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Summary of Findings

We find that a decades-long stalemate on the isbtax equalization among the three member
towns has crippled the Chariho School District'gigghto improve facilities. While the Chariho
District provides many successful programs, itensffrom infrastructure problems that detract
from learning. This is particularly true at thegHiSchool, which does not have an adequate
library/media center, guidance area, conferengrages, computer lab, track, kitchen, or nurse’s
area. Further, the heating and plumbing systembaually deteriorated. District-wide, quite a
few students are housed in rented trailers, and/raseas of the buildings look as if they are
falling apart. The District is in danger of losiNgEASC certification over shortcomings with the
facilities. Further, these District infrastructymeblems are likely to become worse in the future
as buildings continue to deteriorate while opeabndgets are capped. The most significant
problems of the District, however, are not the neppaeeded at any one time; they are the
longstanding political issues that prevent the ipgssf bonds to improve facilities. We believe
that Charlestown and the District need a long-tsofation to these long-running problems.

This committee researched 12 educational opticaisaite available to Charlestown. We looked
for an option that would: 1) address the staleroateax equalization; 2) improve education,
recognizing that the condition of the High Schao&iproblem in the District; 3) be affordable to
the taxpayers; and 4) be politically achievables aXesult of our analyses, we recommend to the
Town Council that Charlestown withdraw from the &t and build facilities to educate our
preK-12 students within Charlestown. It is ournin@ous belief that this is the best educational
and economic solution for the long-term health bafestown, and we present a preliminary
plan and timeline to bring about this withdrawadi aonstruction.

Guide for Readers

The first section of this document (Part I, pagesl3) covers the essential recommendations of
the committee for interested readers. Other drtise document (pages 16 - 72) discuss options
that were not selected, and provide added infoomati support of committee recommendations.
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Part I. Background and Committee Recommendations.

1. What are the educational and political issuesat affect Charlestown and
its students?

Summary
- Infrastructure at the Switch Road Campus is inadguate and deteriorating, particularly

at the High School. Consequently the District isnidanger of losing NEASC
accreditation.

- A majority of Hopkinton voters (and some in Richnond) feel that the District funding
formula is unfair, and the Hopkinton Town Council has resolved to block bonded
improvements until the tax structure for the District is equalized.

- An equalized tax structure would require Charlesbwn to raise $7 million dollars of new
taxes every year. This would be financially disastus for Charlestown, and it is
unlikely that Charlestown voters would ever agreed this.

- These town disagreements over funding are likelp continue for decades, as long as the
status quo is maintained.

- Needed improvements will continue to be very diftult to achieve, because the towns
cannot agree on funding and because the Chariho Atteto” provision requires that all
towns independently vote “yes” on any bonds.

- Meanwhile, education of our students will suffemore as years pass, directly because of
failing infrastructure, and indirectly because therepair of aging buildings under a
capped operating budget takes money away from progms that provide educational
benefit to students.

- Therefore, this committee feels that long-term eacational solutions will require changes
to the current system.

A previous Charlestown Ad-Hoc Educational Optioosmittee (which included several
members who now serve on the present committeehmeended that Charlestown should
support improving the Chariho District through tiend proposal that was on the table at the
time. This bond has since failed to pass, havemnbsoted down in Hopkinton, and our schools
continue to suffer from a decaying infrastructut@ch affects the quality of education. This is
further described in Appendix A, reports from thevNEngland Association of Schools and
Colleges (NEASC, the District’s accrediting agenagyl Appendix B, the District’'s Capital
Improvement Plan. This situation is particulargdkat the High School, and the District is in
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danger of losing its accreditation due to an inghib address facilities issues. Specific issales
the High School include:

- an inadequate library/media center

- an inadequate guidance area

- inadequate conference spaces

- undersized computer lab spaces

- deteriorated heating and plumbing systems

- a track in dire need of repair

- outdated kitchen facilities

- a lack of privacy in the nurse’s area

- areas of the buildings that look as if they aérfg apart, and

- the resulting impacts on school pride and culture

The consensus of this committee is that the rothe@f&ducational issues affecting our students is
political. The most significant problems of thesBict are not the repairs that are needed at any
one time, they are the longstanding political issilmat prevent the passing of bonds to improve
these facilities. The Chariho District, like alh&de Island school districts, is funded almost
entirely by local property taxes. This createsrgjrpersonal feelings on school issues for
taxpayers and voters in the three towns. Politid&rences among the three towns and
disparities in tax rates have led to perceptionsndéirness in town tax rates, and have led to
fundamental disagreements about how educatioreidittrict should be funded. From a
Charlestown viewpoint, the funding formula is mtran fair; Charlestown pays more money
overall (and more money per student) to the Disthian do the other towns when State Aid is
included (see Table 1 - - readers should notewtkaise 2005/2006 numbers throughout this
document to allow consistent comparisons. Althoongine recent data are available for certain
statistics, 2005/2006 data are availablealbstatistics. The 2005/2006 numbers are the most
recent data that can consistently address all ofjoestions.)

Table 1. Current per capita funding formula frbiecal Year 2005/2006, showing
enrollment percentages in each town, Chariho sdiagolstate aid, and net town expense.
Enrollment Net To®xpense
Municipality = Percentage Dollar Share State Aid Dollars Percent
Charlestown 28.57% $12,701,873 $1,532,347 $PI5P6 34.94%
Hopkinton 36.16% $16,076,295 $5,480,469 $10885 33.14%
Richmond 35.27% $15,680,611 $5,475,154 $104505, 31.92%
Total 100.00% $44,458,779 $12,487,970  $31,970,8080.0D%

Voters and politicians in Hopkinton and Richmonddeepeatedly argued for a different
funding formula to be based on tax equalizatioraniiresidents of Hopkinton and Richmond
note that (because of Charlestown’s much largetii@dbase) the effective tax rate is lower in
Charlestown than in Hopkinton or Richmond (Tablea2)d they perceive this as unjust.
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Table 2. Current per capita funding formula frorecgl Year 2006, showing assessed and
full value of taxable properties in each town, w#k rates required to finance municipal
budgets for fiscal year 2006 (as assessed on Dexe3th2004).

Net Assessed Full Value Actual Effective
Municipality Value (estimated) Tax Levied Tax Rate Tax Rate
Charlestown  2,442,018,948  2,532,951,922 16,833,6 6.80 6.64
Hopkinton 748,926,718 934,756,263  14,048,5 18.64 15.00
Richmond 872,258,862 936,905,330 11,1®,1612.44 11.86

However, the equalized funding structure advochieHopkinton (as well as by some in
Richmond) is politically and financially unpalatatib Charlestown. Equalizing taxes across the
District would have enormous economic consequetctsxpayers in Charlestown, increasing
school spending 65% from approximately $11,169H@Mble 1) to $18,385,400 (Table 3) and
creating a need to collect over 7 million dollaf@dditional taxes in Charlestown every year.

Table 3. Net Chariho school tax if calculated daxaequalized basis. Estimation is based
on Chariho School Budget of $44,458,779 less tafe Aid of $12,487,970 to give a net
school budget of $31,970,809. This assumes State aducation would be distributed
evenly among the towns.

Adjusted full value of Tax equalized share
tax base, assessed 12/31/04 of Chariho budget (with
Municipality by RI Dept. of Admin. centralized State Aid)
Charlestown $2,532,951,922 57.5% $18,385,386 %7.5
Hopkinton $934,756,263 21.2% $6,784,912 .2
Richmond $936,905,330 21.3% $6,800,510 21.3%
Total $4,404,613,515 100.0% $31,970,809 100.0%

These disagreements have created a situation Whatkissues to improve school infrastructure
have repeatedly failed to pass public vote. Aetefitom the Hopkinton Town Council to local
politicians Breene, Kennedy, Algiere, Scott, anddNas well as the Chariho School District,
the Richmond Town Council, and the Charlestown T@wancil (Appendix C) explained the
majority opinion of the Hopkinton Town Councile...will not support district wide bonds
until progress is made toward establishing a unifan school tax rate that is fair for all
taxpayers throughout the district”. Charlestown cannot afford a uniform school tax rate
(Table 3), and meanwhile school infrastructure degraded to the point where education is
suffering, where the operating budget is consunmyeithé costs of maintaining failing facilities,
and where renovation of these facilities will bét@expensive. Further, costs to maintain
and/or renovate will continue to escalate due tdinoed deterioration and inflation.

These same issues have been at the forefronttofatn politics for decades, and they have
affected the education of our children for decadHse last bond that passed in the Chariho
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District was approved in 1986, for the middle sdhower 20 years ago, after double sessions
and the resulting widespread sentiment that somgtiéad to be done. Since then, numerous
bond proposals have been defeated, and a pergistsain for these failures has been the
continued concern that the school funding formslanjust. Looking to the future, history

would predict that even if the district were toseed in passing a bond to improve educational
facilities, the root problems will still exist, negacing perhaps 5 — 10 years later, as we saw afte
the passage of the 1986 Middle School bond.

Under the current course, we predict that the &l bring one of three scenarios:

First, the District may well limp forward using aohdling operating budget to repair aging
infrastructure that should be updated though pa&sstg bond. Clearly, this will detract
from quality of education, directly because infrasture determines educational setting,
and indirectly because limited funding under spegdiaps (which should support
education) will increasingly be funneled into rapai

A second possibility is that a small “compromisehld will at some point be passed under
the current funding structure despite the statesitipo of the current Hopkinton Town
Council. Our Committee supports bonded improvesiemthe Chariho district, because
this money is much needed, and because improvenigatggh bonds are very cost-
effective if the 56% State reimbursement is obt@inEowever, unless a bond is
sufficient to substantially repair and update thalities, this will likely just serve as a
stopgap measure which will ultimately only maintthie status quo. We predict that, a
short time after passage of a small bond, operatiagjet money will subsequently
continue to be funneled into repairs and away fpsagrams that will improve education.
A small bond would not solve District problems, guld merely defer them for
another decade. Whether a bond passes or noghegdthat a long-term solution
which is favorable to Charlestown needs to be imgleted.

A third possibility is that the High School will abme point become uninhabitable, the State
will step in, and tax equalization will be impodayllegislative or legal action.

Thinking into the future, our committee has arriedwo conclusions:

1) If Charlestown believes that we will not sepmpriate long-term funding for our
schools due to bond failures under the current gagrta” formula, and that Chariho
under that proposition will not be an acceptablecational setting, then we must
advocate change for educational reasons.

2) If Charlestown believes that tax equalizat®@a reasonable possibility, then we must
advocate change for financial reasons.

This committee feels that tri-town political soluts to the District infrastructure problems will
be very difficult to achieve, and that alternatkigons should be explored. Relationships
among the three Towns have deteriorated to the pdiare it seems unlikely that the three
towns will be able to work out a compromise all egnee upon. In the next section (2), we
present our recommended option. In the sectidaviimhg that (Part Il) we discuss the
committee’s decision-making process and reviewedsffit options that are available for
education of Charlestown children. Supporting itketare provided in Appendices A through J.
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2. Recommendations to the Town Council

Summary
This committee concludes that withdrawing from theChariho District and building schools

for preK-12 in Charlestown is the best long-term shution for the town. This option
provides an affordable high quality education, andemoves the threat and possibility of tax
equalization. Building a preK-12 district is subsantially cheaper for the town than is tax
equalization. In this section we also suggest “nesteps” for the Council, and offer
recommendations for use of town “impact fees”.

A. Educational recommendation for Charlestown

After thoroughly reviewing 12 educational options €harlestown (detailed in Part 1l below,
pages 16 - 28), this committee unanimously agtessat plan for complete withdrawal from the
Chariho District will best address the four quassiove used to guide our selection:

1 — Will the plan provide a high quality of educat?

2 — Will the plan favorably address the issue gf@qualization for Charlestown?

3 — Is the plan affordable to Charlestown taxpeBers

4 — Is the plan legally and politically feasible?

Our belief is that a complete withdrawal from thiea@ho District is necessary if Charlestown
looks into the future for a long-term solution.n& Charlestown will be in the business of
educating its children for many, many decades me;ave recommend that Charlestown form
its own preK-12 District and construct appropriatgidings within Charlestown.

This approach confers advantages to Charlestovwrwtinéeel are vital to the future of the town:

- Complete withdrawal removes the stalemate oretaralization that has crippled the
District’s ability to improve facilities.

- Education of students within Charlestown givesalacontrol over education to the town,
allows us to construct appropriate facilities, akous to plan for a high quality education
for the students of the town, and solves the problef aging and failing Chariho
infrastructure for Charlestown students.

- Construction of buildings is a cost-effective aifbrdable way for Charlestown to proceed,
particularly in comparison to either a tax equalifending structure, or to the
inefficiencies of repairing future infrastructumlings of Chariho buildings under the
operating budget.

- Education entirely within Charlestown allows cistent curricula and teaching as children
move from grade to grade, and provides continuitprg grades that can support many
excellent educational initiatives.

- Education in Charlestown provides an opportutatring in new ideas, an invigorated
school culture, and innovative educational programs Rl Commissioner of Education
Peter McWalters once stated, “It's so much easi@pen a school with a common
culture than to convert a school into something.&ls
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- Small schools are increasingly recognized asaefective educational setting; a recent
Newsweek article (May 26, 2008) points out thadrgé and increasing percentage of
top-performing public high schools are in the saege that we propose for Charlestown.

- Construction of buildings in Charlestown providesopportunity to develop our town
appropriately, and to build a facility that cancaserve the town as an emergency shelter.
Currently, Charlestown residents must sheltera&Wwitch Road campus in Richmond.

- We believe that the “one vote, one plan” opticave promoting is politically and legally
feasible. We perceive that town sentiments haaagbd substantially since the last vote
on this issue in 2004. Since then, two buildirgngl have failed, and tax equalization has
been very aggressively promoted by Hopkinton (anddme in Richmond). Further,
many legal issues have already been resolved thriheg2004 withdrawal attempt.

The plan we propose derives from Charlestown’s 3f)@d, renovates the current Elementary
school, and constructs new buildings to house gr&del2. Thanks to the support of the
Charlestown Town Council, this committee has wonk&th Newport Collaborative Architects
(who designed the 2004 school facility) to updae 2004 proposal into a preliminary plan to
bring about construction in 2010 or 2011 while &ddmg inflation, new RIDE regulations, and
other differences since 2004. A more detailed N@wollaborative plan for Charlestown
school facilities is presented in Appendix D, aned hew RIDE construction regulations are at:
http://www.ride.ri.gov/Finance/Funding/constructibocuments/FY08%20Housing%20Aid/Pri
0r%20t0%20May%2031%20Updates/School_Constr_RegAE[df.

Figure 1 shows the proposed renovations to theextamy school; Figures 2 and 3 show views
of the proposed new construction to house grade25n Charlestown.
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Figure 1. Proposed renovations to the Charlestedmentary school.
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Figure 2. Artist’s view of the proposed new Chsidevn 5 — 12 facility.

Figure 3. Site plan for the proposed new Chanestd — 12 facility.
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A timeline for action in meeting RIDE requiremefdeveloped by Newport Collaborative) is
suggested in Appendix F (Proposed preliminary tineebf events from Newport Collaborative).
This timeline provides for a vote in Charlestowrdrto-late 2009, construction beginning 2010,
and student move-in September of 2012. Our praptiseline is conservative in the amount of
time allowed for most steps, and a more aggressnedine (or rapid progress on certain actions)
could see student move-in September of 2011.

This timeline is based on voting both to withdravd d&und schools to support preK-12 within
Charlestown as a single effort. One possibiligttive considered was to promote the plan in
two stages, e.g., constructing a grades 5-8 bgjldsPhase | and constructing a grades 9-12
building as Phase Il. The consensus opinion otoormittee is to promote a preK-12
withdrawal and construction as “one vote, one plawe feel that this is a more streamlined
approach which avoids any unforeseen problematiglit arise between votes or phases of
construction in a two-stage plan. However, if mermstof the Town are interested in proceeding
with a phased approach, we suggest that a sunestiqo to evaluate Town sentiment on this
point would provide valuable information in makiadinal decision on how to proceed. Further,
this question can (and should) be re-evaluatechidptarim School Committee if an initial
decision is made to withdraw from the District.

Based on financial analyses from Richard Hosp, igillPenhallow, Newport Collaborative, and
Dimeo Construction, we estimate total capital céstshis project at $49,900,000 (Table 4, see
also Appendix E) with construction to start in 2@.0/2011 time frame. All calculations are
based on an average enrollment of 81 studentsrpde @s projected by the 2004 NESDEC
enrollment study commissioned by Charlestown.

Table 4. Capital cost breakdown for full withehed to form a preK - 12 Charlestown
School District.

Renovate Charlestown Elementary School (486 stsjtent $3,000,000
Secure land for new schools: $3,000,000
Build a new Middle School with supporting space24(3tudents): $19,700,000
Build a new High School with supporting spaces (82dlents): $21,200,000
Build an auditorium with 500 seats: $3,000,000
Total: $49,900,000

Table 5 (below) shows how Town budgets (and tax@yeould be affected by the annual
payment of the bond together with payment of arditamhal operating costs for running preK —
12 within Charlestown. Two scenarios are provideh with and without construction of a
500-person auditorium. An array of ten possibkuagptions that would affect these cost
estimates is described in part | of Appendix E Bupng documentation for cost estimates).
Key assumptions for Table 5 are:

- all grades are open in Fall 2012

- cost comparisons with Chariho are based on F2/A@®l(at per capita of 28.15%)

- the interest rate is 5% for a 20 year, level paytibond
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- annual operating costs are $500,000 higher tmaiCharlestown share of Chariho
operating costs.

Table 5. Estimated annual cost of full withdrbexer and above current and projected
costs at Chariho. Estimated percent increaselsased on a projected FY 2012/13
Charlestown Budget of $28,277,500 if we remain Iraho.

Annual cost for schools watinditorium

Annual bond cost for $49.9 million: $4,005,000
State reimbursement at 30%: $1,201,500
Net bond cost to Charlestown: $2,803,500
Additional estimated operating costs: $500,000
Total additional cost FY 2012/13: $3,303,500

Percent increase to projected FY 2012/13 budget: 11.7%

Annual cost for schools withauditorium

Annual bond cost for $46.9 million: $3,765,0000 @uditorium)
State reimbursement at 30%: $1,129,500
Net bond cost to Charlestown: $2,635,500
Additional estimated operating costs: $500,000
Total additional cost FY 2012/13: $3,135,500

Percent increase to projected FY 2012/13 budget: 11.1%

These estimates show that building and operatingwa school district would add between
11% and 12% to our town budget. After 20 years abnd cost would go away, and we would
own our own school system. We believe these @rstaffordable to the Town of Charlestown,
and are the most economical long-term investmarthi®education of the children of
Charlestown. This is particularly true when complaethe cost of tax equalization for
Charlestown, which (adjusted for 3.5% inflation gear) would add about 8.9 million dollars
per year to our budget in 2012/13 (Tables 1 ankbpendix E).

B. Frequently Asked Questions

Why do we need to withdraw from a District that isdoing fine? While the Chariho

District provides many successful programs, it rsaiffers from infrastructure problems that
detract from learning, and a longstanding staleroate@ax equalization prevents needed
bonds from passing. The High School does not havappropriate media/library center or
guidance area, the conference spaces and compat&ssare inadequate, the heating and
plumbing systems are badly deteriorated, the timckumbling, the kitchen is outdated, the
nurse’s area lacks privacy, many areas of the imglbok as if they are falling apart, and the
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District is in danger of losing NEASC certificatiower these issues. Further, District
infrastructure problems are likely to become wanstne future as buildings continue to
deteriorate while operating budgets are capperindgrdecaying buildings under a capped
operating budget will necessarily take money frahreoeducational programs, and
education will suffer. The long-term problem thaeds to be addressed is the decades-old
political disagreement over tax equalization thatvpnts the passing of bonds to improve
facilities. We believe that Charlestown and thetfit need solutions to these long-running
problems, which we predict will become even more @ the future.

Won't this be too expensive for Charlestown?We conservatively project that
implementing this plan (with the option of an andim) will add 3.3 million dollars per

year (or 11.7%) to Charlestown’s annual budget0h222013 (see Table 5). Depending on
assumptions, our projections range from 2.5 miltlotlars (low estimate) to 3.5 million
dollars (high estimate) added to Charlestown’s letidgnually for the 20 years of the bond
(see Appendix E). This investment would providegh-quality education for the children

of Charlestown in appropriate buildings, and wdinée Charlestown from the threat of tax
equalization, which we project would add aboutr@iBion dollars per year to the town
budget in 2012/2013. After public discussion arbate, the voters of the town will have the
right to decide on the best course of action foar&@stown.

Why not just change the Chariho Act to eliminate tle “veto” provision, so that a

majority of voters in Charlestown and Hopkinton coud pass school bond issuesBased
on past voting records, eliminating the “veto” psaen would probably allow future District
improvement bonds to pass. However, once the *y@tavision is eliminated, the school
funding structure also becomes subject to a mgjadte. It seems likely that the majority of
voters in Hopkinton and Richmond would vote to pas&qualized tax structure that would
substantially lower their property taxes while g&sing property taxes in Charlestown.
Eliminating the “veto” provision may well bring taequalization to the District. In practice,
however, the “veto” provision is only maintaineddtgh enabling legislation for any
proposed changes to the Act or for any bondshelfenabling legislation does NOT
specifically include the words “shall take effegiom the approval of this act by a majority in
each town..”, then veto power does not exist for that questi®egardless of how it is put
forward, the town “veto” concept is an importanbtection against tax equalization for
Charlestown.

If we do withdraw, shouldn’t Charlestown ask the oher two towns to repay some of the
assets Charlestown has invested at the Switch Ro&&mpus? Due to the low rate of
bonds passing and the resulting shift of paymaentsthe operating budget, the dollar
amount of Charlestown’s asset investment is sungliglow. Since the District was formed
in 1958, Charlestown has invested around 4 miliotlars in capital improvements at the
Switch Road Campus. Further, the value of thiestment has depreciated significantly. If
Charlestown asks for repayment of assets, therrdiogoto the Chariho Act, the other two
towns have veto power over Charlestown’s withdrgeaposal. The 2004 withdrawal
proposal set a legal precedent that if Charlestdimot ask the other towns to repay assets,
then Charlestown could vote as a single town thdvaw without taking the vote to the other
two towns. Given the relatively small amount ofmag involved, the difficulty in actually
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collecting it, and the likely “no” vote of at leashe of the other District towns, we feel that
the best way for Charlestown to proceed is to fotfe few assets that would remain after
depreciation.

Shouldn’t Charlestown and Richmond withdraw togethe to form a new two-town
District? Many people in the communities of Charlestown BRichmond believe that a
Charlestown-Richmond District would provide a migftligh school setting of a good size
for educational opportunity and for economies @lscand each town would retain the
elementary educational settings that have beeressfid in the Chariho District.

Further, the Town of Richmond is currently discagsa possible withdrawal from the
Chariho District, so it would seem on the surfdwd good possibilities exist to form a
Charlestown-Richmond District. This committee amkiedges the advantages of this
option, but after very thorough research we firat ihhuge (and we think insurmountable)
obstacle to a Charlestown-Richmond District willthe difficulty of Richmond’s
withdrawal. Withdrawal will prove financially amgblitically difficult for Richmond under
the current Chariho Act. The central school féiesi are located within their town, so
Richmond would either have to turn over the cerftailities to the non-withdrawing
town(s), or would have to “buy-out” the investmeattshe non-withdrawing town(s) through
an agreement independently approved by the vofe$ three towns. It seems likely that
turning the entire Switch Road campus over to Hofgki free and clear (while paying for
new Richmond schools) would not meet with the ndegfgoroval of Richmond voters. If
Richmond were to keep the Switch Road campus,iwiat of any “buy-out” payment
from Richmond would be a contentious issue fothake towns, and could pose a financial
hardship for Richmond. Hopkinton voters would h&wvapprove the buy-out, and it seems
unlikely that the Town Council and voters of Hogkim would agree to a settlement that
Richmond taxpayers could afford. Our consenstizasRichmond will not be able to
withdraw from Chariho under the Chariho Act.

On what lands would this new facility be built? This committee has researched several
land options that would be appropriate for sitingQharlestown 5 — 12 campus, and it is clear
that good land options do exist. Because thedergpéare the subject of potential future
negotiations, we are unable to comment furthehiatdarly date except in executive session
with the Town Council.

Shouldn’t this plan be built in two stages?One possibility that we considered was to build
the plan in two stages, e.g., constructing a grée@suilding as Phase | and constructing a
grades 9-12 building as Phase Il. After discussioth debate, our consensus opinion is to
promote a preK-12 withdrawal and construction as“gote, one plan”. We feel that this is
a more streamlined approach which avoids any uséane problems that might arise between
votes or phases of construction in a two-stage. pldowever, this question can (and should)
be re-evaluated by an Interim School Committee afteinitial decision to withdraw from

the District.
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C. Suqggested “Next Steps” for the Town Council

We have investigated some next steps that mighbbsidered by the Town Council. Should
the Council decide to proceed in a direction simitewhat we recommend, Appendix F
(Proposed preliminary timeline of events from Newvifiollaborative) shows a further checklist
of elements to be accomplished according to bestioe and RIDE regulations. The RIDE
regulations themselves are available at:
http://www.ride.ri.gov/Finance/Funding/constructibocuments/FY08%20Housing%20Aid/Pri
0r%20t0%20May%2031%20Updates/School_Constr_RegsAEhdif

As next steps, we encourage the Town Council to:

1. Decide on an appropriate educational directiofor the long-term future of the Town.
Clearly, any effort to change the educational sgtin Charlestown must have the support of
the Town Council. The Town Council has alreadyggtized problems with the existing
educational setting and has taken a first stepppointing this Ad Hoc Withdrawal Update
Committee. A next step is for the Town Councittmsider this report, and debate the
educational options available to the town. If @muncil decides to proceed along the lines
of a withdrawal, we suggest the following actions:

2. Authorize the AHWUC to conduct a public survey. In order to gauge town support for
our recommended educational option, we recommeattdhie town conduct a survey of
residents. A draft survey for consideration by Tlegvn Council is presented as Appendix G.
The results of this survey should be evaluateth@sawn moves forward.

3. Form an Interim Charlestown School Committee, ppoint an Interim

Superintendent, and appropriate money to pursue destopment of a plan that will meet
the new RIDE regulations.An Interim School Committee might be appointed, or
reconfigured from this existing Ad Hoc Withdrawgbdlate Committee, if members are
willing to serve. The new regulations (Appendixa&i§ very specific as to how District
formation and school construction need to procered,a public body would need to be
empowered to see this through. If a new groupnsiéd, this new committee should
continue negotiations with RIDE (see point 4 belaw)l should use the work of our Ad Hoc
Withdrawal Update Committee and of Newport Collaltime Architects as a starting point in
moving forward. One initial step to be considebgdhis committee would be the
commissioning of an up-to-date study on enrollnpojections; this is required by RIDE,
and would refine cost estimates for build-out.

4. Finalize agreements with RIDE and write a Letteof Intent to RIDE through Joe
DaSilva (RIDE School Construction Coordinator /Architectural Design Reviewer).
Charlestown will have to meet the new regulatiohthe Department of Education. In order
to obtain standing for a plan to be considered IWER Charlestown must form a School
District; this would require a vote to withdraw fincChariho. However, a positive outcome
on this vote would seem unlikely unless a plantexasd has approval at some level by
RIDE. So, Charlestown can’t get a plan approve®E without being a District, but
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probably can’t pass vote to become a District witrem approved plan. We have had
conversations about this with Joe DaSilva of RIBMB@ oversees school construction
projects such as this). Mr. DaSilva recognized thiemma and suggested a solution: if the
Charlestown Town Council submits a letter to RIBftdugh Joe DaSilva) that: 1) declares
intent to become a District; 2) explains the “ca2&@i described above; and 3) presents a
good and detailed plan, then, Mr. DaSilva will envypothe RIDE legal team (together with
the Charlestown legal team) to work towards anegent that would allow Charlestown to
proceed forward with a single vote from the citgeo: 1) withdraw; 2) form a Charlestown
District; and 3) appropriate money through a bantuild schools. The plan that would be
submitted to RIDE prior to any such vote must Ipdaa that is likely to meet with RIDE
approval. Among other issues, the plan would neeatldress the new RIDE regulations in
the elements of: projected enroliment, space atitin, educational curricula/configuration,
and the physical plant. We recommend that negotisitwith RIDE continue throughout the
entirety of this process (see also point 3 abowdhat a vote in Charlestown is based on a
formal Letter of Intent that RIDE has acceptedgtbgr with a plan that meets the new RIDE
regulations.

5. Bring the school issue to a vote in CharlestownAfter extensive public input and
public meetings to refine a plan that achieves toljectives and meets RIDE regulations,
we recommend presenting this to voters as “one mogeplan” to withdraw, form a
Charlestown District, and fund school constructpefation.

D. Alternate educational recommendation for Charlstown

As a secondary recommendation, should the Town €boina public survey in Charlestown

not support construction of preK-12 schools in Gdsown, we suggest that another viable
option is to withdrawal completely from the Distribuild preK-8 facilities in Charlestown, and
tuition 9-12 students elsewhere. This plan woelguire less bond money, may be more
politically feasible, and offers the possibility f@rming a future District with another town, e.g.,
Westerly. However, this option does not provide ¢bntinuity of education as does building
preK-12 facilities, and does not offer the samearpmities to craft an exceptional High School
education. This alternative option also relingesksome degree of local control, does not
provide a clear and predictable funding formulaj aacrifices a sense of Charlestown identity in
merging with another town. We feel that buildinglg-8 and tuitioning 9 - 12 is a viable option,
but our consensus is that building preK-12 proviglssite of advantages that would better serve
Charlestown in the long term. Our recommendatsahat the Town Council endorse and
support withdrawal and construction of preK-12 sthan Charlestown.

E. Recommendations for use of Impact Fees

We further recommend that the existing Charlesttimpact Fees”, as collected through the
present time, be spent to improve the Charlestolméntary school in accordance with the
provisions of the existing ordinance. This shdutddone whether Charlestown proceeds with a
withdrawal plan or not. If Charlestown does dedm®ithdraw, this money must be used prior
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to any withdrawal, because the relevant town orteaspecifies that the money be spent
through the District. We have worked with the GhatSchool Committee and Superintendent
Ricci to place several candidate items for improgetthrough this fund on the Chariho Capital
Improvement Plan:
- renovating/rebuilding the Charlestown Elementdimary so as to create additional space to
house students;
- improving/replacing the well and/or septic sys$eso as to add capacity for increasing
student numbers; and
- building or renovating classrooms to increaseesti capacity.

As part of the Chariho Capital Improvement Plaesthitems will be submitted to RIDE and
would then have to be approved by RIDE to receta¢eSeimbursement funds. We note that
any increase to the footprint of the school mayimegimprovement or replacement of the
“grandfathered” well and/or septic systems, andrthér commissioned study with appropriate
engineers and consultants may be needed to detemhiich improvements to take on with the
existing impact fee money. This needs a followdigzussion with the Town Council. In order
to proceed after selecting a project, the Town Cowwhould direct the Town Solicitor and the
Town Administrator to draft a Memorandum of Undamsting with the Chariho District
detailing what improvements will be done, how thiesprovements will be paid for, and what
will happen with any reimbursement money receivedifthe State.

Going forward, we recommend that the Impact Feamartte be amended to allow greater
flexibility in utilizing this money for the benefdf Charlestown students. Other towns (notably
Richmond and Hopkinton) use different languagé@irtimpact fee ordinances which allow a
greater range of uses. Whether Charlestown wittglfeom the District or not, the ordinance
should be amended so that money can be used topayvider variety of needed upgrades.
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Part Il. Review of the committee decision-making pcess and the
educational options available to Charlestown.

1. Committee decision-making process.

We researched 12 educational options for Charlestovd grouped them into three large
categories: non-withdrawal, partial withdrawal, dalll withdrawal. We evaluated these options
on the following criteria:

1 — What quality of education will the plan provide

2 — Will the plan favorably address the issue gfdqualization for Charlestown?

3 — Is the plan affordable to Charlestown taxpdyers

4 — Is the plan legally and politically feasible?

In order to arrive at a recommendation for the T&auncil, we rejected options as “unviable”
that, in the unanimous opinion of the committeeuld@rovide a poor education, would likely
lead to tax equalization, would not be affordablewould be unlikely to succeed. The
remaining “viable” options (Options 8 — 11 belowhigh one or more committee members felt
provided at least satisfactory solutions to these €riteria were then compared using a
committee voting and consensus-building process.

In the committee voting process, each member saael viable option on a scale from best (1)
to worst (6) on each of the four above evaluativesgions. A table of results (Appendix J) was
prepared to summarize these committee votes. Wieggbach of these factors equally, Option 8
had the best overall score, and so became a gtadint for our next round of discussion. We
felt that this was an objective process for the mittee to achieve consensus on an option to
recommend to the Town Council.

As a result of this process (see Appendix J) aadthsequent discussion and debate, it is the
consensus of this committee that Charlestown isds¥sed by a complete withdrawal from the
Chariho District. Our belief is that this is pattarly true if Charlestown looks into the future

for a long-term solution. We therefore recommerat Charlestown form its own preK-12
District and construct appropriate buildings witliharlestown. We describe a proposed plan for
Charlestown school facilities (based on the 20@4hpin Part | of this document (Option
recommended by the committee to the Town Councd)ia Appendices D - F.
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2. Review of options.

In this section we list and discuss all the optitihra we considered, grouped as A) non-
withdrawal options, B) partial withdrawal optiorad C) full withdrawal options.

A. Non-Withdrawal Options
Option 1 — Proceed with the Chariho District as-is.
1A - No bond passes
1B - A bond passes
Option 2 — Negotiate with Hopkinton and Richmond topass a bond.
2A — Agree to 1/3 1/3 1/3 on operating budget
2B — Agree to equalize on number of houses
2C — Apply a “homestead exemption” or some other fiancial compromise
2D — Agree to full tax equalization within the Distict
Option 3 — Construct buildings for 6-8 and/or 9-12n Charlestown but remain in the
District.

Overview of the three non-withdrawal options.

Staying in the Chariho District offers several ateges. This is an easy path for the town to
follow - less planning and effort are required.rthar, the Chariho District does many things
well. The arts and music programs at the Distimetwell-respected, the new science wing to the
High School is state-of-the-art, and the Distrisgésiadvanced technology in the classroom
thanks to success in recent grants. Staying iDisieict allows Charlestown students access to
all Chariho opportunities, including sports, APsdas, and more. As long as the per capita
formula under which the three towns pay for edweatemains intact, staying in the District
would be cheaper for Charlestown than a withdraeffairt.

However, the physical facilities of the Districeasld and failing, to the point where education is
negatively affected. The high school is in damgdosing NEASC accreditation due to
infrastructure problems. It is more difficult fstudents at the high school to feel proud of their
school when that school is literally falling apa&.substantial part of the school operating
budget is spent on heating and maintaining ineffitand decaying facilities; given caps on
school and town expenditures, this translateslegs money available for educational programs
that would more directly benefit our students. rBgaining in the District, Charlestown is
locked into District problems including the ChariAot, old infrastructure, and school climate
associated with failing buildings. Further (in@02 survey), parents within Charlestown voiced
a desire to return theif"5graders to education in Charlestown. Withoutabiity to construct
buildings, this will be unlikely to occur.

Further, the “root” problem of the District (pereed unfairness in school funding within the
three towns) remains as long as Charlestown isah@istrict and taxes are not equalized. This
problem creates the situation under which bondsal@ass. Because of language in the
Chariho act, none of the three District towns hasm@omy over how to educate the students of
their town. It is the sense of this committee tHapkinton and Richmond are likely to continue
to press for financial reform until full tax equadtion is agreed to by Charlestown, or is imposed
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on the District, either through legislation or legaenues. Full tax equalization would be a very
serious financial hardship for Charlestown. Wea&é&aw likely options if Charlestown were to
remain in the District:

Option 1 — Proceed with the Chariho District as-is.
Option 1A. Proceed as-is, no bond passes.

The committee unanimously rejected this sub-optizecause it:

1) leaves tax equalization unaddressed; and

2) will not likely provide an acceptable educatiéor our students in the future as
buildings continue to deteriorate under a cappedeoating budget.

Explanation. The Chariho District has achieved many successebkthis option is
cheaper for Charlestown than any other option. éle@s, our budgets are capped, our
buildings are failing, and we are at risk of losmg NEASC accreditation for problems
due to the physical structure of the schools (geeeAdix B for a list of the District’s
needed capital improvements). Consequently, tis&ibi may be in for difficult times
ahead if no bond passes, and education may wéirsufurther, this option does not
address the looming issue of tax equalization.

Option 1B. Proceed with the Chariho District as-isand a bond passes.

The committee unanimously rejected this sub-opt@sma long term solution because it
does not favorably address the issue of tax eqaaian for the future.

Explanation. It is possible that a bond will pass voter appton all three towns under the
current district funding formula. The benefitstiis infusion of money would depend on
the size of the bond that is passed. Passagsulfstantial bond would improve facilities
in the District, and would address many educatienaterns. A small bond may not
repair and upgrade our infrastructure to the exteattis required; see Appendix B for a list
of the District’s needed capital improvementsis lbur opinion that, even were a large
bond to pass, the same debate over how to pagtioosimprovements will go on, and
Charlestown in the future will continue to findatspressured towards tax equalization as
facilities go through new cycles of deterioratiand bonds continue to fail.

Option 2 — Negotiate with Hopkinton and Richmond topass a bond.
2A — agree to a 1/3 1/3 1/3 split on the operagrbudget,
2B — agree to equalize on number of houses,

2C — apply a “homestead exemption” or some otherriancial compromise, or
2D — agree to full tax equalization within the Digtict.
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The committee unanimously rejected this entire sebptions because they:
1) do not favorably address the issue of tax eqeation; and
2) are not affordable to the taxpayers of Charlesto.

Explanation. All of these options require an increased finahcontribution from
Charlestown. As above, the benefits of this optidhdepend on the size of the bond that
is passed. The negative economic impacts of thislepend on the amount of added
money that Charlestown agrees to pay for educatitimin the District. A further concern
is that any agreement less than full tax equabpatnay “pave the way” for subsequent
requests by Hopkinton and Richmond for yet morarfiial concessions from
Charlestown, until full tax equalization is achidveSome in Charlestown feel that the
Hopkinton Town Council rejection of the last Distrbond following Charlestown’s
agreement to a 1/3 1/3 1/3 bond funding is evidéhaeHopkinton will not be satisfied
with less than full tax equalization. The recattdr from the Hopkinton Town Council
(Appendix C) may provide further evidence of thiaull tax equalization is extremely
expensive for Charlestown, and preliminary estimateow that the yearly added cost of
tax equalization to Charlestown would exceed 7iamlbollars (Table 3). Full tax
equalization is clearly financially unacceptableCioarlestown.

Option 3 — Construct buildings for 6-8 and/or 9-12n Charlestown but remain in the
District.

The committee unanimously rejected the idea of biinlg a Charlestown 6 - 8 school
while staying in the District as:

1) educationally unsound, because the problemshaf High School are not addressed,;
2) politically unfeasible; and

3) unlikely to resolve the issue of tax equalizatio

The committee unanimously rejected the idea of bliinlg a Charlestown 9-12 school
while staying in the District as:

1) unaffordable;

2) politically unfeasible; and

3) unlikely to resolve the issue of tax equalizatio

Explanation. We note also that it would be possible for Creide/n to construct
buildings within the District for the education ©harlestown students, but still remain in
the District. This would retain our current Distrstructure, but would provide a better
educational setting for the children of Charlestowihis is not practical, however.
Charlestown would fund the cost of building newilfaes in town, but would still be
bound under the Chariho Act to share in all cofedacating the children of all three
towns. The concept of “double-payments” does eetrspolitically appealing within
Charlestown, particularly if we would be constragta building for Charlestown 9 - 12
graders while simultaneously paying for improversdntthe Switch Road High School
that benefit children of the other two towns. Gamging a grade 6 - 8 building within
Charlestown may be more politically feasible, bo#sl nothing to address the infrastructure
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problems in the High School. And, in order to allfor state aid to be received for this
work, the project would have to be done throughGhariho District, requiring the
independent “yes” vote of all three towns - - amothurdle to overcome.

B. Partial Withdrawal Options
Option 4 — Withdraw preK-5.
Option 5 — Withdraw preK-6.
Option 6 — Withdraw preK-8.
Option 7 — Withdraw 9-12.

Overview of the four partial withdrawal options.

These withdrawal options involve withdrawing cemtgrades of students but leaving other
grades in the District. This would give Charlestoan ability to improve facilities and would
provide more autonomy over education of Charleststudents. Options 4 - 6 are similar,
sharing many benefits and concerns; we address tm®ons together for the purpose of our
evaluation. Option 7 (withdrawing the High Schoaly) is somewhat different from these other
options.

A very significant problem with all of these opt®rs that the Chariho Act has no provision for
partial withdrawal, so every detail of a plan wounkkd to be negotiated among the three towns
and the District, and any agreement between thag@md the District would probably then need
approval by the voters of all three towns. Thesgjoe of how exactly to pay for students in
different grades that are in or out of the Distwatuld be particularly sticky. These negotiations
would be much simpler if all three towns agreediihdraw the same grades from the District at
the same time. Options 4 — 6 may be negotiabilkeisnway with the other two towns, who are
also investigating educating their younger gradesedy within the town.

- Hopkinton currently has a committee looking aheing their &' and &' graders from the
middle school and returning them to the town owelethentary schools. At this point
their charge is not withdrawal.

- In August 2006, the Richmond Education Advisogn@nittee recommended withdrawing
PreK-5 from the Chariho School District.

Perhaps some common ground could be found amongriée towns that would allow for an
orderly dissolution of the elementary grades. Bawm currently owns their elementary
schools, so taking back the elementary schoolsdvoela logical first step for withdrawal. Each
town would be required to build/upgrade what thegahfor space to accommodate their
students, whether this is preK-5, preK-6 or prelk-8ption 4, 5, or 6.

These options would most likely require buildinglgidnal facilities, with the possible
exception of the preK-5 withdrawal. The 2004 Céstdwn School District plan provided for
the addition of 5 classrooms to the existing eletagrschool. The number of Charlestown
elementary students in 2002 was 429, but that nuhdeedropped to 389 in 2006. Potential
expansion of the existing elementary school to aeoodate grade 5 will require further
research into new RIDE requirements, and will nieealddress issues such as well and septic
system improvements. An issue with any potentiglding of additional facilities is that
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reimbursement rates for building projects are umkmgiven the present financial situation in
RI; the Governor has proposed lowering Regionatri@isreimbursement rates from 56% to
30%. Other questions, such as budgetary impag&sabtng costs, and ownership of any town-
run facilities built with District reimbursementonld also need thorough study.

Students in grades that are withdrawn under thpsers would be attending smaller schools,
which are generally recognized to provide morendithe and a better education in many ways.
Also, Option 6 would decrease the number of schraolksitions that Charlestown students go
through; changing schools is often disruptive thid’s education.

From an educational standpoint, a downside toglavithdrawal of the lower grades would be
differences in education of Charlestown studentfushmond and Hopkinton students when
Charlestown students return to the District. Theicula for the lower grades must be
compatible with the curricula for the district thhe students will be joining; otherwise students
will need to spend time either reviewing materiayt have already learned, or spend time
catching up on material they did not learn.

Option 4 — Withdraw preK-5.
Option 5 — Withdraw preK-6.
Option 6 — Withdraw preK-8.

The committee unanimously rejected these options as

1) educationally poor because the problems of thighiSchool are not addressed;
2) politically unfeasible; and

3) unlikely to resolve the issue of tax equalizatio

Explanation. Perhaps the biggest problems with the partididvawal options 4 - 6 are
that they would be difficult to negotiate among theee towns, and they seem unlikely to
achieve the educational advances that would mastfib&harlestown students. Options 4
— 6 do not solve the very significant problemsha High School, which is the structure in
most dire need of bond money for repair and renonat

Option 7 — Withdraw 9-12.

The committee unanimously rejected this option as:
1) politically unfeasible and unlikely to succeednd
2) unlikely to resolve the issue of tax equalizatio

Explanation. Option 7 (withdrawing students from the High Sahanly) seems unlikely
to win favor with Charlestown voters; Charlestovargnts voiced in a 2004 survey that
bringing the younger grades back to Charlestownayasority. Further, this option would
be extremely difficult to negotiate with the othewns, who have never expressed any
interest in this option for their own towns.
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C. Total Withdrawal Options

Option 8 — Form a preK-12 Charlestown District basd on revisions of the 2004 plan.

Option 9 — Form a preK-8 Charlestown District and uition 9-12 into another District.

Option 10 — Form a preK-12 Charlestown/Richmond Disict.

Option 11 — Form a preK-8 Charlestown District anda 9-12 Charlestown/ Richmond High
School.

Option 12 — Form a privately-run preK-12 Charlestown District.

Overview of the five total withdrawal options.

These options involve completely withdrawing frame District. Options 8, 9, and 12 (a
Charlestown District) would eliminate, once andddly the discussion and possibility of tax
equalization within the District. As discussed abdgand see Table 3), tax equalization would
have a huge negative financial impact on Charlestiaxpayers. Options 10 and 11
(withdrawing, then forming a Charlestown/Richmonidtbict) present some advantages through
a two-town District, but would still keep the dampen for tax equalization with Richmond.

Withdrawal from the District does present some ificgmt challenges, however. Achieving a
withdrawal effort will be a political challenge, d@several bridges remain to be crossed if the
town decides to pursue withdrawal; land will hawdoé located, a plan developed to meet new
RIDE regulations, and more.

Option 8 - Form a preK-12 Charlestown District basé on revisions of the 2004 plan.

The committee retained this option as “viable”. Bhoption is the committee’s primary
recommendation to the Town Council as a result of@mmittee voting and consensus-
building process.

Explanation.

Options 8, 9, and 12 eliminate the debate concgnaix equalization, making educational
advancement possible by solving the “root” issueafnomic and taxing differences
among the three towns. Withdrawal lets Charlestoamstruct appropriate facilities, and
gives Charlestown complete autonomy over educatidine town. Students would attend
smaller schools, which are generally recognizegréwide more attention and a better
education in many ways. Charlestown students walslo experience a smaller number of
disruptive school transitions. Further, withdragvi@harlestown students creates space at
the Switch Road campus to alleviate crowding issoeRichmond and Hopkinton
students. All withdrawal options save Charlestdarge sums of money when compared
to tax equalization.

The 2004 Charlestown School District plan, whildid not win the approval of the voters,
was viewed by many as a good plan for schoolsoltld seem that this school proposal
and vote was untimely given public opinion thatsésd in 2004. It is the sense of our
committee that many people in Charlestown who liaNewed the schools issue are now
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quite frustrated with the inability to pass bondshe District. We perceive that the public
may well be more receptive to a Charlestown Dis#fter these repeatedly failed bond
efforts, and after the heated dialogue among tteettowns over tax equalization.

A significant advantage of adapting the 2004 ptathat much of the work of developing
this plan has been completed. Further, the 2084 ipcorporated some exciting and
forward-thinking programs, which could be extended 2010 adaptation (see also Option
8 version 2, below). The familiar format of the020plan (adapted for building to start in
2010) may be palatable to voters at this time,raady of the legal issues surrounding
withdrawal from the Chariho District were worked @u2004. It is the perception of this
committee that many people who voted not to witivdirmm the District in 2004 would
now vote in favor of withdrawal because of theursirations with the inability of the
District to agree on bonds and construction.

A very important issue in achieving withdrawalhe tegal expediency that Charlestown
not ask for a return of investments upon petitigrimwithdraw. According to the Chariho
Act (and as reaffirmed by a court of law in 2004y &own may decide independently to
withdraw from the District if they do not requesbney. If a withdrawing town were to
request a return of some of their investment inDlstrict, that settlement would have to be
negotiated and agreed upon by independent “yegsviobm the other two towns, which is
a big obstacle to overcome. Due to the low rateomids passing and the resulting shift of
payments into the operating budget, the dollar arthofiCharlestown’s asset investment is
surprisingly low, around 4 million dollars, and th&lue of this investment has depreciated
significantly. Still, the biggest obstacle to sess of this option is probably passage by the
voters during these difficult economic times.

This committee also discussed Magnet School, Gh&dieool, “Mayoral Academy” or
Focus School options as a possible enhancemenittonB, to be further discussed at a
later date, potentially by an interim Charlestovan&l| Committee. Under these
scenarios, some component of the Charlestown p&gchools would take advantage of a
special opportunity to extend educational or finahisenefits. Magnet, Charter, Mayoral,
or Focus Schools typically organize themselves atilutally around a theme (e.g., science
and engineering, the arts, oceans and coastspime®ment).

Magnet Schoolsreceive federal funding, but this funding is irded to support typically
urban schools to provide a more equitable educatigrwide where divisions exist along
lines of socioeconomics or race. It is unlikelgtta Charlestown District would qualify for
this consideration from the federal government.

Charter Schoolsreceive certain financial considerations from $tate of Rhode Island,
allow for the application for grants under certaaderal programs, and gain income by
tuitioning students in from neighboring District€harter Schools provide an educational
benefit by involving outside partners, and by oigenxy a motivated group of students,
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educators, and collaborators around an educatibeale. Thus, formation of a Charter
School would offer several financial and educatidreefits to Charlestown. The
moratorium on formation of new Charter Schools ho&e Island has recently been lifted,
and Charlestown could conceivably be granted statéem a Charter School. However,
Charter Schools generally do not accept all stiederthin a District; this and other details
would have to be explored further with RIDE. If&lestown decides to withdraw from
the Chariho District, we recommend further investiign of this possibility by an Interim
School Committee and Superintendent.

“Mayoral Academies” are schools that would be formed under a new progn
discussion at the State level. Here, a public slctan function more like a private school,
hiring teachers outside of the state and NEA cohttad enjoying other structural
advantages as well. The concept of a “Mayoral Aoag holds much promise in forming
a new school district, but has not been fundedchbyState at this point, and does not yet
seem to be fully developed by RIDE. Several issndésrming a Mayoral Academy may
relate to the Chariho Act, which requires upon digtwal that teachers or staff be hired
from Chariho under the same terms and conditioegipusly held at Chariho. As the
State develops the details of Mayoral Academiessegemmend further investigation by
an Interim School Committee and Superintendentdéwee to be formed).

Focus Schoolglo not receive any special financial consideratiom either federal or

state governments, but gain educational benefitrggnizing around a unifying concept,
theme, or goal (oceanography, conservation, teclgyoliterature, etc.). The intent of a
Focus School is to enhance education and buildsd@mal community pride. A Focus
School provides an opportunity to create an exgigind forward-thinking program of
studies that would fit with the character and raltassets of Charlestown, and would offer
a potential to grow the school through tuitionimgeut-of-District students. This option
also fosters collaborations with groups such as, @dRdl may open avenues for grants from
non-profit groups and foundations. Since this dugsequire any federal or state
approvals, it could easily be added as a comparfedption 8 (a preK-12 Charlestown
District based on revisions of the 2004 plan), enféct the 2004 plan included discussions
of a school-wide focus on technology. On the otfeerd, setting up a Focus School could
add significant logistical and administrative cdstsreating new curricula, applying for
grants, dealing with possible tuitioning-in issugsgd more. As above, these are issues that
would be addressed later in the process, should@idiae Council decide to move forward
on withdrawal from the District.
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Option 9 - Form a preK-8 Charlestown District and twition 9-12 into another District.

The committee retained this option as “viable” féurther consideration through a
committee voting and consensus-building process andgests this as a secondary
option for review by the Town Council.

Explanation.

This option removes Charlestown from the tax eqadilbn discussion with Hopkinton,
gives Charlestown a level of autonomy over eduoatioGrades preK-8, and retains a
larger high school setting that some find attractibiscussions with Tom DiPaola, the
Westerly superintendent, have shown an interest@part of the Westerly District to
tuition-in Charlestown 9-12 graders, in part beea&sterly’s school population is
declining, as is the case for many Districts in Wiagton County. Westerly High School
has benefitted from a bond that was passed ira8telD years, but a second bond that was
proposed did not pass. Tuitioning fees to the ArgsDistrict would be determined by the
Westerly School Committee, most likely based orstad education” plus some
administrative fee. Westerly High School has mih wome successes, and has
infrastructure that is in better condition tharCatariho High School. Tuitioning-in could
be viewed: 1) as a temporary solution to houseestisdwhile Charlestown builds 9-12
facilities; 2) as a long term solution; or 3) asaaenue towards possible formation of a
Westerly-Charlestown District, noting that Westeahyd Charlestown are both coastal
towns with a similar economic base, so the “taxadigation” issue would not likely carry
over.

We attempted to initiate a discussion with Narrag#nSchools about tuitioning-in, but we
found that Narragansett was not particularly wijlio discuss this. We did not pursue that
option after our initial contact.

The tuitioning-in option does not, however, provitle continuity of education that
building preK-12 facilities in Charlestown do. Ehar, this option does not offer the same
opportunities to craft an excellent High School@tion. This alternative also
relinquishes some degree of local control, doegprmtide a clear and predictable funding
formula, and sacrifices a sense of Charlestowntityen merging with another town.
Further, our students may have a difficult timesieg a Charlestown community-based
school and entering an established District whieeg tvould perhaps feel like “visitors”.
We feel that building preK-8 and tuitioning 9 - ik2a viable option, but our consensus is
that building preK-12 provides a suite of advansatipat would much better serve
Charlestown in the long term.
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Option 10 - Form a preK-12 Charlestown/Richmond Digrict.

The committee initially retained this option as ‘afble” for further consideration through
committee voting and consensus-building, but ultitely rejected this option as:

1) politically unfeasible;

2) highly unlikely to succeed: and

3) unlikely to address the issue of tax equalizatio

Explanation.

The towns of Charlestown and Richmond seem aligmeckrtain educational issues, with
both towns generally (but not always) voting indaef bonds and operating budgets.
Many people in the communities of Charlestown armdhRond believe that a
Charlestown-Richmond District would provide a mgltligh school setting of a good size
for educational opportunity and for economies @lasc Each town would retain the
elementary educational settings that have beeressftd in the Chariho District.

Further, the Town of Richmond is currently discagsa possible withdrawal from the
Chariho District, so it would seem on the surfde# good possibilities exist to form a
Charlestown-Richmond District.

After very thorough research into this option, thasnmittee finds that a huge obstacle to a
Charlestown-Richmond District will be the difficylof Richmond’s withdrawal.

Withdrawal will prove financially and politicallyifficult for Richmond under the current
Chariho Act. The central school facilities aredtsd within their town, so Richmond
would either have to turn over the central fa@htio the non-withdrawing town(s), or
would have to “buy-out” the investments of the maithdrawing town(s) through an
agreement independently approved by the voter8 tifrae towns. It seems likely that
turning the entire Switch Road campus over to Hojgki free and clear (while paying for
new Richmond schools) would not meet with the ndeajgroval of Richmond voters. If
Richmond were to keep the Switch Road campus,tteiat of any “buy-out” payment
from Richmond would be a contentious issue fothake towns, and could pose a financial
hardship for Richmond. Hopkinton voters would h&avapprove the buy-out, and it seems
unlikely that the Town Council and voters of Hogkim would agree to a settlement that
Richmond taxpayers could afford.

Moreover, Charlestown and Richmond have very difietax bases, and at least one
prominent Richmond politician has been an outsp@duocate of tax equalization. It is
not clear that a Charlestown-Richmond District vdoeliminate the specter of tax
equalization that has been a problem for the Ristri

Further, a Charlestown-Richmond District would kedlopkinton students with no clear
avenue to education. Although these students nightitioned-in to this new District or
to another existing District, it is possible thdDIE would step in to protect the educational
welfare of Hopkinton students.
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Option 11 — Form a preK-8 Charlestown District anda 9-12 Charlestown/Richmond High
School.

The committee initially retained this option as ‘afole” for further consideration through
committee voting and consensus-building, but ultitely rejected this option as:

1) politically unfeasible;

2) highly unlikely to succeed: and

3) unlikely to address the issue of tax equalizati@avorably for Charlestown.

Explanation.

This Option proposes that both Charlestown andRarid would withdraw from the
Chariho District, independently educate preK-8 witach town, then forma 9 - 12
District together for High School education. ThighiSchool funding formula could be
based on an equalized tax rate, as an incentiieitdrmond. A Charlestown-Richmond
High School would educate students in a schooltbi@demany find appealing for sports
programs and for a diversity of classroom offeringsirther, this proposal would unite
Charlestown and Richmond, two towns that seem edigm certain educational issues,
with both towns generally voting in favor of borasd operating budgets. This proposal
could provide excellent educational opportunitiesthe children of Richmond as well as
for the children of Charlestown.

As discussed in the above Option, withdrawal froe District may prove very difficult for
Richmond. Richmond would either have to turn dhercentral facilities to the non-
withdrawing town(s), or would have to “buy-out” thevestments of the non-withdrawing
town(s) through an agreement independently apprbyete voters of all three towns.
Creating an equalized tax rate with Charlestowtuial a two-town High School would be
financially advantageous for Richmond, and so wdndd significant incentive for
Richmond to withdraw. Some in Richmond have badgspoken advocates of tax
equalization, and agreeing to equalize with Richdifsom the start eliminates any future
difficulties between Richmond and Charlestown degrequalization.

However, equalization of the tax base in any fosraxpensive for Charlestown. By our
analysis, equalizing the tax base only with Richchand only for the High School would
cost Charlestown an extra 2.7 million dollars peary(after we build our own preK - 8
school, and assuming we can reduce the cost ofmgitimne High School by 36% without
the Hopkinton student population). The detailshelse analyses are shown in Appendix I.
The added annual cost to Charlestown just to opdnatexisting High School if we
equalize only that piece with Richmond is more tttenestimated annual cost to build and
operate all the proposed new facilities for prek-in Charlestown.

Further (as above), a Charlestown-Richmond Distvimild leave the children of

Hopkinton with no clear avenue to education; th@pnight be rejected by RIDE to
protect Hopkinton students.
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Option 12 - Form a privately-run preK-12 Charlestown District.

The committee unanimously rejected this option asdipcally unfeasible and unlikely to
succeed.

Explanation.

Option 12, like Options 8 and 9, calls for Chareat to form its own District. In Option
12, however, the town would not run the schoolh@usual way with town and District
staff, but would instead contract with a privatepmyation to run the schools. There are
several companies engaged in the active managerhpublic and charter schools in the
US. Two of the larger companies are Edison Schpwisv.edisonschools.com) and
Mosaica Education (www.mosaicaeducation.com). @&lesnpanies are hired to manage
every aspect of a school while implementing thein@eaching system, including teachers,
aids, etc. Most privatized school systems mairgaime form of publicly-held
administration, including a school superintendértte privatization companies are
generally not in the business of building the pbgisplant of the schools, and usually take
over an existing building.

Baltimore and Hartford are examples of large sclsgstems that have contracted with
private firms. Further, several schools in the ¥éster (MA) area are managed by Edison.
These companies are for-profit, and have attraétatl Street investment. They all claim
to improve education when taking over a schoolHawve shown mixed results.
Communities have sought out such companies torestiiee problems in troubled systems,
or to boost scores with an alternative educatiomadel. This is a fairly new industry, and
there have been well-publicized failures such asimkruptcy of Educational Alternatives
Inc. The educational establishment (unions, teaghe administrator organizations, etc.)
have vigorously opposed these situations, and gamerated much anti-privatization
literature; a book “Risky Business, Private Managetof Public Schools” has been
published, as well.

We have engaged in discussions with RIDE on thiopand the biggest obstacle to
success would probably the difficulty in implemegtithis option. The legal team at RIDE
has told us that this would be “an uphill battl@tat is easy to visualize the strong
opposition that this effort would generate from ménonts across Rhode Island.

Further, the withdrawal language in the Charihoreqtires that teachers or staff be hired
from Chariho under the same terms and conditioegipusly held at Chariho; this presents
an obstacle to success of privatization.
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Appendix A. NEASC Reports from 2006 and 200:
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Appendix A (continued)
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Appendix A (continued)
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Appendix A (continued)
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Appendix A (continued)
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Appendix A (continued)
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Appendix A (continued)
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Appendix B. Chariho Capital Improvement Plan.

Page 37



Appendix B (continued)
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Appendix B (continued)

Page 39



Appendix B (continued)
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Appendix B (continued)
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Appendix B (continued)
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Appendix B (continued)
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Appendix B (continued)

Grand District Total (all above pages) 2,3 43,400 4,532,300 4,832,500 3,896,000 2,052,400 17,656,600
State Housing Aid Reimbursement 580,000
Final FY09 Capital Budget 1,763,400
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Appendix C. Letter from Hopkinton Town Council to local politicians Breene, Kennedy,
Algiere, Scott, and Walsh as well as the Chariho ool District, the Richmond Town
Council, and the Charlestown Town Council.
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Appendix C (continued)
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Appendix D. 2010 facilities plan, from Newport Cdaborative Architects (NCA).
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Appendix D (continued)
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Appendix D (continued)
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Appendix D (continued)

Page 50



Appendix D (continued)
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Appendix D (continued)
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Appendix D (continued)
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Appendix D (continued)
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Appendix D (continued)
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Appendix E. Supporting documentation for cost esthates.

10

| - Array of possible assumptions for withdrawal cets vs. staying in Chariho

Timetable for New District

Less Cost - School Opens Fall 2011
More Cost - School Opens Fall 2012
Comment -Depends on fast tracking with DOE

Construction Inflation

Less cost - Minimized because of recession intcoctson industry
More cost - Mitigated by additional DOE requirertgen
Comment - Probably counter balance each other

Cost of Land

Less cost - Property values falling
More cost - Maybe not for the parcels we would twvan
Comment - What has been budgeted should be adequat

Bond Interest Rate

Less cost - 4.65% rate or lower
More cost - 5.0% rate
Comment - The higher rate is being used

Annual Chariho Operating Budget Increases

Larger annual op cost increases make percent atsopa more favorable
Comment - If no bond issue passes, substantialadicapex will have to be added to Chariho Budget

Assumptions Made about Cost of Operating ChanasDistrict vs Chariho

Less cost - Op cost could be lower because otesditransportation cost
More cost - Op cost could be higher because tfectite is to improve the educational experience
Comment - Flat or somewhat higher is probably nmeadistic than lower

Number/Percent of Charlestown Students in Chariho

A continuing drop in the percent of our studentsotal makes cost comparisons less favorable
Comment - Our percent of Chariho student pop. pvitbably continue to drop

Number of Students in a Charlestown System
More Children in the system, more cost
Comment - We might get more children in a Chaolest School System

Assumptions Made About Tuitioning HS to Othertbits

Current assumption is $14,000 and 400 children
Comment - Cost will probably go up. 400 is prolyaibl big a number

Annual Charlestown Budget Increases

Current assumption is that we will maintain budgtebtate mandated cap
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Appendix E (continued)

Il. Estimated Charlestown budget staying in Charito with per capita split (28.15%)

Charlestown Budget FY 08/09 FY 09/10(1) FY 10/11(2) FY 11/12(3) FY 12/13(4)
Municipal $ 9,900,752 $ 10,545,110 $11,183,7 $11,750,114 $ 12,297,317
Chariho Op Budget $13,925,768 $ 14,413,170 ,H14631 $15,439,748 $ 15,980,139
Total Charlestown $23,826,520 $ 24,958,280 ,B2K402 $27,189,862 $ 28,277,456
Footnotes

(1) Assumes the following increases- 4.75% totaldat; 3.5% Chariho budget; 6.5% Municipal (derived)
(2) Assumes the following increases- 4.50% totaldat; 3.5 % Chariho budget; 5.9 % Municipal (dedive
(3) Assumes the following increases- 4.25% totaldat; 3.5% Chariho budget; 5.2% Municipal (derived)

(4) Assumes the following increases- 4.00% totaldat; 3.5% Chariho budget; 4.7% Municipal (derived)

Also part of Appendix E are the following two page®f debt service numbers from our Bond Counsel.
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Appendix E (continued)

I1l. Debt service numbers from Bond Counsel.
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Appendix E (continued)
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Appendix F. Proposed preliminary timeline of evers, from Newport Collaborative.
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Appendix G. Proposed survey of Charlestown resides.

(Brief description of the plan that is approvedthg Town Council followed by, if
appropriate . . .)

arwnE

No

Do you support a preK-12 withdrawal?

Based on the cost assumptions above, would gtaute fund the withdrawal?

Do you believe Hopkinton will continue to pusit some form of tax equalization?

Do you believe tax equalization is a possilflity

Do you believe the current financial climate Wbnake the passage of a bond for a
Charlestown School District an unlikely possibifity

Did you support withdrawal in 20047

If you have changed your position regarding diélwal, what caused your change of
mind?

. Do you have any other comments on the propolsedgs presented above?
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Appendix H. Actions required by RIDE for school castruction. The Application and
Approval section of the new RIDE regulations (adl we a summary flowchart from RIDE) are
included below. For the full set of regulationses
http://www.ride.ri.gov/Finance/Funding/constructibocuments/FY08%20Housing%20Aid/Pri
0r%20t0%20May%2031%20Updates/School_Constr_RegAEhdif

RIDE 1.08: APPLICATION AND APPROVAL PROCEDURES

The process and requirements of the revised Neg@gsConstruction approval process allow the Régém

better project and allocate school housing aid;

give school districts adequate planning time ptaoa final bond-approval commitment; and

provide greater accountability over individual sehdistrict project costs and content through acttired
review process.

The Necessity of School Construction approval pgede a two-stage process as outlined below. Stajé¢he
process requires districts to include a statemgimterest, project justification, facilities analg, district asset
protection plan, capital improvement plan, and camity demographics. Upon the preliminary deterrigraby
RIDE that the project meets the criteria for thaggt1 of the necessity of school construction Eecie
application proceeds to Stage 2. Stage 2 of thegss requires districts to complete a feasitslitygy, cost
projections, design plans, and site work.

1.08-1 Necessity of School Construction: Stage 1

The project approval process begins with inforriRIBE of the district’s intent to modernize, modesiand build
an addition, or construct a new school buildindgne Thtent is confirmed once the Necessity of Scl@mistruction
Application packet has been completed by the dissubmitted to RIDE, and accepted by RIDE iniwgt The
Stage 1 Necessity of School Construction Applicasball include the following:

1) Statement of Interest/Project Justification

Districts must submit a letter from the School Caiter to RIDE signed by the Superintendent, Scl@mrhmittee
Chair, and a representative of the municipalityvhich the district is located (Town Council, Mayetc.)
indicating the intent of the district to requestaal housing aid funds and clearly justifying wimg tproposed
project is necessary.

When submitting a Statement of Interest, the distriust clearly demonstrate why the project is d=bnecessary
to the district’s educational mission and the hngddeficiencies that this project will remediatel as: not
meeting student enrollment needs, class size adqpwpriate limits, reduced ability or inability edfer ancillary
services, and/or learning environments and classrsines that are inadequate for student learnirsgualent
programs.

The district must indicate whether the buildinglwi a major renovation of a current building, ganaenovation
with an addition, or construction of a new buildinigp the case of new construction, the districstralearly
demonstrate why new construction is necessary pesepl to renovating existing facilities. With reation
projects, the Facility Analysis must clearly indeshat the condition of the affected facility isqu. The
application, through the Facility Analysis, shoualote the reason for the renovations, such as the toerectify
building code compliance issues, safety and/ortheancerns, or security issues. When renovatoes closing
of an historic building are proposed, the justifiea should identify historic tax credits or othgatential costs if the
building were put to commercial use.
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Appendix H (continued)

The district must indicate how the current conditad existing facilities has been addressed thrahghAsset
Protection plan below and link this informationtie need for new construction or a major renovapiaject.

If the district is applying for High Performancee@&n School Status and the additional 2-4% reimiougse for
energy efficiency pursuant to Section 1-12.2, thisst be stated in the Necessity of Constructionliéagion.

2) School Building Committee members

The district must submit names and backgroundsefiembers of the school building committee thatl &fe
formed in accordance with the provisions of theriliss local charter and/or by-laws.

The school building committee must, at a minimumsist of eight people, including the superintendgrgchools,
at least one member of the school committee, tte lofficial responsible for building maintenanee,
representative of the office or body authorizedavwy to construct school buildings in the municipglthe school
principal from the subject school, a member whokrasvledge of the educational mission and functibthe
facility, a local budget official or member of theeal finance committee, and at least one memb#&retommunity
with architectural, engineering and/or construceéxperience to provide input relative to the effeftthe project on
the community and to examine building design antstraction plans for reasonableness.

3) District Asset Protection Plan

The district must submit the district's Asset Pobien Plans for the three years prior to the Apgdlimn
documenting spending on preventive maintenanceyetion, and adaptation of the building to be madsd or
replaced with notes explaining actions taken bydik&ict to ensure protection of its physical asséarticular
attention must be given to projects receiving Hogghid reimbursement in previous years.

A review of a district’'s past investment in mairdene and ongoing maintenance activities will indida the
Regents whether the district has effectively maied existing buildings in accordance with its aggetection
plans, such that approval of the proposed projgthé Regents is justified.

4) Capital Improvement Plan

The district must submit the municipality or distt$ most recently submitted Capital ImprovememtriFhowing
how the proposed building modernization or constouncproject has been anticipated in district plagror a
written explanation of the reason that the project been moved up in the planning sequence or addbd Plan.

If the district does not have a current five-yeapi@al Improvement Plan on file with RIDE, the dist must
complete and submit such Plan. Districts subngjttiaw plans or amendments to existing plans wildigied in
writing if the Commissioner of Education acceptied plan prior to Stage 2 of the approval process

5) Facility Analysis of Existing Buildings

A facility analysis must be submitted. The Fagiltnalysis should list any deficiencies in the detts existing
buildings. The Facility Analysis must be conduchsta licensed engineer and must include:

Inspection and analysis of the building envelop®efrwalls, glazing, foundation, floor/slab)
Inspection and analysis of the structural elemehtke facility

Inspection and analysis of all mechanical systénedyding condition, age, energy efficiency, levefs
ventilation, and compliance with American SocietyHeating, Refrigerating, and Air Conditioning
Engineers (ASHRAE) standards

Inspection and analysis of the lighting systemiuding condition, age, energy efficiency and ligigti
levels
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Appendix H (continued)

Inspection and analysis of all controls includiigiting controls and sensors, energy managemetdarags
emergency shutoffs

Inspection and analysis of all fire, safety andusigg systems including emergency plans

Analysis of the energy use (electric and heatirdf@cooling) of the facility for at least the lasto years,
a survey of the facility systems, and recommendatfor improving energy efficiency. The use of Eje
Star Portfolio Manager or ComCheck software systienimenchmark the facility against other buildirngs
the Rhode Island Building Energy Code is highlyamaged.

6) District and Community Demographics

Districts must submit enrollment projections foe tiext five years for each grade with a brief asialy
(increases/decreases from year to year shown ualasimbers or percents) of how the data supploets¢ed for
the project. When possible, local enroliment petiggs should be supported by those from an outsidece, such
as RIDE or the New England School Development Cib(NESDEC).

The district must submit community data includiregual and projected population, housing statisbash rates, or
immigration estimates, and an analysis of how titea dupports the need for the project.

7) Cross Districting

Districts must provide an analysis for the potdrg@nomic and non-economic impact of cross-disitrig which
shall demonstrate that the district has considdigidict boundaries, other existing facilities, gr@pulation trends
in determining the need and site of proposed pt&jec

8) Approval of Funding for Architectural Feasibility Sidy

The district must submit an agreement to fund athAectural Feasibility Study, to include initiaiergy modeling
of energy efficiency or renewable energy technasgsigned by the school district authority or mipal authority.
No application will be considered unless therelteen an approval by the authority that authorimeslihg of an
Architectural Feasibility Study.

The Stage 1 application is reviewed by RIDE andegiipproved, returned to the district for furtimformation, or
disapproved.

Plan Review options:

Approval: RIDE approves the Application and schedwdnd conducts a conference with the School
Building Committee and RIDE at which questions gliba Application may be asked and answered and
the school construction regulations and feasibfttydy requirements are discussed. If a project is
approved, a written timeline will be establishedow the project will proceed.

Further information needed: RIDE returns the Aggtiion with requests to provide timely answers to
guestions, clarification of prescribed issues guest supplemental information. This step mag als
include a Plan Review where the concerns are askelles the scheduled conference.

Disapproval: RIDE returns the Application and rsotiee reasons for disapproval. The district mayest
a meeting with RIDE to review the Application aihe decision.

Once RIDE has approved the Stage 1 Necessity Agijait, the district has one year in which to corglgtage 2
of the application. This is the critical step ioject design since Stage 2 will include the prigddotal cost of
construction of the project as well as the ratierfal the project to be presented to voters, ibadbissue is
required. If districts do not submit Stage 2 witbine year of the preliminary approval, the approxt expire and
districts will have to start at Stage 1 again.
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Appendix H (continued)

1.08-2 Necessity of School Construction: Stage 2

The following Stage 2 Necessity of School Constaicitems are submitted within one year of the ipriglary
approval and must include the following:

1) Architectural Feasibility Study

The Architectural Feasibility Study must include flollowing items:
- Design and Educational Program as defined in Sedtio2

The site selected in the case of new constructmmgawith a comparison of the costs and feasibdity
modernization/addition and new construction.
Cost comparison between this project and otherraiteres reviewed. If the project involves new
construction, the cost analysis must show cleartyfally that the proposed new construction islibst
available alternative to meet the projected neegthapon educational programs to be housed, twgél ¢
effectiveness (including life cycle cost analysséng twenty years as the lifetime), and the puiblierest.
A consideration of indirect costs associated with project, such as new sewers, roads, transortati
utilities, must be included. If there are surphusidings, include benefits or costs to the puldiech as re-
sale value or demolition costs. If the projectudes the renovation of an existing building, tlaeikty
Analysis must clearly demonstrate that the buildgsgtructurally sound or can be made so reasonably
Documentation of compliance with Site Standardeeéesrenced in these regulations and the Northeast-
CHPS.
Consideration of school district or school facilitynsolidation pursuant to Section 1.05-4
Analysis of historic implications and comments frdme RI Historical Preservation and Heritage
Commission, if applicable.
Traffic/Transportation Impact Plan pursuant to 8ecf .05-7
Preliminary energy analysis or modeling [refereNcetheast-CHPS]
Feasibility of using renewable energy technolofiieterence Northeast-CHPS]

2) Architect’s Design Plans

District must submit three sets of architect’s soatic design plans to RIDE for Plan Review.

3) Design and Construction Cost Projection

Cost projections must consider the effects ofahitapital costs versus maintenance costs ovdiféhef the
building with the goal of reducing operation andimtenance costs. Districts must demonstrate therporation of
life cycle cost analysis in the selection of medbalsystems, equipment, and materials.

The projection shall include a detailed breakdoWthe costs associated with this project. This emstlysis should
include not only the estimated costs of construcéscalated for inflation at the anticipated bitedaut also the
project management and design fees. Refer to $etfly-1. Project management and design feepascantage
of total construction costs shall not exceed 20%hefgeneral construction costs, as determinedIBER

Basic architectural services shall consist of tilWing phases, schematic design, design developme
construction documents, bidding, and constructdmiaistration and include the following: architectidrawings,
mechanical, electrical, plumbing, fire protectistructural, site development, basic environmergaifrjitting,
graphics, lighting design, acoustics, data and conication, educational consultants, any speciaitysaltants for
laboratory, library/media center and kitchen spaoee consultants, accessibility, and other seswistablished by
RIDE. Additional architectural services may includeotechnical consultants, asbestos consultindamgs
flagging, and other additional services as deteenhiny RIDE.
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Appendix H (continued)

Cost projections must be broken down between newesfi.e. addition) and space improvements (ireovation).
If a district is building an addition onto a schasl well as conducting major renovations, the sadts shall be pro
rated between the two aspects of the project. eppisiting the costs, RIDE is able to compare tsé @the new
construction versus renovation. RIDE provides gostielines as prescribed in Section 1.07-1. Tdst ¢
comparison should also include an evaluation ofptiitential for the use of historic tax credits fidstoric buildings
that are being reused or surplused.

4) Financing plan

Districts must consider the impact on the operabindget of implementing the project in such dedai format as
required by the Regents, including but not limitedan estimate of the costs of additional maimeraequired of
the district, the costs of additional instructionalupport staff, additional utility costs, thestoof additional
transportation, if any, and the estimated reveiiay, from the sale or lease of any school ficili
decommissioned as a result of implementing theeptoj

5) Site Purchase Plan (if required)

Districts must detail information about the locaticost, and acquisition plan for any new sitee $ite must meet
all site standards included in these regulatiofitie district has sole responsibility for identifgiand acquiring
control of the site.

6) Local Support, Approval by the Regents, and Memadam of Agreement

Districts must submit documentation of communitgsert for the project, including City/Town Counaihd
School Committee approvals. Please include aitidbr when the project will be submitted to vetéor
approval, if applicable.

Upon receipt of the Stage 2 Application, RIDE coctdwa project feasibility review followed by a PIBeview
meeting with the school building committee, degiggim, commissioning agent (see Section 1.09-2)ptret
applicable parties. After the Plan Review, if #pplication has received preliminary approval bipR] the project
will be sent to the Regents for final approvalthé project is approved, a Memorandum of Agreemalhbe
entered into with the district that sets forth tludlar authorization for the project (budget agreeth, the scope of
the project, and any contingencies that the distniest comply with. Districts will be required &gree to any
contingencies noted in the Memorandum of Agreem@mgtanding contingency is that districts will &epected to
warn and conduct the vote for public approval fording within six months of the Regents approvéthe voters
do not approve the project within that time fratte, approval will expire and districts will havedtart at Stage 1
again. The district will submit a signed copy loé tMemorandum of Agreement to RIDE within 10 dafyseceipt.
The Superintendent, or other chief administratiffieer of the district, as well as all members loé School
Committee must sign the agreement.

Finally, there will be ongoing design document esviand approval process by RIDE that occurs, ainamam, at
the following three stages of project implementaijsee Section 1.10):

Completion of Schematic Design

Completion of Design Development
60% completion of Construction documents
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Appendix H (continued)

RIDE 1.09: DESIGN AND REVIEW PROCESS
1.09-1 Design Review

RIDE will conduct an architectural and technicaépeeview of each Approved Project at the comptetid
schematic design, design development, and congtnugbcument phases, or at such other times datethiy
RIDE. Such a review will ensure that the designagly with the approved Design and Educational Paogr
approved by the Regents and these regulationthelavent that the school project involves histbriddings or
districts, the RI Historical Preservation and Hegé Commission may require an ongoing review thnoug
construction.

Districts are responsible for submitting all regdidocumentation to RIDE upon completion of eadigitephase
and attending Plan Review meetings as schedul&®lDF. At the Plan Review meetings, the design teanh
building committee are expected to answer all qorstposed by RIDE and, upon successful conclusidne
review, may move to the next phase of design.

Listed below is the required documentation for ealcase of the design process:

Schematic Design:

The purpose of the documentation submitted dutiegSchematic Design is to document the continuing
development of the school construction projectigsthajor components and to project a project budgae
documentation should also demonstrate complianttetive Northeast-CHPS.

Site plan and Landscape plan @ 1/16” = 1’-0"

Floor plans @ 1/16” = 1’-0” showing all partitioasid door swings
Color Rendering

Exterior elevations @ 1/16” = 1'-0"

Typical building wall sections

Single line engineering diagrams

Outline specifications

City Planning Board submission

Civil engineering drawings (scale as required)

Confirm Project schedule

Site engineering calculations

Construction Cost Estimates

Project Report

LEED™ Checklist Form

Project Review Meeting

Educational Specifications and Schematic submistsidOE

Design Development and Construction Documents:
Design Development is intended to further develapschool facilities project design with greatetade

Construction drawings for all trades that showsbepe of work for the Project as defined in thiaidksd
deliverables description

Specifications with general conditions and alht@cal sections

Construction Cost Estimate

Legal/regulatory approvals completed as required

Confirm Project schedule

Project Report

LEED™ Checklist Form

Project Review Meeting
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Appendix H (continued)

The cost of project elements that exceed or divéaga approved project scope may be declared iiddidor
school housing aid reimbursement. The district nedgin such elements only by accepting sole firzdnc
responsibility for non-conforming elements in wrgiin a format prescribed by RIDE, prior to inctusiof such
elements in any designs.

1.09-2 Commissioning Agent Services

The district shall procure the services of an irahelent engineering Commissioning Agent. Commissmis the
process of ensuring that systems are designed|l@tstfunctionally tested, and capable of beingraped and
maintained to perform in conformity with the desigtent of a project. The Commissioning Agent nsstsecured
prior to the design phase of the project. The Cassioning Agent must be independent, and be prdcseparately
from the contract for the district’s constructi@mmgces. The Commissioning Agent will be respolesilm part, for
the local reporting required to implement stateoecément of the regulations for the project dutimg design,
construction, and operational acceptance processsiare compliance with the regulations duringgrated design.
During schematic design and design developmenCtdremissioning Agent will verify that all standarasve been
met through meetings with the design team and wewfeplans submitted by the design team. The Casimining
Agent will continue to monitor compliance with tleeegulations through the development of constoucti
documents and through the construction processdore that all building systems, mechanical antilig
equipment, and all specifications are in complianith regulations, included in and consistent vathplans,
construction documents, and cost estimates. Then@ssioning Agent will submit reports certifyingropliance
with all standards and regulations to RIDE anddisgrict representative. The Commissioning Agdruusd work
closely with the district’s project manager, alsterred to as clerk of the works.

The Commissioning Agent must:

Bring the owner’s needs and project requirementh@dorefront at each phase of the project to enthat
the finished project will meet expectations;

Improve the building’s overall performance by optimg energy-efficient design features and directly
addressing issues like equipment performance teatid system integration; and

Verify that building staff members are well-traingad possess the documentation they need to oerdte
maintain the building’s systems and equipment déterover.

1. 09-3 Architectural, Engineering, and Other Sernges

Architectural, engineering, project managementstaiction management, financial, and other profesdiservices
shall be procured by the districts for all projects

The Facility Analysis must include an analysishaf €nergy use (electric and heating and/or coobifithe facility
for at least the last two years, a survey of tledifa systems, and recommendations for improvingrgy
efficiency. The use of Energy Star Portfolio Masagr ComCheck software systems to benchmark thktya
against other buildings or the Rhode Island Bugdimergy Code is highly encouraged.
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Appendix |. Cost estimates for a tax equalized High School.

Chariho High School Only - Cost to Charlestown TaxEqualized Basis Verses Per Capita Ba:s

The Chariho High School accounts 28.8% of the District's total FY 2007/2008 expenditur&ource: RIDE, In$ite websi
The FY 2008-2009 member towns' total contributi®$49,469,86. Source: Chariho websi

28.8% of $49,469,865 $14,247,32.

FY 2008/2009

Tax Roll 2007 Chariho High School
RI State Computed Percent Expenditures Percent of iheligh Difference
Assessed Valuation Assessed (28.8% of Total) Students chodbExpenditures Per Capita vs.
Real Property Valuation Tax Equalized Basi:  Enrolled Per Capita Basit Tax Equalized Basis
Charlestown $ 2,421,205,608 56.81% $ 8,093,77! 28.15% $ 4,010,62. $  4,083,15
Hopkinton $ 995,779,790 23.36% $ 3,328,76: 36.03% $ 5,133,31 $ (1,804,548)
Richmond $ 845,017,588 19.83% $ 2,824,78. 35.82% $ 5,103,39! $ (2,278,607)
$ 4,262,002,986 100.00% $ 14,247,32 100.00% $ 14,247,32

State Aid to Education for Charlestown is budgetefi1,532,347 for FY08/09 and would affect the gipfe amounts, but not the difference.

28.8% of Charlestown's State Aid to Education - $ 346,
Net paid on a Tax Equalized basis vs. Per Capita - $ ,6527459 $ 3,569,305 $ 4,083,154
Charlestown $ 2,421,205,608 74.13% $ 6,756,089 44.01% $ 4,010,621 $ 2,745,46!
Richmond $ 845,017,588 25.87% $ 2,357,922 55.99% $ 5,103,390 $ (2,745,468)
$ 3,266,223,196 $ 9,114,011 100.00% $ 9,114,011
63.97%
36.03%
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Appendix J. Summary table of committee voting pocess.

Only options deemed “viable” are compared herd.CAlumns except Column D present averages of ctt@enmember votes
from 1 to 6, where 1 indicates the most desirablbest” option and 6 the least desirable. Seey#eColumns” for further
explanation. All members voted on all questions.

Avg: AVQ:

Full Withdrawal Option A(Ed) B(Eq) C(Pal D ($9) E($$) A, B.C AB.CE
8. preK-12 in Charlestown, revised 2004 Plan 125 01.0 2.13 + 3 to 3.5 MDl/yr 4.63 1.46 2.25
9. preK-8 in Charlestown, tuition 9-12 elsewhere * 23 1.06 2.88 +1.5t0 2.75 MD/yr 3.38 2.40 2.64
10. preK-12 in a Charlestown/Richmond District 2.00 8&. 5.38 + 0 MD/yr ** 1.00 4.08 3.31
11.preK-8 in Charlestown, 9-12 in Char/Rich HS

(above with per capita funding for 9-12) 2.50 4.75 5.63 +1.5t0 2.75 MD/yr 3.38 4.29 4.06

(above with equalized funding for 9-12) 250 5.75 5.88 + 4 to 5 MD/yr 6.00 471 5.03

Key to Columns

. Quality of education (average of votes: 1 = higlyestlity; 6 = lowest quality)

Address tax equalization favorably (average of s'ote= removes possibility of equalization; 6 =elikto lead to equalization)
Political feasibility (average of votes: 1 = epditought about within Charlestown and District Gnlikely to succeed)
Affordability (million dollars (MD) per year ovesurrent Charlestown spending)

Affordability (by placing dollar value of column Bn a linear scale from 1 to 6)

moowz

* = added disadvantage of an unclear funding foemul
** = plus possible pay-out to Hopkinton
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