanguage
Assistance InvestmentiRd for FY 2012 with themplementation of the education funding
formula enacted by the 2010 Assemblhe Assembly appropriated $31.7 million the
Student Language Assistaniceestment Fundor FY 2011. This is the same as FY 2004
throughFY 2010, which was $24.7 million more than the FY 2003 level of $7.0 million.
The significant increase in funagsavailable largely from funds formerly programmed
for Core Instruction Equity. FY 2001 and FY 2002 funding was $5.1 million and $3.7
million morethan FY 2000. The FY 2000 appropriation was $2.0 million over the FY
1999 and FY 1998 levels of $1.3 milliomhe FY 2007 though FY 201fudges frozethe
distribution to each community at the FY 2006 level aidinot reflect the update of
relevant data
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Charter Schools
Statute(s).§16-77.1:-2

Description. Charter schools are public schools authorized by the state through the Board of
Educationto operate independently from many state and local district rules and regulations.
Current law limits the statewide total to no more tB&rcharters. At leadtalf of thetotal
charters shall be reserved for charter school applications designed to increase the educatior
opportunities for atisk pupils. The 2005 Assembly removed ttep on the number of charter
schools per community but kept the statewideof@0. Previouslyno more than two charters
couldbe granted in a single school didiriexcept if a district hadhore than 20,000 students,

then four chartersouldbe grangd.

The 2010 Assembly increased the statewide total to no more than 35 charters; it had
previously been no more than 20 charters serving no more than 4.0 percent of the state'
school age population. At least half of the 35 total charters shall beeddervcharter
school applications designed to increase the educational opportunitiesiér @ipils.

For FY 2019,thereare 23 charter schools imine communities A list of each charter
school and the host commueiis shown in thdollowing table It should be noted that
for charterschoolswith multiple campuses, each host community is listed.

Host Community Charter School
Central Falls Learning Community
Segue Institute
Central Falls & Providence Nowell Leadership Academy
Cranston New England Laborers Construction Career Academy
Cumberland & Lincoln RI Mayoral Academies Blackstone Valley
Providence Achievement First Providence Mayoral Academy
Charette
Highlander
Hope Academy
Nurses Institute
Paul Cuffee
Southside Elementary
Textron (Academy for Career Exploration)
Times 2
Trinity Academy
Village Green
Pawtucket Blackstone Academy
International
South Kingstown Compass
Kingston Hill
West Greenwich Greene School
Woonsocket Beacon
Rise Prep Mayoral Academy
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The 1999 Assembly adopted legislation that changed fundinchéoterpublic shools.
Charter public schools had formerly received operatingatigrom the district in which
theywerelocated. This was equal to the gmipil cost for the district multiplied by the
school 6s share of t he districtos stud
recommendations from a commission appointed to creag¢gvdunding plan.

This funding mechanism providestate funding equal to that ppupil cost, reduced by
the di st r i dhed095 Asderablyenacteathange in the calculation of charter
school aid that set the minimum share ratio for each district at 30 percent.

The share ratio formula measdr&ate and community wealth using two factors: the full
value of local property and the median familgdme as determined by the most recent
census. Property value is certified annually by the DepartmeRewénue, Division of
Municipal Finance based on local sales data and appraisals. The total assessed loca
property value of a community is adjusted dlifferences in local assessment rates to allow
the reporting of figures comparable on a statewide basis, resulting in the Equalized
Weighted Assessed Valuation (EWAV).

The valuationsveret hen adj usted by the rati omcomd at
boreto the statewide median family income, as reported in the most recent federal census
data. Use of both the property value and the median family ingease@n attempt to
compensate for districts that have significant disparity between medidp ilacome and

the full value of property

There is also a statutory allowance forawpi@ ar ai d adj ust ment i
enrollment data in the current fiscal year shows a 10 percent or greater change from the
prior October The statute alsdlaws for a ratable reduction in aid if the level of funding
appropriated is not sufficient.

The 20® Assemblyextended thenoratorium on final approvals of new charter schools
first enacted by the 2004 Assembly, through the 28008 school yeaso new schools
could open beginning in FY 2009.While the 2008 Assembly did not extend the
moratorium, there was no funding in the FY 2009 budget for the opening of any new
schools. The FY 2010 budget incladkl.5 million for the opening of new charsahoos,
including mayoral academies.

The share of public school students who attend charter schools has riséh7pmrcent

in FY 2012, the first year of the funding formula,A@ percent estimateidr FY 2019. In

that same time period there has bedd percent increase in the number of charter schools,
growing from 16 in FY 20120 23 for FY 2019.

Mayoral AcademiesThe 2008 Assembly revised the charter school statutes to allow for
the creation of a newpe of charter school, called a mayoral academy. These academies
would have to go through the same approval process as other charter schools but would b
exempt from teacher retirement and prevailing wage laws.

Employment MandatesSTt he Assembly did not adopt the
to exempt charter schools that are chartered after July 1, 2009 and those subject to renew
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after July 1, 2009 from having to follow the same employee provisions as other public
schools. He mposed that these schools be exempt from prevailing wage and benefit
provisions and from participation in the state teacher retirement system or from classifying
their employees as public employees. Currently only mayoral academies are exempt fror
theseprovisions. The state currently grants charters for a period of up to five years.

Funding Formula. Beginningin FY 2012, charter schoolre funded pursuant to the
education funding formula adopted by the 2010 Assent®harter schoolarefunded like
other districts with the state share being that of the sending district for each gtiudent
the local contribution being the logaér pupilcostof the sending district.

Special Legislative Commission to Assess the Funding FormUbe 2014 House of
Representatives passed a resolution establishing a special legislative commission to stud
and assess the Afair funding formula. o
education funding formula was a major policy shifmad at providing stable and
predictable funding and addressing the inequities between districts that developed in the
absence of a formula, and that it is incumbent upon the Assembly to assess that legislatio
to ensure that new inequities have not emeggednintended consequences.

The commission consisted of 12 members, three of wivede members of the House,
appointed by the Speaker, an appointee of the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondar
Education, the executive director of the Rhode Islamydfal Academies, director of the
Metropolitan Career and Technical School or designee, executive director of the Rhode
Island League of Charter Schools or designee, executive director of the Rhode Island
School Superint endent ssilentostisedrbodedtahdiLeague ofr d
Cities and Town®r designee, president of the Rhode Island Chapter of the American
Federation of Teachers or designee, president of the Rhode Island Chapter of the Natione
Education Association or designee, and tresigent of the Rhode Island Association of
School Committees or designee.

The stated purpose of the commissioaes to study and assess the funding formula,
including, but not limited to:

1 The types of expenses funded from local property taxes ancteyssturces and
the extent to which those expenses are fixed or variable
1 The extent to which the total per pupil charter funding obligation Ige with
the funding formula;
1 The extent to which funding for expenses borne exclusivelyidtgials is shited
to charters;
The extent to which charter tuition obligations differ between commupiéties
The extent to which the local share of funding to charter schools impacts district
outyear sustainability.

= =

The impetudor this study commissiowasconcern regarding the required local share of
funding for charter schools. Under the formula, charter schools are funded like other
districts with the state share being that of the sending district for each student and the loca
contribution being the kmal per pupil cost of the sending district. Some have argued that
there are district expenses such as teacher retirement costs, retiree health, and debt servi
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that are part of a districtbdés per pupil
issue has become more acute as more charter schools are created and more students el
to go to charter schools. The share of public school students who attend charter school
has risen from 3.7 percent in FY 2012, the first year of the funding fortouta4 percent
estimated for FY 2016. In that same time petivete has been a 38 percent increase in
the number of charter schools, growing from 16 in FY 2012 to 22 for FY 2016.

The Commission began meeting in January 2015 and reported its findirigayof8,

2015. The reportidentified numerous areas for further study and areas in which the funding
formula appearsot to be fair to both municipalities and charter schools, but it did not
make any direct recommendations to adjust the funding formutectify the issues
identified

Working Group to Review the Permanent Education Foundation Aid Forr@u@ctober

22, 2015, the Governor created a Working Group to Review the Permanent Education
Foundation Aid Formula through an executive order. Thamwas tasked with reviewing

the degree to which the funding formula is meeting the needs of all students and schools
ensuring formula fairness between school types, and the degree to which the formula
incorporates best practices in funding, efficiencg aanovation. The group recommended

that the state consider providing additional support to traditional districts with high
percentages of students enrolled in public schools of choice, including charter and state
schools.

The Governor recommended ldgison to the 2016 Assemblo reduce the local tuition
payments made to charter and state schools by $355 per student in an effort to capture tf
cost differential between traditional districts and charter schools in areas such as: preschoc
services andcreening, services to students ages 18 to 21, career and technical education
out-of-district placements, retiree health expenses, debt service and rental costs. The
proposed legislation wouldaverequirad the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary
Education to review and recalculate the reduction to local funding every three years in
order to ensure accuracy, though it is not clear what elements would be recalculated an
by what standard.

The Governor also proposed legislation to codify the Departm& s pr act i ce
calculates the local per pupil cost used to determine local tuition payments to charter anc
state schools. Her proposal woblaveexcludel the local share of funding paid to charter

and state schools in the calculation of local pépil expenditures and wouldhve frozen

the amount of this exclusion at the FY 2014 level. The impact of the two changes is
estimated tohavereduce local tuition payments to charter and state schools by $7.0
million for FY 2017 the impact taharter schools wouldave beei$5.9 million.

The 2016 Assembly did not concur with those proposals related to local tuition payments
and instead enacted a single measure that reduces the local tuition payments to charter al
state schools by the greatef seven percent of the | ocal
Auni gqueWBnicpwd scosts are the per pupil vV a
services and screening, services to students ages 18 to 21, career and technical educatic
out-of-district special education placements, retiree health benefits, debt service and renta
costs offset by those same costs for charter schdolthe case of districts where the
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unique cost calculation is greater, local tuition payments to mayoral aclevith
teachers that do not participate in the state retirement system are further reduced by th
value of the unfunded pension I|liability

Recent LegislationDuring the 2017 sessiohoth the House and the Senate passed
legislationregardingcharter schoolsHouse bill 2017- H 6325and Senate bit017 - S

0884 identical bills, were passed by the House and Senate. Thebid have expanded

the definition of a network charter lsmol to encompass aharter public school that
operates or will operate elementary school grades and middle school grades, or operates
will operate middle school and high school grades. The Governor vetoed the bill on July
19.

Funding. The FY 208 budget includes®.5million for formula aid to charter schools.
This is &.7 million or 9.4 percent more than the FY 2B&nacted level and0$6 million
morethan the Governér ,ecommendatiobased orupdatedenrollment data.

For FY 2002through FY 2011 community distribution tablego notreflect those funds
paid directly to the charter schools. They do continue to reflect the indirect cost payment
to the sending districhrough FY 201 1which is equal to 5.0 percent of the per popét.

For comparison, prior yearsd tables are

The following graphshows funding and enroliment for FY Z®through the ¥ 2019
enacted budget.
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Urban Collaborative Accelerated Program
Statute(s).§16-3.1-11

Description. The 2012 Assembly adopted legislation that requires that beginning in FY
2014, the Urban Collaborative Accelerated Program (UCAP) be funded pursuant to the
education funding formulaPrior to FY 2014,hese studentserein the district enrollment
countsand the statpaideducation aid for these students to the sending communities. The
statenow remits education aid for these students directly to the school and the sending
districts send the local share to the school similar to the way the Met Scliontiéxl.

UCAP operates as an independent public school dedicated to reducing the dropout rates i
Providence, Central Falls and Cranston.

Funding. The FY 2014 budget included $0.3 million for the first year of new funding for
the Urban Collaborative Acceleratedhe FY 20D budget includes %4 million for the
sixth year of funding This is $01 million lessthan enacted for FY 2@lreflecting a
decline in enrollment

Fiscal Year Appropriation

Fy2014 $ 296,703
FY2015 $ 574,513
FY2016 $ 856,203
Fy2017 $ 1,115,290
FY2018 $ 1,494,741
FY2019 $ 1,423,688
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Full-Day Kindergarten
Statute(s). §167.1-11.1

Description. The FullDay Kindergarten Investmeifund was established by the 2000
Assembly to require that there be an appropriation to supporddyllkindergarten
programs. The appropriatiomasbased on the number of students enrolled indall
kindergarten programs and the tax equity index of each district. Districts maeive
minimum of $500 for each student. Districts with a tax equity index below 1.0 rdceive
$1,000 per student, and those with a tax equity index below 0.6 ré&di\#0 per student.

In FY 2001, these funds were included in the determination of minindiimaeases. The
2001 Assembl yds enact ment excluded di s
mi ni mum aid increases. The Governords F
toward a proposed 1.0 percent minimum increase in aid. The 2002 Assestbbd
provided a 1.0 percent minimum increase, excludingdail kindergarten furgl but did
include this aid in calculating its overall provision of a 2.5 percent minimum increase.

Funding. The 2011 Assembly discontinued distributions from the-Baly Kindergarten
InvestmentFund for FY 2012 with the implementation of the education funding formula
enacted by the 2010 Assemblyor FY 201, funding totakd$4 2 million, the same as the

FY 2010 level. The FY 2007 through FY 201budges froze the distribution to each
community at the FY 2006 level amlid not reflect the update of relevant datim FY

2001, $2.4 million was distributed through this category and incorporated into the aid used
to meet minimum increase guarantees. For FY 20@2jng totaled $3.1 million and was
excluded from the determination of minimum increases. For FY 2003 total funding was
$4.0 million Fundingwas$4.4 millionfor FY 2004 $4.7 million for FY 2005and $4.2
million sinceFY 2006.

There are different pgyams related to fulllay kindergarten that are noted later in the
report.
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Vocational Technical Equity Fund
Statute(s). §16-7.1-19

Description. The Vocational Technical Equit{fund was established by the 2000
Assembly to require that there be an appropriation to provide aid for districts that send
students to locally operated career and technical centers. The appropvagiotended

to support the academic instruction computnef vocational education for students
enrolled in career and technical education programs.

Prior t0o200Q the state had been allocating $10.7 million to support the vocational program
component for these students. Those funds remained in the bastonseaid allocation

for each district. This fund providelistricts with $500 for each student, based on the prior
year enrollment, who atteeda locally operated career and technical center.

Funding. The 2011 Assembly discontinued distributions frthra Vocational Technical
Equity Fund for FY 2012 with the implementation of the education funding formula
enacted by the 2010 Assembl¥he Assembly provided $1.5 million for the Vocational
Technical Equity Fund in FY 2. It has fluctuated between $imillion and $14 million
since FY 2001, based on changes in enrolim&tie FY 2007 through-Y 2011 budges
frozethe distribution to each community at the FY 2006 leveldiddiot reflect the update

of relevant data.
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Group Home Aid
Statute(s). §16:64-1.1-3; §1664-2; §1664-8
Description. The 2001 Assembly adopted legislation in Article 22 of the FY 2002
Appropriations Act to eliminate billing among communities for the education costs of
children placed in group homes by the Department of Children, Youth and Families and
create a mechanisfar the state to pay those costs.

Prior to FY 2002, an official community of residence was determined for each child living

in a group home, which is generally base
residence is responsible to pdne tdistrict in which the child is placed for the cost of the
chil dbés education. Thi s system produc

concerning financial responsibility. These disputes often resulted in costly legal fees for
all parties involved andistricts hosting group home were largely unsuccessful in seeking
reimbursements.

The changes contained in Article 22 provide for a per bed allotment to districts in which
group homes are located. This allotment would be set annually and attemptctotinefle

mix of regular and special education students residing in these homes. The legislation alst
relieves the sending districts of financial responsibility for students placedaf-digtrict

group homes, and prevents the hosting district from gillar those students.

The 2007 Assemblg nacted | egi sl ation to ensure tF
home aid more closely reflects the actual number of group home beds open at the time o
the budget. The legislation mandates that increadesds prior to December 31 of each
year shall be paid as part of the supplemental budget for that year and included in the budge
year recommendatiorDecreases in beds will not result in a decrease in aid for the current
year but will be adjusted in thalssequent year. Previoustiiere was no requirement for

the funding of new beds in a fiscal year until the next fiscal year.

The 2008 Assembly increased the per bed amount from $15,000 to $22,000 for the groug

home beds associated with the BradlegHoni t al 6 s resi denti al CR

While most existing aid categoriegerereplaced by the new education funding formula,
communities hosting group homes continue to receive funding consistent with current law
for group home beds. Group home &igrovided in addition to aid throughe funding
formula.

The 2014 Assembly changed the way group home beds affect total funding allowed under
Rhode Island General Law, Section-2-@2 (1)(ii), which requires that the number of
group home beds be deducfeain enrollment data for the purpose of determining average
daily membershiplnstead of showing the impact of group hobeels on funding formula

aid, the budget shows the impact on group home aid. The decrease in funding is phasec
in over the remainingears of the transition period.
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The 2016 Assembly provided an additional $2,000 per group home bed for a total of

$17,000 per bedPayments forbeds s soci at ed with Bradl ey

increasd by $4,000for a total of $26,000 per bed.

Funding. The FY 20D budgetincludes 8.6 million for group home aid The chartelow
shows group home fundiras well as group home befds FY 2004 through FY 209. In

FY 2019, the 18 communities hosting group hoswill have a total 0365 beds.

$11,000,000

Group Home Funding
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Categorical - High Cost Special Education
Statute(s).§ 16-7.2-6 (a)

Description. The education formula allows for additional state resources to digbritiigh-
cost special education studemthr e n t hose costs exceed fi ve
per pupil core instruction amount and student success factor amount.

The Governor recommended legislation to reduce the threshold for eligibility to four times
the per pupil core instructiammount and student success factor amount effective FY 2018.
Absent additional resources provided for the change in eligibility, this could reduce the
share of funding for some districts as the total is split among more students. However, nc
data was ctécted or evaluated to determine the impact of the proposal.

The 2016 Assembly did not concur and instead enacted legislation requiring the
Department to collect data on those special educational costs that exceed four times the pe
pupil amount in ordeto evaluate the impact of a change in thresholdse data indicat

that a change in thresholds would have increased the amount of qualifying expenditures by
more than 70.0 percent when compared to the existing threshold. For FY 2018, $14.6
million of expenditures qualify for categorical aid under current law. Under the lower
threshold, $25.8 million would have qualified for aid.

The 2017 Assembly enacted legislation further requiring the Department to collect data on
those special education costs teateed two and three times the per pupil amodiie
Department anticipates datdll be available by the end of August 2018.

Funding. The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education prorates the funds
available for distribution among thoséigible school districts if the total approved costs

for which districts are seeking reimbursement exceed the amount of funding appropriated
in any fiscal year.

Funding began in FY 2012 for the categorical funding categories with the implementation
of the funding formula, though no funding was provided for high cost special education
students until FY 2013The FY 202 budget includes $4.5 million, which eé@nsistent

with the FY 2017and FY 208 enacted budgst The Department has indicated that the
total cost of full implementation for FY 2@twould be approximately®.5million.

Fiscal Year Appropriation

FY 2012 $ -

FY 2013 $ 500,000
FY 2014 $ 1,000,000
FY 2015 $ 1,500,000
FY 2016 $ 2,500,000
FY 2017 $ 4,500,000
FY 2018 $ 4,500,000
FY 2019 $ 4,500,000
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Categorical - Career and Technical Education
Statute(s).§ 16-7.2-6 (b)

Description. The funding formula allows the state to provide resources to help meet the
initial capital investment needs to transform existing or create new comprehensive careel
and technical education programs and career pathways in critical and emerging industrie:
ard to help offset the higher than average costs associated with facilities, equipment,
maintenance, repair and supplies necessary for maintaining the quality of highly
specialized programs.

Recent Legislation. The House passed 20158268, Substitute Avhich would allow

that, beginning in FY 2017, in the event the Board of Trustee€areer and Technical
Educationhas assumed the care, management and responsibility of a career and technice
school, said school shall be eligible for up to $1.0 millimnfrthe career and technical
categorical funds to be paid no sooner than FY 2018. The maximum amount of funding is
capped at $2.0 million in any fiscal year. The bill also gives the Board the authority to
provide advice and consent on the allocation gfamd all career and technical categorical
funds. This bill was placed on the Senate calendar; the Senate took no action.

Funding. The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education has established criteria
for the purpose of allocating funds provitby the Assembly each year aorates the

funds available for distribution among those eligible school districts if the total approved
costs for which districts are seeking reimbursement exceed the amount of funding
appropriated in any fiscal year.

Fiscal Year Appropriation

FY 2012 $ -

FY 2013 $ 3,000,000
FY 2014 $ 3,000,000
FY 2015 $ 3,500,000
FY 2016 $ 3,500,000
FY 2017 $ 4,500,000
FY 2018 $ 4,500,000
FY 2019 $ 4,500,000

Funds are distributed in two priority areas: offset funding to diminish the financial costs
incurred by districts that offer career and technical education; and support to schools starting
up new career and technical education programmimpglidants regesting funding support

for program startips have to provide a 20 percent cash match in order to secure categorical
funding

The careeand technical education fund will support the initial investment requirements to
transform existing or create new careed technical programs and offset the higher than
average costs of maintaining the highly specialized programs. Ongoing Ssmparited

for more than one year by meeting specific performance targets, for example, 90.0 percen
of studentssuccessfullytransitioned into postsecondary career and technical education
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programs or employmentThe following table itemizes the FY 28distribution of the

appropriation.

Local Education Agency

FY 2018 Amount

Allocation - High Cost Programs

Academy for Career Exploration $ 39,543

Barrington 28,978

Bristol-Warren 11,745

Burrillville 11,888

Central Falls 15,385

Chariho 139,913
Coventry 180,950
Cranston 185,523
Davies 297,387
East Providence 141,793
Foster-Glocester 263,865
Lincoln 35,724

Met School 499,498
Narragansett 27,033

Newport 89,421

North Kingstown 26,177

Pawtucket 52,081

Portsmouth 14,722

Providence 377,281
RI Nurses Institute 43,673

Scituate 21,040

Smithfield 35,548

Tiverton 63,266

Warwick 81,182

Westerly 71,776

West Warwick 12,934

Woonsocket 169,509
Subtotal $ 2,937,835
Innovation and Equity Grants

Chariho $ 150,00(
East Providence 150,000
Exeter- West Greenwich 150,000
Met School 150,000
RI Nurses Institute 150,000
Providence 150,000
Smithfield 122,165
Warwick 150,000
Subtotal $ 1,172,165
Advanced Coursework Network

Fab Newport $ 57,641

Herreshoff Marine 5,949

NEIT 29,875

PASA 47,705

Recycle-a-Bike 5,140

Roger Williams University 243,690
Subtotal $ 390,000
Total $ 4,500,000
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Categorical - Early Childhood
Statute(s).§ 16-7.2-6 (c)

Description. The funding formula allows the state to provide resources to incaeasss
to voluntary, free, higlguality prekindergarten programs.

Funding. The early childhood program funds are distributed tekmmdergarten sites
selected through a request foroposals processThe Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education has established the criteria for the purpose of allocating funding
provided by the Assembly

The Budget includes73 million for FY 2019, which is $11 million more than enacted.
Thesefunds are currently distributed through a request for proposal process and have beel
going directly to childcare programs. Early childhood categorical funds are used as a matct
for a federal grantTotal federabrant Linding for FY 2019s $65.6 million. Together, state

and federal funds will be used to support 60-kinelergarten classes, which is consistent
with the number of classes supported in FY 2018.

Fiscal Year Appropriation

FY 2012 $ -

FY 2013 $ 1,450,000
FY 2014 $ 1,950,000
FY 2015 $ 2,950,000
FY 2016 $ 3,950,000
FY 2017 $ 5,160,000
FY 2018 $ 6,240,000
FY 2019 $ 7,360,000
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Categoricali Non-Public Transportation
Statute(s).§ 16-7.2-6 (e)

Description. The funding formula allows the state to provide resources to mitigate the
excess costs associated with transporting students-tif-digtrict nonpublic schools and
within regional school districts. The state assumes the costs gfuiiic outof-district
transportation for those districts participating in the statewide transportation system

Recent Legislation. For FY 2016, Governor Raimondo proposegislationrepealing the
requirement that local education agencies provide transportation for students attending
private schools. Her recommendation reduced FY 2015 enacted expenditures by $2.(
million and it included funding for the regionalized distsionly. The Assembly did not
concurand restored $2.0 million

Prior to FY 2018, funding for transportation cosesallocated through a single category of
aid. The Department of Elementary and Secondary Educatiorditidad andseparately
distribued funding for nospublic schools and regionalized school transportafidre funds
were divided based on eacha t e gsltare gf ol transportation costéhe 2017 Assembly
enacted legislation creating two distinct categories of transportatioar&dpr norpublic
transportation and one for regional school districts.

Funding. The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education psdaret€unds
available for distribution among those eligible school districts if the total approved costs
for which districts are seeking reimbursement exceed the amount of funding appropriated
in any fiscal year.The preFY 2018 figures are adjusted to shthe share allocated to
each category.

Fiscal Year Appropriation

FY 2012 $ 577,028
FY 2013 $ 1,154,055
FY 2014 $ 1,560,283
FY 2015 $ 2,131,066
FY 2016 $ 2,000,000
FY 2017 $ 3,249,743
FY 2018 $ 3,038,684
FY 2019 $ 3,038,684
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Categoricali Regional District Transportation
Statute(s).§ 16-7.2-6 (f)

Description. The funding formula allows the state to provide resources to mitigate the
excess costs associated with transporting students-tif-digtrict nonpublic schools and
within regional school districtsThe state shares in the costs associated with weimsp
students within regional school districts. The state and regional school districts share
equally the student transportation costs net any federal sources of revenue for thes
expenditures.

Recent Legislation. Prior to FY 2018, funding fdransportation costsasallocated through

a single category of aid. The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education ther
divided andseparately distributed funding for npnblic schools and regionalized school
transportation.The funds were divide based on eacha t e ghare pfdotal transportation
costs.The 2017 Assembly enacted legislation creating two distinct categories of transportation
aid, one for nofpublic transportation and one for regional school districts.

Funding. The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education prorates the funds
available for distribution among those eligible school districts if the total approved costs

for which districts are seeking reimbursement exceed the amount of funding appropriated
in any fiscal year.The preFY 2018 figures a adjusted to show the shakocated to

each category.

Fiscal Year Appropriation

FY 2012 $ 510,812
FY 2013 $ 1,021,625
FY 2014 $ 1,703,237
FY 2015 $ 2,220,294
FY 2015 $ 2,351,360
FY 2017 $ 3,101,617
FY 2018 $ 3,772,676
FY 2019 $ 4,372,676
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Categoricali Limited Regionalization Bonus
Statute(s).§ 16-7.2-6 (Q)

Description. The funding formula allows the state to provide a limited-ywar bonus for

regionalized districts. The bonus in th
of the foundation education aid for the regionalized districts in that fiscal Yaarsecond
year bonus shall be 1.0 percent of the s

regionalized districts in that fiscal year. This bonus applies to districts that are currently
regionalized as well as any districts that regionahziae future.

Funding. The following table shows the funding provided for the districts that were
already regionalized when the fund formula was implemented. Nadditional districts
have regionalized since.

Fiscal Year Appropriation
FY 2012 $ 851,241
FY 2013 $ 412951

FY 2014 -2019 $ -
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Categoricali English Language Learners
Statute(s).§ 16-7.2-6 (h)

Description. On October 22, 2015, the Governor created a Working Group to Review the
Permanent Education Foundation Aid Formula through an executive order. The group was
tasked with reviewing the degreeviiich the funding formula is meeting the needs of all
students and schools, ensuring formula fairness between school types, and the degree
which the formula incorporates best practices in funding, efficiency and innovation. The
group recommended thahe state consider providing additional support for English
language learners in order to improve education outcomes.

The Assembly concurred with the Governor
of funding to support English language learnerg #ra in the most intensive programs.
The funding shall be used on evidefmsed programs proven to increase outcomes and
will be monitored by the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. The
Department must collect performance reports frorridts and approve the use of funds
prior to expenditure. The Department shall ensure the funds are aligned to activities that
are innovative and expansive and not utilized for activities the district is currently funding.
The calculation is ten percent the core instruction amount, adjusted for the state share
ratio, for students based on criteria determined by the Commissidhending was
provided for FY 2017 only.

The 2017 Assembly removeide provisiorlimiting funding to FY 2017 only, estalshing
a permanent category of aid for English language learners.

Funding. The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education has established
criteria for the purpose of allocating funds provided by the Assembly each year and
prorates the fundsvaileble for distribution among those eligible school districts if the total
approved costs for which districts are seeking reimbursement exceed the amount of funding
appropriated in any fiscal year.

Fiscal Year Appropriation
FY 2017 $ 2,372,225
FY 2018 $ 2,494,939
FY 2019 $ 2,744,939
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Categoricali Charter School Density Aid
Statute(s).§ 16-7.2-5 (e)

Description. On October 22, 2015, the Governor created a Working Group to Review the
Permanent Education Foundation Aid Formula through an executive order. The group was
tasked with reviewing the degree to which the fundarghula is meeting the needs of all
students and schools, ensuring formula fairness between school types, and the degree
which the formula incorporates best practices in funding, efficiency and innovation. The
group recommended that the state consmtenviding additional support to traditional
districts with high percentages of students enrolled in public schools of choice, including
charter and state schools.

The 2016 Assembly concurred with th&Gover nor 6 s r ecommeewdat i
category of & which would provide additional state support for those districts who have
at least 5.0 percent of their students enrolled at a school of choice, which includes charte
schools or state schools.

Funding. The 2016Assembly enacted a three year progtaat would phase out in FY
2020. The Budget include®$ million for FY 2019, which would provide $per pupil

for every student sent to a charter or state school for those districts who have at least 5.
percent of their students enrolled in a chade state school.For FY 2017 districts
received $175 per studemnd received $10per studenfor FY 2018

Fiscal Year Appropriation
FY 2017 $ 1,492,225
FY 2018 $ 910,500
FY 2019 $ 478,350
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Categoricali School Resource Officer Support
Statute(s).§ 16-7.2-6 (i)

Description. The 2018 Assembly established a voluntary tiye&r pilot program for a

new category of education aid to supputvschool resource officers for a period of three
years beginning in FY 2019. Funding will be used to reimburse school districts or
municipdities onehalf of the total cost of employing a new school resource officer at a
middle or high school for districts that choose to do so. Staffing levels that exceed one
officer per school with less than 1,200 students and two officers per school,28thdr

more studentarenoteligible for reimbursement.

School resource officers assvorn law enforcement officers responsible for safety and
crime prevention in schools. They are typically employed by a local police department and
work closely withschool administrators to create a safe environment for both students and
staff. Officers typically can make arrests, respond to calls for service, and document
incidents, and may have other roles, sucmastoringor making safety presentations to
studens. It should be noted that school resource officers are not school disciplinarians;
violations of school rules are the responsibility of school administration.

Schooldistricts or municipalities would have the option to employ school resource officers
and state reimbursement anly available fomew positions Funding may not be used to
supplant current funding rokanisms Reimbursement would be limited based on
enrollment noted above. For example, if a district hired three new officers for a sctiool wi
more than 1,200 students, they caoallsb receive reimbursement favo officers provided

no other officers are assigned to that school

Based on information collected in 2Q1iBe total number ohew officers that could be
hired and qualify for reimbursement éstimated to b&9. Using an average cost of
$87,985 per position, the total cost of reimbursing-lbak of each nevofficer would be
$3.1 million in FY 2019f all districts participatedTheaverage position cost was provided
by the Budget Office and was calculated using ec@hbhmunity averagef reported
average compensatidor uniformed police department employees of those municipalities
currently reporting such dato the Department ofédRenue.

Funding. The 2018 Assembly enactedit@eeyear program that Wi phase out in FY

2022. The Budget includes $2.0 million for FY 2009 the estimated cost of the first
year.
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Progressive Support and Intervention
Statute(s). §16-7.1-5

Description. Section 167.1-5 of theRhode Island>eneral Laws authoridghe Board of
Educationto adopt a series of progressive support and intervention strategies for those
schools and districts that continue to fall short of performance goals outlined in the district
strategic plans. The 1998 Assembly amended this section to specify the stopseof
strategies. It alsgave the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education the
authority to exercise progressive levels of control over a school and/or district budget,
program or personnel when, following a three year period of support, theneoh been
improvement in the education of students.

This section further delegateresponsibility to the Board ofEducation for the
reconstitution of those same el ements of
did not specify a funding phafor this work.

Funding. The 2011 Assembly eliminated the general revenue support for these activities
based on availability of federalaRe to the Top fundsThis type ofwork waspart of the
Departmentds Race to the Top planned act

For FY 2001 and FY 2002 the Assembly provided $4.7 million for progressive support of
reform efforts in selected school districts. Actual spending was slightly lower. The funds
were to primarily be used to assist the Providence school district in its edusdton
efforts, in conjunction with its Excellence in Education Compact with the state. FY 2003
funding was enacted at $0.5 million. It was increased to $1.1 million for FY 2004 to reflect
a $0.6 million appropriation specifically targeted at achievaigpsl improvement at Hope

Hi gh School i n Providence. For FYy 20
recommendati on for adding $1.0 million
urban high schools. This increased total funding to $2.1 million.

The 2005 Assembly increased funding by $0.8 million to $2.9 million, as recommended
by the Governofor FY 2006 Funding continué providing the $0.6 million first allocated

for Hope High School in FY 2004 and $1.0 million to achieve school improvement at the
stateds ur b dhe 2006 Assemidyetactad I$29. million for FY 2007.

The 2007 Assemblincluded $2.8 milliorfor FY 2008or $93,212 less than the FY 2007
enacted level for support of reform efforts in selected school districts. FYh2007
enacted budget contained legislation that dedicated $100,000 from progressive support an
intervention funds to support the Rieotsland Consortium for Instructional Leadership
and Training. The 2007 Assembly included this funding as a community service grant and
reduced progressive support and intervention funds by $100,000 and increased communit,
service grants by that same ambu

The 2008 Assembly provided $2.7 million for FY 2009. This is $0.1 million less than
enacted for FY 2008. The reduction refegtthe elimination of funding for a Principal
Fellow position responsible for developing district leadership in both sslamal central
offices.
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The 2009 Assembly enacted $3.2 million or $0.8 million more than the FY 2009 allocation
for support of reform efforts in selected school districts. The additional funaasgo
fund two initiatives recommended by the
includes $0.7 million for a preschool er:
$0.1 million for extended learning time in the urban districts.

The 2010 Asembly enacted $2.7 million or $0.2 million less than the FY 2010 allocation
for support of reform efforts in selected school districts. This teftenoving funding for

an early education program from progressive support and intervention to program
admnistration. It also refleedincreased funding to hire experts to begin the design and
devel opment work for the transformati on
No funding was included after FY 2011 because of the availability of feRaia to the

Top funds, which could be used for this program.
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Hasbro Childrends Hospital
Statute(s).8§16-7-20 (e)

Descripton. The Hasbro Chil dr ends HedexpenditadsforSc h
educational personnel, supplies, and materials for students in the hospital. The Assembl
al so incorporated support for the Hashbr
program, which had formerly only been reflected in the dpaydudget of the Department

of Elementary and Secondary Education.

Funding. The Assembly provided $100,000 annually from FY 2001 through F'@ 200
t he Hasbr o ChSchodlpragnan. sThiHevel gf furidiad was $4,804 greater
than FY 2000 ad $20,000 greater than the several years prior to FY 2000.

The 2009 Assembly opted to treat the g

community service grant; thieindingi s now budgeted el sewhe
budgetand no longer treated as education aid
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School Visits
Statute(s).§16-7.1-10

Description. Legislation establishing the Targeted Aid fund for FY 1999 also required an
appropriation for comprehensive -site school reviews as part of the School
Accountdility for Learning and Teaching system, known as SALT, and other
accountability measures to carry out the purposes of the accountability legislation. These
measures have included training sessions and the contracting of Master Teachers, calle
Regents Hiows, to work directly in the districts.

Funding. The Assembly appropriated $461,273 for this purpose in FY 1999 and $408,635
in FY 2000. For FY 2001 and FY 2002, the Assembly enacted appropriations of $658,635
for each year. The increase was ineghdo fund 20 additional school visits to fully
implement SALT at 60 visits per year. This implementation schedule was to allow all of
the stateds schools to be visited every

For FY 2003 funding dropped to $0.4 millioriThis change contired support for the
concept but required the Department to review the visit schedule and reallocate resource
to the most essential expendituréistemained at this level through FY 280

The 2008 Assembly included $145,864 to support school visits, which is $262,071 less
than enacted. Combined with other reduc
2009 reduction for SALTwas$0.6 million. The 2009 Assembly provided $145,864 for

FY 2010, the same as for FY 2009.

The FY 2011 budget eliminatatle enacted level of $145,864 to support school \asits
the Department stopped conducting the accountability visitmdswereallocated to the
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education feiterschool reviews and other
support for district accountability measures. This funding supgottte School
Accountability for Learning and Behing system, known as SALTThe acountability
work wastransitioned into a comprehensive district visit and incorporated into the Office
of Transformation.
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Full-Day Kindergarten Pilot Program
Statute(s). §16-:99-2, 816-99-4, §1699-5, §167-22

Description. The 23 Assembly enactedfunding for a new fulday kindergarten
incentive grant program. Thfanding will provide onetime, startup funding for school
districts that move from offering aapt-time kindergarten to a fullay kindergarten. The
Commissioner shall approve up taifeeligible districts per yedo voluntarily implement

a full-day kindergarten program. Funds would be appropriated based upon criteria
established by the Commissioner.

The legislation also allows the Department, beginning in the -201% school yeartp
include an estimate to ensure that districts converting from adhglfto fullday
kindergarten program are credited on a-fulle basis beginning in the first year of
enrollment.

The 204 Assembly enacted legislatitmprovide that districts thabavert from halday

to full-day kindergarten in the 2042D15 school year and thereafter will receive education
funding formula aid for that conversion more quickly than the current transition, beginning
in FY 2017.

The 2015 Assembly concurred withthe® er nor 6 s pr oposal to p
municipalities in FY 2016 that had not implemented universalfajl kindergarten by the
20142015 school year.This funding isprovided with the regular formula aidThis
funding is intended to assist lemoving any barriers that may exist to implementing
universal fullday kindergarten by August 2016, since the 2015 Assembly passed
legislation mandating that all municipalities offer universal fdfly kindergarten to all
students byhat date

This piogram as it was created; no longer required since the remaining districts are funded
with the kindergarten transition funds included with the formula aid, thus no funding in
included for FY 2016 for this program

Funding. The FY 2014budget includeds250,000for the first year of funding The
Department of Elementary and Secondary Educa&qoested proposals from all districts
that had haHday kindergarten.It received applications from six districthe statute
limited funding to four distridc. The Departmentdéds review co
ExeterWest Greenwich, Glocester, and Woonsock&ranston and Woonsocket
eventually declined the funding and the Department then funded the eligible requests of
the other two applicants, Barringtamd Smithfield. With these awards, $160,000 of the
$250,000 was obligated, leaving $90,000he Department offered planning grants of
$10,000 to the nine remaining districts with hadéfykindergarten.These funds were to be
used to develop feasibility plan for the implementation of fullay kindergarten in these
districts. Coventry, East Greenwich, Johnston, North Kingstown, Scituate, and
Woonsocket all accepted the $10,000 gra@tanston, Tiverton, and Warwick declined
the funding.
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The FY 2015 budgetlsoincluded$250,000 which the Department indicated has been
fully allocated tosix districts includingtwo towns (NorttKingstown and East Greenwich)
that returned unspent funds from FY 2014, which wesallocated to the same
commuitiesin FY 2015. It also include funding to Cranston, Johnston, Tiverton, and
Warwick.

Beginning inFY 2016, his program is no longer required since the remaining districts are
pursuing the trarigon to full-day kindergarten aare funded with the kindergarten transition
funds included with the formula aidlhe FY 2016 budget include®1.2 million as startup
funding for the districts that dinot offer universal fullay kindergarterin the 20152016
school yearThe 2015 Assebhly passed legislation requiring that all districts offer-flaly
kindergarten to all eligible children by August 2016 in order to receive any education aid. The
FY 2016 funding was provided to address any issues thatwistmay have implementing
full-day kindergarten by the deadline.

The FY 2017 enacted budget incldd&2.6 millionthrough the funding formuléo fund

the 13 districtghat converted to fullay kindergarten in FY 2015 or afteBeginning in
FY 2018,all districts have fuliday kindergarten.
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Textbook Loans
Statute(s). §16-23-2; §1623-3; §1623-3.1

Description. The 2000 Assembly enacted legislation expanding the class subjects covered
by the Textbook Loan program. Prior to that, the law mandhttdschool committees of
every community furnishat the expense of the communitgxtbooks in the field of
mathematics, science, and modern foreign languages appearing on the list published by th
Commissioner oElementary andSecondaryEducation to B pupils of elementary and
secondary school grades resident in the community. The expansion required that English
history and social studies textbooks be available for loan to students that are in grades K
8. Since communities already provide booksdbsubjects to public school students, the
additional costs relate to loaning books to 4paiblic school pupils.

Although this expenditure is incurred at the local level, expanding the program without
supporting appropriations would have presented afunded mandate to local
communities. Therefore, the change included a provision that the state would reimburse
districts for the expenditures incurred in providing English, history and social studies
textbooks to nofpublic school students that are imdes K8. The 2003 Assembly further
expanded the availability dfiesetextbooks to nowpublic school students in all grades.

Funding. The Assembly initially provided $320,0@or the textbook loan program in FY
2001. Actual expenditures were $80,2%Rely related to late implementation of the
program. Between FY 2003 and FY 2013, the average annual expenditure was $0.3
million. GovernorChafee propose eliminating the requirement that the state reimburse
certain costs allowed under the progranpas of his FY 2012 and FY 2013 budgets but
the Assembly rejected the proposal each time.

He alsorecommended eliminating funding for reimbursements allowed under the program
for FY 2015; the Asenbly rejected that proposal.

Governor Raimondgroposed lgislation eliminating the requirement that municipalities
provide textbooks for noepublic school students and eliminated funding for the
reimbursements allowed under the program for FY 2016. The Assembly did not concur
and maintainethe enacted level of funding.

The following table showsexpendituresfor the textbook loan pragm from FY 205
through FY 2089.

Fiscal Year Expenditures Fiscal Year Expenditures

2005 $ 325,000 2013 $ 237,032
2006 $ 240,000 2014 $ 195,052
2007 $ 313,500 2015 $ 115,745
2008 $ 329,000 2016 $ 150,709
2009 $ 316,677 2017 $ 159,541
2010 $ 233,861 2018 $ 88,960
2011 $ 241,490 2019 $ 240,000
2012 $ 265,698
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School Breakfast
Statute(s). §16-8-10.1

Description. The School Breakfast Program providdsly balanced, lowcost or free
breakfasts. Program participants include public school districts, private schools, residential
child care centers, and state schools.

As in the lunch program, children from families with incomes at or below 130 percent of
powerty level are eligible for free meals. Children between 130 percent and 185 percent of
poverty level are eligible for reducgutice meals. Children from families over 185 percent

of poverty pay a regular price for their subsidized méhlout 95 percentf the breakfasts
served in Rhode Island are served free or at a reduced price.

State law currently mandates that all public schools provide a breakfast program. The 200(
Assembly adopted this as a universal requirement. Previously the requirementiteas |

to districts based on specific poverty guidelines. That same statute prthadany costs
(other than transportation costs) associated with this program in excess of available federa
money shall be borne exclusively by the state and not byaipatities.

The 2005 Assemblgoncurred with Governd€ a r ¢ ipregosaléeffective July 1, 2005
providea per breakfast subsidgubject to appropriationo school districts based on each
districtds proportion of the number of b

As part of his FY 200@nd FY 201(Mudges, GovernorCarcieriproposed eliminating the
administrative reimbursement, which would st cost to communities. The 2088d
2009 Assembliedid not concur with this proposal.

GovernorChafeeproposed eliminating the administrative reimbursement again as part of
his FY 2013 budget; the Assembly did not concur with this propdsalernorChafee
proposed eliminating the administrative cost reimbursement again for FY 2015; the
Assembly rejected that proposal.

Funding. Reimbursement began as a pilot program in FY 1996 with funds from the
Legislatureods budget. E thadt eyead iandureflected we
reimbursements for costs rihg the 19941995 school year. The 2003 Assembly
transferred the responsibility to the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education.

Thefollowing tableshowsthe fundingfor FY 200 through FY D19.

Fiscal Year Appropriation Fiscal Year Appropriation
2005 $ 700,000 2013 $ 270,000
2006 $ 600,000 2014 $ 270,000
2007 $ 600,000 2015 $ 270,000
2008 $ 600,000 2016 $ 270,000
2009 $ 300,000 2017 $ 270,000
2010 $ 300,000 2018 $ 270,000
2011 $ 300,000 2019 $ 270,000
2012 $ 270,000
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Recovery High Schools
Statute(s). §16-:95-4 (c)

Description. Recovery high schools are specifically designed for students recovering from
a substance abuse disorder. T8H6 Assembly enacted legislation to provide state
supporttothest at e ds r e c o vAachoy Ledriing Academyhiocartently the
statebs only r e dhkeviagislation lalsogremoves: districts from the
enrollment process and changes the local tuition payments from the local per pupil
expenditures tohie core instruction amount.

The 2017 Assembly removed theovisionthatlimited funding to FY 2017 only.

Funding. The Assembly provided $500,000 for FY 2iconsistent with the enacted
budget

Fiscal Year Appropriation
FY 2017 $ 500,000
FY 2018 $ 500,000
FY 2019 $ 500,000
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Speech Pathologist Salary Supplement
Statute(s). §16:25.32

Description. The 2006 Assembly createth annual $1,750 salary supplement for any
licensed speech language pathologist who is employed by a school district and who has
met the requirements and acquired a certificate of clinical competencéhizohmerican
SpeecH_anguageHearing Association. Paymenigere made to the employee by the
school department upon proof of certification and the state reimbtheelocal school
district for these costs.

Funding. The 2006 Assembly provided $265,080 FY 2007. The 2007 Assembly
increased funding to $304,500 for FY 2007 to pay the supplement to alhfellspeech
language pathologists as reported by the Department of Elementary and Secondar)
Education. Th007Assembly also repealed this law ¥ 2008 and beyond.
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Teacher Retirement
Statute(s).§16-16-22

Description. The state funds a percentage of t
contribution to the Teacher Retirement System, and municipalities contribute the balance.
The e mp lhareyie detersninesl annually, based on actuarial reports by the State
EmployeeéRetirement System and is applied to the covered payroll.

The stateds share has varied over the vy
percent, with themunicipalities contributing 60.0 percent. The share does not vary by
wealth of each district. Neither does the state limit what communities pay its teachers.
Teacher contribution rates are set in the General L&nisr to changes enacted in a special
legislative session during the fall of 2011, teachers had contributed 9.5 percent of their
salaries; beginning July 1, 2012, teachers contribute 8.75 percethte early 1990s, there

were proposals that were never adopted, that would have wealthzequali t he st
contribution through use of the share ratio.

Significant Legislative Revisions. The state deferred its contributions to Teacher
Retirement in both FY 1991 and FY 1992. These deferrals, valued at $22.4 million in FY
1991 and $22.2 million in FY 1992, will be paid back over 20 years. The calculation now
used t o det econtmibuiian totTdneher Retiemeantdnsludes an adjustment to
accommodate the deferral liability.

Five municipalities including Burrillville, East Greenwich, Little Compton, New
Shoreham and North Smithfield did not participate in these deferrals. d&ettey do not
have to make wup a deferral l'iability, t
salaries.

The 2005 Assemblynade changes in teacher retiremeenefitsfor new and nosvested
teachersncluding changes to accrual of benefits, retiemt age, maximum benefits and
costof-living adjustments The changes include: increasing the minimum retirement age
eligibility from age 60 with ten years of service, or 28 years to age 65 with ten years, or
age 59 with 29 years or age 55 with 20 yeduservice with a decreased benefit; decreasing
the maximum benefit from 80 percent of the highlesteyears salary at 35 years of service

to 75 percent at 38 years; revising the benefit accrual; anditaytbe retirement pay cost
of-living adjustmentfrom three percent to the lower of Consumer Price Index, or three
percent.

The 2009 Assembly adopted pension changes that apply to those eligible to retire on ol
after October 1, 2009. The changes include a minimum retirement age of 62 with a
proportonal application of that minimum age to current members based on their current
service as of October 1, 2009. This means that those closest to retirement eligibility would
have the smallest change in their current minimum retirement age.

Changes alsatlude freezing service credits for those in Plan A, shifting all future accrual

to Plan B. Members in both plans would retain the respective 80.0 and 75.0 percent cap:
on their accruals. The cesf-living adjustment would be based on the Plan B moflel o
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the lesser of inflation or 3.0 percent on the third anniversary. Finally, the salary basis for
benefits would be changed to the five consecutive highest years, from the current three.

The 2010 Assembly adopted pension changes that limit thetbging adjustment to the

first $35,000 of a pension, indexed to inflation but capped at 3.0 percent, beginning on the
third anniversary of retirement or age 65, whichever is latdris applies to all retirees

that were not eligible to retire before the dat@assage, June 12, 2010.

The 2011 Assembly adopted changes to that affect both the employer and employee rate:
including participationn a new defined contribution plan for all employees, except judges,
state police and correctional officers. Undlee new plan, current employees not yet
eligible to retire hd an individualized retirement age based on their years of service but
they must be at least 59 years old to retire. New employeakl nowwork until their

social security normal retirementeag The salary basis is the five highest consecutive
years. Costof-living adjustmentswould only begr ant ed when the p
aggregate funded ratio exceeds 80.0 percertie adjustmentsvould beequal to the
difference between the fivgear smothed investment return and 5.5 percent, but no more
than 4.0 percent or | ess than zero. It
pension income, indexed to grow at the same rate as thefdoghg adjustment.

Participation in the new defid contribution plan includes a mandatory 5.0 percent
employee contribution and a 1.0 percent employer contribution. For teachers not
participating in Social Security, there is an additional 4.0 percent contribution to the
defined contribution plan, of vith 2.0 percent comes from the teacher and 2.0 percent is
paid by the local employer. This is in addition to a 3.75 percent employee contribution to
the defined benefit plan for all teachers.

For teachers participating in Social Security, the adopbadges reswdd in a reduction
of 75 basis points in the employee rate. For teachers that do not participate in Social
Security, theravasan increase of 1.25 percent in the employee rate.

Teacher Group Previous Current

Defined Defined Additional

Benefit Contribution Contribution Total
w/ Social Security 9.50% 3.75% 5.00% n/a 8.75%
w/o Social Security 9.50% 3.75% 5.00% 2.00% 10.75%

Public labor unions challenged the constitutionality of the law subsequent to its enactment.
State and labor unionsere ordered into federal madion. In February 2014, a proposed
settlement was announced; however, the settlement needed the appretisded, state
employees, as well as the General Assembly. If more than half of any one group were tc
vote against the settlement, the litigation would continue. Though most employees and
retirees voted in support of the settlement, a majority of @alificers voted against it;
thereby rejecting the settlement in whole. The trial was originally scheduled for September
2014, and later rescheduled for April 2015.

In March 2015, mother proposed settlement was announegd he 2015 Assembly
adopted changes to codityis agreement. There are several changes to theottiging
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adjustment, accrual rates, and retirement age; it also allows municipalitieanwrgze
the unfunded liability four additional years. The chesimclude providing a coest-living
increase every four years instead of every five as well as twejroaes500 payments to
all current retirees. It changes the formula for calculating theofdisting increase to use
both investment returns and tbensumer price index with a maximum of 3.5 percent. It
also increases the base used for-odditving calculations from $25,000 to $30,000 for
current retirees.

It returns state employees, teachers and Municipal Employees Retirement System (MERS
generl employees with at least 20 years of service as of June 30, 2012 to a defined benefi
plan with a 2.0 percent annual accrual and higher employee contribution rate. It also allows
local municipalities to reamortize the unfunded liability four additiongars to 25 years

for MERS plans and the local employer fam of teacher contributionsThere was no
impact to the FY 2016 budget; assuming all municipalitiesmertize, the local impact is

a savings of $3.3 million in FY 2017, while the state impemtld be a cost of $7.2 million.

Funding. The f ol l owing graph depicts the ste
since 193. Because of occasional problems with System accounting,-eyebr
expenditure data does not always reflect the obligatiotiee proper fiscal year.

Teacher Retirement (in millions)
FY 1993 FY 2019

The FY 20D budget includes®6.1mi | | i on to fund the stat
employer contribution for teacher retirement, an increaset dfriillion or 4.3percent to
the FY 208 final budget.
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Despite majopension changes in the 192904 2009 and 201(&kgislative sessions, the
contribution rates continued to increase and funding ratios declined. Employee rates are
fixed in statute, with the last increase imposed in the 1995 legislative session for&Y 199
Therefore, increaskcosts to the system appear in the employer rates, absent legislative
action.

The table on the following page shows the employer and employee rate for BY 198
through FY 209 andassumes rates for a teacher that does partidip&ecial Security.
Under Rhode I sland Gener al Law, the Empl
contribution rates for state employees, judges, state police and teachers annually. Thes
rates are determined using actuarial valuations, whiclsiden the current benefit
provisions along with demographic assumptions such as mortality rates and age at
retirement and economic assumptions such as salary increases and investment earning
Changes in these variables result in rate chandgesMay of2 0 1 7 , t he Emg
Retirement Board voted to | ower the st af
percent to 7.0 percenfAn actuarial experience study is also performed every tbréee

years to test the appropriateness of these economic and demographic assumptions. Tt
actuaries also report the plansd funded
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Fiscal | Employer | Employee| Total Annual
Year Rate Rate Rate Change

1981 | 10.80% | 6.50% | 17.30%| -21.00%

1982 | 13.20% 6.50% | 19.70%| 13.87%

1983 | 14.60% | 7.00% | 21.60%| 9.64%

1984 | 16.20% 7.00% | 23.20%| 7.41%

1985 | 18.70% | 8.00% | 26.70%| 15.09%

1986 | 19.80% 8.00% | 27.80%| 4.12%

1987 | 18.90% | 8.50% | 27.40%| -1.44%

1988 | 18.60% 8.50% | 27.10%| -1.09%

1989 [ 20.30% | 8.50% | 28.80%| 6.27%

1990 | 21.60% 8.50% | 30.10%| 4.51%

1991 | 15.40% | 8.50% | 23.90%| -20.60%

1992 | 15.10% 8.50% | 23.60%| -1.26%

1993 | 14.74% | 8.50% | 23.24%| -1.53%

1994 | 16.02% 8.50% | 24.52%| 5.51%

1995 | 16.02% | 8.50% | 24.52%| 0.00%

1996 | 14.71% 9.50% | 24.21%| -1.26%

1997 | 1457% | 9.50% | 24.07%| -0.58%

1998 | 14.25% 9.50% | 23.75%| -1.33%

1999 [ 1152% | 9.50% | 21.02%| -11.49%

2000 | 14.64% 9.50% | 24.14%| 14.84%

2001 | 12.01% 9.50% | 21.51%]| -10.90%

2002 | 9.95% 9.50% | 19.45%| -9.58%

2003 | 11.97% | 9.50% | 21.47%]| 10.39%

2004 | 13.72% 9.50% | 23.22%| 8.15%

2005 | 14.84% | 9.50% | 24.34%| 4.82%

2006 | 20.01% 9.50% | 29.51%| 21.24%

2007 | 19.64% 9.50% | 29.14%| -1.25%

2008 | 22.01% 9.50% | 31.51%| 8.13%

2009 | 20.07% | 9.50% | 29.57%| -6.16%

2010 | 19.01% 9.50% | 28.51%| -3.58%

2011 | 19.01% | 9.50% | 28.51%| 0.00%

2012 | 22.32% 9.50% | 31.82%| 11.61%

2013*| 20.29% | 8.75% | 29.04%| -8.74%

2014*| 21.68% 8.75% | 30.43%| 4.79%

2015*| 22.60% 8.75% | 31.35%| 3.02%

2016*| 23.14% 8.75% | 31.89%| 1.72%

2017*| 23.13% 8.75% | 31.88%| -0.03%

2018*| 23.13% 8.75% | 31.88%| 0.00%

2019*| 23.51% 8.75% | 32.26%| 1.19%

*Includes 1.0 percent employer contribution to defined
contribution plan.
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Supplemental Retirement Contribution
Statute(s).836-10-2(e)

Description. Rhode Island General Law requires tfat any fiscal year in which the
actuarially determined state contribution rate for state employees or teachers is lower thar
that for the prior fiscal year, the Governor shall include an appropriation to that system
equal to 20.0 percent of therateredicon f or t he st ateds cont
the actuarial accrued liability of the system. The law requires that the amounts to be
appropriated shall be included in the annual appropriation act.

The 2010 Assembly enacted legislation to prewvidat no supplemental contributions be
made to the Retirement System for FY 2009, FY 2010 and FY 2011. Based on the pensior
changes adopted by the 2009 and 2010 Assemblies, the rates in those years would hay
been | ower than the prior year 6s.

The Goveror had proposed eliminating thequirement as part of his FY 2013 budget
The Assembly did not concur with the proposal.

Funding. The2012Assembly provided $1.5 million for FY 2013.
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Construction Aid (School Housing Aid)
Statute(s).816-7-35through816-7-47

Description. The state provides local districts with partial reimbursement for school
construction projects through the School Housing Ridd, also known as Construction
Aid. The Commissioner and the BoardEducationreview and cdify the need for the

| ocal communityés request, which qualif
program. The program reimburses a community for expenditures after the project is
completed.

The reimbursement rate is based on the cost of thecpmjer the life of the bonds issued

for the project. The housing aid share ratio calculation is similar to the operations aid share
ratio calculation, i.e., based statewealttdi st
For this programhowever, the minimum share for each districts€03ercent. It should

be noted that although the reimbursement reference for completed projects is one year
there is a tweyear reference for formula factors. For example, th@@8 allocations are

based on2016 enroliment levels.

Prior to legislation enacted by the 2018 Assembdyuses of four percentage poimtsre

given for projects that demonstrate that at least 75 percent of their costs are for energy
conservation, asbestos removal, and/ordi@pped access. The 2018 Assembly
eliminated these bonuses but instituted a new four percentage point bonus for projects
address school safety, so long as those projectsrttrate that at least 75 pantef their

costs are for that purpose. The Asbfmmaintained a two percent bonus fegional
districts receive for each regionalized grade for new construction projects and an additional
four-percent bonus for renovation projects. The calculation also includes a debt service
adjustment for heavilydrdened districts.

Reimbursement is based on total expended project cost, not on the amount of the origina
bond issuance. For example, if a community issued $6.5 million for 10 years for a capital
improvement to a school, but only spent $6.0 millitime Department would only
reimburse the community for the $6.0 million spent on the completed project, as well as
the bond interest payments over ayear period. If the community has a share ratio of
35.0 percent, which is the minimum share ratio,dta#e would reimburse the community
approximately 210,000 for ten years ($6.0 million divided by 10 years, multiplied by the
share ratio).

The share ratio formula measures state and community wealth using two factors: the full
value of local propertyrad the median family income as determined by the most recent
census. Property value is certified annually by the DepartmeReweénue Office of
Property Valuationbased on local sales data and appraisals. The total assessed loca
property value of aammunity is adjusted for differences in local assessment rates to allow
the reporting of figures comparable on a statewide basis, resulting in the Equalized
Weighted Assessed Valuation (EWAV).

The valuations are then adjusted by the ratio that the commun 6 s medi an f a
bears to the statewide median family income, as reported in the most recent federal censu
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data. Use of both the property value and the median family income is an attempt to
compensate for districts that have significant dispdetween median family income and

the full value of property Each communi tfgrd¥ 208 sanraetable imat i o
AppendixV at the back of this book.

Significant Legislative Revisions Prior to FY 1998, only projects supported by general
obligation bonds were reimbursable under the school housing aid program. In 1997, the
General Assembly passed legislation to qualify projects supported by three additional
financing mechanisms: leasgvenue bonds, capital leases and capital reserve funds. The
expansion of qualified projects contributed to the growth of this program.

The 2003 Assembly enacted changes to the program in an effort to control growth. The
legislation limits bond intereseimbursements for new projects to only those financed
through the Rhode Island HealthdEducatioml Building Corporation. It also eliminated

debt impact aid and made other changes to this program, largely to codify existing practice
into the General A&ws. Governor Carcieri had proposed eliminating the reimbursement of
all interest costs on new projects. The FY 2004 budget assumed no savings from thes
changes, as they would apply only to new projects, for which the state would not likely
begin reimbusing for at least a year. None of the projects for which reimbursement is
included in the FY 2005 budget were financed through the Rhode Island tedlth
Educatiomal Building Corporation.

Priorto FY 2006 a communi t y &vasbases iomtheuatas peimipah dwed
divided by the number of years of the bond and intevasteimbursed based on the actual
amount owed. The community receivan equal principal reimbursement throughout the

life of the bond, even if the deltasstrucured so that the principal paymemisrelower

in the early years and incredsever time. The 2005 Assembly passed legislation to ensure
that the reimbursememiasbased on the debt service payments made by a community in
any given year. The Assemblysalpassed legislation that alledhousing aid to be paid

to the Rhode Island Health and Educational Building Corporation or its designee. These
actions were intended to strengthen the bond rating by showing a more stable link to aid
programs and therebrgduce borrowing costs.

The 2007 Assembly increased its diligence over the program by requiring every school
construction project to receive Assembly apprdetause of concern over the escalating
cost of the school construction aid progralhalso @ssed legislation providing incentive

for communities toefund bondprojects at a lower interest ratedljocatingthenet interest
savingsbetween the community and the state, by applying the applicable school housing
aid ratio at the time of the refuimd) bonds.

The 2008 Assembly enacted legislation that mamdatdhool housing aid bonds be
refunded when net present value savings, including any direct costs normally associatec
with such a refunding, of at least $100,000 and 3.0 percent are possitile &tate and

the communities or public building authorities. The legislation atbfor the refunding
through the Rhode Island Health and Educational Building Corporation without additional
legislative authorityor projecs that havalready receivednabling authorization from the
Assembly.
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The 2009 Assemblgmended the education aid statutes to establish a repayment schedule
for communities that have been overpaid school housing aid. The repayment schedule i
based on the total amount of overpayment in relation to the amount of local revenues
reported by th school district.

The 2010 Assembly enacted legislation that allows the state to spread reimbursement o
debt service costs accumulated prior to project completion over three years if necessitate
by appropriation level rather than paying it all in thstfyear of reimbursement, which is

the current practice. THaudget includd $4.5 million less than the estimated cost for full
funding based on this proposal.

The education funding formula legislation adopted by the 2010 Assembly id@usie-
yearpmsed increase in the stateds norad0.tum
percentminimum state reimbursement by FY 2013 for projects completed after June 30,
2010. The previous minimum had been 30.0 percent.

The 2011 Assembly imposed a tbrgear moratorium on the approval of new school
housing aid projects with exception for projects necessitated by health and safety, reasons
effective July 1, 2011. It also required the Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education to develop recommetidas for cost containment strategies in the school
housing aid program.

The 2012 Assembly adopted the Governor 0:¢
minimum housing aid participation to 35.0 percent and added language to ensure that
projectsthat received approval from the Board of Regents prior to June 30, 2012 and were
expecting the 40.0 percent minimum would be allowed to receive it.

The 2013 Assembly adopted legislation to distribute 80.0 percent of the total savings from
the local refinding of school housing bonds to the community and the state would receive

20.0 percent of the total savings. This provision would apply to any refunding between

July 1, 2013 and December 31, 2015. Current law requires refunding when there are
savings 6at least $100,000 and 3.0 percent and any savings resulting from the refunding
of bonds is allocated between the community and the state by applying the applicable
school housing aid ratio at the time of issuance of the refunding bonds.

The 2013 Assembly also enacted legislation to allow the Central Falls school district to
borrow and/or refund school construction bonds. &twert decision that the schools are
not part of the city impacts the city's ability to borrow or refund schoolihgimnds.

The 2014 Assembly extended the moratorium on the approval of new school housing aid
projects fromJune 30Q 2014 to May 1, 2015. This was to allow time for the
recommendations on cost saving measures proposed by the Department and the Senate
be fully vetted as well as time for the review of other ideas.

As thefollowing table shows, the Board of Education appro$&62.0million of health

and safety projects during the three years of the moratandr$197.8 million through
the end of FY 205.
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District Project
FY 2012
Bristo-Warren $ 1,628,080
Chariho 2,441,500
Cuffee School 801,590
Little Compton 11,306,519
Middletown 1,766,162
North Kingstown 6,460,627
Portsmouth 2,485,500
FY 2012 Subtotal $ 26,889,978
FY 2013
Barrington $ 2,464,305
Coventry 11,479,672
Lincoln 380,000
Pawtucket 8,000,000
FY 2013 Subtotal $ 22,323,977
FY 2014
Burrillvile $ 5941591
Cranston 23,123,252
Lincoln 1,542,432
South Kingstown 6,533,000
FY 2014 Subtotal $ 37,140,275
FY 2015 - Before May 1
Barrington $ 11,297,669
East Providence 10,000,000
Narragansett 2,880,450
Pawtucket 46,040,801
Smithfield 5,438,328
FY 2015 Subtotal $ 75,657,248

Total

$162,011,478

FY 2015 - After May 1, 2015

Cumberland
Providence

2,049,134
33,788,534

FY 2015- After May 1 Subtotal$ 35,837,668
Grand Total $197,849,146

The 2015 Assembly created the School Building Authority Fund, discussed separately,
which works with the existingschool construction aid prograamd made several changes

to the existing programThis includesequiring that districts submit andiequately fund

asset protection plans for all properties, not just ones in which school construction aid is
being soughtin order to be eligible for school construction aid funttsalsorequires the
Department to establish an annual application deadiimstead of the current rolling
submission process and requires that a priority system be developed in order to rank all o
the applications statewide.

The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education contracted for a statewide
assessment to idefytithe statewide need. Thetal cost of the study 4.4 million. The
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Rhode Island Health and Educational Building Corporagpiavided$1.0 million and the
Departmentused$3.4 million from the School Building Authority Fund. Current law
all ows the Department to -usmefandi nmi fed

The assessment began in February 28dd the final report waseleased irSeptember

2017 Each pulic school building in the statwasassessed and evaluated by teams of
architects and engineers against current building codes, the school construction regulation
and the Northeast Collaborative for High Performance Schools Criteria (NECHPS).
Schools wre alsoeval uated to ensure that al/l sp
educational programsThe assessment, conducted by Jacobs Engineering, identified
$627.6 million of immediates af ety needs across the st:
deficiencycosts of $2,222.7 million. The assessment also projected-gefareforecasted

need of $793.0 million, for a total cdmimed fiveyear need of $3,015million.
Subsequent to the reportbdés release, t he
Building Task Force through Executive Order-Q9. It was chaired by the General
Treasurer and the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education, and included 1'
other individuals representing various stakeholders, including nonprofits, public schools,
districts, and private industry. It should be noted that charter schools were not directly
represented as neither a school representative nor the Rhode Island League of Charte
Schools were included in the task force.

The Task Force made several recommendatfor the school housing program, including
temporary incentives to increase the sta
and oversight throughout the projects. It also recommended a total of $500.0 million of
general obligation bonds lused toward public school construction and repairs over-a ten
year period. This includes referendums to be put before the voters on the November 201¢
and November 2022 ballots for $250.0 million each. No more than $100.0 million would
be issued in anyne year.

The 20B Assembly enacted legislation to temporarily expand incentives used to enhance
the school housing aid ratio in order to encourage new school construction and renovatior
projects, contingent upon approval 0$250.0 million bond referendum to be put before

the voters on the November 2018 ballot. Districts would be eligible for share ratio
increases of up to 20.0 percent for projects that address health and safety deficiencies
specific subject areas, replacing facilitiesgd aonsolidating facilities. Projects approved
between May 1, 2015 and January 1, 2018 are eligible for state share increases of up t
20.0 percent so long as commissioning agents and Owners Program Managers are utilizec

those projects that do not aregeli bl e for a 5.0 percent i n
cannot decrease by more than half of its regular share regardless of the incentives earne
nor can a districtés state share increa

incentive requies spending of 25.0 percent of project costs or $500,000 on related items.
The incentives require that projects begin by either December 30, 2022 or 2023 and be
completed within five years.

The legislation establishes a permanent incentive for projects that address school safet

and establishes minimum maintenance spending requirements. Districts are required tc
meet one of three options to meet the requirement. Maintenance spending Bragogith
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$3 per square foot of school buil ding sp
or 3.0 percent of the school 6s op-movart i nc
four years.

The legislation includes additionatojectrequirments and oversight, which are intended

to control project costs, ensure building systems operate correctly, and ensure that project
are executed properly from design through construction. Owners Program Managers anc
commissioning agents are requiredr fprojects exceeding $1.5 million, and state
prequalification of prime contractors are required for all projects exceeding $10.0 million.
Architects and engineers are also required to go through a prequalification process.

Funding. The following chart dpicts statewide expenditures for the program from FY
1992 through FY 2Q9, excluding the new School Buildinguthority Fund From FY

199 through FY 208, funding for the program increased frorh3% million to $9.1
million. FromFY 1998 to FY2004,the cost of the program doubled from $19.7 million

to $40.7 million. The figure for FY 2@ is an estimatelt is based on the ongoing costs,

net of retired obligations and a projection of the additional costs to the program from newly
completed projest
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FY 2003 through FY 2005 funding also includes a payment to the Town of Burrillville to
lessen the impact of a change in the way the General Laws treat income that communitie:
receive from certain tax treaties. This change affected the calculatlmmreimbursement

rate for school construction, causing a significant reduction in construction aid for
Burrillville, which was the only community affected in this manner. The 2002 Assembly
provided $0.2 million for FY 2003 as part of a three year plathé&se in the impact of this
change, with the understanding that $0.1 million would be provided in FY 2004 and
nothing additional in FY 2005. The impact of the law change continued to be greater than
originally anticipated, and the Assemigisovided 225,00 in impact aid for FY 2004 and

FY 2005. The 2005 Assemblkepealed théax treaty legislation.

As partof his FY 2009 revised budgetpo@ernorCarcierir e duced Pr ovi denc
aid by $9.5 million, which is the amouat overpaid school construction aid it received on
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expenditures not eligible for reimbursement. In previous years, whenditbéen
determined that a community owelte statefor overpayments it received through the
school construction aid prograihe @mmunity hadbeen able to repay ttstate over a
number of years.Applying the same treatment to Providence wdwdderesuledin a
sevenyear payback at $1.4 millioper year. The Assembly allowed for the sevemar
payback

The Budget includes $250.0 million of new general obligation bonds to be submitted to the
voters on the November 2018 ballot for public school construction and repairs over the
next five years, with an authorization limit of $100.0 million in any one yeghe
legislation requires that bond proceeds first be used in the traditional housing aid program,
with no more than 5.0 percent of available proceeds in any given year to be used by the
capital fund. Annual debt service on the bonds would be $20.mélssuming a 5.0
percent interest rate and-g6ar term; total debt service would be $401.4 million.

Tables in AppendixIl offer reimbursement detail by community for FY 1990 through FY
2018.
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School Building Authority Fund (School Housing Aid)
Statute(s). §16-7-44,816-105-1 through 8161059, and 84538.21 through §4538.2-4

Description. TheFY 2015 Assembly establishdtle School Building Authority Fund and
createl a School Building Authority office within the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Edwation to oversee the Fund. Thgsogram complemesthe existing one

and isfor smaller projects that do not require the full rehabilitation of a schidwd. intent

is to provide another vehicle to get additional funding to communities more quickly than
when bonds are issued amdinicipalities are reimbursed after project completion

The programis administered by the Rhode Island Health and Educational Building
Corporation and funding used for financial assistance and loans for school constnuctio
projects. The Authoritydetermina the necessity of school construction and develop a
priority sydem, among numerous other reldidutiesAlso, dstrictsarerequired to submit

and execute asset protectioiars for all buildings under thegontrol. The legislation
establisheda seven member advisory board to advise the Authority, and requires the
Council on Elemstary and Secondary Educatiorageprove all projects prior to the award

of assistance through the Funtthe 2018Assemblyamendedhe b o asr cdniposition,
replacinga Go v e r n o rafpsinteswithatlfiefRhode Island Health anBducational
Building Corporatiorchairandrequiring oneof four public members be an educator

This program differs from the regular school construction aid program in that
disbursements frorthis fund do not require General Assembly approval and loans of up
to $500,000 do not require local voter approval, if that is allowed at the local level. Funds
aredisbused on a papsyou-go basis for approved projects and the program retains cost
shaing at current levels, though it includes a provision for incentive pointéasito the
existing program. The 20B Assembly enacted legislation to temporarily expand
incentives used to enhance tkehool housing aid ratido encourage new school
constuction and renovation projectsubject to approval of $250.0 million of new general
obligation bonds to be put before the voters on the November 2018 ballot

Funding. The FY 20D enacted budget include®l0.6 million. The final FY 208
allocation tothe fund is $.0.9million, or $1.8 million more than enacted, consistent with
current law that requires that the difference between the annual housing aid appropriat
and actual aid goes to thenid. Startup funding in the FY 2016ubget includeds20.0
million from general revenues available from debt restructuring to begin the proghrem.
2018 Assembly enactelggislation that requires that for FY 2019 and FY 2020, the
difference between the annual housing aid appropriation and actual houding a
commitments be used for technical assistance to distritte following table shows
expenditures for the School Building Authority Fund from FY 2016 through F¥9.201

Fiscal Year Appropriation

FY 2016 $ 20,000,000
FY 2017 $ 10,989,901
FY 2018 $ 10,920,444
FY 2019 $ 10,551,219
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Historical Funding Issues

Lottery Revenues. Since the establishment of the Rhdgland Lottery in 1974, the notion
of a link between lottery revenue and educatiah @irfaces from time to timeState
education aid for FY 218 is over §,134 million. Conversely, projected deposits to the
GeneralFund from lottery revenues ar8@&25 million.

The 2008 Assembly enacted legislation that became law on May 6, 2008 to allow Twin
River and Newport Grand to operate video lottery games on a tf@ntyhour basis on
weekends and federally recognized holidays. The state share of angreddivenue

from the additional hours, up to $14.1 million through June 30, 2009 walallocated

to the Permanent School Fund. Those fuwdse distributed as aid to local education
authorities in the same proportion as the general revenue aiithdistt. The FY 2010
budget does not include this funding, as the law sunset on June 30, 2009. The Departmer
of Administration administratively extended the overnight hours; the 2009 Assembly did
not adopt legislation to direct those proceeds to then&wsent School Fund.

Urbanlissues One of the challenges in the state
heavily reliant on the local property tax, is that the urban property tax base supporting
students has not grown at the same pace as the suburban and rural communities. In fac
data suggest that a significant portion
urban communities to neurban communities. In addition, the influx of needy students to
several of the urban communities has had an adverse impact on the afmoapteoty

value per student. Many of these students require additional services, such as languag
instruction, that are not directly related to general instruction activities.

Wealth Equalization. In order to promote a goal of equity in the distribotaf aid, the

state employs methods that allocate funds to districts that are not as able, relative to the re:
of the state, to raise sufficient funds through the property tax. Use of the share ratio, tax
equity indices and student wealth factors in ribsting aid does promote equity.
Construction aid still uses these methods. The funding formula share ratio considers the
di strictdéds ability to generate revenues

Distributions based on student or teacher populatimig-harmless guarantees and
mini mum increases are fidisequalizing. o
are not considered in the allocation of aid. These categories of aid include the Early
Childhood funds, Professional Development funds, andcher Retirement support.
Without additional funds, only a radical redistribution of existing resources, resulting in
funding cuts to many communities, would achieve an equity ideal under a system that relies
heavily on the local property tax.

60-40 Funding. Ef f ort s were made in the | ate 198

of statewide education costs. Fundi ng
elimination of programs designed to promote this ideal. The 1985 General Assembly
passd t he AOmMni bus Property Tax Relief anc

of this act was language requiring a two percent annual increase in the state share of loce
education expenditures, until the state share reached 50 percent.
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In 1988, the langage was amended to increase the goal of average state support to 60
percent. The additional fusdappropriated to reach the pércent state share were not
distributed through the operations aid program; rathey were restricted for uge block

grarts. Although 5(percent state funding was achieved in FY 1990, block grants have not
been funded since F¥990. The goal of reaching @@rcent state funding remains as 16

69 of the Rhode Island General Laws, but financial constraints faced by theosittee

to prevent funding for realization of this goal.

Upon implementation of the Rhode Island Student Investment Initiative in FY 1998, the
statewide share of education aid increased from 42.9 percent to 43.7 percent of tota
education expenses. dhincreased to 45.6 percent in FY 1999 a6 percent in FY

2000. By FY 2003 the share grew to an estimated 50.1 pertiehas since declined
almostannually beginning witi8.9 percenin FY 2004until reaching38.7 percent for

FY 2010.The share foFY 2019 is estimated tgrow to48.1percent Because state and

local education expenses are now oveiB$iillion, increasingsupport by oneercent
requires over $8 million, plus funds to cover expenditure increases.

The tableon the following pagshows the state shasgnce FY 1990 These calculations

are based oa comparison of the statewiéependitures reported for the reference year
and the aid allocation to local districts, excludiegcheretirement anaonstruction aid.
Funds set aside for department use such as professional development and school visits
well as the Hasbro allocation are excluded from the aid total.

FY 2003 uses FY 2001 actuexpenditure datahe first year for which data collesxd
through the In$ite program is being uséd$ite is thefinance reporting system for school
district expenditures managed by the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
It replacedthe old expenditure data collection system, which was dedigo report
reimbursable expenditures under the old aid formula.

In$ite is designed to allow for the disaggregating of expenditure data in a number of
different ways. Beginning with FY 2010, the Department implemented a Uniform Chart
of Accounts, whib replaced the In$ite systerixpenditures included in FY 2003 through

FY 2019 data have been adjusted to be as comparable to the old system as possible.
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State Aid

Reference Year Excluding

Reimbursable Retirementand State
Expenditures Construction ~ Share
Fy 1990 $ 604,228,110 $ 312,541,162 51.7%
FY 1991 662,362,821 336,869,955 50.9%
FY 1992 733,496,034 308,894,886 42.1%
FY 1993 786,179,924 322,119,499 41.0%
FY 1994 805,934,876 333,175,422 41.3%
FY 1995 842,799,851 381,761,726 45.3%
FY 1996 900,116,358 400,749,768 44.5%
FY 1997 960,254,518 412,197,645 42.9%
FY 1998 1,001,549,032 437,757,473 43.7%
FY 1999 1,051,570,024 479,507,364 45.6%
FY 2000 1,106,305,803 515,088,325 46.6%
FY 2001 1,170,980,829 567,546,261 48.5%
FY 2002 1,260,763,697 608,824,420 48.3%
FY 2003 1,269,360,060 636,095,389 50.1%
FY 2004 1,342,823,753 656,758,572 48.9%
FY 2005 1,421,887,254 664,930,195 46.8%
FY 2006 1,579,311,672 688,358,909 43.6%
FY 2007 1,676,241,941 724,520,724 43.2%
FY 2008 1,726,447,528 730,407,664 42.3%
FY 2009 1,685,407,791 723,176,843 42.9%
FY 2010 1,767,161,609 684,274,628 38.7%
FY 2011 1,743,656,943 683,881,297 39.2%
FY 2012 1,714,331,540 717,497,267 41.9%
FY 2013 1,766,556,463 755,813,855 42.8%
FY 2014 1,745,601,350 786,769,252 45.1%
FY 2015 1,775,279,492 820,172,822 46.2%
FY 2016 1,834,362,044 856,664,656 46.7%
FY 2017 1,894,338,445 906,231,407 47.8%
FY 2018 1,940,378,463 952,435,369 49.1%
FY 2019 2,011,870,343 966,714,966 48.1%

The state share tdeensteadily increasing since FY 201 fact, the FY 209 share of
48.1percent is comparable the rates in the earlyY 200006 .s

If the expressions of the state share were adjusted to accommodate both expenditures ar
aid for teacher retirement and construction, the datald show a greater level of state
support. The adjustments add the value of the state contribution for retirement to both the
expenditure and aid side of the equation. This is done because state support for teache
retirement is paid directly to the retirement system and is not otherwise reféected
reimbursable expenditure.
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The expenditures side is then adjusted for the full value of the projects covered by the
construction aid allocation. The corresponding construction aid allocation is then added to
the aid total.

Making these adjustnmés to incorporate all direct education aid to communitieseases
the state share for F2019 by 330 basispoints to51.4 percent. This hadbeen steadily
increasing since FY 201@owever, declined slightly in FY 2019

State Aid
Excluding

Expenditures

Reference Year Adjusted for

Reimbursable Retirement and Retirement and Total State

Expenditures  Construction  Construction Total State Aid  Share
FY 1991 662,362,821 336,869,955 706,642,862 371,073,935 52.5%
FY 1992 733,496,034 308,894,886 782,487,057 345,165,717 44.1%
FY 1993 786,179,924 322,119,499 843,004,429 363,549,750 43.1%
FY 1994 805,934,876 333,175,422 872,375,383 383,116,082 43.9%
FY 1995 842,799,851 381,761,726 909,316,463 432,227,881 47.5%
FY 1996 900,116,358 400,749,768 968,812,299 451,100,866 46.6%
FY 1997 960,254,518 412,197,645 1,034,051,145 464,824,027 45.0%
FY 1998 1,001,549,032 437,757,473 1,079,723,737 493,048,860 45.7%
FY 1999 1,051,570,024 479,507,364 1,130,323,318 532,279,253 47.1%
FY 2000 1,106,305,803 515,088,325 1,200,303,742 580,591,125 48.4%
FY 2001 1,170,980,829 567,546,261 1,269,277,607 634,309,502 50.0%
FY 2002 1,260,763,697 608,824,420 1,358,506,654 672,809,950 49.5%
FY 2003 1,269,360,060 636,095,389 1,390,873,545 712,400,097 51.2%
FY 2004 1,342,823,753 656,758,572 1,467,272,941 743,711,785 50.7%
FY 2005 1,421,887,254 664,930,195 1,555,304,465 761,369,067 49.0%
FY 2006 1,579,311,672 688,358,909 1,726,904,518 794,163,592 46.0%
FY 2007 1,676,241,941 724,520,724 1,859,242,742 838,595,616 45.1%
FY 2008 1,726,447,528 730,407,664 1,887,395,365 862,409,469 45.7%
FY 2009 1,685,407,791 723,176,843 1,867,232,244 853,602,913 45.7%
FY 2010 1,767,161,609 684,274,628 1,952,621,922 814,920,632 41.7%
FY 2011 1,743,656,943 683,881,297 1,929,252,808 822,144,072 42.6%
FY 2012 1,714,331,540 717,497,267 1,914,615,409 871,258,796 45.5%
FY 2013 1,766,556,463 755,813,855 1,963,864,151 902,374,776  45.9%
FY 2014 1,745,601,350 786,769,252 1,943,645,203 934,978,874 48.1%
FY 2015 1,775,279,492 820,172,822 1,982,797,439 976,893,576 49.3%
FY 2016 1,834,362,044 856,664,656 2,043,712,841 1,040,377,602 50.9%
FY 2017 1,894,338,445 906,231,407 2,113,776,047 1,086,453,648 51.4%
FY 2018 1,940,378,463 952,435,369 2,162,506,418 1,134,209,297 52.4%
FY 2019 2,011,870,343 966,714,966 2,244,625,898 1,152,833,375 51.4%

School Budget Dispute Resolution. Rhode Island General Law, Section-2-21.4
establishes the procedure when a school committee of a city, town or regional school
district determines that its budget is insufficient to comply with the provisions of atate |
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State law requires each community to contribute local funds to its school committee in an
amount not less than its local contribution for schools in the previous year. This is
expressed in Rhode Island General Law, Sectioi-28.

The appropriatin appeal process was created as part of the 1995 Public Laws and is often
referred to as the Caruolo Act. Prior to enactment of this legislation, there was no statute
that addressed the recourse available to school committees in the event of a bpdiget dis
The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education indicated that prior to the 1995
law, school committees appealed to the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary
Education when budget disputes between school communities and municipalities arose.

The procedure establishedRMode Island General LaBgection 162-21.4 is a multistep
process. First, the chairperson of the citwrar regional school committesust petition

the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education, in writing, to seek alternatives
for the district to comply with state regulations and/or waivers to state regulations that
would allow the school committee to operate within the aigbdrbudget.

If the Commissioner does not provide waivers or approve the alternatives sought by the
school committee, the school committee may submit a written request to the city or town
counci l wi t hin ten days of r e ¢ encreased g 1
appropriations for schools to meet expenditure requirements. In the event of a negative
vote by the appropriating authority, the school commitige the right teeek additional
appropriationsy bringing actions in the Superior Court for Adence County and shall

be required to demonstrate that slsboolcommittee lacks the ability to adequately run the
schools for that school year.

The Governor proposed legislation to the 2008 Assembly as part of his original FY 2009
budget to modify th€aruolo process beginning with a negative vote by the appropriating
aut hority. The article would have remov
the Superior Court. The 2008 Assembly did not enact this legislation.

The Governor proposeddsslation to the 2009 Assembéspart of his FY 2009 revised
budget requiring that when a category of state aid to education or general revenue sharin
is reduced or suspended to any local school district or municipal government, the
appropriation appegirocess shall be suspended for the fiscal year in which the reduction
or suspension of any aid is implemented. The article created antieraber budget
resolution panetomprised ofthe Commissioner of Education or his/her designee, the
Director of Revene or his/her designee, and the Auditor General or his/her deg@nee
determine a remedyasbinding arbitrators. The panelould develop a corrective action

plan within 60 days of convening. The pleouldinclude the suspension of any contracts

or noncontractual provisions to the extent that state aid has been reduced and to the exter
legally permissible. The 2009 Assembly did not enact this legislation.

Again, as part of his FY 2010 revised budget, the Governor proposed legiglaispend

the local appropriation appeal process in any fiscal year when education aid or general
revenue sharing is reduced or suspended for that year. The articlel artdatemember
budget resolution panel to resolve those school budget disputes. The Assemidy di
enact this legislation.
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Recent Funding Issues

Special Education Many communities have cited the cost of special education services
as a major factor in the rising cost of providing a public education. Consequently, they
have called for the reinstitution of the special education funding formula. The now
suspended fonula for Special Education Aid was based on the difference, or excess cost,
between educating a regular student and a special education student, and it is not based «
wealth. Using a twgear reference, districts were entitled to 110 percent of the stat
median excess cost. If the statewide appropriation were less than the entitlement, eacl
districtds entitlement was ratably reduc
million represented 36 percent of the statewide entitlement. In FY 4886-Y 1997,
special education funding represented 40 percent and 37 percent, respectively, of the
statewide entitlement.

Calculating full funding of special education aid in FY 1999 under the suspended formula
shows a statewide entitlement of $100.3 imill This is 22.1 percent of total aid
distributed to local districts. However, because this formula was not wealth based, the
special education entitlement represents as little as 10.8 percent of total FY 1999 educatiol
aid appropr i atpoooencommunitiesh eCongetsalyt i@ @ne wealthier
communities, appropriation of the full special education aid entitlement would actually
exceed the districtébés total FY 1999 aid.

The 1999 General Assembly commissioned the Children with Disabilitiely &rtoup to
review special education within the context of Rhode Island school reform. The findings
of that study were released in 2002 and generated recommendations and areas that need
further study. The 2002 Assembly, as part of Article 18 of the2B03 Appropriations

Act, recommended addressing the needs of all children and preventing disability through
scientific, researchased reading instruction and the development of Personal Literacy
Programs for students in the early grades performing betadedevel in reading, and a
system of student accountability that will enable the state to track individual students over
time. The article language indicated that additional study was needed to determine factors
that influence programming for studentghwiow incidence disabilities and alternatives

for funding special education required examination.

The education funding formula allows for additional funding from the state to districts for
high-cost special education students. The legislation defineschigfras costs that exceed
five times the core foundation amount. The Department of ElememarnBacondary
Education will prorate the available funds for distribution among eligible school districts
each fiscal year.

The Governor recommended legislation to reduce the threshold for eligibility to four times
the per pupil core instruction amoumidestudent success factor amount effective FY 2018.
Absent additional resources provided for the change in eligibility, this could reduce the
share of funding for some districts as the total is split among more students. However, nc
data was collectedr@valuated to determine the impact of the proposal.

The 2016 Assembly did not concur and instead enacted legislation requiring the
Department to collectata on those special educatimosts that exceed four times the per
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pupil amount in order to evaluieathe impact of a change in threshold@ibe 2017 Assembly
enacted legislation further requiring the Department to collata @n those special
educationcosts that exceed two and three times the per pupil amdin&. Department
anticipates datwill beavailable by the end of August 2018.

The Budget includes4$s million for high cost special education for FY 201

Tax Credit for K-12 Scholarship Contributions. The 2005 Assembly enacted a tax
credit against corporate income tax liability farsiness entities that make contributions to
Section 501(c)(3) scholarship organizations that provide tuition assistance grants to eligible
students to attend nguublic K-12 schools in Rhode Island. The 2007 Assembly amended
the statutes to expand thevate tuition tax credit to add Subchapter S Corporations,
Limited Liability Corporations, and Limited Liability Partnerships to the definitions of
business entities able to take the credit.

Students who are members of households with annual househmhaeird 250 percent of

the federal poverty level or less are eligible. The credit is 75 percent of the contribution

for a one year contribution and 90 percent for a two year contribution provided the second
year contribution is at least 80 percentofthefst year 6s contri buti

per tax year is $100,000 and must be used in the year it is awarded. There is an annu:
total program cap of $1.0 million awarded on a fasimefirst-serve basis.

The Governor proposed legislation as pdrhis FY 2011 budget that would double the
cap on the tax credit allowed for business entities making contributions to scholarship
organizations from $1.0 million to $2.0 millionCurrently, he funds are awarded on a
first-comefirst-serve basis. The m@num credit per tax year is $100,000 and must be
used in the year it is awardedror 2012, 382 scholarships were awarded, totaling $1.0
million. The Budget assumed a revenue loss of $1.0 million. The Assembly did not enact
this legislation.

The 2013 Asemblyadopted legislation that increastite cap on the tax credit allowed for
business entities making contributions to scholarship organizations from $1.0 million to
$1.5 million. Currently, the funds are awarded on a-fishefirst-serve basis. Téh
maximum credit per tax year is $100,000 and must be used in the year it is awarded.

Career and Technical Education.The 2014 Assembly passed legislatibatestabliskes
al5membemRhode Island Board of Trustees on Career and Technical Eduefgotive
January 30, 2015.The legislation amends the statufg=rtaining tothe Rhode Island
Advisory Council on Vocational Education and transfers all of the powers, rights,
obligations and duties of the advisory council to the new board of truSteesoard shall
advise the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education and the Board of
Education on the development of a biannual state plan for career and technical education.

The goal of the board of trustees is to establish a coordinatecbamatehensive system

of career and technical educatitm improve education and fosterorkplace success.
Among its responsibilities will be to assume management and jurisdiction cbstaszl

and operated career and technical schools, subject to thevappf the Board of
Education, at the request of the governing body of the school, and assume management
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other career and technical schools as agreed to by local districts with recommendation fron
the superintendent. In the event the Board of Trestissumes responsibility, the Board
shall act with the same authority as a local school committee.

The members of the Board of Trustees are limited to nine consecutive years of service an
shall include nine representatsvefthe private sectogrepregntative of the Rhode Island
Association of School Superintendents, one representative or the director of career anc
technical education programs or facilities, Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary
Education or designee, Commissioner of Higher Edoadr designee, a representative

of adult education and slglltraining, and the Secretary @dmmerce or designees shall
serve ex officio.

The legislation also creates a #fiot-profit organization known as the CTE Trust on Career
and Technical Educatigaffective January 15, 2015. The power of the trust shall be vested
in nine members appointed by the Governor. The Trust shall create partnerships with
employers to provide internships, apprenticeships, and other relationships which provide
for studentearning, provide advice to the Board of Trusteeddaueloping programs and
curriculum, and raise fundsebt and obligations of the trust shall not be or constitute a
debt of the state, municipality or subdivision thereof.

Membership of the bod andtrust were appointed b@overnorRaimondoon February
19, 2015. During FY 2015, theCTE Trustbecame incorporateas a 50(c)3, the group
adopted the following mission statemetu: create a system of career and technical
education that prepares studemtsmeet the evolving needs of employansl thegroups
are jointly working on the development of the biannual plan as required by statute.

The House passed 20158268, Substitute A which would allothat beginning in FY

2017, in the event the Boardf drustees has assumed the care, management and
responsibility of a career and technical school, said school shall be eligible for up to $1.0
million from the career and technical categorical funds to be paid no sooner than FY 2018.
The maximum amount déinding is capped at $2.0 million in any fiscal year. The bill also
gives the Board the authority to provide advice and consent on the allocation of any and all
career and technical categorical funds. This bill was placed on the Senate calendar; th
Serate took no action.

Special Legislative Commission to Assess the Funding Formuldhe 2014 House of
Representatives passed a resolution establishing a special legislative commission to stud
and assess the fAifair funding formula.o
education funding formula was a major policy shifinad at providing stable and
predictable funding and addressing the inequities between districts that developed in the
absence of a formula, and that it is incumbent upon the Assembly to assess that legislatio
to ensure that new inequities have not emeggednintended consequences.

The commission consisted of 12 members, three of which were members of the House,
appointed by the Speaker, an appointee of the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondar
Education, the executive director of the Rhode Islamydral Academies, director of the

Metropolitan Career and Technical School or designee, executive director of the Rhode
Island League of Charter Schools or designee, executive director of the Rhode Island
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School Superintendent ssiilentoftisedRbodedthdiLeague ofr d
Cities and Town®r designee, president of the Rhode Island Chapter of the American
Federation of Teachers or designee, president of the Rhode Island Chapter of the Nationz
Education Association or designee, and tresjolent of the Rhode Island Association of
School Committees or designee.

The stated purpose of the commission was to study and assess the funding formula
including, but not limited to:

1 The types of expenses funded from local property taxes andteyssturces and
the extent to which thosxpenses are fixed or variable;
1 The extent to which the total per pupil charter funding obligation Ise with
the funding formula;
1 The extent to which funding for expenses borne exclusivelyidigials is shited
to charters;
The extent to which charter tuition obligations differ between comnesréthd
The extent to which the local share of funding to charter schools impacts district
outyear sustainability.

= =

The impetus for this study commission was concegarding the required local share of
funding for charter schools. Under the formula, charter schools are funded like other
districts with the state share being that of the sending district for each student and the loca
contribution being the local p@upil cost of the sending district. Some have argued that
there are district expenses such as teacher retirement costs, retiree health, and debt servi
that are part of a districtdés per pupil
issue ha become more acute as more charter schools are created and more students ele
to go to charter schools. The share of public school students who attend charter school
has risen from 3.7 percent in FY 2012, the first year of the funding formuieg percent
estimated for FY 208 In that same timperiod,there has been a 38 percent increase in
the number of charter schools, growing from 16 in FY 2012 to 22 for F8.201

The Commission began meeting in January 2015 and reported its findings oh8May
2015. The report identified numerous areas for further study and areas in which the funding
formula appears not to be fair to both municipalities and charter schools, but it did not
make any direct recommendations to adjust the funding formula tifyréet issues
identified.

Charter School Legislation. During the 2016 session, both the House and the Senate
passed legislation regarding charter schools. House bill-R01651, Substitute A and
Senate bill 2016 3075, Substitute A, as amended, itattbills, were passed by the
House and Senate. The Governor signed 208675, Substitute A, as amended into law

on July 13. The bill requires local written support in the form of an ordinance from a town
or city council for any new charter schoolsattencompass elementary and secondary
schools or multiple elementary or multi i
charter school 0; and would require the (
to place substantial weight on the impacttioé sending districts when considering a
proposed charter or expansion of one.
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The House also passed 2667066 which would require the Council on Elementary and
Secondary Education to make an affirmative finding that a proposed new mayoral academy
or charter school or expansion of such school would not have a detrimental implaet on
finances and/or academic performance of the sending districts, prior to granting approval.
This bill was forwarded to the Senate Education Committee, but not heard.

During the 2017 session, both the House and the Senate passes @884 which woul

have expanded the definition of a network charter school. A charter public school that
operates or will operate elementary school grades and middle school grades, or operates
will operate middle school and high school grades would have been considestgork
charter school. The Governor vetoed the bill on July 19.

The House also passed 207203, Substitute A, as amended, which would allow the
Cumberland Town Council to establish limits on the number of students from the
Cumberland school distt who may enroll in any charter public school, subject to a
collective limit of not less than eight percent of average daily membership. This bill was
forwarded to the Senate Finance Committee, but not heard.

In 2018H 7200, Governor Raimondo proposedusnber of changes to the school housing

aid program in order to encourage local education agencies to pursue school constructiol
projects. Among her proposals was to increase the minimum state share ratio for chartel
schools from 30.0 percent to 35.0 part The Assembly did not concur and maintained
the minimum state share ratio of 30.0 percent; however, charter schools are eligible to
receive state share incentives of up to 15.0 percent provided that new projects meet certai
criteria. These incentiveme outlined in the construction aid section of this publication.

During the 2018 legislative session, the House passed204884 which would have
required any proposal for a new or expanding mayoral academy that is part of a network
of charter schoolprovide evidence that attrition rates, special education enrollment, and
suspension rates are each within plus or minus five percehé state average. The bill

was forwarded to the Senate Education Committee, but not heard.

The House also passed 3 7885 which would have re
General to analyze the fiscal and programmatic impact of any proposed charter or
expansion of a charter on the sending school districts. The Auditor General would report
its findings to the Assemblyna Council on Elementary and Secondary Education. No
further action was taken on this bill.
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Glossary of Terms

Ratably Reduced. Ratably reduced refers togaoup of numbers decreased by the same
percentage. Certain aid programs allow for a ratable reduction of the aid in the event that
a full entittement is not appropriated.

Reference Year. The year, established by law, that provides the variable oudathin
determining aid allocations is the reference year. Calculation of a formula withyeawro
reference in FY 208 would require using F2016 data.

Share Ratio The share ratio is a measure of a
to the per pupil wealth of the rest of the state. The formula measures state and communit)
wealth using two factors: the full value of logabpertyand the median family inconaes
determined by the most recent census. Once community wealth is determined, it is dividec
by pupil counts to calculate the wealth per pupil for each community compared to the per
pupil wealth for the state as a whole. The relative per pupil commueit§tiwis then
multiplied by 50 percenfor the calculation of charter school aid, and 62 percent for the
calculation of school housing aithe mean state reimbursement, and subtracted from one,
yielding the districtés share ratio.

Adjusted EWAYV. The adjustedqualizedWeightedAssessed/aluation(EWAYV) is a
calculation of a communitybés relative pr
schoolhousing andtharter school aid and is used in tl@veducation funding formula.

The computation is intended to weight property values more heavily in communities that
also have higher family incomes.

Equalized weighted assessed valuations are from the most recently completed and certifie
study. This expession of community wealth measures the total assessed local property
values of the communities and adjusts them for differences in local assessment rates tt
allow the reporting of figures comparable on a statewide basis. The values are then
adjusted bt he rati o that the communityds medi
median family income, as reported in the most recent federal census data to produce th
Afadj usted EWAV. 0 The calculation is-out
7-21; the specific language is provided at the end of this report along with the most recent
statewide calculations.

The following example shows the steps for calculating the adjusted EWAYV for two sample
communities.

Step 1. Start with the assessed value dadlrand tangible personal property for each city
and town as of December 31 of the third preceding calendar year in accordance with Rhodk
Island General Law, Section®821. The assessed value aBetember 31, 201 is used

for FY 2019 calculations ands that certified and used in theX0municipal tax rolls. The
certification from the city or town includes the gross amount due to negate the impact of
the various homestead exemptions and other tax treaties available at the local level.
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Community A Community B

Assessed value = Assessed value =
$5,323.4 million $5,482.6 million

Step 2. Bring all assessed valuem tofull valuebased upon market value. The Division

of Municipal Finance does this by examining the past two years of sales in a community,
including both residential and commercial. For each sale, the Division calculatasith

of the assessed value of the property, which is obtained from the tax assessor, to the actu
sale price. A separate ratio is developed for residential and commercial properties. The
assessed values as reported by the community are then diyidbd katio of assessed
value to sale price to arrive at the full value.

The Division of Municipal Finance determined that the ratio to full value for Community
A is 93.66 percent and is 93.74 percent for Community B.

Community A Community B
$5,323.4 million / 93.66%= $5,482.6 million / 93.74% =
$5,683.5 million $5,848.9 nilion

Step 3. Calculate thestatewideratio of assessed value to full value. This is derived by
dividing the total statewide assessed values by the total statewide full values. FOBFY 201
the statewide ratio of assessed value to full ved@&.09percent

Statewide Ratio

Assed Value: $117,082.8 million/Full Value: $123,134.4 million= 95.09%

Step 4. Calculate theequalzed weighted assessed valuatignmultiplying the full value
by the statewide ratio of full value to assessed value.

Community A Community B
$5,683.5 million*95.09%= $5,848.9 million*95.09%=
$5,404.4 million $5,561.7 million

Step 5. Calculate theadjusted equalized weighted assessed valudtjoadjusting for
median family income. The median family income adjustment factor is based moshe
recentUnited States Census Bureau census and is the ratio of the median family income of
a city or town to the statewide median family income as tedan the latest available
feder al census dat a. I n these scenari o:¢
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percent higher than the statewide medi an
income is 73.96 percent of the statewide average.

The equalized weighted assessed valuatisrmultiplied by the median family income
adjustment factor to get tlaljusted equalized weighted assessed valuation

Community A Community B
$5,404.4 million*128.67%= $5,561.7 million*73.96%=
$6,953.8 million $4,133.4 million

Step 6. The law requires that the total statjustedequalized weighted assessed valuation
bethe same as the total stateadjustedequalized weighted assessed valuation. For FY
2019, each community is adjusted B%.75percent to make the totals match.

Community A Community B
$6,953.8 million* 94.75%= $4,133.4 million* 94.75%=
$6,588.7 million $3,897.4 million

While Communities A and B begin with assessed values of $5.3 billion and $5.5 billion
resgectively, once brought to full value and adjusted for the median family income,
Community Ads propembiyl vaboewhnktee&s mmuh
to $39 billion.

This information is then used to calculate property value per pupih®mptrpose of
developing share ratios used to distribute state aid. The adjusted equalized weightec
assessed valuation is divided by the number of pupils in a community to determine property
value per pupil. Communities with higher wealth per pupil rexéiss aid.

In the case of Community A with average daily membership of 8,895 pupils, the property
value per pupil would be $Dmillion. For Community B with average daily membership

of 3,727 pupils, the property value per pupil would b@®#iillion. Even if all calculations
above were the same for two communities, a significant variation in the number of pupils
yields a very different property value per pupil.
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Appendix |

Calculation and Distribution Tables
Funding Formula FY 2019
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The nine tables on the following pages include the calculation and distribution of the FY
2019 enacted education aid to districts, charter and state schools. Tables 1A and 1B shov
the total recommended funding and Tables 2 through &riflte different components of

the funding formula.

Table 1A: Total Education Aid for Districts for FY 201

Table 1B: Total Education Aid for Charter and State Schools fo2(19

Table 2: Calculation of Funding Formula for FY 201

Table 3: Calculatiof Group Home Aid

Table 4: Calculation of State Share Ratio

Table 5: Transition Plan for Districts

Table 6: FY 202 Estimated Charter & State School Enroliment by Sending District
Table 7: Transitioned Formula Funding to Charter and State SchoSksriolng District
Table 8: Categorical Aid for FY 2@1
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Table 1A: Total Education Aid for Districts for FY 2019

A. ColumnA is the amount that districts will receive in thighthy e ar of t he
implementation pursuant to the tgear phase in of the formula. It assumes that districts
that will receive more state funding will have the additional funding phased in over seven
years and districts that are going to receive $ést® funding will have that loss phased in
over ten yearsBeginning in FY 2018, only districts receiving less stateaagbubject to

the phase inThis calculation is shown in Table 2.

B. ColumnB is the amount of group home aid districts will receiveY 2019. Changes
from FY 2018 are shown in Table 3. Group home aid is paid pursuant to current law in
addition to aid paid through the funding formula.

C. The formula allows for additional resources from the state for high cost special
education studegt highcost career and technical programs, early childhood education
programs, transportation costs and a limited-ywar bonus for regionalized districts. Also
included is year two of density aid funding, a thyear program that will phase out in FY
2020. The 2017 Assembly enacted a permanent category of funding for English language
learnersbeginning inFY 2018. The distribution from high cost special education,
transportation, English learners, and charter school density aid is shown in Golumn
Specific programs are shown in Table 8.

D. ColumnD shows the total FY 2®lenacted aid.
E. ColumnE is the FY 208 enacted aid.

F. ColumnkF is the difference between the FY Z0dnacted budget shown in Colurn
and the FY 208 enacted budget shown in Coluran

G. ColumnGi s the Governords r ecommarnhdx2017b u d
student enrollment data.

H. ColumnH is the difference between the FY Z0dnacted budget shown in Colurn
and t he Go v @nmrammeidatiorFsifow i@ Golundh
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Table 1A: Total Education Aid for Districts for FY 2019

A B C D
FY 2019 Total FY 2019
District Formula Aid Group Home Aid Categoricals Enacted Aid

Barrington $ 5,290,812 $ - $ 190,423 $ 5,481,235
Burrillville 12,310,751 81,848 75,172 12,467,771
Charlestown 1,598,581 - 3,988 1,602,569
Coventry 22,643,353 87,528 59,642 22,790,523
Cranston 60,596,918 39,375 1,268,633 61,904,926
Cumberland 20,634,323 - 161,935 20,796,258
East Greenwich 2,950,351 - 217,034 3,167,385
East Providence 34,957,824 523,497 229,163 35,710,484
Foster 1,101,212 - 63,096 1,164,308
Glocester 2,294,441 - 28,913 2,323,354
Hopkinton 5,222,822 - 227 5,223,049
Jamestown 464,161 - 58,073 522,234
Johnston 17,985,420 - 413,159 18,398,579
Lincoln 12,031,312 107,866 186,086 12,325,264
Little Compton 355,487 - 38 355,525
Middletown 7,718,262 183,909 77,176 7,979,347
Narragansett 2,280,362 - 33,212 2,313,574
Newport 12,234,060 149,465 49,598 12,433,123
New Shoreham 156,532 - 394 156,926
North Kingstown 10,044,602 - 83,064 10,127,666
North Providence 22,862,888 150,389 415,015 23,428,292
North Smithfield 6,040,807 104,209 74,119 6,219,135
Pawtucket 87,472,187 245,140 613,857 88,331,184
Portsmouth 3,637,712 465,947 75,021 4,178,680
Providence 250,190,833 568,961 2,952,464 253,712,258
Richmond 4,596,330 - 196 4,596,526
Scituate 3,238,501 - 131,003 3,369,504
Smithfield 7,537,638 205,184 112,153 7,854,975
South Kingstown 5,840,706 115,989 336,734 6,293,429
Tiverton 6,667,683 - 111,835 6,779,518
Warwick 36,725,883 286,252 367,078 37,379,213
Westerly 8,566,631 - 200,250 8,766,881
West Warwick 26,108,923 - 77,115 26,186,038
Woonsocket 62,092,562 45,243 316,329 62,454,134
Bristol-Warren 13,259,905 101,418 1,550,914 14,912,237
Chariho 76,641 - 2,049,616 2,126,257
Exeter-West Greenwich 4,728,792 113,526 1,228,824 6,071,142
Foster-Glocester 4,576,385 - 623,566 5,199,951
Central Falls 40,752,939 - 420,180 41,173,119

Total $ 827,845533 $ 3,575,746 $ 14,855,296 $ 846,276,575
Adjusted Chariho 11,494,374 - 2,054,027 13,548,401

116



Table 1A: Total Education Aid for Districts for FY 2019

E F G H
FY 2018 Total FY 2019 FY 2019 FY 2019 Total

District Enacted Chg. to Enacted Governor Chg. to Governor
Barrington 5,347,807 $ 133,428 $ 5,477,438 $ 3,797
Burrillville 13,185,862 (718,091) 12,766,501 (298,730)
Charlestown 1,667,742 (65,172) 1,624,262 (21,693)
Coventry 23,202,975 (412,452) 22,495,195 295,328
Cranston 59,005,591 2,899,335 61,779,402 125,525
Cumberland 19,188,663 1,607,595 20,307,546 488,712
East Greenwich 2,739,941 427,444 3,168,472 (1,087)
East Providence 35,519,125 191,359 35,438,819 271,665
Foster 1,207,049 (42,742) 1,150,340 13,967
Glocester 2,407,384 (84,029) 2,339,775 (16,420)
Hopkinton 5,273,139 (50,090) 5,247,196 (24,147)
Jamestown 473,751 48,483 505,888 16,346
Johnston 18,638,808 (240,228) 18,130,600 267,979
Lincoln 12,510,493 (185,228) 11,929,334 395,930
Little Compton 397,113 (41,588) 357,169 (1,644)
Middletown 8,262,827 (283,480) 8,021,417 (42,069)
Narragansett 2,139,471 174,103 2,363,342 (49,768)
Newport 11,589,919 843,204 12,234,009 199,114
New Shoreham 142,068 14,859 154,179 2,748
North Kingstown 10,749,543 (621,877) 10,236,257 (108,590)
North Providence 22,019,145 1,409,147 22,620,132 808,160
North Smithfield 6,025,062 194,073 6,093,269 125,866
Pawtucket 89,154,022 (822,839) 89,565,144 (1,233,960,
Portsmouth 4,476,100 (297,420) 4,190,508 (11,828)
Providence 248,790,857 4,921,401 250,816,352 2,895,906
Richmond 4,676,150 (79,625) 4,657,312 (60,786)
Scituate 3,612,503 (242,999) 3,392,961 (23,456)
Smithfield 6,341,204 1,513,772 7,851,891 3,084
South Kingstown 6,955,455 (662,025) 6,321,790 (28,361)
Tiverton 6,531,284 248,233 6,871,394 (91,876)
Warwick 39,146,338 (1,767,125) 38,052,652 (673,439)
Westerly 8,851,953 (85,071) 8,799,418 (32,537)
West Warwick 24,376,898 1,809,140 25,279,581 906,456
Woonsocket 59,646,576 2,807,558 60,890,170 1,563,963
Bristol-Warren 15,727,351 (815,114) 14,712,027 200,211
Chariho 2,010,375 115,883 1,897,305 228,952
Exeter-West Greenwich 6,190,095 (118,953) 5,912,084 159,059
Foster-Glocester 5,030,941 169,010 5,047,478 152,473
Central Falls 40,320,646 852,473 40,804,252 368,867
Total 833,532,224 $ 12,744,351 $ 839,502,818 $ 6,773,760

Adjusted Chariho 13,627,405 (79,005) 13,426,075 122,326
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Table 1B: Total Education Aid for Charter and State Schools for FY 209
A. ColumnA is the FY 208 enacted formula aid.

B. ColumnB includes midyear revisions to FY 2@lbased on current law requirements
that any changes in enroliment as of October 1 that are greater than 10.0 percent ge
adjusted in that year.

C. ColumnC is the base formula aid calculation for FY 201t uses MarcH5, 2018
enrollment and lottery data.

D. ColumnD is the difference between FY 20base funding and FY 2@lenacted
formula aid.

E. ColumnE shows the transition calculation for districts that are receiving less state
funding; that loss is being phased in over ten years. Charter and state schools that ar
receiving more state funding were subject to a sgeam phase in. As FY 201s the

eighth year of the transition period, Colunthis the same as Columd for gaining
districts. Beginning in FY 2018, only districts that are receiving less state aid will have
that remaining loss phased in.

F. ColumnF is the FY 209 recommended formula aidt is the transition calculation in
ColumnE added or subtracted from the FY 3G@rmula aid shown in ColumB. Growth
due to adding grades is paid in the year of the growth.

G. ColumnG is the difference between tlegghth year of funding under the fimula in
ColumnF and total state formula aid shown in Colu@n

H. ColumnH includes the distribution of English language learners categorical funding.

I.  Columnl is the total enacted aid for FY 2019. It includes the formula aid shown in
ColumnF as well as the distributions from categorical funding shown in coldmn

J. CoumnJshows the Governordés FY 2019 recon
March 2017 enrollment data and projected charter school enroliments for FY 2019.

K. ColumnK is the difference between the FY 2019 enacted aid shown in Cdlanmh
the Governorodés recommkendati on shown in C
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Table 1B: Total Education Aid for Charter and State Schools for FY 209

A B C D
FY 2018 FY 2019 Base
Enacted FY 2018 Rev. Formula Change to
School Formula Aidi For mul a Funding Enacted
Academy for Career
Exploration (Textron) $ 2,291,526 $ 2,291,526 $ 2,100,129 $ (191,397,
Achievement First 9,209,052 9,209,052 11,647,816 2,438,764
Beacon 2,761,557 2,761,557 2,848,622 87,065
Blackstone 3,713,520 3,713,520 3,736,546 23,026
Charette - - 921,368 921,368
Compass 454,750 454,750 356,966 (97,784)
Greene School 1,259,306 1,259,306 1,190,698 (68,608)
Highlander 5,489,465 5,489,465 5,808,501 319,036
Hope Academy 1,415,780 1,415,780 1,813,351 397,571
International 3,166,641 3,166,641 3,380,912 214,271
Kingston Hill 574,403 574,403 482,452 (91,951)
Learning Community 6,323,147 6,323,147 6,455,494 132,347
New England Laborers 1,142,634 1,142,634 1,157,857 15,223
Nowell 1,594,720 1,594,720 1,720,108 125,388
Nurses Institute 2,589,415 2,589,415 2,726,258 136,843
Paul Cuffee 8,401,014 8,401,014 8,534,952 133,938
RI Mayoral Academies
Blackstone Prep. 15,265,732 15,265,732 16,949,496 1,683,764
RISE Mayoral Academy 1,351,280 1,351,280 1,879,994 528,714
Segue Institute 2,716,009 2,716,009 2,823,238 107,229
Southside Elementary 1,034,710 1,034,710 1,301,720 267,010
Times2 Academy 7,545,913 7,545,913 7,900,487 354,574
Trinity 2,187,948 2,187,948 2,255,877 67,929
Village Green 2,260,023 2,260,023 2,246,369 (13,654)
Charter Schools Subtotal $ 82,748,546 $ 82,748,546 $ 90,239,211 $ 7,490,666
Davies Career and Tech 13,358,058 13,398,943 7,879,682 (2,312,908
Met School 9,342,007 9,342,007 6,661,708 (1,920,503
Urban Collaborative 1,494,741 1,494,741 1,466,306 (28,435)
Total $ 106,943,352 $ 106,984,237 $ 106,246,908 $ 3,228,820

"Includes a

state
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Table 1B: Total Education Aid for Charter and State Schools for FY 209

E F G H
English
FY 2019 Change to Language
Transition =D Enacted Base Learners
School or 1/3rd* Formula Aid** Calculation Categorical
Academy for Career
BExploration (Textron) $ (63,799) $ 2,227,727 $ 127,598 $ 11,786
Achievement First 2,438,764 11,647,816 - 31,129
Beacon 87,065 2,848,622 - 468
Blackstone 23,026 3,736,546 - 6,587
Charette 921,368 921,368 - -
Compass (32,595) 422,155 65,189 >
Greene School (68,608) 1,190,698 - 2,223
Highlander 319,036 5,808,501 - 22,840
Hope Academy 397,571 1,813,351 - 1,746
International 214,271 3,380,912 - 24,391
Kingston Hill (30,650) 543,753 61,301 229
Learning Community 132,347 6,455,494 - 26,315
New England Laborers 15,223 1,157,857 - 2,082
Nowell 125,388 1,720,108 - 8,311
Nurses Institute 136,843 2,726,258 - 9,630
Paul Cuffee 133,938 8,534,952 - 31,866
RI Mayoral Academies
Blackstone Prep. 1,683,764 16,949,496 - 27,123
RISE Mayoral Academy 528,714 1,879,994 - =
Segue Institute 107,229 2,823,238 - 7,494
Southside Elementary 267,010 1,301,720 - 1,310
Times2 Academy 354,574 7,900,487 - 15,278
Trinity 67,929 2,255,877 - 7,857
Village Green (13,654) 2,246,369 - 9,635
Charter Schools Subtotal $ 7,744,753 $ 90,493,298 $ 254,088 $ 248,301
Davies Career and Tech (770,969) 13,658,087 5,778,405 9,567
Met School (640,168) 9,342,007 2,680,299 13,127
Urban Collaborative (71,053) 1,423,688 (42,618) 8,357
Total $ 6,262,563 $114,917,080 $ 8,670,174 $ 279,353

*Growth due to adding grades

**Includes a state schools stabilization payment of $4.2 million to Davies and $1.4 million to Met.
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Table 1B: Total Education Aid for Charter and State Schools for FY 209

| J K
FY 2019
FY 2019 FY 2019 Enacted Aid
Enacted Total Governor Rec. Change to
School Aid** For mul a Governor

Academy for Career
Bxploration (Textron) $ 2,239,513 $ 2,259,752 $ (20,239)
Achievement First 11,678,945 12,348,224 (669,279
Beacon 2,849,090 2,911,249 (62,159)
Blackstone 3,743,133 3,784,147 (41,014)
Charette 921,368 - 921,368
Compass 422,155 419,937 2,218
Greene School 1,192,921 1,272,775 (79,854)
Highlander 5,831,341 5,830,123 1,218
Hope Academy 1,815,097 1,814,708 389
International 3,405,303 3,323,787 81,516
Kingston Hill 543,982 549,747 (5,765)
Learning Community 6,481,809 6,505,809 (24,000)
New England Laborers 1,159,939 1,163,440 (3,501)
Nowell 1,728,419 1,569,789 158,630
Nurses Institute 2,735,888 2,653,048 82,840
Paul Cuffee 8,566,818 8,627,854 (61,036)
RI Mayoral Academies
Blackstone Prep. 16,976,619 16,783,301 193,318
RISE Mayoral Academy 1,879,994 1,887,883 (7,889)
Segue Institute 2,830,732 2,764,965 65,767
Southside Elementary 1,303,030 1,325,862 (22,832
Times2 Academy 7,915,765 7,737,314 178,451
Trinity 2,263,734 2,246,624 17,110
Village Green 2,256,004 2,319,029 (63,025)

Charter Schools Subtotal $ 90,741,600 $ 90,099,368 $ 642,234
Davies Career and Tech 13,667,654 13,338,254 329,400
Met School 9,355,134 9,353,938 1,196
Urban Collaborative 1,432,045 1,550,593 (118,548

Total $ 115,196,434 $ 114,342,153 $ 854,283

**|ncludes a state schools stabilization payment of $4.2 million to Davies and $1.4 million

I ncludes a state schools stabilization
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Table 2: Calculation of Funding Formula for FY 2019

A. The FY 203 student count ishown in ColumrA based on the resident average daily
membershipas of March b, 2018. Average daily membership calculates an average of
the number of days all students are formally members of a district and/or a school per year

B. ColumnB includes the number of students in4aiedergarten through 1yrade that
aae in Apoverty statuso which is defined
185.0 percent of federal poverty guidelines.

C. ColumnC includes the percent of students that are in poverty staidumn B
divided by ColumnA.

D. ColumnD is thecore instruction funding, which is the student count in Colu#nn
times the core instruction per pupil amount 8422 The legislation requires the core
instruction per pupil amount to be updated annually.

E. ColumnE includes the student success fadtmding which is a single poverty weight

as a proxy for student supports and is 40.0 percent times the number of students in pre
kindergarten through 12grade that are in poverty status in ColuBiimes the core
instruction amount.

F. The total foundon amount in Columf# is the sum of the core instruction amount in
ColumnD plus the student success factor funding in Colnn

G. ColumnG s the state share ratio; the calculation is described in Table 4.

H. ColumnH includes the state foundation aid under the funding formula. It is the total
foundation amount in Columia times the state share ratio in Colu@n

I.  Columnl is the FY 208 enacted formula aid in Table 5.

J. Column J is the eighth year transitiamount for districts that are receiving less state
funding; that loss is being phased in over ten years. Charter and state schools that ar
receiving more state funding were subject to a sgam phase in. As FY 2019 is the
eighth year of the transith period, Column J is the amount produced by the formula for
gaining districts. Beginning in FY 2018, only districts that are receiving less state aid have
that remaining loss phased in and for those districts it is the amount that will be subtracted
from the FY 2019 base aid amount. This ye
districts by member community; this is the third year that regional school districts are
calculated this way to comply with a 2015 Superior Court decision. The calouist
shown in Table 5.

K. ColumnK is the amount that districts would receive in¢ighthy e ar of t he
implementation pursuant to the tgear phase in of the formula.

L. ColumnL is the difference between tleghh year of funding under the formula
shown in ColumrK and the total state foundation aid shown in Colunn
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Table 2: Calculation of Funding Formula for FY 2019

A B C D

FY 2019 FY 2019 %
PK-12  Poverty Poverty Core Instruction

District RADM  Status Status Funding
Barrington 3,367 145 43% $ 31,723,874
Burrillville 2,263 708 31.3% 21,321,986
Charlestown 818 195 23.8% 7,707,196
Coventry 4,670 1,405 30.1% 44,000,740
Cranston 10,206 4,122 40.4% 96,160,932
Cumberland 4,595 907 19.7% 43,294,090
East Greenwich 2,480 160 6.5% 23,366,560
East Providence 5,263 2,669 50.7% 49,587,986
Foster 278 58 20.9% 2,619,316
Glocester 533 7 14.4% 5,021,926
Hopkinton 1,103 245 22.2% 10,392,466
Jamestown 654 56 8.6% 6,161,988
Johnston 3,289 1,390 42.3% 30,988,958
Lincoln 3,046 782 25.7% 28,699,412
Little Compton 364 54 14.8% 3,429,608
Middletown 2,199 635 28.9% 20,718,978
Narragansett 1,267 269 21.2% 11,937,674
Newport 2,160 1,371 63.5% 20,351,520
New Shoreham 119 20 16.8% 1,121,218
North Kingstown 3,757 733 19.5% 35,398,454
North Providence 3,584 1,568 43.8% 33,768,448
North Smithfield 1,719 314 18.3% 16,196,418
Pawtucket 8,688 6,441 74.1% 81,858,336
Portsmouth 2,308 380 16.5% 21,745,976
Providence 22,791 19,326  84.8% 214,736,802
Richmond 1,138 171 15.0% 10,722,236
Scituate 1,313 216 16.5% 12,371,086
Smithfield 2,387 350 14.7% 22,490,314
South Kingstown 3,075 570 18.5% 28,972,650
Tiverton 1,830 498 27.2% 17,242,260
Warwick 8,912 3,059 34.3% 83,968,864
Westerly 2,806 990 35.3% 26,438,132
West Warwick 3,599 1,804 50.1% 33,909,778
Woonsocket 5,883 4,449 75.6% 55,429,626
Bristol-Warren 3,218 1,092 30,319,996
Chariho - - 0.0% -
Exeter-West Greenwich 1,658 263 15,621,676
Foster-Glocester 1,156 217 18.8% 10,891,832
Central Falls* 2,572 2,427 94.4% 24,233,384

Total 131,068 60,136 $ 1,234,922,696

Bristol 1,960 553  28.2% 18,467,120

Warren 1,258 539 42.8% 11,852,876

Exeter 757 137  18.1% 7,132,454

West Greenwich 901 126 14.0% 8,489,222
Adjusted Chariho 3,059 611 28,821,898
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Table 2: Calculation of Funding Formula for FY 2019

E F G H
State
Student Succes Share
Factor Total Ratio FY 2019 Base
District Funding Foundation (Table 4) Funding

Barrington $ 546,476 $ 32,270,350 16.4% $ 5,290,812
Burrillville 2,668,310 23,990,296 51.3% 12,310,751
Charlestown 734,916 8,442,112 17.5% 1,474,460
Coventry 5,295,164 49,295,904 45.9% 22,643,353
Cranston 15,534,994 111,695,926 54.3% 60,596,918
Cumberland 3,418,302 46,712,392 44.2% 20,634,323
East Greenwich 603,008 23,969,568 12.3% 2,950,351
East Providence 10,058,927 59,646,913 58.6% 34,957,824
Foster 218,590 2,837,906 35.9% 1,017,871
Glocester 290,198 5,312,124 39.6% 2,104,168
Hopkinton 923,356 11,315,822 45.3% 5,122,188
Jamestown 211,053 6,373,041 7.3% 464,161
Johnston 5,238,632 36,227,590 49.6% 17,985,420
Lincoln 2,947,202 31,646,614 38.0% 12,031,312
Little Compton 203,515 3,633,123 7.5% 272,315
Middletown 2,393,188 23,112,166 32.1% 7,430,516
Narragansett 1,013,807 12,951,481 17.6% 2,280,362
Newport 5,167,025 25,518,545 47.9% 12,234,060
New Shoreham 75,376 1,196,594 13.1% 156,532
North Kingstown 2,762,530 38,160,984 22.9% 8,723,604
North Providence 5,909,478 39,677,926 57.6% 22,862,888
North Smithfield 1,183,403 17,379,821 34.8% 6,040,807
Pawtucket 24,274,841 106,133,177 82.4% 87,472,187
Portsmouth 1,432,144 23,178,120 14.1% 3,269,389
Providence 72,835,829 287,572,631 87.0% 250,190,833
Richmond 644,465 11,366,701 39.0% 4,436,691
Scituate 814,061 13,185,147 19.9% 2,619,103
Smithfield 1,319,080 23,809,394 31.7% 7,537,638
South Kingstown 2,148,216 31,120,866 14.7% 4,564,541
Tiverton 1,876,862 19,119,122 34.9% 6,667,683
Warwick 11,528,759 95,497,623 38.5% 36,725,883
Westerly 3,731,112 30,169,244 27.6% 8,319,822
West Warwick 6,798,915 40,708,693 64.1% 26,108,923
Woonsocket 16,767,391 72,197,017 86.0% 62,092,562
Bristol-Warren 4,115,530 34,435,526 see 11,390,447

Chariho - - table -
Exeter-West Greenwich 991,194 16,612,870 below 4,287,871
Foster-Glocester 817,830 11,709,662 38.3% 4,482,660
Central Falls* 9,146,878 33,380,262 93.3% 31,159,406
Total $ 226,640,557 $ 1,461,563,253 $810,910,635
Bristol 2,084,146 20,551,266 24.1% 4,955,029
Warren 2,031,383 13,884,259 46.4% 6,435,418
Exeter 516,326 7,648,780 25.8% 1,975,726
West Greenwich 474,869 8,964,091 25.8% 2,312,145
Adjusted Chariho 2,302,737 31,124,635 11,033,339
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Table 2: Calculation of Funding Formula for FY 2019

| J K L
FY 2018 Adjusted Year FY 2019 Difference
Enacted  Eight Difference Enacted from Base
District Formula Aid* (Table 5) Formula Aid* Funding
Barrington $ 5157779 $ 133,033 $ 5,290,812 $ -
Burrillville 13,040,423 (729,672) 12,310,751 =
Charlestown 1,660,642 (62,060) 1,598,581 124,121
Coventry 23,060,907 (417,554) 22,643,353 -
Cranston 57,303,969 3,292,950 60,596,918 -
Cumberland 18,967,499 1,666,824 20,634,323 -
East Greenwich 2,535,361 414,990 2,950,351 -
East Providence 34,854,923 102,901 34,957,824 -
Foster 1,142,883 (41,671) 1,101,212 83,340
Glocester 2,389,577 (95,136) 2,294,441 190,274
Hopkinton 5,273,139 (50,317) 5,222,822 100,634
Jamestown 452,432 11,729 464,161 -
Johnston 18,225,966 (240,545) 17,985,420 -
Lincoln 12,332,011 (300,698) 12,031,312 -
Little Compton 397,073 (41,586) 355,487 83,172
Middletown 7,862,135 (143,873) 7,718,262 287,746
Narragansett 2,102,116 178,246 2,280,362 -
Newport 11,378,178 855,882 12,234,060 -
New Shoreham 122,100 34,433 156,532 -
North Kingstown 10,705,101 (660,499) 10,044,602 1,320,998
North Providence 21,512,305 1,350,583 22,862,888 -
North Smithfield 5,842,519 198,288 6,040,807 -
Pawtucket 88,188,641 (716,455) 87,472,187 -
Portsmouth 3,821,874 (184,162) 3,637,712 368,324
Providence 245,114,202 5,076,631 250,190,833 -
Richmond 4,676,150 (79,820) 4,596,330 159,638
Scituate 3,548,201 (309,699) 3,238,501 619,399
Smithfield 6,009,184 1,528,455 7,537,638 -
South Kingstown 6,478,789 (638,083) 5,840,706 1,276,165
Tiverton 6,456,229 211,453 6,667,683 -
Warwick 38,216,746 (1,490,863) 36,725,883 -
Westerly 8,690,035 (123,404) 8,566,631 246,809
West Warwick 24,295,114 1,813,809 26,108,923 -
Woonsocket 59,367,500 2,725,063 62,092,562 -
Bristol-Warren 14,194,634 (934,729) 13,259,905 1,869,458
Chariho 114,962 (38,321) 76,641 76,641
Exeter-West Greenwich 4,949,253 (220,461) 4,728,792 440,922
Foster-Glocester 4,623,248 (46,863) 4,576,385 93,726
Central Falls* 39,878,367 (654,622) 40,752,939 9,593,533
Total $814,942,166 $ 11,374,177 $ 827,845,533 $ 16,934,897
Bristol 6,311,363 (452,111) 5,859,252 904,223
Warren 7,883,271 (482,618) 7,400,654 965,236
Exeter 2,189,537 (71,270) 2,118,266 142,541
West Greenwich 2,759,716 (149,191) 2,610,526 298,381
Adjusted Chariho 11,724,892 (230,518) 11,494,374 461,034

*This includes a $6.8 million stabilization fund payment to Central Falls in FY 2018 and $8.8 millic

FY 2019.
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Table 3: Calculation of Group Home Aid for FY 2019

A. ColumnA is the FY 208 enacted amount of group home aid. The distribution
includes $15,000 per bed with the exception of $22,000 per bed for the group home bed:
associated with Bradley Hospital s resi
adjusted for the seven or teear phase in.

B. ColumnB is the revised current law entitlement based onObeember 31, 2017
report from the Department of Children, Youth and Families that identfi&dbeds
eligible for aid.

C. CoumnCs hows t he Go 9®commoendaton tia®aunzed d bed count
of 365.

D. ColumnD is the difference between the FY BXnacted aid shown in colurdnand
t he Gover roecoinmendaton i eoimd.

E. ColumnE is the difference between the FY ®fevised current law entitlement
shownincoumBand t he Go v 8neaoromeddatiorFnycol@r@.1

F. ColumnF shows FY 202 enacted group home aid. The impact of group home beds
on district enrollment is shown as a reduction to group home aid. The total amount of
funding based on the number of beds in a
core instructiorand student success factor amounts. For those districts that are receiving
less state aid, the reduction is phasedver the remaining years of the transition period.

G. ColumnG is the difference between the FY Z0&nacted aid in ColumA and the
Gov er n o r 6%recdmyhendaidn shown in Colunh
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Table 3: Calculation of Group Home Aid

A B C D
FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 Change to
District Enacted Revised Governor Enacted
Barrington $ -8 - $ - 3% -
Burrillville 80,233 80,233 81,848 1,615
Charlestown - - - -
Coventry 85,982 85,982 87,528 1,546
Cranston 40,942 40,942 39,375 (1,567)
Cumberland - - - -
East Greenwich - - - -
East Providence 475,998 560,998 523,497 47,499
Foster - - - -
Glocester - - - -
Hopkinton - - - -
Jamestown - - - -
Johnston - - - -
Lincoln 105,292 105,292 107,866 2,574
Little Compton - - - -
Middletown 322,549 322,549 183,909 (138,640)
Narragansett - - - -
Newport 154,312 154,312 149,465 (4,847)
New Shoreham - - - -
North Kingstown - - - -
North Providence 153,801 153,801 150,389 (3,412)
North Smithfield 106,653 106,653 104,209 (2,444)
Pawtucket 294,434 294,434 245,140 (49,294)
Portsmouth 590,830 590,830 465,947 (124,883
Providence 601,950 601,950 568,961 (32,989)
Richmond - - - -
Scituate - - - -
Smithfield 218,712 218,712 205,184 (13,528)
South Kingstown 249,723 249,723 115,989 (133,734
Tiverton - - - -
Warwick 354,602 354,602 286,252 (68,350)
Westerly - - - -
West Warwick - - - -
Woonsocket 47,695 47,695 45,243 (2,452)
Bristol-Warren 108,583 108,583 101,418 (7,165)
Chariho - - -
Exeter-West Greenwich 115,918 115,918 113,526 (2,392
Foster-Glocester - - - -
Central Falls - - - -
Total $ 4,108,209 $4,193,209 $ 3,575,746 $ (532,463}

127



Table 3: Calculation of Group Home Aid

E F G
Changeto  FY 2019 Change to
District Revised Enacted Governor

Barrington $ - % - 3 -
Burrillville 1,615 81,848 -
Charlestown - - -
Coventry 1,546 87,528 -
Cranston (1,567) 39,375 -
Cumberland - - -
East Greenwich - - -
East Providence (37,501) 523,497 -
Foster - - -
Glocester - - -
Hopkinton - - -
Jamestown - - -
Johnston - - -
Lincoln 2,574 107,866 -
Little Compton - - -
Middletown (138,640) 183,909 -
Narragansett - - -
Newport (4,847) 149,465 -
New Shoreham - - -
North Kingstown - - -
North Providence (3,412) 150,389 -
North Smithfield (2,444) 104,209 -
Pawtucket (49,294) 245,140 -
Portsmouth (124,883) 465,947 -
Providence (32,989) 568,961 -
Richmond - - -
Scituate - - -
Smithfield (13,528) 205,184 -
South Kingstown (133,734) 115,989 -
Tiverton - - -
Warwick (68,350) 286,252 -
Westerly - - -
West Warwick - - -
Woonsocket (2,452) 45,243 -
Bristol-Warren (7,165) 101,418 -
Chariho -
Exeter-West Greenwich (2,392) 113,526 -
Foster-Glocester - - -
Central Falls - - -

Total $ (617,463) $3,575,746 $ =
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Table 4: Calculation of State Share Ratio

The following table shows 't he cratioéutheat i ¢
purpose of the new education funding formula. The share ratio formula considers the
di strictds ability to generate revenues

A. The assessed value of real and tangible personal property for each city amg tafwn
December 31 of the third preceding calendar year in accordance with Rhode Island Genera
Law, Section 16/-21. The assessed value as of December 34, 20lised for FY 202
calculations. Property value is certified annually by the DepartmengwdrRie, Division

of Municipal Finance, based on local sales data and appraisals.

B. The adjusted equalized weighted assessed property valuations for the third precedinc
calendar year per current law, as of December 314, 24xlreported by the Departnef
Revenuebés Division of Municipal Finance.
community is adjusted for differences in local assessment rates to allow the reporting of
figures comparable on a statewide basis, resulting in the equalizedtete@gsessed
valuation (EWAV).

The valuations are then adjusted by the
bears to the statewide median family income, as reported in the most recent federal censu
data. Use of both the property value ahd median family income is an attempt to
compensate for districts that have significant disparity between median family income and
the full value of property. Once community wealth is determined, it is divided by pupil
counts to calculate the per pupil ai#n for each community compared to the per pupil
wealth for the state as a whole.

C. The FY 203 student counts are shown in Colui@rbased on the resident average
daily membership as of June 30, Z01Average daily membership calculates an average
of the number of days all students are formally members of a district and/or a school per
year.

D. The resulting relative per pupil community wealth is then multiplied by 0.475 and
subtracted from 1.0, yi el di ng tiglideddy 180ts t r i
convert this share ratio to a percentage.

E. ColumnE includes the percentage of students in poverty status tkiqdergarten
through & grade as of June 30, ZD1Poverty status is defined as being at 185 percent of
federal povertyguidelines.

F. The calculation in Colum# is the square root of the sum of the state share ratio for
the community calculation in Colunidbs quar ed plus the distri
in poverty status in grades pkndergarten throughtsin ColumnE squared, divided by

two.

YYYE b0 wpOYd
C

YO IR 0o WEY'Y
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G. ColumnG shows what the share ratio was for FY 01t uses property valuations as
of December 31, 2@land student counts as of June 30,601

H. ColumnH shows the difference between the share ratio for F\9 208 that for FY
2018.

State share ratios for FY 2015 through FY 2018 can be found in Appendix IV
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Table 4: Calculation of State Share Ratio

A B C D
Assessed Value  Adjusted EWAV June 2017 Adjusted
District 12/31/14 12/31/14 Student Count* EWAV
Barrington $ 2,971,381,455 $ 4,487,237,834 3,348 22.5%
Bristol 2,812,240,766 2,915,559,519 1,965 14.2%
Burrillville 1,505,646,492 1,471,360,213 2,358 63.9%
Charlestown 2,339,712,992 2,326,622,454 925 63.9%
Coventry 3,318,479,638 3,510,226,563 4,692 56.7%
Cranston 7,101,128,371 6,668,056,104 10,462 63.2%
Cumberland 3,616,224,397 3,657,270,609 5,016 57.8%
East Greenwich 2,403,927,578 3,670,279,841 2,494 14.9%
East Providence 4,208,568,816 3,284,640,620 5,322 64.3%
Exeter 824,541,401 952,339,925 800 31.2%
Foster 233,639,801 249,226,536 266 45.8%
Glocester 431,633,108 437,254,673 549 54.0%
Hopkinton 870,111,178 802,116,343 1,135 59.1%
Jamestown 2,204,679,913 2,844,483,582 636 0.0%
Johnston 2,696,642,926 2,652,643,716 3,287 53.3%
Lincoln 2,660,746,634 2,929,460,983 3,149 46.2%
Little Compton 1,915,178,581 2,616,982,341 375 0.0%
Middletown 2,865,043,655 2,732,372,900 2,223 28.9%
Narragansett 4,667,872,091 6,176,323,256 1,307 0.0%
Newport 5,278,926,218 5,456,503,985 2,127 -48.3%
New Shoreham 1,696,672,869 1,830,781,180 115 0.0%
North Kingstown 4,157,262,586 5,494,759,226 3,971 20.0%
North Providence 2,478,427,168 2,051,015,734 3,633 67.4%
North Smithfield 1,528,077,702 1,679,601,789 1,744 44.3%
Pawtucket 3,906,176,293 2,293,127,581 10,568 87.5%
Portsmouth 3,207,282,472 3,687,207,027 2,348 9.2%
Providence 10,468,240,529 6,377,752,884 27,461 86.6%
Richmond 856,283,943 986,844,832 1,186 51.9%
Scituate 1,480,469,963 1,746,497,304 1,329 24.0%
Smithfield 2,601,386,811 2,439,232,905 2,411 41.5%
South Kingstown 4,383,461,230 5,305,668,464 3,247 5.5%
Tiverton 1,985,424,031 1,965,802,753 1,850 38.6%
Warren 1,185,631,291 1,087,290,595 1,241 49.3%
Warwick 9,081,688,132 9,434,655,760 9,174 40.5%
West Greenwich 850,428,018 996,357,003 867 33.6%
West Warwick 2,085,458,670 1,670,525,637 3,477 72.2%
Westerly 6,033,453,062 5,145,694,165 2,900 0.0%
Woonsocket 1,805,110,928 954,009,438 6,150 91.0%
Foster/Glocester 903,766,971 932,578,246 1,107 51.3%
Central Falls 473,848,488 174,512,648 4,086 97.5%
Total $116,094,877,168 $ 116,094,877,168 141,301

*Includes charter and state school students
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Table 4: Calculation of State ShareRatio

E F G H
FY 2018 %
Studentsin ~ FY 2019 State FY 2018 State  Change to
District Poverty Share Ratio Share Ratio Share Ratio
Barrington 5.6% 16.4% 15.9% 0.5%
Bristol 31.0% 24.1% 28.2% -4.1%
Burrillville 34.4% 51.3% 54.3% -3.0%
Charlestown 24.7% 48.5% 18.4% 30.1%
Coventry 31.7% 46.0% 48.7% -2.8%
Cranston 43.5% 54.2% 52.7% 1.5%
Cumberland 23.7% 44 2% 42.4% 1.8%
East Greenwich 9.0% 12.3% 9.7% 2.6%
East Providence 52.3% 58.6% 60.5% -1.8%
Exeter 19.0% 25.8% 24.7% 1.1%
Foster 21.8% 35.9% 40.8% -4.9%
Glocester 14.9% 39.6% 38.8% 0.8%
Hopkinton 24.6% 45.3% 44.2% 1.1%
Jamestown 10.3% 7.3% 7.6% -0.3%
Johnston 45.7% 49.7% 52.5% -2.8%
Lincoln 27.5% 38.0% 41.3% -3.3%
Little Compton 10.6% 7.5% 9.7% -2.2%
Middletown 35.1% 32.2% 30.8% 1.3%
Narragansett 24.9% 17.6% 16.1% 1.6%
Newport 67.8% 58.9% 46.6% 12.3%
New Shoreham 18.5% 13.1% 10.7% 2.4%
North Kingstown 25.4% 22.9% 26.7% -3.9%
North Providence 45.8% 57.6% 57.6% 0.0%
North Smithfield 21.3% 34.8% 32.9% 1.9%
Pawtucket 77.0% 82.4% 83.7% -1.3%
Portsmouth 17.7% 14.1% 14.2% -0.1%
Providence 87.4% 87.0% 87.4% -0.4%
Richmond 18.8% 39.0% 36.3% 2.7%
Scituate 14.6% 19.9% 23.2% -3.4%
Smithfield 16.8% 31.7% 26.0% 5.7%
South Kingstown 20.0% 14.7% 16.0% -1.3%
Tiverton 30.7% 34.9% 34.3% 0.6%
Warren 43.2% 46.4% 52.4% -6.0%
Warwick 36.3% 38.5% 40.4% -1.9%
West Greenwich 14.2% 25.8% 26.8% -1.1%
West Warwick 54.9% 64.1% 63.6% 0.6%
Westerly 39.0% 27.6% 28.9% -1.3%
Woonsocket 80.7% 86.0% 86.0% 0.0%
Foster/Glocester 17.3% 38.3% 39.5% -1.3%
Central Falls 89.0% 93.4% 94.1% -0.7%

Total
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