
I. PURPOSE 

September 1 7, 1997 

CHARTER SCHOOLS EVENT 

DA TE: September 20, 1997 
LOCATION: San Carlos Charter Learning Center 
BRIEFING TIME: 9:30 am - 10:00 am 
EVENT TIME: 
FROM: 

10:30 am - 11:50 am 
Bruce Reed 

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. 

II. 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. 



rJ 
I 

• 
/) 
I 

• . -, 
I 

' 

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 
anJ\Ounce 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 thee-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. 
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~ 
s 

L( 

s-
G 

7 

q-
1 
lo 

I/ 

/2 
I ?, 

- Representative Anna Eshoo 
- Don Shalvey, Superintendent, San Carlos School District 
- Elise Darwish, Principal, San Carlos Charter Leaming Center 
- Sue Bragato, Parent and Founder of the San Carlos Charter Leaming Center, and Executive 

Director of the California Network of Educational Charters 
- Gregory Miller, Student, San Carlos Charter Leaming Center 
- Larry Ellison, Chairman and CEO, Oracle Corporation 
- Yvonne Chan, Principal, Vaughn Next Century Leaming 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, International Studies Charter School, San Francisco 



IV. PRESS PLAN 

Open Press. 

V. 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.) 

VI. REMARKS 

Remarks provided by Speechwriting. 
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.PRESIDENT Wtl.T.IAM J. CLJN.1'0~ 
Rf.MARKS FOR C..".llARTtR BCHOOL. 'E'"!.NT 
SA~ CARLOS <;UAK'l'tR LEAR.N.ING Ct.~"l'tR 

BAN CARLOS, CALIFORSIA 
Reptember io, 1!197 

Aelmowfodw11m1tA: Fitat l.ndy; J\q, /\Ma .[Jbao; Superintendent Don Sbply~; Prillcipal 
t;llN Dmvi•h [DM·wJsb]. 

1 am Jooklns forward to taJlc1D8 to you all 1u'11y about how ~harler ICJto0la arc holpln.1 to 
lift 1t1ndll'd1, renow our public Mfhl')Ol.t. and 8've our c:hilcri:u lhc world cl•• educalion lhoy need 
to 111.10Cllld Jn the 211K Century. I want 10 co111ratulatt thti Sm (.'11la1 L1:1mf111Center1br bdn1 
the tlm oflls kind tn Callfornla- wlilah mU..1 lt among tl'le very lint In the UnJTed tlattr.. 

For fow'-and·a-half. r hlYll worked to e»epand upport .rr.lty tor GYCl'Y American lhnluab 
education. and 10 alve our duldrcn tho tools thoy ni:od tu makt the mosr or~helr live., The 
h11toric balnncod bud,el l aiQ11od In July inaluda th~ l11rae.5t r:ew ln\rtlUftonl In Odu~tfon 11lnat 
1965; ttani mo10 children in Head Stan. to our #\merica .Reads jl'lll11!ve, co p11Ub1g computcrt in 
all our ol11111monw and llbn1rles by th" )'ear 2000 

lu1 to help our children make 1hc m01t ,,rih,..ir potcin!io.I, wo hAva en snake sure thal our 
1Choal1 are maklna tho mollt ortatlr re'°'1rca. And tu ah e our chlJd1·c11 tho tuol~ 1be) n~ 10 
make the most ottholr lives, we mu11 give illolr par•m11 ""' t:1dl· w111:manlflt' •ti. Lnul1 they need 
ta mab 11Ur• Lhal our publlo 1ohool1 art petfol'mln(!. '('hilt ill why ID 1994, we put In plar.a 1h1 

Charier SohooJ1 program that helped laho11l1llk11 San Carlo11 tu SIL aiarlcd. 

Chaner 1chools nro pu,blla 1choulit Thty 1eivo com1r.unhie11 orall Jdndt aod 112.es - thtlr 
student bodies retlcct the rich dl~enity of Amc:ic1. Ar.d they brlng IOgether the tnnovat!on, 
a:reatfvi:y and GOmpgtltJon that make our pubUc schools sreat. Thi wa'l lh•y work 11 almplo: In 
cicchalJF for the same per•sludcat Aiadina. rewer regulali.one and JoH rod ttPf, thooe llOhoob1 
must meet blah expec111iun1 ··and if they doa't don good job, they ~o their ~hanor. 

Since l was el~«!. th111 nunibc1 of charter schools mu!cnwtdc: haa scne ltOmJu11 one to 
700 Thl1 Fall. Al1d Jl'om Mauachusetls co Minn11cla to New Maxfco. 27 state11 have p&aatd Jaw1 
permtttlns charter achooJ• - bringlna the total ro 29 By l&iving J>Aronr1 th1 power to dmo11e: 1 
charter school, rhue 1tate11 are belpln; to make all ofoW' pL1blio idlool1 \JQttvr. And I w11nt tu 
encourqe those 1tato111hat have not yet ~one IO to QIVO parenrs thac puwcr •• and 81••1 om· 
oblldrcn a graater chance to succeed. 

l'oda)', l 1ni plcued 10 am&oun;e S~<1 million in arants 10 holp moro charter echool• open 
th~r doors. Jlrom the nar1-1.1p ootll duit 11rg tho bl1tcc11t ubHLOcle to au111lna now chanor schools 
to currioulum d•vtlopmen1, &om teawr tralnlns to new teclmoloJ&Y •• lhote grant& wlll hi!lp 
communhi1:11upport epptoKimat~ SOO now Qh•11or ~~hool' in 21 1&ata. 
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But l&1t wovk, Conl'l'J' lllp(klrted an amendment that would make an chcsa ol\utor 
school snncs are the la•t 1Dt naUonal aovemment ever 41iYe1 out 'fhls 1111111dment wuukl lwnp 
111 of om oduoa1lon ~11d1 1091ther And •11>ltrarUy dlctrlb~tfl them to tlul 1ua1e1. In the proooss. le 
wuuld &bol!lh our etlbna to open c:lwter atihoolt.. 10 put tompuitr1 In our cl111roorm, and lO 
oreace tdl anCI dn&1-ll'tt acllool1. Conp1 MlAO receiuly pasted an amendm1J11 that would halt 
rny plan fbr nauonaJ tta" in the basic tkllle - tcliU tbat are ablOluio:y onentlal to our ;ontlnued 
pro1rCA r wm not let Consm• undormlno tho qr,u11tt)· ofour ohlldton'a oduartlon ··and f will 
veto any lcalllatlon that triea io do it. 

Ma1dDf suro our ohartcr '4>hoola auooeecr roqulros somttlrin1 from &iit all Te&cb1r11 must 
teach to hi&h 11Wtdard1 thai lift our ~hifdrtn up; pttrertl$ mu st St&)' llwolvcd and d~1nd 
acwuntabiJity: butimt11l'I l""-deta m"at lend their manatitm•nt °"f*\111 &o help c;haner schools 
meet 1bdr goals; aupcrlntcnd'"" and teac!t~r unions rnu5t c:\linmit \hem!Wlva11 tu 11Uppe>r1 charter 
1c:lwol•. And Buaa·d1 orllducallon mu'llt l!>iiertlse C41"t in sr~ndna charttr1 - and approve 
•rplicadona b)' 1eam1 Lbat arc clearly up 10 th\! ~allenga 

ftor mako nci mt1t11ke! T\ll'lniny a cbanea· 1ehooJ 11 not an euy cut •• lt 111 • 11triowi 
tt1poa1lbUky. lt rcqulrOI a vi~ crn&lve edullMtiOXJ&l viaion, 1011nd judamonT, and th~ ab'llty to 
manaat ~ubllc funds. Abovo al~ It l'Cq\llrea an lron-alad commitment to 1)1'0\idt overy cbUd who 
walks through the door an ed11Cfttion aeoond to nono in the world. 

To help 1nore cammunlt~ca act staned. I am plNDcd t.o annuunc,se 1hll Secrttll)' Riley will 
convono a Nuian&t Canrtren~ an Charter Schonls in WuhinQton thla Novcmbor. Thll 
confltrence will bri111 tO(lctllOI' paranta. toadu::r .. schoul 1dnuni11t1 atur1. and education advooatea 
to dl1eu11 problema. lhan beaL pr•cticea. aud chart a c::our~~ for the future orchar1ar schQOl1 

Befure we Sel lllllltt:d, I want to thank IK>mt ot111e bus!nga lmdera horc whh 1.111od4y fur 
chcir eonilnued 'ommltinem to tducminnal eccalltl11ct; J\lwi& MCXnn• Prelidtnl ct' Rfjl• 
MoK1nn1, Jno. i oaytd ~llln1ton. th• Chiot E1e1eutiv11 otNar l\'ofr; &cOQk lytg1, a panner ur 
Klelnet Perkins; Jt•CY young, co·ft>under ot V&H.oo1; and p11111 r.111pa. &ht VI~• 'Pr11!dont or 
Synopfls. T alw want to thank Lw E!Um the Chairman and Cl!O otOraclo Corporalion. 
l.An"Y eponsorod tho San Carlos Leamins C'•ter, l11d juM )'talerda~. be llUDOulad lha\ Oracle'& 
Promise·· a S100 million foundatlon ho pledacd 10 create ut the Prealdcnt's Summit for 
America's future tut April •• will connect tao 100 n«dy 8'hool$ across Ct\llt'omla. 

Thia ls bow we will mee~ America '1 cballqes u wr ao t'orwanl •• and l th111k. Dll of you 
hons 1n~ay fur your 1upport Now I wwtt to turn this diacus~ion O\'tr to 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 HA VE 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 Element~ry and Secondary 
Education Act. With the President's leadership, the charter school program has grown from $6 
million in FY 1995 to $51 million 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.I. 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 

$2,063,095 

$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 

$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 

Turquoise Trail Elementary School $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 

State Department of Education 
Contact: Grova Bridgers (919) 715-1730 

OREGON 

State Department of Education 
Contact: Leon Fuhrman (503) 378-5585 

PUERTO RICO 

$1,490,276 
Supplement $1,000,000 

$779,948 

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 
Contact: Thomas Stefonek (608) 266-5728 

EVALUATION 

RPP International 
Contact: Beryl Nelson (510) 843-8574 

$856,548 
Suppplement $500,00 

$792,510 

**Supplement grants were awarded earlier this year. 



Honolulu 

Kailua 

Harrisburg 

Columbia 

FISCAL YEAR 1997 
Public Charter Schools Program Grantees-New Grants 

HAWAII 

Waialae Charter School 
Contact: Amy Kwock (808) 733-4880 

Lanikai Elementary School 
Contact: Donna Estomago (808) 266-7844 

PENNSYLVANIA 

State Department of Education 
Contact: Tim Daniels (717) 783-9783 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

State Department of Education 
Contact: Calvin (Chip) Jackson (803) 734-8496 

$90,000 

$149,635 

$1,333,333 

$1,447,900 



CHARTER SCHOOL Qs &As 
*Internal Use Only -- Not For Distribution* 

CHARTER SCHOOL ISSUES 

Q. Why do charter schools need extra funding? 

A. 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. 

Q. Aren't charter schools eroding the teaching profession by allowing uncertified teachers? 

A. 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. 

Q. Aren't charter schools elitist? 

A. 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. 

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

A. These ~public schools -- exciting, innovative public schools that can draw people back into 
the public school system. In some states between I 0 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. 

Q. Are charter schools adequately serving disadvantaged students? 

A. 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. 

Q. Are charters are serving students with disabilities? 

A. 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 slightly 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. 

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

A. 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. 

CALIFORNIA CHARTER SCHOOL ISSUES 

Q. 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? 

A. 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. If issues 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 
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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 
schoo/ '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. 

Q. 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? 

A. 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. 

Q. 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? 

A. 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 sch-ools. 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 

Q. Is California participating in the national testing initiative? 

A. We do not consider California to be one of the seven states (Alaska, Kentucky, 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 
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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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PART I: CONTEXT 

Choice in. echi'cation has become one of the most widely supported education r£iforms of the last decade. 
Research suggests that public school choice fosters a sense of O\\nership among school staff, students, and 

parents that promotes successful efforts toward common goals. Public school choice can also encourage 
greater flexibility in \vhat schools offer to address the needs of students, families, and communities, while 

maintaining accountability for students meeting challenging state or local standards of performance \ ..... J .~~ 
The_ U.S. Department of Education (ED) and the President arc avid su_pportcrs of increasing th~ces 
ava1lable to all public school students. As articulated m ED's Strategic Plan, p1omotmgf~1ce m public 

schools is one of ED's primary objectives, with the goal of ensuring that increasing numb~ o~ 
and families have, and take advantage of, options within the public school system. ~ 

Currently, ED supports the expansion of public school choice primarily through its Public Charter Schools 
and Magnet Schools Assistance programs and the work of the Equity Assistance Centers. Further, there is 
legislative authority for promoting choice in the Title I and Goals 2000 programs. However, there is no 
centralized approach or initiative that seeks to promote the development or research of a growing array of 
additional choice options such as inter- and intra-district choice, postsecondary options for high school 
students, and district-operated focus schools. 

Public school choice includes a range of options that allow families to select among public schools, and, in 
some cases, to participate in other educational opportunities within the public school system that do not 
involve changing their primary school setting. Taken together, the extensive variety of public school choice 
options flourishing around the country has vastly expanded the extent to which students in public schools 
can actively participate in :;haping their educational experiences. 

Importantly, this range of options reflects a variety of objectives that form the basis for the type of choice 
mechanism chosen and implemented. For example, magnet school programs an.: often used as vehicles for 
assisting schools in reducing minority group isolation. Large-scale intcrdistrict programs arc often 
undertaken is a way of infusing compctiti'le forces into the educational system and increasing the choices 
available to families and students within the public school students. Y ct another example of an objective 
for choice is to evaluate the effects of a ne\\' model of education on schools and students; this purpose is 
embodied 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 arc viewed as counter-productive. For 
example, Milwaukee administrators are currently fighting to remove the unrestricted open enrollment policy 
that allows any student-regardless of race-to transfer to or from Mih,·aukec and neighboring suburban 

districts, arguing that the policy is in complete disregard of the city's desegregation objectives. 

States and districts vary dramatically in the ways that they provide-or do not provide-choice within the 

public schools For example, Minnesota allows every student to choose to attend the public school of their 
choice, regardless of its proximity to students' attendance zoi1cs. State education dollars follow the student 

regardless of district lines Minnesota was also the first state to enact charter school authorizing 
legislation, and is one of t\\O states that allows income tax deductions or credits for certain expenses related 
to publtc school attendance J\t the other end of the continuum. ho\\C\ er_ there arc several states that have 



no statewide poltc1cs that address public school choices. Most states do have some fom1 of public school 
choice policv 111 pbcc. and often h:l\'c combinations of SC\'cral \"Cl11clcs a\·ailabk to students and famihes 

Further, many districts i111tiate public school choice systems in the absence of, or as a complement to, 
state-level policies Regardless of the source of the 111itiat1vc, districts certainly arc most often the entity 

that implements these mitiatives, and have done most of the \\·ork to date des1gn111g choice systems in the 

public schoQ)"S. One example of a highly developed and widely heralded progr~m exists in Cambridge, 

MA. In this district. parents must choose a school for their children because there arc no assigned or zoned 

schools. Parents voice their preferences, and school assignments arc made randomly 111 a manner that 

maintains racial balance 

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

common types of options available to public school students and their features and participation rates 
follows. 

Common Public School Choice Options 

• lnterdistrict choice. Eighteen states have statewide public school choice programs-sometimes 

called 'open enrollment' policies-in which students can attend the school of their choosing across 
district boundaries Key differences among these programs include w!aethcr participation is 
voluntary or mandatory, how state educational funding is treated for part1ciP.ating students, the 

extent to "hich transportation funds arc available, and the extent to which the racial/ethnic make 
up of participating districts 1s considered. 

• lntradistrict choice. Statc-1nn1ated intrad1strict choice initiatives arc 111 place in about nine states. 

ll1csc initiatives involve the voluntary transfer of students among public schools within district 
boundaries, but states differ according to whether district participation 1s mandatory or voluntary 
(most arc mandatory), and \\hcther there arc limitations placed on transfers to control for space or 
desegregation issues. These initiatives include unrestricted choice among schools, as well as 

programs often tcm1cd 'controlled choice,' in which typically parents and students arc required to 

rank their top selections for schools, and the district honors these preferences to the extent possible 
without creating or exacerbating minority group isolation 

• Ma_gnet s.:hools. Magnet programs seek 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 desegregation objective) They arc primarily an urban 
phenomenon, most commonly found in large urban school systems where there arc above-average 

levels of minority student enrollments. More than 60% of all large urban districts currently offer 

magnet programs According to a 1993 survey of schools, there arc a;:-proximatcly 5,200 schools 
\\·ith magnet progr:ims Other sources report that these magnet progr:.:ms enroll roughly I. 5 million 
students nationwid:.: 

• Charter schools. Charter schools arc created through a contract. or "charter," in which local 

educators, parents. com!nurnty members, and/or school boards arc granted freedom from a variety 
of state and local regulations in exchange for operating a public school that achieves the goals of 
the charter, sometimes i11clud111g imprO\·ed student pcrfom1ancc Thirty-three states, the District of 
Columbia :md Pucno Rico ha\·e enacted legislation authorizing charter '.;d1ools. More than 800 



charter schools were 111 operation during the 1997-98 school year, servmg an estimated 120,000 
students. Charte1 schools arc heavily concentrated 111 seven states (AZ, Ck CO, FL Ml, NC, and 
TX). 

• Postsecondary options. Twenty-one states have postsecondary opl!On programs that allow 
high school Juniors and seniors to take courses in colleges, universities, or vocational-technical 
jfJstifutes These options vary in terms of whether the activities apply towards high school 
graduation 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 operate 'focus' schools within 
selected traditional public schools. These schools arc similar to magnet and charter schools in that 
they have a specialized mission or philosophy that caters to the individual needs of students, but 
operate as a part of an othcr\\'ise traditional public school. Estimates of the scope of th~se 
programs arc unavailable 

Public Funds for Private School Options 

The options outlined above include some of the most common types of choice available to public school 
students. However, they comprise only a part of the school choice spectrum that includes educational 
choices that involve the transfer of public funds to be used to\\'ards the cost of private education services. 
These options most commonly include direct public subsidies to families-often those below a certain level 
of income-to use to,,ards tl'ition at participating private schools Such initiatives arc often called voucher 
or scholarship progr:ims Currently, state-sponsored but city-targeted voucher programs arc operating in 
Milwaukee, WI and Cleveland, OH; these programs arc targeted to\\'ards low-income and minority students 
and provide rcspecti,·c per-pupil allocations to participating students to put towards private-including 
sectarian-school !!1ition. Both programs arc currently involved in legal battles regarding the 
constitutionality of their allowance of public funds to be used towards tuition in religiously affiliated 
schoois. 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 serving 
students in the 1996-97 school year and now serves approximately 3,000 students. There arc also 
voucher-likej)rograms in rural towns in Maine and Vem1ont that allow student~ to attend private schools 
with public-funds if no puhlic school options arc available to them. While cum:ntly only these few 
programs exist, proposals to use public education funds towards private education continue to show up on 
dockets in state legislatures across the country. 

A growing number of states arc also considering the use of the tax system to promote greater accessibility 
to private schools by allo\\ing families to deduct expenses from their taxable inc0mc that arc used toward 
the purchase of some form of private education (i c., tuition costs, tutoring costs). Currently, Iowa and 
Minnesota arc the only states that authorize income tax deductions and credits for private elementary and 
secondary school tuition and fc~cs, but activity on the issue has occurred recently in at least 15 other state 
legislatures - · 

Lastly, although not 111voh ing rhc expenditure of public funds, a vastly growing ncl\\Ork of privately 
funded voucher programs is beginning to impact the public school system by dra,,·ing large numbers of 
students out of the public school system and provoking harsh criticisms of the public schools in 
those-typically urban-arc:is Privately-funded voucher programs arc operating in 30 cities, but arc 



typically relative!~· modest 111 score Exceptionally large programs arc currently operating in Milwaukee, 
WI (approximateh ~,000 ~tudents): lnd1anapolis. IN (approximately 1,000 stuJents); and New York, NY 
(approximately 1,000 students) A nc\\' program !n the Edgewood, TX school district, a suburb of San 
Antonio, is designed to ha,·c the capacity to serve every student in the district throughout their K-12 
education 

With th;:rt colltcxt in mind, the next ~ection takes up the question of why ED sbould promote public school 
choice This rationale is in turn used to support the development of a set of kC\' principles that should lay 
the foundation for any federal action to support the expansion of public school choice 

ISSUES 

This section is divided into two parts: the first presents a set of reasons why public school choice can be a 
positive force for public education as well as some concerns about the rcfom1; and the second sets up a 
framework for public school choice by outlining key principles. J';.- "- •' . '"'"' 

\' / v1 ,v / t.f-: , '(}-p 
Yr /v ,-Y rY /r;Y Threshold Question: Why Public School Choice? 

This question is particularly important to answer carefully and clearly. The Department's support for the 
expansion of public school choice options to date has been cursory, unclear, an<l at times inconsistent. This 
problem stems from a lack of attention to this threshold qu:::stion, as we have yet to make the case that 
choice is truly consistent v·ith of our ·,1ision for improving public education (!early, we must first set forth 
the theoretical base for prcmoting this reform to make informed decisions abo:.:~ appropriate federal action. 
Further, our basis for supporting public school choice must be carefully crafted to make clear the 
distinctions between public school choice and vouchers. We have been sharply ~riticized for supporting 
public school choice optio11s simply as 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 is not about vouchers, it is \\'Orthwhilc to make a few points al':-iut the \"Oucher debate in 
the context of mapping out the Department's support for public school choice. It is 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 key distinction between public school choice and private voucher programs that allO\vs 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 without undermining 
our fundamental commitment to ensure a high quality education for all of our childr~~ In short, this 
reform can help improve our schools while remaining accountable to the public for ensuring that all of our 
students have access to a high quality education. Private voucher programs fundamentally undem11nc the 
public nature of schools, as private schools have no obligation for providing a quality education to all 
students 

The three key reasons wh'.· i-·•Jbhc school _ch_()ice-is· a-rcforri11hatthc; Dc~~rtmcrrtshould-p~re:_ 
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~ 1. Public school choice allows parents to match the educational needs nf their children to 
~ '1 individual school~ l~~thin the public school system. Choice m the public school~ a variety """ 

, <J v of educational scttin'gs.tQS_t_!:!_dcnts and families. Recognizing_that no-onesc~an meet the ':' .--) .ii un;quc ncods of cw' studcni:Pi<bliC ·scnoon'iiOiCCpfm'S: students and famd.os c flrnb;J;t)'} _' f 
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~schools that differ with respect to cducallonal set~ing, pedagogy, and 
academic content. '-- / 

2 Public school choice and the competition it brings to the public schools can help improve 
7 

·<:iu ie-education generally without abandoning th<: fundamental co11cept of community-based 

5 
public sch~ Empowering parents to choo ong a set o sc invites market-like (1,<--f-

-~e public school syste s parents 'yote "·ith their f~t,' his competition can lead M 
to overall improvement in the public sc l in a num er of" ays First, schools that develop l ·"> 

l::=- specialized or focus schools can lead to model programs that can be replicated in other public · .--\ 

3. 

schools Second, the pressure to attract and retain students can provide incentives for surrounding 1 ~~i,_ 
neighborhood schools to change and improve in order to meet the needs of the community.ftmatti, .L 
this competition can function as a tool for drivir.g improvements in school systems that better fit 
instructional offerings to student needs by acting as a gauge for educational 'demand.' .J 

"I-:.~ 

1l1cre arc many anecdotal stories to suggest that choice programs-both public an~o ha~l .,......._, 

effects on the systems in \\"hich they operate. Charter schools. magnet schools, and other focus , I J 
~ ") 

schools have been known to serve as models for other public schools. A notable research example ~ 
of a public school choice prograrr: that has had an impact on school systems is in Massachusetts. ---.::i 

The statewide intcrdistrict choice policy in Massachusetts has sparked programmatic change in l_ ..::..·~, . 
small 'sending' districts (i c. those districts who sent transfer kids to another 'receiving' district~ -
that has resulted in a smaller loss of transfer students over time. L. . 

{\/.;, ,i v-

The idea that competition ca.n help our schools is controversial, because it mirrors many o~ c,....,J-~( 
arguments that voucher advocates have been making for ycarsJHowcvcr, it is both logical and l~~ j 
consistent. While we ackno\\"ledgc many of the problems in our schools that voucher advocates ..,.. '--<..-~ 

point to as reason to support a radical overhaul of the system. we don't sec choice as a way to f_ ~ •. _,__ 
'escape a failing system.' Rather, we can build on the many successes in public education, and __ . U 

embrace public school choice as a promising rcfom1 within the public school system that retains r~·f ...,.;_ 
the appropriate focus of our concerns-improving public schools for the bcttenncnt of all children. r----y-

Public school choice can improve student performance. Research suggests that public school 
choice fosters a sense of O\\Tiership among school staff, students, and parents that promotes 
successful efforts towards common goals Coupled with our continuc.j support of systemic, 
staffdard-bas onn ~"I improvcm can be a strong force for raising ~ 
st Cambri~~; ~·~~nd Ne ork City #4 a·rc examples of public school <e,) 
choice programs that . aves ·n increases in dent cnt. There is also evidence to 
suggest that students in urban public magnet schools outpcrfonn their counterparts in both 
traditional public and private schools While the research base on this question is still emerging, 
this rcfom1 docs have promise for impro\'ing student outcomes when combined \\'ith strong school 
improvement measures. 

These strengths notwithstandmg. there arc som::: concerns that public school choice will have adverse, 
unintended effects on schools al1d students The primary issues center on questions of equity and the 
application of market po\\ er in pu bite schcols Both bear discussion 

/ 

• A growing body of evidence suggests that unrestricted public and private school choice tends to . y )·-. 

'skim' the brightest students. the better educated families. and nonminoritics As these students lv" 
leave stcugglmg schools and distnC\S. those students in most need of help arc inmasingk i v 

v 
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concentrated in disadvantaged schools This dynamic has been shO\rn io occur even in programs 
that arc heavily targeted to serve d;sadvantagcd students For example, in San Antonio, TX, 
students and familtcs who chose a public or private school had more~ !;;us of education, higher 
incomes, higher cmr1loyrncnt levels, and a lower probabilitY of being !.fncan-Amcrican than 
non-choosing familic::. Also, "·hilc a study of intcrdistnct public school choice in Massachusetts 
suggests that minority representation 1s not 'fatal' to the program, the <l .!thors still note that it 1s 

o"Onerhclcss an important problem. .. 

Public schools may have difficulty respondmg to unchecked compct1llon because unlikc;l.1rJJ.e 

market structure, they arc obligated to comply with regulations that govern public schools. 
Fu~' may lack adequate funding to change in a way that responds to the demand of 
students and families. Because all of the underlying assumptions that govern markets arc not 
naturally inherent to public schools, the marriage of competition and market-like pressures within 
public agencies can be problematic. It can introduce confusion into the system and unfairly puQ!sh 
schools that do not respond adequately. '7 \.-.....,..__ II) ~ 
- "L --t,...,~-.,..-

- ~ These issues underscore the importance of supporting public school choice that arc specifically designed to 
meet a set of carefully constructed principles. School choice should not be viewed as a dichotomy in which 

the Department supports it or doesn't. Rather, the range of objectives, mechanisms, and their subsequent 

effects dictates a more sophisticated stance. To address this need, \\·e have drafted a set of principles upon 
which \\'C believe public school choice programs should be based These principlcsflow both from the 
reasons public school choice is a promising reform as well as the possibilities for unwanted effects that 

could stem from choice in the public schools. The principles outlined in the nc:\t section have been 
designed to maximize the f!O!cntial benefits of public school choice while mini•nizing the potential harm 

that could arise from it. 

r 
h~j 

Key Principles of Public School Choice 

The seven key principles of public school choice arc: 

I. Public schools of choice are public. First and foremost public school:-: of choice must be 
nonsectarian, not charge tuition, abide by the civil rights, health. and sakty laws that apply to all 
public schools, and operate under the supervision of public agencies. While promoting choice and 
variety among schools, it is critical to retain the core clements of public schools as institutions that 
operate within the scope of public authority. Choice within the public system of education must 
support the development of schools that can serve the unique n:.:cds of students, while ensuring that 

a basic, quality cdu :at ion is provided to everyone. - ,J,_ LJ ~ tt J--~ - - r . ( 

I 

2. 
7 -~-~-.,J ~~ ~'-11wvr1:i J ~ 

Public school choice must allow parents to match the educit1onal nced~f their children to ') ......- L . 
individual schools. Choice in the public schools must offer a \ aricty ~f educational settings to l '"l '-"'"'-"""' 

students and families. Recognizing that no one school can meet the unique needs of every student ~ 
public school choice must provide opponunitics for students and families to choose among publi 
schools that reflect a range of pedagogics, instructional settings, and academic content. _ 

3. Public schools ol choice must promote high standards for al! studc.uts. Consistent with ED's 

strong conviction that all students can achieve to high lc\·cls, public schools of choice must ensure 
that students and teachers arc held to high standards of performance <._:i1oice schools, like all 
public schools, must focus on con1111uously irnpro\"lng the qu:-ilny of te;ichmg ;ind learning so that 



students have the tools they need to maximize their potential Whtie pr.widing an education that 
accommodates the individual learning styles of students. public school.: Jf choice must retain an 
emphasis on what students should be able to know and do 111 core subjects. Ensuring that students 
who attend public schools of choice arc held to challenging state or local standards is essential. 

Public schools of choice must be genuinely open and accessible to all students. It is absolutely 
.!!Sse_rrtially that public school choice programs attend to the many incq1.1ities of access that exist 
across students and families of varying backgrounds To be truly opfo and accessible to all 
students-regardless of race, sex, national origin, d1sabil1ty, religion, English proficiency or 

economic status-public schools of choice must pursue strategics to ensure that meaningful choice 

is available to all eligible students and families T"o cntical aspects of choice programs that 
promote equitable access include fair and open school admission policies and concentrated 
attention to minimizing the barriers that exist among groups of students and families. 

First, the standards for admission to public schools of choice must bl' rJ.ir and non-discriminatory. 
It is important to note that this stipulation docs not necessarily exclude the use of admissions 
criteria for specialized schools, as is sometimes the case in magnet and charter schools that have 
specialized missions and ar:.:as of emphasis. Howe\ er, choice schools must use criteria for 
admission very carefully, and with thoughtful consideration as to how those criteria might 
adversely affect certain groups of students, particularly those that arc traditionally underserved. 

Public schools of choice must also make cvr.ry effort to reach out to stt.c'.cnts and families to 
eliminate potential barriers that may preclude all eligible students from participating. These 

barriers tend to center on some form of isolation, such as language or poverty. A barrier that has 
repeatedly been identified as problematic by policymakers and researchers is access to 
transportation. If a family wishes to sen:.l then child to a school that is not physically proximate to 
their home, financial barriers may exist for them to exercise this choice. A lack of access to 
transportation could easily lim;t or eliminate altogether their choice. A system of public school 
choice must address any disparities that may arise due to distance, through expanded school bus 
routes, 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 t>est serve thrir children's individual learning needs without good :.,formation about available } 

educational opportunities. To allow every family the opportunity to r..ake good decisions about the ..r-

t_ best option for their child, public schools of choice must work closely \\"ith school districts and (,--~ ~ . 
~ members of the community to ensure that infonnat1on about public sch·Jol choices reaches all . ,..0/"'" 

amilics. Concentrated efforts to get the word out arc particularly important for improving access ~ 
for low-income and minoritv families. \\"ho arc often less connected to public institutions-like /" . 
schools-than their wealthier counterparts. Thus, parent information centers, school fairs, b t-CJ 
dissemination of report C;!rds and other school-lc\'cl data, and other mechanisms that are designed 
to reach families in every neighborhood and on cvcf\ block arc a neccs~ity for ensuring that all 
students participate an(\ benefit equitably from the options avatlablc 

Previous and ongo111g efforts to ensure that all stucicms ar.d fam1hes know about their educational 

choices have underscored the importance of this pnnc1plc Studies of choice programs in urban 
areas have found that even concentrated outreach undcrtakmgs have noc always succeeded in 
reaching all parents The experience of school districts to date also suggests that straightforn•ard 

' .r ,..,.~ 
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methods for disseminating infonnation (e g., printing flyers and maili.1g them to every home) may 
not be sufticicnt to educate families 011 1he range of a\ ailabk options and steps they need to take to 
make choices. Innovative, c~cativc means for addressing 1h1s problem arc often required; some 
cities have sent officials into laundromals and other commu111ty establishments to talk one-on-one 
with parents The ·.vay in which infom1ation is transmitted. then, is a;, important consideration for 

designing a public school choice program. 
7 .. 

Public schools of choice must be accountable to the public to achieve and document their 

Public schools of choice should be used as a tool for strengthening public cducatiorrgenerally. 
Public schools of choice should not opcrJ.tc in isolation from traditiona! public schools or district 
and state agencies. Effective public school choice programs and the fair and healthy competition 

that choice promotes among public schools can support an overall improvement in the quality of all 
schools in a variety of ways. Choice schools that feature special pedagogical philosophies, 
missions, or governance structures should be seen as b.boratories for !esting difTcrcnt ways of 
helping our children reach high standards of learning Widely shared lessons learned from these 
models can strengthen public education overall by supporting the replication of promising practices 
in other schools Choice cC\n also provide an inrent1,·e for surrounding neighborhood schools to 

change and impro,·e in response to the pressures of attracting and rct'1•·:ing students, and function 
as a tool for driving improvements in school systems that fit ins;ruct1onal offerings to student 

needs. 

The Federal Role 

The final issue to consider \\'hen reviewing the \arious options available for reauthorization is the extent to 
which an expanded or modified federal role would promote choice above and beyond what states and 
districts would have initiated otherwise. Clearly, choice programs in many for· .i.i arc already proliferating 
across the country. As wi!h all federal initiatives in education, we must use our scarce resources in a way 
that provides incentives for states and districts to act in ways that they otherwise would or could not have 
in the absence of federal initiative. · 

The next section outlines a set of options for consideration Ill promotmg and f urtJ1cring public school choice 
options, including a nC\\ ESEJ\ title that embodies the seven prmciplcs outlmcd above. 

i 



PART II: A NE\V FEDERAL INITIATIVE TO PROMOTE CHOICE 

The next issue to consider 1s the c:-.:tcnt to \\hich an expanded or modified fcdcrJ: role would promote 
choice above and beyond "hat states and districts wou Id ha,·c initia~cd otherwise, or to encourage the 
further development of certain types of programs as a result of nc\\· initiatives. Clearly, choice 
mechanisms, in many forms. arc already proliferating across the country As with all federal initiatives in 
educatieii, ":C must use our scarce resources in a way that provides inccntivc~..for states and districts to act 
in ways that thcv otherwise \\Ou Id or could not h:i.vc in the absence of federal initi:i.tivc 

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 CHOIC~ 

l. Public schools of choice are publ!c. They opcrat::: under the supervision of public agencies, arc 
nonsectarian, do not charge tuition, and abide by the civil rights, health_ and safety laws that apply 
to all public schcols. 

2. Public schools of choice must allow parents sufficient variety in educational offerings to match 
the needs of their children to individual schools. Choice m the public schools should offer a 
variety of educational sctt111~s. pedagogics, and aCJdc1111c content from which students and families 
can choose. Recognizing that no one school can meet the unique needs of every student, public 
school choice must provide a range of educational opportunities designed to attract students and 
promote their achievement. 

3. Public schools of choice must promote high standards for all students. Choice schools, like all 
public schools, must focus on continuously impro\'mg the quality of teaching and learning so that 
students have the tools they need to ma:-.:1mizc their potential. While providing an education that 
accommodates the individual learning styles of students, public schools of choice must retain an 
em~hasis on what students should be able to kno\\ and do in core subjects. Ensuring that students 
who attend public schools of choice arc held to challenging state or local standards is essential. 

4 Public schools of i.:hoice must be ge1111i11ely open and accessible to all students. To ensure 
equitable access and participation, public schools of choice must actively pursue strategies to 
ensure th:i.t meaningful choice is ava1bbk to all students and families 1:irst, these schools must 
have fair and non-drscriminatol\ school admission policies. They also must make every effort to 
reach out to students and families to eliminate potential barriers that may preclude all eligible 
students from participating . 

.. -
5 Complete informaticn about public school c:hoice options must be n1::1de available to all 

families, especially those th:!t arc traditionally undcrscncd. To :i.llow every family the 
opportunity to make good decisions about the best option for their child, public schools of choice 
must \\·ork closely with school districts and members of the community to ensure that information 
about public schooi choices reaches all families This principle 1s critical for ensuring the equitable 



participation of low-mcome. mmonty, and other groups ''ho often lack access to the 111fonnation to 
m.'.lke good educ.'.ltion.11 choices 

6. Public schools of choice must be accountable to the public to achieve and document their 
performance. Providing regular i:iformation to the public about their µerformance is essential for 
public schools of choice to remain accountable to tncir community for serving the best interest of 
all children This performance should include mdicators such as the c.,tcnt to which the school has 

_ri1ct iacntified sch,.oi objectives as well as improved student achicvcm•,;pt outcomes and managed 
the school respor.sihly ., 

7 Public schools of choice should be used as a tool for strengthening public education generally. 
Effective public school choice programs should be replicated in other public schools, and the 
preferences of students and families voiced through the process of choosmg schools should be 
actively pursued as a tool for driving improvements in school systems t:1at better fit instructional 
offerings to student needs 

ISSUE: NE~V AUTHORITIES 

Wlzetlzer to support an e.xpandetl puhlic schoo! choice initiatfre that would i!1clude closer coordi11atio11 
and a more coh~:-ent strategy in tidmi11isteri11g existing choice programs and that would encompass 
any or all of the options for ne•v program.\· and .\·trengthened tecl111ical assis1<1nce to support public 
school choice. 

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

ron September 22. the White House :isked us to crc:ite a new choice progr:im that \\Ould encourage districts 
~work collaboratively to :mplemcnt mter-district choice options for public sc!;uol students. ll1c primary 

objective of this program ,._ .:,uld be to foster increased interaction among stur .. itS of different classes, 
races, and cultures While \\'C have had insufficient time to develop a complete proposal, what follows is 
the first attempt at drafting an option to create this program and set the dialogu~ for further discussions. 

Discussion: 

c goal of this new program \\"Ould be to attract students from inner city schods that arc racially isolated 
into predo~iilantly white schools in a neighboring district, and vice versa. Thee.~ would be innovative, 
excellent schools that prO\·ide a unique learning environment 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 
implcment111g an inter-district school choice program for public school students. It \\'Ould provide possible 
incentives to encourage sclk1ol distric:s to work together to overcome barriers to effective inter-district 
programs (sec Appendix D) 

Districts "·ou Id be pem1itted :o use a com!Jination of magr:ct schools. charter schools, and other schools 
with specialized curriculum t0 attract students. An emphasis would be placed on creating urban/suburban 
partnerships, partnerships \\itltcollegcs and universities, anc! other arrangements that facilitatcd­
intcr-district school choice 

Pros and Cons: 

Such a program ''ould cxrand opporrunitics for ~tudcnts "·ho currently 3ttcnd racially isolated schools to 
attend a school and internet ''1th students whose background 1s different from their O\\TI on the basis of 



race, cthrncity. economic status and so forth. 
The program \\Ould ha,-..: the llc:-.:ibility to pcnrnt schools and school districts tc develop new strategies for 
the impleme11tat1011 of mtcr-distnct programs 

Like other choice programs, partic1pat1011 on the part of students and their fam1:1;;s \\"cdd be completely 
voluntary 

.. 
" 

Inter-district programs otle!l r:::qu1re longer planning periods m order to ovcrco111c barriers, especially 
finanical and social barriers, that often hamper the potential cffc-:tivencss of such programs. 

Implementation of a ne\\" program could require a substantial increase m resources necessary for the 
effective administration of the program 

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

Create a demonstration autl.ority specifically designed to support the creation 
of public school choice model projects. 

Discussion: 

support, and dissemination 

\} ~;_ ~-
"-_, Y~ I ~ ~J{~ 

The purpose of this authorit\· would be to support projects and activities that have demonstrated success in 
implementing a public schocl choice program at the SEA, LEA, or school level .rnd are willing to serve as a 
model, in conjunction ,,·ith one or more ED-sponsored technical assistance prm·:der(s), to assist other '{~~-
SEAs, LEAs and schools \\1th the development 1mplcmcntat1on, c:-.:pans1on or 11nprovement of choice F yc·f-" 
programs. ~ 

The PSCM would operate "-S a two-tier discretionary grant program. Tier one projects would focus on O (. ·) ( 
effective systcm-mdc coordination of two or more public school choice approaches at either the State level J 
or the school d1smct level, as appropriate. ll1is \\"Ould allow for the cxploratio1~ of ways to align choice V _,...., 
approaches into a comprehensive choice system and provide models that demonstrate what changes need to d...v . 
be made to existing systems of choice to ensure their' efficacy and equity. Tier ~wo projects would focus ____-: 
on school le\!cl implementation of a specific type of school choice program, with priorities placed on those _;_---
types of programs currently supported by the Department of Education --magnet schools and charter .A\ 
schools. "I · 

Key features of th.:: progra111 ,,·ould include the following: 

An emphasis on re,,ar..:Jing successful programs, practices and acti\lt1cs; 

School-lc,·cl programs that provide evidence of success based on student outcomes, parental 
involvement. student rccn1.1tment and sdcction practices, and other performance indicators with a 
public accountability and reporting process; - -

State and LE.-\-k\cl progra;ns and acuv1tics that demonstrate hO\\ two or rn'Jrc public school choice 
strategics (cg , charter schools, magnc~ schools, controlled choice, 111tcr-d1strict cho1cct, etc) arc used 
together to ma:-.:im1zc access to high-quality educational progran~s for parents and students, especially 
those \\ho tradn1on<!lly have not participated in such programs: 

Collaboration ''1th one or more ED-sponsored technical assistance prm idc1 s 111 making available in-



depth mformation (incli1ding, ,,here appropnatc, on-site demonstrations) al-.out successful strategics for 
the implementation of choice programs: and 

Highly flexible use of ~nds. Consistent with the idea of rewarding success. recipients would be 
afforded significant fk..:ibility in ho\\ they used ;,mds awarded to them to enhance, strengthen or assess 
their programs. Rcstnctions might be limited to the inclusion of a requirement that a certain percentage 
of ~tld~ be allocaicd to technical assistance activities and legally ncccssa14· prohibitions on the use of 
funds .. 

Pros and Cons: 

Pros 

The program would provide a unified approach to developing models of school choice programs that would 
emphasize the role that various public school choice strategics can play in conc-~rt with one another, rather 
than pitting one strategy against another. 

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

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

Our knowledge about what \\or ks 111 the area of public school choice will be significantly increased. 

Use of the existing ED technical assistance infrastructure would expand the availability of in-depth 
information about choice programs and issues and strategics related to the successful implementation of 
those programs and place t;;..:lrnical ass1sta:1cc providers and successful implcl'.1cntcrs of public school 
choice programs in a collahorative working rcbt1onship. 

This supports the attainment of each of the performance indicators for Objcctiv\: l-6 of ED's strategic plan 
and would significantly bolster implementation of several key clements in the plan to expand public school 
choice. 

The PSCM program \\Ould represent a nc\\· discr(;tionary grant program that the Department \rnuld be 
required to administer. 

The program would require additional appropriated funds, although the annual kvcl of appropriation could 
be relatively modest, based Jn the fcllowir.g assumptions: first, that most if not all grants can be relatively 
modest in size --in the range of:$ I 00,000 to :b200,000 per year for up to 4 years; and second that the total 
number of grants would be in the ·range of I 00 (at least 80% of which would be grants to school~). . 

Recor.: mend at ion: 

Creating this authority would promote the identification of models to help parents. educators, and 
communities design cffcct1\·r: school choice programs; and it would strengthen :.:fforts to disseminate 
information on strategics ~Jr expanding high-quality school choice programs that improve student 
achievement. 

./) .. 



Option 3: Provid improved technical assistan.::e for public school choice 
,,\ 

j·' vJ 
·~ 

Obtain lcgislati\e authority to enable public school choice staff to provide addiuonal funding to the 
Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers (CCs), the Equity Assistar:cc Ccr.!e:rs (EACs), and the ?{' 
Region~! Educational Laboratories and other ED-sponsored technical assista11cc providers, as needed, to • D C / 

enable them to address spwal needs assocoated "'th publoc school ehooce 4--f ~ 
Discussion: ~ 

The number of charter schools, magnet schools, open enrollment plans, and oth~:r choice programs is 
increasing, in part as a result of the support and leadership provided by the Department. However, there 
are concerns that students receive high quality instruction and that students frnm different social, economic, 
racial and ethnic backgrounds have equitable access to the programs. These concerns often are-couched in 
terms of "accountability," but it also is a planning and design issue 

The Department should provide more extensive, coordinated and focused tcchn~cal assistance in the area of 
public school choice. Existing TA providers could meet the existing need, prcvidcd they arc awarded 
sufficient resources and thi;re is central coordination of their public school choice assistance activities. For 
example, the Equity Assistance Centers, the Eisenhower Regional Mathematic~ :rnd Science Education 

~ 

Consortia and the Regi0i1al Educational Laboratories have 111fom1ation a:id resources needed by many F1 . 
public school choice planners and implementers. TI1e Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers would ~1___; 
be key TA providers for supporting public school choice. These Centers provide comprehensive training ~ / 
and technical assistance, related to administration and implemcnt<!tion of ESEA programs to ESEA 1 1,,L 
grantees. However, the statute for the Centers also establishes a long list of pnJriucs to be addressed, none •t 
of which focuses on the special technical assistance needs of State!;, school districts, and communities 
implementing public school choice. 

Using this authority, TA providers would have resources and training activities to address various 
choice-related needs, including the increased· need for family and community in\'olvement outreach 
activities and strategics, tips aad training on conducting lotteries, assistance on 1llowablc admissions 
policies, prq_fcssior:al development, and training modules. 

Pros and Cons: 

This approach supports F'i:; effort to consolidate and coordinate its techmcJ ~ 1ssistance activities. It 

utilizes existing TA sourc~s by providing the resources they would need to carry out significant TA in the 
area of public school cho:cc . 

.. 
This approach would establish public school choice as a legitimate priority of sdcctcd TA providers, thus 
facilitating the delivery of these scn·i;::cs 

This approach 1s more cost-cffccti'.'e than creating choice-specific TA centers 

Cons: 

ED's Choice staff \\Ou Id h~\ :: to c:xpcnd a significant amount of time coordinating ~md negotiating scn'iccs 



from various providers. 
Planners and irnplementers of public school choice \\ ould rec cl\ c services from multiple providers and 
therefore may need guidanc.: from ED rcgMding the best pro,1dcr for a given TA need 

More funds will be needed b~· the Comprc!1ensi,·e Centers to support an increased level of TA for public 
school choice 

- - .. 
Recommendation: 

The Department plays a sigriificant role m providmg technical assistance. Tim option is a logical extension 
of the existing efforts to provide comprehensive assistance 

Support Jo~tion is stronglv recommended 

Option 4 (L~e): Create a new Choice Institute within OERI ~) 
Create a Choice Institute within OERI to coordinate research and model dcvdoµmcnt that fo~ 
options of public school choice 

Discussion: 

The Department's efforts at organizing a comprehensive plan towards looking a! public school choice arc 
limited. Research efforts for the two curr;::ntly funded choice programs, chartc1 schools and magnet 
schools, arc not coordinated, and other methods of public school choice (e.g., open enrollment, and inter­
and intra-district choice) arc neither funded for support nor included in research or evaluations. 

In order to provide a comprehensive and coord111ated approach that cxammes th~ successful clements of 
public school choice, while also maintainmg the distinctiveness of each individual option, ED must 
reorganize its research efforts by looking at the \'arious public school choice options as part of an array of 
options, not as individual µrograms that happen to provide choice. 

Pros and Cons: 

Pros 

This would provide a centralized authority that would guide new research, consolidate existing research, 
and provide leadership to coordmatc the \ arious clements of public school choice. 

Cons: 

The creation of another Institute would be expensive. Add1t1onally, it would add another layer of 
bureaucracy and create confusion in the O\ .::rail management of 0 ERi Not a productive method of 
coordinating existing and futu1:e research 

Existing institutes exist to cover the various ccrnponents of public school choice, and a new Institute \\Ould 
be redundant. 

Recommendation: 

Discussions with some OERI staff suggest that this option \\Ou Id be overly burcaucrati~ an9~\ 
a good use of existing rcsot:1ces. M 



Support for this op11011 11 no! reco11111;ended 

Option 5 (Non-legislative): Organize and Consolidate Current Research 

Create a work-group that draws on staff from all the offices of the Department to focus on public school 
choice f.!lrou_gh evaluations, research. and model development. This work groul:; would set and define a 
comprehensive research agenda and request a u111fied budget to 1mplcn~cnt nc~1 research and evaluation 
activities for public school choice I Note If c1thcr option under "Organ1zatio11ai Structure" is approved, 
this work group would work under the supcrv1s1on of that entity. If neither of the "Organizational 
Structure" options is approved, sponsorship of this work group ''ould have to be dctennined.] 

Discussion: 

See Option 4. 

Pros and Cons: 

Consolidates existing staff :>nd research activities in an effecfr,e way 

Would provide a coordinated unit that would provide a DepartmenHvid~ perspective on public school 
choice. 

rons 

Could be difficult for various offices to coordinate'' ithout a strong leader with the authority to coordinate 
these activities 

Without legislative change, the work-group might lapse or wither a\\'ay over time as other priorities take 
shape. 

Recommenaation: 

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

Supporr for rhis oprion is sfronglv recommended 

ISSUE: ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

Whether to support either of fivo proposed changes to the currei;t organizational structure of the 
Office of Elementary and ,\'econdary Ed11cutiv11. Neither option requires le;.:islative action. 

Option I: Establish a Program Office for Public Choice 

Create a program office for "Public School Choice" that coord111atcs the \\Ork o!-the Public Charter School 
Program, the Magnet School Assistance Program and a ne\\ and e,·olving Pubi•r Choice Program. 111e 
Public School Choice Office would be headed by a program director ''ho reports directly to the Assistant 
Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Education 



Discussion: 

The Department docs not have a coherent strategy or agenda rcgardmg choice 1a education. Choice is 
either v1e\\Cd from the vant:tgc of the Charter Schools progra:n or the Magnet ~chools Program, but not in 
a comprehensive, organized, coherent structure of looking at the phenomenon oi" choice in public education. 
The Depart_mcnt largely ignores other public school choice options since we do not fund a grant program to 
support those other options. · " .. 

Establishing a Public School Choice Office \\Ould provide a cohes1\ e structure under which a coherent and 
consistent strategy for supporting choice ir. public education \\"Ould emerge. This Office would oversee the 
operation of the Chartc~ School and Magnet Schools programs and be responsible for establishing the 
Department's position on other choice options that arc not supported by grams from the Department but 

may be consistent with the Department's principles for public school choice. The Choice Office would also 

be responsible for operating the model development program discussed in New Authorities, Option 3. This 
Office would enable better coordination and cooperation throughout the Department among various 
activities, including grant making, research, technical assistance, model development, and external and 
internal communication on choice-related issues. 

The Public Schools Choice Office would consolidate the existing staff (approx 1r1atcly 12 FTE) from the 
Magnet and Charter program offices, and would require additional staff to oversee th~ research activities, 
implement an effective outreach strategy, assist in the creation of a seamless voice on public school choice, 
and provide assistance in the gr~nt review and technical assistance activities. The new Office of Choice 

\\'Ould encompass between 12 and 18 FTEs. 

Pros and Cons: 

A coordinated Office would elevate 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 tl~c field the importance of addressing all forms of public choice as part of a 
continuum rather than isolac..:d reforms. 

The Office-could better coordinate work on issues that generate controversy. 13_.· coordinating actions, the 
Department could remain more responsive to States and schools, \\ hilc at the s~me time addressing these 
issues in a way that is sensitive lo Department positions on rdated issues -- such as vouchers, skimming, 
and supporting school reform 

Many SEAs create similar offices of Public School Choice These offices allow State agencies to develop 
familiarity \\ith all the choice options available within a Stale. S11rnb.r structure within ED would improve 
our \\"Ork ''ith State contacts. 

Cons 

Staff resources and t.1mc could be directed a\\ay from their primaf\ m1ss1on of supporting the individual 
programs 

The Charter Schools program could receive more attention smcc it is primarily a choice program. 

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



Recommendation: 

This option would provide,, unified and clear approach to supportmg choice :'; public education and would 
enable the Department to coordinate its rhetoric and programs su) )Orting public school choice in a 
comprehensive and cohesive manner 

S11ppor(jor_rl11s option is strongly recomme 

Option 2: Establish a Special Assistant fo .....__ __ 
Discussion: 

Designating an individual to be responsible for coordinating the Department's efforts on public school 
choice would provide the DGpartment with a centralized voice that would be able to promote the 
Department's views and policies on public school choice. 1s · dividual \voulJ ensure that the 
Department speaks with a cJnsistcnt and clear voice , model devdopment, and technical 
assistance for the various methods of public school 

Pros and Cons: 

Pros 

An individual with the autlv-1rity to organize the mcnt's efforts at suppo11ing public school choice 
into a cohesive team \\'Ould provide leadership to the diverse and dispersed efforts at supporting and 
promoting public school choice. 

Providing a coherent and consistent voice on public school choice would allow rhe Department to further 
discussions on public school choice. 

Separating the decision-making from the program implementation within OESE \\'Ould not be an efficient 
use of Department staff or resources and would create an additional layer of unnecessary coordination and 
oversight. -

Recommendation: 

This option would be a burdensome addition to the Department's efforts in choi:::e by removing it from the 
program offices and placing it in a separate office. Instead of stream I ming eff o:1s, this would create a new 
authority and responsible entity and \\Ou Id not be productive. 

Support for this option is not recommended 



PART IH: CHARTER SCHOOLS 

Background: 

The first charter school la\\· \\as passed in 1991. Currently 33 States, Puerto Rico and the District of 
Columbia ha-ve charter school laws, and more than I, I 00 charter schools will b~ 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 year the National Evaluation of Charter 
School's survey indicates that the lack of access to start-up funding is the grca!est obstacle to operating a 
charter school. In the 19'.'".· report, the survey found that 59 percent of schoc:.L listed this lack of start-up 
funds as difficult or very difficult to overcome. This is 17 percent more than the next most pressing 
obstacle -- lack of planning time. 

In 1993, the President proposed the creation of a public charter schools program, which became law in 
1994 as part of the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The program's 
primary task is to address the schools' most pressing obstacle The program dc·cs so primarily by awarding 
grants to eligible State educational agencies (SEAs) that then award subgrants t,• individual schools. In 
cases where eligible SEAs elect not to participate or do not have approved applications, the Secretary may 
award grants directly to schools The program provides grants to over 400 charter schools in 19 States, 
Puerto Rico, and the District of Colurnbia. FY 1997 funds provided more than $44 million to new and 
continuing grants, with the average State receiving more than 52 million. and the average school receiving 
between $50,000 and $70,000. Schools can receive only one grant or subgrant for a period of up to three 
years. These funds can be used by grantees for planning (up to eighteen month::), and initial 
implementation of a charter school (no more than two years). 

The reauthorization issues discussed in this paper have origins directly related to either: 
(I) legislation pending in Congress; or (2) concerns voiced about some aspects of charter schools that may 
need closer scrutiny. Items numbered one through four of the eight areas to be considered under this 
reauthorization address issues related to the pending legislation, and items five through eight address 
special area• of concern. 

Pending Legislation 

Legislation, endorsed hy rhis administration, is pending in Congress This legislation would reauthorize 
the Federal charter school program this year. If such legislation passes (an increasingly unlikely event) the" 
re-reauthorization" of the program nc:"'t year \\·ill be shaped by the nature of ch<:'.nges enacted this year. If 
pending legislation docs not pass, there ma:; be components of the current lcg1shtion that have to be 
included in the proposed reauthorization. 

Areas of Concern Needing Special Scrutiny 

Recently, the Office of the Inspector General conducted an informal rc\·1e\\ of charter schools m Arizona, 

Colorado, and Michigan T!1at review has identified several areas not considereci in the pending 
amendments in Congress that need to be considered during reauthorization 

Use of a Lottery in Student Admis:.ion - Some charter schools. \\ith at least the tacit approval of SEAs, 
are not admitting students on the basis of a lone~· Section 1030(1( I )(H), ESEA requires that "charter 



schools" (used here to refer to schools rccciv111g PCSP funding) admit students ~n the basis of a lottery, if 

more students appl~· for admission than can be accommodated When qucstion·.:d by the OIG about this, 
one SEA official said that. s111cc ED has never defined the term "lottery," he was using his 0\\11 definition 

An official at another SEA -:;aid that there was \\ ording in its application for P~ 'SP fund mg that allowed 

charter schools to select students by an cr:uitable selection process such a~ a lottery He further maintaincdf /\.,,- f 
continu:. it.~ f.fforts to develop an operational definition for tire term "lottery'' and disseminate tlris ~ ~ / 
that admitting students on a first··comc/first-scrvcd basis is similar to a lottery svstcm. ED needs to V~ tr· 

information to SEAs and clrarter sclrools. .,• ~ v{,/ 

For-profit Entities Awarded PCSP Funds - OIG was informed by an SEA official that at least eight 
for-profit charter schools received PCSP subgrants in her state. Also, a Center for Education Reform 
[CER~ su.rvcy reported t.hat for-profit entities arc participating in PCSP in othc: states, and that for-profit / 
orgamzat1ons were applicants or operators of 7 percent of charter schools nat1onmdc during the 1996-9//(l;v-<-. 
school year. ED should examine and clarify tire role for-profit companies play in clrarter sclrools to c.. ~ 
ensure tlrat tire education of students lras top priority. ,N'"' / 

- - I! .. --l. 
Private School Conversion to Public Charter School Status - OIG found that there is at least the Y-"- / 
potential for schools to use PCSP funding to serve select po!Julations that arc nom1ally served by private ~ 
schools. Some private schools that have been "converted" to public charter schools may have maintained 

their select clicntcle. The CER survey indicated that during the 1996-97 school year 14 percent of 

charter schools had at one time been private schools. ED should consider reco111111e11ding that the 
program sla/11/e he amended to require .\pecifically that the recruitment. selection, admission, 
and counseling procedures ufschools receiving PCSP fund\· ensure that their ed11catio11al -....· _ __._ 
offerings are effectively p11hlicizedfor and truly made available to all ,eg111e11ts of the 
community. 

Eight areas under consideration for the reauthorization of charter schools: 

I. The quantity of charter schools nationally; 
2. The quality of charter schools; 
3. The accountability (academic and fiscal) of schools and charter granting entities; 
4. The flexibility given to charter !ichools; 
5. The promotion of equity in and through charter schools; 
6. The use-of lotteries in admissions; 
7. The participation of schools that were previously existing private schools; and 
8. The involvement of for-profit and cor.tracting organizations in charter scho0ls 

For many of these issues a range of strategics have been identified. While not mutually exclusive, in most 
cases the Department can address an issue by selecting from among several options, including: 

I. technical assistance 
2. guidance 
3. regulation 
4 statutory change 
5. leveraging changes m State and local policy 

Changes in State and local policy can only be suggested or encouraged Such d1a11gcs can be facilitated 
through tcchmcal ass1st.Jncc. gu1d.Jnce. regulation or statutory change But in addition, ED may impact 
State policy by 

I. prioritizing St.Jh:s accord mg to clements of State law for the ddiverv of pru;.J,r:im funds 

/ 



2. dcvclop111g and disse1111nat1ng model legislation that incorporates desired as~K'cts 

Areas for Reauthorization 
/_,,/ 

1: Quan tit)' of/Clia~·te Schoo_ /Incentives for Effective State Laws 
BackoTo · 

b - v ~~ 

1l1e prima · bjc ~er school program will remain supporting the creation of significant 
numbers cha er schools. Given the rapid gro\\th in the number of charter schools, the challenge will be 
to promot igh-quality charter schools that arc held accountable 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 is the determining factors of State policy that truly affect the numbers of charter schools 
in a given State. While 35 States and entities have charter school laws, three States -- Arizona, Michigan 
and California -- have mo.e than half the nation's charter schools. Other Stat(;.~ -- such as Texas, Florida 
and North Carolina -- hah; ;1cw laws and fewer schools but also have tremcnriuus gro,qh rates. ~he 
majority of States, meanwhile, have laws that generate fc\\'cr schools. 

Consequently, one of the most promising strategics for promoting more charter schools is to establish 
~i~ties for providing Federal funding to States that create incentives for States to enact laws that lead to 

,.'.;- morc~choo!s (For further discussion on the role of state policy in shap111g cha~tcr school programs and 

?; possible Federal activity to infonn State policy, sec Appendix l3 ) _\ ~ 

/ Curr~ntly, pcndmg leg1slat10!1 would provide incentives for states that" r-.J rf->. 
• remove caps on the numbers of charters allO\\Cd, 0 LL>"'-
• allow entities in addition to local school districts authorized to grant charters; ~ 
• grant a larger degree ot regulatory freedom; and 
• have a regular review of each charter school's progress toward meeting the tcm1s of its charter. 

Options: 
l. Depending on the outcome of pending legislation in Congress, these and other priorities could be 

rewarded through the dist•ibution of Fcdcrai dollars to States with policies that match desired 
priorities. The appropriate criteria that the programs dollars should encourage will require a more 
extcnsi~c discussion than the scope of this paper allows. State policies that the program could 
encourage through the distribution of Federal dollars include: 

• State provision of sta1:-up funds; 
? f:: • State-provision of facilities funds; 

r -; • State-provision of equitable per pupil funding 

2. ED could release model charter school laws and allow states to consider sut_;gestions for more effective 
laws State la\\S ,·ar: considerably Differences in policy affect the scope and nature of charter school 
programs Congress has already suggested that the Department develop and disseminate model charter 

\ school laws. States may fc!vorably consider suggested policies that promo•, high-quality, ac-countable 

~ 
. charter schools (Also sec Appendix B, for strategics for mfonrnng States of cffccti\'c laws, and on the 

pros and cons of adopting a model la\\.) 
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Pros and Cons: 

Pros Cons 
1. Further prioritize Stntes according to laws 
+ generate more charter school laws + could antagonize S:ates and advocates for 

le\'eragc money for tn~adcr impact on core States' rights ' + ' 
) - - + Congress could araend legislation to build in IS5UCS- ., 
+ increase numbers of schools, strengthen the support for aspects Jf b\\"S that threaten 

degree of flexibility allo\\ed as well as the accountability or equity 
level of support provided and the amount of 
accountability required of charter schools 

2. Release model laws 
+ Adopting a model law could add to quality of + antagonize groups "ho arc opposed to 

policy, without dictating results or allowing charters -
Congress to detenninc clements of models 

' 
Recommendation: tQ"4--:~ij / y/ 
Option I is not recommended at this time. Depending on legislation pending currently, an abundance of" 
priorities" would become too complex to administer If no legislation passes this year, a set of priori( s 
should be establi~hed reflecting ED's posi:ions on many of the issues presented in this paper. Th tility of 
priorities in State fundmg will decre;;se as more arc included, consequently the total mix of pri 1tics in 
State law must refl.::ct cor1,; objectives of the Department. Option 2 is strongly "Xommcnded. he creation 
of model legislation by ED is already authorized under the current legishtion Creating such models could 
leverage significant changes m State policy 

2: Quality of Charter Schools/National Activities to Support Charters 
Background: 

The provision of start-up funds supports the quality of charter schools by allo,,·ing them to overcome the 
financial aoCl logistical obstacles encounte~ed in the early stages. The additionai rederal funds can create 
the opportunity to focus on many other program i:nprovements of individual schools. In addition, the 
Department has authority to use 10 percent of the total funds to support national activities. Congress is 
considering limiting the national activity proportion to five percent, or five million dollars (which eyer is 
least) 

The program currently uses national activ1t1es funds to support things such as ·~valuation, technical 
assistance and networking among cha11cr~ to support the provision of other ser\ ices to charter schools 
through the Department's Comprchcns1,·e Assistance Centers and Equity Assdancc Centers. (For more 
discussion of recommended aciivitics to support charter schools, sec Appendix A as \\'ell as Appendix C.) 

p~~~:~~ adequate natioml acti,1ties funcs (at the 10 % level) to support char::r schools. Useful activities 
ncludc: -rf;.. 

national, regional and loc:il mcct111gs of cha11er schools to share best-practices: I D?o ....._ ' 
• evaluation, -../ Vv' 

• electronic commu111c:itions through 1hc "uscharterschools" '.Vebsitc, 



• assistance and materials to help SEAs and LEAs with the charter grantmg ;.md review; 
• communication <ind outreach to other :::irganizations and corn111un1t1cs that can assist and promote the 

development of high-qua! ity charter schools: and 
• impact on the rest of the education svstcm. 

2 Create an "Exemplary Charter School A\\'ard" 
t Jr; ED couJd seek authority to conduct a competition to recognize outstandmg ch~rter schools. A State and /' r--~')f national competition would provide visibility to exemplary schools, and help .. disseminate success by w . dctcm1in111g '' hich schools deserve dis1gnat1on as an exemplary school. 

Pros and Cons 

if€ Pros Cons 
1. Retain 10% of fund:; for national activities 
+ strengthen accountability and work by districts + dra\\' resources a\\'a\' from grant programs 

that support school start up 

• 
+ 

and other charter granting entities 
improve nct\\'orking among good schools 
build public understariding/support for 
charters 

+ build nct,,·orks among the rest of the education 
establishment, thus leveraging additional 
resources 

2. Create Exemplary Charter School Award 
+ pro,·idc visibility and recognition of high 

quality schools 
+ dctcnninc which successes warrant 

dissemination 
+ support in-depth cvalt.:ation of charter schools 

draw criticism for "mappropriatcly 'rbroad 
Federal role 

+ people may push for "cannarkcd" activities 
that do not match our priorities, such as 
support for capital expenses 

+ adn1inistrative burd;:-11 
+ cost 

Recommendation: ~ 

Options 1 a!)d 2 arc both strong~mcndcd. Decreasing the proportion of funds from 10 % to 5% of 
national activities \\"Ould limit ongoing activities primarily to the completion of current research. Work on 
technical assistance that wculd impact quality and accountability would be curtailed. An exemplary 
charter school a\vard would promote visibility for successful schools, \\hile cn·.:ouraging evaluation. 

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

Charter schools arc based on the premise that a group of people will receive freedom to run a sc ool as 
they sec fit, if they dcmonstrat~ that the school meets the terms of its charter and that it is meetiRg the 
standards of public education that \\'C hold for all schools -- 1c , operating in a :::afc manner, providing a 
non-sectarian education, and not d1scrimin:iting in any ,,·ay that violates studcrit.c' civil rights. anous 
writers -- sec the recent US Ne1rs and World Report Articles, and !he New York Times Sunday Magazine t1 , I J 
for two examples -- have alleged that there 1s madcquate accountability m the charter school movement. -.::> ~ 
(For more information on steps to strcngt!1cn :-iccountability in ch:irtcr schools, sec Appendix C) 

Options: 
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r-.fod1fy the prioritization of State funding according to the orcsence ofpolicv clcrncnts that strengthen 
accountability. Possible policies to reward include: terms or the ckmcr not to exceed five years; 
required evaluaticns of state programs, or state-sponsored evaluations of the entities that grant 
charters. 
Directly fund, or use subgrants, to support \\Ork by CGEs and LEAs to create accountability plans. 
Such plam could incorporate: solicitation and review of applications: oversight of schools; evaluation; 
and.con-sidcration of charter renewal Such plans could also be dcvcloped .. for each school, with 
additional support. 

3. Clarify that an allowable use of federal start-up grants \\Ould be to develop accountability plans for 
each school. 

/. 4. Mandate that a proportion of each 1-ciicral start-up grant be used to develop an accountability plan for 

:I= ,..«'-o"'"""""' ~ff Jdf'~ ri' f ~ 
each school. r .... , r ·I ..A. / H f A-1.. 

Pros and Cons ~ ~ 
~µ.. 

)jf 

Pros 

1. Prioritize accountability ~ 
generate more accoun~ability 

+ leverage cost and burden for b oadcr impact 
on core issues l 1--- J.... 1 vi\/' ~. 

~ 

2. Fund accountability plam: 
+ ensure stronger accou1!tability 
+ can be done under existing national acti\ities 

3. Clarify allowable use of funds for 
accountability plans 
+ no mandate included 
+ no additional resources 

4. Mandate accountability plans 
+ levcr~c additional resources 

• scope covers all grantees 

Con:> 
+ could antagonize States and advocates for 

States' rights 
+ Congress could amend legislation to build in 

support for aspects of laws that threaten 
accountability or cq~1ity 

+ larger role for Federal funding 
+ onh covers selected schools 
+ could take resources from portion of nati 

activities 

+ little leverage 

~ is a mandate 
+ take resources fro1r ;,)ta\ used to meet oth_cr---

,./ r l obstacles 

Recommendation: ( '\:) 1 :/ 

Option 1 is recommended only if the progr:i111 1s not overburdened \\ith additional priorit\~~e 
of pending legislation. Options 2 and 3 arc strongly recommended. Existing ar.d additional fun~s s~ould 
be directed toward strengthening accountabilitY States and districts arc rclucta:1t to put adequate resources 

~ ~ ) into evaluation and the development of accou1n:ibility pbns Funding some "model" efforts may encourage 
11 other SEAs and CGEs to increase thcir attention to accountabilitY Option 4 is not recommended. TI1c Jr 

1 
charter school movement is based on a mirnmum of rc12ulat1on and direction Piacing additional mandates 

·~ i on chartct schools would undcnnmc the concept /~ {7, ;/ 

~~K 5'i~~Y 



4: Flexibility Given to Charter Schools: 

Background: 

The other half of the "autonomy for accountability" e'l:changc is freedom from 1: des and regulations. 
Currently ch~rter schools in some states enjoy regulatory freedom. The Depart.r.ent could encourage 
greater regulatory freedom at the State and local fvel by providing incentives-for States that provide 

adequate ercgulation <:::- J,J.. ~ ~ ~ -: 

At the Federal level, the national evaluation finds that Federal regulations arc one of the least significant 
barriers facing charter scho·Jls. Only six percent of schools list Federal regulations as a difficult or very 
difficult obstacle. This percentage puts Federal rules behind 14 higher-rated obstacles. However, recent 

V research by the Government Ac~ounting Office finds that barriers still exist. Additionally, feedback from 
~ individual operators (shared through recent focus groups and at the Department's National Charter Schools 
~ \ / Conference) indicates that many Federal programs arc not readily accessible to charter schools. -Operators 
~ 1 :r often describe difficulties with: 

• reluctant SEA and LEA administrators; 
• difficulties associated \\'ith generating estimates of enrollments before schc)ls open; and 

· • lack of knowledge of the specific issues and peculiarities that come with chilrtcr schools on the part of y \ ' Fcdcrnl, State and local offic;als 

_,..}/Options: ~ ...: 

/ \ 1 Clarify eligibility and reporting requirements of charter schools for Federal programs, or have eacJ f-1 O vJ 
separate program clarify such requirements. ____} ~ 

2. Provide guidance and direction to LEAs and SEAs in_ ho\\" they administer ~:i.;dcral programs for chartc0 r-
schools. ;....J. r-J.::> .....J 

. 3. lnfom1 other Federal agencies ar.d ED programs about the needs of charter school"O ~ ~ 
4. Prioritize Federal funds for states according to the amount of flexibility grantee[} tJO 
5. Include ~rovisions granting dcr~gul~tion to _cha_rtcr schools in model laws-:J----- =: ...,...U J___ 

W° r:: Work with charter schools to examine application for, and use of, waivers by charter schools.~ • / / 
, fVr . Work with charter school operators to revic\\" ED progr~11ns to ensure there arc no unnecessary Y--- -... 
..., • 1 obstacles to accessing Federal funds. ~ "'. 
~ov -



Pros & Cons: 

Pros 
I. Clarify administration of Federal programs 
+ case administration for all invoh'cd 
+ ma): not_ take legislation for most cases 

2. Provide guidance to LEAs and SEAs 
+ leverage existmg rcrnl•rces for charter schools 
+ little additional costs of delivering resources 

3. Inform ED and other agencies 
+ leverage all Federal resources 
+ not require legislation 

4. Prio1·itize funds by flexibility 
+ leverage State action 
+ covers State-level obstacles 

Cons 

+ may require rcgulat111g 
+ Congress may overstep changes ED plans 

.. 
+ complicated issue requiring case-by-case 

analysis of schools' legal and financial 
relationships with iocal and State entities 

+ difficulty of mtcragcncy communication 

antagonize States/acivocatcs for States' rights 
Congress could am..:11d legislation to threaten 
accountability or equity 

5. Include flexibility provisions in modd laws 
+ no cost or burden to Federal programs 

j + State context of regulation varies 

ad~g ~de~'S ~ a~nize 
¥.'"\ + not require legislation 
. 0 L, V"'" 

lj t ~ .. 6. Examine use of w:tivers 
~ + provide discretion to Department 

+ avoid legislative solutions that go beyond 
Department's intended level of flcxibili\y -­
ensuring civil rights and special education 

7. Analyze ED programs to find obstacles 
+ helping "reinvent" government 
+ obstacles encountered may be helpful if 

removed more broadly, expanding scope of 
benefits from charters to rest of system 

• 
issue-based and organizatior.-bascd groups 

• none 

• none 

-~ 

Rccommcndol;on: ~ 
Options 1, 2 and 3 arc strongly rcco!llmcndec! Such action 1s necessary to appropriately a~Li1csc 
programs for the growing n:11nber of schoois, Option 4 is not recommended, Priorities shffi!ld be focused 
on areas increasing accountability, qua lit~ 2,nd the number of charter !Ochools, Optiont3,?1nd 7 arc 
strongly recommended, Meder laws should encourage the real exploration of tlcxibili~ng charter 
schools, Additional infonnation on obstacl::s or the use of ''a1vers ''ould be llscful to understand the 
benefits of 11111ovat1on in charter schools that ma' be of benefit to other public schools 



5: Promoting Equit) In and Through Charter Schools 

Background: 

One of the most 1111µortant issues raised by charter schools rnvol\'cs serving µoar and minority students and 
the potential ;::onccntration of students of homogeneous backgrounds in these sc:1ools. ll1is issue is central ? 

to any discussion of school choice The national evaluation of charter school9"ftnds 1at most c . ~ · 
schools roughly represent the demographics of the districts in \\hi ch they arc lo.: small percentage, 
around five pcrcenL have higher concentrations of white students than the districts in which they arc 
located; and a larger percent, around 20 percent, have significantly more students of color than the districts 
in which they arc located 

Perhaps this issue is reflective of larger changes and trends in public education, but it could also be linked 
to the opportunities that charter schools provide communities. Charter schools can be used by people to 
create schools with a focused mission, designed to provide an education that will help particular..students 
succeed. ED discussions of this issue need to address charter-specific issues as well as larger concerns the 
Department has for equity in public schooling. Likewise, Department-wide attempts to explore this issue 
may want to consider any lessons or experiences emerging from the charter school movement when shaping 
other Federal initiatives. 

Options: 

~ 
1. Expand work with Equity Assistance Centers designed to increase cquitabh access to charter school0 ,.J&-P 
2. Convene a national group of education and community leaders to discuss implications of charter schoon T,~ 

movement for equity in public education; ..--J '"' 
3. Expand the attention to equity issues rn existing studies. \ _.::::; /<"'" (Vo v 
4. Begin a separate study of cqu•t) issues among charter school~ ~ 
5. ~anguagc in model laws addressing equity in charter schools'] ~ 
6. ~nguagc regarding special education and demographics in the definition of charter school la\0 !!!JI-

\ Jr- vl-_y -: 

~ 



Pros & Cons 

Pros 
1. Expand work of Equity Assistance Centers 
+ leverage existing financial resources/expertise 
+ flc.xibility in application of assistance, based 

on local context 

2. Convene a national group 
+ Gather experience at1d input 
+ reflect range of attitudes 

3. Expand existing studies 
+ low cost 
+ quickly implemented 

4. Begin a separate study of equity issues 
+ not burden existing studies ~ 

+ focus study on appropriate data. ana~·sis and 
expertise 

5. Specify language in model laws .., 
+ no legislation required - fY1.. . 
+ leverage State policy which more directly ") ? 

affects schools 

~d 
6. Clarify language in charter school law 

~ . + po\\'er over States policy 
+ leverage State policy through incentives 

Recommendation: 

Cons 

+ additional cost 
.. 

+ may raise issues outside scope of area 
+ may expand intere~; in additional options 

• • 
+ 

• • 

burden or delay cxi~Ling studies W ~ 
limited ability/expertise, to deal with;ssu/ 

additional cost ~ };-.;,__ 

slo\\·cr implcmenta: i, ·n I 
administrative burden of growing number of 
individual studies 

no power over State policy 1 
difficult to dctcrmin:.: what policy is best 

open issue to congressional debate j 
difficult to dctermin.:: what policy is best 

Options I and 2 arc strongly recommended Options 3 and 4 should be decided on the basis of the feedback 
gained under option 2. and conducted without additional legisl<:tion under current authorization Option 5 
is recommended. Option 6 is not recommended. 

6: Lotteries: 

Background: .. 
The current authorization requires that any charter school receiving Federal stai"l-up funds must use :i 
lottery to select students if more students apply than th~ school can accommodate The language provides 
no more guid:incc in what constitutes a lottery, or what sorts of preferences arc Jppropr1:itc when 
conducting :i lottery Several States ha\c similar language requiring schools to use lotteries (CA, MI for 
example) and have since issued State-guidance on how to administer lotteries Other St:itcs have no such 
requirement. Congress placed the lottery language to address concerns about equitable access to charter 
schools, and to reflect the practice in some of the first States \\"ith charter schoo!s. (From person::i.1 
communic::i.tion "·ith Jon ~·:hroedcr. fonncr staff to Sen Durrenberger. May I C•J8 ) For more infonnation 

) 



on how one.; State's charter school opc.;rators view lottc.;rics. sec Appendix D. Th!s document sunrn1arizes 
fcedb;:ick from a focus grOL:;) mc.;c.;tmg \\ith opcr;:itors) 

In lotteries, specific issues that ansc, mcludc: 
• preferences for siblings: 
• preferences for attendance zones of existing public schools that convert to c:h;:irter st;:itus; 
• preferences for children of school organizers, teachers and staff: .. 
• preferences or thresholds to match students to a school's mission -- for e:-2a1:1plc, preferences for deaf 

students at a school for the.; deafin, or for mothc.;rs and fathers al a school d1·signc.;d to serve teen 
parents; and 

• the use of entrance requirements, tests, prerequisite courses or studenUfamlly intemews. 

The first national survey reiJortcd that 39 percent of the respondents reporting using a loner-y, ii perce,nt 
;::_-/used a ·~st-come-first-served" system, and that ten percent used a combinatior: of the t\\"O. Under ten 

) y-<.:._ percent used "some other p1 .::>cess-" Recent focus groups with school organizers provided extensive 
feedback about their concerns regarding lotteries. Many operators felt so strongly about this issue that they 
would tum do\\11 Federal start-up dollars before using a lottery. They feel that they can achieve equitable 
admissions, and meet the mission of their school through other means 

Options: 

I. Issue fucthcc gu•d"nec en lottccies (TOe Department has dcafted a lcttcc f><•m the Assistant Sccceta.-y to L 
all chiefs and State charter school program administrators, clarifying basic positions on siblings, / l I 
children of founders. teachers and staff and on children 111 attendance zones of exist mg public schools;· yJ~ 
that convert to charter status This letter is still in process Further guidaw:e may address --
controversial issues ) '? ~ 

2 Regulate the use of lotteries 111 charter schools. - V 
3. Change the latte~ language 111 the law to allow various exemptions or preferences t::::::...... 
4. Clarify the lottery language in the law to rule out all exemptions rJ ~ 
5. Allow the Secrcta~' to waive this requirement when the school or charter gr<tnting entity can 

demonstrate the another method is necessary to helping the school meet its mission, and that sue 
action will not prevent equitable access to the school or violate the civil rights of any prospective 
students. 



Pros & Cons 

Pros Cons 
1. Guidance 

~ -rJ oVJ + need nor regulate, or risk Congress changmg + limited impact 

po_siti~n through legislative process ~·~ 
2. Regulations 

tfl2 t + need not risk Congress ch::rngmg position ~ have avoided regulacing thus far 
through legislation + may prompt lcgisb.tive changes 

3. Legislative changes to allow exemptions 
+ clearly stipulate ,\·hat should be done + Congress may allo,\ unintended exemptions ~ + would avoid need to regulate + proposal may not be. adopted by Con_gress 

4. Legislative changes to eliminate exemptions • eliminate approaches that arc creative 
+ avoid possible abuses by schools • in contradiction with most State laws, leading 

to potential abando1;111ent of Federal program 
5. Create waiver authority 
+ maintain flexibility envisioned as part of + may receive overwhelming number of 

charter school process exemption requests 
+ maintain discretion over \\hai is appropriate • possible allowance of undesirable \\'aivcrs 

flexibility + \\Ould require legislative changes 

~ 

Recommendation: 

Option I is rccommc:ided. Option 2 is not recommended, unless adequate protections cannot be agreed to 
under current legislative authority. Option 3 is not recommended unless options I and 2 cannot lead to 
adequate protections. Options 4 and 5 arc not recommended. Eliminating all exemptions would be 
unfortunate, and counter to most States' laws. Limited exemptions or prcfcre::~cs make administration of 
charter pro.grams more practical in communities and remove disincentives for people to conunit the time 
and work necessary to create charter schools. Appropriate direction to States to ensure any exemptions or 
preferences protect students' civil righis and maintain the open nature of cha rte,· schools is necessary 
Extended waiver authority could lead to requests that under mine open-nature of charter schools. 

7: Conversion of Existing Private Schools 

Background: 

The com·ersion of previously C\1sting private schools to charter status generates controversy. Currently 
only a handful of State charter schools l::ms allo\\ this (sec l\fl, AZ, NC, TX). Even in States with a 
prohibition against the direct com ers1011 of private schools, it remains possible ~o dissol\"e an existing 

~ 

school and apply for a new =-:harter with a different group that mcludes many people and resources from the 
original school. ED's primary concern has been existing schools converting in c; way that docs not open the " 
new school" to children \\ho \'.ere not previously enrolled in the school. If this j5 the case, the charter 
mechanism can be used to pr0\·1dc public funds for the original private school If, hO\\"e\·er, the school is 
open to all students, the experience and resources from the original school may provide help that ensures a 
successful school The Dcp;:irt1111.:11t is examining this issue through focus groups and additional 

,JO 



10vcst1g::nions should provide more infonnation in the com111g months Current legislation docs not appear 
to pro\1dc J. mcch::rn1sm for prohibiting the COil\·ersion of e:-.:ist111g private schoois_ as long as such schools 
create a new public charter school under State law 

Options: - vyv-
1. Use·guidance to describe appropriate steps for enrollment in conveQ.ed 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 conve1 :ion of private schools 
6. Include language in model la\.VS that prohibits converting private schools or clarify appropriate 

steps for conversion. -----------_,,...- . ~ 

7. Take no action to restrict or di~courage the conversion of ivate schools to charter status. 

Pros & Cons 
//L-J'5 ~ 

Pros 

+ increJ.se numbers of charters and resources 

2. Use regulations, re: :ippropri::.te steps 
+ incrc;:isc numbers of r,;•J.rters and resources 

3. In statute, specify appropriate steps 
+ increase numbers of ch;:irters and rernurces 

4. In statute, prohibit 
+ avoid possibility of abuse 
+ separate charters from vouchers clearly 

+ possible abuses 
t possibly add support to vouches 

'7 ~ + could contnbute to rnnfusion with vouchers 
+ have to regulate 

+ allow States to conl'1ue converting schools 
+ Congress may not include steps in language, 

e:-.:panding scope of private school involvement 

+ lose resources of pr1 vate schools to charters 
+ Congress may not ir.-Iude steps in language, 

e:-.:panding scope of private school involvement 

+ possible abuses 
5. Prioritize States that prohibit conver~ing + continue confusion regarding differences 
+ a\·oid mandate bei\\een charters and vouchers 
+ allO\\' States to dctennme b~st approach ~ many priorities becomes un\\'orkable 
+ lc'erage State policy 
+ create incentive without mandatmg 

6. lncluc.lc language in model laws that prnhibits + abuses could occur 
or clarify appropriate steps.. 
+ avoid mandate. yet clarify voucher distinctions 
+ allO\\ States to dcterm111c best approach 

7. Take no action to restrict or discourage the + abuses could occur 
conversion of private schools to charter status 
+ charter mo\ ement benefits from t"l.:'.Sourccs of 

pri\ ate schools 



Recommendation: 

The least burdensome, yet effective option of 1.2 or 3 should be cnnactcd If option I is not sufficient, 
option 2 should be cnnactcd If options I and 2 arc not possible. than option three should be enacted The 
prohibition of pri,·atc schools (option 4) is not rcconuncndcd, unless options that clarif}• <if)propriatc 
practices (options 1, 2, 3) cannot be enacted. In the event that appropriate steps for use of conversions 
cannot be cuactcd, a prohibition against conversions should be enacted (option,,4) Option 5 is not 
recommended Based on decisions reached regarding the prohibition of private conversions, option 6 is 
recommended, granted the model l~w reflect the appropriate steps Option 7 1s not recommended 

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

Background: 

A growing number of ch2~"!cr schools involve for-profit organizations in their .:nnagcmcnt and operation. 
Active organizatio.ns include: -

Edison 
Advantage Schools 
Sabis 
Beacon Education Management 
Charter Schools Adrninist~ation Services 
Excel Education Centers 
The Leona Group 

Like converting private schools, involving these companies' provides additional resources and expertise that 
charter schools need; but, it also raises 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 oc:::urs 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 use of multiple sites for individual 
charters has grown in Arizon~ recently. Some estimates of charter schools operating with such 
organizations or as franchises put the total number of 80 indi\'idual schools, or roughly 10 percent of all 
charter schools. (For more discussion of this issue, sec Appendix C for a review of the role of such 
organizatio!15 and steps the Department col!ld take to decrease any competitive advantages such 
organizatio~s now enjoy over charter schoo~s that art from scratch "·ithout S•:ch organizational backing.) 

.,. ... ·· 

Options: 

~)..,,~, I 
Clarify through guidance, t cps necessary to ensure that ontracting org:rnizations arc appropriately 

~\ working with 111dependent _groups earning charters, rather ti · n rec_civing chZ!.rters directly lt-- .c L-.__ { 
Through guidance, proh1b1t contractmg orga111zat1ons from recc1v111g Fedcr:al fun~ u,..._ ,_..,-. ~ ~ 

. ~ 

J. Clanf}1 through regulations, the steps necessary to ensure t lat contracting O~!janizations arc r l-
appropriately working witl1 independent groups earning charters, rather tha:-. receiving charters directly. -

4 Through regulations, prohibit contrac:111g organizations from receiving Federal funds 
5 Clarify statute, clarify the steps necessary to ensure that contract mg organizations arc appropriately 

working \\"ith 111dcpen~· cnt 1 roups earning charters: rather than receiving charters dircctlx. \ JI ~ J.J 

6 Through statute, prob t contract111g orgamzat1onsTtom rece1v111g Federal funds_:J ? ( - tl-- I 11 _l..,,v\ 
7 Include language rest : ting-orpro 1 1t111g contract111g organizations from r:.:ccivmg charters directly SJ ~V"" 1 

model laws, or stipulate appropriat levels of involvement. 
8 Create a piority to gi\·e 2 prcfercnc to States that restrict the direct involvement of such entities in the 

charter schools. 



9 Provide support to independent organizations that provide the logistical, mz,nagcrial and financial 
support to ch::irter schools. (Such support h::is been ::i primary reason why independent organizations 
seek partnerships \\'Ith for-profit contractors.) 

10. Take no action to restrict or discourage the involvement of contractmg organizations. ~ 

.... 

.. 



Pros & Cons: 

Pros Cons 
1. Use guidance to describe appropriate steps 

for contracting organizations + \Yill support develop• ncnt of such groups 
+ schools maintain access to resources ., 

• avoid legislating or regulating '-1' 
rJ _, ____ ;,: 

. -. - .. 
2. Prohibit through guidance 

.. 
+ maintain grass-roots r.ature of charters ~ schools lose access to such resources 

+ strengthen competitive stance of independent 

charter schools 

+ avoid regulating 

3. Use regulations to describe appropriate 

steps for contracting organizations + \\ill have to regulate 
-+ schools maintain access to resources 

1 

+ avoid legislating 

4. Prohibit through re~ulations 

+ maintain grass-roots nature of charters + schools lose access to such resources 

+ strengthen competitive stance of independent 

charter schools 

5. Through statute, describe approp1·iate steps 
for contracting organizations 

+ schools maintain access to rcscurces + \\·ill support development of such groups 

6. Prohibit through statute 

+ maintain grass-roots nature of charters ~ schools lose access :o such resources 

+ strengthen competitive stance of independent 

charter schools 

7. Include language restricting or prohibiting 

conti1lcting organizations in model laws 
+ States may chose noc to limit involvement + defer to States 

+ some schools maintain access to the resources + limited impact of n: .:dcl la\\'S 

of such organizations 

8. Provide support to indcjJendcnt 
organizations • additional cost 

+ all schools have access to such resources + difficulty in dctcrmming quality 

• do not create infrastructure of contractors + expanded Federal rclc 
- -

9. No action 

+ all schools have access to :.uch resources + grO\\ ing mfrastructurc of organizations, may 

compete \\ ith public education system 



Recommemlations: 

Some level of control over the type of operation by contrac<ing organizations is recommended (Options 1, 
3, and 5 each would ddine appropriate steps) The least burdensome method that still ensures an 

appropriate level of control should be enacted Options 2, 4 and 6 arc not recommended Options 7 and 8 
are recommended. Option 9 is not recommended. 

Technical Fixes 

In addition to these maJor areas, there arc several "technical fixes" that may be necessary to the current 

legislation. Topics that need minor clarifications include language in the lcg1slauon that references sections 

that have been deleted later, language about the types of laws States must pass to be eligible for funding, or 
other issues that may arise after a careful reexamination of the statute . 

.. 



PART IV: l\1AGNET S OGRAM 

Background: 

Federal support for 1mgne1 schools began in the early I 970's as a Special ProJCCls acli\ ity under the 
EmergenH S_chool Aid Act (ESAA). In the early stages of the effort to desegregate schools, the goal was 
to climi11ate-dual school systems, which were primarily in the South and the r~11lt of de Jure discrimination 
against blacks. L:!tcr. sp::::c1:d theme schools \\'ith high quality instruction (i e . rn::ignet schools) \\ere used 
by Courts and by descgre5ating school districts as an alternative to forced bu.,:ng , as a \\·ay of achieving 
desegregation on a voluntary basis. It was believed that if "·bite parents were gi\'cn the choice of having 
their children attend top quality schools, they would select those schools even if ;t meant traveling across 

.., town to a previously all-black school. This concept proved to have merit and the number of magnet 
th · ~chools for desegregation has quadrupled since 1981 (from 1,019 to over 4,000). 

~.I\.-':;.. 
~ :~ r ~ The ESAA program, and "1th it Federal support for magnet schools ended in I =JS I. In 1984 support for 

magnet schools was reinstated through the authorization of the new Magnet Sc!· ,)ols Assistance Program 
under the Education for Economic Security Act. The statutory purpose of the program was to assist the 
desegregation efforts of public school districts by supporting magnet schools that will (1) eliminate, reduce 
or prevent minority group isolation in schools w· ubstantial proportions of minorit students and (2) 
offer courses of instruction that will improve student achievement m t 1c aca cm1c subjects and their grasp 
of marketable vocat1cnal skills. By regulation the Department continued the ESAA statute's definition of 
"riUnority isalat ion" to mca11 a school with a 50 percent or higher minority student population In 1988, 
the Magnet Schools program \\·as reauthorized as part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. In 
1994, the program "as again reauthorized, with changes that "OLild help ensure that the Federally funded 
magnet schools "·ou Id contribute to state and loc.'.11 systemic reform efforts anu 1hat poor and minority 
students would have equitable access to the schools. 

The statute requires that Fi;derally funded magnet schools be designed to brinr ~·tudents of different social, 
economic, racial and ethnic hackgrounds together. The magliet schools must:-.. _: part of an approved 
desegregation plan -- either voluntary or required, and proposed projects must sho\\' how they plan to 
improve the racial balance an~ong participating schools; pro\'idc high quality ed 11cational programs for 
part1c1pants; and foster positi\'C interaction among students of different backgrcmds. 

..., 

'"""' . 

i
tf?~ 

While more-research is needed to reach finn conclusions, there is evidence that magnet schools are making __, 
a difference for many children, particularly children in poor urban school districts. 

0( 
0 

c)./CV /A recent study conducted by the Citizens' Commission on Civil Rights and the\ andcrbilt Institute for J v.v--- . 
~,fl' Public Policy Studies found that thl: magnet schools in St. Louis, Cincinnati, and Nashville provided poor V...-- ...- • v-1-
.,,1.)-V and minority children L:ducational_ opportunities that thev n~t have had otherwise. The study also j.,..L- ~...., 
jr- found that the opportu111t1c5 provided these children arc of the type "that have enabled many to succeed ~ yf-= · 
~. ! academically and to go on to college or productive employment" ~ 
'A s>- .. 

More specifically, lo\\-incomc students in magnet schools included in the study :;cnerally scorcdbetter on 
academic perfonnancc tests th~111 their counterputs at non-magnet schools In ~t Louis, magnet students 
~ 1a y ~ J:lCd non-magnet students on state assessments in rcad11.g, mathematics, social 

~,,,..: ~~~~~~~and sc1ene . t is b lievcd that they also performed better than \\Ou Id b:: predicted from their prior 
,\.,.,. ability and socio-cco1Km1c b~.ckground. The low-income students \\ho particip;itcd in the St Louis magnet 

·">1 and inter-district transfor programs \\ere found to be significantly more likely tc complete !ugh school than 
their counterparts in non-m<1gnct schools. Cincinnati magnet schools with sub.;tantial numbers of 
disadvantaged students pllfonned above average on standardized tests. (Diff1~ult Choices. Spring 1997.) 



Other studies, us mg data f-om the National Educational Longitudinal Study (N !:LS) conducted in 1988 
and 1990, concluded that. 

Magnet Schools sho\\' slightly higher tenth grade achievement levels, higher proportions of studeni'ts.J-J-.,:. ') 
taking college preparatorv mathematics, and planning for further education than their students' 

backgrounds would suggest 

- - .. 
Minority and lo\\·-mcomc children were over-represented nation\\·idc in magnet schools and other" 

schools of choice". Lo\\'-income or minority students were more likely to go to a magnet school than 

high-income or white children 

Magnet schools arc more likely to serve disadvantaged students than comprehensive schools, and the 
average student in a magnet school was more likely to have higher achievement in reading and socia 
studies than a comparable student in a non-magnet school. c :t )-.... 

A study of the San Antonio School District, where 80% of the children qualify for free or reduc~d price 

lunch and where 944% (1995-96 Characteristics) of the population is minority, found, after adjusting for 
past test scores, family background, and parental expectations, statistically significant differenm in the -
achievement test scores of students enrolled in magnet schools and the score .jf students who applied but 
wer~hos,· schools 

The Magnet Schools contribute to better race relations as well as academic ach:,~vement. In a recent Public 
Agenda Report cntitl::d, "Time to Move On: African-American and White Parents Set an Agenda for Public ~ 

Schools," both white a!ld black parents were reported to believe that integrated schools improve race 

relations and enhance their children's abilitv to thrive in a diverse world About 6 in 10 of the black and 

white parents were reported to favor achieving school integration through magn~t schools. (The percentage _...-­

was even higher among parents whose child had cnrdllcd in a magnet program I Since both groups 
considered academic achievement to be the highest priority, one can assume that magnet schools arc 
perceived to assist academic achievement 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 becoming more minority-isolated. Since minority isolation in schools correlates closely with 

economic isolation, the isolation that is occurring affects both minority and poor students It also affects 
white students and society as a "hole In isolated schools students of different !aci~tl, ethnic, and economic ~ 
groups have fewer, if any, opportunities for positive interaction with one anothci. The reduced 
opportunities for positive i:itcractions run counter to needs that arc quite appar·~nt today. We arc living in a 

time when reports of raci'11 \rnsion and violence have increased, when our soc:: :ry is becoming increasingly 
diverse, and when the idea of a global society has become a reality Our countrv's economic and social 

well-being requncs a well educated citizenry that is capable of living and worki •g together peacefully and 
productively It requires a citi'zcnry that also is capable of functioning well with people from other -
countries and cultures 

According to the 1990 United States population census, \\'hitcs comprise appro:· imatcly 71 % of the total 
population. Between 1980 and 1990, the total population increased by 10%, tlv white population 
increased by 8°/i,, the black populati('ll increased by approximately 16%_ the Asian population increased by 
65% and the Hispanic/Latino population increased by 44%. It is expected that by the year 2000 one in 
three people in the United States "·ill be a member of an ethnic or racial minority (1l1e State of 
Desegregation) 



for schools. the ch:rngc 1s even more dramatic Census Bureat 1ggests that the number of black 

students enrolled m public schools mcreased 3% from 1972 t 1992. l that sa111e period Latino enrollment 
increased 89%, while white enrollment decreased by 14% Th in white emollment was not balanced 
for by gro\\th in white pnvatc school enrollment. There were 18% fc ·er white stuc::nts in private 

elementary schools and 23% fewer m private high schools than two deca s carltcr. This means that mo::u....-----....... 
of the c~ngc in school o _ c · · e result of low white ~i!Jh rate, higher mino · birth 

rates, and immigrat"on (NSBA, Sonnenschci 1989 . 0 Jo 7 () " ()A, 

The growing mmonty stuc!ent population increasingly is being relegated to serarate, largely ur~~o~ 
Research data indicates th:it during the past 10 years, schools have been rc-se;_:;-egating. In I~ , " .---..-
fumvn " Board of eattettt'ien V>'"!S dccide~77 percent of black students attended schools with less than so;..., \ 
percent white enrollment. In 1972, as a result of court-ordered desegregation, r:1at figure dropped to · 

approximately 64 percent and remained relatively constant through 1986. By 1994, however, it had risen 

to 67 percent and appears to have continued to climb. Isolation of Latino students has increased at an even 
greater rate than for black students during this period. As of the 1994-95 schod year over 75o/o-0f Latinos 

were in schools with majorities of Latino or black students. Many large urban :chool districts now have 
minority student enrollments of 70% or greater and the minority enrollments co· ,!inuc to increase in these 

districts. Also the population of minority children in minority-isolated schools 1s becoming increasingly 
diverse. (Orfield, 1997. Banks, 1991 ). 

ISSUE: SHOULD ANY CHANGES IN THE JV/SAP BE PROPOSED 

Should the Department seek changes in the Magnet Sc/roofs Assistance Program (MSAP) statute to 
make it a more effectfre tool for prodding to students educational equity, ed:1catio11al e.xcellence and 
the ability to function well in a dfrerse society and world'! 

RECOMMENDATIONS: Option #2, including both sub-options is recomm.'!nded. 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 I: Do not propose a change in the statute or in the administration of the program. 

This option i.s not recommended for adoption. 

The Magnet Schools program has helped to make a difference for poor and minority students. Specifically, 
magnet schools have helped reduce minority group isolation and provide opporhmities for positive 
interactions among students of different social. ethnic and cconom1c backgroun;'s This has been 
accomplished 111 spite cf residential segregation or changmg demographics, ana ~hey have promoted the 

value of diversity within our schools and communities. A study completed in 1996 for the Department 
found that in spite of t:1c changing demographics and other factors outside their control, grantees either 
achieved their obJcct1vcs or made progress in reducing the mc1dcncc of racial 1solatio11 in 64 % of the 
schools examined. (American 1.nstitutc for Research, 1996) 

The Magnet Schools program also is helping to close the achievement gap bct\\::en minority or poor 

students and other students. Students from a wide range of backgrounds, not just our traditionally highest 
achieving students, arc benefiting from the Magnet Schools Assistance Progra:n 

Finally, magnet schools arc an mtegral part of the systemic reform efforts of m<rny school districts. Over 
the years, magnet schools have been and continue to be a major vchicl!! for parents and students to exercise 
choice \\'ithin the frame\\ork of our public schools. Magnet schools offer stui:l ·nts and parents 



opportu111t1cs to find the types of educational programs best suited to their nee:js and interests. They also 
often serve as school dist!:s~s inform:-il laboratories for innovation, change au: ;·cfonn In Cleveland, Ohio 
a survey of parents whose children attended a federally funded magnet school revealed that 81. 7 percent of 
the parents were either satisfied or extremely satisfied with the program \Vhe1 . .isked about the aspects of 
the program they valued most highly, the p:nents ci:..:d the quality of teacher/student interactions, the 
education program offered, and the program's ability to strengthen the academic development of their 

children;-(f\1SAP Performance Report) 

Pros and Cons: 

.. .. 

I. The issues of school desegregation and diversity arc politically sensitive and there arc significantly 
different points of view in the education community as to the changes that should be made. Therefore 
raising them may make what is likely to be a difficult reauthorization process more difficult for the 

Department. 

2 The program has contributed in positive ways to the achievement of school desegregation and the 
valuing of diversity. 

3. The Department docs r.ot have all of the answers regarding what 1s needed tQ make the program more 
effective and relev~wt to the needs of poor and minority students 

4. We need additional research on the needs and the results of the program's cf~orts, particularly as they 

relate to improving cdu·.:ational equity and excellence. 

5. To the extent that race would be a factor in student assignments, the d1versitv approach to achieving 
educational equity may be subject to legal challenges . The courts havc- not yet resolved this issue. 

l. A failure to propose changes that can improve the program might be viewed as an abdication by the 
Department of its leadership and administrative responsibilities for the program. 

2. The issues arc likely to Le raised by the education community during reautherization and the 
Department \\"Ould either be restricted to a reactive role or would appear to have been less than 
forthcoming on this important topic. 

3. The Department \\'Ould miss an opportu111t,· to make changes in the statute that would enable the 
Department to administer the program in a way that would increase its dfcctiveness and relevance 

to the needs of poor and minority children and to the needs of our society in the 21'' century. 

4. The White House may Jccide to ad\'ocate a change as part of an expanded p!Jblic school choice 
initiative (e.g, inter-district magnets) (Sec Appendix D ) -

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

This option is recommended }or ado1mo11 
As discussed earlier, the Magnet Schools Assistance Programs has helped to rc-_!Jcc minority student 
isolation in public schools. Ho"cvcr, bccaus..: of changing dcmographICs and current legal trends, progress 



m this area is bccommg increasingly difficult. 

The program's strategy for promoting desegregation reflects the demographics <lssociated with dismantling 
dual school systems (black/minority vs. white) Current demographics in sche:ol districts arc different, 
bringing, pcrhap:,, the need for different soluuons. 

Both the statutory language regarding the elimination, reduction or prevention of mmority group isolation 
and the. policies and procedures established by the Department to implement t'lic statute, reflect the black vs 
white, dual school system 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 serve a highly diverse student population, in tcnns of race and ethnicity as well as social and 
economic differences. Fo.- example, between 1979 and 1995, the number of (i1ildrcn with limited /-
proficiency in English ros1.: from 1.25 million to 2.44 million and in central cit:;:s and urban fringe/large 
towns, 60 percent of the schools had such children During the coming decades minority children arc 
expected to make an even greater share of the school age population. (ConditiO'.L 1997) 

The current statute calls for programs that arc capable of attracting students from different social, 
economic, racial and ethnic backgrounds. However, the statlitory purposes and the operational policies 
established by the Department may make it difficult for grantees to achieve this kind of diversity. For 
example, the regulatory definition of "minority group isolation" stipulates an en;· >llmcnt of 50 percent or 
more minority group children and groups all minorities together. Grantees arc encouraged through grant 
selection criteria and through required assurances to ensure that children with different backgrounds have 
access to the programs but their efforts in this area may be restricted somewhat by the statutory 
requirement to eliminate, reduce, or prevent minority group isolation m schools and by the regulatory 
definition of "minority group isolation." 

Current legal trends also arc making rt more difficult to achieve school desegregation. An increasing 
number of sch..)o( districts arc being declared unitary by the courts and released from the requirements of 
their court-ordered desegregation plans. Among the large districts released in recent years are Buffalo, 
New York, Broward County, Florida, Denver, Colorado, St Lucic, Florida, and Corpus Christi,Texas. In 
many instances the standards that the courts arc using to dctcnninc that school districts have met their 
constitutional obligations!.') desegregate also appear to be casing. 

In addition .. the use of race for student assignments is being challenged. School districts implementing 
voluntary plans to reduce minority group isolation or improve racial balance an.0ng their schools have 
traditionally used race as a criterion in making student assignments to schools. f n the case of school 
districts that had been declared unitary and released from their court orders, frequently, the same 
race-based criteria that had been used in the court order \\ere continued as part of their voluntary plan. 
Now, 
school districts arc facing legal challenges to the use of race as a criterion in m'.' '..·ing student assignments 
under their voluntary desegregation programs, includmg nngnct schools. 

To be eligible for MSAP fundUlg, applicants must have approved desegregation plans. The statute requires 
that the eligibility of voiunt.1ry desegregation plans be determined by the Department's Office fo~ Ci~il 
Rights on the basis of whether the plans arc adequate under Title VI of the Civ1! Rights Act The Office for 
Civil Rights' review of the \<Oluntary plans had to be expanded tlm past year to ·.!ncompass, for plans that 
use race as a student selection criterion, consideration of\\ hcthcr race is used only to the extent that it 
satisfies the strict scrutiny standard established hy the Supreme Court Under this standard, any use of race 
must satisfy a compelling governmental interest - identified for the i\lSAP as reduction, elimination, or 
prevention of minority group isolation - and be narrowly t:iilorcd Among the considerations that affect a 
detcnnination of whether the use of race is narrowly tailorl?d arc: (I) whether th.:: district tncd or seriously 



considered race-neutral alternatives and detennined that those measures have not been or would not be 
similarly effective, before resorting to race-conscious action: {l) the scope and ilcxibility of the use of race, 
111cludmg whether it is suhjecr tc a waiver: (3) the manner 111 '' h1ch race 1s uscc that is, whether race 
dctem1incs eligibility for a program or whether race is just one factor m the dc::;sion making process; (4) 
the duration ot the use of race and "hether it is subject to periodic n.:v1ew; and (5) the degree and type of 
burden imposed on students of other races ) 

. -
Also, tl~e u;e of race to achieve educational benefits other than required descg~egation 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, Massachusetts and Montgomery County, Maryland, juu;;cs found that diversity is a 
compelling interest. The Arlington and Boston cases arc on appeal to the Fourth and First Circuit Courts 
of Appeals. 

Public opinion regarding the value of desegregation is mixed. Some question whether school desegregation 
is consistent with current social needs. They question whether minority students need to be educated with 
white students in order to have access to high quality educational opportunities comparable to those 
enjoyed by white students. Some have expressed the belief th<.t high quality tc~ching and learning can 
occur in racially and economically isolated schools. However, accordmg to the recent Public Agenda 
Report, 86% of black parents and 74% of white parents believe that integration would mean a better 
chance that all kids will have good schools and, with the exception of I forced] busing, both groups support 
policies aimed at achieving integration. 

Research has documented tile fact that serious problems of mequ1ty exist for :;!·.;dents who attend 
minority-isolated schools Further, the research shows that there 1s a link between segregation by race and 
segregation by economic status. Minority children arc over-represented amonL the poor and among those 
at risk for poor school outcomes. In 1995, both black and Hispanic children were more than twice as likely 
as white children to live in poverty. further, m'.nority children arc more likely 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 enjoyed by low poverty schools. for example: 

Students in mathematics classes in more affluent public secondary schools arc more likely to be 
taught by teachers who majored er minored in mathematics than were students in high-poverty 
pubJic secondary schools. 

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

Teacher salaries arc higher in low poverty public schools than they arc !n high poverty public 
schools (In 1993-94 teachers in low poverty schools earned 28% mo1c in total school earnings.) 

In 1989-90, after adjusting for differences in the cost of liv111g and the educational needs of 
students, the Nation's ,richest school districts spent 36% r.iorc per studei!t than the Nation's poorest 
distncts - -

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

Fmally, the cl11nate in high-poverty schools is less conduci\e to lcanung than that 111 low-poverty schools. 
Public school teachers in high-po'1crty schools arc more likcl~· to report that physical conflicts, weapons, 
and \'Crbal abuse of teachers arc problems. Also. there generally is a low level (•f parental involvement in 



high-po\'erty schools. (Condition, 1997) 

The mequities that accrue as a result of the po\'l:11y status of students often arc compounded for children 
who suffer from multiple forms of discrimination, such as children who are poor and minority Low 
expectations, the dc111al of information and opportunities, ovcrrcprcscntation in IO\\Cr track classes, high 
incidence of severe disciplinary actions, and under-representation in gateway courses and programs arc 
among t_hc d_i~paritics experienced by minority children, including some childrcr- who are not poor. 

c 

In light of all of the inequities, it 1s not surprismg that research shows that children from racial and ethnic 
minority groups do not perform as \\-ell in school as white students. Children who have difficulty in 
speaking English have a higher school dropout rate than other children. For cx~mplc, in 1995, Hispanic 
students \\'Crc more likely than white students to drop out of school ( 12 compared to 5 percent, 
respectively) Other examples, include the following: 

In 1994, 4lh, 81h ar.d l 21h grade whites and Asians scored higher than L:.icks and Hispanics in 
history and geography. Whites also scored higher on reading and writing proficiency tests than 
blacks and Hispanics_ 

In 1994, there continued to be a large gap between the mathematics and science proficiency scores 
of white students and minoritv students_ 

In 1996, 93% of \\'hitcs had a high school diploma or the equivalent, cc_ lparcd to 86% for blacks 
and 61 'Yo for Hispanics (25 - 29 year olds) 

Many minority children attend urban schocls and the majority of these students attend schools that arc 
either predominantly or cornpicted racially segregated_ Further, as indicated earlier, most of them attend 
schools in which 50 percent or more of the students arc poor. (Condition, 1997) 

While research on the educational and social effects of diversity is limited, there- is 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 variety of backgrounds and interests bring with 
them. Today's students live in a world in which they will need to live, work and interact with people who 
arc different from themselves. As one of the attorneys who argued on behalf of Boston's efforts to use race 
as a factor iit admitting st11dcnts to its special programs noted, "There arc som'~ things kids just need to be 
taught that It's not easy t<' tc·Jch in a monochromatic environment." The rccc•.:iy published study by 
William Bowen and Der~k Bok examines the affect of affirmative action in the ~:election of black students 
into elite higher education institutions. Their study found there were positive rr ~ults for white and black 
students. For example, although the black students entered the colleges \\'ith lower test scores and grades, 
they cam ad,·anced degrees at rates identical to those of their white classmates, arc slightly more likely than 
whites from the same institutions to obtain professional degrees in law, busmes~ and medicine and tend to 
be more act1\C 111 civic and communit' activities than their \\hite classmates The black and white students 
both reported that their intcr.iction at college helped them relate to members of rl•ffcrcnt racial groups later 
in life .. 

Earlier studies shO\\Cd s11111lar benefits for students \\ho attended desegregated elementary and secondary 
schools A 1982 study by Braddock and McPart!and demonstrated that after controlling for individual 
differences in academic preparation and geographic location of high schools and colleges, high school 
desegregation cxpcncnccs ,-.ere related to (;Ollcge attendance !by blacks]. especially attendance at 
desegregated colleges. 

A 1984 stud\ by Bractdock and !\1cPartland found that b!acks \\ho attended d..:scgrcgated schools develop 



networks, select college majors, ar.d find jobs m non-trad1llonal occupations tv '1 greater extent than their 
peers from segregated schools. 

The follo\\lng sub-options arc proposed as ways to improve the effectiveness of the Magnet Schools 
Assistance Program as a. ~o'"'I fo1 educational equity, integralion and diversity The sub-options are not 
mutually exclusive and th.::rcfore any number of tnem might be selected for pursuit by the Department. 

Sub-Option A. Add to the MSAP statute authority for support of effortS'"io promote diversit ··a.---..... 
schools (social, economic, racial, ethnic) where this approach will best cnsu:·c that minor· anqp~or 

students have access to high quality instruction. () ) l ~ 

~· 0 $ / f. j f 
This option is recommended_l(Jr adoption. 0 C.. H,_, 

v-.r vJ 
Specifically: L ~ 

Revise the statute's purpose statement to add the promotion of diversity (social, economic, rm:ial, ethnic) 
in schools or programs designed to ensure that minority and poor students hc.ve access to high quality 
instruction. 

Include in the stlltute a definition of "minority group isolation" that gives school districts flexibility in 
detennining when a school is minority-isolated (e.g., flexibility to reflect th~ multi-ethnic demographics 
of the school district). For example, a new definition wm;ld address the distribution of students among 
groups currently defined as mincrity by OMB and also \\'!thin ind1v1dual mi1~ority group classifications, 
such as bringing together Puerto Rican, Cuban, and Guatemalan students 

Expand and re\\'rite the' Innovative Programs" provision of the statute to .t:::dress the goal of diversity 
in schools or programs designed to ensure that minority and poor students h<:ive access to high quality 
instruction 111 schools 

Include 111 the statute a priority for inter-district magnet school programs "·here such programs will 
result in more integrated learning environments, in more opportunities for positive interactions among 
students from different backgrounds, and in improved opportunities for poor and minority students to 
achieve to high standards 

-
Provide in the "Findings" section of the statute an expanded discussion of the educational and social 
benefits of bringing together students from diverse backgrounds - e g , different social, racial, ethnic, 
and economic backgrounds 

Pros and Cons: 

Pros 

1. Programs of the type fundce currently would contmue to be eligible for fund1ng with this change .. 

2 Under certain co1:ditioi;>, districts that ha\'C large but diverse minority pop1:~at1ons may be assisted in 
achievmg goals th.it reflect current needs of their student population~ , ~'. g , achieve greater 

diversity among minority groups as well as between them and \\fotc students) 

3. Districts ,,·ith large nli11ority populations nlay be aided in their efforts to reduce isolation through the 
promotion of and incentives for inter-district programs 



1. FC\\U program r·::soi.lrces \\Ou Id support the reduction of minority student 1~·Jlation, as currently 
defined, and therefore 11 ma' be perceived by some that the basic purpc.~e and pr111c1plcs of the 

statute \\ill be undenrnned 

2. To the extent that race \\Ould be a factor in student assignments, the diversity approach to achieving 
cducationai equity may be subject to legal challenges . The courts have not yet resolved this issue. 

3. ~ht not apprO\'C a proposal that calls for a definit1 .. - rs from their own 
~ 

Sub-option B. Revise the statute by adding a new provision for the use of up to l 0 percent of 
appropriated funds for operational resezrch and demonstration projects designed to identify and/@o 
develop new ways of achieving diverse and equitable learning opportunities for all students ~ 

This provision could be part of a larger public school choice demonstration authority and would have t\\ 
primary purposes. One, it would provide demonstration support for succcssfu! m:ignct schools and 
programs that arc willing ~o serve as J model and to work with one or more EJ·sponsorcd technical 
assistance providers to assist other LEAs and schools in planning and implementing high quality magnet 
programs. TI1e second purpose of this new authority would be to support the d~velopment and testing of 
new approaches to reducing the isolation cf minority and poor students in public schools. Under this 
option the "Findings" section of the statute should include an expanded discussion of the educational and 
social benefits of bringing together students from diverse backgrounds -e g., dif:C:rent social, racial, ethnic 
and economic backgrounds 

This sub-option is recom111e11dedf(1r adoption. 

Pros and Cons: 

I. Projects of the t~ve currently funded would continue to be funded 

2. New information needed to make progr:im support for equity more effective -.rnuld be provided. 

3. This acriv1ty would contribute to a more rapid expansion of high quality choice options for parents and 
students 

4. More students will have opportunities for positive interactions with students \\ho arc different from 
themselves 

l. Some program proponents may object because support for traditional magnn schools \\Ould _be r_edueed ..----.. 
under current funding levels 

OPJ10N 3. Do not revise tire statute hut make administrative and regulatory clranges tlrat 1 

districts to seek more diverse, multicultural student populations in schools. Specifically 

This option is 1101 reco1~1111e11ded.for adoption 

Revise the regulatory dcfii~it1011 of "minority group isolation" to give school 01stricts more flexibility to, 



respectively). This prov1s1on significailtly curtails the use of MSAP funds for professional development 
and capacity building after the first \"Car of a project 

The changes should include the fol!owing: 

Revise the ';Use of Funds" section to pcnnit support for ongoing, high quality professional 
development that is aligned with state standards and required for effective teaching and learning in 
-the -magnet school ...... 

Revise the "Use of '.='unds" section to pcnnit support for other activities that will increase the 
capacity of the school district to continue the magnet program after Federal funding ends 

Revise the "Limitaticns" section to pcm1it the use of up to 50 percent '.)f the grant amount in the 
first year, and up to 25 percent in the second and third years, for planniilg, professional 
development and other capacity building activities 

Require l'vlSAP applicants to describe how funds that arc expected to t·e available from other ED 
programs (e.g., T:;lc L Eisenhower, Bilingual Education, Comprehen:-,1ve School Reform, Goals 
2000, etc) would lie used, along with MSAP funds. to implement capacity-building activities that 
arc part of local systemic reform plans. 

Pros and Cons: 

I. The changes \\'Ould promote a greater emphasis on systemic reform and the use of magnets to improve 
the quality of education for all students in the districts. 

2. The changes would increase the likelihood that programs will be continued and at a higher level of 
quality after federal fonding ends. 

1. Some m;Ay perceive the change as an attempt to subvert the program from its desegregation purpose. 

Option 5. Clarif1• or eliminate existing priorities that hai·e not heen well defined and therefore have 
not helped the grant selection process. 

This option is rc:commc:nclcd(or adoption 

Specifically: 

1. Eliminate the priorities ihat•arc not well defined and therefore do not help identify the applica_tion:; most 
deserving of funding This would include elimination of the priorities ":-.Iced for Assistance," and 

connection \\·ith "comprd1cnsi' c community involvement plans 

2 Clarify or revise priorities that arc working well but could be made more effective tools for detcnnining 
the relative quality of applications. ll1is "·ould inciude defining the priority "innO\ative 

educational approaches" and rewriting it to lmk it to principles of effectiveness. It also would include 
writing as a separate priority the linking of magnet programs with "systemic refom1 plans", and 

3. Propose additional pnontics tk1t niay help some districts achieve more signi:icant results Specifically, 



for example, reflect the mu lti-cthrnc demographics of the school distnct vs the minority/non-minority 
distribution of students 

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

Pros and Cuns: 

Pros 

• c 

1. We avoid the possibility of a confrontation on the issue of school dcscgrcgat;on in the reauthorization 
process 

2. The program \\·ou!d be a little more responsive to current needs than it is at !-'resent 

I. 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 limited public and Congressional deliberation 

Option 4. Propose statutory changes that could increase the impact of the Magnet <'>'clzools Assistance 
Program m1 systemic ref urm. Specifical~I', propose c/wn;:es that will increa · 1e imp ·t of federally 
funded magnet schools on the quality of teac/1i11g and leurning in puhli scliaols and on lze quantity 
and quality <if public school choice options. JJ~. 

This option is recommended j(.Jr adoption. 

In the 1994 rcauthoriZ2tion, a new purpose was added to the Magnet Schools Assistance Program statute. 
The programs arc to assist in achicv111g systemic reforms and providing all students the opportunity to meet 
challenging State content and student pcrfom1ancc standards. Ho\\"cvcr, the sta'.utc docs not explicitly 
authorize the use of funds for key activities that would make the nc\\" charge a r•~ality. 

In response to the 1994 statutory change. school districts rcceiv111g MSAP funds arc attempting to align 
their magnet programs with systemic refom1 plans To accomplish this purpose, the school districts need to 
develop longcr-tcnn capacity to implement high quality instructional programs. They need to align 
curriculum, technology and professional development and provide high caliber professional development on 
an ongoing basis. They nee j to identify and adapt strategics and methods for tr:tchmg and learning that arc 
based on reliable research and/or proven practices, and staff at the district and school levels need 
information about available resources and ho\\" they can be coordinated to assist their efforts 

.. 
Currently the MSAP provides no explicit authorization for the use of funds for professional development or 
other capacity developing acti\"lt1es The statute authorizes pla1111i11g, under ''h1ch staff traming, 
curriculum de· "Clopmcnt and other capacity budding activ1t1es might take place Ho,,·cver, the statute 
places emphasis on the use of funds for ir.stmctional staff necessary for the imµicmcntat1on of magnet 
programs, and for the acq~11sition of supplies and equipment to support the in:µkmcntation of the magnet 
programs. Further. ''h1k tht: statute prO\ ides significant fle:-;ibility for the use of funds for plannmg 
activities in the first year of a project (up to fifty percent of the amount awardc,~), the amounts that can be 
used in the remaining yc:irs of a project ;m.: much more rcs~rictcd (fifteen percent and t.::n percent 



(a) Propose a prio1 ity (or fund reservation) for projects that arc based ·.m inter-district plans, and 
(b) Propose a priority (or fund reservation) for smaller LEAs seeking to implement smaller projects 

Pros and Cons: 

1. The changes will b~ mo~0 useful tools fo1 determining the relative merit of.:;pplications 

2. Applicants will receive a clearer message regarding prionties and principles the Department values and 
about promising strategics for achieving results 

3. Applicants will be relieved of the rcqu!rcmcnt to respond to essentially usclc:;s priorities. 

l. Some may perceive the elimination of priorities as a signal that certain aspects of program design (i.e., 
need and comprehensive approaches to magnet planning) arc not considered valuable . 

.. 
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I. Banks, James Teaching multicultural litcracv to teachers. Teaching Education 1991. 

2. CharJctcnst1cs of the 100 Largest Public Elcmcntarv and Sccondal\ Schoo.i_Distncts in the 
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3. The Condition of Educa!ion 1997. 

4. Deepening Segregation i.1 American Public Schools. Orfield, Bachmeier, James, and Eitle. 
Harvard Project on School Desegregation April 5, 1997. 

5. Difficult Choices: Do Mal!nct Schools Serve Children in Need'' Report of the Citizens' 
Commission on Civil Rights Spring 1997. 
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Povcrtv Since 1968. A ~cport of the Harvard Project on School Dcscgrcg<·•tion to the National School 
Boards Association. IJecember, 1993. 

7. Reducing. Eliminating. and Preventing Minoritv Isolation 111 American Schopls: The Impact 
of Magnet Schools Assistance Program Report prepared for the U.S Department of Education by 
American Institutes for Research, 1996 

8. Sonncnschcin, Francis M. America's Changmg Demographics Their lmpacl on Public 
Education. Anti-Defamation League of B'nai Brith. 1989 

9. The State of Desegregation Around the Countrv. Mid\\CSt Desegregation Assistance Center. 
1997 

lO. Time to Move On: African-American and White Parents Set an Agenda for Public Schools. 
1998. 
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Appendix A 
Lessons for Charter Schools from 

the Alternative ar.d Public School Choice lVlo·,1ements 

The attached issue paper was solicited to gain input from Joe Nathan on lcsso11s the charter school 
movemel)t sl1ould take from previous education reform efforts that have attempted to promote independent 
and innovafivc public schools .... 

For this paper, Nathan was asked to provide key lessons that previous reform efforts learned over the years 
that should remain on the radar screens of charter school operators and supporters as this new reform 
evolves. In this paper, Nathan defines several types of school reforms and describes a histOI)' of several 
decades of efforts to create smaller, innovative and semi-independent public schools that families can chose 

to attend. The author draws from research, personal experience with charter schools and alternative 
schools, interviews with individuals involved in education reform and personal ! ctlcctions based on his 

expenencc. 

In his brief account of the choice movement's history, Nathan not::s several developments that should be 

kept in mind as the charter school movement matures. These include 

I. the options of choice within public education were originally created to provide innovative and 
potentially more effective public schools. The idea of public si.:hool choice was adapted to magnet 
schools, which \\'Cr<; sc~n primari!y as an instrument for addressmg racial segregation. Ironically, 
Nathan points out, tlm has left many minority families unable to attend magnet schools because 
they have been allowed to become selective: 

2 many alternative schools were caught by the movement "back to the b:isics" \Vhcn they couldn't 

demonstrate the positive impact of their programs. Many schols were closed as policy makers 
called for incr~ased pcrfomrnncc and higher standards; and 

3. districts often attempt to convert alternative schools with a unique focus or mission, into schools 
that the districts can use as "dumping grounds" for students ''ho do net succeed in traditional 

public schools. 

Nathan offers lessons on seven issues from the public school choice movement :hat charter schools ought to 
learn. 

I. Quality curriculum and inscrvicc -- charter schools should not reinvent iJ1c wheel. They should take 

advantage of other developments from people working outside their schools. This learning should 
also take place after the school opens and be part of an ongoing prof es ~ional development and 
improvement process 

2. Governance -- charter schools must develop effective governance structures that make decisions 

and remain workable. He takes lessons from alternative schools of the 1970s and notes eight 
important lessons, including: do more than oppose old ideas: av01d previous mistakes; build trust; 
acknowledge cultural differences; define clear goals: build clear structures for decision '!1ak\ng; 
assign responsibility for completiilg tasks: and avoid bum-out He also refers to eight lessons from 
his own research of charter school governance, \\h1ch mcludc using clear goals, agendas and time 

limits for meetings: establishing priontics; using subgroups: agreeing Oil a process for handling 
disagreement; fixing problems rather than assigning blame: letting all voices be heard; and 
celebrating progress. 



3 Evaluation -- charkr schools and their sponsors should make sure tha· before a school opens, it has 
clear goals. at least some of which c~n be measured, and the 1nstrumcn'.s to be used in evaluation 
arc agreed upon Such evaluation should use mvoh e authorities. a \'ar;':ty of measures in addition 
to standardized tests(re\\'rite): 

4 Higher Education -- Nathan notes that higher education has not contrib'1ted adequately to the 
progress of education reform He notes that many mnovatn e alternative public schools have been 
ignored by higher education or rejected in their overtures by these instit:.Jt1ons; 

5. ·Personnel and budget control -- charter schools need to maintain cont:r'GI over their staff and 
finances or else their v1s!on ma\' be eroded O\ er time 

6 Historical perspective -- charter schools ought to study pre\ ious reforms, mcluding those outside 
education, as they begin and develop their schools. 

7. Working with the commumty -- charter schools ought to develop positive work mg relationships 
with their communities, build understandmg and support for what they ;,ire trying to do, and 
consider directly in·lOlving the people, groups and organizations in their community in their school. 

Nathan offers a few policy lessons: 
1. details of legislation arc critical for individual schools, including issues like prohibitions of 

admissions tests, multiple sponsorship and State-provided start-up funds; 
2. "stronger" charter school laws can stimulate improvement in larger education systems -- Nathan 

cites the stimulus of the Boston charter schools in encouraging the city's school system to embrace 
its "Pilot Schools" :--rogram 

At the conclusion of this paper, Nathan recommends that the Department: 
I. \\Ork with State charter support groups to share the lessons of prev1ou~ reforms; 
2. promote dialog among charter schools, school refonn net\\-orks and other innovative school refom1 

net works: 
3. publicize the Department's support for effective charter schools and ch.::trter school laws; 
4. encourage university officials to become more involved in charter schoi_·ls. For example, include 

incentives for including charter schools in partnerships supported by F :.:::icral grant programs that 
arc designed to promote higher cd~ication/k-12 collaboration: 

5. encourage greater regulatory flexibility, at the State. local and Federal level; and 
6. produce materials describing innovative approaches to space and facilities in successful charter 

schools 

Background on the Author: 
Nathan directs the Center for School Change, at the Lniversity of Minnc:;ota'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 m<l.jor school reform project i:-: the mid l 980's, which 
produced Time for Resuhs The Governors 1991 Report on Education In this project he worked 
closely with then Governor~ Riley and Clinton. In August, 1997, the American School Board 
Journal named Nathan's recent book, Charter Schools. one of the seven '''Jest books written about 
schools and schooling in the last year." Nathan also helped start, and wo:ked for 7 years in, a k-
12, 500 student public school that began in 1971, and is 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 replication " 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 Menw on Developing Model Legislation and V.' orking with States 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Re: --

Subject: 

Charter School Team 
Ale" Medler 
4113/98 
Charter School La\\·s Issue Paper 

Charter School La\\s: 

.. .. 

Should the Department support particular aspects of charter s:>ool la\\·s') 

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

Summary: 
Charter schools arc a significant clement of education reform in the United States. Currently, more than 32 
States and territories allow people to create charter schools and nearly 800 chz.irter schools arc open. 
While growth is strong, approximately 500 charter schools arc in just three States. The likelihood that we 
will achieve the Prcsidc;it's goal of having 3000 charter schools by the year 2002 is slim given the limited 
activity in many States Despite State differences, ED has not taken a position on which charter school law 
is best. It is now time to ri:'.visit the question of whether or not the Department <:hould take a position. 

Based on a review of the Department's activities to date, lessons learned in imp!:::menting policy, and an 
analysis of likely outcomes if the Department takes a position, this paper conch·rles that to achieve the 
Stated goal of achieving 3000 schools by the year 2002 -- and to mcrcase the cl:anccs that these school~ 
will uphold the princ:iplcs the Department holds for the charter school movement -- the Department should 
develop a model charter school law. Once such a position is clarified, the Department should take 
deliberate and appropriate steps to disseminate it A model law should: 
• lead to significant numbers of truly independent charter schools -- cithu through strong appeals 

processes or a non-local district sponsor; 
• clarify the need of charter schools to remain more accountable to the public than traditional 

schools; and 
• clarify their need tc serve all children and to enhance equity in American public education. 

Background 
Thus far, the Department has strongly supported charter schools, but not joined debates about the specifics 
of charter school legislation The Department's reluctance to join this debate could stem from several 
issues. Charter schools arc rclat1\·ely new, and -- until recently -- it \\as too earl:• to draw conclusions about 
what policy differences meant to implementation. Comparisons of charter school laws have also been 
controversial and imolved partisan political fights. These fights can affect other education rcfom1s and 
issues in States -- such as standards, vouchers, and the Federal role in educatio•1. These fights ~lso involve 
major constituencies in St:i:.:s Against this backdrop, the Department has ar1 ;~·,dated strong support for 
charter schools but deferred to States in how they establish programs 

On the activist side. the Department has provided funding to States that pass ch:-,rter school laws to help 
schools in these States overcome start-up costs. set ambitious goals for the charter school movement, 
spoken out for key principles 111 their implementation, provided testimony and a11S\\ered questions for 



State-level policy rrn.kcrs on requesL and supported the creation of documents ;:1at help State leaders 
consider charter school legislation :vlcanwhile, the Department has deferred to States in how they 
authorize charter schools While ethics rules prohibit the Department from lobbying State governments, 
Congress has directed ED to create and disseminate model charter school legislation. ED has yet to act on 
this directive 

The vari_ety 9f Stak laws, a.1d the resultant charter school programs have bcgui! to provide enough 
information to draw preliminary conclusions about the impact of policy on pr~grams. Some preliminary 
conclusions include 
• laws with several distinctly ''eak aspects (such as only allowing the c0nvcrsion of cxistmg public 

schools, or not allowmg an appeals process or alternative sponsor) lead to few or no schools; 
• the "strongest" laws lead to more schools, but can also bring problems 1n accountability and 

quality; and 
• district control of t1·s charter process docs lead to the creation of schc.,h, but they arc 

disproportionately designed for at-:-isk students 

If the Department decides to not t~kc a position on charter school laws there arc several possible outcomes 
-- some help the Department's primary charter school objective of establishing JOOO schools, while others 
detract from the likelihood of achieving this objective. Since States continue to pass charter school 
legislation, it is likely that the objective of having 40 States pass charter school laws by the year 2002 will 
be achieved with no significant work by the Department. In addition, the number of charter schools will 
continue to grow. 

However, thc:-c arc at least three risks of not taking a position. First groups with ideological agendas may 
successfully redefine and reshape the charter school movement and take credit for it. Second, ineffective 
laws that produce few schools, or la"s with inadequate accountability, might pass. In addition, good laws 
-- which have the potential of passing -- would not benefit from the Department's direction. ll1ird, 
Congress might act to describe a model law directly. 

There arc several unfortunate possible affects, if ideological groups successfully shape the movement, 
including: 
• the concept of charters may be defined differently than ED would hope, i.e.,charters could be 

described as private schools, or their increased accountability could be lost; 
• cha[tcrs that don't ~erve all children equitably or remain accountable C•)uld thrive; 
• bipartisan suppon may be lost 
• charters may be used to influence other education issues. such as vouchers, standards based 

reforms, and the Federal role in cduc2tion: and 
• a narrow segment of support.crs m:iy take credit for the movement 

If the Department docs take a positioiL 1t is likely that better laws will pass, mo~c schools will be created 
and these schools will more closely reflect the Department's principles On the negative side, most of the 
trade-offs from taking a position on legislation could come from antagomzmg 110.crcst groups and 
constituencies which perceive an Interest i!l fighting the charter school movement as a whole 

Once a model la" ''as established there arc several strategics that could appropriately dissernmate the 
model. These strategics include 
I. continumg to pro\'trle grants to States with charter sci10ol legislation and charter schools: 
2 educating poltcY 1~1akcrs b' pro\'iding neutral guidance and 111format1or: about charter schools and 



3. 
4 
5. 
6 
7. 

policy options; 
providmg official testimony when reque:sted; 
111creas111g public a\\·areness of charter schools through the media, publ:c forums and other e\·c111s; 
prov1d111g official model legislation as directed by Congress: 
educatmg key constituencies about charter schools; and 
school visits and public speaking by Department and Admirnstration 0ffic1als, including the 
Secretary and President. .. .. 



Appendix C 

Briefing on Accountability and Assistance Needs ·~,f Schools 

SUMJvlARY 
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 
researc:_h in_t{) accountability in charter schools. The attachments are bri~fing materials on '1/ow 

The Department Of Education Can Help Charter Schools " They were 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 main conclusions are as follows 
I. Charter school accountability processes and standards are unclear in every State visited, 
2. Both charter schools and authorizing agencies shy av.'ay from relying on student test 

results; 
3. Ytany charter sc:1ools are too poorly defined instructionally and ·:organizationally-to permit 

informed paren~ ::!1oice; 
4. Schools need technical assistance as well as funds for start-up; and 
5. Impending decisions regarding the renewal of recently opened ch:::rter schools will test the 

possibility of performance accountability. 

II. A primary find<ng is that schools need assistance sources in addition t:> start-up funds 
Specifically charter schools need access to: 
I. Coherent school wide plans to use as models; 
2. Competitively-priced administrative service providers; 
3. Cap:tal for leasing or buying facilities; 
4. Testing that is curriculum-independent, secure, not biased in favor of regular public 

schools, and that reports results quickly. 

III. In the absence of such help, the scarcity of assistance creates advant~ged for well-capitalized 
schools -- foundation-funded networks, franchises and for-profit providers. 

IV. Based an these insights, the researchers recommend that the Department: 
Promote local assistance infrastructure with start-up funds for: 
I. Incubators to hc1p potential providers develop strong school plc:1s; 
2. Charter school 2:;..:istance networks; 
3. Local revolving l0an funds: 
4 Fee-for-service providers of insurance, financial record-keeping, 1:ersonnel and benefits; 
5 Local developers and brokers for school building space 

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. 11ools accountable; and 
3. Documentation of "good practices" examples of chaner authorizer account<::]ility 

relationships 



An interdistrict magnet program would provide opportunities to ~rcate integrated schools 
that in many instances a?e 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 stu~ents . 

.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 to apply sepcrately for its own intradistrict magnet schools 

With respect to tre 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 
af11uent suburba!l school districts trying to either avoid tax increases or trying to cut taxes 
as it is for urban school districts struggling to adequately fund ba~ic programs. _ 

An interdistrict magnet initiative or priority would also face several barr~ers and potential 
liabilities: 

Basic funding formulas in many States are driven by average dail,: attendance (ADA). 
This creates a di:;incentive for schools and school districts to permit 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 mce) school districts to 
work together in ways that they are not accustomed to working fhis involves making 
mutually acceptable decisions regarding issues such as the location of magnet schools, 
magnet school 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 ~tudent transportation 
wh~ch 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 inclur ~ or tolerate disruptive 
students, or that academic standards will be watered down, buildlng support for 
interdistrict magnet programs, particulary among largely white suburban districts, will be 
extremely difficult 
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A significaut number of large urban school districts have high minority .,tudent enrollments (most 
have student enrollmen~s chat are 70% or greater minority). l\·linority 'f''":1rollments are continuing 
to increase in these districts 

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

Student achievement in predominantly minority isolated and poor school..; 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 n~inority and non-minority 
students and results in these students gaining a better appreciation of people who are different 
from themselves and in better skills in interacting with individuals from backgrounds other than 
their own. 

Magnet schools' high qllality special curricular programs provide chall·~::ging academic instruction 
that also help raise studrnt 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 suppurted under the Magnet 
Schools A.£-sistance Program (MSAP), however these programs account for less than five percent 
of MSAP funding 

In a large number of metropolitan areas, urban school districts with high and increasing minority 
enrollments arc 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 otl:erwise not be available 
to them in their current schools and di~tricts 

Major advantages of a specific intcrdistrict magnet initiative or program ;nclude the following: 

Like other magnet programs, participation on the part of student~ and their families would 
be completely vuluntary 



In some instance~, school districts -- especially middle class suburban school districts -­
may not believe that there are adequat.e incentives to justify what they perceive to be a 
risky and bu1dens.)me venture that requires significant involveme:H and partnership with 
other school districts that have less successful track records than their own . 

.. 

.. .. 


