September 17, 1997

CHARTER SCHOOLS EVENT
DATE: September 20, 1997
LOCATION: San Carlos Charter Learning Center

BRIEFING TIME: 9:30 am - 10:00 am
EVENT TIME: 10:30 am - 11:50 am
FROM: Bruce Reed

PURPOSE

To demonstrate your commitment to charter schools and highlight the success charter schools
are having throughout the state of California. This is an opportunity to reiterate your veto
threat made public in your weekly radio address just hours before this event, and urge
Congress to continue funding for charter schools and other education initiatives.

BACKGROUND

You will participate in a round table discussion with charter school administrators, teachers,
parents, and students from six charter schools in California. The event will take place on the
fifth anniversary of the nation’s second charter school law, which passed with bipartisan
support and was signed by Governor Wilson on September 20, 1992. The San Carlos Charter
Learning Center was the first school in the state to receive a charter. This will be your
second visit to a charter school as President. Two years ago you visited the O’Farrell
Community Charter School in San Diego.

In your opening remarks, you will be announcing $40 million in new and continuing grants
for charter schools. California will be receiving $3,399,959. The grants will be used primarily
for planning and start-up costs. They can also be used for curriculum development, teacher
training, technology, assessment development, and dissemination of best practices between
charters and the rest of the public school system. Earlier this summer, $6 million in charter
school grants were also released.

When you first took office there was only one charter school in the nation, and only two
states had enacted charter school laws -- Minnesota and California. As a result of your

leadership, there are now approximately 700 charter schools open this fall, and a total of 29

states and D.C. that have charter school laws.
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In 1994, you signed into law the first federal charter schools program as part of the
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The program has grown
from $6 million in FY 1995 to $51 million in FY 1997. In your FY98 budget proposal, you
requested $100 million to support the development of approximately 900-1000 charter
schools. ' -

As you know, the Gorton Amendment, which recently passed the senate, would block grant
the charter schools program and eliminate targeted support for charter schools. Today,
Congressman Hoekstra pulled the House version of the Gorton Amendment off the floor, and
the issue will now need to be addressed in conference.

The Gorton Amendment would also block grant education technology grants, such as those
released last week by the Department of Education. The Department announced the award
of $18.5 million for 19 new education technology grants in 14 states -- including grants to
four partnerships in California.

Two years ago this week, you met with information industry leaders in San Francisco to
launch your education technology initiative and announce your commitment to connect every
classroom to the Internet by the year 2000. At this event you challenged information industry
leaders to help meet this goal. Oracle CEO Larry Ellison, who will participate in this round
table, attended this meeting and has since made a commitment to contribute $100 million to
this cause. Just two days before your visit, Oracle will hold an event in Los Angeles to
announce that it will furnish the 100 poorest schools in Los Angeles with computers in every
classroom.

Currently 65% of schools are connected to the Internet, which is almost double to the number
of schools connected in 1994. The number of classrooms have quadrupled in this time
period. In addition, the FCC has now approved the e-rate, which will provide $2.25 billion
a year beginning next January to help ensure that every classroom and library will be
connected to the Internet.

PARTICIPANTS

- Representative Anna Eshoo

- Don Shalvey, Superintendent, San Carlos School District

- Elise Darwish, Principal, San Carlos Charter Learning Center

- Sue Bragato, Parent and Founder of the San Carlos Charter Learning Center, and Executive
Director of the California Network of Educational Charters

- Gregory Miller, Student, San Carlos Charter Learning Center

- Larry Ellison, Chairman and CEO, Oracle Corporation

- Yvonne Chan, Principal, Vaughn Next Century Learning Center, San Fernando
(*She previously participated in the Family Conference.)

- Mark Kushner, Principal, Leadership High School, San Francisco

- Jose Maya, Student, Leadership High School

- Jonathan Williams, Founder and Principal, Accelerated Charter School, South Central, L.A.

- Betty Soto, Parent, Accelerated Charter School

- Ginger Hovenic, Teacher, Clear View Elementary School, San Diego.

- Tom Ruiz, Teacher/Founder, Internattonal Studies Charter School, San Francisco



IV.

PRESS PLAN
Open Press.
SEQUENCE OF EVENTS

- You will be announced onto the stage accompanied by the First Lady, Superintendent Don
Shalvey, and School Principal Elise Darwish.

- Principal Elise Darwish will make welcoming remarks and introduce the First Lady.

- The First Lady will make remarks and introduce Superintendent Don Shalvey.

- Don Shalvey will make remarks and introduce you.

- You will make remarks.

- At the conclusion of your remarks you will take your seat at the round table. All other
participants will already be seated.

- Superintendent Don Shalvey will make brief opening remarks and serve as the moderator
for the discussion.

- Each participant seated at table will make brief remarks and you and the First Lady will have
an opportunity to ask follow up questions to each of them. (See attachment for sequence
of speakers and suggested follow up questions.)

REMARKS

Remarks provided by Speechwriting.
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PRESIDENT WHLIIAM J. CLINTON
REMARKS FOR ClIIARTER SCHOOL EVENT
SAN CARLOS CHARTER LEARNING CENTER
SAN CARLOS, CALIFORNIA
September 20, 1997

Acknowledymenta: First Lady, Rep Anna Lshoa; Superintendent Don Shalvary; Principal
Kiise Dunwvish [DAR-wish].

I am looking forward to talking 1o you all (oday svaut how charier schools are helping to
lift standards, renow our public schools, and give our children the world cliws education (hoy need
to succeed in the 21st Contury. Twant 10 congratulate the San Calos L earning Center for boing
the first of its kind in California - which mekes It among the very first in the United Siates,

For four-and-a-half, T have worked to expand opporiurity for every Amerivan through
oducation, and to give our children tha tools they need to make the most of sheir lives, The
historic balanced budgel | aignod in July invludes the (argest new investmont In cduention since
1963; from more children in Head Start, to our America Rcads initiative, to putting computers in
all our classrooms and librarles by the year 2000

Bot to help our children make the most of their patontial, we have tn make sure that our
schools are making the most of their resources. And to give our children the tooly they nsod 10
make tha most of thoir Jives, we must give thelr parents snc tacir communicies the wols they need
to muke sure that our public schools are performing. That is why in 1994, we put In place the
Charter Sohools program that helped schools like San Carlox to get siarted.

Charter schools arc publig schoola. They servo comm.unities of all kinds and sizes ~ thair
student bodics refleut the rich diversity of America. Ard they bring together the innovation,
creativity and compctition that make our public schools great. The way they work Is simple: In
exchange for the same per-siudent funding, fewer regulations and Jess red tape, these achools
must mect high expectations -- and if they doa’t do » good job, they lose thelr chartor.

Since 1 wag elected, thy number of charter schools naticnwide han gone trom just onc to
700 this Fall. And from Massachusetts to Minnesota to New Mexico. 27 states have paased laws
permitting chartar achaols - bringing the total to 29 By yiving paronts the power to choose a
charter school, these staten are helping 10 make all of our public schools better, And T want to
encourage thase statos that have not yer cone 30 10 give parenrs that power -- and give our
children a greater chance to sucosed.

Today, { am pleased 10 danounce $46 million in granis 10 holp moro charter schools open
their doors. From the start-up costs that ara the bigkest obsiacle to sarting now charter schools
to currioufum development, from teacher training to new technalogy -- these grants will help
communitics support approximately 500 now ¢harter schools 1n 21 states.
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But last wook, Congress supporied an amendment that would make sure theso chastor
school gramts are the last the national government ever gives cut 'This amendment waukl lump
all of our education funds 1ogether and arbitrarlly dlstribyie them to the swates. In the process, It
would abolish our ofYorts 10 open charter sehools, 1o pur computers in our classrooms, and to
oreate safs and drug-fhee schiools. Conyress ulso recently pagscd an amendmant that would halt
my plan for national tests in the basic skills — tests that are absolute.y ossential to our sontinued
progreas. [ will nat let Congress undermine the quulity of our children's oducstion - and | will
veto any legislation that tries to do it.

Making sure our charter schools sucoeed requiros something from us all  Teachers must
teach to high standards that lift our children up; purents must stay involved and demand
accountrbility; business luxders must lsnd their managemen: expestise 1o help chanier schools
meet thelr goals; superintendents and 1eacher unions must commit themnefves to support charter
schools. And Buards of Education must exercise care in granting charters == and approve
applications by teams that arc clcarly up to the chullenge

Ffor make no mistuke: running & charter achool ls not an casy task =« it ix u nerious
responsibility. It requires a vital, creative educational vision, sound judgmont, and the abllity to
manage public funds. Abovo all, It roquires an fron-clad commitment to provide every child who
wilks through the door an ¢ducation scoond to none in the world.

To help more communitios got started, 1 am plessed to announce that Secretary Riley will
convena a National Canference on Charter Schools in Washington this Novembor, This
conferenco will bring togetlicr parents, teachers, school adninistiatory, end aducation advooates
to discuss problems, shars best practices, aud chart a course for the future of charter schools

Before we get staried, 1 want to thank some of the busincss leaders here with us 1oday for
their continued commitment to educationul excellence: Reyis McKenua, President of Reyiy
MaKenna, Jnc.; David Aliingtan, the Chief Executive of Ner Nolr; Rrook Byery, « pastner of
Kleiner Perkins; Jerry Young, co-founder of YeHoo!: and Paul Lippa, the Vice President of
Synopeis. Talso want to thunk Larry Ellison, the Chalrman and CEQ of Oracle Corporation.
larry sponsored the Ssn Carlos Learning Center, and juM yesierday, be announced that Oracle's
Promisc - a $100 milllon foundation he pledged 10 create vt the Premdent’s Summit for
America's Futuge last April - will conneet tae 100 ncedy scheols across California,

This is bow we will meet America’s chalienges as we go forward »- and  thank all of you
tiors today for your support  Now T want to turn this discussion over (o the panel.
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CHARTER SCHOOLS: RAISING STANDARDS
AND EXPANDING PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE

[E]very state should give parents the power to choose the right public school for their children. Their
right to choose will foster competition and innovation that can make public schools better. Our plan will
help America to create 3,000 of these charter schools by the next century ... so that parents will have even
more choices in sending their children to the best schools.

' President Clinton, State of the Union Address, February 4,1997

Today President Clinton visited the San Carlos Learning Center, one of the nation’s first charter
schools, to announce new grants for charter schools and host a roundtable discussion with charter
school principals, teachers, students, parents, and community supporters.

-PRESIDENT CLINTON ANNOUNCES $40 MILLION IN NEW AND CONTINUING

GRANTS FOR CHARTER SCHOOLS. These grants, along with $6 million in grants given
earlier this year, are going to 21 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico to support the
planning and start-up costs of about 500 additional charter schools. Grants will also be used for
curriculum development, teacher training, technology, and dissemination of best practices
between charters and the rest of the public school system.

CHARTER SCHOOLS HAVE EXPERIENCED TREMENDOUS GROWTH UNDER
PRESIDENT CLINTON’S LEADERSHIP. As a result of the President’s continuing
leadership, there has been a tremendous growth in the number of charter schools. When President
Clinton took office, there was one charter school in operation nationwide and only two states with
a charter law. This year, over 700 charter schools are expected to be in operation. Similarly, the
number of states with charter laws continues to grow -- 29 states, and the District of Columbia
have passed enabling legislation.

This growth is attributable to the President’s proposal of a public charter schools program,
which was enacted in 1994 as part of the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. With the President’s leadership, the charter school program has grown from $6
million in FY 1995 to $51 miillion in FY 1997. The President has requested $100 million from
Congress from FY 1998 to support the development of approximately 900-1000 charter schools.
Under this program, the Education Department:

° Provides funds for planning and start-up of charter schools. Since 1995, 19 states
and the District of Columbia have received a total of about $22 million to help launch over
450 charter schools. A number of studies, including the latest report from a national study
of charter schools funded by the Department of Education, shows that the greatest need
facing charter schools is a lack of access to planning and start-up funding. The federal
investment in charter schools helps meet this need.

° Serves as a clearinghouse of information on charter schools for parents, teachers,
and policymakers. The Education Department provides technical assistance, organizes
conferences and informational meetings, and has established a Charter Schools Website
(www.uscharterschools.org).



. Conducts research and evaluation on charter schools. The Education Department has
contracted for a 4-year independent evaluation of charter schools to provide the most
comprehensive data on the nation’s charter schools. In addition, the Education

- Department is supporting research on charter schools in areas such as assessment and
accountability, special education, school finance, equity, and leadership training.

CHOICE WITH PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY. Every parent should be able to choose what
public school their child will attend. The administration's support for the development of high-
quality charter schools has increased the choices parents have about their child's education. At
the same time, The Administration’s charter school policy ensures public accountability. Charter
schools can be closed if students fail to perform at promised levels. And like all public schools,
charter schools are nonsectarian, cannot charge tuition, are open to all students, and must still
comply with health, safety and civil rights requirements.

CHARTER SCHOOLS ARE PART OF THE ADMINISTRATION’S EDUCATION
REFORM STRATEGY. Charter schools are just one piece of a larger strategy of promoting
high standards and accountability. The President has urged states and school districts to adopt
challenging academic standards in all core subjects, and to adopt high national standards in the
basics of reading and mathematics. The President has strengthened existing federal programs and
fought for new resources to improve local schools and help students reach those standards.

CHARTERS ARE EVIDENCE OF THE KIND OF INNOVATION THAT RESULTS
WHEN WE COMMIT TO IMPROVE -- NOT ABANDON -- OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS.
Charter schools are examples of genuine public education reform -- they provide a mechanism for
change with real public accountability for promised results. Unlike charter schools, private school
vouchers offer no public accountability -- there are no standards to meet, and no way to shut them
down.



A Brief History of Charter Schools

Definition

Charter schools are public schools run by groups of teachers, parents or other community leaders that
operate with a contract -- or charter. Charters are granted by public groups, such as local school
boards or state boards of education. Each charter explains how the school will operate and how well
its students will perform. In many states, as long as the school meets the terms of its charter it is freed
from rules and regulations covering traditional public schools. However, charter schools are held
highly accountable, and if students in a charter school fail to perform at levels described in their
charter, or if the school breaks rules that have not been waived, it can be closed. Like all public
schools, charter schools are not allowed to charge tuition, must be non-sectarian, and cannot be
selective in their admissions.

Background
The concept of charter schools grew out of several other educational reforms, including expanding
public school choice, increasing accountability, delegating control of education and management
decisions to schools, and increasing parent and community involvement in schools. At the heart of
the concept is an exchange. Charter schools receive increased autonomy in exchange for performing
under increased accountability. The charter school movement grew out of a belief that carefully
developed competition among existing public schools and new kinds of schools could provide:

1. a broader range of options for families within public education systems;

2. new models of successful schools that traditional schools could replicate; and

3. incentives for school districts to improve their other schools.

Growth

Minnesota became the first state to enact charter school legislation in 1991.The first charter school
opened in Minnesota in 1992. Since then, the charter reform concept has spread rapidly. In January
1997, 428 charter schools were open, and in the beginning of the 1997-98 school year approximately
700 charter schools were operating. These numbers are likely to grow rapidly over the next few
years. -

As of September 1997, 29 states have enacted varying forms of charter school laws. Federal
legislation also provides the District of Columbia with a charter law. [see chart below] The state of
Oregon has no specific charter law but does have authority in state law to establish charter schools
and has received a Federal grant.

The specific terms of states' charter legislation vary widely. In some states, charter school legislation
is a relatively modest effort to facilitate modifications in the relationship of existing individual schools
to local school districts. Charter legislation in other states provides opportunities for fundamentally
different schools, sponsored by groups such as state boards of education or public universities, as well
as local school boards.



States with Charter School Legislation, by Year of First Enactment

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Minnesota | California | Colorado Arizona Alaska Connecticut | Mississippi
Georgia Hawaii Arkansas | D.C. Penn.
Mass. Kansas Delaware | Florida Nevada
Michigan N. H. Illinois Ohio
New Mexico Louisiana | N.J.
Wisconsin R.L N.C.
Wyoming | S.C.
TX
Federal Role

The 1994 amendments to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act established a role for the
Federal government in the charter movement by authorizing funds for charter school development
and for a national study to assess the impact of charter schools. This program is designed to address
the most pressing challenge shown in surveys to be facing charter schools: a lack of access to start-up
funding. This program also provides fundsfor national activities to support the development of
charter schools, including a charter schools website, technical assistance and information to parents
and teachers about charter schools, and research.
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FISCAL YEAR 1997

Public Charter Schools Program Grantees-Continuations

ALASKA

State Department of Education

Contact: Marjorie Menzi (907) 465-8720

ARIZONA

State Department of Education
Contact: Kathi Haas (602) 542-5206

CALIFORNIA

State Department of Education
Contact: David Patterson (916) 327-5929

COLORADO

State Department of Education
Contact: Bill Windler (303) 866-6631

CONNECTICUT

State Department of Education

Contact: Yvette Thiesfield (860) 566-1233

DELAWARE

State Department of Education
Contact: Larry Gabbert (302) 739-4885

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

District of Columbia Public Schools

Contact: Richard Wenning (202) 724-4222

FLORIDA

State Department of Education
Contact: Tracey Bailey (904) 414-0780

GEORGIA

$1,516,500

$3,221,226

$3,399,959

$2,024,372

$1,286,371

$541,302

Supplement $150,000

$2,003,095

$3,366,026
Supplement $1,200,000



Atlanta

Springfield

Topeka

Baton Rouge

Boston

Lansing

Saint Paul

Santa Fe

Trenton

State Department of Education
Contact: John Rhodes (404) 657-7627

ILLINOIS

State Department of Education
Contact: Sally Vogl (217) 782-0541

KANSAS

State Department of Education
Contact: Phyllis Kelly (913) 296-3069

LOUISIANA

State Department of Education
Contact: Bill Miller (504) 342-3603

MASSACHUSETTS

Executive Office of Education
Contact: Scott Hamilton (617) 727-1313

MICHIGAN

State Department of Education
Contact: Gary Cass (517) 373-4631

MINNESOTA

State Department of Education
Contact: Jessie Montano (612) 296-2181

NEW MEXICO

Turquoise Trail Elementary School

$1,469,380
Supplement $140,000

$782,850

$900,000

$373,711

$2,352,362

Supplement $586,780

$3,843,820
Supplement $1,099,972

$2,183,458

$170,173

Contact: Nycha Leia Zenderman (505) 471-7282

NEW JERSEY

State Department of Education

Contact: Dalia Georgedes (609) 292-5850

NORTH CAROLINA

$1,290,934
Supplement $468,421



Raleigh

Salem

San Juan

Austin

Madison

Berkely

**Supplement grants were awarded earlier this year.

State Department of Education $1,490,276
Contact: Grova Bridgers (919) 715-1730 Supplement $1,000,000

OREGON

State Department of Education $779,948
Contact: Leon Fuhrman (503) 378-5585

PUERTO RICO
State Department of Education $1,313,500
Contact: Nilda Baez De Morales (787) 765-9772 Supplement $676,912

TEXAS
State Department of Education $2,165,167
Contact: Brooks Flemister (512) 463-9575  Supplement $250,000
WISCONSIN

State Department of Education $856,548
Contact: Thomas Stefonek (608) 266-5728  Suppplement $500,00

EVALUATION
RPP International $792,510

Contact: Beryl Nelson (510) 843-8574



FISCAL YEAR 1997
Public Charter Schools Program Grantees-New Grants

HAWAII

Honolulu Waialae Charter School $90,000
Contact: Amy Kwock (808) 733-4880

Kailua Lanikai Elementary School $149,635
Contact: Donna Estomago (808) 266-7844

PENNSYLVANIA

Harrisburg State Department of Education $1,333,333
Contact: Tim Daniels (717) 783-9783

SOUTH CAROLINA

Columbia State Department of Education $1,447,900
Contact: Calvin (Chip) Jackson (803) 734-8496



CHARTER SCHOOL Qs &As
*Internal Use Only -- Not For Distribution*
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Why do charter schools need extra funding?

The Federal start-up grants provide funding for start-up costs and can last a maximum of three
years. The grants are designed to fill an acknowledged gap. Research has documented that
the greatest challenges charter schools face are associated with initial planning and start-up.
For example, charter schools that start from scratch often must pay for their facilities out of
the portion of funding used in traditional systems to pay for operational costs. Federal grants
help by paying for things like curriculum design or renovations that must occur before the
school opens.

Aren’t charter schools eroding the teaching profession by alloWing uncertified teachers?

Teacher certification requirements for charter schools are set by each state. Most states
require that the vast majority of teachers in charter schools be certified. Charter schools
sometimes hire people to teach who have professional experience that can be translated into
valuable teaching. For those non-credentialed staff, charter schools must demonstrate that
they will have the appropriate training and support to effectively provide instruction in the
classroom.

Aren’t charter schools elitist?

No. Charter schools are public schools and they must be open to all students. Charter
schools are being established in all types of communities -- including inner cities, suburbs, and
rural areas. Recent studies show that on average, they serve roughly comparable numbers of
minority students as neighboring schools, and in some states, they teach a higher proportion of
minority students than are in that state’s traditional public schools. -

Do you think that charter schools might draw students and resources away from public
schools?

These are public schools -- exciting, innovative public schools that can draw people back into
the public school system. In some states between 10 and 14 percent of the students in charter
schools are students that were not previously enrolled public schools. These new students
include former dropouts, teen mothers, and students coming back from private schools to
attend charter schools.

Are charter schools adequately serving disadvantaged students?
It is critical that charters schools serve a diverse population and provide help to those students

who need it most. Several of the schools highlighted today have student populations that are
predominantly poor or limited English proficient and these schools are successfully educating

]



all of their students. And there are encouraging reports that show that charter schools are
serving the same or slightly higher percentages or poor and minority students than their states’
overall public school systems.

Are charters are serving students with disabilities?

As public schools, charter schools are not exempt from requirements to serve special
education students. This reflects one of the fundamental values of public schools -- that they
serve all children. There are wonderful examples of charter schools’ providing a better
education to children with disabilities than the schools from which they came. It is true that
data from the national survey contracted by the U.S. Department of Education showed that,
except in a few states, charter schools are serving a glightly lower percentage of students in
special education than the overall public school system. We think this is an important issue
and the administration is working to address it. Several of the school highlighted today have
-higher- than average percentages of students with disabilities.

Do charter schools represent a significant reform, if they only represent 700 of the
thousands of schools in this country?

Charter schools are just one piece of a larger strategy of promoting high standards and
accountability, but these schools can help lead the way for reforms and improvement in public
education. They can provide models for successful public schools, provide new choices for
parents, and stimulate healthy competition within public education. But they are part of a
broader strategy. The President has urged states and school districts to adopt challenging
academic standards in all core subjects, and to adopt high national standards in the basics of
reading and mathematics. The President has strengthened existing federal programs and
fought for new resources to improve local schools and help students reach those standards.

LIF IA CHARTER SCHOOL 1 E

How do you respond to charges that charter schools are breeding grounds for religious
instruction, as in the case of the recent consideration of a charter school application
based on scientology?

While charter schools are freed from many rules and regulations, they are not exempt from
health, safety and civil rights requirements under the law. Federal law is clear that public

schools cannot promote religion. As with all other public schools, charter schools must be
non-sectarian.

Deciding which schools to charter is solely a state and local matter. The chartering authority -
- in California, the local school district -- is responsible for evaluating the charter application
to determine, among other things, whether the charter complies with federal and state
definitions of a public, non-sectarian school. Ifissues arise concerning any public school’s
non-sectarian status, the U.S. Department of Education can investigate those concerns.

Background on scientology charter: A former special education teacher in the Los Angeles



district submitted a charter application to create a K-8 school. The school would utilize an
educational methodology set forth in texts written by the founder of the Church of
Scientology. The district delayed a hearing on the charter application pending its review of
the proposed texts -- which have been used by other area teachers for years -- and the
school’s connection, if any, to the Church of Scientology. According to the district official
overseeing the charter process, the applicant has temporarily withdrawn the charter
application.

California has more than 130 charter schools, but only 34 of them have received Federal
start-up grants. Why has California received so little Federal charter school funding?

Each state receiving federal grants establishes its own process to award subgrants to the
charter schools in their state. California’s subgrant program focused on newer schools.
California had many schools operating before it received Federal funds and the state allocated
most of its funds for start-up costs. Schools that had already been operating for a year or more
did not apply for, or receive, funds for start-up costs. Other states have shaped their programs
differently, providing funding to larger proportions of their charter schools and, in some cases,
funding older charter schools.

California’s newly announced FY 1997 grant will increase its charter school funding by an
additional $3.4 million. This increase should enable California to raise the proportion of its
charter schools receiving federal support.

If the country is to reach the President's goal of 3,000 charter schools, shouldn't
California revise its charter law to repeal or expand its cap on the number of schools?

The President firmly believes that the number of charter schools nationwide should be
increased -- and he has included funding of $100 million in the FY 1998 budget to support the
development of approximately 900-1000 new charter schools. The Department of Education's
charter school program provides start-up funding, technical assistance and research support
that we hope will enable states to increase the number of charter schools. Ultimately,
Californians should look at the success of these schools and make their own decisions about
how many more they want.

NATIONAL TESTS IN CALIFORNIA
Is California participating in the national testing initiative?
We do not consider California to be one of the seven states (Alaska, Kentljcky, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, North Carolina and west Virginia) that have committed to

participate in the tests.

Last April, State Superintendent of Public Instruction Delaine Eastin announced her support

3
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A Study o}
Eight States

and the District

off Columbia

Policy Analysis tor California Education

How are school
districts responding
to charter laws and
charter schools?

Eric Rofes, Investigator; April 1998

This is the

pirst published
empirical research
documenting the
efpects o charter
achools on public

school districts.

Preface

This report provides findings from a study titled “How Are School Districts Responding
to Charter Laws and Charter Schools?” This research aimed to identify: (1) the impact of
charter schools on school districts; (2) the ways school districts had responded; and
(3) whether districts had experienced systemic change as a result of charter laws and the
opening of charter schools.

The study was conducted in 1997, six years into the nation’s experiment with charter
schools. It focused on eight states and the District of Columbia and included case studies
of 25 school districts affected by charter schools. This research was funded by The Saint Paul
Foundation and was hosted by Policy Analysis for California Education (PACE), an indepen-
dent research unit of the University of California at Berkeley. The study’s investigator was
Eric Rofes.

Highlights
Overview

® This study is the first published empirical research aimed at documenting the effects of
charter school laws and the opening of charter schools on public school districts. The
overall effects are a result of complex interactions between the impact of charter laws
and charter schools on a district and the responses by that district. The study’s goal
was to examine the impact, analyze ways in which school districts were responding or
not responding, and assess the overall effects of this new reform initiative.

Charter Impact

¢ This study revealed the following primary impacts: (1) the loss of students and often an
accompanying loss of financing; (2) the loss of a particular kind of student to niche-
focused charter schools; (3) the departure of significant numbers of disgruntled parents;
(4) shifts in staff morale; (5) the redistribution of some central office administrators’
time and increased challenges predicting student enrollment and planning grade-level
placement.

* Of the 25 case-study districts in this research study, almost half (12 or 48%) had experi-
enced either strong (five or 20%) or moderate (seven or 28%) impact from charter schools
and slightly more than half (13 or 52%) had experienced either no impact (nine or 36%)
or mild impact (four or 16%). Large urban districts had experienced significantly less
impact from charters than rural, suburban, and small urban districts.
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Scptember 23, 1998
PART I: CONTEXT

Choice in education has become one of the most widely supported education roforms of the last decade.

Research suggests that public school choice fosters a sensc of ownership among school staff, students, and
parents that promotes successful efforts toward common goals. Public school choice can also encourage
greater flexibility in what schools offer to address the necds of students. familics, and communities, while
maintaining accountability for students mecting challenging state or local standards of performance.

The U.S. Department of Education (ED) and the President arc avid supporters of increasing the{choices
available to all public school students. As articulated in ED's Strategic Plan, promoting choice in public

schools is onc of ED's primary objcctives, with the goal of cnsuring that increasing numbkgo ' :
and families have, and takc advantage of, options within the public school svstem. @
Currently, ED supports the cxpansion of public school choice primanily through its Public Charter Schools
and Magnct Schools Assistancc programs and the work of the Equuty Assistance Centers. Further, there is
legislative authonty for promoting choice in the Title I and Goals 2000 programs. However, there is no
centralized approach or imtiative that secks to promote the development or rescarch of a growing array of

additional choice options such as inter- and intra-district choice, postsccondary options for high school
students, and district-operated focus schools.

Public school chotice includes a range of options that atlow familics to sclect among public schools, and, in
somc cascs, to partictpate in other cducational opportunitics within the public school system that do not
involve changing their primary school setting. Taken togethcer, the extensive varicty of public school choice
options flourishing around the country has vastly expanded the extent to which students in public schools
can actively participate in shaping their educational expericncces.

mechanism choscn and implemented.  For example, magnet school programs arc often used as vehicles for +?
assisting schools in rcducing nunority group isolation. Large-scale interdistrict programs are often

undertaken as a way of infusing competitive forces into the educational systemn and increasing the choices tud
available to familics and students within the public school students. Yct another example of an objective )
for choice 1s to cvaluatc the cffects of a new model of education on schools and students; this purpose is

cmbodicd by the statute that authorizes ED’s Public Charter Schools Program. It is important to note that

there arc instances in which the objectives of choice mechanisms are vicwed as counter-productive. For

example, Milwaukce administrators are currently fighting to remove the unrestricted open enrollment policy

that allows any student-regardless of race-to transfer to or from Milwaukee and ncighboring suburban

districts, arguing that the policy is in complete disregard of the city’s descgregation objectives.

4

Importantly, this rangc of options reflects a variety of objectives that form the basis for the type of choice "L’L(Q\
it

W

States and districts vary dramatically in the ways that they provide-or do not provide-choice within the
public schools. For cxample, Mmnesota allows cvery student to choose to attend the public school of their
choice, regardless of its proximity to students’ attendance zoncs. State cducation dollars follow the student
regardless of district lincs. Minncsota was also the first state to cnact charter school authorizing
legislation, and 1s onc of two statcs that allows income tax deductions or credits for certain expenses related
to public school attendance. At the other end of the continuum. however. there are several states that have



no statewide policics that address public school choices. Most states do have same form of public school
chotce policy in place. and often have combinatiens of scveral vehicles available to students and families.

Further, many districts nitiate public school choice svstems m the absence of, or as a complement to,
state-level policics. Regardless of the source of the imtiative, districts certainly are most often the enuty
that implements these itiatives, and have donc most of the work to date designing choice systems in the
public s¢hoqls. One example of a hughly developed and widely heralded progrgin exists in Cambridge,
MA. In this district. parcnts must choosc a school for their children becausc there are no assigned or zoned
schools. Parcnts voice their preferences, and school assignments are made randomly 1n a manner that
maintains racial balance.

As outhined above, public school choice takes on many different faces. A summary some of the most

common typcs of options available to public school students and their fcatures and participation rates
follows.

Common Public School Choice Options -

. Interdistrict choice. Eighteen states have statewide public school choice programs-somctimes
called ‘open cnrollment’ policies-in which students can attend the school of their choosing across
district boundaries. Kcy diffcrences among these programs include whether participation is
voluntary or mandatory, how statc cducational funding is treated for participating students, the
extent to which transportation funds arc available, and the extent to which the racial/cthnic make
up of participating districts 1s considcred.

. Intradistrict choice. Statc-imitiated intradistrict choice mitiatives arc m place in about nine states.
Thesc mnitiatives involve the voluntary transfer of students among public schools within district
boundarics, but states differ according to whether district participation 1s mandatory or voluntary
(most arc mandatory), and whether there arc initations placed on transfers to control for space or
descgregation issucs.  These initiatives include unrestricted choice among schools, as well as
programs often termed ‘controlled choice,' in which typically parents and students are required to
rank their top sclections for schools, and the district honors these preferences to the extent possible
without creating or cxacerbating minority group isolation.

. Magnet schools. Magnct programs scck to enhance educational quality and often to alleviate
minority isolation in schools by offering a distinctive curriculum that attracts students from outside
their assigned neighborhood attendance zone (magnet schools funded by the federal Magnet
Schools Assistance Program must have this descgregation objective). They are primarily an urban
phenomenon, most commonly found 1n large urban school systems where there are above-average
levels of minonity student enrollments. More than 60% of all large urban districts currently offer
magnct programs. Accordiug to a 1993 survey of schools, there arc approximately 5,200 schools
with magnet programs. Other sources report that these magnet progrzms enroll roughly 1.5 million
students nationwide.

] Charter schools. Charter schools arc created through a contract. or “charter,” in which local
cducators, parents. community members, and/or school boards are granted freedom from a varicty
of statc and local regulations in exchange for opcrating a public school that achieves the goals of
the charter, somctimes incliding improved student performance. Thirtyv-three states, the District of
Columbia and Pucrto Rico have cnacted legislation authorizing charter szhools. More than 800



charter schools were in operation during the 1997-98 school year, serving an estimated 120,000
students. Charter schools arc heavily concentrated in scven states (AZ, CA, CO, FL, M1, NC, and
TX).

. Postsecondary options. Twenty-one states have postsecondary opt:on programs that allow
high school juniors and seniors to take courses in colleges, universities, or vocational-technical
instifutes. These options vary in terms of whether the activities apply towards high school
araduation requirements, college credit, or both, as well as how and to what extent they are
subsidized. About 12 of the 21 states with such options meet the costs of the postsecondary
education courses taken for college credit

. District-operated focus schools. Districts also sometimes operatc ‘focus' schools within
sclected traditional public schools. These schools arc similar to magnet and charter schools in that
they havce a specialized mission or philosophy that caters to the individual needs of students, but
operatc as a part of an othcnwisc traditional public school. Estimates of the scope of these
programs arc unavailable.

Public Funds for Private School Options

The options outlined above include some of the most common tvpes of choice available to public school
students. Howcver, they comprisc onlv a part of the school choice spectrum that includes educational
choices that involve the transfer of public funds to be uscd towards the cost of private education services.
These options most commonly include dircct public subsidics to families—often those below a certain level
of income-to usc towards tuition at participating private schools. Such initiatives arc often called voucher
or scholarship programs. Currently, state-sponsorcd but city-targeted voucher programs are operating in
Milwaukee, WI and Cleveland, OH; these programs arc targeted towards low-income and minority students
and provide respective per-pupil allocations to participating students to put towards private-including
sectarian-school tuition. Both programs arc currently involved in legal battles regarding the
constitutionality of their allowance of public funds to be uscd towards tuition i religiously affiliated
schools. Wisconsin's program for Milwaukee has been in operation since 1991, and current estimates of
the number of participating students arc approximately 6,000 students. Cleveland's program began scrving
students in the 1996-97 school ycar and now scrves approximately 3,000 students. There are also
voucher-like programs in rural towns in Mainc and Vermont that allow students to attend private schools
with public€unds if no public school options are available to them. While curreatly only these few
programs exist, proposals to usc public cducation funds towards private cducation continue to show up on
dockets in statc legislaturcs across the country.

A growing number of statcs arc also considering the usc of the tax system to promote greater accessibility
to private schools by allowing familics to deduct expenses from their taxable income that are used toward
the purchasc of some form of private education (1.c., tuition costs, tutoring costs). Currently, lowa and

Minncsota arc the only states that authorize income tax deductions and credits for private clementary and

secondary school tuition and fces, but activity on the issuc has occurred recently in at least 15 other state
legislaturcs. o

Lastly, although not involving the expenditure of public funds, a vastly growing network of privately
funded voucher programs is beginning to impact the public school svstem by drawing large numbers of
students out of the public school svstem and provoking harsh criticisms of the public schools in
thosc-typicallv urban-arcas. Privatelv-funded voucher programs arc operating n 30 cities, but arc



tvpically relatively modest in scope. Exceptionally large programs are currently operating in Milwaukee,
WI (approximately 4,000 students): Indianapolis. IN (approximately 1,000 students); and New York, NY
(approximately 1,000 students). A new program in the Edgewood, TX school district, a suburb of San
Antonio, 1s designed to have the capacity to serve every student in the district throughout their K-12
education.

With that context in mind, the next section takes up the question of why ED should promote public school
choice. This rationalc is in turn uscd to support the development of a sct of Kev principles that should lay
the foundation for any federal action to support the expansion of public school choice.

ISSUES

This section 1s divided into two parts: the first presents a set of reasons why public school choice can be a
positive force for public cducation as well as some concerns about the rcfonn' and the sccond sets up a
framework for public school choice by outlining key principles.

/ uJ \/ '
Threshold Question: Why Public School Choice? \r)f ,}/" \_ })J(//)ﬂ/

This question 1s particularly important to answer carefully and clearly. Thc Dcpartment's support for the
expansion of public school choicc options to date has becn cursory, unclear, and at times inconsistent. This
problem stems from a lack of attention to this threshold question, as we have yet to make the case that
choice is truly consistent with of our vision for improving public education. Clcarly, we must first set forth
the theoretical basc for premoting this reform to make informed decisions abou: appropriate federal action.
Further, our basis for supporting public school choice must be carcfully crafted to make clear the
distinctions between public school choice and vouchers. We have been sharply zriticized for supporting
public school choice options simply s a knee-jerk reaction against vouchers; indeed, the Department most
often voices its support for public school choice in the context of voicing its opposition to voucher
proposals.

While this paper 1s not about vouchers, it is worthwhile to make a few points about the voucher debate in

the context of mapping out the Department’s support for public school choice. It 1s important to recognize

that some of the typical arguments for and against vouchers can also apply to public school choice. This
alignment will be illuminated in detail in the discussion of the ‘pros’ and ‘cons’ of public school choice that
follows. The kcy distinction between public school choice and private voucher programs that allows us to

support the former without contradicting ourselves is that the variety, innovation, and improvements that )

choice in schools can promote can be accomplished within the public school system W”h‘ﬂ;_”ﬁm?& '
our fundamental commitment to ensure a high quality education for all of our children. In short, this

reform can help improve our schools while remaiming accountable to the public for cnsuring that all of our \ LA
students have access to a high quality cducation. Private voucher programs fundamentally undermung the o (o
public naturc of schools, as private schools have no obligation for providing a quality education to all “MLWJ
students. A
e st
The three key reasons why fublic school choice-is-a- mfomimﬁldp%re;
\i/ 1. Public school choice allows parents to match the educational needs of their children to
\‘}Q 5 individual schools Q’S\hin the public school system. Choicc in the public schools.aff(sa varicty N
o v/ of cducational scttin ta_students and families. Rccogmzmo that ne-ongschool can meet the
X J unique needs of cvery student. public schicol€livice provides students and families lhe flexibility q
&S
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_publiceducation generally without abandoning the fundamental concept of community-based

to overall improvement in the public schy

Wschools that difter with respect to educatonal sciting, pedagogy, and
acadcmic content. >

-—

Public school choice and the competition it brings to the public schools can help improve

N

ong a sct of S¢ invites market-like /_Lb/—“
f
s parcnts ‘vote with their fegi, this competition can lead l(

i a numbcer of wavs. First, schools that develop [ ~

p@ Empowering parents to chog
thto the public school syste

speciahized or focus schools can lcad to model programs that can be replicated in other public 1 - =
schools. Seccond, the pressurc to attract and retain students can provide incentives for surroundingr  Aeas
neighborhood schools to change and improve in order to meet the nceds of the community. {Fimatty] A

this competition can function as a tool for drivirg improvements in school systems that better fit —_
instructional offerings to student needs by acting as a gauge for educational ‘demand.’ f{w\
There are many ancedotal storics to suggest that choice programs-both public an@o hav;] e
effects on the systems in which they operate. Charter schools, magnet schools, and other focus (‘w( _‘ﬂ
schools have been known to scrve as models for other public schools. A notable research example P
of a public school choicc program that has had an impact on school systems 1s in Massachusetts.

=
The statewide interdistrict choice policy in Massachusctts has sparked programmatic change in Lfa -
small ‘sending’ districts (i.c.. thosc districts who scnt transfer kids to another ‘receiving’ district)( >~
that has rcsulted in a smaller loss of transfer students over time. ' P
1 v

The 1dca that competition can help our schools is controversial, becausc it mirrors many om cw-f‘w"‘"" {
arguments that vouchcer advocates have been making for vears) However, it is both Togical and  faceeen~ g
consistent. While we acknowledge many of the problems n our schools that voucher advocates I
point to as rcason to support a radical overhaul of the system, we don’t scc choice as a way to { U
‘cscapc a failing svstem.' Rather, we can build on the many successes in public education, and _
cmbracc public school choice as a promising reform within the public school system that retains M _
the appropriate focus of our concerns-improving public schools for the betterment of all children. ,,u‘,.f‘,»
Corr Yo~
Public school choice can improve student performance. Rescarch suggests that public school -
choicc fosters a sensc of ownership among school staff, students, and parents that promotcs
succcssful cfforts lowards common goals. Coupled with our continued support of systcmic,
five schegl improvem can be a strong force for raising ™
Cambridge, MA and New York Cltv #4 are C\amplcs of pubhc school P2/ rﬂ"
choicc programs that Fave shiown increascs in 9
suggcst that students in urban public magncet schools outperform thcnr coumcrpans in both )
traditional public and private schools. While the rescarch base on this question is still cmerging, L
this reform docs have promise for improving student outcomes when coimbined with strong school
improvement measurcs. l
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These strengths notwithstanding, there arc some concerns that public school choice will have adverse,
unintended effects on schools ahd students. The primary 1ssues center on questions of equity and the
application of market power i public scheols  Both bear discussion:

A
A growing body of cvidence suggests that unrestricted public and private school choice tends to ' y
‘skim’ the brightcst students. the better educated familics, and nonminoritics. As these students V
Icave strugghng schools and districts. those students in most need of heip are increasingly (‘/

U,



concentrated in disadvantaged schools. This dynamic has been shown 1o occur even 1n programs

that arc heavilv targeted to scrve disadvantaged students. For example, in San Antonio, TX,

students and families who chose a public or private school had morc vears of education, higher

incomes, gher employment levels, and a lower probability of being A frican-American than
non-choosing familics. Also, while a studv of interdistrict public school choice in Massachusetts

suggests that minority representation s not ‘fatal’ to the program, the authors still note that 1t is
ronetheless an important problem. - /JL (

» — Public schools may have difficulty responding to unchecked competition because unlike a true / %{ ///w-

market structure, they are obligated to comply with rcgulations that govern public schools. r’*"L’b
YV’ # Furthtr Ty may lack adequate funding to change in a way that respords to the demand of

LA A/-
students and families. Bcecausc all of the underlying assumptions that govern markets are not )

) : . " : L L t
naturally inherent to public schools, the marriage of compcetition and market-like pressures within L L&
public agencies can be problematic. It can introducc confusion into the system and unfairly punish atas

schools that do not rcspond adcquately. - 77 b vy f“"'"“’“
- o e .

[, -
These issucs undcrscore the importance of supporting public school choice that are specifically designed to - Y~
meet a set of carcfully constructed principles. School choice should not be vicwed as a dichotomy in which oy
the Department supports it or docsn’t. Rather, the range of objectives, mechanisms, and their subsequent
effects dictates a morc sophisticated stance. To address this need, we have dratied a set of principles upon
which we belicve public school choice programs should be based. These principles flow both from the
rcasons public school choicc is a promising rcform as well as the possibilitics for unwanted effects that
could stem from choice in the public schools. The principles outlined in the next scction have been

designed to maximize the notential benefits of public school choice while mininuzing the potential harm
that could arisc from it

Key Principles of Public School Choice

The seven key principles of public school choice are:

Public schools of choice are public. First and forcmost, public schools of choice must be T DE /A
nonscctarian, not charge tuition, abide by the civil nights, health. and safetv laws that apply to all =
public schools, and opcratc under the supervision of public agencics. While promoting choice and

variety among schools, it is critical to retain the core clements of public schools as institutions that

operate within the scopc of public authority. Choice within the public system of education must

support the development of schools that can serve the unique needs of students, while ensuring that

a basic, quality edu:ation 1s provided to cveryonc. -# ~ - 9
(A P : 7 adde bt T '“LW\MWUM
’ >-—3?‘«V£ ~ W\L"' - [O=N
2. Public school choice must allow parents to match the educational nceds of their children to (-
individual schools. Choice in the public schools must offer a vanety of *cducational settings to e

students and familics. Rccognizing that no onc school can mect the unique needs of every student —
public school choicec must provide opportunitics for students and familics to choosc among publi
schools that reflect a range of pedagogies, instructional scttings, and academic content.

3. Public schools ot choice must premote high standards for al! studcats. Consistent with ED's
strong conviction that all students can achicve to ligh levels, pubhic schools of choice must ensure
that students and tcachcrs are held to high standards of performance. (hoice schools, like all
public schools, must focus on conimuously improving the quality of tcaching and leaming so that



students have the iools they need to maximize their potential. While providing an education that
accommodates the individual lcarning styles of students. public school: of choice must retain an
emphasis on what students should be ablc to know and do 1n core subjects. Ensuring that students
who attend public schools of choice are held to challenging state or local standards is cssential.

Public schools of choice must be genuinely open and accessibie to all students. It is absolutely
essentially that public school choice programs attend to the many incqyities of access that exist
across students and familics of varving backgrounds To be truly opén and accessible to all
students-regardless of race, sex, national origin, disability, religion, English proficiency or
economic status-public schools of choice must pursuc strategies to ensurc that meaningful choice
1s available to all cligible students and familics. Two critical aspects of choice programs that
promote cquitable access include fair and open school admission policics and concentrated
attention to minimizing the barriers that cxist among groups of students and familics.

First, the standards for admission to public schools of choice must be rair and non-discriminatory.
It is important to riote that this stipulation does not necessarily exclude the use of admis3ions
critcria for specialized schools, as is somctimes the case in magnet and charter schools that have
specialized missions and arcas of cmphasis. However, choice schools must use criteria for
admission very carcfully, and with thoughtful considcration as to how thosc criteria might
adverscly affect certain groups of students, particularly thosc that arc traditionally underserved.

Public schools of choicc must also make cvery cffort to rcach out to stucents and families to
climinate potential barricrs that mayv preclude all ehgible students from participating. These
barricrs tend to center on some form of tselation, such as language or poverty. A barrier that has
repeatedly been identificd as problematic by policyvimakers and rescarchers is access to
transportation. If a family wishes to send their child to a schiool that is not physically proximate to
their home, financial barricrs may cxist for them to excrcise this choice. A lack of access to
transportation could casily lim.t or chminatc altogcther their choice. A system of public school
choice must address any disparitics that mav arisc duc to distance, through expanded school bus
routcs, subsidization of public transportation, or other means.

Complete information about public school choice options must be made available to all

families, especially those that are traditionally underserved. Families cannot choose schools

that best serve their children’s individual learning needs without good :nformation about available
cducational opportunities. To allow everv family the opportunity to n.ake good decisions about the

best option for their child, public schools of choice must work closcly with school districts and C:)"’"f :
memboers of the community to ensure that information about public schuol choices reachces all _ w(;/ g
amilics. Concentrated efforts to get the word out are particularly important for improving access /
for low-1ncome and minority familics. who arc often less connccted to public institutions-like /J,l/\ .
schools-than their wealthicr counterparts. Thus, parent information centers, school fairs, k ’l,f/rj
disscmination of report cards and other school-Iicvel data, and other mechanisms that are designed | § -jﬂ_

to rcach familics in cverv neighborhood and on cveny block are a necescity for ensuring that all /
students participate anet benefit cquitably from the options available.

Ve

Previous and ongoing cfforts to ensurc that all students and familics know about their educational
choices have underscored the importance of this principle. Studics of choice programs in urban
arcas have found that cven concentrated outrecach undertakings have not always succeeded in
reaching all parents. The experience of school districts to date also suggests that straightforward



mcthods for disscnmumating information (c.g., printing flyers and mailiag them to every home) may
not be sufficient to cducate familics on the range of available options and steps they need to take to
make choices. Innovative, creative means for addressing this problem are often required; some
citics have sent officials into laundromats and other community establishments to talk onc-on-one
with parcats. The wvay in which information 1s transnutted, then, 1s aic important consideration for

designing a public school chioice program. S

A
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t_’; Public schools of choice must be accountable to the public to achitve an(wcir //”:’__ -
performance. Providing regular informauon to the pubhic about their performance 1s essential for
public schools of choice to remain accountable to their community for serving the best interests of
all children. This information should include indicators of performance such as the extent to which
the school has met identified school objectives, improved student achicvement outcomes, and
managed school rcsources responsibly. In this way. the needs of the community as a group are
addressed.

‘/41 Public schools of choice should be used as a tool for strengthening public educationgenerally.
Public schools of choice should not operate in 1solation trom traditiona! public schools or district

and statc agencics. Effective public school choice programs and the fair and healthy competition
that choicce promotcs among public schools can support an overall improvement in the quality of all
schools in a varicty of ways. Choice schools that feature special pedagogical philosophics,
misstons, or governance structures should be scen as laboratorics for testing different ways of
helping our children reach high standards of learning - Widely shared lessons lcamed from these
models can strengthen public cducation overall by supporting the replication of promising practices
in other schools. Choice can also provide an incentive for surrounding neighborhood schools to
change and improve n responsc to the pressures of attracting and retaring students, and function
as a tool for driving improvements in school svstems that fit insiructional offerings to student
necds.

The Federal Role

The final issuc to consider when reviewing the various options available for rcanthorization is the extent to
which an expandced or modificd federal role would promote choice above and beyond what states and
districts would have initiated othenwise. Clearly, choice programs in many for-..; arc already proliferating
across the country. As with all federal initiatives 1n education, we must usc our scarce resources in a way
that providCs incentives for statcs and districts to act in ways that they othenwise would or could not have
in the abscncc of federal initiative. '

The next scction outlines a sct of options for consideration in promoting and furthering public school choice
options, including a ncw ESEA utle that embodies the seven principles outlined above.



PART I1: A NEW FEDERAL INITIATIVE TO PROMOTE CHOICE

The next issuc to consider is the extent to which an expanded or modified federat role would promote
choice above and beyond what states and districts would have initiated othenwise, or to encourage the
further devclopment of certain types of programs as a result of new mitiatives.  Clearly, choice
mechanisms, in many forms. arc alrcady prohifcrating across the country. As with all federal imtiatives in
education, we must usc our scarce resources in a way that provides incentiveg<for states and districts to act
in ways that they otherwisc would or could not have in the absence of federal imitiative.

ISSUE: KEY PRINCIPLES

Whether to adopt the set of principles for public school choice proposed below, or recommend
modifications to the proposed principles.

PRINCIPLES OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE -

1. Public schools of choice are public. They opcrate under the supervision of public agencices, are

nonscctarian, do not charge tuition, and abide by the civil rights, hecalth. and safety laws that apply
to all public scheols.

2. Public schools of choice must allow parents sufficient variety in educational offerings to match
the necds of their children to individual schools. Choicc in the public schools should offer a
varicty of cducational scttings, pedagogics, and acadenuc content from which students and families
can choosc. Recognizing that no onc school can mect the unique needs of cvery student, public

school choicc must provide a range of educational opportunitics designed to attract students and
promotc their achicvement.

(U]

Public schools of choice must promote high standards for all students. Choice schools, like all
public schools, must focus on continuously improving the quality of tcaching and learning so that
students have the tools they need to maximize their potential. While providing an education that
accommodatcs the individual lcaming stvles of students, public schools of choice must retain an
cmphasis on what students should be able to know and do in corc subjects. Ensuring that students
who attend public schools of choice arc held to challenging state or local standards is essential.

4 Public schools of choice must be genuinely open and accessible to all students. To cnsure
cquitable access and participation, public schools of choice must actively pursuc strategies to
ensure that meanmingful choice 1s available to all students and familics. 1°irst, these schools must
have fair and non-discriminaton school admission policics. They also must make cvery cffort to
rcach out to students and familics to chminate potential barniers that may preclude all ehigible
students from participating,

4 - -

3. Complete informatien about public school choice options must be nizde available to all
families, especially those that are traditionally underserved. To allow cvery fanuly the
opportunity to make good decisions about the best option for their child, public schools of choice
must work closcly with school districts and members of the community to cnsure that information
about pubhic schooi choices reaches all familics. This principle 1s critical for ensuring the equitable



participation of low-income, minority. and other groups who often lack access to the information to
make good cducational choices

6. Public schools of choice must be accountable to the public to achieve and document their
performance. Providing reeular information to the public about their performance 1s essential for
public schools of choice to remain accountable to their community for scrving the best interest of
all children  This performance should include indicators such as the extent to which the school has
_metidentified schooi objectives as well as improved student achievermgnt outcomes and managed
the school respornsibly A

7. Public schools of choice should be used as a tool for strengthening public education generally.
Effective public school chotce programs should be replicated in other public schools, and the
preferences of students and familics voiced through the process of choesing schools should be
actively pursued as a tool for driving improvements in school svstems that better fit instructional
offcrings to student needs.

ISSUE: NEW AUTHORITIES )

Whether to support an expanded public school choice initiative that would include closer coordination
and a more coherent strategy in administering existing choice programs and that would encompass
any or all of the options for new programs and strengthened technical assistance to support public
school choice.

Option 1: Create a New Discretionary Program for Inter-district Choice

E(zn September 22, the White Housc asked us to crcate a new choice program that would encourage districts

work collaboratively to :mplement mter-district choice options for public school students. The primary
objective of this program wuld be to foster increased interaction among stuc..its of different classcs,
races, and culturcs. While we have had insufficient time to develop a complcte proposal, what follows is
the first attempt at drafting an option to crcate this program and sct the dialogu. for further discussions.

Discussion:

¢ goal of this ncw program would be to attract students from inner city schoc!s that arc racially isolated
into predominantly white schools in a neighboring district, and vice versa. Ther > would be innovative,
excellent schools that provide a unique lcaming cnvironment that students and their families are free to
choose to attend. This program would be a competitive program for LEAs (or States) for planning and
implementing an inter-district school choice program for public school students. [t would provide possible
incentives to cncourage school districts to work together to overcome barriers to cffective inter-district
programs (scc Appendix D)

..

Districts would bc permitted to use a combination of magrct schools. charter schools, and other schools .
with specialized curriculum to attract students.  An emphasis would be placed on creating urban/suburban
partnerships, partncrships witlrcolleges and universitics, and other arrangements that facilitated-
inter-distnict school choice.

Pros and Cons:
Pros

Such a program would expand opportunitics for students who currently arttend racially isolated schools to
attend a school and interact with students whose background is different from their own on the basis of



race, cthnicity, cconomic status and so forth.
The program would have the flexibility to permit schools and school districts t¢ develop new strategies for
the implementation of inter-district programs.

Like other choice programs, participation on the part of students and their famuizs weald be completely
voluntary.

Cons -

Inter-district programs ofien require longer planning periods in order to overcome barricers, especially
finanical and social barriers, that often hamper the potential cffectiveness of such programs.

Implementation of a new program could requirc a substantial increasc in resources necessary for the
effective administration of the program.

Option 2: Create a Public School Choice Model (PSCM) demonstration authority -

Creatc a demonstration authority specifically designed to support the creation support, and disscmination
of public school choice model projects.

Discussion: \}j;/(/ 9 fyj‘,\(j‘j =

The purposc of this authority would be to support projects and activitics that have demonstrated success in

implementing a public schocl choice program at the SEA, LEA | or school level and are willing to serve as a

model, in comjunction with onc or mor¢ EL-sponsored technical assistance prov:der(s), to assist other W™
SEAs, LEAs and schools with the development, implementation, expansion or uaprovement of choice f)/\,« \/(f/

programs.
L

The PSCM would operate as a two-ticr discretionary grant program. Tier one projects would focus on ¢ 3f
effective system-wide coordination of two or more public school choice approaches at cither the State level /jﬁ
or the school district level, as appropnate. This would allow for the exploratior of ways to align choice 2ad

approaches into a comprchensive choice system and provide modcls that demonstrate what changes need to

be made to cxisting systems of choice to cnsure their cfficacy and cquity. Tier two projects would focus

on school level implementation of a specific type of school choice program, with prionitics placed on those _—_—
types of programs currently supported by the Department of Education --magnet schools and charter

schools. /f\

Keyv features of the program would include the following;: “ g, 9y ~

An emphasis on rewarding successful programs, practices and activitices; %)

School-level programs that provide evidence of success based on student outcomcs, parental
involvement. student recrugtment and selection practices, and other performance indicators with a
public accountability and reporting process;

Statc and LEA-level prograims and acuvitics that demonstrate how two or mre public school choice
strategics (¢ ¢., charter schools, magnet schools, controlled choice, inter-district choicet, ete) arc used
together to maximuze aceess to high-quality cducational programs for parents and students, especially
thosc who traditionally have not participated in such programs;

Collaboration with onc or morc ED-sponsored techmical assistance provides s in making available in-



depth information (inclnding, where appropriate, on-sitc demonstrations) about successful strategies for
the implementation of choice programs; and

Highly flexible usc of funds. Consistent with the 1dca of rewarding success. recipients would be
afforded significant flexibility in how they used funds awarded to them to cnhance, strengthen or assess
their programs. Restrictions might be limited to the inclusion of a requirement that a certain percentage

of funds be allocaied to technical assistance activitics and legally necessary prohibitions on the use of
funds. _ *

Pros and Cons:

Pros

The program would provide a unificd approach to developing modcls of school choice programs that would
emphasize the rolc that various public school choice strategics can play in concart with one another, rather
than pitting one stratcgy against another. -

The program would have the flexibility to include all public school choicc options and stratcgics such as
magnet schools and charter schools that ED supports dircctly, as well as other public school choice
strategics that do not receive such dircet support.

Emphasis would be placed on rewarding success in implementation of programs and achieving intended
results.

Our knowlcdge about what works in the arca of public school choice will be sigiificantly increascd.

Use of the existing ED technical assistance infrastructure would cxpand the availability of in-depth
information about choice programs and issucs and strategics rclated to the successful implementation of
those programs and place fechnical assistance providers and successful implementers of public school
choice programs in a collaborative working relationship.

This supports the attainment of cach of the performance indicators for Objective 1-6 of ED's strategic plan

and would significantly bolster implementation of scveral key clements in the plan to expand public school
chotce. -

Cons

The PSCM program wouild represent a new discretionary grant program that the Department would be
required to administer.

The program would require additional appropriated funds, although the annual ievel of appropriation could
be relatively modest, based on the fellowing assumptions: First, that most 1f not all grants can be relatively
modest in sizc --in the range 0£$100,000 to $200,000 per year for up to 4 years; and sccond that the total
number of grants would be in the range of 100 (at least 80% of which would be grants to schools).

Recor:mendation:

Creating this authority would promote the identification of models to help parents. cducators, and
communitics design cffective school choice programs; and it would strengthen ciforts to disseminate

information on strategics 1or cxpanding igh-quality school choice programs that improve student
achicvement.



Support for this optighins—strongly recommended.

Option 3: Provid

improved technical assistance for public school choice ('/

B\’ 4
Obtain legislative authority to cnable public school choice staff to provide addiuonal funding to the /

Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers (CCs), the Equity Assistance Certers (EACs), and the /Yc\
Regional Educational Laboratorics and other ED-sponsored technical assistante providers, as needed, to A
cnable them to address special needs associated with public school choice. J"k#erj/

The number of charter schools, magnct schools, cpen enroliment plans, and other choice programs is
increasing, in part as a rcsult of the support and lcadership provided by the Department. However, there
are concemns that students rcceive high quality instruction and that students from different social, economic,
racial and cthnic backgrounds have cquitable access to the programs.  Thesc cencerns often are-couched in
terms of “accountability,” but it also 1s a planning and dcsign issuc. ' S/,,L'L

The Department should provide morc cxtensive, coordinated and focused technical assistance in the arca of L~
public school choice. Existing TA providers could meet the existing need, previded they are awarded \:,/
sufficicnt resources and there 1s central coordination of their public school choice assistance activities. For X("' :
example, the Equity Assistance Centers, the Eisenhower Regional Mathematict and Science Education

Consortia and the Regional Educational Laboratorics have information and rescurces needed by many z

public school choice planners and implementers. The Comprchensive Regional Assistance Centers would /L '
be key TA providers for supporting public school choice. These Centers provide comprehensive training rb‘// /
and technical assistance, related to administration and implementation of ESEA programs to ESEA L

grantecs. Howecver, the statute for the Centers also cstablishes a long list of priositics to be addressed, nonc L
of which focuscs on the special technical assistance needs of Statces, school districts, and communities

implementing public school choice. ?/*/J'
Using this authority, TA providers would have resources and training activitics to address various \/LJ" \
choice-related needs, including the increased need for family and community involvement outrcach

activitics and stratcgics, tips and training on conducting lotterics, assistance on allowable admissions /

policics, profcssioral development, and training modulces.

Pros and Cons:

Pros

This approach supports E'3 5 cffort to consolidate and coordinatc its technica® 1ssistance activities. It

utilizes existing TA sources by providing the resources they would need to carry out significant TA n the
arca of public school choicc.

This approach would cstablish public school choice as a legitimate priority of sclected TA provi.dcrs, thus
facilitating the delivery of these services.

This approach 1s more cost-cftective than creating chosce-specific TA centers

Cons:

ED’s Choice staff would havs to expend a significant amount of time coordinating and negotiating scrvices



from various providers. :
Planners and implementers of public school choice would receive services from multiple providers and
therefore may nced guidanc: from ED regarding the best provider for a given TA need.

More funds will be needed by the Comprehensive Centers to support an incrcased level of TA for public
school choice.

Recommendation: “

The Department plays a significant role in providing technical assistance. This option 1s a logical extension
of the existing cfforts to providc comprchensive assistancc.

Support forghis option is sirongly recommended.

Option 4 (Legislative): Create a new Choice Institute within OERI

3

Create a Choicc Institute within OERI to coordinatc rescarch and model development that fotusegon
options of public school choicc.

Discussion:

The Department's cfforts at organizing a comprchensive plan towards looking at public school choice are
limited. Rescarch efforts for the two currently funded choice programs, charter schools and magnct
schools, are not coordinatcd, and other methods of public school choice (c.g., open cnroliment, and inter-
and intra-district choice) arc neither funded for support nor included in rescarcl: or evaluations.

In order to provide a comprehensive and coordmated approach that exanunes the successful ciements of
public school choicc, whilc also maintaining the distinctivencss of cach individual option, ED must
rcorganize 1ts rescarch cfforts by looking at the various public school choice options as part of an array of
options, not as individual programs that happen to provide choice.

Pros and Cons:

Pros -

This would provide a centralized authority that would guide new research, consolidate existing rescarch,
and provide Icadership to coordinate the various clements of public school choice.

Cons:

The creation of another Institute would be cxpensive. Additionally, it would add another layer of
burcaucracy and crcate confusion in the overall management of OERI. Not a productive method of
coordinating cxisting and futuge rescarch

Existing mstitutes cxist to cover the various cecmponents of public scliool choice, and a new Institute would
be redundant.

Recommendation:

Discussions with some OERI staff suggest that this option would be overly burcaucratic andfivopld not be
a good usc of cxisting resources.



Support for this option 1s not recommended.
Option 5 (Non-legislative): Organize and Consolidate Current Research

Creatc a work-group that draws on staff from all the offices of the Department to focus on public school
choice through cvaluations, rescarch, and model development. This work groups would sct and define a
comprehensive rescarch agenda and request a unified budget to implenient netv rescarch and evaluation
activitics for public school choice. [Note If cither option under “*Orgamzationai Structurce” 1s approved,
this work group would work under the supervision of that entity. If neither of the “Organizational
Structure” options 1s approved, sponsorship of this work group would have to be determined.]

Discussion:

See Option 4.

Pros and Cons:

Pros

Consolidates existing staft and rescarch activities in an effective way.

Would provide a coordinated unit that would provide a Department-wide perspective on public school
choice.

Cons

Could be difficult for various offices to coordmate without a strong lcader with the authority to coordinate
these activitics.

Without legislative change, the work-group might lapsc or wither away over time as other priorities take
shape.

Recommendation:

This is a good option that provides flexibility and accountability within the Department while maintaining a
strong rolc in devcloping a consistent agenda on public school choice.

Support for this option is strongly recommended.

q
ISSUE: ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE -

' _ o N
Whether to support either of fivo proposed changes to the currest organizational structure of the ij
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education. Neither option requires legislative action.

Option 1: Establish a Program Office for Public Choice

Creatc a program office for “Public School Choice” that coordinates the work ot the Public Charter School
Program, the Magnet School Assistance Program and a new and evolving Pubiv Choice Program. The
Public School Choice Office would be headed by a program director who reports directly to the Assistant
Secretary for Elementary and Secondan Education



Discussion:

The Department docs not have a coherent strategy or agenda regarding choice 1 education. Choice 1s
cither viewed from the vantage of the Charter Schools program or the Magnct Schools Program, but not in
a comprchensive, organized, coherent structure of looking at the phenomenon oi choice in public education.
The Department largely ignores other public school choice options since we do not fund a grant program to
support thosc other options. . -°

Establishing a Public School Choice Office would provide a cohesive structure under which a coherent and
consistent strategy for supporting choice in public education would emerge. This Office would oversee the
operation of thc Charter School and Magnet Schools programs and be responsible for establishing the
Department'’s position on cther choice options that arc not supported by grants from the Department but
may be consistent with the Department's principles for public school choice. The Choice Office would also
be responsible for opcrating the model development program discussed in New Authorities, Option 3. This
Office would enablc better coordination and cooperation throughout the Departinent among various
activitics, including grant making, rcscarch, technical assistance, model development, and external and
internal communication on choice-related 1ssucs.

The Public Schools Choice Office would consolidate the existing staff (approx'mately 12 FTE) from the
Magnet and Charter program officcs, and would require additional staff to oversce the rescarch activities,
implement an cffective outrcach stratcgy, assist in the crcation of a scamlcss voice on public school choice,
and providc assistance in the grant review and technical assistance activitics. The new Office of Choice
would cncompass between 12 and 18 FTEs.

Pros and Cons:
Pros

A coordinated Office would clevate the importance of public school choice, without necessarily adding
resources. The Department could publicly acknowledge the commitment to expanding public school
choice, and reinforce for thic ficld the importance of addressing all forms of public choice as part of a
continuum rather than isolated reforms. :

The Officc could better coordinate work on issucs that gencrate controversy. By coordinating actions, the
Department could remain more responsive to States and schools, while at the same time addressing these
1ssucs in a way that 1s scnsitive to Department positions on related issucs -- such as vouchers, skimming,
and supporting school reform.

Many SEAs crcate similar oftices of Public School Choice. These offices allow State agencices to develop
familiarity with all the choice options available within a State. Similar structure within ED would improve

our work with State contacts.

Cons

Staff resources and ime could be directed away from their primany mission of supporting the individual
programs.

The Charter Schools program could reccive more attention since 1t is primanly a choice program.

The field could react negatively to the inclusion of the Magnct Schools program under a Choice Office.



Recommendation:

This option would provide « unmitied and clear approach to supporting choice i public cducation and would
enable the Department to coordinate its rhetoric and programs supporting public school choice n a
comprehensive and cohesive manncer

Support for.this option is strongly recomme

Discussion:

Designating an individual to be responsible for coordinating the Department's cfforts on public school
choice would provide thc Department with a centralized voice that would be able to promote the
Department's vicws and policics on public school choice,_Fhis rdividual would ensure that the
Department spcaks with a consistent and clear voice grf the rescargh, model development, and technical
assistancc for the various mcthods of public school oicd\a ailabld tostudents.

Pros and Cons:
Pros

An individual with the authority to organize the Qepprtment's cfforts at supponing public school chotce

into a cohesive tcam would provide Icadership to the diverse and dispersed cfforts at supporting and
promoting public school chotce.

Providing a cohcrent and consistent voice en public school choice would allow the Department to further
discussions on public school choice.

Cons

Separating the decision-making from the program implementation within OESE would not be an cfficient
usc of Dcpartment staff or resources and would create an additional laver of unncccessary coordination and
oversight. -

Recommendation:

This option would be a burdensome addition to the Department'’s cfforts in choice by removing it from the

program officcs and placing it in a scparatc officc. Instead of strcamlining cfforts, this would create a new
authority and responsible entity and would not be productive.

Support for this option is not recommended.

>



PART Ii: CHARTER SCHOOLS
Background: |

The first charter school law was passed in 1991. Currently 33 States, Pucrto Rico and the District of
Columbia have charter school laws, and more than 1,100 charter schools will be open in September, 1998,
The President has repeatedly called for the creation of 3,000 charter schools by the beginning of the next
century.

The Public Charter Schools Program (PCSP) is designed to address the most pressing challenges facing
charter schools: a lack of access to start-up funding. Each vear the National Evaluation of Charter
School's survey indicates that the lack of access to start-up funding 1s the greatest obstacle to operating a
charter school. In the 199 report, the survey found that 59 percent of schoa!: listed this lack of start-up
funds as difficult or very difficult to overcome. This is 17 pereent more than the next most pressing
obstacle -- lack of planning time. -

In 1993, the President proposcd the creation of a public charter schools program, which became law in
1994 as part of the rcauthorization of the Elemcntary and Sccondan Education Act. The program's
primary task is to address the schools' most pressing obstacle. The program dees so primarily by awarding
grants to cligible Statc cducational agencics (SEAs) that then award subgrants 1o individual schools. In
cascs where cligible SEAs clect not to participate or do not have approved applications, the Secretary may
award grants dircctly to schools. The program provides grants to over 400 charter schools in 19 States,
Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia. FY 1997 funds provided morc than $44 million to new and
continuing grants, with the average State recciving more than $2 mullion. and the average school recciving
between $30,000 and $70,000.- Schools can receive only one grant or subgrant for a period of up to three
vears. These funds can be used by grantees for planning (up to cightcen months), and initial
implementation of a charter school (no more than two years).

The rcauthorization 1ssucs discussca in this paper have origins dircctly related to cither:

(1) legislation pending in Congress; or (2) concerns voiced about some aspects of charter schools that may
nced closcr scrutiny.  Items numbcered one through four of the cight arcas to be considered under this
rcauthorization address 1ssucs related to the pending legislation, and items five through eight address
spccial arcas of concern.

Pending Legislation

Legislation, endorsed by this administration, is pending in Congress. This legislation would rcauthorize
the Federal charter school program this vear. If such legislation passes (an incrcasingly unlikely cvent) the “
re-rcauthorization” of the program next yvear will be shaped by the nature of changes cnacted this year.  If

pending legislation docs not pass, theic maxy be componcents of the current legistation that have to be
included in the proposcd reauthorization.

Areas of Concern Needing Special Scrutiny

Recently, the Oftice of the Inspector General conducted an informal review of charter schools in Arizona,

Colorado, and Michigan. That review has identified scveral arcas not considered in the pending
amendments 1n Congress that nced to be considered during reauthorization:

Use of a Lottery in Student Admission - Somc charter schools. with at least the tacit approval of SEAS,
are not admitting students on the basis of a lottery. Scetion 10306(1)(H), ESEA requires that “charter



schools” (used here to refer to schools receiving PCSP funding) admit students on the basis of a lottery, if

more students apply for admission than can be accommodated.  When questioned by the OIG about this,

onc SEA official said that. since ED has never defined the term “lottery,” he was using his own definition.

An official at another SEA said that there was wording m its application for PUSP funding that allowed

charter schools to sclect siudents by an cruitable selection process such ac a jotiery. He further maintained A P
that admitting students on a first-come/first-served basis 1s similar to a lottery system.  ED needs to \/Y/ 14(
continue its efforts to develop an operational definition for the term “lottery " and disseminate this

pﬁ
information to SEAs and charter schools. - /

For-profit Entities Awarded PCSP Funds - OIG was informed by an SEA official that at least cight

for-profit charter schools received PCSP subgrants in her statc. Also, a Center for Education Reform

[CER] survey reported that for-profit cntitics arc participating in PCSP in othe: statcs, and that for-profit
organizations werc applicants or operators of 7 percent of charter schools nationwide during the 1996-97 7/:\/5‘(
school year. ED should examine and clarify the role for-profit companies play in charter schools to
ensure that the education of students has top priority.

Private School Conversion to Public Charter School Status - OIG found that there s at least the
potential for schools to usc PCSP funding to scrve sclect populations that are normally served by private -
schools. Somc private schools that have been “converted” to public charter schools may have maintained
their sclect clientcle. The CER survey indicated that during the 1996-97 school year 14 percent of
charter schools had at one time been private schools. 2D should consider recommending that the
program statute be amended to require specifically that the recruitment, selection, admission,
and counseling procedures of schools receiving PCSP funds ensure that their educational

offerings are cffectively publicized for and truly made available to all segments of the ——
communilty. -

Eight areas under consideration for the reauthorization of charter schools:

The quantity of charter schools nationally;
The quality of charter schools;
The accountability (academic and fiscal) of schools and charter granting cntitics;
The flexibihity given to charter schools;
~ The promotion of equity 1n and through charter schools;
The usc-of lotteries in admissions;
The participation of schools that were previously existing private schools; and
The tnvolvement of for-profit and contracting organizations in charter schools

00N AW —

For many of thesc issucs a range of strategics have been identified. While not mutually exclusive, in most
cases the Department can address an issuc by sclecting from among scveral options, including:

1. technical assistance

2. guidance

3. regulation - - -
4. statutorv change

5.

Icveraging changes in State and local policy

Changes 1n State and local policy can only be suggested or encouraged. Such changes can be facilitated

through technical assistance. guidance. regulation or statutory change But in addition, ED may impact
State policy by:

L. prioritizing States according to clements of State law for the delivery of proaram funds



2. devceloping and disscminating modcl legislation that incorporates desired asvects.

Areas for Reauthorization

1: Quantity of Charter.Schools/Incentives for Effective State Laws

Background;
A 4

The prima v mcr school program will remain supporting the crcation of significant
numbers gt charter schools. Given the rapid growth in the number of charter schools, the challenge will be

to promoty’high-quahty charter schools that arc held accountablc for results. The most important lever for
generating large numbers of successful charter schools is State policy. Despite the availability of Federal
start-up grants, it 1s the dctermining factors of Statc policy that truly affcct the numbers of charter schools
in a given Statc. While 35 States and cntities have charter school laws, three States -- Arizona, Michigan
and California -- have mo. 2 than half the nation’s charter schools. Other Statc: -- such as Texas, Florida
and North Carolina -- have uew laws and fewer schools but also have tremendous growth rates. “The
majority of Statcs, mcanwhile, have laws that generate fewer schools.

Conscquently, onc of thc most promising stratcgics for promoting morc charter schools 1s to cstablish

\ toritics for providing Federal funding to States that create incentives for States to cnact laws that lead to
\L\ morc\schoo!s. (For further discussion on the role of statc policy in shaping charter school programs and

possible Federal activity to inform State policy, sec Appendix B) ) M/L
A\
/ Currently, pending legislation would provide incentives for states that: IJ
® rcmove caps on the numbers of charters allowed, © m
¢ allow cntitics 1n addition to local school districts authonzed to grant charters; /
® gcrant a larger degree ot regulatory freedom; and
® havc a rcgular review of cach charter school’s progress toward mecting the werms of its charter.

Options:

I.  Depending on the outcome of pending legislation in Congress, these and other prioritics could be
rewarded through the distnibution of Federai dollars to Statcs with policics that match desired
priontics. The appropriatc critcria that the programs dollars should cncourage will require a more
extensive discussion than the scope of this paper allows. State policics that the program could
cncourage through the distribution of Federal dollars include:

® Statc provision of stai:-up funds;

? é' State-provision of facihtics funds;
® State-proviston of cquitable per pupil funding

ED could relcase modcl charter schoo! laws and allow states to consider suy:gestions for more effcctive
laws. Statc laws vary considerably. Differences in policy affect the scope and nature of charter school
programs. Congress has alrcady suggested that the Department develop and disseminate model charter

school laws. States mav fivorably consider suggested policics that promot. high-quality, accountable
\ charter schools. (Also sec Appendix B, for strategics for informing States of cffective laws, and on the
" pros and cons of adopting a modcl law.) '



Pros and Cons:

Pros

Cons

. 1. Further prioritize States according to laws

4 gcncrate more charter school laws

¢ lcverage money for breader impact on corc

> issucs-

4 incrcasc numbcers of schools, strengthen the
degrec of flexibility allowed as well as the
level of support provided and the amount of

| accountabihity required of charter schools

2. Release model laws

4+ Adopting a modcl law could add to quality of
policy, without dictating rcsults or allowing
Congress to detcrmine clemenis of modcls

¢ could antagonize States and advocates for
Statces’ rights :

¢ Congress could amend legislation to build in
support for aspccts of laws that threaten
accountability or cquity

¢ antagonize groups who are opposed to
charters

¥

\

Recommendation: O\A—'f/‘y C‘,
P |

Option 1 1s not rccommended at this time. Depending on legislation pending currently, an abundance of J
prioritics” would become too complex to administer. If no legislation passcs this year, a sct of priorites
should be cstablished reflecting ED's positions on many of the issucs presented in this paper. Th
prioritics in Statc funding will decreasc as more are included, conscequently the total mix of pni
State law must reflect core objectives of the Department. Option 2 is strongly recommended.

tility of N2V
/

1tics 1n w
he creation

of modcl legislation by EL s alrcady authorized under the current legislation  Creating such models could V:}l"‘a
78 r '

leverage significant changes 1n State policy.

s

2: Quality of Charter Schools/National Activities to Suppoit Charters —==

Background:

The provision of start-up funds supports the quality of charter schools by allowing them to overcome the
financial and logistical obstacles encountered in the carly stages. The additionai Federal funds can create
the opportunity to focus on many other program improvements of individual schools. In addition, the
Department has authority to usc 10 percent of the total funds to support national activitics. Congress 1s
considering limiting the nattonal activity proportion to five pereent, or five million dollars (which cver is

least).

The program currently uscs national activitics funds to support things such as: cvaluation, technical
assistance and nctworking among charters to support the provision of other scrvices to charter schools
through the Department's Comprchensive Assistance Centers and Equity Assictance Centers. (For more
discussion of recommended acfivitics to support charter schools, scc Appendix A as well as Appendix C.)

ptions:
1. Retain adequate nationat activitics funds (at the 10 % levcel) to support char::r schools. Useful activitics
include: 'It»-
® national, regional and lecal mectimgs of charter schools to share best-practices: DO

® cvaluation;

® clectronic communications through the “uscharterschools” website, ‘\) >

7



assistance and matcrials to help SEAs and LEAs with the charter granting and review;
communication and outrcach to other organizations and communitics that can assist and promote the
development of high-quality charter schools: and

e impact on the rest of the cducation svstem.

2. Create an “Exemplary Charter School Award”

ED could scek authority to conduct a competition to recognize outstanding charter schools. A State and
national compctition would provide visibitity to exemplary schools, and help disseminate success by
determining which schools deserve disignation as an excmplan school.

Pros and Cons

Pros ' Cons
1. Retain 10% of funds for national activities
¢ strengthen accountability and work by districts | ¢ draw resources awav from grant programs

and othcr charter granting cntitics that support school start up
4+ improve nctworking among good schools ¢ draw criticism for “inappropriatcly " broad
4 build public understanding/support for Federal role
charters ¢ pcoplc mav push tor “carmarked” activities
4 build nctworks among the rest of the cducation that do not match our prioritics, such as
cstablishment, thus leveraging additional support for capital cxpenses
ICSOUTCes
2. Create Exemplary Charter School Award M
¢ provide visibihity and rccognition of high ¢ admunistrative burden C/’W .ﬂ

e
quahty schools + cost Jr’"" "L /

*  dctermine which successes warrant
disscimination
4 support in-depth cvaluation of charter schools

Recommendation: 6\/\

Options 1 and 2 arc both strongk“rccommended. Decrcasing the proportion of funds from 10 % to 5% of
national activitics would limit ongoing activitics primarily to the complction of current research. Work on
technical assistance that weuld impact quality and accountability would be curtailed. An exemplary
charter school award would promotc visibility for successful schools, while en<ouraging cvaluation.

3: Accountability of Charter Schools and Charter Granting Entities (CGLEs)
Background:

Charter schools arc based on the premisce that a group of people will receive frecdom to run a school as
they sce fit, if they demonstraté that the school meets the terms of its charter and that it is meeting the
standards of public cducation that we hold for all schools -- 1.c., opcrating n a safe manner, providing a
non-scctarian education, and not discriminating i any way that violates students' civil rights _JVarious
writers -- scc the recent US News and World Report Articles, and the New York Times Sunday Magazine .
for two examples -- have allcged that there 1s inadequate accountability in the charter school movement. -
(For more information on steps to strengthen accountability in charter schools, sce Appendix C)

Option.s:



~

I

Modify the prioritization of State funding according to the presence of policy clements that strengthen
accountability. Possible policies to reward include: terms of the charer not to exceed five years;
required cvaluatiens of state programs, or state-sponsorcd cvaluations of the entities that grant
charters.

Dircctly fund, or usc subgrants, to support work by CGEs and LEAs to crcate accountability plans.
Such plans could incorporate: solicitation and review of applications; overs: ight of schools; evaluation;
and consideration of charter rencwal. Such plans could also be devcloped “or cach school, with
additional support.

Clarifv that an allowablc use of Federal start-up grants would be to develop accountability plans for
each school.

Mandate that a proportion of cach Federal start-up grant be used to dwulop an accountability plan for

each school. Lo“jw F-.WJ-\ ),'VLJ;:( vL
{J"J*

A

Pros and Cons

——
E\

SJS/

\\r

y/

2

Pros Cons
1. Prioritize accountability 4 could antagonize States and advocates for
L $ gencratc morc accountabilit\' States' nights
¢ lcverage cost and burden for broadcr impact ¢ Congress could amend lcgislation to build in
On COre 1SSuCs \/M )a 3 support for aspects of laws that threaten \\,/
o vl accountability or cquity
2. Fund accountability plans ¢ larger role for Federal funding -~
¢ cnsurc stronger accourtabihity ¢ only covers sclected schools
¢ can be donc under existing national activitics ¢ could take resources from portion of natighal L
activitics \ry
3. Clarify allowable use of funds for v‘) 1
accountability plans \’N?
¢ no mandatc included 4 littlc leverage \, -
¢ no additional resources /
4. Mandate accountability plans /
¢ lcverage additional resourccs ¢ 15 a mandatc
¢ scope covers all grantecs ¢ take resources from :otal used to mect other_——
R obstacles s
YA
Recommendation: /\ \ ) /

Option 1 1s recommended only 1f the progeam is not overburdened with additional prioritans_/by/ £ passage
of pending lcgislation. Options 2 and 3 are strongly recommended. Existing and additional funds should
be dirccted toward strengthening accountabihity. States and districts are reluctant to put adcquafe resources
into cvaluation and the development of accountability plans. Funding some “modcl” cfforts may cncourage
other SEAs and CGEs to increase their attention to accountability: Option 4 1s not recommended. The
charter school movement is bascd on a minimum of rCLulauon and dircction. Placing additional mandates
on charter schools would undermin the con concep /\

3
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4: Flexibility Given to Charter Schools:

Background:

The other half of the "autonomy' for accountability” exchange 1s frecdom from r:lcs and regulations.
Currently charter schools in some states enjoy regulatory freedom. The Departinent could encourage

e

greater regulatory frecdom at the State and local lgvel by providing incentives for States that provide
7 -

G T

At the Federal level, the national evaluation finds that Federal regulations arc one of the lcast significant
barriers facing charter schoals. Only six percent of schools list Federal regulations as a difficult or very

I

"
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2.

3
4,
S.
3

b‘/d
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Options:

difficult obstacle. This percentage puts Federal rules behind 14 higher-rated obstacles. However, recent
research by the Government Accounting Office finds that barriers still exist. Additionally, feedback from
individual operators (shared through rccent focus groups and at the Department’s National Charter Schools
Conference) indicates that many Fedcral programs are not readily accessible to charter schools. -Operators
often describe difficulties with:

rcluctant SEA and LEA administrators;
difficultics associated with gencrating estimates of cnrollments before scheols open; and

lack of knowlcdge of the specific issucs and pecubaritics that come with charter schools on the part of
Federal, State and local officials.

lﬂl/(-.

.
Clanify cligibihty and reporting requirements of charter schools for Federal programs, or have cach } Mo

|

scparate program clarify such requirements.

Providc guidance and dircction to LEAs and SEAs in how they administer ¥ederal programs for charter ;
schools.

Inform other Federal agencics and ED programs about the needs of charter schoolg ) W o’
Prioritizc Federal funds for statcs according to the amount of flexibility granted. NO

Include provisions granting dcrcgulation to charter schools in model laws:N’ Ry |

k

T
0
e

-. Work with charter schools to examine application for, and usc of, waivers by charter schools.

/
Work with charter school opcrators to review ED programs to ensure there are no unnccessary Y~
- /
obstaclcs to accessing Federal funds. pa—ea—

g,
e T
e ek
N

—

T

/
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Pros & Cons:

Pros Cons
1. Clarify administration of Federal programs
4 casc admunistration for all involved ¢ may rcquire regulating
¢+ may not take legislation for most cases 4+ Congress may overstep changes ED plans
2. Provide guidance to LEAs and SEAs ¢ complicated 1ssuc requiring casc-by-case
4 lcverage existing resources for charter schools analysis of schools' legal and financial
4 little additional costs of dchivering resources rclationships with iocal and State entitics
3. Inform ED and other agencies
¢ leverage all Federal resources 4 difficulty of intcragency communication
¢ not rcquirc Icgislation
4. Prioritize funds by flexibility 4 antagonizc Statcs/advocates for States' rights
¢ lcverage State action ¢ Congress could amend legislation to threaten
4 covcrs State-level obstacles accountability or cquity
\/ ¢ Statc context of regulation varies
Q 5. Inciude flexibility provisions in model laws S AW w}' v\-l/v( yL;_
- ¢ 1o cost or burden to Federal programs 4 adopting modcl! laws could antagonize ‘\j O
(vt ¢ not rcquirc Icgisiation 1ssuc-based and organization-based groups
AV ENNE
15) 6. Examine usc of waivers
/ ¢ provide discrction to Department 4 nonc I\/O
¢ avoid legislative solutions that go beyond
Dcpartment’s intended level of flexibility -- -1

cnsuring civil rights and spccial cducation

7. Analyze ED programs to find obstacles

4 hclping “rcinvent” government ¢ nonc

4 obstacles encountered may be helpful if
removed more broadly, expanding scope of
benefits from charters to rest of system

0
Recommendation: ﬁ//‘

Options 1, 2 and 3 arc strongly rccommended. Such action 1s nceessary 1o appropriately admynister these
programs for the growing number of schoois. Option 4 1s not reccommended. Priorities s be focused
on arcas incrcasing accountability, quality and the number of charter schools. Option hnd 7 arc
strongly recommended. Mcdel laws should encourage the real exploration of flexibility-afhong charter
schools. Additional information on obstaclcs or the use of waivers would be usciul to understand the

bencfits of nnovation 1 charter schools that mav be of benefit to other public schools.



S: Promoting Equity In and Through Charter Schools

Background:

One of the most important issucs raised by charter schools nvolves serving poor and minonty students and
the potential concentration of students of homogencous backgrounds in these schools. This issue is central
to any discussion of school choice. The national cvaluation of charter schools-finds that most ¢ )
schools roughly represent the demographics of the districts in which they are loc small pereentage,
around five percent, have higher concentrations of white students than the districts in which they are

located,; and a larger percent, around 20 pereent, have significantly more students of color than the districts
in which they are located.

Perhaps this issuc 1s reflective of larger changes and trends in public cducation, but it could also be linked
to the opportunitics that charter schools provide communities. Charter schools can be used by people to
create schools with a focuscd mission, designed to provide an cducation that wi'l help particular students
succeed. ED discussions of this issuc nced to address charter-specific issucs as well as larger concerns the
Dcpartment has for cquity in public schooling. Likewisc, Department-wide attempts to explore this 1ssue

may want to consider anv lessons or cxpericnces emerging from the charter school movement when shaping
other Federal imtiatives.

Options:

1. Expand work with Equity Assistancc Centers designed to increase cquitabls access to charter schools;

2. Convence a national group of cducation and community Icadcrs to discuss implications of charter schoo
movement for cquity 1n public education;
3. Expand the attention to cquity 1ssucs m cxisting studics; MoV
p q g 5 e
4. Bc;c,m a scparatc study of cquity issucs among charter schools;
5. anguagc in modcl laws addressing cquity in charter schoolsD "Y"
6.

A
__J}'Lp?

ryv/'

nguagce rcgarding special cducation and demographics in the dcﬁnmon of charter school laxﬂ ’@
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Pros & Cons

¢+ flexibulity in application of assistance, bascd
on local context

g

Convene a national group
Gather cxperience and input
4+ rcflect range of attitudes

L 4

“w

Expand existing studies
low cost

L 4

‘/)A,—»

¢ quickly implemented

4. Begin a separate study of equity issues

4 not burdcn cexisting studics

¢ focus study on appropriate data, an\z:l);";s and
expertise

5. Specify language in model laws

¢ no legislation required — et

affccts schools
54\/\-4‘. -(/(
Clarify language in charter school law
fal .
power over Statcs policy
4 lcverage State policy through incentives

.o

¢ lcverage State policy which more dircetly 27

Pros Cons
1. Expand work of Equity Assistance Centers
4 lcverage existing financial resources/expertise | ¢ additional cost

\/yﬂyja

/

4 may raisc 1ssucs outside scope of area
4+ may cxpand interes: in additional options

T

\

\

X

7
¢ burden or delay existng studies w__t})__— {/)///;-
¢ limited ability/cxpertisc, to deal with‘issucs/ T Va2
4 additional cost iM o
¢ slowcr implementaticn

4 adnunistrative burden of growing number of
individual studics

4+ no powcr over State policy
¢ difficult to determinz what policy is best

¢

open tssuc to congressional debate

Yy

4

¢ difficult to determine what policy is best f

Recommendation:

Options | and 2 arc strongly recommended. Options 3 and 4 should be decided on the basis of the fecdback
gaincd under option 2, and conducted without additional legislation under current authorization. Option 5

1s rccommended. Option 6 1s not recommended.

6: Lotteries:

Background:

The current authorization requires that any charter school receiving Federal stait-up funds must usc a
lottery to sclect students if morce students apply than the school can accommodate. The language provides
no more guidance in what constitutes a lottery, or what sorts of preferences arc appropriate when
conducting a lottery. Scveral States have similar language requiring schools to use lotterics (CA, MI for
example) and have since i1ssucd State-guidance on how to administer lotterics. Other States have no such
requirement.  Congress placed the lottery language to address concerns about cquitable access to charter
schools, and to rcflect the practice i some of the first States with charter schoois. (From personal
conununication with Jon Szhrocder, former staff to Sen. Durrenberger. May 1$98.) For more information



el

Vo

on how one State’s charter school operators view lotterics, sce Appendix D. This document summarizes
feedback from a focus eroup mecting with operators.)

In lotterics, specific 1ssues that ansc, include:

¢ preferences for siblings;

¢ preferences for attendance zones of existing public schools that convert to charter status;

e preferences for children of school organizers, teachers and staff: v

® preferences or thresholds to match students to a school's mission -- for cfamplc, preferences for deaf
students at a school for the deatim, or for mothers and fathers at a school designed 1o serve teen
parcnts; and

¢ thc usc of entrance requirements, tests, prerequisite courses or student/family mterviews.

The first national survey reported that 39 percent of the respondents reporting using a lottery, 41 percept
used a “ﬁ\rst-comc-ﬁrsl-scrvcd“ systcm and that ten pereent used a combinatior: of the two. Under ten
percent uséd "some other process.” Rccent focus groups with school organizers provided extensive
feedback about their concems regarding lotterics. Many operators fclt so strongly about this issuc that they
would tumn down Fedcral start-up dollars before using a lottery. They feel that they can achieve cquitable
admissions, and mect the nussion of their school through other means

Options:

1. Issuc further guidunce en lotterics. (The Department has drafted a letter fiom the Assistant Sceretary to
all chiefs and State charter school program administrators, clarifying basic positions on siblings, P)/ﬁ

children of founders, tcachers and staff, and on chuldren in attendance zones of existing public schools r\_}‘rf?

that convert to charter status  This letter is still in process. Further guidanse may address /_,/——-'

controvcrsial issucs.) -

Regulatc the usc of lotterics n charter schools.

Change the lottery language in the law to allow various cxemptions or prcfcrcnccs.

Clarify the lottery language in the law to rulc out all exemptions o) 3

AW

Allow the Sccretary to waive this requircment when the school or charter granting entity can
dcmonstrate the another method is neeessary to helping the school meet its mission, and that suc
action will not prevent cquitable access to the school or vnolatc the civil nghts of anv prospective

: " {x/JL
s L L]
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Pros & Cons

Pros

Cons

1. Guidance
¢ nced not regulate, or risk Congress changing
position through legislative process

2. Regulations
4 nced not nisk Congress changing position
through lcgislation

3. Legislative changes to atlow exemptions
¢ clearly stipulatc what should be done
4+ would avoid nced to regulate

4. Legislative changes to eliminate exemptions
4 avoud possible abuscs by schools

5. Create waiver authority

¢+ maintain flexibility envisioned as part of
charter school process

4+ maintain discretion over whati 1s appropriate

4 limited impact Vzg/\ .(\J oV

¢ havc avoided regulanng thus far
4+ may prompt legislative changes

MO

4 Congress may allow unintended exemptions J#/ﬂ A

¢ proposal may not bc adopted by Congress

4 climnate approachces that arc creative
4 1n contradiction with most Statc laws, lecading
10 potential abandot:ment of Federal program

¢ mav rcccive ovenwhelming nuisber of
cxcmption requests
4 possiblc allowance of undcesirable waivers

vr

WSO

flexability 4 would require legislative changes

-

Recommendation:

Option 1 1s rccommended. Option 2 s not reccommended, unless adcquate protections cannot be agreed to
under current legislative authority. Option 3 1s not rccommended unless options 1 and 2 cannot Icad to
adequatc protcctions. Options 4 and 5 are not rccommended.  Eliminating all exemptions would be
unfortunatc, and counter to most States’ laws. Limited exemptions or preferciices make administration of
charter programs morc practical in communitics and remove disincentives for people to commit the time
and work nccessary to creatc charter schools.  Appropriate dircction to Statcs to ensure any excmptions or
preferences protect students’ civil r_ighfs and maintain the open nature of charter schools is nccessary.
Extended waiver authority could Icad to requests that under minc open-naturc of charter schools.

7: Conversion of Existing Private Schools

Background:

The conversion of previously éxisting private schools to charter status gencrates controversy. Gurrently
only a handful of State charter schools laws allow this (sce Ml AZ, NC, TX). Even in States with a
prohibition against the dircct conversion of private schools, 1t remains possible to dissolve an existing

school and apply for a new <harter with a different group that includes many people and resources from the
original school. ED's priman' conccm has been existing schools converting in & way that does not open the “
new school” to children who w.cere not previous!y enrolled in the school. If this is the case, the charter
mechanism can be used to provide public funds for the original private school  If, however, the school 1s
opcn to all students, the expericnce and resources from the original school may provide help that ensures a
successful school. The Depariment 1s examining this issuc through focus groups and additional



ivestigations should provide more information in the coming months.  Current legislation does not appear
to provide a mechanism for prohibiting the conversion of existing private schoois. as long as such schools
create a ncw public charter school under State law:.

Options:
: . “ o
1. Use-guidance to describe appropriate steps for enrollment in converjed private schools. —
2. Use regulations to describe appropriate steps for enrollment in converted private scho
3. In statute specify steps for appropriate enrollment practices in converted private schools.
4. In statute prohibit existing private schools from converting to charter status
5. Create a priority to give preference to States that prohibit the convei :ion of private schools
6. Include language in model laws that prohibits converting private schools or clarify appropriate

steps for conversion. T

. . . L . .
7. Take no action to restrict or discourage the conversion of private schools to charter status.

//Ll(/‘lS ‘/L”:M _
[

Pros & Cons

Pros ~Cons
1. Use guidance, re: appro;‘) 1ate ste
¢ avoid legislaung or regulating ¢ possible abuscs
4 ncrcasc numbers of charters and resources ¢ possibly add support to vouches
: : . 2
2. Use regulations, re: appropriate steps 4 could contribute to confusion with vouchers
¢+ incrcasc numbers of crearters and resourccs ¢ have to regulate
3. In statute, specify approp'riatc steps ¢+ allow Statcs to cont nuc converting schools
4 ncrcasc numbers of charters and resources ¢ Congress mayv not include steps in language,
cxpanding scope of private school involvement
4 losc resources of private schools to charters
4. In statute, prohibit ¢ Congress may not ir~lude steps in language,
¢ avoid possibility of abusc cxpanding scopc of private school involvement
¢ scparatc charters from vouchers clearly

- ¢ possible abuses

. Prioritize States that prohibit converting ¢ continuc confusion rcgarding differences

avoid mandate between charters and vouchers

allow States to detenmine best approach Q many priorilics becomes unworkable
leverage Statc pohcy

> & ¢ o W0

create incentive without mandating

6. Include language in model laws that prohibits | ¢  abuscs could occur
or clarify appropriate steps,

¢ avoid mandate, vet clanfy voucher distinctions
¢ allow States to deternunc best approach

7. Take no action to restrict or discourage the ¢ abusces could occur

conversion of private schools to charter status

¢ charter movement benefits from resources of
privatc schools




Recommendation:

The lcast burdensome, vet effective option of 1,2 or 3 should be ennacted. If option 1 is not sufficient,
option 2 should be ennacted. If options 1 and 2 arc not possible, than option three should be cnacted. The
prohibition of private schools (option 4) is not rccommended, unless options that clarify appropriate
practices (options 1, 2, 3) cannot be cnacted. In the cvent that appropnate steps for use of conversions
cannot b¢ enicted, a prohibition against conversions should be enacted (optiongt). Option 5 is not
recommended. Bascd on decisions reached regarding the prohibition of private conversions, option 6 is
recommended, granted the model law reflect the appropriate steps. Option 7 1s not recommended.

8: Involvement of For-Profit and Contracting Organizations in the Charter Movement

Background:

A growing numbcr of chaster schools involve for-profit organizations in their .nanagement and operation.
Active organizations includc:

Edison

Advantage Schools

Sabis \ UQ.

Beacon Education Management v C/:/
Charter Schools Administration Scrvices < A

Excel Education Centers e ‘J.u/
The Leona Group /

Like converting private schools, involving thesc companics’ provides additional resources and expertise that
charter schools nced; but, it also raiscs larger policy questions. Many States limit the involvement of such
groups, or force them to contract with public, non-profit groups. that then work with the organizations
through contracts. The invulvement of these groups in public education also occurs outside of charters
through contracts with school districts to create new schools or operate existing schools. As many as half
of the Michigan charter schools arc created through such groups, and the usc of multiple sites for individual
charters has grown in Arizona recently. Some cstimates of charter schools operating with such
organizations or as franchiscs put the total number of 80 individual schools, or roughly 10 percent of all
charter schools. (For morc discussion of this issuc, sce Appendix C for a review of the role of such
organizatiorrs and stcps the Department could take to decrcase any competitive advantages such

organizations NOW Cnjov over chartcr schools that

Options:

b).t\.)

art from scratch without s::ch organizational backing )

Clanfy through regulations, the steps necessary to cnsurc that contracting organizations arc
appropratcly working with independent groups carning charters, rather thar receiving charters directly.
Through rcgulations. prohibit contracting organizations from rcceiving Federal funds.

Clarify statute, clanify the steps necessary to ensurc that contracting organizations arc appropriately
working with independent groups eaming charters, rather than receiving charters dircctly.

Through statute, prohipit contracting orgamzatlons\ﬁom receiving Federal runds; 77~ LJL\J fj\”ij’«

Include language restricting-orproljibiing contracting organizations from recciving charters directly in
model laws, or stipulate appropriat levels of involvement ..

Crcatc a piority to give 2 prufcrcnc to Statcs that restrict the dircct involvement of such entities in the

charter schools. \
/ 8 /\«’( ~



Provide support to independent orgamzations that provide the logistical, managerial and financial
support to charter schools. (Such support has been a primary reason why independent organizations
scek partnerships with for-profit contractors)

. Take no action to restrict or discourage the involvement of contracting organizations. (\}/)
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Pros & Cons:

Pros Cons
1. Use guidance to describe appropriate steps
for contracting organizations + will support develojaent of such groups
¢ schools maintain access to resources 5
¢ avoud legislating or regulating kg/‘/ i -+
o .
2. Prohibit through guidance
¢ maintain grass-roots raturc of charters ¢ schools losc access to such resources
¢ strengthen competitive stance of independent
charter schools
¢ avoud regulating
3. Use regulations to describe appropriate
steps for contracting organizations ¢ will have to regulate -
¢ schools maintain access to rcsources
¢ avoud legislating
4. Prohibit through regulations
¢ maintain grass-roots naturc of charters ¢ schools losc access 10 such resources
¢ strengthen competitive stance of independent
charter schools
5. Through statute, describe appropriate steps
for contracting organizations ,
4+ schools maintain access to rescurces ¢ will support development of such groups
6. Prohibit through statute
¢ maintain grass-roots naturc of charters ¢ schools lose access ‘o such resources
¢ strengthen competitive stance of independent
charter schools
7. Include language restricting or prohibiting
contracting organizations in model laws o
¢ defer to States ¢ States may chosc not to limit involvement
¢ somc schools maintain access to the resources | ¢ imited impact of n: :del laws
of such organizations
8. (l)’:;);':]?zcai:xopnpsort to independent . additional.cosl - |
¢ all schools have access to such resources ¢ difficulty in determining quality
¢ do not creatce infrastructurc of contractors ¢ cxpanded Federal rele o
9. No action
¢ all schools have access to such resources ¢ growing infrastructurc of organizations, may

corpete with public education system




Recommendations:

Some lcvel of control over the tvpe of operation by contraciing organizations 1s recommended. (Options 1,
3, and 5 cach would drfinc appropnate steps). The least burdensome method that still ensures an
appropriatc level of control should be cnacted. Options 2, 4 and 6 arc not recommended. Options 7 and 8
are rccommended. Option 9 1s not recommended.

Technical Fixes

In addition to these major arcas, there arc several “technical fixes” that may be nceessary to the current
legislation. Topics that nced minor clarifications include language m the legislation that references sections
that have becn delcted later, language about the types of laws States must pass to be eligible for funding, or
other 1ssucs that may arise after a carcful rcexamination of the statute.



Background:

Federal support for magnet schools began in the carly 1970's as a Special Projects activity under the
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA). In the carly stages of the cffort to desegregate schools, the goal was
to elimiriatc dual school svstems, which were primarily in the South and the re8ult of de jurce discrimination
against blacks. Latcr. spceial theme schools with high quahity mstruction (1.¢ . magnet schools) were used
by Courts and by descgresating school districts as an altcrnative to forced bus.ig | as a way of achieving
desegregation on a voluntary basis. It was belicved that if white parents were given the choice of having
their children attend top quality schools, they would sclect those schools even if it meant traveling across

—, town to a previously all-black school. This concept proved to have merit and the number of magnet

N)},\‘ gchools for descgregation has quadrupled sincc 1981 (from 1,019 to over 4,000).
o

=
B‘.’n}/ The ESAA program, and with it Federal support for magnet schools cnded in 1981, In 1984 support for

magnct schools was reinstated through the authorization of the new Magncet Sctools Assistance Program

undcr the Education for Economic Sccurity Act. The statutory purposc of the program was to assist the

descgregation cfforts of public school districts by supporting magnct schools that will (1) climinate, reduce

or prevent minority group isolation in schools with substantial proportions of minority students and (2)

offer courscs of instruction that will improve student achicvement in The academic subjects and their grasp - 1~
of markctablc vocaticnal skills. By regulation the Department continued the ESAA statute's definition of  vo0 9o &
minority isalation” to mean a school with a 50 pereent or higher minority student population.  In 1988, fams =
the Magnct Schools program was rcauthorized as part of the Elementary and Sccondary Education Act.  In
1994, the program was again rcauthorized, with changes that would help ensure that the Federally funded
magnct schools would contribute to state and local systemic reform cfforts and that poor and minority
students would have cquitable access to the schools.

The statutc requires that Federally funded magnet schools be designed to bring students of different social,
economic, racial and cthnic backgrounds together. The magpict schools must - part of an approved
desegregation plan -- cither voluntary or required, and proposcd projects must show how they plan to
improve the racial balance among participating schools; provide high quality cducational programs for
participants; and Tostcr positive intcraction among students of different backgrcunds.

1§ g

_'¥4 | While morcrescarch is needed to reach firm conclusions, there is cvidence that iagnet schools are making

N a difference for many children, particularly children in poor urban school districts.
IS —_—

J/'CV/ A recent study conducted by the Citizens’ Commission on Civil Rights and the % anderbilt Institute for -
J/)/ Public Policy Studics found that the magnet schools in St. Louis, Cincinnati, and Nashville provided poor Loae V‘L

e and minority children cducational opportumitics that they may not have had otherwise. The study also o4t (r/q

A found that thc opportunitics provided these children are of the type “that have enabled manv to succeed W‘Y}: :
~ academically and to go on to college or productive cimployment.”

\

More specifically, low-income students in magnet schools included in the study :3cnerally scored better on
academic performance tests than their counterparts at non-magnet schools. In St Louis, magnet students
formed non-magnet students on statc asscssments in reading, mathematics, social

U . 1t 1s bglicved that they also performed better than would be predicted from their prior
ability and socio-cconomiic background. The low-income students who participated in the St. Louis magnet
M and inter-district transfer programs were found to be significantly more hkely t¢: complete high school than
their countcrparts in non-magnct schools. Cincinnati magnct schools with sub.itantial numbers of
disadvantaged students peifonned above average on standardized tests. (Difficelt Choices. Spring 1997))




Other studics, using data from the Nationa! Educational Longitudinal Study (N£LS) conducted in 1988
and 1990, concluded that:

Magnet Schools show slightlv higher tenth grade achievement levels, higher proportions of students s Ao 7
taking collcge preparatory mathematics, and planning for further cducation than their students’
backgrounds would suggest.

- - -

Minority and low-mncome children were over-represented nationwide in agnet schools and other “ Upwn = =

schools of choice”. Low-income or minonty students were more likely to go to a magnet school than hay

high-income or white children. [Py vl
AN

Magnet schools are more likelv to serve disadvantaged students than comprehensive schools, and the
average student in a magnct school was more likely to have higher achicvernent in reading and socia
studies than a comparablc student in a non-magnet school. R
A study of the San Antonio School District, where 80% of the children quahify for free or reductd price
lunch and where 94 4% (1995-96 Characteristics) of the population is minority, found, after adjusting for

past test scorcs, familv background, and parcntal cxpectations, statistically significant differences in the —
achievement test scorces of students cnrolled in magnet schools and the score 5t students who appliced but

were not admitted to those schools

The Magnet Schools contribute to better race relations as well as academic ach:evement. In a recent Public
Agenda Report entitled, “Time to Move On: African-Amcrican and White Parents Sct an Agenda for Public  «——
Schools.” both white and black parents were reported to belicve that integrated schools improve race

relations and cnhance their children's ability to thrive in a diverse world. Aboui 6 1n 10 of the black and

white parcnts were reported to favor achicving school mtcgration through magn:t schools. (The pereentage —
was cven higher among parents whosc child had enrdlled in a magnct program.; Since both groups

considered academic achicvement to be the highest priority, one can assume that magnet schools are

perceived to assist academic achicvement as well as good race relations.

The Problem

The changing demographics of the country and of school districts are making it difficult to reduce,

eliminate, and prevent minority student isolation in schools. Schools, particularly those in large urban

areas, arc bccoming more minority-isolated. Since minority isolation in schools corrclates closely with

economic isolation, the isolation that is occurring affects both minority and poor students. 1t also affccts

white students and socicty as a whole. In 1solated schools students of different racial, cthnic, and economic e
groups have fewer, if any, opportunitics for positive intcraction with onc another. The reduced

opportunitics for positive intcractions run counter to nceds that arc quite apparcnt today. We are living in a

time when reports of racia! wension and violence have increascd, when our soc: :tv 1s becoming increasingly

diversc, and when the 1dea of a global socicty has become a reality. Our countr’s economic and social

well-being requires a well educated citizenry that 1s capable of living and worki ¢ together peaccfully and

productively. It requires a ciizenry that also 1s capablce of functioning well with pcople from other -
countrics and culturces.

According to the 1990 United States population census, whites comprise appro=-imately 71% of the total
population. Between 1980 and 1990, the total population increased by 10%, the white population
increascd by 8%, the black population increased by approximately 16%. the Asian population increased by
65% and the Hispanic/Latino population increased by 44%. It 1s cxpected that by the vear 2000 one 1n
three people in the United States will be a member of an ethnic or racial minority (The State of
Desegregation).



For schools. the change 1s cven more dramatic. Census Burcaydatrsyggcsts that the number of black
students enrolled in public schools increased 3% from 1972 l1 that same period Latino enrollment
increasced 89%. while white enroliment decreased by 14%. Thtdrap in white enrollment was not balanced
for by growth in white private school enroliment. There were 18% feXer white stucznts in private
clementary schools and 23% ﬁ,\\cr n pnvalc hlgh schools than two decates carlier. This means that mo
of the change in school pop ~ ¢ result of low white Rirth: rate, higher minog:

rates, and immigrat@n (NSBA. Sonnenschei @}

The growing minonty stucent population increasingly 1s being relegated to scparate, largely urban, schools. =)
\

Research data indicates that during the past 10 ycars, schools have been re-secicgating. In | @"’m"
Brown v Board-of Edueatton-was decided277 percent of black students attended schools with less than 50 /-
percent white cnrollment. In 1972, as a result of court-ordered descgregation, that figurc dropped to
approximatcly 64 pereent and remained relatively constant through 1986. By 1994, however, 1t had risen

to 67 percent and appears to have continued to climb. Isolation of Latino students has increased at an even
greater ratc than for black studcnts during this period. As of the 1994-95 schocl year over 75%of Latinos
were in schools with majoritics of Latino or black students. Many large urban =chool districts now have
munority student enrollments of 70% or greater and the minority cnroliments co.tinuc to increase in these
districts. Also the population of minority childrenr in minonity-isolated schools 1s becoming increasingly
diverse. (Orficld, 1997. Banks, 199]).

ISSUE: SHOULD ANY CHANGES IN THE MSAP BE PROPOSED

Should the Department seek changes ir: the Magnet Schools Assistance Propram (MSAP) statute to
make it a more effective tool for providing to students educational equity, educational excellence and
the ability to function well in a diverse society and world?

RECOMMENDATIONS: Option #2, including both sub-options is recomniznded. In addition, we
recommend adoption of the proposals offered under options #4 and #5. Options #1 and #3 are not
recommended for adoption. A discussion of the options follows.

Option 1: Do not propose a change in the statute or in the administration of the program.

This option is not recommended for adoption.

The Magnct Schools program has helped to make a difference for poor and minority students. Specifically,
magnct schools have helped reduce minority group isolation and provide opportunitics for positive
intcractions among students of diffcrent social. cthnic and cconomic backgrounss.  This has been
accomplished in spite ef residential segregation or changing demographics, ana ihey have promoted the
value of diversity withm our schools and communitics. A study completed in 1996 for the Department
found that in spitc of the changing demographics and other factors outside their control, grantees either
achiceved their objectives or made progress in reducing the incidence of racial isolation in 64% of the
schools examined. (American Institute for Rescarch, 1996) ;

‘The Magnct Schools program aiso 1s helping to close the achicvement gap betwzen minonity or poor
students and other students. Students from a wide range of backgrounds, not just our traditionally highest
achieving students, are benefiting from the Magnet Schools Assistance Program.

Finally, magnet schools arc an integral part of the systemic reform efforts of many school districts. Over
the years, magnct schools havc becn and continue to be a major vehicle for parents and students to exercise
choice within the framework of our public schools.  Magnct schools offcr stud :nts and parents



opportunitics to find the tvnes of cducational programs best suited to their neeas and interests. They also
often serve as school distrizis informal laboratorics for innovation, change ar.e: s«cform. In Cleveland, Ohio
a survey of parents whosc children attended a federally funded magnet school revealed that 81.7 percent of
the parents were either satisfied or extremely satisfied with the program. Wher asked about the aspects of
the program thev valued most highlv. the parents cited the quality of teacher/student interactions, the
education program offered, and the program's abihity to strengthen the academic development of their
children-(MSAP Performance Report)

Pros and Cons:

Pros

1. The issues of school desegregation and diversity are politically sensitive and there are significantly
different points of vicw in the education community as to the changes that sh:ould be made. Therefore

raising them may make what is likely to be a difficult rcauthorization process more difficult for the
Department. -

2. The program has contributed in posttive ways to the achicvement of school descgregation and the
valuing of diversity.

3. The Department does rot have all of the answers regarding what 1s needed *o make the program more
effective and relevant to the needs of poor and minority students.

4. We necd additional rescarch on the needs and the results of the program's cforts, particularly as they
relate to improving cduzational cquity and excellence.

5. To the extent that race would be a factor in student assignments, the diversity approach to achieving
educational cquity mav bc subjcct to legal challenges . The courts have not yet resolved this 1ssue.

Cons

1. A failure to propose changes that can improve the program might be viewed as an abdication by the
Dcpartment of its lcadership and administrative responstbilitics for the program.

2. The issues arc likely to te raised by the education community during rcauthcrization and the
Department would cither be restricted to a reactive role or would appear to have been less than
forthcoming on this important topic.

3. The Department would miss an opportumity to make changes in the statute that would enable the
Department to administer the progran in a way that would increase its cffectiveness and relevance
to the needs of poor and minority children and to the needs of our society in the 21* century.

4. The Whitc Housc may decide to advocate a change as part of an cxpanded public school choice
nitiative (c.g , inter-district magnets). (Sec Appendix D)

Option 2: Propose changes in the statute to address issues associated with the desegregation/equity
purpose of the program.

This option is recommended for adoption.
As discussed carlier, the Magnet Schools Assistance Programs has helped to reitace minority student
isolation in public schools. However, because of changing demographics and current legal trends, progress



in this area is becoming increasingly difficult.

The program's strategy for promoting descgregation reflects the demographics associated with dismantling
dual school systems (black/minority vs. white). Current demographics in scheol districts are different,
bringing, perhap:, the need for different solutions.

Both the statutory language regarding the climination, reduction or prevention of minority group isolation
and the policies and procedurcs cstablished by the Department to implement the statute, reflect the black vs
white, dual school systcm paradigm. This statutory language and the Department's approach to
implementation arc not consistent with current reality in many school districts.  Many school districts are
attempting to scrvc a highly diverse student population, in terms of race and cthnicity as well as social and
economic diffcrences.  For example, between 1979 and 1993, the number of cnildren with limited "
proficiency in English rosc from 1.25 million to 2.44 million and in central cit:es and urban fringe/large
towns, 60 pereent of the schools had such children. During the coming decades minority children arc
expected to make an even grecater share of the school age population. (Condition. 1997)

The current statutc calls for programs that arc capable of attracting students frem different social,
economic, racial and cthnic backgrounds. Howecver, the statutony purposcs and the operational policies
established by thc Dcpartment may make 1t difficult for grantees to achieve this kind of diversity.  For
example, the regulatory definition of “minority group isolation” stipulatcs an cni-llment of 50 percent or
more minority group children and groups all minonties together. Grantees are cncouraged through grant
selection cniteria and through requirced assurances to cnsure that children wath different backgrounds have
access to the programs but their cfforts in this arca may be restricted somewhat by the statutory
requirement to climinate, reduce, or prevent minority group isolation 1n schools and by the regulatory
definition of “minority group 1solation ”

Current legal trends also arc making 1t more difficult to achicve school desegregation. An increasing
number of school districts arc being declared unitary by the courts and relcased from the requirements of
their court-ordered descgregation plans. Among the large districts relcased in recent years are Buffalo,
New York, Broward County, Florida, Denver, Colorado, St Lucic, Florida, and Corpus Chnisti, Texas. In
many instances the standards that the courts are using to dctermine that school districts have met their
constitutional obligations 45 dcscgregate also appear to be casing.

In addition,.the usc of racc for student assignments is being challenged. School districts implementing
voluntary plans to reduce minority group isolation or improve racial balance an.ong their schools have
traditionally uscd racc as a critcrion in making student assignments to schools. {n the casc of school
districts that had been declared unitary and released from their court orders, frequently, the same
race-bascd critcria that had been used in the court order were continued as part of their voluntary plan.
Now,

school districts arc facing lcgal challenges to the usc of race as a criterion in m2*ing student assignments
under their voluntary descgregation programs, including magnet schools.

To be cligible for MSAP fundung, applicants must have approved descgregation plans. The statute requires
that the eligibility of voiuntarv descgregation plans be determined by the Department’s Office for Civil
Rights on the basis of whether the plans arc adequate under Title VI of the Civit Rights Act. The Office for
Civil Rights’ review of the voluntary plans had to be expanded this past vear to 2ncompass, for plans that
use race as a student sclection criterion, consideration of whether race 1s used oily to the extent that it
satisfies the strict scrutiny standard cstablished by the Supreme Court. Under this standard, any use of race
must satisfv a compelling governmental intcrest - 1dentified for the MSAP as reduction, elimination, or
prevention of minority group isolation. - and be narrowly taillored. Among the considerations that affect a
determination of whether the use of race is narrowly tailored are: (1) whether the district tried or seriously



considered race-neutral altcrnatives and determined that those measures have not been or would not be
similarly cffective, before resorting to race-conscious action: (2) the scope and ilexibihity of the use of race,
including whether it is subject te a waitver: (3) the manner i wiich race s usec, that is, whether race
determines cligibility for a program or whether race s just one tactor in the dec:sion making process; (4)
the duration ot the usc of race and whether 1t 1s subject to periodic revicw; and (3) the degree and type of
burden imposed on students of other races.)

Also, the use of race to achicve educational benefits other than required desegregation is a critical issue that
has not yet been resolved by the courts. Three recent Federal District Court opinions illustrate this
controversy. In Arlington, Virginia, a judge found that the non-remedial interest in diversity is not
compelling. In Boston, Massachusctts and Montgomery County, Maryland, juu;ies found that diversity 1s a

compelling intcrest. The Arlington and Boston cascs arc on appceal to the Fourth and First Circuit Courts
of Appeals.

Public opinion regarding the valuc of desegregation 1s mixed. Some question whether school desegregation
1s consistent with current social nceds.  They question whether minority studenis need to be edueated with
white students in order to have access to high quahity cducational opportunitics comparabic to thosc
enjoycd by whitc students.  Some have expressed the belief that high quality teaching and lcaming can
occur in racially and cconomically isolated schools. However, according to the recent Public Agenda
Report, 86% of black parents and 74% of whitc parcnts belicve that integration would mean a better
chance that all kids will have good schools and, with the exception of |forced] busing, both groups support
policies aimed at achicving integration.

Rescarch has documented tne fact that scrious problems of incquity exist for st:dents who attend
minority-1solatcd schools. Further, the rescarch shows that there 1s a hink between segregation by race and
segregation by cconomic status.  Minority children arc over-represented among the poor and among those
at nisk for poor school outcomces. In 1995, both black and Hispanic children were more than twice as likely
as white children to live in poverty. Further, minonty children are more tikelv than white students to attend
high poverty schools. In 1993-94, 65 percent of black and Hispanic students were in schools. These
schools do not have resources comparable to those cnjoyed by low poverty schools. For example:

Students 1n mathecmatics classcs in morc aftflucnt public sccondary scheols arc morc likely to be
taught by tcachcrs who majored cr minored in mathematics than were students in high-poverty
public sccondary schools.

Public schools with high levels of students in poverty arc less likely to be connected to the Internet
or have library media centers with computers than schools with lower levels of student poverty.

Tcacher salarics arc hugher in low poverty public schools than they arc m high poverty public
schools. (In 1993-94 tcachers in low poverty schools camed 28% motc in total school carnings.)

In 1989-90, after adjusting for differences in the cost of hiving and the cducational needs of
students, the Nation's sichest school districts spent 36% morc per studeat than the Nation's poorest
districts. T

Fourth-graders in high-poverty public schools arc less hkely tc be n schools with gifted and
talented programs or extended day programs than fourth-graders in low poverty schools.

Finally, the climate in ligh-poverty schools 1s less conducive to learning than that in low-poverty schools.
Public school tcachers in high-poverty schools arc more likely to report that physical conflicts, weapons,
and verbal abusc of tcachers arce problems. Also. there generally is a low level of parental involvement in



high-poverty schools. (Condition, 1997)

The nequitics that accruc as a result of the poverty status of students often arc compounded for children
who suffer from multiplc forms of discrimination, such as children who are poor and minority.  Low
expectations, the demal of information and opportunitics, overrepresentation in lower track classes, high
incidence of scvere disciplinary actions, and under-representation in gateway ccurses and programs arc
among the disparities experienced by minority children, including some childrer: who are not poor.

«
In light of all of the inequitics, 1t 1s not surpnising that rescarch shows that chilgren from racial and cthnic
minority groups do not perform as well in school as white students. Children who have difficulty in
speaking English have a highcr school dropout rate than other children. For exzmple, in 1995, Hispanic
students werc more likclv than white students to drop out of school (12 compared to 5 pereent,
respectively).  Other cxamples, include the following:

In 1994, 4* 8™ ard 12" grade whites and Asians scored higher than Liacks and Hispanics in
history and gcography. Whitcs also scored higher on rcading and writing proficicncy tests than
blacks and Hispanics.

In 1994, there continued to be a large gap between the mathematics and scicnce proficicncy scores
of whitc students and minority students.

In 1996, 93% of whitcs had a high school diploma or the cquivalent, cc apared to 86% for blacks
and 61% for Hispanics. (25 - 29 vcar olds)

Many mmority children attend urban schocls and the majority of these students attend schools that arc
cither predominantly or compicted racially segregated. Further, as indicated carlicr, most of them attend
schools in which 50 percent or morc of the students arc poor. (Condition, 1997)

While rescarch on the educational and social cffects of diversity 1s limited, therc 1s evidence that suggests
that children who attend integrated schools and classes gain some important benefits. Leaming
environments can be enhanced by what students with a varicty of backgrounds and intcrests bring with
them. Today’s students live in a world in which they will need to live, work and intcract with pecople who
are diffcrent from themsclves. As onc of the attornevs who argucd on behalf of Boston's cfforts to use race
as a factor 1r admitting studcents to its special programs noted, “There are som~ things kids just need to be
taught that it's not casy te *cach in a monochromatic environment.” The recciiiy published study by
William Bowen and Derck Bok examines the affect of affirmative action in the sclection of black students
into elite higher cducation institutions.  Their study found there werce positive recults for white and black
students. For cxample, although the black studenis cntered the colleges with lower test scores and grades,
they cam advanced degrees at rates identical to those of their white classmates, are slightly more likely than
whites from the samce institutions to obtain professional degrees in law, business and medicine and tend to
be morc active 1n civic and commumty activitics than their white classmates. The black and white students
both reported that their interaction at college helped them relate to members of ifferent racial groups later
in lifc. . -

Earlier studics showed similar benefits for students who attended desegregated clementary and sccondary
schools. A 1982 study by Braddock and McPartland demonstrated that after controlling for individual
differences in academic preparation and geographic location of high schools and colleges, high school
desegregation cxperiences v.ere related to college attendance {by blacks]. especially attendance at
desegregated colleges.

A 1984 study by Braddock and McPartland found that blacks who attended descgregated schools develop



nctworks, sclect college majors, and find jobs in non-traditional cccupations tu a greater extent than their
peers from scgregated schools.

The following sub-options arc proposcd as wavs to improve the cffectivencss ot the Magnet Schools
Assistance Program as a o0l for educational cquity, integration and diversity: The sub-options are not

mutually cxclusive and therefore any number of them mught be selected for pursuit by the Department.

Sub-OQ-iior; A. Add to the MSAP statute authority for support of efforts“io promote diversit

students have access to high quality instruction.

This option is recommended for adoption.

Specifically: \ /w\ T &( (}j «’\"ﬁ

Revise the statute’s purposc statement to add the promotion of diversity (social, cconomic, racial, ethnic)

in schools or programs designed to ensure that minority and poor students have access to high quality
instruction.

Includc 1n the statute a definition of “minority group isolation” that gives school districts flexibility in
determinming when a school is minoritv-isolated (c.g., flexibility to reflect the multi-cthnic demographics
of the school district). For cxample, a new definition would address the distribution of students among
groups currently defined as mincrity by OMB and also within individual munonty group classifications,
such as bringing togcther Pucrto Rican, Cuban, and Guatemalan students

Expand and rewnite the “innovative Programs” provision of the statute to acdress the goal of diversity

in schools or programs designed to ensurc that minority and poor students have access to high quality
instruction 1n schools.

Includc in the statutc a prionity for inter-district magncet school programs where such programs will
result in morc ntcgrated feaming cnvironments, in morc opportunitics for positive interactions among
students from diffcrent backgrounds, and in improved opportunitics for poor and minority students to
achicve to high standards.

Provide in the “Findings” scction of the statute an expanded discussion of the educational and social
bencfits of bringing together students from diverse backgrounds - e g . different social, racial, ethnic,

and cconomic backgrounds.

Pros and Cons:

Pros

1. Programs of the tvpc fundcd currently would continue to be cligible for funding with this change..

2. Under certam conditions, districts that have large but diverse minority popr:iations mav be assisted in
achicving goals that reflect current needs of their student populations «o.g., achicve greater
diversity among minority groups as well as between them and white students).

3. Districts with large nunority populations may be aided in their cttorts to reducc isolation through the
promotion of and incentives for inter-district programs.
Cons



1. Fewer program resources would support the reduction of minority student 1eolation, as currently
defined, and therefore 1t mav be pereeived by some that the basic purpase and principles of the
statutc will be undermined.

2. To the extent that race would be a factor in student assignments, the diversity approach to achieving
educational equity may be subject to legal challenges . The courts have not yet resolved this 1ssue.

<
-
@ln not approve a proposal that calls for a definitigrf of “munority” that diffcrs from their own :

Sub-option B. Revise the statute by adding a new provision for the use of up to 10 percent of
appropriated funds for operational resezrch and demonstration projects designed to identify and/or
develop new ways of achieving diverse and equitable learning opportunities for all students. WA/

This provision could be part of a larger public school choice demonstration authority and would have tw
primary purposcs. Onc, it would provide demonstration support for successii! magnet schools and
programs that arc willing 0 scrvc as a model and to work with onc or morc ED-sponsored technical
assistance providers to assist other LEAs and schools in planning and implementing high quality magnet
programs. The second purposc of this ncw authority would be to support the davelopment and testing of
new approaches to reducing the isolation ¢f minority and poor students in public schools.  Under this
option the “Findings” scction of the statute should include an expanded discusston of the educational and
social benefits of bringing together students from diverse backgrounds -¢ g, diftcrent social, racial, ethnic
and economic backgrounds

This sub-option is recommended for adoption.

Pros and Cons:

Pros

1. Projects of the type currentlv funded would continuc to be funded.

2. New information nceded to make program support for cquity morc effective would be provided.

3. This activity would contributc to a morc rapid expanston of high quality choice options for parents and
students.

4. More students will have opporturitics for positive intcractions with students who are different from
themselves.

Cons

1. Somec program proponcnts may objcct because support for traditional magnet schools would be reduced
under current funding levels.

OPTION 3. Do not revise the statute but make administrative and regulatory changes that
districts to seck more diverse, multicultural student populations in schools. Spccifically:

This option is not recormmended for adoption.

Revisc the regulaton definition of “minority group isolation” to give school districts more flexibility to,



respectively). This provision significantly curtails the use of MSAP funds for grofessional development
and capacity building after the first vear of a project.

The changcs should include the following;:

Rewvise the “Usce of Funds™ section to permut support for ongoing, high quality professional

development that 1s aligned with state standards and required for cffective teaching and leaming in
thc magnet school. <

Revisc the “Usc of Funds” scction to permit support for other activitics that will increase the
capacity of the school district to continue the magnet program after Federal funding ends.

Revise the “Limitatiens” scction to permit the use of up to 30 percent of the grant amount 1n the
first vear, and up to 25 pereent in the sccond and third years, for planning, profcssional
devclopment, and other capacity puilding activitics.

Require MSAP applicants to describe how funds that are expected to t¢ available from other ED
programs (c.g., 1tilc 1, Eiscnhower, Bilingual Education, Comprchensive School Reform, Goals
2000, ctc) would be used, along with MSAP funds, to implement capacity-building activities that
arc part of local svstcmic reform plans.

Pros and Cons:

Pros

1. The changes would promote a greater emphasis on systemic reform and the use of magnets to improve
the quality of cducation for all students in the districts.

2. The changes would increasc the hikelihood that programs will be continued and at a higher level of
quahty after federal funding ends.

Cons

1. Somc may perccive the change as an attempt to subvert the program from its desegregation purpose.

Option 5. Clarify or eliminate existing priorities that have not been well defined and therefore have
not helped the grant selection process.

This option is recommended for adoption.
Specifically:

1. Ehminate the prioritics that-are not well defined and thercfore do not help identify the applications most
deserving of funding. This would include elimination of the prioritics “Need for Assistance.” and
conncction with “comprehensive commumity involvement plans

2. Clanfy or revise prioritics that arc working well but could be made morc effective tools for determining
the relative quality of applications. This would inciude defining the priority “innovative
educational approaches” and rewriting it to hnk it to principlcs of cffectiveness. 1t also would include
writing as a scparate priority the hinking of magnet programs with “svstemic reform plans”, and
3. Proposc additional prionitics that may help some districts achicve more significant results. Specifically,



for example. reflect the multi-cthnic demographics of the school district vs tive minority/non-minority
distribution of students.

Remove the regulation that prohibits the magnet schools from increasing munority enrollments in their
feeder schools above the district-wide zverage for the grade levels involved.

Pros and Cans:
Pros

1. We avoid the possibilitv of a confrontation on the 1ssuc of school desegregation in the rcauthorization
proccss.

2. The program would be a little more responsive to current nceds than it is at present.

Cons -

1. The changes that can be made through regulation would be much more limited than could be made
through the legislative process.

2. Congress and the public might perceive the regulatory approach as an attempt to rewrite the statute
through administrative fiat, with hmited public and Congressional deliberation.

Option 4. Propose statutory changes that could increase the impact of the Magnet Schocls Assistance
Program on systemic reform. Specifically, propose changes that will increasetiie impagt of federally
Sfunded magnet schools o the quality of teaching and learning in publiz'schools and onlthe quantity
and quality of public schoul choice options.

This option is recommended for adoption.

In the 1994 rcauthorization, a new purpose was added to the Magnct Schools Assistance Program statute.
The programs are to assist in achicving systemic reforms and providing all students the opportunity to meet
challenging Statc content and student performance standards. However, the sta:ute docs not exphaitly
authorize the usc of funds for kev activitics that would make the new charge a rsality,
In responsc to the 1994 statutory change. school districts recciving MSAP funds arc attempting to align
their magnet programs with svstenuc reform plans. To accomplish this purposc, the school districts need to
develop longer-term capacity to implement high quality instructional programs. Thev need to align
curriculum, tecchnology and nrofessional development and provide high caliber professional development on
an ongoing basis. Thev need to identfy and adapt stratcgies and methods for teaching and Icamning that are
based on rchiable rescarch and/or proven practices, and staff at the district and school levels need
information about available resources and how they can be coordinated to assist their efforts.

L - .
Currently the MSAP provides no explicit authorization for the usc of funds for profcssional development or
other capacity developing activitics The statute authonizes planning, under which staff wraining,
curriculum declopment and other capacity building actuvitics nught take place. Howcever, the statute
places emphasis on the usc of funds for instructional staft nceessary for the implementation of magnet
programs, and for the acquisition of supphics and cquipment to support the iniplementation of the magnet
programs. Further, while the statute provides significant flexibility for the use of funds for planmng
activities in the first vear of a project (up to fifty percent of the amount awarde.d), the amounts that can be
used 1n the remaining vears of a project are much more restricted (fiftcen percent and ten percent



(a) Proposc a priotity (or fund rescrvation) for projects that arc based -n inter-district plans, and
(b) Proposc a priority (or fund rescrvation) for smaller LEAs secking to imy:lement smaller projects

Pros and Cons:

Pros

1. The changes will be morz useful tools for determining the relative merit ofeSpplications.

2. Applicants will receive a clearer message regarding prionitics and principles the Department values and
about promising stratcgics for achicving results.

3. Applicants will be relieved of the requirecment to respond to cssentially useless priorities.

Cons
1. Somc may perectve the climination of prioritics as a signal that certain aspects of program design (i.c.,
nced and comprehensive approaches to magnet planning) arc not considered valuable.
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Appendix A
Lessons for Charter Schools from
the Alternative and Public School Choice Movements

The attached issuc paper was sohicited to gain mput from Joc Nathan on Iessons the charter school
movement should take from previous cducation reform cfforts that have attempted to promote independent
and innovafive public schools. <"

For this papcr, Nathan was asked to provide key lessons that previous reform cfforts leamed over the years
that should remain on the radar screens of charter school opcrators and supporters as this new reform
evolves. In this paper, Nathan defines scveral types of school reforms and describes a history of scveral
decades of cfforts to crcate smaller, innovative and semi-independent public schools that families can chose
to attend. The author draws from rescarch, personal experience with charter schools and alternative
schools, intcrvicws with individuals involved in cducation reform and personal reflections based on his
experience. ' -

In his brief account of the choice movement's history, Nathan notcs scveral devclopments that should be
kept in mind as the charter school movement maturcs. These include:

1. the options of choice within public education were originally created to provide innovative and
potentially more cffective public schools. The idea of public school choice was adapted to magnet
schools, which were scen primarily as an instrument for addressing racial scgregation. Ironicaily,
Nathan points out, this has Icft many mimority familics unable to attend magnet schools because
they have been allowed to become sclective;

2 many altecrmative schools were caught by the movement “back to the basics” when they couldn't
demonstrate the positive impact of their programs. Many schools were closed as policy makers
called for incrcascd performance and higher standards; and

3. districts often attempt to convert altemative schools with a unique focus or mission, into schools
that the districts can usc as “dumping grounds” for students who do net succeed in traditional
public schools. '

Nathan offcrs Iessons on scven issucs from the public school choice movement that charter schools ought to
lcarn.

I Quality curriculum and nscrvice -- charter schools should not reinvent the wheel. They should take
advantage of other developments from people working outside their schools. This leaming should
also take place after the school opens and be part of an ongoing profeszional development and
improvement process.

2. Govcernance -- charter schools must develop cffective governance structures that make decisions
and rcmain workablc. He takes lessons from alternative schools of the 1970s and notes cight
important lessons, including: do morc than opposc old i1dcas: avoid previous mistakes; build trust;
acknowilcdge cultural diffcrences; define clear goals: build clear structures for decision making;
assign responsibility for completing tasks; and avoid bum-out  He also refers to eight lessons from
his own rescarch of charter school governance. which mclude using clear goals, agendas and time
limits for mectings; cstablhishing prioritics; using subgroups; agrecing on a process for handling
disagreement; fixing problems rather than assigning blame; letting all voices be heard; and
cclebrating progress.
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Evaluation -- chartr schools and their sponsors should make surc tha- before a school opens, 1t has
clear goals. at Icast somc of which can be measured, and the mstruments to be used in evaluation
arc agreed upon. Such cvaluation should use involve authoritics, a var:ety of measures in addition
to standardized tests(rewrite):

Higher Education -- Nathan notes that higher education has not contributed adcquatcely to the
progress of education reform. He notes that many mnovatine alternative public schools have been
ignored by higher education or rejected in their overtures by these institations,

"Personncl and budgct control -- charter schools need to maintain contr! over their staff and

financcs or clsc their vision mav be croded over time.

Historical perspective -- charter schools ought to study previous reforms, including those outside
education, as they begin and develop their schools.

Working with the community -- charter-schools ought to develop positive working relationships
with their communitics, build understanding and support for what they arc trying to do, and
consider dircctly involving the people, groups and organizations tn their community 1in their school.

Nathan offcrs a few policy lessons: -

I

details of legislation arc critical for individual schools, including 1ssucs hke prohibitions of
admissions tests, multiple sponsorship and State-provided start-up funds;

“strongcr” charter school laws can stimulatc improvement in larger cducation systems -- Nathan
cites the stimulus of the Boston charter schools tn encouraging the city’s school system to embrace
its “Pilot Schools” nrogram.

At the conclusion of this paper, Nathan reccommends that the Department:

1.
2.

work with Statc charter support groups to share the lessons of previous reforms; .

promotc dialog among charter schools, school refonn networks and other innovative school reform
nctworks:

publicize the Department's support for cffective charter schools and charter school laws;
encourage university officials to become more involved in charter schouls. For example, include
incentives for including charter schools in partnerships supported by Fzderal grant programs that
arc designed to promotc higher cducation/k-12 collaboration;

cncourage greater regulatory flexibility, at the State. local and Federal level; and

producc matcrials describing innovative approaches to spacc and facilitics tn successful charter
schools.

Backgroudid on the Author:

Nathan directs the Center for School Change, at the University of Minnesota's Humphrey
Institute for Public Affairs. Dr. Nathan has written extensively on charier schools and school
reform. His previous work includes the first national survey of charter schools and a book
documenting the early activity of charter schools across the nation. The National Governors'
Association asked Nathan to coordinate a major school reform project iz the mid 1980's, which
produced Time for Resul:s: The Governors 1991 Report on Education 1In this project he worked
closely with then Governorg Riley and Clinton. In August, 1997, the American School Board
Journal named Nathan's recent book, Charter Schools. one of the seven "best books written about
schools and schooling in the last year." Nathan also helped start, and worked for 7 years in, a k-
12, 500 student public school that began in 1971, and 1s starting its 28th year this fall. This school
was recognized by the US Office of Education as a “carefully evaluated, proven innovation
worthy of national repiication." Nathan then directed a Federally funded project to help other



districts and schools adopt and adapt key ideas from this school. Nathan writes a weekly column
for three Minnesota papers and is a frequent guest columnist in several national publications.



Appendix B

Summary Memae on Developing Model Legislation and Working with States

To: Charter School Tecam

From: Alex Mcdler

Date: 4/13/98

Re: -~ < Charter School Laws Issuc Paper s
Subject: Charter School Laws:

Should the Department support particular aspects of charter s<i-ool laws?

The attached 1ssuc papers discuss whether or not the Department should develop a model charter school
law and what thc Department can do to help States that are considering charter school legislation. This
memo summarizes thic attached documents.

Summary:

Charter schools arc a significant clement of cducation rcform in the United States. Currently, more than 32
States and tcrritorics allow pcople to create charter schools and nearly 800 charter schools are open.
While growth is strong, approximatcly 500 charter schools arc in just three States. The likclihood that we
will achicve the Presideat's goal of having 3000 charter schools by the vear 2002 ts slim given the limited
activity in many States. Despite State differences, ED has not taken a position on which charter school law
1s best. It is now time to revisit the question of whether or not the Department <hould take a position.

Based on a review of the Department’s activitics to date, lessons learned in implementing policy, and an
analysis of likcly outcomes if the Department takes a position, this paper conclvdces that to achicve the
Stated goal of achicving 3000 schools by the vear 2002 -- and to increase the cl:ances that these schools
will uphold the principles the Department holds for the charter school movement -- the Department should
develop a modc! charter school law. Oncc such a position 1s clarified, the Department should take
deliberatc and appropnatc steps to disseminate 1t. A modecl law should:

n lcad to significant numbers of truly independent charter schools -- cither through strong appeals
processcs or a non-local district sponsor,

n clanfv the need of charter schools to remain more accountabic to the public than traditional
schools; and

u clafify their need te serve all children and to cnhance equity in Amcerican public cducation.

Background:

Thus far, thc Department has strongly supported charter schools, but not joincd debates about the specifics
of charter school legislation. The Department's reluctance to join this debate could stem from scveral
issues. Charter schools arc relatively new, and -- until recently -- 1t was too carlv to draw conclusions about
what policy diffcrences meant to implementation. Comparisons of charter schoc! laws have also been
controversial and involved partisan political fights. These fights can affect other education reforms and
issues in States -- such as standards, vouchers, and the Federal rolc in education. Thesc fights also involve
major constitucncics in Statss. Against this backdrop, the Department has art -ulated strong support for
charter schools but deferred to Srates in how thev establish programs

On the activist side, the Department has provided funding to States that pass charter school laws to help
schools 1n these States overcome start-up costs, sct ambitious goals for the charicer school movement,
spoken out for key principles in their implementation, provided testimony and atswered questions for



State-level policy makers on request. and supported the creation of documents ihat help State leaders
consider charter school Iegislation. Mcanmwhile, the Department has deferred to States i how they
authorize charter schools. While cthics rules prolubit the Department from lobbying State governments,

Congress has dirccted ED to create and disseminate model charter school legislation. ED has vet to act on
this directive.

The variety of State laws, aad the resultant charter school programs have begur: to provide enough
information to draw prcliminary conclusions about the impact of policy on prdgrams. Some preliminary
conclusions include.

n laws with scveral distinctly weak aspects (such as only allowing the conversion of existing public
schools, or not allowing an appcals process or alternative sponsor) lead to few or no schools;

= the “strongest” laws Icad to more schools, but can also bring problems in accountability and
quality; and

u district control of th= charter process docs lead to the creation of schea!s, but they are

disproportionatcly designed for at-risk students.
If the Department decides 1o not take a position on charter school faws there are scveral possible outcomes
-- some help the Department’s primary charter school objective of establishing 3000 schools, while others
detract from the likclihood of achicving this objective. Since States continuc to pass charter school
legislation, it is likcly that the objective of having 40 States pass charter school iaws by the year 2002 will

be achicved with no significant work by the Department. In addition, the number of charter schools will
continue to grow.

However, there arc at least three risks of not taking a posttion. First, groups with idcological agendas may
successfully redefine and reshape the charter school movement and take credit for it. Sccond, incffective
laws that producc few schools, or laws with inadcquate accountability, might pass. In addition, good laws
-- which have the potential of passing -- would not benefit from the Department's direction. Third,
Congress might act to describe a model law dircctly.

There are scveral unfortunate possible affects, 1f 1dcological groups successfully shape the movement,
including:
u the concept of charters may be defined differently than ED would hope, 1.¢.,charters could be
described as private schools, or their increased accountability could be iost;
charters that don't serve all children cquitably or remain accountable could thrive,
. bipartisan support may bc lost:
charters mav be used to influence other education issuces. such as vouchers, standards based
rcforms, and the Federal role in education; and
n a narrow scgment of supporters may take credit for the movement

If the Department docs take a position, 1t 1s likely that better laws will pass, more schools will be created
and these schools will more closcly reflect the Department’s principles. On the ncgative side, most of the
trade-offs from taking a position on legislation could come from antagonizing m.crest groups and
constituencics which perceive an interest in fighting the charter school movement as a whole. -

Once a model law was cstablished there are several strategies that could appropriately disseminate the
modcl. These stratcgics include.

1. continuing to provide grants to States with charter school legislation and charter schools;

2. cducating policy makers by providing ncutral guidance and informatior: about charter schools and
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policy options;

providing official testimony when requested;
creasing public awareness of charter schools through the media, public forums and other events;
providing official modcl legislation as directed by Congress; '

cducating kev constitucncics about charter schools; and

school visits and public speaking by Department and Adnministration sificials, including the
Secretary and President.



Appendix C
Briefing on Accountability and Assistance Needs of Schools

SUMMARY

The attached materials were prepared at the request of OERI and the Public Charter School
Program Office. The Center on Reinventing Public Education is conducting the Department’s
research into accountability in charter schools. The attachments are brigfing materials on ‘How
The Department Of Education Can Help Charter Schools ™ They weré presented by Paul Hill, on
behalf of the Center on Reinventing Public Education, The University of Washington, July 1998.

I. At this preliminary stage, the Center's matn conclusions are as follows.

1. Charter school accountability processes and standards are unclear in every State visited,

2. Both charter schools and authorizing agencies shy away from relying on student test
results;

3. Many charter schools are too poorly defined instructionally and -:rganizationally-to permit
informed paren' zhoice,

4. Schools need technical assistance as well as funds for start-up; ard

S. Impending decisions regarding the renewal of recently opened chzrter schools will test the

possibility of performance accountability.

II. A primary finding is that schools need assistance sources in addition to start-up funds.
Specifically charter schools need access to:

1. Coherent school wide plans to use as models;

2 Competitively-priced administrative service providers,
3. Capital for leasing or buying facilities;

4

Testing that 1s curriculum-independent, secure, not biased in favor of regular public
schools, and that reports results quickly.

IIL. In the absence of such help, the scarcity of assistance creates advantzged for well-capitalized
schools -- foundation-funded networks, franchises and for-profit providers.

IV. Based qn these insights, the researchers recommend that the Department:

Promote local assistance infrastructure with start-up funds for:

Incubators to he!p potential providers develop strong school plans;

Charter school 2::istance networks;

Local revolving loan funds:

Fee-for-service providers of insurance, financial record-keeping, ;:ersonnel and benefits;
Local developers and obrokers for school building space

wn bWk~

V. In addition, the authors suggest that the Department sponsor the:

1. Development of tests that fairly compare charter schools with regular public schools;

2 Development of models for how local school districts can hold s:'iools accountable; and

3. Documentation of “good practices” examples of charter authorizer accountability
relationships.



An interdistrict magnet program would provide opportunities to “reate integrated schools
that in many instances are not possible within the confines of either urban or suburban
school districts, because the demographic make-up of one group tends to include
extremely large percentages of minority group students while the demographic make-up of
the other tends to include very small percentages of minority stucents.

With specific respect to the MSAP, an interdistrict approach has the potential of creating
“viable joint programs for which neither party to the interdistrict project would have been
eligible if it attempted 10 apply seperately for its own intradistrict magnet schools.

With respect to the MSAP, an interdistrict approach would afford participating school
districts with new opportunities to create challenging and innovaiive educational programs
that they could not otherwise afford to develop. This may be as irue for many more
affluent suburban school districts trying to either avoid tax increases or trying to cut taxes
as it 1s for urban school districts struggling to adequately fund basic programs. _

An interdistrict magnet initiative or priority would also face several barriers and potential
habilities:

Basic funding formulas in many States are driven by average dail attendance (ADA).
This creates a disincentive for schools and school districts to perinit or encourage their
students to enroll in a school that is not in their district and under their jurisdiction.

The development of an interdistrict program requires two (or me:e) school districts to
work together in ways that they are not accustomed to working.  This involves making
mutually acceptable decisions regarding 1ssues such as the location of magnet schools,
magnet schcol curriculum, student selection procedures, funding support for basic
operational costs (with or without Federal funding from the MSAP), and decision-making
authority with respect to the magnet school(s).

In many instances, school districts will incur additional costs for student transportation
which cannot be supported with Federal funds.

Many school districts are large county-wide systems, making it difficult to link their
schools with schools in other districts because of size and geography (e.g., the large
county-wide districts in Florida).

In instances where there is significant community concern or a perception that the location
of the magnet school is unsafe, that the magnet school will incluc 2 or tolerate disruptive
students, or that academic standards will be watered down, building support for

interdistrict magnet programs, particulary among largely white suburban districts, will be
extremely difficult.
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APPENDIX D
Interdistrict Magnets

A significant number of large urban school districts have high mmority .tudent enrollments (most

- - . . . . - . -«
have student enrollments chat are 70% or greater minority). Minority e:urollments are continuing
to increase in these distncts.

In the ten largest school districts, students who are isolated on the basis of race also tend to be
1solated by poverty.

Student achievement in predominantly minority isolated and poor schools is well below the
national average.

During the last several years, reported incidents of racial violence and tension have increased. At
the same time, because schools are resegregating racially, students of all racial and ethnic groups
are experiencing fewer opportunities to interact with one another.

Magnet schools provide opportunities for students of different racial, ethnic, social and economic
backgrounds to study and learn together. This experience affects both minority and non-minority
students and results in these students gaining a better appreciation of pceple who are ditferent
from themselves and in better skills in interacting with individuals from backgrounds other than
their own.

Magnet schools' high quality special curricular programs provide chall=uging academic instruction
that also help raise student achievement levels for both minority and non-minority students with
various academic backgrounds. The special curricular programs provided by magnet schools are
not designed exclusively to meet the needs of the academically elite.

In a limited number of instances, interdistrict magnet programs are supported under the Magnet

Schools Assistance Program (MSAP), however these programs account or less than five percent
of MSAP funding

In a large number of metropolitan areas, urban school districts with high and increasing minority
enroliments are bordered by suburban school districts whose enrollment is predominantly
non-minority. In these areas, interdistrict magnet programs could create or significantly expand
opportunities for social and academic growth for students that would otherwise not be available
to them in their current schools and districts.

]

Major advantages of a specific interdistrict magnet initiative or program include the following:

Like other magnet programs, participation on the part of students and their families would
be completely voluntary.



In some instances, school districts -- especially middle class suburban school districts --
may not believe that there are adequate incentives to justify what they perceive to be a
risky and burdensome venture that requires significant involvement and partnership with
other school districts that have less successful track records than their own.



