Approved Minutes
Utah Charter School Finance Authority
Friday, September 19, 2025
Office of State Treasurer, C170 State Capitol Complex and
Electronic Meeting via Zoom


Members of the Authority Present:
	Marlo M. Oaks (Utah State Treasurer, Chair) 
	Sophia DiCaro (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget) 
	Scott Jones (Utah State Board of Education) – Zoom 

Others Present:
	Kirt Slaugh (Office of State Treasurer)
Diana Artica (Office of State Treasurer)
Japheth McGee (Zions Public Finance)
Aaron Waite (Office of the Attorney General) – Zoom 
David Robertson (LRB Public Finance)
Eric Hunter (Chapman and Cutler LLP) 
Brandon Johnson (Farnsworth Johnson PLLC)
Jacob Carlton (Gilmore & Bell)
Jane Hopkins (Gilmore & Bell)
Nate Canova (Dorsey & Whitney LLP) – Zoom 
Paul Kremer (State Charter School Board) – Zoom 
Smriti Dhakal (State Charter School Board) – Zoom 
Clint Biesinger (RoundTable Funding)
Jordan Hardy (RoundTable Funding) – Zoom 
Mercy Wambui (RoundTable Funding) – Zoom 
[bookmark: _Hlk186885016]Alen Howard (Canyon Grove Academy) 
Kim Goates (Canyon Grove Academy) 
Kammy Coleman (Voyage Academy) – Zoom  
Roger Simpson (Voyage Academy) – Zoom 
Courtney Moore (Voyage Academy) – Zoom 
Dane Roberts (Monticello Academy) 
Iliana Macias (Esperanza Elementary)
Ivonne Medina (Esperanza Elementary)
Randi Limb – Zoom 
Chris Yorgason – Zoom 

Meeting called to order by Treasurer Oaks at 1:30 pm.

1. Prior Meeting Minutes

Meeting minutes from the July 23, 2025, meeting were presented for discussion and approval. Mr. Jones made a motion to approve the minutes. Ms. DiCaro seconded the motion. The motion carried out unanimously with Treasurer Oaks, Ms. DiCaro and Mr. Jones voting in favor.

2. Resolution 2025-9 Canyon Grove Academy, Conduit Financing Application

Mr. McGee reported that this item was a non-enhanced credit application to the Authority for financing. Canyon Grove Academy recently assumed the charter for the Salt Lake School for the Performing Arts, which had no outstanding debt. The school plans to expand operations by purchasing an LDS church building currently used for storage and acquiring land to construct a new performing arts theater in West Valley City.

He reported that enrollment was 692 students as of October 2024, with projections exceeding 1,000 for 2025. Despite low re-enrollment rates due to its hybrid instructional model, overall enrollment has remained strong. Student proficiency levels are below those of the Alpine School District and the state average. 

The proposed $16.25 million financing will be a limited offering to Hamlin Capital Management, with a seven-year term, a balloon payment in year seven, and amortization over thirty years. Mr. McGee noted that Canyon Grove previously completed a similar financing with the same firm.

He explained that budget variances reflect operational growth and capital expenditures reimbursed with bond proceeds. Although cash reserves have declined, the school maintains over 100 days of cash on hand and meets all benchmarks for credit enhancement.

Mr. McGee concluded that Canyon Grove’s current assets exceed liabilities and that there are no major financial concerns.

Mr. Hunter presented the parameters bond resolution authorizing the sale of bonds with a maximum principal amount not to exceed $20 million, a final maturity of up to 36 years, a maximum interest rate capped at 10% per annum, and a discount not exceeding 5%. The resolution permits the Authority to enter into all necessary documents and take required actions related to the bond issuance. It also authorizes the publication of a notice for a public hearing, setting the hearing date and time for Tuesday, October 7th at 10:00 a.m. Additionally, the resolution empowers the Authority to undertake all further steps needed to complete the bond issuance process.

Ms. DiCaro made a motion to approve the resolution as presented. Mr. Jones seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with Mr. Jones, Ms. DiCaro and Treasurer Oaks all voting in favor.

3. Resolution 2025-10 Voyage Academy, Conduit Financing Application

Mr. McGee reported that the item before the Board was an application from Voyage Academy to the Utah Charter School Finance Authority and the Credit Enhancement Program. He noted that representatives from the school, including Cami Coleman, Roger Simpson of Academic OS (the school’s business manager), and David Robertson of LRB Public Finance (the financial advisor), were present online.

Mr. McGee explained that the proposed transaction totals approximately $16.9 million and includes the expansion of the school’s existing facility and the refinancing of outstanding debt previously issued outside the Credit Enhancement Program. The financing would consolidate all debt under the program. Bonds will be structured with level amortization over 35 years, an eight-year call, and a BA1 rating, making Voyage Academy the first school authorized under the Expanded Credit Enhancement Program with a rating below BBB–.

Voyage Academy, a K–6 school located in Clinton, Utah, last issued bonds in 2017. Enrollment is currently 529 students, with projections of 640 by 2028. The school maintains a 29% waitlist, strong re-enrollment rates above 90%, and proficiency scores above both the Davis School District and state averages.

Mr. McGee stated that the proposed financing will fund classroom and parking expansion, a new gymnasium/auditorium, and related costs. He highlighted conservative budgeting practices, noting that revenues consistently exceed projections while expenditures remain below budget. The school currently maintains 422 days cash on hand and meets all program benchmarks, including debt burden (16.6%) and operating margin (above 12%).

He noted that while some enrollment growth is necessary to sustain long-term debt service coverage above 1.5 times, the school’s waitlist and strong demand mitigate this risk. Mr. McGee concluded that Voyage Academy demonstrates solid financial management, a strong balance sheet, and no major concerns regarding its financial position.

Ms. DiCaro commented that, given the school’s reliance on continued enrollment growth, it is important to ensure that long-term student enrollment projections remain strong. She noted that overall statewide enrollment trends are expected to decline in the coming years and emphasized the importance of the school considering these projections when evaluating its ability to meet long-term financial obligations. Ms. DiCaro stated that schools pursuing long-term financing should carefully assess future enrollment sustainability to ensure confidence in their debt commitments.

Mr. McGee stated that the school’s financial projections assume operating margins of approximately 20 percent under a growth scenario. He noted that the school has maintained margins above 25 percent in each of the past five years, indicating that the projections are conservative. Even under a no-growth scenario, he believed the school could likely meet its obligations, though it could be close. Mr. McGee added that the school’s ability to maintain strong operating margins would lessen its reliance on enrollment growth. He acknowledged that sustaining such margins may be challenging given current inflationary pressures, but overall, he considered the school’s financial estimates to be reasonable and conservative.

Ms. Coleman stated that the school is confident in its ability to achieve the projected enrollment growth. She noted that the school applied for and received approval in August to increase enrollment by 100 students. Ms. Coleman reported that the school maintains a strong waitlist and continues to receive steady interest from families touring the campus and seeking admission. She added that the surrounding area is experiencing significant residential growth, particularly with the expansion along 1800, which is expected to generate additional demand for local educational opportunities. Ms. Coleman expressed confidence that the school is well positioned to accommodate this growth and provide quality education to new students in the community.

Mr. Slaugh observed that the school’s financials appear to be very strong and inquired why the school received a BA1 rating rather than an investment-grade rating.

Mr. Robertson stated that the rating agency provided two primary reasons for assigning the BA1 rating. He explained that while a BAA1 rating was considered, the agency determined that, due to the school’s relatively small size, it would be prudent to first observe the completion of the construction project and verify that enrollment growth materializes as projected. Mr. Robertson noted that the agency anticipates an upgrade once these milestones are achieved. He added that the higher rating was discussed in committee, but the agency preferred to proceed cautiously at this stage.

Mr. Carlton presented the parameters bond resolution authorizing the sale of credit enhance bonds of not more than $19M with an outside maturity date of 12/31/2061, a maximum interest rate not to exceed 7% per annum and discount no more of 5%. It authorizes the Authority to enter into all the documents necessary in connection with the issuance of the bonds, allows for the publication of a notice of public hearing and sets the date and time of that public hearing for Tuesday, October 7th at 10:00 a.m. and authorizes the Authority to take all of our actions necessary in connection with the issuance and bonds.

Ms. DiCaro made a motion to approve the resolution as presented. Mr. Jones seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with Mr. Jones, Ms. DiCaro and Treasurer Oaks all voting in favor.

4. Resolution 2025-11 Monticello Academy, Conduit Financing Application

Mr. McGee reported that Monticello Academy was requesting $6.5 million in financing for a small expansion at its West Point campus, which would add 14 classrooms. He explained that the school previously came before the Authority in 2022 to issue subordinated, non–state-enhanced debt used to purchase the West Point campus from a developer. The school’s original Highbury campus in West Valley remains under a priority lien, while the West Point campus and its revenues are pledged on a subordinated basis.

He noted that enrollment has increased from approximately 860 students in 2021 to 1,100–1,200 students, with most growth at the West Point location.

Mr. McGee stated that the school’s 2024 audit identified a finding related to its child nutrition program, involving  roughly $65,000 in fraudulent payments made by a former food services director to a fictitious vendor. The school identified and reported the issue. He also mentioned that a recently resigned board member had been the subject of an unrelated audit while employed at another school, noting that both incidents were coincidental.

The proposed financing will be a direct placement to West Point Medical and Professional Plaza LLC, the entity that purchased the school’s 2022 bonds and maintains a positive relationship with the school.

Mr. McGee reported that while Monticello holds a BBB– rating, its current financial position would likely not qualify for that level today. The school has 80 days cash on hand, a fund balance below Authority benchmarks, and was placed on warning status in 2023 for failing to meet debt service coverage. Coverage improved slightly to 1.05 times, though still below requirements. He noted that while the debt burden ratio is manageable and the current ratio (516%) indicates strong near-term liquidity, operations remain tight.

Mr. McGee concluded that although the request does not involve state credit enhancement, the school’s financial and operational conditions warrant continued monitoring.

Treasurer Oaks inquired whether the school carried insurance coverage to protect against the reported financial loss. 

Mr. Roberts reported that the school had successfully filed an insurance claim and received $250,000 from the insurance company. He stated that the Utah State Board of Education had finalized its resolution of the case, requiring a payment transfer of approximately $62,000 from the school’s general fund to the restricted child nutrition program fund. He noted that this adjustment would not affect the school’s overall financial balances, as it represented an internal accounting transfer. Mr. Roberts further explained that the school is working with Foley & Lardner and the Attorney General’s Office to pursue prosecution of the individual involved and, upon a felony conviction, to recover assets from the individual’s retirement system.

Ms. DiCaro inquired whether the Board of Education was aware of the issue and asked if the matter might have implications for the school’s single audit, given that the funds involved originated from a federal funding source.

Mr. Roberts explained that the issue had been identified in the previous year’s audit after the business manager uncovered it approximately one year ago. Upon discovery, the school immediately notified the State Auditor’s Office and maintained communication with the State Charter School Board. He stated that the only remaining matter is the recent final resolution regarding the repayment, which the school received notice of one week prior.

Mr. Roberts further noted that the school has since conducted a comprehensive review and revision of its internal processes. Specifically, the school addressed a gap in its procurement policy related to the receivables check within the lunch program. He affirmed that receivables checks are now implemented across all areas of school operations to ensure such an incident cannot occur again.

Ms. DiCaro inquired whether the individual responsible for the incident had been a member of the school’s finance staff. Mr. Roberts clarified that the individual involved had served as the school’s nutrition director. He explained that the director had been placing orders on behalf of the school’s breakfast and lunch programs through a fraudulent DBA (doing business as) entity, which the school ultimately discovered.

Mr. Hunter presented the parameters bond resolution authorizing the sale of bonds with a maximum principal amount not to exceed $8 million, a final maturity of up to 36 years, a maximum interest rate capped at 8% per annum, and a discount not exceeding 5%. The resolution permits the Authority to enter into all necessary documents and take required actions related to the bond issuance. It also authorizes the publication of a notice for a public hearing, setting the hearing date and time for Tuesday, October 7th at 10:00 a.m. Additionally, the resolution empowers the Authority to undertake all further steps needed to complete the bond issuance process.

Mr. Jones made a motion to approve the resolution as presented. Ms. DiCaro seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with Mr. Jones, Ms. DiCaro and Treasurer Oaks all voting in favor.

5. Resolution 2025-12 Esperanza Elementary Charter School, Conduit Financing Application

Mr. McGee provided an overview of Esperanza School’s request and background. He explained that in January, the school appeared before the Authority seeking approval for a non-enhanced transaction, which was granted. Following the passage of legislation expanding the Credit Enhancement Program, the school pursued participation in the enhanced program, anticipating that it might qualify based on an expected credit rating. Esperanza subsequently received a BB rating from S&P Global, which falls at the lower end of eligibility for the expanded program.

Mr. McGee noted that the key consideration was whether the school met the Authority’s financial metrics. Esperanza, a small school serving a primarily bilingual student population on the west side of Salt Lake County, plans to expand enrollment from approximately 500 to 620 students.

Reviewing the financial data, Mr. McGee observed that in recent years, expenditures have consistently exceeded budgeted amounts—by nearly double-digit percentages—while revenues, though higher than projected, have not increased at the same rate. This has resulted in declining financial ratios. Days cash on hand dropped from 195 in 2021 to 100 in 2024, though unaudited figures for FY2024–2025 indicate an improvement to 189 days. The school’s fund balance represents about 25% of the following year’s operating expenditures, and debt service coverage remains adequate.

Mr. McGee noted that Esperanza does not meet the 14% operating margin requirement for BB-rated schools, maintaining only 12% since 2022. He cited weak budgeting and rising costs, though attributed partly to salary adjustments. He recommended the Authority await financial improvement before granting credit enhancement, clarifying the school is now formally requesting it.

Ms. DiCaro asked whether the Authority, in consultation with the Attorney General’s Office, would have flexibility in addressing the matter and requested that any relevant information be re-shared with the Authority. Mr. McGee directed a question to Mr. Waite, asking whether the Authority has the ability to set aside its own adopted standards and take action outside of those parameters, or if doing so could create potential issues for the Authority now or in the future. He clarified that this was the central question being raised.

Mr. Waite sought clarification that the discussion pertained specifically to the current application, noting that he did not want the Authority to issue a broader advisory opinion. After reviewing the materials, he acknowledged initially misreading the indication regarding credit enhancement. In response to the question of whether approving credit enhancement for a school that fails to meet one of the required standards could create issues for the Authority, Mr. Waite stated that it could.

Ms. DiCaro asked why the school’s application was brought before the Authority if it did not meet the established standards.

Mr. Slaugh reminded the members that during the previous meeting, Mr. Robertson had asked whether the Authority still wished to review the application, despite knowing it did not meet the required standards. He noted that the response at that time indicated the Authority was still interested in seeing and discussing the application with that understanding.

Treasurer Oaks acknowledged that he may have been the one to suggest reviewing the application despite it not meeting all standards. He explained that doing so provides the Authority an opportunity to assess whether the established standards are appropriate and to better understand where the boundaries lie. He emphasized the importance of adhering to the adopted standards while remaining open to reviewing them in the future, noting that examining a case that is close but does not fully qualify is a valuable exercise for the Authority.

Mr. Hunter stated that he had a question, clarifying that he was speaking out of curiosity rather than in his capacity as bond counsel. He asked whether it was the position of the Attorney General’s Office and the Authority that no discretion exists under the current standards. He illustrated his point with a hypothetical example, noting that if the required operating margin were 14% and a school reported 13.9%—having maintained 16% in prior years—would the Authority truly have no flexibility in such a case. Mr. Hunter emphasized that he was not offering an opinion but merely posing the question to clarify how strictly the standards are intended to be applied.

Mr. Hunter stated that he was uncertain whether a statutory limitation existed regarding the Authority’s discretion. He explained that while the statute requires the establishment of criteria, it does not appear to explicitly prohibit the Authority from considering applicants who do not meet every standard, nor does it require the Authority to amend those criteria before exercising discretion.

Mr. Slaugh questioned what the purpose of establishing criteria would be if the Authority were not expected to adhere to them.

Mr. Hunter responded that the purpose of the criteria could be to establish a benchmark. He clarified that he was not asserting that should necessarily be their purpose but was raising the question for consideration. Using the example of a 12% versus 14% operating margin, he emphasized that his intent was simply to ensure the Authority had thoughtfully considered the issue and acted in its best interest.

Mr. Waite responded by expressing appreciation for the question but cautioned against the Authority providing an advisory opinion based on a hypothetical scenario. He emphasized that the Authority should focus on the specific application before it and make its decision accordingly. Mr. Waite noted that the Authority recently adopted new credit enhancement criteria, and members should base their decisions on those standards. He reiterated concern about issuing advisory opinions, as each situation may present unique variations, and stated that while it is best practice for the Authority to follow its established criteria, discussions of hypothetical cases could lead to uncertainty or inconsistency in future decisions.

Ms. DiCaro recalled that during previous discussions about the bill, there had been questions regarding what the Authority could and could not do. Reflecting on the established standards, she noted—based on her recollection—that applications typically would not come before the Authority unless they met the eligibility criteria. However, she understood there was interest in maintaining visibility into applications that came close to meeting those standards. She added that she had not initially realized this particular case involved a credit enhancement request and admitted uncertainty about how to proceed. Ms. DiCaro suggested it might be worthwhile to explore options for addressing the school’s weaker area and potentially revisit the application in the near future, depending on what would be practical.

Mr. Slaugh noted that an audited financial statement must reflect the required ratios, meaning the school essentially has only one opportunity per year to meet the established standards. Ms. DiCaro observed that some of the reported figures, particularly related to cash, did not appear to be audited.

Mr. McGee explained that while the Authority typically relies on audited figures, unaudited figures are also often used. He noted that, in most cases, the two align closely over time. Historically, schools that met the unaudited standards also met them in their audited financials, consistently achieving all required metrics over the review period.

Mr. Slaugh observed that it seemed unlikely the school would meet the required metrics if it waited, noting that its financial indicators appeared to be in decline rather than showing improvement.

Ms. DiCaro noted that the school appeared to fall short on only one criterion—the operating margin. She questioned whether it might make sense to pause and allow time to see if expense reductions over the next few months could improve that metric.

Mr. Robertson stated that his team was happy to pause if needed. He reminded the Authority that this particular metric had been discussed extensively at the last meeting, with differing opinions on whether it was set too high, too low, or appropriately. He emphasized that the intent was to ensure both the Authority and the schools proceed correctly and thoughtfully, using this case as an example of a school that is close to meeting the standards but falls slightly short on one metric. He suggested the metrics could be revisited in the future if necessary. Mr. Robertson added that the school’s audit is currently underway and that they are balancing the timing of construction needs with potential financing options. He offered to coordinate with Red Apple and return once the audit is complete to reassess whether the updated figures might meet the required benchmarks.

Mr. McGee explained that the school already has authorization to issue non-enhanced bonds, as approved by the board in January. That authorization remains in place, allowing the school to proceed with a transaction once its audited financials confirm compliance with the required metrics. He added that the Authority need not take further action if the school wishes to wait, though he noted it is unlikely the audited figures will differ significantly from the unaudited ones. Since the current year’s results are already set, any change in operating margins would not be reflected until the following year, making a short-term delay unlikely to affect the outcome.

Mr. Jones sought clarification from Mr. McGee, noting some confusion about the figures being referenced. He asked whether Mr. McGee was using the school’s current reported operating margin rather than the 2024 audited financial statement, and inquired specifically about the source of the operating margin data to ensure his own understanding was accurate.

Mr. McGee clarified that neither year’s figures met the required standard. He explained that the school’s 2024 audited financials reflected an operating margin of 10.3%, which falls below the threshold, while the 2025 figure stands at 12%.

Mr. Jones noted that all audited financial statements are due to the Utah Board of Education in the next few months and acknowledged the possibility that the school’s financial position could worsen. He agreed with Ms. DiCaro’s suggestion to consider waiting but expressed doubt that the results would improve significantly. He then asked Mr. Waite for clarification, seeking to understand whether approving the request at this stage could place the Authority in violation of the law, emphasizing that he was not seeking an advisory opinion but wanted a clearer understanding of the legal implications.

Mr. Waite clarified that the discussion was not related to the changes made in House Bill 2019 but rather to the Authority’s newly adopted credit-enhanced criteria, which were approved at the previous meeting. He explained that the key question is whether the Authority must adhere to its own established standards. While he did not believe approving an application that falls short in one area would necessarily create legal or financial repercussions, he emphasized that, since the criteria were formally adopted, it is best practice for the Authority to follow them consistently.

Mr. Jones expressed concern that approving the request despite it not meeting all criteria could set a precedent, potentially opening the Authority to similar challenges in the future.

Mr. Waite agreed, noting that the concern was valid, particularly because the request involved a credit-enhanced transaction. He clarified that while approving it would not expose the Authority to legal damages, it would raise concerns about deviating from the credit-enhanced criteria the Authority had just adopted. He emphasized the importance of adhering to those newly established standards.

Mr. Robertson suggested tabling the item, noting that doing so would not negatively impact the school. He explained that the school already has authorization from its January application to proceed with a non–credit-enhanced transaction, meaning the Authority would not need to revisit the matter unless necessary. If the upcoming audit results are favorable, the issue could be reconsidered without facing a formal denial. He added that no action was needed beyond the discussion held and expressed his preference to table the item, indicating that he believed others might share that view.

Ms. DiCaro stated that she would feel more comfortable having additional assurance and the opportunity to review the information herself. She noted that tabling the item would not cause any harm, as it could easily be revisited later—perhaps in a month—and observed that others seemed open to that approach. Even if the outcome was unlikely to change, she felt it would still be the prudent course of action.

Treasurer Oaks questioned whether the Authority should hear applications from schools that do not meet the established criteria. He noted that while full presentations in such cases may not be necessary, maintaining awareness of schools that come close to meeting the standards could still be beneficial. 

Mr. Slaugh noted that the Authority could review and adjust the established standards at any time, whether to make them more lenient or more stringent. However, he emphasized that once the standards have been set, it is important for the Authority to adhere to them, consistent with Mr. Waite’s earlier remarks.

Ms. DiCaro agreed and emphasized the importance of having clear understanding of what actions are permissible within the established parameters.

Ms. DiCaro made a motion to table resolution 2025-12. Mr. Jones seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with Mr. Jones, Ms. DiCaro and Treasurer Oaks all voting in favor to table this application.

6. Other Items of Business

There were no other items of business to discuss.

Ms. DiCaro made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Jones seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously with Mr. Jones, Ms. DiCaro and Treasurer Oaks all voting in favor.


The meeting was adjourned
