Charter Schools Funding Task Force Final Report APPENDIX 2

Date:
To:
From:

Subject:

STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE
August 16, 2010
Members, Charter Schools Funding Task Force
Maunalei Love, Executive Director

Charter Schools Funding Task Force Proposed Agenda

1. Call to Order (5 minutes)

2. Member Introductions (5-7 minutes)

Q™0 0000

James Brese- DOE CFO;

Bob Roberts- CSAO CFO;

Senator Donna Mercado-Kim- Senate Finance Chair;
Representative Marcus Oshiro- House Finance Chair;
Georginna Kawamura- Budget & Finance Director;
Carl Takemura- Charter School Review Panel;
Megan McCorriston- Ho'okako'o;

Alapaki Nahale'a- Hawai'i Charter School Network

3. Task Force Organization (25 minutes)

a.

Election of Officers
i. Selection of a Task Force Chair

i. Selection of a Task Force Vice Chair

b. Schedule of Future Meetings

C.

Discussion Regarding Task Force Meeting Protocols (facilitator,
form, content, open to public, public input, subject to

sunshine law, expectations of CSAO support, etc.)
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4. Presentation and Discussion Regarding the Provisions of S.C.R. #108-
Brief History and Convening of Task Force (20 minutes)
a. Purpose
b. Goals
c. Outcomes
5. Presentation and Discussion on Senator Takamine's Budget Work
Group Findings- KALO Funding Comparison Study (Including HRS
302B-12, SLH 2010) (1 hour)
6. Agenda Items for Next CSFTF Meeting (5 minutes)

7. Other Items (5 minutes)

8. Adjournment
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE

Date: September 1, 2010
Time: 10:00 am
Place: Conference Room 309
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street
To: Members, Charter Schools Funding Task Force
From: Maunalei Love, Executive Director
Subject: Charter Schools Funding Task Force Proposed Agenda
1. Call to Order
2. Members

a.

o

SQ ™0 Q0

Chair of the Task Force: Representative Marcus Oshiro- House
Finance Chair;

Vice Chair of the Task Force: Senator Donna Mercado Kim-
Senate Ways and Means Chair;

James Brese- DOE CFO;

Bob Roberts- CSAO CFO;

Georgina Kawamura- Budget & Finance Director;

Carl Takamura- Charter School Review Panel;

Megan McCorriston- Ho'okako'o;

Alapaki Nahale-a- Hawai'i Charter School Network

3. General Business

. Approval of Minutes of August 16, 2010 Meeting

Approval/Changes to the Agenda

Report/Update Status of Recommendations from the KALO
Report

Discussion RE: Budget Request & Appropriation: Formula v.
Process
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e. Impacts of Act 180, SLH, 2010 budget proviso language and
Act 144, SLH 2010 amendments to §302B-12 funding and

finance
f. Determine a Regular Schedule for all CSFTF Meetings
g. Agenda ltems for Next CSFTF Meeting
4. New Business
a. Other Items

5. Next Meeting

6. Adjournment
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE

Date: September 28, 2010
Time: 10:00 am
Place: Conference Room 437
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street
To: Members, Charter Schools Funding Task Force
From: Maunalei Love, Executive Director
Subject: Charter Schools Funding Task Force Proposed Agenda
1. Call to Order
2. Members

a.

o

SQ ™0 Q0

Chair of the Task Force: Representative Marcus Oshiro- House
Finance Chair;

Vice Chair of the Task Force: Senator Donna Mercado Kim-
Senate Ways and Means Chair;

James Brese- DOE CFO;

Bob Roberts- CSAO CFO;

Georgina Kawamura- Budget & Finance Director;

Carl Takamura- Charter School Review Panel;

Megan McCorriston- Ho'okako'o;

Alapaki Nahale-a- Hawai'i Charter School Network

3. General Business

000U

Approval of Minutes of September 1, 2010 Meeting
Approval/Changes to the Agenda

CIP Funding

Facilities Funding and Private Resources

CSRP’s Reauthorization Process

Overview of State Bond Funding
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g. Research on How Other States Handle Charter Schools’

Facilities Funding
h. Overview of Specific Recommendations and Options

i. Determine Date for Next CSFTF Meeting
j.  Agenda ltems for Next CSFTF Meeting

4. New Business
a. Other ltems
5. Next Meeting

6. Adjournment
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE

Date: October 26, 2010
Time: 1:30 pm
Place: Conference Room 437
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street
To: Members, Charter Schools Funding Task Force
From: Maunalei Love, Executive Director
Subject: Charter Schools Funding Task Force Proposed Agenda
1. Call to Order
2. Members

a.

o

SQ ™0 Q0

Chair of the Task Force: Representative Marcus Oshiro- House
Finance Chair;

Vice Chair of the Task Force: Senator Donna Mercado Kim-
Senate Ways and Means Chair;

James Brese- DOE CFO;

Bob Roberts- CSAO CFO;

Georgina Kawamura- Budget & Finance Director;

Carl Takamura- Charter School Review Panel;

Megan McCorriston- Ho'okako'o;

Alapaki Nahale-a- Hawai'i Charter School Network

3. General Business

. Approval of Minutes of September 28, 2010 Meeting

Approval/Changes to the Agenda

Presentation from Kanu o ka ‘Aina: Public-Private Partnership
case study — Taffi Wise

Presentation of other examples of Public-Private Partnerships:
Alapaki Nahale-a
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e. Presentation: Public-Private Partnerships as potential solution
to charter school facilities in Hawai'‘i

f. Determine Date for Next CSFTF Meeting
g. Agenda ltems for Next CSFTF Meeting

4. New Business
a. Other Items
5. Next Meeting

6. Adjournment
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE

Date: November 15, 2010
Time: 1:30 pm
Place: Conference Room 437
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street
To: Members, Charter Schools Funding Task Force
From: Maunalei Love, Executive Director
Subject: Charter Schools Funding Task Force Proposed Agenda
1. Call to Order
2. Members

a.

o

SQ ™0 Q0

Chair of the Task Force: Representative Marcus Oshiro- House
Finance Chair;

Vice Chair of the Task Force: Senator Donna Mercado Kim-
Senate Ways and Means Chair;

James Brese- DOE CFO;

Bob Roberts- CSAO CFO;

Georgina Kawamura- Budget & Finance Director;

Carl Takamura- Charter School Review Panel;

Megan McCorriston- Ho'okako'o;

Alapaki Nahale-a- Hawai'i Charter School Network

3. General Business

. Approval of Minutes of October 26, 2010 Meeting

Approval/Changes to the Agenda

General discussion regarding a timeline for developing and
finalizing the task force's report to the Legislature, including
logistics of drafting the report and any proposed legislation

. General discussion regarding proposals for an equitable

charter school funding formula



Charter Schools Funding Task Force Final Report APPENDIX 2
e. General discussion regarding recommendations and/or any
proposed legislation that will be contained in the report

f. Determine Date for Next CSFTF Meeting
g. Agenda ltems for Next CSFTF Meeting

4. New Business
a. Other ltems
5. Next Meeting

6. Adjournment

10
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE

Date: November 29, 2010
Time: 1:30 pm
Place: Conference Room 437
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street
To: Members, Charter Schools Funding Task Force
From: Maunalei Love, Executive Director
Subject: Charter Schools Funding Task Force Proposed Agenda
1. Call to Order
2. Members

a.

o

SQ ™0 Q0

Chair of the Task Force: Representative Marcus Oshiro- House
Finance Chair;

Vice Chair of the Task Force: Senator Donna Mercado Kim-
Senate Ways and Means Chair;

James Brese- DOE CFO;

Bob Roberts- CSAO CFO;

Georgina Kawamura- Budget & Finance Director;

Carl Takamura- Charter School Review Panel;

Megan McCorriston- Ho'okako'o;

Alapaki Nahale-a- Hawai'i Charter School Network

3. General Business

000U

Approval of Minutes of November 15, 2010 Meeting
Approval/Changes to the Agenda

General discussion regarding draft CSFTF report
Amendments to draft CSFTF report

Determine Date for Next CSFTF Meeting

Agenda ltems for Next CSFTF Meeting

11
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4. New Business
a. Other Items
5. Next Meeting

6. Adjournment

APPENDIX 2
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE

Date: December 13, 2010
Time: 1:30 pm
Place: Conference Room 437
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street
To: Members, Charter Schools Funding Task Force
From: Maunalei Love, Executive Director
Subject: Charter Schools Funding Task Force Proposed Agenda
1. Call to Order
2. Members

a.

o

SQ ™0 Q0

Chair of the Task Force: Representative Marcus Oshiro- House
Finance Chair;

Vice Chair of the Task Force: Senator Donna Mercado Kim-
Senate Ways and Means Chair;

James Brese- DOE CFO;

Bob Roberts- CSAO CFO;

Georgina Kawamura- Budget & Finance Director;

Carl Takamura- Charter School Review Panel;

Megan McCorriston- Ho'okako'o;

Alapaki Nahale-a- Hawai'i Charter School Network

3. General Business

000U

Approval of Minutes of November 29, 2010 Meeting
Approval/Changes to the Agenda

General discussion regarding draft CSFTF report
Amendments to draft CSFTF report

Determine Date for Next CSFTF Meeting

Agenda ltems for Next CSFTF Meeting

13
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4. New Business
a. Other Items
5. Next Meeting

6. Adjournment

APPENDIX 2
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE

Date: December 20, 2010
Time: 1:30 pm
Place: Conference Room 437
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street
To: Members, Charter Schools Funding Task Force
From: Maunalei Love, Executive Director
Subject: Charter Schools Funding Task Force Proposed Agenda
1. Call to Order
2. Members

a.

o

SQ ™0 Q0

Chair of the Task Force: Representative Marcus Oshiro- House
Finance Chair;

Vice Chair of the Task Force: Senator Donna Mercado Kim-
Senate Ways and Means Chair;

James Brese- DOE CFO;

Bob Roberts- CSAO CFO;

Kalbert Young- Budget & Finance Interim Director;

Carl Takamura- Charter School Review Panel;

Megan McCorriston- Ho'okako'o;

Alapaki Nahale-a (Steve Hirakami in place of)- Hawai'i
Charter School Network

3. General Business

Approval of Minutes of December 13, 2010 Meeting
Approval/Changes to the Agenda

Presentation of Revised Recommendations — Needs-based
facilities formula

General discussion regarding draft CSFTF report
Amendments to draft CSFTF report

15
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f. Determine Date for Next CSFTF Meeting
g. Agenda ltems for Next CSFTF Meeting

4. New Business
a. Other ltems
5. Next Meeting

6. Adjournment

APPENDIX 2
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOL FUNDING TASK FORCE
MONDAY, AUGUST 16, 2010
10:12 AM - 11:21 AM
1390 Miller Street
Queen Liliuokalani Building
Fourth Floor
Room 404

Attendance

James Brese — DOE CFO

Bob Roberts — CSAO CFO

Senator Donna Mercado Kim — Senate Ways and Mehas C
Representative Marcus Oshiro — House Finance Chair
Georgina Kawamura — Budget & Finance Director

Carl Takamura — Charter School Review Panel

Megan McCorriston — Ho'okako’o

Alapaki Nahale-a — Hawaii Charter School Network

Facilitators

Roger McKeague — Meeting Facilitator
Maunalei Love — Meeting Facilitator
Presenters:

Kanu O Ka Aina Learning Ohana

Taffi Wise — Executive Director

Katie Benioni — CFO

1. Call to Order

APPENDIX 2

The first meeting of the State of Hawaii Charten®d Funding Task Force was

called to order at 10:12 AM.

2. Member Introductions
The members of the Task Force introduced themselves

3. Task Force Organization

a. Election of Officers:

Senator Kim moved to nominate Representative Ostsrbask Force
Chair. Mr. Roberts seconded the motion. The magtiassed
unanimously. Representative Oshiro moved to notmiSanator Kim as

17
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Vice Chair. Mr. Roberts seconded the motion. Théengassed
unanimously.

b. Schedule of Future Meetings:

The Task Force agreed to postpone scheduling futeetings pending
today’s discussion and/or consensus regardingttiex tems on the
agenda.

c. Discussion Regarding Task Force Meeting Protodatsligator, form,
content, open to public, public input, subjectuoshine law, expectations
of CSAO support, etc.)

Discussion:

Members discussed the merits of open Task Forceindse
publication of agenda items prior to Meetings, shkeduling of public
input time as a standard Meeting agenda item, #s& Force’s reliance
on Charter Schools Administrative Office researchdmplement public
input, the Task Force’s need for staffing to faatk meetings and to
conduct research, and the role of current budgeéstyictions in CSFTF
recommendations.

The Task Force determined that the CSAQO’s Web pisran
effective venue for publication of Task Force Megtschedules and/or
Meeting agenda items. Task Force Meeting Minutes@be used as a
record of Task Force action, and will also servertbance the flow of
Task Force ideas regarding the implementation ehdg items,
legislative directives, and public input. Membefshe Task Force agreed
that Task Force meetings would be open to the palpld that the Task
Force would accept public input when agendized.

Task Force members also discussed the need to ladgptge
that will address the intent of S.C.R. # 108. Tlhsk Force will draft
findings implementing that intent and provide thsulting
recommendations to the Legislature.

4. Presentation and Discussion of the Provisions 8{C.R. #108 — Brief History
and Convening of Task Force

CSAO shared with the Task Force their proposedqagpgoals, and outcomes.

a. Purpose:

18
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The purpose of S.C.R. #108 and of the convenirigeHawaii Charter
Schools Funding Task Force is to resolve possislerepancies in the parity of
per-pupil funding to charter schools and of peripiymding to non-charter
public schools.

b. Goals:

The primary goal of the Hawaii Charter Schools Fngd ask Force is to
provide clarity to the Hawaii State Legislature atidState of Hawaii educational
stakeholders regarding parity of per-pupil findmgween charter schools and
non-charter public schools as mandated by S.C.88.#1

Secondary goals include recommendations thatnwglure funding parity
between charter school pupils and non-charter $ghdwic school pupils, as well
as an examination of all funding sources, Stateitstey provisions, and current
funding formulas in achieving statewide per-pugaitify.

C. Outcomes

The Task Force will identify all factors impactifighding parity between
charter school pupils and non-charter public scktadents, and will determine
the extent of any funding discrepancies. Afteraaligh review of all pertinent
matters, the Task Force will adopt a report ofiitdings and recommendations,
including any proposed legislation, to the Legislatno later than twenty days
prior to the convening of the 2011 Regular Session.

5. Presentation and Discussion on Senator TakamireeBudget Work Group
Findings — KALO Funding Comparison Study (including HRS 302B-12, SLH
2010).

Presenters:
Kanu O Ka Aina Learning Ohana

Taffi Wise — Executive Director
Katie Benioni — CFO

Ms. Benioni and Wise walked members of the committeough a Power
Point presentation that summarized the work ofabek group. This Power Point
Presentation is a compilation of documents receifr@d the Department of
Education, and analyzed in a series of meetings 8anator Dwight Takamine.
Supplementing each document included in this Ptagen is a summary of
findings and graphs comparing DOE and Charter fumpébr FY 2009 — 2010.

The goals of Senator Takamine’s Budget Work Groapevto clarify the
distribution for K-12 in Hawaii; to identify any @as of inequity; to develop
solutions that ensure equity to all public schaotisnts; and, to collaborate with
the Department of Education to increase fundingaflopublic schools in Hawaii.

19
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Budget Work Group analysis of HB 2200 State Budgetmined the role
of an array of State, Federal, and Department fuisdd in FY 2009-2010 to fund
Hawaii public schools. These funds included, beteanot limited to, school-
based budgeting, SPED funds, Retirement Benefabt Bervice Payments, SOH
Hawaii General Funds, Federal Funds, and Trustgund

A preliminary analysis resulted in a charter schgel pupil funding total
of $6,043 in general funds versus a public scheolpupil funding total of $5,270
in general funds.

Subsequent analysis of these totals after incluBDN150 SPED
funding, Federal Funding, Non-General Funds, anas@oction In Progress
(CIP), and Debt Service in statewide per pupil faggroduced a total of $7,066
spent in non-charter school per pupil funding veratotal of $6,734 spent in
charter school per pupil funding.

After review of this data, the Budget Work Groumcluded that equity
was not achieved with $547 million in Federal & EL80 funding, that a $332
per pupil difference existed between the DOE an8,RRat Charter Schools need
access to Impact Fees, and that Charter Schoolschadechanism to access $225
M in facilities financing (CIP).

The Budget Work Group recommended:

» That a reliable system be created to allow Ch&t#iools to access federal
competitive grant opportunities;

* That services provided to Charter Schools in liefwoding are equitable;

* That Non-SPED funding within EDN150 be moved to EIDN;

» That Charter Schools be established as an LEAdesadederal funding;

» That Charter Schools be given a proportionate shfdigcilities funding;

* That a mechanism be created for post school treiofunding adjustments;

* That Legislators and Budget & Finance Committeesdhecated on how funding
formulas function in relation to budget appropoas; and,

» That Legislators, Budget & Finance Committees, @hdrter Schools collaborate
with the Department of Education in advocatingddequate per pupil funding
throughout the State of Hawaii.

Several members of the Task Force brought up itefaged to the
presentation:
* Amounts do not take into consideration enrollmaamd artificial caps (Alapaki
Nahale-a);
* Request from Senator Kim for the presenters t& loto their claim that Drivers
Ed programs turn away charter school students;
* Presentation is unclear about the role of dedice(Senator Kim);
* An explanation of the next step in providing comitpe funding (Representative
Oshiro);
» James Brese noted that the DOE is working on impgothe
relationship/communication between DOE and CSA@; an

20
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8.
The m

Thoughts regarding the presentation’s referenc@mofunds access, since non-
conversion schools do not necessarily sit on &atds (Georgina Kawamura).

Agenda Items for Next CSFTF Meeting:

Status of Recommendations from the KALO Report é8@nTakamine Work
Group)

Discussion regarding the pros and cons of futupeggpiations to charter schools
being made on a formula basis or using the sanwepscas other State
Departments.

Discussion regarding the Budget Proviso language 180) pertaining to charter
schools and impacts due to that language.

To determine a regular schedule for all CSFTF mesti

Update on information requested from previous meeti

Other Items:

The next CSFTF Meeting will be held at 10:00 a$®ptember 1, 2010, at the
State Capitol. The CSFTF Meeting Room locatiothatCapitol is as yet
undetermined.

Adjournment:
eeting was adjourned at 11:21 PM
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State of Hawaii
Charter School Funding Task Force
General Meeting
Wednesday, September 1, 2010
10:04 AM — 11:40 AM
415 South Beretania Street
State Capitol
Third Floor
Conference Room 309

Attendance:

Chairperson Marcus Oshiro — Chair of the Task Fdtoeise Finance Chair
Senator Donna Mercado Kim — Vice Chair of the Taskce, Senate Ways and Means
Chair — arrived 10:40 AM

James Brese — Department of Education (DOE) CFO

Bob Roberts — Charter School Administrative Offf€&SAQO) CFO

Carl Takamura — Charter School Review Panel (CSRP)

Megan McCorriston — Ho'okako’o

Alapaki Nahale-a — Hawaii Charter School Network

Neil Miyahira — Budget & Finance Budget Administra{appearing for Georgina
Kawamura — Budget & Finance Director)

Absent:
Georgina Kawamura — Budget & Finance Director

Charter School Administrative Office:
Maunalei Love — Executive Director

l. Call To Order
Chair Marcus Oshiro called the meeting to ordetCa®04 AM

I1. General Business

a.) Approval of the Minutes of the Charter School Task-orce August 16,
2010 Meeting

Chair Oshiro asked if Task Force members had readetive proposed draft of
the August 16 Meeting Minutes, and, if so, asked there be a motion to
approve the Minutes. Mr. Takamura moved; Mr. Natsmbkeconded.

Before a vote on approval was cast, Task Force ragsmited an omission on
Page 5, Item 6, Bullet No. 6. Chair Oshiro ashked this Iltem be adjusted to
reflect Vice Chair Kim’s request for an answer & fuestion as to whether
State and DOE funding that grants State of Haviadents access to the
State’s Driver’'s Education Program includes nonieubchool students.
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Chair Oshiro moved that the Charter School Fundiagk Force (CSFTF)
August 16, 2010 Meeting Minutes be approved aglgessted. The motion
passed unanimously.

b) Approval / Changes to the Agenda
No changes were made to today’s agenda.

c) Report/Update on Status of Recommendations frotte KALO Report

Chair Oshiro announced Task Force review and dssou®f the eight KALO
Recommendations presented on Page 4 of the AuguMedeting Minutes.

Mr. Roberts reiterated the Recommendations, artdllited three documents
that addressed the Recommendations. These docimerd:
1) State of Hawaii Charter School Funding Task F&tzus of
Recommendations Outlined in “Understanding Pubdied®! Funding
Fiscal Year 2009 — 2010” (2 pages; addresseskaf180
Recommendations; hereafter referred t6Satus of 8 KALO
Recommendationsrepared by James Brese
2) Status/Update on Recommendations from the UndelistguPublic
School Funding Fiscal Year 2009 —2010” Report (depaddressed
KALO Recommendation # 5; hereafter referred t6Status of KALO
#5”) prepared by Bob Roberts
3) Status/Update on Recommendations from the UndelistguPublic
School Funding Fiscal Year 2009 —2010” Report (depaddressed
KALO Recommendation # 6; hereafter referred t6Status of KALO
#6”) prepared by Bob Roberts

Mr. Brese identified Status of 8 KALO Recommendatibas the DOE’s
response to each of the 8 Recommendations.

DISCUSSION:

1) Mr. Roberts initiated discussion KALO Recommendatid: “Create a
reliable system to allow Charters access to feaemalpetitive opportunities.”

a) In response, Mr. Brese directed the Task Forcheadext addressing
Recommendation #1 itatus of 8 KALO Recommendatiohs.
under US DEregulations, Charter Schools are edtideequal access
to federal funds and/or the benefits of those fa@dends,” and that
DOE Program Managers alert Charter Schools tedgéral funding
opportunities.

b) Chair Oshiro asked how school eligibility for cortipen for federal
grants is determined.

c) Mr. Brese responded school eligibility is deterndifig the status of
the federal grant in question, e.g., “formulaia’,“discretionary.”

d) Chair Oshiro asked if it is the DOE’s responsipitih determine such
federal grant status eligibility; and, if so, ittieen the DOE’s
responsibility to alert each Charter School regagdhat particular
school’s corresponding grant eligibility.
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e)

9)

h)

)

Mr. Roberts stated that this is the DOE’s respalitgiband that the
Takamine Study examined the process for notifyihgr@r Schools
and awarding federal grants within the DOE syst&n. Roberts
stated that Charter Schools have a good trackaesecuring
“eligibility” grants (e.g., Title I, Title II), buthat if a federal grant is
“competitive”, Charter Schools experience barriarsompetition for
federal funds.

Chair Oshiro asked who notifies the Charter Schtals certain
federal grants are available. Mr. Brese answdradDOE Program
Managers are responsible to notify all eligibledidates, and stated
that “there is not a good system” to inform ChaBehools about
competitive federal grants.

Task Force members mentioned other problems regardi
Recommendation #1.:

1) The DOE has the discretion to go after federal tgtaand often
chooses not to do so.

2) If a Charter School wishes to compete for a fedgraht as a
member within the body of the DOE, the DOE must peta
as a Local Education Agency.

3) Regarding Charter Schools’ access to discretioharys, there
is no crucial dialog between Charter Schools ardX®E
regarding competition for the funds, and admintgireof
same.

4) DOE Program Managers tend to consider Charter $shete
in the grant application process, which preventar@in
Schools from completing timely grant applications.

5) DOE notification of Charter Schools through Lotustés is
ineffective, given that many Charter Schools dous# Lotus
Notes. Inresponse, Mr. Brese stated that the DQifes the
Charter School Administrative Office (CSAQO) thrdugard-
copy communication such as FAX and/or courier sexvi

Chair Oshiro requested further clarification regagdhe process of
Charter School notification within the DOE systewn &ccess to all
federal funding opportunities, :"formulaic” and ‘lopetitive.”
Specifically, Chair Oshiro asked whether or not DR&Bgram
Managers directly contact the CSAO, and, if sosdbe CSAO then
directly contact each Charter School principal wéuisite
information regarding federal funding formats apglecation
deadlines. Chair Oshiro asked if during this pss¢c¢ghe CSAO and
Charter School principals are specifically alesdo whether or not
the DOE must ‘front” their funding application toet federal
government.

Mr. Nahale-a cited the lack of communication preddo Charter
Schools as regards the DOE “fronting” Charter Stfexdteral grant
applications as the “real bottleneck” in the catrgystem. Chair
Oshiro concluded that at times the DOE choosesonatirsue certain
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k)

1)

federal grant opportunities that the Charter Schaoesh the DOE to
pursue.

Other Task Force members added that DOE fedenat graposals
can also inadvertently exclude Charter Schools ftonsideration
owning to the proposal’s design.

Mr. Roberts noted that these problems relate tioEsh designation.

m) Mr. Miyahira noted that setting up an additionalA_&ould require

n)

setting up an entirely new administrative structared thus may
require modification of applicable HRS Statutes.

Chair Oshiro concluded the Task Force review ofdR@nendation
#1, stating that while some problems with notificatexist,
notification per se is not a major problem.

2) The Task Force moved on to discussion of KALO Renemdation #2:
“Ensure that services provided in lieu of fundimg aquitable.”

a)

b)

d)

In response, Mr. Brese directed the Task Forchddext addressing
Recommendation #2 itatus of 8 KALO Recommendatiocssd
referenced current DOE Leadership Meetings thatemddservice
equity.

Mr. Takamura asked why service equity between B@xhools and
Charter Schools is still an issue since the esfaflent of Hawaii's
Charter Schools 10 years ago. Mr. Roberts confirthat Charter
Schools get services sometimes, sometimes nosamihe couldn’t
cite specific locations or timelines relating tokaof service.

Mr. Takamura and Mr. Nahale-a discussed the hisibGharter
School service inequity as an attitudinal lapsé ¢thgegorized Charter
Schools as an afterthought and stalled servicegioov Mr. Nahale-a
stated that currently service inequity in the CéraBchools is on a
"case by case basis,” and doesn't affect the Gh&dieools as a
whole.

In response to Mr. Takamura'’s question regardioggss of official
notification when services are not provided to @raschools, Mr.
Roberts stated that in those cases, the SchooliStgrelent should be
notified, and that while overall some attitudinabhoge needs to occur,
in most cases the services are then provided.

Ms. Love clarified an additional issue relatingriequity of service
provision: automatic access of Department schaolarger
Department resources, and the Charter School®gponding lack of
access to those larger Department resources. dWe. jrovided the
example of a Charter School’'s SPED funding reducétiowing to
“weight” calculations that occur when as few asPED students
leave a Charter School.

Mr. Nahale-a stated that a formula driven procestsiges Charter
School receipt of basic SPED services, a formudaithalso used in
the provision of SPED services to Public Schools. Wahale-a stated,
however, that Charter School receipt of paralldEBRervices such as
therapy is more problematic, owing to a questiotoashether or not
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9)

h)

)
k)

an on-site SPED evaluation team is automaticalyiged to a
Charter School, and if that evaluation team is led, whether or not
that team possesses the skills necessary to agggassess the SPED
requirements of a particular Charter School. Mah&le-a noted that
Public Schools in remote locations like Hana exg@e this same
problem, and that while in the past Charter Schowy have felt that
DOE resistance to answering their requests forihghdias
attitudinally driven, today service equity betwdublic and Charter
Schools has improved significantly. Mr. Nahale-gbasized that
every school should have the personnel in plac® tmandated
assessments; nationally, he said, the courts hdee that parents
have the right to provide their child with everyuedtional option.
Chair Oshiro asked if there is not now a systepidce to do an
automatic assessment of all students in every &h8adhool at the
beginning of the school year.

Ms. Love responded that evaluations are conduasddon the
timelines contained in individual program parametevir. Nahale-a
emphasized that needs are discovered in the cotinsstruction, and
Charter Schools thus need SPED and SEC teamsde, ga site, to
do adequate assessments as symptoms appear. hateNanoted
that, technically, Charter Schools are not now jgted with SEC
personnel.

Chair Oshiro noted that in DOE schools, such ass&sts are prompt,
automatic, and comprehensive. Students with rar pgsessments
who arrive in Charter Schools are thus not abkctess the
assessment process until later in the year. TasteFfmembers noted
that when a Charter School discovers a particidadnthe School can
then call the District Office for help and suppdrtit that support is not
always forthcoming.

Mr. Takamura asked if this service inequity waslesige to Charter
Schools, or was also experienced by smaller, reRolbdic Schools.
Mr. Nahale-a responded that this service inequiég more or less
unique to Charter Schools.

Mr. Takamura stated that if this is so, then thei@paar processes and
individuals that prevent service equity should dentified. Mr.
Roberts suggested that every Charter School Direetermine
whether or not he/she can pick up the phone andejtective access
to help in this situation.

m) Senator Kim observed that exceptions exist in egption, and that at

present, the Charter School Funding Task Forcesteeldok at what
the big problems are, and that it might be beslefer questions
regarding phone call access to later meetings.

3) In review of KALO Recommendations # 3, #4, and¥b, Brese observed
that the DOE response as outlinediatus of 8 KALO Recommendatioves
self-explanatory, and referred Task Force memluetiset DOE response
regarding KALO Recommendation #6: “The HIDOE anch@ér Schools
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4)

agree on the comparison of similar funding soufgeseral funds and EDNs

100 - 400 included, all other methods of finanang SPED funds in EDN

150 excluded) for inclusion in per pupil fundingtmthe two primary

discussion points remaining being EDN 500 (Adulu€&ation) and facilities

funding. Again, both of these are policy deterrtiovss.”

a) Mr. Brese stated that this issue was the hearisotidsions regarding

Charter School per pupil funding, and boils dowmvteether or not the
Charter Schools are going to continue with a fugdarmula.

Mr. Roberts parenthetically added that he would ti&k add some clarification
to KALO Recommendations # 4, # 5, and #6, anditisted a document
entitled “Why Charter Schools Should Be Their Owddpendent LEA”
which was prepared by the Center for Education RRefo

a) Mr. Roberts stated that this report addressed $sarging from
KALO Recommendation #4, “Establish Charters as BA ko access
federal funding.” Mr. Roberts said that this rdpocorporates various
national opinions on this issue, and addresse€iaeter School LEA
background. Mr. Roberts also has a report thateomates
exclusively on the LEA issue as it relates to denid state, and will
distribute this report via scan/email to interestedk Force members.
Mr. Roberts stated that a LEA system is feasihlg that some
changes have to be made to it before a decisimade whether or not
to institute this structure.

b) Mr. Roberts conducted a poll of several Chartero8thfollowing the
August 16, 2010 Task Force Meeting regarding thsibglity of an
LEA, and received 7 or 8 responses to the questidm.Roberts
characterized these responses as generally faeotalilsaid that they
contained Charter School concerns relating to ssfiécapacity.”
Specifically: “What kinds of structures would beated to support an
LEA for Charter Schools?”

c) Mr. Roberts then addressed the issues covere@ itwih documents
entitled in these Minutes &atus of KALO Recommendationafisl
Status of KALO Recommendation #6.

1) With regard to KALO Recommendation #5 asking for a
proportionate share of facilities funding, Mr. Rdisenoted that
there is language in the budget proviso that caoués
$1,900,000 for Charter School facilities funding ofi
operational funds in the FY 2010-2011 Budget, al age
$754,000 in CIP funding apportioned for two spec@harter
Schools.

2) Mr. Roberts noted that as the $1,900,000 avaitabl€harter
Schools facilities funding is taken from Charteh&als
operational funding for the budget year, Chartdrddts
perceive it as restrictive. As KALO Recommendati@ndoes
not specify what funding entities are to be used gardstick
when measuring “a proportionate share of facilitiesling,”
Mr. Roberts directed Task Force attention to aetaiol this
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document that compares Charter School FY 2010 —2011
facility funding allocations to various Departmdrftanding
bases. Mr. Roberts concluded his review of Statd6ALO
Recommendation #5 by stating that Charter Schaai$itfes
funding is a policy issue, and thus has to be vesbbn many
different levels, both legal and operational, arithwespect to
many different funding structures.

3) With regard to KALO Recommendation #6 asking that a
mechanism for post school opening funding be cogpdtk.
Roberts stated that a current mechanism doesfexistaking
post school opening funding adjustments, that biag
October 15 enrollment figures that are submitte@lbZharter
Schools. Operational funding for Charter Schootsthus
adjusted based on their actual October 15 enrotisneiMr.
Roberts noted, however, that there are two additissues
that should be addressed.

A) The first issue is the “money following the child”
concept, in that allocations change as enrollment
changes. No mechanism currently exists to maka-int
year funding adjustments for Charter Schools that a
presently growing.

1) Mr. Roberts suggested that Charter Schools
incorporate the DOE’s methodology that
surveys school enrollment four times during the
school year, and adjusts funding accordingly by
accessing a pool of funds. This pool not only
provides increased funding to growing schools,
but also holds declining schools “harmless” by
not withholding funds per se.

B) The second issue pertains to when the projectedétha
School enroliment is exceeded by the actual Charter
School enrollment. This situation is addresseithén
methodology of the budget provisos that limit tlee p
pupil amount that is allocated to the schools.
Essentially, this proviso accesses operationalSamdi
establishes a per pupil funding allocation of $%86.
This amount is based on average projected enrollmen
figures of 9,668 students. If the actual enrolltnen
figures are less than projected, the surplus famels
deposited into a Charter School account withinStage
Treasury. Since the proviso is silent regardirgg th
disposition of these funds after deposit in ther@&na
School account, Mr. Roberts suggested that these
excess funds be used to address the increased
allocations indicated by a rise in enrollment.
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5) Mr. Miyahira noted that the opening of new Gaafchools must be timed
with regards to the Legislature’s budgetary schesdarhd noted that the DOE
doesn’t open a new DOE school until the Legislaha&e approved and allocated
all school funds. Mr. Miyahira suggested that éheew charter startups be
submitted to the Budget Appropriations process.

6) Mr. Roberts noted that one of the functionghef Charter School Review
Panel is to evaluate and approve new startupstheatdhis year the ruling statute
has been modified to increase the ratio of nevigiarto 3-to-1.

7) Vice Chair Kim requested that the Task Foragceatrate on the status of
recommendations as outlined on today’s agendanandecessarily all issues
raised by each recommendation.

8) Chair Oshiro asked if there were any furtherstjoes regarding the status of
the KALO Recommendations. Regarding Charter Schooéss to services, Vice
Chair Kim requested clarification regarding DOEdiny for the State Of Hawaii
(SOH) Driver’s Education Program and correspond@hgrter School access to
the Program..
a) Mr. Brese reported that he had spoken with tieeDs Education
Program Manager, and that all SOH secondary s&todénts up to age
19 have access to the Program. They must firshguwb$10 fee, and then
are enrolled in the Program in a first-come, fastved basis. This access
applies to Hawaii Public Schools, Hawaii private@als, Hawaii Charter
Schools, and Hawaii home schools.
b) Mr. Brese added that access to the funds foPtbgram as requested
by Charter Schools may have to be addressed byddication of the
existing HRS Statute, as the Statute explicitlyestahat “the
Department”(of Education) “ shall determine accdassthe Program.

d) Discussion: RE: Budget Request & AppropriationsFormula v. Process
Chair Oshiro introduced Item (d) on the Agenda

1) Mr. Roberts said that Budget & Finance Director fgewm Kawamura had
added this item, and that nothing has as yet besgraped to address it.

2) Task Force members asked why the Charter Schoagd et up as its own
program account, why it is that Charter Schoolsnatepart of regular
schools, and why does Charter School money ggnmogram ID.

3) Mr. Roberts and Mr. Brese said that these procdssgdeen established
before either of them came on board. Mr. Roberggested that
interdepartmental reasons may have resulted iorigaal applicable statutes
mandating that the State Auditor determine Ch&tdrool appropriations;
after this period, the DOE was allowed to deternailh@cations.
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4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

In response to Mr. Takamura’s questions as to venétaving a separate EDN
was helpful to Charter Schools, Ms. Love provideel Task Force with a
short history of the development of the Charterd®tEDN, which originally
came about subsequent to Charter School requdgtédtem privileges.

Task Force members discussed the alleged mistetisebn Charter Schools
and the Department, and how this may have affdateding designations.

Mr. Nahale-a stated that DOE supervision of Che8tdrool operations were
detrimental to the Charter Schools because thetéttachools did not have

the autonomy necessary to control and direct ojpasasuch as payroll and

other vital functions.

Mr. Miyahira suggested that autonomy raises diffi@sues related to direct
budget allocations to each Charter School. Mr.aflisa added that the
current Charter School practice of formula baséatations might yield better
results if Charter Schools submitted a yearly budgguest as recommended
by Budget & Finance Director Georgina Kawamura.

Mr. Nahale-a observed that requiring the Chartéo8ts to submit a yearly
line-item request for State Budget appropriatiofisput the Charter Schools
in the position of building a political base toifdate yearly funding, a task
that Charter Schools are not equipped to handle.

Mr. Roberts observed that in order for the ChaB@hrools to initiate and
pursue a line-item State Budget request, a nevaiaeical structure needs to
be added to the Charter Schools. Without suclerftghical structure, there
is no equality between individual Charter Schoslger their ability to assess
individual and collective funding needs.

10)Regarding the conflicting demands of Charter Schute¢pendence and

Department mandates, Vice Chair Kim commented‘thatein lies the Task
Force dilemma: the Task Force is trying to crea® equity, but has to
preserve differences that are essential to thet@h@chool identity” The
Charter School Funding Task Force has to recoghatethe Task Force
overall aim is to ensure Charter School equitynedegree that it is possible,
but equity cannot be held to a 100% standard bedaesuity is part and
parcel of Charter School structure.

11)Mr. Miyahira noted that in general, Charter Schaoks smaller schools. He

stated that weighted formulas have a great deabmwiplexity built in to them,
which addresses this fact to a certain degree. DI formula appropriates
additional weight for smaller schools; the DOE haahy discussions
regarding the best means by which to avoid pemgjibbth smaller public
schools and Charter Schools. When discussingrthiegard to Charter
Schools facilities needs, Mr. Miyahira noted thas discussion is especially
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appropriate as facilities funding for DOE schoalgontained within the
general DOE budget.

12)Mr. Nahale-a presented formula-based fundingmodess funding as two
poles of a funding spectrum that encompasses nsdanyd educational
complexities, and maintained that facilities furglia a separate issue. Mr.
Nahale-a said that it does not make sense to fitynid Charter Schools less
than public schools , because then you cannot me#seir results. Student
performance accountability is one issue, but gtlublic Schools against
Charter Schools is a slippery slope.

13)Mr. Miyahira said that Act 144 has made a positifeerence; whatever the
DOE gets in per pupil funding, Charter Schoolstgetsame amount. Federal
funds, he said, are all program specific, so mastere they are intended to
go. Also, he said, the DOE holds funds that it usesddress rises in student
enroliment.

14)Vice Chair Kim said that funding is by its natueeith-and-go, and provided
the example of a public school with an active pabaise that lobbies for
additional funding and gets it, and a public schbat does not get additional
funding because it lacks activist parents.

15)Mr. Takamura asked for clarification from the Td&kce: is the Task Force
function to provide a major overhaul of the exigtmOE/Charter School
structures, or is the Task Force going to make lemaimely adjustments to
the existing structures. Task Force members aghestdhe Task Force
function at this juncture is provide fine-tuningthe existing structures. Mr.
Nahale-a noted that Hawaii’'s “Race To The Top” alniarformula driven,
and that the procedural issues related to forrmsesl to be worked out.

16)Mr. Takamura raised the EDN issue, and asked homyrsehools will be
removed from pre-existing caps, and how many schoanh thus be
authorized. Mr. Takamura also wondered if theldsament of new schools
poses a funding risk to existing schools.

17)Vice Chair Kim observed that fiscal consideratiomsst rule current Charter
School decisions. The carrying capacity of PuSkbiools and Charter
Schools must be determined; at this point, it ipo$sible to fund all the
Charter Schools that we might want.

18)Mr. Takamura stated that the CSRP is lifting a lstanding moratorium on
Charter School applications, and thus new chaaiersiow available. Mr.
Miyahira observed that there are a finite numbestoflents in the State, and
while enroliment is steady at Public Schools, GiraBichool enrolliment is
growing, and deserves serious attention.
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19)Mr. Nahale-a stated that from a Charter Schoolgestsve, every school age
child has the right to attend a Charter School,taadall children in the State
are the State’s responsibility. Mr. Nahale-a alsggested that Charter
Schools help raise the performance bar for Puldiw8Is.

20)Vice Chair Kim observed that the size of publicaall, due to their funding
structure, are not adversely affected by the Iésse or two students, while
Charter Schools can lose their foundation of sex/end facilities with minor
changes in enrollment.

21)Mr. Miyahira expressed concern that an increasghiarter Schools will result
in many smaller schools located all over the Istamehich will be difficult to
adequately fund and staff. Unlike Public Scho@lsarter Schools do not
offer economies of scale: a Charter School mayesttte same number of
students as a Public School, but because of CHaeterol funding structure,
growth in enrollment can provoke drastic increasas/erhead.

22)Acknowledging the problems that Charter School eepee because they do
not offer economies of scale, Mr. Nahale-a statatl weighted formulas can
offer a base for Charter School improvement andegion, and can lead to
the development of excellent educational packages.

23)Mr. Miyahira reiterated that Act 144 has accom@la great deal in
ensuring Charter School and Public School equitg, reoted that no school
can predict per pupil funding before all budgetdung in the Legislature is
completed.

e) Impact of Act 180, SLH 2010 Budget Proviso Langge and Act 144, SLH 2010
Amendments to §302B-12 Funding and Finance.

1) Chair Oshiro noted that the Task Force touchedeam B(e) when Task Force
examined the need to improve proviso language agttiadology, but stated
that the improvements in language and methodology Ioe moot because all
funding proposals end up in the Legislature, whieneling allocations are
unpredictable.

f) Determine a Regular Schedule for all CSFTF Medatgs

1) Chair Oshiro asked the Task Force what specifingéa need to be made to
funding formulas and processes.

2) Vice Chair Kim responded that the Task Force shoalttentrate on the
funding formula that the Legislature uses, becausiee final analysis, the
Legislature’s formula is the deciding funding foriau The Legislature’s
formula is thus available for the Task Force toneixee, and revise before
enactment. In response to Mr. Roberts requesgecific proposals that the
Task Force can examine, Vice Chair Kim suggestatitiie Task Force
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should consider EDN 150 and EDN 100 as a basisé&king those
determinations.

3) Mr. Brese stated that at the next Task Force mgetitiditional funding
considerations will parallel those decisions magléhle Legislature as
described in the text of the DOE’s response to KAR€ommendation #6 as
presented in Status of 8 KALO Recommendations. Bviese stated that
facilities funding considerations and EDN 500 4re two biggest issues that
the Task Force will need to consider for inclustmrexclusion.

4) Mr. Takamura suggested that CIP funding should la¢saddressed at the next
Meeting.
a. Mr. Miyahira requested that the task force refethie as "facilities
funding” rather than "CIP funding".

5) Mr. Nahale-a suggested that facilities funding $tidne addressed, and how
private dollars can be brought into the funding.mix

6) Mr. Nahale asked that access to federal and SPEdfg be considered in
relation to how those funding dollars are sperdupporting the
administrative office effort to secure and admigistinding, and whether
federal fund proposals should be done collectieelyndependently by
Charter Schools.

7) Mr. Takamura noted that it is the Panel’'s respalitsilto examine fiscal
accountability and to determine possible re-audabion of particular
charters, and proposed that this issue be consli@tde next meeting.

8) Mr. Miyahira said that an overview of State bondding should be examined
in regards to its role in supporting in-state ediocel facilities.

9) Mr. Takamura asked that specific recommendatiodso@tions be presented
to the Task Force at its next meeting. The Taskd-determined that this
task would be addressed during the next meeting.

10)Vice Chair Kim asked that a volunteer determine lobtier states are

handling the facilities funding issue, and to preghis at the next meeting.
CSAO stated that they would report on this issue.

1l Next Meeting :
Tuesday, September 28, 10 AM, State Capitol, Cenfeg Room 437.

v Adjournment
The Meeting was adjourned at 11:40 AM.
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State of Hawaii
Charter School Funding Task force
General Meeting
Tuesday, September 28, 2010
10:15 AM — 11:39 AM
415 South Beretania Street
State Capitol
Fourth Floor
Conference Room 437

Attendance:

Chairperson Marcus Oshiro — Chair of the Task Fdfcrise Finance Chair
Senator Donna Mercado Kim — Vice Chair of the Tskce, Senate Ways and Means
Chair

James Brese — DOE CFO

Bob Roberts — CSAO CFO

Carl Takemura — Charter School Review Panel

Megan McCorriston — Ho’okako’o

Alapaki Nahale-a — Hawaii Charter School Netwakiged 10:20 AM)

Neil Miyahira — Budget & Finance Budget Administra{ appearing for Georginna
Kawamura — Budget & Finance Director; arrived 1040\ )

Absent:
Georginna Kawamura — Budget & Finance Director

Charter School Administrative Office:
Maunalei Love — Executive Director

Charter School Review Panel
Ruth Tschumy — Charter School Review Panel Chair
Amy Vorderbruegge — CSRP Accountability CommittdeaiC

Kanu O Ka Aina Learning Ohana:
Taffi Wise — Executive Director

1. Call To Order
Chair Marcus Oshiro called the meeting to ordetCal5 AM

2. Members
Chair Oshiro determined that CSFTF Members Alapihale-a and Neil Miyahira (for
Georginna Kawamura) would arrived at today’s megéifier the meeting began.

3. General Business
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3.a. Approval of the Minutes of the Charter Schoollask Force September 1,
2010 Meeting

Chair Oshiro asked if Task Force members had readetve proposed September
1, 2010 Meeting Minutes, and asked if there wataan to approve the

Minutes. Mr. Brese moved to approve the Minutel; Takemura seconded. A
vote was taken, and the motion passed unanimously.

3.b. Approval/Changes to the Agenda

Chair Oshiro asked if there were any proposed atmtmgthe agenda. Mr.
Takemura suggested that CSRP Chair Ruth Tschumperalntability Chair
Amy Vorderbruegge complete their presentation mdigarthe CSRP’s
Reauthorization Process, and members of the Tasle greed.

Agenda Item 3.g., “CSRP’s Reauthorization Procas&ieby became Agenda
Item 3.c., with original Agenda items renumbereduccession.

3.c. CSRP’s Reauthorization Process
CSRP Chair Ruth Tschumy provided the Task Forcke antoverview of the
CSRP Reauthorization Process, with Amy Vorderbradgdollow and address
specific CSRP Reauthorization procedures and TasteRjuestions. Ms.
Tschumy provided the following observations:
a. The Charter School /Review Panel is comprigdd® eanembers.
CSRP members include the chair of a start-up chseteol, the chair of a
conversion charter school, a teacher from a sfadharter school and a
teacher from a conversion charter school, memlfdtedusiness
community, and a representative from the Universitidawaii. The
CSREP is thus constituency-based.
b. Each CSRP member donates his or her time aeslrtut receive
compensation.
c. As Charter Schools reflect the hopes and dredinieeir constituency,
the heart of the the Charter School system isomgteducation program
that is embedded in strong cultural values, whietk@s Hawaii's Charter
Schools unique in the county.
d. Each of Hawaii’'s 31 charter Schools are resipifor:
1. Establishing strong educational goals that teadcreased
student achievement.
2. Using state funds wisely.
e. By statute (HRS 302(a), the Charter School &eWanel’s
responsibilities include, but are not limited to:
1. Review and analysis of Charter School applgant
Implementation Plans
2. Approving amendments to Charter School appigé@amacted
Implementation Plans
3. Adopting reporting requirements for Charter &ih
Reauthorizing Charter Schools
4. Investigating any aspect of a Charter Schaatl ittey concern
the CSRP,, and taking appropriate action, inclugirapation and
revocation of the school’s charter.

35



Charter Schools Funding Task Force Final Report APPENDIX 2

f. In short, Hawaii’'s Charter Schools are educatlaonstitutions as well
as multi-million dollar businesses.
g. Charter School Goals include:
1. Prepare for undergoing accreditation, a prottestsfocuses on
continuous school improvement.
2. Sound fiscal management
A. Most Charter Schools have a solid business. plan
B. The CSRP requires that all Charter Schools tgudan
independent annual audit, beginning in SY 2009-2€14k
must be completed by this coming January, 2011nyMa
but not all, CS are already undergoing these audits
C. The CSRP requires that each CS submit a balance
annual budget using standardized financial formghvh
have been analyzed by the CSAO CFO:
D. Current statutes do not require the rigoroasiices
outline above, but the CSRP has decided to talse=the
accountability measures.
Ms. Tschumy introduced Amy Vorderbruegge to the TSF
Ms. Vorderbruegge noted that in addition to hentpmsas CSRP Accountability
Chair, she is a teacher at Voyager Chatter Scindgakaako, in Honolulu. She
then distributed the document “Reauthorization/Mdéar Review Template
(Draft) September 2010,” hereafter referred toReduthorization Review,” to
the CSFTF. Referring to Page 2 of this documeist, Wbrderbruegge noted that
all CS are responsible for 4 Key Areas:
a. The viability of their respective Foundationattiar
b. Their Educational Viability
c. Their Organization and Administrative Viabilignd
d. Their Financial Viability.
Furthermore, all CS documentation must addresd ey Areas of viability
listed above. Ms. Vorderbruegge than outlined@B&P’s “Avenues for
Accountability” that address the 4 Key Areas. ThAsenues include:
a. An annual self-evaluation as mandated by stahat is completed by
each Charter School, reviewed by the CSRP, andnedduo the school
with appropriate feedback.
b. A “Set of Assurances” that line up with the dyKAreas as outlined
above. These Assurances include:
1. A Pre-opening Assurance.
2. A P'year Assurance that includes an on-site Assurarisiés
by the CSRP that is repeated in the following years
3. A Multi-Year Review by the CSRP that includelsligessing
Reauthorization issues as well as completion aharf€ial
Template, a form which is described later in theting by the
CSAO CFO Bob Roberts.
4. A CSRP Fact-Finding Committee that investig&8sconcerns
that can’t be handled by the Local School BoardBL.S
5. The rigorous CS application process itself.
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6. The scoring system used by the CSRP, and caatan the
document “Reauthorization Review” on its last pagd titled,
"Scoring the Reauthorization Multi-Year Review. hi§ review
has been distributed to all qualifying CS, andus tb be
submitted to the CSRP on October 1, 2010.
Additionally, accountability is ensured by:
a. Alist of CS that determines their evaluati@sipon in the 4-year
reauthorization cycle.
b. Documentation submitted by all CS addressinguRerization
requirements and the 4 Key Areas as outlined above.
c. Public input, open to all members of a CS comitguwho can write to
the CSRP in support or with concerns regarding tlesipective CS.
d. A CSRP Review Team which reads and scores Re&aB8thorization
Report, and which follows up with an on-site visithe CS. This visit
includes interviews with all CS stakeholders. &eihg this visit, the
Review Team makes its recommendation to the CSRP.
e. An appeal process is needed in the eventliba&@ ERP does not
recommend Reauthorization. Currently, there isonmal means by
which a CS can address this issue with the CSRP.
f. A Standardized Financial Template, as explafether in this meeting
my CSAO /CFO Bob Roberts.

Discussion:

A CSFTF member asked how often CS are submittéuketo
Reauthorization process. Mr. Vorderbrugge stdtatdda CS must undergo
Reauthorization every 4 years, but that since atigr@7 CS are scheduled for
Reauthorization, this schedule must be staggeraddommodate this large
number of evaluations.

Chair Oshiro asked if the Reauthorization scoriagcentages as listed on
the last page of the document “Reauthorization ®&etare mandated by statute.
Ms. Vorderbruegge said these percentages were anadated by statute, and
noted that the percentages are adjusted to meegreglucational standards as the
school matures.

Regarding Reauthorization appeals by CS, Chairr@sisked for
clarification regarding the CSRP “Report for Resideration,” which is
completed by CS and returned to the CSRP. Ms. &brdegge explained that
after the CSRP reviews a CS “Report for Reconstuerd the CSRP either
reauthorizes the CS or has the option to close it.

Mr. Takemura pointed out that the CSRP also haadltigority to revoke
the CS charter, in which case the CS option ippeal to the DOE Board of
Education, which then places the CS on probatMn.Takemura stated that CS
should have formal appeal procedures to the CSRBrwise a BOE decision can
be appealed by the CS in Court.

Ms. Tschumy noted that the CSRP is currently seettie Attorney
General’s opinion on this issue.
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Charter School — Standardized Reporting Model dFi¥ear 2010 — 2011
Instructions: distributed and explained by CSAO (8@ Roberts.
a. The Task Force was given the Standardized Regdiodel, Fiscal
Year 2010 — 2011 by Mr. Roberts, who explained thistdocument,
hereafter refereed to as the “Standardized RegoMiodel,” is the
financial template used by all CS in their Reauttadion evaluations as
previously noted by Mr. Vorderbruegge.
b. Furthermore, Mr. Roberts noted that “This doenms the instruction
and forms that the CS are now required to compbettheir budget and
financial reporting” in compliance with Act 144 ihe last Legislative
session.
c. Mr. Roberts directed the Task Force to Pagethi®document, which
outlined the financial reporting timeline that mbstfollowed by all CS,,
and whose mandated information and documentatials@sin compliance
with recent legislative Budget Provisos.
d. Mr. Roberts noted that all financial informatiand documentation
submitted using these forms must be certified bindapendent financial
authority.
e. Mr. Roberts noted that the “Enroliment Repddadline was
previously on October 22, 2010, but has since begcheduled for
October 15, 2010. Mr. Roberts stated that CSswitimit their projected
enrollments on this form, and record their actumbtments later.

Discussion:

In response to Vice-Chair Kim’s question regardimg verification of
actual CS enrollments, and the necessity to deterthiose CS enrollments with
absolute certainty, Mr. Roberts and Ms. Love st#tatltwo State of Hawaii
electronic enrollment mechanisms, the DOE’s VAC #@E-SYS, ensure by
means of a unique student number that no DOE emealis are duplicated at a
CS. This verification is supplemented by a riger@%5 head-count conducted by
the CSAO.

In response to Chair Oshiro’s question regardiegifies funding as
reported by the CS in the Standardized Reportindd¥jdMr. Roberts noted that
for 2009-2010, facilities expenses are reportelteim 400 of the Schedule of
Functional Expenses, and that projections of faesliexpenses are reported on a
different page of the Report, and reported in bigims 400 and 500 of that page.

In response to Mr. Nahale-a’s concern that thedatatized Reporting
Model would lead to misleading comparisons betw@8nMr. Roberts noted that
CS have the authority to spend their funds as $eeyfit, and that the CSAO does
not analyze the Report for relative departmentpkexlitures, but only for
financial viability.

3.d. CIP Funding

a. Mr. Roberts cited two CIP projects recentlyded through the State Budget,
the $500 k Lanikai Elementary photovoltaic systemd another $274 k sewer
project on another CS campus,
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b. Mr. Roberts stated that the CSAO is activelgoemaging CS to submit CIP
proposals to meet their needs, particularly thegilities funding needs. Mr.
Roberts stated two main issues relating to CIPindf CS:

1. Whether the CS is located on public or privatel, and thus

disqualified from CIP funding.

2. Whether the CIP proposal has merit.

Discussion:

In response to Mr. Nahale-a’s observation that @$tchave the option of
securing CIS funding automatically, and that thedOSan’t always assist CS
effectively , Mr. Roberts stated that the CSAOdsising CS to submit their CIP
proposals on schedule, but to also vigorously Idbleyr respective legislators.
Mr. Roberts further suggested that a pool of Clid&ibe established which is
available for all schools so that CS are not autmaly excluded by legislative
directives that favor DOE schools.

Mr. Brese noted that 40% of CIT proposals that ntakefinal legislative
cut result from legislative priorities and not frdd®E priorities.

Chair Oshiro noted that since CIT funding is s@wfa result of legislative
priorities, it is difficult to construct a rigid foula that would equitably address
the CIT funding needs of both DOE and CS schools.

3.e. Facilities Funding and Private Resources

a. Mr. Nahale-a opened the presentation regafeiegities Funding and Private
Resources with a call for a multi-pronged fundipgr@ach that uses per-pupil or
other fixed State funding allocations as a basleverage private and federal
funding sources. Mr. Nahale-a noted that these*federal purse of dollars for
State Charter School facilities if they are prorgisome sort of match.” Mr.
Nahale-a also noted that using this approach, @8 &paplied for and been denied
access to federal and other private funds oveyehes.

b. Mr. Nahale-a stated that he feels that CSiavein a better position to
compete for federal and private funding, and offete successful funding
package recently devised by CS Kanu O Ka Aina Lisgr®hana as an example.
c. Tammy Wise, Kanu O Ka Aina Learning Ohana ExgelDirector, stated that
$1.1 b in direct financial support has been offa®e@S by private funding
sources from 1999 — 2010, and that CS have a de&delof only .1 %.

d. Mr. Nahale-a stated that a stable pool of guloney, such as per-pupil
allocations, are crucial for CS to secure private federal funding. Mr. Nahale-a
added that this funding for CS facilities is crliéa the success of every CS, as
education cannot proceed when school facilitiesareexistent, substandard, or
in disrepair, and that 80% of Hawaii’'s CS cannaidftheir own facilities.

e. Citing the sources of per-pupil funding, CIhds, and SOH bonds, Mr.
Nahale-a asked that the CSFTF construct grantegtjgh language that increases
the chances for successful CS funding.

d. Mr. Nahale-a stated that he has investigatedifig opportunities at
Kamehameha Schools, the Bill Gates Foundationtla&harter Movement, and
their response, while positive, hinges on initiabjc funding by the SOH.
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Discussion:

Ms. Love stated that the CSAO would like to ge¢aefral CS facilities
grant, but that the last time the CSAO appliedfier grant, the grant was denied
because at that time, CS had not received any faiEtidies funding portion.

In response to Chair Oshiro’s question regardihgot.S, states that
may possess a revolving facilities fund, Ms. Wisdes! that 29 states receive
facilities funding, and distributed a document frtre National Charter Schools
Alliance that outlined the funding sources andadtmn schedules for the top 13
charter schools that receive this funding.

Mr. Roberts noted that he emailed a copy of thisudwent to CSFTF
members this morning, and then handed out an ExecBummary from this
document to all CSFTF members. Mr. Roberts stétatthis Executive
Summary demonstrates that in 2010, states aredingvé means and a schedule
by which their CS can receive their own low-intédesans and financing for
facilities.

Mr. Nahale-a noted that both CS and DOE schoolslzwe-changed
when under-utilized DOE facilities are not freedfappublic use, and that often
new DOE construction projects can be adapted 1odecCS populations in their
design. Doing so, Mr. Nahale-a said, allows paréittng CS to use the funding
of a particular DOE construction project as a béamishe funding application of
the participating CS school.

3.f. Overview of State Bond Funding
a. Mr. Miyahira distributed a document, “Obsereas of the Issue of Charter
School Facilities Costs,” to CSFTF members.
b. Mr. Miyahira stated that the many issues arallehges facing SOH bond
funding for CS include:
1. Repair and Maintenance facilities costs aresaly factored into DOE
budgets and funding, but not in CS funding.
2. Start-up CS are not on public land, and s;maten SOH-owned and
administered properties.
3. The DOE has a very complicated process of deusl their own
capital improvement projects.
4. The legislative process adds another layeoofpdexity to funding
bond initiatives.
5. Bond issues are funded through General Opegratmds that are tax-
exempt. The IRS stipulates that these GO iniatimust be used for
public purposes. Non tax-exempt bond issues tigs a host of
problems for investors and for the SOH.

Discussion:

Mr. Miyahira suggested that one solution mightdegite “green” start-up
CS an initial, one-time grant of $50 - $100 k ttret CS could use for facilities or
whatever other needs the CS may have.

Chair Oshiro raised the debt issue related to &lf@hding, and stated that
capital improvements of any kind require a susthjpiresence on a given

property.
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Mr. Miyahira noted that CIP funding, or any fundjrigr capital
improvements is very expensive, but added thatldreo €S direct CIP funding
towards under-utilized DOE facilities on public ¢ that the State would then
have an interest and thus a rationale for makiongéltapital improvements.

Mr. Nahale-a cited the use of USDA funding to makbstantial capital
improvements in mainland CS, and noted that Karka@.ina Learning Ohana
had successfully accessed that source of funding.

Ms. Love stated that in a recent conversation Réindy Moore, Mr.
Moore stated that any currently under-utilized Df@éilities cannot be accessed
by CS because the DOE uses those facilities fawis departmental needs.

Ms. Wise stated that the major issue that neetis tesolved with joint
private/public CS funding partnerships is how teotee the debt issue.

Mr. Miyahira cited the debt issue as a rationatepiarsuing rents as a
component of CS funding, and stated that “rentsapposed to take care of the
debt.” Mr. Miyahira added that for the State, theapest borrowing sources are
General Operating bonds.

Vice-chair Kim stated that nay funding proposal @8 must also address
ongoing Repair and Maintenance costs.

Mr. Miyahira noted that the SOH has currently adiiee $500 m for DOE
Repair and Maintenance costs, but that the funiiegkdown shows that even
this amount is often insufficient to meet the neefd®OE schools.

3.9. Research on How Other States Handle Charterc8ool Facilities

Funding
a. Chair Oshiro asked Ms.Wise to address thigiasthe CSFTF next meeting,
and to provide two comprehensive examples of sstgeGS facilities funding,
and that Mr. Nahale-a provide CS funding schemaldged by national CS
organizations. Ms. Wise and Mr. Nahale-a agreatbtso.

3.h. Overview of Specific Recommendations and Optis
a. Recommendations and options are pending peggeTd by Ms. Wise and Mr.
Nahale-a.

3.i. Determine Date for Next CSFTF Meeting.
a. Chair Oshiro set the next CSFTF Meeting forstiag, October 26, 10:30 AM,
at the State Capitol, Fourth Floor, Room 437.

3.j. Agenda Items for Next CSFTF Meeting
a. Agenda items for next CSFTF Meeting will bedeshby funding
presentations by Ms. Wise and Mr. Nahale-a.

3.k. Adjournment
a. Chair Oshiro adjourned the Meeting at 11:39 AM
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE
Tuesday, October 26, 2010
1:30 pm -3 p.m.
State Capital Building
415 S. Beretania Street
Conference Room 437

Subject: Charter Schools Funding Task Force PrapAgenda

Attendance

Marcus Oshiro — Chair of the Task Force; House iieeChair

Donna Mercado Kim — Vice Chair of the Task Forcen&e Ways and Means Chair
James Brese — Chief Financial Officer, Departméiiducation

Bob Roberts — Chief Financial Officer, Charter Sah&dministrative Office
Georgina Kawamura — Director, Department of Budget Finance

Julie Upton for Megan McCorriston - Ho‘okako‘o Corgtion

Alapaki Nahale-a — Hawaii Charter School Network

Absent
Carl Takamura — Charter School Review Panel

Minutes
I. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Oshiro called the meeting to order at 1:38.p.

II. GENERAL BUSINESS

A. APPROVAL OF SEPTEMBER 28, 2010 MEETING MINUTES
Mr. Breese proposed the following corrections:

Page 5: referred is misspelled; substitute VAXM&C

Page 8, paragraph 5: GO bonds has an extra "s".

Motion to accept the minutes of September 28, 20&6ting as amendedr. Roberts
moved to accept and Mr. Brese seconded. The mp#ssed unanimously.

B. APPROVAL/CHANGES TO THE AGENDA
Mr. Nahale-a proposed the following amendment$i¢oagenda:

1. To let Kauhale ‘Oiwi O Pu‘ukapu Charter Schoolgmetation be followed by a
presentation by the Ke Kula ‘O Samuel M. Kamakahdratory Public Charter
School.

2. He also asked Mr. Roberts to exchange agenda wittehim, so that Mr. Roberts
would present first and Mr. Nahale-a afterwards.

Mr. Roberts moved to approve the changes, and Maakura seconded. The motion
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passed unanimously.

C. PRESENTATIONS BY KAUHALE ‘OIWI O PU'UKAPU (TAFIF
WISE) AND KE KULA ‘O SAMUEL M. KAMAKAU LABORATORY
(MARCI SARSONA) PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS.

Objective: 1) To demonstrate the efficacy of pefpliivate partnerships for public
charter schools.
2) To demonstrate need and feasibility forestatilities funding.

Kauhale ‘Oiwi O Pu‘ukapu Charter School

Taffi Wise presented as a case study the strugglégrogress of Kauhale ‘Oiwi O
Pu‘ukapu Charter School (KOOP). She provided a banth accompany the slide
presentation.

Ms. Wise said that, for the last 10 years, KOOPHw®en operating in an underused
Department of Agriculture warehouse at UH Hilo. K@®goal is to be housed in a
permanent facility.

KOOP began looking for property in 2002, and eveliyueceived permission to use a
30-acre property under the Department of Hawaiiamelands (DHHL). Ms. Wise

stated that it was a long process to obtain perioigss, etc and that Francis Oda of
Group 70 helped complete the community charretiegss over a five-year period and is
designing the facility plan.

KOOP obtained a short-term loan from Bank of Hawahio will finance the
construction, and a 40-year loan of $2.6 millio &%. KOOP also received funding
from a combination of public and private sources/éred briefly in the handout). The
school is still under construction.

When finished, the school, in addition to beingedncational center for up to 500
students, plans to offer free evening classesdpuia, and host community family
events on the weekends.

While KOOP has received some private funding,nttisnough. Ms. Wise stated that
KOOP has faced real challenges getting sufficiemtpe and community support. She
said that projected support has not met expectatamd that private donors typically
only commit donation for classroom use and notterfacility. The crux, she says, is
that private donors do not want to fund public sdbo

Ke Kula ‘O Samuel M. Kamakau Laboratory Public Gaa6chool

Marci Sarsona said that Kamakau Charter Schootdatbve twice in the last six years.
They'd been sharing space with other tenants, hgldiasses in room that were only 420
sqg. ft, and had closed the library and given upiattrative offices to make more class
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space. Under these circumstances, Ms. Sarsonatlsaysyere finding it impossible to
achieve their vision and mission.

Kamakau was happy to receive a 28-acre, 55-yr lieaseDHHL next to the “Stairway
to Heaven that will enable them to better servestbdent population. The existing
building, however, had been vandalized, was coveregaffiti, and the grounds
overgrown and littered with mounds of trash.

Kamakau turned to families and the community fdpfad, together, they spent 20 days
cleaning up the property. They received some peitiading and managed to refurbish
the building. They currently pay no rent on thedlamd have a 40-year United States
Department of Agriculture Rural Development loan$@.5 million at 3.5%, as well as
some private funding. However, the school has feteaa, gym, library, student

parking, covered walkways, or gathering areas @ésidout, due to insufficiency.

Kamakau expects to move to the new school by tkesehool year, but they have

tapped out their private funding sources. Theitdebvice is $138,000 annually and,
currently, Ms. Sarsona spends 50% of her time ad fievelopment.

To leverage any more funding from private donoramidkau needs state funding, Ms.
Sarsona says.

D. BOB ROBERTS PRESENTATION ON FACILITIES FUNDING

Mr. Roberts said that while private/public partigps can pay for many upfront costs,
they don’t pay for construction.

The pros are that they are efficient, innovatived generate leverage (through matching
programs). The con is that they create obligatoservice debt.

Other sources such as private and federal graatses, certificates of participation, GO
bonds, new market tax credits, and special purpmssnue bonds don’t pay for
construction or repair and maintenance. Thus,dhadla isn’'t complete without state
per pupil facilities funding, to provide for del#rsicing.

Mr. Roberts also stated that SPP/PPV partnershifect bond rates of 30 years ago, not
current rates, making them a bargain.

Q&A:
Vice Chair. Kim: What if the school closes befane 80-year debt is paid?

Mr. Roberts: If the school closes before 30 yettues property is used as security against
the bonds. Nonprofit owns the property.

Vice Chair. Kim: Would the state have interesthia property?

44



Charter Schools Funding Task Force Final Report APPENDIX 2

Mr. Nahale-a: Charter service is a lease, not detite loan goes bad, nonprofit is at
risk, not state.

Ms. Kawamura: But what assurance does the stat@agethe facility will exist in
perpetuity if public monies are set aside?

Vice Chair. Kim: When the charter schools starthdy said there would be no cost to
the state.

Ms. Wise: Public school students at these publartein schools need appropriate
facilities. How can we work together to create appiate facilities for kids?

Vice Chair. Kim: But what happens to our investm2o#30 yrs from now if they close?
If public schools get smaller because the chadieoals are operating, and then the
charters fail, how will it affect the community attte state’s investments?

Ms. Wise: If they don’t succeed, people won't sémalr kids. With charter schools, if
students go elsewhere, the state’s not at riskemébt. The current system isn’t
working either.

Mr. Nahale-a: Long-term monitoring is needed. Clsemhkd balances are necessary to
hold charters accountable.

A member: Charters are growing, enrollment increg89% to 10% nationally.

Chair Oshiro: You're asking for an expenditure abjic funds. How does the state
protect its investment?

Ms. Wise: It's an investment in the community acdreomy; it will create construction
jobs.

Chair Oshiro: The debt service is entered intohgygrivate nonprofit, but if public funds
are used ...

Mr. Nahale-a: Use of public funds needs to be nooed in all cases. Some state funds
are already going to facilities rent, but less tf@rdebt service. If we increase state
support, it won't increase risk. We looked at tissue.

Vice Chair Kim: How can we justify giving state fding to charters without giving to
other private schools?

Mr. Nahale-a: We’'re not private. We’re public.

Vice Chair Kim: Whether the child goes to a privaieblic or charter school, we're
responsible for that kid. There’s not enough malgyromise every kid everywhere.

Ms. Wise: The difference is socioeconomic class.

45



Charter Schools Funding Task Force Final Report APPENDIX 2

E. ALAPAKI NAHALE-A'S PRESENTATION ON THE POLITICF
CHARTER SCHOOL FACILITIES FUNDING

Mr. Nahale-a began by saying charter schools edeuatcess for all students. They offer
innovative options, educate underserved populatiammd create choice in public
education.

ChairOshiro: Is UH Lab School a charter school?
Mr. Nahale-a: Yes.

Mr. Nahale-a continues:

The community can't get the benefit of charterthd playing field isn't level.

What's level? “Adequate” means equitable. Charntbosls should get the same
resources as public schools. Hawaii made that commenit in Race to the Top 2. Hold us
accountable.

Mr. Nahale-a stated that the State expects chdders
» Serve all students
» Facilitate high academic achievement; and
» Meet State testing requirements for collective hangg, health and safety, and
other compliance measures, plus provide data dadmrequest.

A positive aspect of charter schools is autonomiiing, curriculum, budget planning,
and freedom from bureaucracy. But the per pupitliing is less than for public schools.
And the federal and SPED system is weighted agamatl schools and charters.

Not all schools are getting their fair share. Halwas committed to equity.

Mr. Nahale-a further stated that the start-ups@mersion schools are different.
Start-ups have no guaranteed support; they hawssitg state property, but struggle to
leverage support.

The conversions have more supports. As for per puipding, it's inaccurate to say that
charters are only $300 away. Only the charters gédiall the federal and SPED support
are that close.

Are charter schools getting facility support thesay? Yes and no.

Yes:

We need clarity. We need to know what will charges and make it stable. Per pupil
funding is the only manageable solution. Otherlitgcsupports are enhancements only.
Providing clear facility support will improve acaatability.

No:
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We're expected to meet State’s expectations andresgentsand handle our own
facility costs. Are our students entitled to fagilsupport or not? We need to eliminate
confusion over whether charter students are edtitle

Per pupil facilities funding will create an entinglustry of organizations who do due
diligence, oversight, etc. -- and that’s all they Not all charters should or can become
facility developers. The organizations with the ex@nce and desire to play this role
need state commitment.

Q&A
Vice Chair Kim: There never was facilities fundirfgfon’t take much” — what does that
mean? When will charters be satisfied?

A member: That'’s just the way it was. We always wwdrfacilities funding, but didn’t
have it. As far as charters coming later askingrore funding, we can’t stay static. It
will adjust with economy.

Mr. Nahale-a: It' s a policy decision. We need assue that we’re going to have what
we need to educate kids. Many agencies will alveasysfor more, housing, etc.

Vice Chair Kim: What schools would have grown iéyhwere told no facilities funding?
A member: They've grown. We were told that and thaye grown.

Mr. Nahale-a: Right now, we don’t know what the learly says. In most other states,
charter schools are free from many requirement$jadmng collective bargaining. We
must meet all the same requirements as public $£hbloere has to be give and take. We
can't “just do more with less.” Plus, these schastsworking hard in the hardest places
to work. Part of the challenge is telling thesegyuiat they have to work with. We don’t
have commitment from funders, because many sayy“Stould | invest in public
facilities?”

Ms. Kawamura: Any conditions?

Ms. Sarsona: Not one private funder said they wouittl infrastructure. It has had to be
for classrooms, the educational piece.

Mr. Brese: As the DOE rep, | believe all studetisidd have adequate funding. It's a
policy call. We would support transparency in fotasu | look at small DOE schools and
think some of them should be closed. But if youehavo underutilized schools, one
public, one charter, what will happen if the Staés committed? I'm all for competition,
but at what point do small schools not make seinsadéially?

Mr. Roberts: We have criteria for viability. Moshall charter schools came about before
there was a review panel. There is a body whaosigamsible.
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Vice Chair Kim: That’s not the point. If we closesaall public school for 200 students,
for example, and then a charter school comes im 200 students and takes over facility.
If we've closed it because it's not financially $dtale, and then fund your 200 students,
how does that make sense?

Mr. Nahale-a: The DOE no longer has to maintainbihiéding. You'll still hold the
footprint, but we just saved you a ton of moneyth/dmall charter start-ups, make sure
they meet your requirements.

Mr. Roberts: The per pupil cost of running smalblixischools is higher than charters’
per pupil costs. Public schools cost $9500 per.ydze charters are getting $5300.

Mr. Nahale-a: If schools were assured they woutdk@e they could use that when
seeking funding, as leverage.

Ms. Wise: We need to get back to main thing: Albltieducation is underfunded, and |
know there’s no money, but we need to create aitaomething, because it's not been
working for the past 40 years. How can we give nmoaey for public education?

Vice Chair Kim: $2.1 billion out of $5 billion buég goes to fund education.

Ms. Wise: It goes to the unions, not the kids.

Vice Chair Kim: Maybe we should allow charterste bargaining table.

Chair Oshiro announces that it's time to end theting and asks to meet again to hear
and discuss charter schools’ proposal of a forrthdawould include facilities funding.

Vice Chair Kim tells the charter school represaunéstto be prepared to quantify how
much is “not much.”

Attendees agree to meet again on November 15, 204QL:30 p.m., and the meeting
adjourns.
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE
November 15, 2010
1:39 pm
Conference Room 437
State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

Honolulu, Hawaii

1. Call to Order:
Task Force Chair Marcus Oshiro called the meetngrder at 1:39 PM.

2. Members:

a. Chair of the Task Force: Representative Marclsro-
House Finance Chair

b. Vice Chair of the Task Force: Senator Donna lséocKim-
Senate Ways and Means Chair

c. James Brese- DOE CFO

d. Bob Roberts- CSAO CFO

e. Karen Matsunaga (for Georgina Kawamura- BudgEtr&ance Director)

f. Carl Takamura- Charter School Review Panel

g. Megan McCorriston- Ho'okako'o

h. Alapaki Nahale-a- Hawai'i Charter School Network

Guests:
a. Ruth Tschumy — Chair: Charter School ReviewePan
b. Marci Wai'ale'ale Sarsona — Director: Ke Ku@ S. M. Kamakau

3. General Business

a. Approval of Minutes of October 26, 2010 Meeting:

1. Mr. Brese asked that the above Minutes be dptkno that his last
name is spelled with just one “e”.

2. Mr. Roberts asked that the first full paragrapkhe top of page 3 be
amended so that the phrase “Stairway to Heavesriégtosed with full
guotation marks.

3. Mr. Roberts also asked that the final parag@ppage 3 before the
Questions and Answers Section be amended to rkadRoberts also
stated that current debt service amounts refletdibg costs of 30 years
ago, and not current costs, making them a bargain.”
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4. Mr. Takemura moved to approve the Minutes asraled. Mr. Brese
seconded. Chair Oshiro asked for further discassio discussion
ensued. Chair Oshiro asked to approve the Miragesnended; the
motion passed unanimously.

b. Approval/Changes to the Agenda:
No changes were made to today’s agenda.

c. General discussion regarding a timeline for deveping and finalizing the
task force's report to the Legislature, including bgistics of drafting the
report and any proposed legislation:

1. Chair Oshiro stated that the submission deadtinthe Task Force
Report is December 17, 2010, which gives the Taskd-five weeks to
draft and produce the Report.

2. Mr. Roberts stated that the Report must beevestl by all Task Force
members before a final draft is produced.

3. Mr. Na’hale’a stated that the final draft stlbbke completed by
December 13; Mr. Roberts stated that the Task Foficel meeting
should also be on December 13.

4. Mr. Takemura stated that the Report’s backgidants and other
findings, including the Report’s language and testogy, should be
finalized at today’s meeting. This will provide SkaForce members with
a basis and consensus for ongoing recommendations.

5. Mr. Roberts proposed the following report fotma

A. Executive Summary

B. Background

C. Findings

D. Recommendations

E. Remaining/Unresolved Issues
F Appendices.

6. Mr. Roberts proposed that he would draft thigainReport using the
above format, and would release sections of tta#t ttw Task Force
members as soon as he completes them. Chair Ggiproved this
process.

7. Mr. Na’hale’a stated that a preliminary dradfoald be completed with
input by all Task Force members by December 6, racdmmended that a
single version of this draft be posted online &oagle.doc so that all
Task Force members can have simultaneous inputearelv of the same
document.

8. Chair Oshiro approved the posting of the daafa Google.doc, and of
December 6 as the deadline for completion of tleimppmary Report.

d. General discussion regarding proposals for an egtable charter school
funding formula; and:
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e. General discussion regarding recommendations drproposed legislation
that will be contained in the Report.

1. Chair Oshiro requested that the Task Forcenbeegieneral discussion
of proposals for an equitable charter school (@8yling formula.

2. Mr. Roberts stated that at the last Task Foreeting, it was proposed
that CS and community partnerships, coupled witkliable revenue
stream from the State, would create a solutiorC8ifacility funding.

3. Mr. Na’hale’a stated that he hoped the Taské&asupports the current
position, which is equitable per-pupil and equiégabéderal funding, and
that formally adopting this position as a long-tgraticy will do much to
reassure CS stakeholders.

4. Mr. Brese asked if the foundation of the fugdiormula would be the
same as that which is in the current statute, thidhaddition of CIP

policy.

5. In answer, Mr. Na’hale’a recalled that CS shaltders added the term
“General Funds” during the past Legislative sessibin. Na’hale’a stated
that if all education spending is in the Generaidiithen there is “no
issue.” He added that this fact should be refer@mc¢he CSFTF Report.

6. Mr. Brese asked if the current amendmentseatsr the General Fund
as well as the Fund’s purpose of providing compnsive education
spending.

7. Mr. Na’hale’a replied that this is the casej added that from “a
charter school perspective, this meant that afldbtiars weren’t
included.”

8. Expanding Mr. Na’hale’a’s point, Mr. Robertated that CS inclusion
in the General Fund also excludes debt service Galculation, and that
Mr. Na’hale’a was looking past the General Funthiissue of equitable
funding between the systems.

9. Mr. Roberts then referenced facilities fundiagg noted that language
in Statute 302B-8 can be included in CS requesttafilities funding that
“relates back to the debt service issue.”

10. Mr. Roberts suggested that the CSFTF conbielechmarks that can
be used as a basis for determining an amount fepygal funding and for
facilities funding.

11. Mr. Brese agreed that to be equitable, addititunding in the form
of CIP or other funds should balance the amoumsived by the DOE
and CS, but said that in statute language, Gererals should be
identified as “General Funds,” and that other o, such as trusts,
should be left out of the “General Funds” desigmati

12. Mr. Roberts agreed, and said that apart fiasitities funding,
General Funds cover most DOE and CS expenses.
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13. Mr. Na’hale’a agreed that CS funding within tBeneral Funds
designation has brought CS significantly closericequitable standing
with the DOE.

14. Mr. Takemura asked if Task Force agreementaicdities funding
should be included in the CS funding formula wasagor finding that
should be presented in the Task Force Report thegeslature.

15. Mr. Roberts suggested that including faeitfunding in the CS
funding formula should be presented as a recomntiemda the Task
Force Report.

16. Chair Oshiro stated that the current agreemeper-pupil funding as
expressed in Act 144 excludes adult education,iapeducation, and
other programs, such as after-school enrichmemstijpulates that those
services are available.

17. Mr. Roberts stated that the committee pregettia CSFTF worked
with the DOE to move some specific SPED prograntbthe “EDN-
150" category and into the “EDN-100" category.

18. Mr. Na’hale’a said that the CSFTF should refiee the work of the
preceding committee and recommend that this wottkesright path”.

19. Mr. Roberts stated that the CSFTF should recend that there
should be a provision within a funding formula teapulates that if a
specific service is not included within that formuamounts necessary to
fund this service should not be automatically edetlifrom the formula.

20. Mr. Takemura summarized the CSFTF positiothematter by
saying that the CSFTF should state in the CSFTORé&p the Legislature
that the changes made in the last legislative se$slped to address
some of the concerns facing CS, and that the C$fideusing on those
concerns that are still outstanding.

21, Mr. Na’hale’a cautioned that the CSFTF sharaldember that in the
past, identical legislative language has resultedhrying legislative
funding allocations, depending on which legislatooely was considering
the funding request. And while recent changes heselted in greater
clarity regarding funding allocations, the CSFTBWd recommend that
there is a proviso for continued monitoring of theding process.

22. In preparation for the initial draft of the EB- Report, Mr. Roberts
summarized one of the Task Force’s current findasyfollows:

* Changes that were made in the last legislativeises®lped
clarify the funding formula for CS per-pupil calatibns and
operations.

Mr. Roberts noted that the use of the term “openrafi is significant,
because “operations” funding does not include fitaes” funding.

23. Chair Oshiro agreed, noting that “operations’hdt include funding
for leases and rentals.
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24. Mr. Takemura stated that this indicates thatG@SFTF should now
try to clarity the issue of facilities funding.

25. Elaborating further, Mr. Na’hale’a noted tpabvisions for facilities
funding is a component of the Federal grant pracess

26. Mr. Takemura and Mr. Na’hale’a discussed whethe issue of
facilities funding, as a separate funding catedmy operations funding,
should be presented in the CSFTF Task Force Raeptire Legislature as
a finding, a recommendation, or as a reference.

* Mr. Na’hale’a noted that there are biases that dwate CS
applications for Federal funding, and that thegecansiderations
when deciding how to address the issues of faslitinding in the
CSFTF Report to the Legislature.

* Mr. Roberts observed that these biases don't exellysapply to
CS, and in fact are applicable to small schoolsrara schools,
and thus are applicable generally to any educdtfanding
finding.

* Mr. Roberts then asked the Task Force if the isddacilities
funding as a component of Federal grant applicdtiases should
be included as a specific finding in the CSFTF Refmwthe
Legislature.

* Chair Oshiro agreed with Mr. Roberts’ proposal flaatlities
funding as a component of Federal grant applicatsfould be
included in the Task Force Report as a finding.

* Mr. Takemura agreed with Chair Oshiro, and noted tinese
concerns should be highlighted as findings in tepdit, as the
function of the Report is to present specific canse¢hat should be
addressed.

27. Ms. Love observed that the while the CSFT&ddressing CS
concerns, Task Force findings are applicable teetiige State of Hawaii
educational system.

28. Mr. Takemura requested further clarificatiegarding CS funding
formulas, and asked the Task Force if there afadntwo funding
formulas that must be addressed in the Reportflording formula that
covers operational funding, and one formula thaecefacilities funding;
Mr. Takemura stated that he felt that CS shoulcelene formula that
addresses both operational and facilities funding.

29. Mr. Na’hale’a stated that general educatiording, general Federal
funding are in agreement, but that per-pupil fugdfacilities support,
CIP options must still be thought out.

30. Mr. Takemura said that two separate formulakeimore sense, and
stated that he has concerns regarding facilitisdifig that need to be
addressed.

31. Mr. Na’hale’a stated that Federal fundingaparated out.

32. Chair Oshiro stated that there are two sepdwaiding “pots™: one
pot is “operational”; one pot is “facilities.”
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33. Mr. Takemura asked if maintenance costs aladed in facilities
funding.
34. Mr. Na’hale’a asked if repair and maintenafiR& M) are in the
facilities funding formula.
35. Mr. Roberts answered that R & M funding idudled in DAGS on
the neighbor islands. Mr. Roberts then addressed &kemura’s
guestion regarding whether or CS facility fundingsvaddressed in
current CS funding formulas, and stated that aiBpdormula for funding
CS facilities isn’t part of the regular funding fioula.
36. Mr. Roberts asked the Task Force if the CSRéport to the
Legislature should include a finding regarding tieeessity of
establishing a separate facilities funding fornfolaCS.
37. Mr. Takemura stated that such a finding mudtide a rationale as to
why facilities funding is being proposed as a safgafunding formula,
and Mr. Roberts agreed.
38. Chair Oshiro observed that the facilities fagdjuestion is further
complicated by the fact that CS include differsmiets of schools, such as
start-up CS and conversion CS.
39. Chair Oshiro stated that with such pivotaimebns of CS facilities
recipients as yet unresolved, that the CSFTF cdmaps reference these
definitions in its Report, with the recommendattbat these definitions be
addressed in the near future.
40. Vice-Chair Kim stated that the Legislature hasn working on the
issue of per-pupil funding for many years, and thgislative action last
year was crucial in clarifying this issue for thrstftime. This gradual
legislative process will also likely characterihe tlarification of the issue
of CS facilities funding.
41. With this further input, Mr. Roberts summadzbe CSFTF finding
regarding facilities funding as follows:

» Changes that were made in the last legislativeises®lped to

clarify the calculation of the per-pupil fundingfGS operations.

Mr. Roberts then asked Vice-Chair Kim for additibmgut regarding this
finding.
42. Vice-Chair Kim stated that the finding shontate that the
Legislature, over a period of time and by recongilmany differing
viewpoints, has succeeded in clarifying the protssahich CS per-pupll
funding concerns have been addressed, and wily dbigl same focus to
clarifying stakeholder concerns regarding CS faegifunding.
43. Mr. Na’hale’a added the Legislature has liksanbeen successful in
clarifying the actual dollar amount of funding daaie, so that each CS
has equitable funding regardless of differencegear-to-year CS
enroliment totals.
43. Ms. McCorriston, noting that she had not batthe CSFTF meeting
when Mr. Roberts provided a summary of the distimst between
differing types of CS, asked for the definitiontbé different facilities
funding formulas for start-up CS and conversion CS.
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44, Chair Oshiro said that from an operationahgpoint, Vice-Chair
Kim’s remarks regarding how equitable funding fotasucame about
after many years of effort by the Legislature,rafs that 2010 was a
watershed year for clarifying funding concerns.

45. Ms. McCorriston asked for clarification regagithe different
facilities funding formulas for start-up CS and eersion CS.

46. Mr. Na’hale’a asked Ms. McCorriston if she lmadeived his emailed
PowerPoint presentation regarding the differenet&den start-up CS
and conversion CS. Ms. McCorriston had not reckit/eso Mr.
Na’hale’a summarized these differences by firstmgpthat conversion
CS get access to facilities funding because someetsion CS on are
State property. Other CS so not have this acddssNa’hale’a stated that
this requires the State to demonstrate its commitit@eCS facilities
funding in some way, and represents a policy degtisA consequence of
not knowing the status of CS facilities fundingivaé no lobbying efforts
by CS. Since at this point the different legal &nmting definitions of CS
prevent the outright award of facilities fundingriently the only
equitable CS funding solution is through per-p@iding. If the State
provides a guaranteed pool of CS facilities fumadividual CS can access
those funds and use those funds as leverage insgooatching funds
from the community. Mr. Na’hale’a stated thatsberarious aspects of
CS facilities funding need to be discussed further.

47. Mr. Takemura noted that funds received by eosion CS represent
State income, while other CS do not provide tht®me and thus may be
excluded by the State in certain CS funding alliocet

48. Mr. Na'’hale’a disagreed, noting that fundsiakested in all State
school facilities, but those schools are not rexfuito repay those funds.
49. Chbair Oshio noted that a recent change itetlheensures that State
fiscal interest is protected when certain non-pr@fganizations, including
CS, are liquidated, or when the non-profit’s ingtiie transferred to
another organization. This law would apply whedSis fund-raising
efforts fail.

50. Mr. Na’hale’a noted that this law would nopgpto CS per-pupil
funding, but might apply in CIP or facilities fumdgj.

51. Chair Oshiro said that the law would emphdticgply in cases of
CS CIP and CS bond financing, and Mr. Na’hale’aadr

52. Mr. Na’hale’a then advocated that CS requiest$00% equity with
DOE schools in per-pupil and facilities funding,vesll as debt service,
should be tied to measurable CS academic perforgnanc

53. Mr. Roberts noted that part of the changekerast legislative
session was to require a reauthorization procesS$ono later than every
6 years, so the steady academic improvement ackebbgtMr. Na’hale’a
could be part of the process of re-evaluation aadithorization of CS
through the CSCRP.

54. Mr. Takemura agreed, noting that data vergy@& academic
performance and progress is a key component oe@&horization.
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55. Mr. Na’hale’a asked if equitable funding ih@b fiscal areas was
guaranteed, would CS academic reauthorization atdedikewise be
raised.

56. Mr. Takemura said he did not think this wooddur, because
currently CS reauthorization and academic standanelsot tied to
funding, but to statute.

57. Mr. Na’hale’a stated that anecdotal repodefiCS administrators
indicate that CS academic progress is dependeaguiteble funding.
58. Other Task Force members noted that argurliekiisg academic
performance to State funding have been under ceraidn for many
years.

59. Mr. Na’hale’a asked the Task Force if is polesio compare DOE
academic gains with those of CS if CS do not rex#ie same facilities
funding as DOE schools.

60. Mr. Takemura stated that the first questioddtermine is whether or
not CS academic gains are being made.

61. Ms. McCorriston noted that CS administrataysdt have the same
options as their public school counterparts bec@%administrators are
constantly required to raise funds for their sceods. McCorriston cited
the example of a Maile CS that was originally aanentary school, but
now has enroliment requiring a high school, andsdu# have the funds
to construct or provide high school facilities.

62. Mr. Takemura stated that is a CS shows granéimroliment, then
the question of contingent issues is raised.

63. Ms. McCorriston noted that CS are so differargtructure and
educational philosophy that a uniform measure atlamic progress
applying to all CS is inherently unworkable.

64. Mr. Roberts stated that the CSFTF is not atilyeharged with
determining CS academic benchmarks.

65. Mr. Na’hale’a stated that since nationallyg thission of CS is to
improve public education overall, such improvememtesnot feasible
without equitable funding.

66. Ms. Tschumy agreed that CS funding has nat bqaitable. Ms.
Tschumy noted that over the years many CS haviéedghat they cannot
meet the standards mandated by the CSRP due teqnaid funding, but
that the CSRP has consistently held otherwise Tgishumy stated that
Linda Smith recently said that the CSRP will beged by how many
charters it grants, but the CSRP feels that it beljudged by how many
quality CS it grants.

66. Mr. Roberts asked the Task Force to determenéhere is a finding
in the preceding discussion?

67. Mr. Na’hale’a stated that the finding is teguitable funding for CS
is good for all children.

68. Chair Oshiro noted that Neil (Georginna Kaweatsirepresentative
from Budget & Finance) had provided 4 points irerefice to CS facilities
funding. Those 4 points are:
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» DOE schools receive CIP funding, but the amouniegawidely
year to year.

» Debt service is a transfer of an operative budfettwond-funded
CIP rolled out over 20 years.

» ltis challenging to develop a CIP budget for C& tlwould be
equitable among the CS, due to widely varying faed and
situations among the CS. Some CS rent space, gaméheir
facilities free and clear, and some operate rexg;fand some have
borrowed facilities and have debt to service.

* It would be equitable for the start-up CS to reeean annual per-
student allocation for facilities equal to the gandent debt service
that is allocated to the DOE. Because the DOE skebice covers
the conversed CS facilities and because the DOE@s to be
responsible for the conversed CS facilities, thregbedent
allocation of facilities funds would be for stapp-CS only. The
formula Neil came up with is the DOE budget for dedrvice
divided by the sum of DOE students plus the sumlafonversion
CS students. The start-up CS could use the regulinds for
rent, or to save for future purchases, or for thestruction of
facilities for cash, or to pay for debt serviceloans incurred in
the construction of facilities. (Chair Oshiro dited that copies of
the above Budget & Finance observations regar@iadpe copied
and distributed to Task Force members.)

69. Mr. Roberts stated that the above proposdloegh 90% of the CS
facilities funding issues.

70. Ms. Matsunaga (from Budget & Finance) obsethatlwhile Budget
& Finance recognizes that CS need additional fupdime task at hand is
to develop the mechanism by which those needs eautiressed.

71. Mr. Roberts stated that the conversion CS evatdjue that while
everything in the above B&F observations are ttiie,major omission is
that the above provisions do not address the i85GS facilities repair
and maintenance (R & M) which are currently addrddsy the DOE.
Conversion CS feel that this fact puts them in laemable position, and
would like to see a mechanism in the per-pupil fdarthat would address
this need.

72. Ms. Love noted that of the per-pupil amounhtiomed in the B&F
observations, 70% would go to start-up CSs. Mselsiated that the
fairest way to deal with the issue is to look & $tart-up CS debt service
amount, which would equal 70%, with 30% remaining.

73. Chair Oshiro noted that the bulk of facilitteading is needed by
start-up CS, which have the most acute needs.r Cisaiiro also noted
that like per-pupil funding, the CS facilities fungd proposal contained in
the above B&F observations will not solve all fambk funding issues at
once, but will move the process forward signifitant

74. Mr. Roberts noted that the CSFTF also congtdsrhybrid
conversion CS are now in operation, which addsherdayer of
budgetary complexity. Hybrid conversion CS, suslKamaile, contain
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grade levels that include all students within daaeratance area, and other
grade levels that are “chosen to be operated bgtthger school and
include students that choose to attend.

75. Ms. Matsunaga asked if certain aspects ofaaucfunding, such as
collective bargaining, are different for the DOEI&DS.

76. Mr. Na’hale’a said that CS are not exempt fiaomg collective
bargaining constraints, which adds to the fundirabjems faced by CS.
77. Chair Oshiro noted that in regards to calMecbargaining constraints
placed on CS, that CS don’t get a better deal.

78. Mr. Na’hale’a stated that CS often end up pgynore money than
DOE schools.

79. Ms. Love said the all of the unions negotatdaster Agreement with
all CS, and then negotiate a separate Supplem&gtaément with each
CS. The union agreements with CS stipulate thah&@& to meet the
minimum requirements of DOE contracts.

80. Both Ms. Love and Mr. Na’hale’a said most @8ective bargaining
agreements center on “operational” issues, suténgsh of work day and
grievance procedures.

81. Marci Wai'ale’ale Sarsona, Director of Ke KulaS. M. Kamakau
CS, related how collective bargaining at her schieeed challenging
because a new supplemental agreement could medugiated before a
Master Agreement with the school’s union couldibalized, resulting in
a 2-year delay in program delivery.

82. Vice-Chair Kim asked if CS could make changethe Master
Agreement, and was told the changes were not atlpared that CS
teachers are not always invited to vote on colledbiargaining issues.
83. Mr. Takemura stated that this year, the HSTadlenan effort to
include CS teachers and administrators in procgsdin

84. Vice-Chair Kim suggested that the CSFTF magintsider
recommending a pilot program that would exempt @&fcertain
collective bargaining requirements.

85. Mr. Takemura lauded Vice-Chair Kim’'s suggestiout noted that the
CSFTF had to keep its focus narrow for the timegpén regards to its
specific considerations to the Legislature, andtiat reason should
concentrate on facilities funding, and avoid thaszas that may be
viewed as controversial.

86. Vice-Chair Kim stated that the issue of CSlitees funding will
probably not be resolved in the foreseeable futiiee-Chair Kim
observed that since this is the case, CS shoultiaraall options that
present cost-saving opportunities.

87. Mr. Na’hale’a agreed that CS need to look labtions, and
speculated that those CS that don’t adapt to cufueding restrictions
will be weeded out. Mr. Na’hale’a expressed thpehthat while the issue
of equitable CS facilities funding may not be coetely resolved
immediately, concrete steps taken by the CSFTFrabwesolution,
especially if coupled with suggestions like ViceaBtKim’s that present
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the Legislature with a “dual approach”, may reassbhe CS community
that significant progress is being made.

88. Mr. Takemura asked if equitable CS per-pugallities funding is
then a starting point for the Report’s findings.

89. Mr. Roberts agreed that equitable CS per-gagpilities funding is a
starting point for the Report’s findings.

90. Ms. Matsunaga suggested that B&F totals,@slbethose based on
past-years’ estimates, may need to be adjusted.

91. Mr. Na’hale’a observed that this may adjustfBi&tals unfavorably
upward. Mr. Na’hale’a stated that the current B&kding formula is a
simple formula, and so will be easily understoodrdyBudget Session,
whereas a more complex formula will make any faesifunding
approval less likely.

92. Mr. Takemura noted that any funding formuld e modified by
legislative and State fiscal input during Budgesssen, so trying to fix a
perfect funding formula at the CSFTF recommenddgeosl is futile.

93. Chair Oshiro stated that equitable CS perigagilities funding is
one of the major objectives of the CSFTF. Chainif@dssaid that the B&F
observations as presented in this meeting arendfisant starting point
towards meeting that objective.

94. Mr. Brese asked for clarification of the B&Bservations that
addressed equitable CS per-pupil facilities fundiBgecifically, Mr.
Brese asked if this amount, the second part ofdireula, the amount that
would be available for rent and other expenses|dvoe restricted to
start-up CS. In particular, Mr. Brese asked iffihner or five conversion
CS in Hawaii would not have access to this amount.

95. Chair Oshiro said that Mr. Brese’s statemead worrect. Chair
Oshiro then asked Mr. Roberts how many start-upve@ currently
operating, and Mr. Roberts said that 26 start-u@af@Surrently operating
in the State of Hawaii.

96. Ms. Love stated that she would like to seeesB&F provision that
would address the issue of conversion CS’ R&M egpsn

97. Mr. Roberts observed that new hybrid CS aksmxirto have this same
issue addressed.

98. Ms. Love repeated her earlier observationiftihe start-up CS use
the B&F facilities funding formula as stipulated &tatute, start-up CS
will have access to 70% of equitable facilitiesding, and the remaining
30%, as stipulated by statute, will “go to the swledhat need it,” Ms.
Love stated that this remaining 30% might be useabiiress conversion
CS R&M.

99. Mr. Na’hale’a requested clarification of tfaionale for the
percentages presented by Ms. Love.

100. Mr. Roberts stated that the percentages miexsby Ms. Love are
written into the statute.

101. Mr. Roberts further explained that the searid CS policy mandate
that this facilities funding percentage is base@@omparison of total
start-up CS enrollment to total CS enrolimentth# total start-up CS
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enroliment is greater than 70%, then that percentaga percentage
number that is greater than 70% --- will be thecprtage of the facilities
funds that will go to start-up CS. If the totdds-up CS enroliment is
less than 70%, then 70% ---- which is the peragnfboor for the start-
ups --- will go to the start-up CS. The remaing8@§6 goes to all of the
schools equally on a per-pupil basis.
101. Ms. McCorriston requested that a definitiondtart-up CS and
conversion CS be provided, and asked if theredh aLthing as a hybrid
conversion CS. Mr. Roberts said that there isuah $hing as a hybrid
conversion CS.
102. Ms. McCorriston stated that therefore a diédim of what constitutes
a start-up CS is crucial. Ms. McCorriston stateat this definition should
be consistent even in the case of a conversiorh@Siefines its CS
program as a start-up.
103. Mr. Roberts said that there are no curremking definitions that
distinguish a start-up CS from a hybrid CS to aveosion CS.
104. Mr. Na’hale’a provided his observations oa distinguishing
characteristics of conversion CS and start-up [@3)eneral, said Mr.
Na’hale’a, conversion CS in Hawaii are:

* Larger

* Have a different structure

* Have better access to SPED and Federal money

* Have more external support
Mr. Na’hale’a stated that he did not want to appedifferent to the needs
of conversion CS, but said that the “issue of twlities gap for them is
not a per-pupil, but a facilities issue, an R&Mues
105. Mr. Na’hale’a said that these issues musteipe separate because a
small rural start-up CS with no facilities, a CShno roof over the heads
of its students, should be the school that hasvesdirst priority when it
comes to per-pupil facilities funding.
106. Ms. Love cited the example of Kamaile CS,olhis a conversion
school, but is a start-up CS in that it has addeigjla school program and
has no facilities to house its high-school students
107. Mr. Roberts stated that increased enrollraenbnversion CS occurs
because the conversion CS are adding grade |édnaglaite not part of part
of their original DOE program.
108. Mr. Brese said he wanted to amend the ldyisleecommendations
and formula for facilities funding to include theighbor island regular
school costs that are effective in the DAGS budg@8, and 807. This
will allow CS to take advantage of DIP provisiom#iich are equitable
funding - based.
109. Mr. Roberts noted that R&M funding will gdarthe operational
side of the CS funding formula.
110. Ms. Love stated that she would like to seeestunding allocations
for the larger conversion CS since their R&M ca@sts correspondingly
larger.
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111. Ms. Love, Mr. Na’hale’a, Mr. Roberts, andetfiask Force
members discussed various facilities funding aneppeil funding
alternatives in an attempt to address the compeléngands of start-up CS
and conversion CS, but no consensus was reached.

112. Mr. Takemura stated that a Task Force comnsest®uld be reached
regarding findings and formula recommendationshigyend of today’s
meeting.

113. Mr. Roberts summarized the history of the /8% CS facilities
funding formula for the Task Force.

114. After further discussion of how the Task Eonould phrase their
recommendation of the CS facility funding formuthair Oshiro asked
the Task Force if consensus could be reached.

115. The Task Force agreed that it would recomntieadurrent CS
facilities funding formula provided that there wasaveat stipulating that
the terms of the formula warrant further consideratand that the
formula may be modified in response to additionmadihgs.

f. Determine Date for Next CSFTF Meeting
The Task Force agreed to meet at 1:30 PM on Noeeth

g. Agenda Items for Next CSFTF Meeting
Agenda items for the next CSFTF Meeting were matubssed.

4. New Business
The Task Force had no new business to discuss.
a. Other Items
The Task Force had no other items to discuss.

5. Next Meeting
Further details of the next meeting were not dised.

6. Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 3:10 PM.
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE

December 13, 2010
2:03 PM - 3:20 PM

Conference Room 437

State Capitol
415 South Beretania Street

Honolulu, Hawaii

1. Call to Order:
Task Force Chair Marcus Oshiro called the meetngrder at 2:03 PM.

2. Members:

a. Chair of the Task Force: Representative Marclsro-
House Finance Chair *

b. James Brese- DOE CFO

c. Bob Roberts- CSAO CFO

d. Neil Miyahira (for Georgina Kawamura- Budget &&nce Director)

e Ruth Tschumy — Chair, Charter School Review PdoelCarl Takamura —
CSRP)

f. Megan McCorriston- Ho'okako'o Corporation

g. Steve Hirakami — (for Alapaki Nahale-a- Haw&harter School Network)
* (Chair Oshiro’s future tenure as House Finance Giir is to be determined. Former CSFTF Vice-ChairoDna
Mercado Kim is no longer Chair of Senate Ways & MeaCommittee, and has ended her service on the GSFT

Guests:
a. Patti Conan — Chair, Halau Ku Mana Charter 8cho

3. General Business

a. Approval of Minutes of November 29, 2010 Meeting

Mr. Roberts said that the November 29 CSFTF Medtidgiot include all Task
Force members. Mr. Roberts said the notes froentaeting are still being
prepared, and will be emailed along with the Novenib, 2010 Meeting
Minutes as soon as they are completed.

b. Approval/Changes to the Agenda

Mr. Roberts moved to begin Agenda Item c., “Gendistussion regarding the
draft CSFTF report”. Chair Oshiro seconded. Tldiom passed unanimously.

c. General discussion regarding draft CSFTF report (Peliminary Review)

Mr. Roberts distributed the December 13, 2010 CSR&port Draft of the
Charter Schools Funding Task Force Final Reporti@Hawaii State
Legislature(hereinafter referred to as the “Report Draft”jhie Task Force
members, and provided the following clarificatioagarding specific passages in
the Report Draft:
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1. Clarifications Regarding the Report Draft

A. RE: “Executive Summary — Background —SCR 108aGng
the Task Force” pg. 1:

Mr. Roberts observed that Neil Miyahira of SOH Degit
Budget & Finance would be needed at today’s meetimgovide
appropriate language to address the Dept. of Bugig@bance’s
methodology regarding the DOE’s per-pupil calcalatand
Charter Schools (CS) per-pupil calculation.

B. RE: “Executive Summary — Background —SCR 10&@ng
the Task Force” pg. 2:

Mr. Roberts said that the Report Draft erroneolistyg a
CSFTF Meeting as occurring on December 6, 2010. Rdberts
said he will delete this reference from the Repuft.

C. RE: “Executive Summary — Background — Issues\ilesie
considered by the Task Force” pp. 3 - 5:

Mr. Roberts said that pending summaries of the Ndpa¥
29 and December 13 CSFTF Meeting Minutes will lseited at
the end of the Report Draft’s current short sumesaof CSFTF
Minutes, pp. 3 -5.

In response to a request during the August 16, ZIHBTF
Meeting, a status update of Senator Takamine’s V@&dup
Report (hereinafter referred to as the “ Work Gr&gport”) was
provided at the September 1, 2010 CSFTF Meeting.

The State of Hawaii Charter School Funding Task Force
Status of Recommendatiocmntained in “Understanding Public
School Funding, Fiscal Year 2009 — 2010” is corgdim the
Appendix to the Report Draft. On page 4 is an @il list of
follow-up issues arising during the September 1LO?2GSFTF
Meeting.

Regarding the September 28, 2010 CSFTF Meeting that
requested reports which presented the ways in wdtloér states
were addressing the issue of CS facilities fundihg2010
Charter Schools Facility Landscape (Local Initi&s/Support
Corporation, June, 2010)ill be included in the Appendices to the
Charter Schools Funding Task Force Final Reportii@Hawaii
State Legislature.
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Regarding the October 26, 2010 CSFTF Meeting, which
discussed presentations delivered by CS stakelspMerRoberts
will insert a summary of Mr. Nahale-a’'s PowerPgregsentation
in space currently marked by the phrase “INSERT NECHERE".

Mr. Roberts will then distribute this summary tofFd%
members. This summary will also be included inAlppendices
to theCharter Schools Funding Task Force Final Reportfi®
Hawaii State Legislature.

Regarding the November 15, 2010 CSFTF Meeting
discussion of funding formulas as they affect cosiom CS, Mr.
Roberts will further summarize additional conceraised on
November 15 as well as those raised at today’singeet

D. RE: “Executive Summary — Background — Surve¥adilities
Funding for Charter Schools in Other States” pg. 5:

Mr. Roberts noted that the issues summarized od-8p.
are very brief.

E. RE: “Executive Summary — Background — Historyatilities
Funding for Charter Schools in Hawaii” pg. 6:

As per the two paragraphs contained in this sechibin
Roberts noted that the State of Hawaii has provdiestt facilities
funding to CS in two fiscal years only: FY 2006602, and FY
2010 — 2011,

F. RE: “Executive Summary — Findings” pg. 6:

Regarding the use of the word “bias” in this sats
second paragraph, Mr. Roberts reported that Mrsé@seiggested
that the word “variation” be substituted for therdi6bias”. Mr.
Roberts said he agreed with Mr. Brese’s suggesaioa that the
word “variation” will replace the word “bias” thrgihout this
paragraph.

Regarding the third paragraph on pg. 6, Mr. Rabstdted
that this paragraph is “new from the last time wet.in Mr.
Roberts further noted that he and Mr. Brese hacldied this
finding at today’s meeting prior to the Call to @rdand that this
finding had likewise been thoroughly discussedmyCSFTF
Meetings on September 1 and September 28.

Mr. Roberts has drafted an additional Finding Wwhioes
not appear in the Report Draft. This Finding reasl$ollows:
“The Task Force finds that in the 2010 LegislatBassion, Charter
School operating funds, calculated per statutomnida, were
redirected per Budget Proviso to provide a fundiogrce for
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Charter School facilities. This had the effect e€kasing the
Charter School operating funding by a like amouf. Roberts
stated that he will further refine the languagéhes$ Finding, but
that the gist of this Finding is as per his curmnatft.

Mr. Roberts stated that this Finding addresseséatttethat
CS FY 2010 — 2011 facilities funding is coming otithe
calculation of operating funds for CS FY 2010 — 201

F. RE: “Executive Summary — Recommendations” pg. 7:

As per Section (1), Mr. Roberts noted that no gearwill
be made to this Section.

As per Section (2), Mr. Roberts stated that reuiXOE
Repair and Maintenance budget for Neighbor Islanalip schools
should be part of the per-pupil funding formula €% operations.
Mr. Roberts stated that he will further clarify tlamguage of this
paragraph.

G. RE:” Executive Summary — Remaining/Unresolvesdiés” pg.
7

Regarding this section, Mr. Roberts stated thatt obthe
issues listed herein echo those concerns listdteiork Group
Report. Mr. Roberts stated that he will strikestbaragraph’s
reference to Driver's Education Insurance Feesusscéas Mr.
Brese mentioned at an earlier meeting, charterdd&todents do
have access to that program.”

F. RE: “Signatures” (pg. 8) and “Appendices” (py. 9

Regarding the Appendices, Mr. Roberts statedthist
Section will contain all the reports received by GSFTF.

c. General discussion regarding draft CSFTF report (Ogn Discussion)

Before Mr. Roberts opened the floor to General 8son of the Report
Draft, Mr. Hirakami noted that CS student acced3riwer’s Education
programs is “severely limited” and that CS studeméson a “long waiting
list.” Mr. Roberts then formally opened the fldordiscussion.

In response to Ms. Tschumy’s question as to whethaot he thought
Driver’'s Education Fees should be considered fuithéhe Report Draft, Mr.
Hirakami stated that there is an overwhelming dehfanavailable Driver’s
Education slots. Mr. Hirakami cited the exampld®ahoa CS, where 700
drivers — age CS students have access to onlyvani@lale slot.
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After further CSFTF discussion regarding the a\mlity of CS Driver’s
Education slots, Mr. Hirakami stated that there“argger issues” that
warrant consideration. As an example, Mr. Hirakaitd@d the Report Draft,
pg. 1, Item 2, which referenced the Departmentudd®t & Finance’s
methodology used in calculating CS budgets. Mrakimi then recapped the

circuitous process of CS funding, beginning in@®AO and ending in the
Legislature.

Mr. Hirakami stated that since the purported ainthefCSFTF is consistency
in CS funding, he would like to see a history ofdBat & Finance CS
calculations and resulting CS funding. Mr. Hirakasked if a report of this
nature has been submitted to the CSFTF. Mr. Relstated that such a report
has not been submitted to the CSFTF, and that pedhihat CSFTF Budget

& Finance member Neil Miyahira would attend todayiseting, and provide
this additional clarification. Mr. Roberts saidthf Mr. Miyahira did not
attend today’s meeting, that he would contact Miyaiira in this regard.

Ms. Love stated that at the last CSFTF meetingifidation of the above
issue regarding Budget & Finance methodology reggr@S funding was
one of two outstanding items requested by the CSFTF

Mr. Hirakami reiterated that CS want a consistemprehensive formula that
CS can use to plan their budgets.

Regarding possible recommendations to be includdde Report Draft, Mr.
Hirakami referenced federal funds that displacéeStéHawaii general and
operating funds. Mr. Hirakami stated that theselfushould be
“proportionate to the Department.”

Mr. Roberts and Mr. Hirakami then discussed the tfaat these federal funds
will no longer be included in the State of Hawashgral funds.

Chair Oshiro referenced a legislative colleague vdtuested clarification
regarding the Report Draft’s recommended CS faslitunding formula.
Chair Oshiro’s colleague stated that the use sfftgilities funding formula
will result in a State of Hawaii commitment of $@00000.00.

Chair Oshiro’s colleague requested clarificatiogareling “conversion” CS.

In particular, this colleague mentioned several i@8uding Wailalae,
Mamaile, Lanikai, and the U.H. Lab School.
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Chair Oshiro asked if these schools are “DOE féedi, and, if so, how will
the Report Draft’s facilities funding formula affébese schools’ facilities
budgets.

Mr. Roberts replied that the University of Hawaiicharging the U.H. Lab
School to lease its facility, and said that theifeghe had heard regarding the
amount of this lease rent cost is $ 100,000.0¢/ear.

In response to a question as to the reason whyecsion CS budgets are
carved out of the proposed CS facilities fundingrfola, Mr. Brese stated that
conversion CS budgets are “taken care of” by th&Dihese DOE
allocations are contained within the “EDN 400 billhelp with repairs and
maintenance.”

Mr. Roberts added that allocations for conversi@date also contained
within DOE CIP budgets.

Ms. Love stated that she wants to include convar€i8 in the last 30% of the
statute allocations is because of conversion C&ibstantial costs.” Ms.
Love noted that conversion CS are generally laagédities and the DOE
doesn't pay for the cost of conversion CS’ groukeksping and utilities costs.
Ms. Love referenced the statutory provision that38% remaining after 70%
of available funding is allocated to start-up C&“ be used ‘as needed.”

Chair Oshiro requested clarification regardingfdmlities status of the
following CS and CS learning sites:

Hakepuu Learning Center (at Windward Community College)

Halau Ku Mana (in Makiki Forest and at Atherton Center)

Hawaii Tech Academy (a “virtual school”) and a simiar “virtual school”
located on Kauai

Myron B. Thompson Virtual School & Classroom (a “virtual school”)
West Oahu Academy

Halepuu Learning Center (at Windward Community College):

Ms. Love stated that Halepuu occupies various iogat Halepuu is partially
located on the WUCC campus as well as on othes.sRegarding the
school’s facilities status, Ms. Love stated thatdpau incurs facilities costs
on all sites. Mr. Roberts provided a brief summatrthe school’s eviction
and financial history.

Halau Ku Mana (in Makiki Forest and at Atherton Center):

Ms. Tschumy directed Chair Oshiro’s question to TSBuest Patti Conan,
Chair of Halau Ku Mana CS.
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Ms.Conan described Halau Ku Mana'’s current useoabbk-wide trailers
with asbestos contamination, leaky roofs, and aya&ae life expectancy.
Ms. Conan stated that Halau Ku Mana is currentlyased in the Makiki
Forest on lands administered by the State of Hadgpiartment of Land and
Natural Resources.

Ms. Conan stated that Halau Ku Mana makes a y&arsublease payment
for land use only, in addition to any rental cdststrailers that have market
value.

Ms. Conan stated that Halau Ku Mana’s yearly maistee costs cannot
currently be calculated, as those costs are tiash tongoing search for a new
instructional site and additional trailers.

Hawaii Tech Academy (a “virtual school”) and a simiar “virtual school”
on Kauai:

Mr. Roberts and Ms. Tschumy stated that while Halvach Academy is a
“virtual school” in some respects, the school @esoupies and uses
substantial office space in downtown Kakaako, &g incurs lease-rent
costs.

In regards to the Kauai “virtual school,” Mr. Rotseand Ms. Tschumy said
that like Hawaii Tech Academy, this “virtual schbalso incurs lease-rent
costs for its classroom site.

Myron B. Thompson Virtual School & Classroom (a “virtual school”):
Mr. Roberts and Ms. Tschumy stated that this C8alike incurs significant
lease-rent costs through the school’s use of actassroom space in
downtown Honolulu.

West Oahu Academy:
Mr. Roberts and Ms. Tschumy stated that this C8alike incurs significant
lease-rent costs.

Chair Oshiro asked if the preceding information besn provided to the
CSFTF. Mr. Roberts replied that this informatiastbeen compiled, and will
be provided shortly to all Task Force members.

Chair Oshiro asked Mr. Roberts if Mr. Roberts has aompiled “all the
costs” relevant to CS facilities funding issues.

Mr. Roberts stated that he is in the process dfegatg this information. Mr.

Roberts emphasized that this information is theiested “Budget Proviso”
information. Mr. Roberts added that a “new elerhanthis Budget Proviso
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information concerns the inclusion of CS “facilgjeesources, and costs,”
which will be the actual data from FY 2009 -2010.

Chair Oshiro asked if any additional CS occupyestatned lands, such as
those CS which are situated in Makiki Forest andhenWUCC campus. Mr.
Roberts answered that he is unaware of any otltkti@tal CS that are
likewise situated on state-owned land.

Chair Oshiro stated that the CSFTF andGharter Schools Funding Task
Force Final Report to the Hawaii State Legislatanest address the
following list of questions regarding the facilgistatus of each CS:

The location of the CS’s facilities (e.g., whichaisd, which city, street
address, etc.)

The owner of the land on which the CS facilities lcated (e.g., federal,
state, county, private, etc.)

The builder responsible for the construction of @& facilities, and the nature
of the CS facilities (e.qg., brick-and-mortar, teajletc.)

The acquisition cost of the CS facility, the terofishe CS lease-rent or other
contractual agreement, and the life expectanchefdcility.

Chair Oshiro requested information regarding C8estiiaccess to intramural
sports programs at non-CS or DOE schools.

Mr. Hirakami responded that Myron B. Thompson C8doot have access to
DOE intramural sports because this CS is not laciate school district. Mr.
Hirakami added that CS on Neighbor Islands do awtlaccess to all sports.
Mr. Hirakami offered the example of Pahoa CS, whilobks not offer soccer,
baseball, or football. Mr. Hirakami noted thatdasf CS sports programs
presents an obstacle to those Neighbor Island @f&sts whose only hope of
attending college is through a sports scholarship.

Ms. Love added that the CSAO has worked “for a limg” to ensure CS
student participation in sports. The solution thed evolved is that a CS
student must play his or her chosen sport in th&B€Ehool located closest to
the CS student’s school.

Chair Oshiro asked if the above “solution” is aléror a law.”
Mr. Hirakami responded that the governing law igeti, and relates to CS

inclusion in a “complex area”, which refers to agephical area
encompassing a DOE elementary, middle and highadcho
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Ms. Conan stated that an additional burden for&fanding CS sports
participation is the requirement that all CS pay@dA Insurance yet excludes
all CS from a share of OIA funds distributed to D&#hools.

Chair Oshiro and other CSFTF members discussedti@ualidifficulties
faced by CS in regards to sports participation,didinot reach a clear
consensus on this issue other than the decisiotompatrsue the issue as a
legal challenge.

Returning to the Budget Proviso developed in tsel&gislative session, and
the resulting allocation of $197 per child, Chagh®o asked Mr. Roberts if
the CSAO has developed a distribution methodologytese funds.

Mr. Roberts replied that the CSAO has developedliaypand a procedure for
distributing these funds. Mr. Roberts said théritigtion method begins with
the calculation of start-up CS enrollment, dividgdtotal CS enroliment. If
the resulting number is at least 70%, then thisgr@age goes to start-up CS
in “the amount that is earned.” As an example, Rbiberts referred to the
figure of $1,949,000.00, and stated that this Bgagsumes an enrollment of
9,668 students. “Earnings” are calculated basetth@mactual October 15 CS
enrollment figures, so if the actual October 15l@@nrollment is 9.026
students, the remaining amount is put aside. A ceaulation takes the
actual October 15, 2010 CS enrollment figure o£8,0mes the $197 per
child allocation. This results in approximately, %35,000.00. The next
calculation divides start-up CS enrollment by t@& enrollment, which
results in a start-up CS share of greater than 70B& resulting figure of
greater than 70% goes to the start-up CS as ayggirgmount, and the
remaining amount “that is earned” goes to all C& qer-pupil basis.

Mr. Roberts added that the CSRP has approved gtisadology.

Chair Oshiro asked if the above methodology islginto the CSFTF Report
Draft facilities funding formula.

Mr. Roberts answered that the CSFTF Report Dredtemmended facilities
funding formula does not address distribution off@Slities funds.

Chair Oshiro requested further clarification regagdahe practicality of this

funding formula, and indeed of all CS funding fotesj because these
allocations are determined irrespective of actufi@hding needs.
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Mr. Hirakami observed that extensive FRP revieveguired to adequately
assess actual CS funding needs, and that theceadministrative personnel
available to conduct this review.

Chair Oshiro stated that the subjectivity of staddeeeds-based assessment
can be countered through the use of objectiver@iteich as CS facility lease
rent costs on various sites. Mr. Roberts thatelesisiderations might make
CS needs-based funding more objective.

Chair Oshiro stated that greater CS accountaluiéitybe achieved using
needs-base assessments rather than by using résbitnposed formula-
driven allocations.

Ms. Love and Mr. Roberts stated that CS adminstsgpreferred the current
70%/30% funding allocations as an objective methagiofor CS allocations.
Mr. Roberts added that the 30% funding allocatgoa heeds-based

allocation. Ms. Love stated that CS administratargée long maintained that
receipt of per-pupil funding is the basis for anlyey allocation system.

Chair Oshiro noted that his legislative colleagwéklikely insist the CS
funding be apportioned on a needs basis. Chair@alded that formula
funding may create a policy that ties the handhefCSAO when it attempts
to fund CS on a needs basis.

Mr. Roberts offered to include Chair Oshiro’s olysdions as a
recommendation.

Ms. Love stated that the allocation of CS fundimgaaneeds basis can be
reviewed by the CSRP. Mr. Roberts agreed thatcthidd be presented as a
recommendation, and that the methodology now i fieeds-based, but
formula-based.”

Mr. Miyahira observed that using the DOE budgetdebt service as a
component in the proposed CS facilities fundingrfola is inconsistent
because the DOE’s debt-service budget is “notldesteumber.”

Mr. Roberts noted that the CSFTF had consideretyusb-year average of
DOE debt service amounts as a facilities formulaponent.

Mr. Miyahira reiterated that CS rent componentpaineand maintenance

costs, and other criteria are better ways of addrg<CS facilities funding
needs.
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Mr. Roberts asked Mr. Miyahira if he was saying @88 funding should not
be based on a formula for appropriations, butaHadllocations rather be
“needs-driven,”

Mr. Miyahira answered that CS costs variables @asthndardized and
projected by using general measurements of a gikeais average rent
component, the average square footage requirerfegrdggiven educational
facility, repair and maintenance costs which cafuide DAGS 808, and other
similar measurements. Mr. Miyahira stated thatéhgeneral measurements
are estimates that can be factored into a fagliépair and maintenance
formula.

Mr. Hirakami stated that CS CIP needs can be deffiren typical classroom
construction costs, a given area’s lease rent caststhe resulting yearly per-
pupil costs.

Mr. Miyahira stated that Mr. Hirakami’'s example geated a measurable
needs-based facilities funding rationale.

Mr. Roberts raised the issue of debt service, amdl lpayments. Mr. Roberts
said bond payments represent a CS facilities aysstime.

Mr. Miyahira and Mr. Roberts discussed bond payseastCS facility debt-
service proxy numbers. Mr. Roberts stated thatraethodology addressing
apportionment must be completed in 4 days in tion@é¢et the deadline for
completion of theCharter Schools Funding Task Force Final Reporti®
Hawaii State Legislature.

Chair Oshiro reminded the CSFTF that the new Aloentie Administration
is another factor to consider in submitted TaskcEsecommendations in the
Charter Schools Funding Task Force Final Repotthi Hawaii State
Legislature

As regards Items 1 — 4 listed on Page 2 of the R&paft which must be
addressed in théharter Schools Funding Task Force Final Reportfi®
Hawaii State Legislatureylr. Roberts stated that the CSFTF has reviewed
and addressed Items 1, 3, and 4, but has not agdréem 2. Mr. Roberts
asked Mr. Miyahira if Mr. Miyahira can draft a respse from the Department
of Budget & Finance that addresses Department rdetbgy for calculating
CS per-pupil allocations, and then submitting teaponse in th€harter
Schools Funding Task Force Final Report To the Ha%tate Legislature.
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Mr. Miyahira stated that there is not enough timailable to prepare the
requested draft.

Mr. Hirakami said that the Department of Budget i&dhce should have
copies of past submitted CS budgets, as well asadsshowing how these
budgets were calculated.

Mr. Miyahira stated that the Department of Budgdti&ance follows the
statute in that regard. Mr. Miyahira stated th&tegpt. formula component is
official CS projected enrollments.

Mr. Hirakami noted that there is a discrepancy leetwhistorical budgets
provided to the CSFTF by the CSAO and budgets pgeaby the Department
of Budget & Finance.

Chair Oshiro stated that a legislative colleagupiested an answer as to
whether the CSFTF is going to make a specific renendation “at this point
in time.”

Chair Oshiro noted that this colleague raised $bae of a CSFTF
recommendation because “people are going to reatct t

Chair Oshiro observed that an aggressive propadiadevscrutinized and
debated during legislative deliberations. Chaini@ssaid he could not
predict whether such a proposal would be acceptegitber House or Senate
Education Chairs. Chair Oshiro also observedttimteaction of the
incoming Administration, as well as that of a restitnted Board of
Education, is likewise difficult to predict.

Mr. Hirakami stated that CS want “a holding placetomprehensive CS
funding formula that is “sustainable.” Mr. Hirakaraminded the CSFTF that
this year, CS have been told to get their facdifiending from CS per-pupil
funding. Mr. Hirakami stated that the DepartmeiBodget & Finance CS
funding appropriations have “hurt” CS because teyadministered in lieu

of a funding formula. Mr. Hirakami referenced $3)5000.00 in

appropriation funds that are unavailable to CS evitta funding formula. Mr.
Hirakami stated that Budget & Finance appropriggitmCS are acceptable as
long as the CS have a predictable funding formula.

Chair Oshiro reminded CSFTF members that he is oméyof 76 legislators.
Chair Oshiro advised the Task Force to keep CSaros®n the forefront of
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the legislative agenda, and that this might bestdbhéeved by taking a low-
key approach.

Ms. Tschumy reiterated Mr. Hirakami’s concerns. Mischumy stated that
the CSRP hears from CS administrators that thegatamn their multi-
million dollar concerns without the ability to drawp funding plans. Ms.
Tschumy stated that any CS funding formula, evetnisfflawed, is preferable
to no funding formula at all. Ms. Tschumy saidttblae could not speak for
the CSRP, but that she “has no problem at all nébds-based facilities
funding.”

Ms. McCorriston agreed with Ms. Tschumy regardimg mecessity of a CS
funding formula, and stated that adequate publwscand CS funding is a
“social justice issue.”

Chair Oshiro stated that all politics are locall atrserved that those
legislators who have CS in their districts are niikely to champion CS
concerns.

Mr. Roberts reminded the CSFTF that the bulk ofGharter Schools
Funding Task Force Final Report to the Hawaii Stiaggislaturemust be
completed at the end of today’s meeting.

Chair Oshiro stated that report deadlines notwatiding, it would be best if
theCharter Schools Funding Task Force Final Repotthi® Hawaii State
Legislaturedid not “overreach” its legislative audience. €l@shiro stated
that he would like to have more time to adequatelyew the language of the
Charter Schools Funding Task Force Final Repotti Hawaii State
Legislaturebefore it is submitted, and put the document endbntext of who
will be sitting at the legislative bargaining table

Mr. Hirakami reiterated that CS need a “holdingcplan the current
depressed economic climate.

Ms. Love agreed that ti@harter Schools Funding Task Force Final Report
to the Hawaii State Legislatuis a recommendation, and that the real battle
for CS funding is in the recommendation’s passageugh the legislature.
Ms. Love asked Chair Oshiro if there currentlypsishback” against such
recommendations, and asked if different languagedfferent perspective
used in the document might create a more favorakeption.

Ms. Love stated that regardless, @larter Schools Funding Task Force

Final Report to the Hawaii State Legislaturaist be submitted to the
legislature on schedule. Ms. Love asked Chair @ghe best way to frame
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f.

the document, and the most advantageous way toistii@@ocument’s
requested information to the Legislature.

Chair Oshiro stated that ti@harter Schools Funding Task Force Final
Report To the Hawaii State Legislatushall be include, but not be limited
to, detailed information” relating to actual CSifaéies-related expenditures
for the last considered Report Year, and the metfiddnding.

Mr. Roberts stated that this information was corgdiin the Budget Proviso.

After further discussion by the CSFTF regardingdieg recommendations,
Chair Oshiro said that he envisions the documeatsggeadsheet itemizing
CS costs, CS district locations, CS expenditur&sle@se-rent costs, and
other payments.

Mr. Roberts confirmed that this information is jugtat the CSFTF is doing.

Mr. Roberts said that he has no other choice blgawee the recommendations
as it is now formulated in the Report Draft. Molierts asked Chair Oshiro is
theCharter Schools Funding Task Force Final Repotthi Hawaii State
Legislatureshould contain a CSFTF signature page. Chair Osimswered
that a signature page was not indicated.

Chair Oshiro stated that ti@harter Schools Funding Task Force Final
Report to the Hawaii State Legislatusbould be completed in “another
week,” and requested that the CSFTF meet againenv@ek’s time.

Mr. Roberts scheduled the next meeting of the CSi6f Pecember 20
2010, at 1:30 PM, in Room 437 of the Hawaii Staapi@I.

Amendments to draft CSFTF report
No amendments were proposed.

Determine Date for Next CSFTF Meeting
The next CSFTF Meeting is scheduled for DecembgeR@00, at 1:30 PM, in
Room 437 of the Hawaii State Capitol.

Agenda Items for Next CSFTF Meeting
No Agenda Items were proposed for the Next CSFTEtMg.

New Business
No New Business was introduced.
a. Other Items
No Other Items were considered.
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h. Next Meeting
The next CSFTF Meeting is scheduled for DecembgeR@00, at 1:30 PM, in

Room 437 of the Hawaii State Capitol.

i. Adjournment
The Meeting adjourned at 3:20 PM
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STATE OF HAWAII
CHARTER SCHOOLS FUNDING TASK FORCE
December 20, 2010
1:38 PM - 2:24 PM
Conference Room 437
State Capitol
415 Beretania Street
Honolulu, Hawaii

1. Call to Order
Task Force Chair Representative Marcus Oshiroat#ie meeting to order at 1:38

PM.
2. Members:
a. Chair of the Task Force: Representative Marcusr@shHouse Finance
Chair
b. James Brese — DOE CFO
c. Bob Roberts — CSAO CFO
d. Neil Miyahira (in place of Kalbert Young) — Budgetd Finance
e. Carl Takamura — Charter School Review Panel
f. Steve Hirakami (in place of Alapaki Nahale-a) — H#iCharter School

Network

3. General Business

a.

b.

Approval of Minutes from December 13, 2010 Meeting
Page 4- Change the school name to Pahoa High Schoekidsif Pahoa
Charter School
Strike the reference to the number of studentabo®& High School —
There are a TOTAL of 700 students, and one SLOTsestester out of
about 20 available slots.
Page 6-The Charter School named Hakipu'u is misspelesal three
times on page 6 (see Halepu’u and Hakepu'u).
Mr. Roberts made a motion to accept the minutels thi¢ revisions.
Mr. Takamura seconded the motion

Approval/Changes to the Agenda
Representative Oshiro went over the following Agend
Presentation
General Discussion
Amendments to draft
Determine Date
Agenda Items
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c. Presentation of Revised Recommendations — Need=sdBasilities formula

Mr. Hirakami presented his research, which carob@d on the sheet titled,
“Average Cost per Student.”
Mr. Hirakami stated that he conducted researclofaffie Internet and has
used national averages to come up with a startng.p
In his research he could not find statistics faressg foot per student in the
State of Hawai'i.
Mr. Hirakami found the most statistics for Elemept&chool and Secondary
School.
In regards to the spreadsheet titled “Average @esStudent”
Mr. Hirakami used seven different samples fromragearch.
Mr. Hirakami used the lowest square footage stesi$o illustrate the
average cost per student (73 square feet for Eleme8chools and
95 square feet for Secondary Schools).
Mr. Hirakami also estimated the rental rates feakrand urban areas
($1.50 and $2.00 per square foot per month, relspdot
This is how he estimated the annual rate per stuaen 10 months
($1,095.00 for rural students and $1425.00 for midiadents).
Also gave the statistics for HAAS: 16,200 squaet fvith the current
rate of $1.15 (note that HAAS's lease for theirdas for 12 months
instead of 10 months).
However, if you use the average given of $1.50doal land the
annual cost is noted at the end of the spreadsheet.
Mr. Hirakami also noted that he compared the giegisvith another Charter
School on Maui and the annual cost per studentba#00 per year for
120 students.

This is an alternative formula — more needs ba3éx calculation would
need to be done for each charter school. Therdddmito be some kind of
standard square footage — someone would deterimngeaiseline. Each
Charter School would have a net unfunded squartadgecand then present
that number.

In the last meeting — looked at a proposed forrfesaposition formula for
non-charter school facilities divided by the numbgstudents). Mr. Roberts
described DOE budget which is a debt service drieemula. The new
formula takes it more to a needs based approagting to standardize where
they can. The new formula is looking at how magyase feet are needed for
the students and using average square footage tdtes many square feet do
they need at the particular school? Make adjustsniéthe state is already
providing money for square feet at that school.

The floor was open for discussion:

Summary:

78



Charter Schools Funding Task Force Final Report APPENDIX 2

The discussion was based around the new formuseptred by Mr. Hirakami
and how it could be used by the Charter Schoolerd were questions brought
up about how the formula would work for virtual scfs and how this would
impact the smaller schools. There was also theeis§figuring out the square
footage — it was suggested to ask Randy Mooréhfuse numbers. It was decided
that they should describe their concerns and theiCharter School Review
Panel could take those into account. Then leawp tb the Charter School
Review Panel to deal with the specific resourcBsen the Charter School and
the Charter School Review Panel with the otherettalders would make a
decision. Mr. Roberts drafted wording to be usethe report that everyone
agreed on. The discussion also covered whetheotdhis should be taken to the
Legislature, a topic that has been part of previbssussions. It was reiterated
that no departments are guaranteed money in thgelbutbwever it was agreed
that this is a good start for the 2011 session.

Verbatim:

Mr. Miyahira brought up the question of how virtsahools will be handled
with the new formula

Mr. Roberts responded that both Myron B. Thompsahtdawaii Technology
Academy are hybrid types of schools. Both areitgpsquare footage
including classroom space.

Mr. Hirakami also explained that the formula cob&ladjusted for those
particular schools.

Mr. Miyahira responded that the students need& tiaken into account with the
square footage to get some kind of rate.

Mr. Roberts said that they would need to apply skime of factor for the
schools that have virtual classrooms.

Mr. Miyahira asked about how conversion schools ldidne handled?

Mr. Roberts explained that the needs based formaldd still be used and then
a net square footage would be calculated baseleofatilities provided by
the State of Hawai'i.

Mr. Takamura thought that there were standardsdoare footage and
classroom development, standards for facilities.

Mr. Miyahira agreed that there are standards fasssbom size.

Mr. Hirakami also agreed that there are standandsduare footage; he just was
unable to find them during his research.

Ms. Love recommended that they ask Randy Mooréhfmse numbers.

Mr. Hirakami wanted to make sure that the squanogafge is not just for the
classroom size and should include other faciliilessthe gymnasium.

Mr. Roberts also mentioned that this is more cooapdéid than the previous
formula because it takes into account the sizé®fthool.

Mr. Takamura wanted to make sure that reflectiogifthe last meeting that this
proposal addresses the needs based formula.

Representative Oshiro agreed that it addresseghysécal plant and square
footage. He suggested that the Charter School Aidtrative Office with the
Review Panel should come up with an appropriatetbraim
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Mr. Takamura agreed that the review panel shoutdecop with standards to
give to the schools.

Mr. Hirakami wanted everyone to keep in mind tietré are 26 different types
of schools and the funding for those different g/péschools could be
different depending on how the schools are set(ig.Virtual schools).

Mr. Miyahira brought up the small school ratio agaaying that all this is going
to do is add to the cost of Charter Schools. KHe Btought up the point that
people are going to look at this and say that t®@&Ds closing schools of the
same size as the Charter Schools.

Mr. Roberts explained that the smaller Charter Stshare funded by the same
formula as the larger Charter Schools and the Dégas. The smaller DOE
schools are being closed because their margirgieehi

Mr. Takamura commented that this happens to bafabd small DOE schools.

Mr. Roberts also remarked that the cost of admatisin is the same at DOE
schools no matter the size of the school.

Mr. Takamura explained that the funding has tthi#t need. The problem that
the DOE is facing is that the small schools areigger facilities.

Mr. Miyahira asked if a formula like this be enoughset the budget?

Mr. Hirakami agreed that more research would nedsktdone on this issue,
however this could be comprehensive and accoungatalagh.

Mr. Miyahira added and from this we could make eislen on whether or not
to lease.

Representative Oshiro stated that some discretisridibe given to the Charter
Schools.

Mr. Takamura asked if they could describe theirceons and then the Charter
School Review Panel could take those into accotlihen leave it up to the
Charter School Review Panel to deal with the spem@&ources. Then the
Charter School and the Charter School Review Raitielthe other
stakeholders would make a decision. He also cortedehat this gives a
good starting point instead of just talking abdng tifferent concepts.

Mr. Hirakami also remarked that they could actudlhya report to the
Legislature.

Mr. Roberts drafted the following for the repofTHe Charter School
Administrative Office and the Charter School Reviéanel in consultation
with other stakeholders will develop a needs basetihodology. Describe
the formula that refers to this process as the@pation methodology. The
Charter School Administrative Office and the ChaBehool Review Panel
will decide how the funds will be distributed.”

There was agreement from all on the wording.

Mr. Hirakami brought up the issue of legislatioraiy

Mr. Roberts asked Representative Oshiro if thetgdcbe some kind of

legislation drafted.

Representative Oshiro stated that there had bepren@us discussion about

any kind of language.

Mr. Hirakami asked even with a formula would thading be a reality? He is

afraid that the Legislature will not fund the ClearEchools. He asked if it
could be part of the financing formula or made pathe budget.
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Representative Oshiro reminded everyone that narttepnt is guaranteed any
kind of budget, even the Department of Health.t thysg to be realistic
and move this thing forward. Everyone would weettdr facilities; there
is just no guarantee.

Mr. Hirakami explained that health and safety esthason that the Charter
Schools want to get money, he told the story of kets had to be put up
at one school to teach the students. He alsoreelfén Article 10, which
says that schools should be supported adequately.

Mr. Takamura said that if the law says “shall” ttika Legislature only has to
give back what they have. If there is not enougimay, then it is not
going to happen. Give out the formula.

Mr. Hirakami asked if this would be enough to gtwithe Governor’s budget?

Representative Oshiro replied that Mr. Miyahiradghat they are a new
administration so they are starting the budget né&his is no the end all,
be all, this is a pretty good place to start fa #0911 session. He suggested
that they come up with a strict formula so thatmaney is wasted.

d. General Discussion regarding draft CSFTF Report

There was agreement that it needs to be draftectkiyweek Tuesday,
December 28, 2010.

Mr. Miyahira remarked that is there is a lot of agulity; they will have a hard
time.

Mr. Roberts suggested leaving the concepts indpert.

Representative Oshiro agreed to use broad landaaygs it in.

Ms. Love asked for Budget and Finance’s way of cgmip with formulas.
She asked that they send the committee membevgathéhat they came
up the figures last year.

Mr. Miyahira agreed to send out the spreadshedt tvé numbers from last
year.

e. Amendments to draft CSFTF report

Mr. Roberts will circulate the final draft by Decbker 28, 2010
f. Determine Date for Next CSFTF Meeting

None; This is the last CSFTF Meeting
g. Agenda Items for Next CSFTF Meeting

None; This is the last CSFTF Meeting

4. New Business

81



Charter Schools Funding Task Force Final Report

None
5. Next Meeting

None; This is the last CSFTF Meeting
6. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 2:24 pm by Represemtashiro.
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