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One Aundred Fifth Congress
of the
Rnited DStates of America

AT THE SECOND SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Tuesday,
the twenty-seventh day of January, one thousand nine hundred and ninety-eight

An Act

To amend title VI and X of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to improve and expand charter schools.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Charter School Expansion Act
of 1998”.

SEC. 2. INNOVATIVE CHARTER SCHOOLS.

Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7301 et seq.) is amended—
(1) in section 6201(a) (20 U.S.C. 7331(a))—
(A) in paragraph (1}C), by striking “and” after the
semicolon;
d(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as paragraph (3);
an
(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) the following:

“(2) support for planning, designing, and initial
implementation of charter schools as described in part C of
title X; and”; and

(2) in section 6301(b) (20 U.S.C. 7351(b))—

: (A) in paragraph (7), by striking “and” after the semi-
colon;
q (B) by redesignating paragraph (8) as paragraph (9);
an
(C) by inserting after paraﬁ'raph (7) the following:

“(8) planning, designing, initial implementation of

charter schools as described in part C of title X; and”.

SEC. 3. CHARTER SCHOOLS.

(a) PURPOSE.—Section 10301(b) of the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8061(b)) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) by inserting “planning, program” before “design”;

(B) by striking “and” after the semicolon;
(2) in eragraph (2), by striking the period and inserting
“ and”; an

3) by adding at the end the following:

“(3) expanding the number of hlgh quality charter schools
available to students across the Nation.”.
(b) CRITERIA FOR PRIORITY TREATMENT. —Sectlon 10302 of such

Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8062) is amended—



H.R.2616—2

(1) in subsection (c}2)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking “and” after the
semicolon;

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the period and
inserting “; and”; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“(C) not more than 2 years to carry out dissemination
activities described in section 10304(f)(6)XB).”;

(2) by amending subsection (d) to read as follows:

“(d) LIMITATION.—A charter school may not receive—

“(1) more than one grant for activities described in subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) of subsection (¢)(2); or

“(2) more than one grant for activities under subparagraph
(C) of subsection (c)(2).”; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(e) PRIORITY TREATMENT.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—

“(A) FISCAL YEARS 1999, 2000, AND 2001.—In awarding
grants under this part for any of the fiscal years 1999,
2000, and 2001 from funds appropriated under section
10311 that are in excess of $51,000,000 for the fiscal year,
the Secretary shall give priority to States to the extent
that the States meet the critena described in paragraph
(2) and one or more of the criteria described in subpara-
graph (A), (B), or (C) of paragraph (3).

“(B) SUCCEEDING FISCAL YEARS.—In awarding grants
under this part for fiscal year 2002 or any succeeding
fiscal year from any funds appropriated under section
10311, the Secretary shall give priority to States to the
extent that the States meet the criteria described in para-
graph (2) and one or more of the criteria described in
subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of paragraph (3).

“(2) REVIEW AND EVALUATION PRIORITY CRITERIA.—The cri-
teria referred to in paragraph (1) is that the State provides
for periodic review and evaluation by the authorized public
chartering agency of each charter school, at least once every
5 years unless required more frequently by State law, to deter-
mine whether the charter school is meeting the terms of the
school’s charter, and is meeting or exceeding the academic
performance requirements and goals for charter schools as set
forth under State law or the school’s charter.

“(3) PRIORITY CRITERIA.—The criteria referred to in para-
graph (1) are the following:

“(A) The State has demonstrated progress, in increas-
-ing the number of high quality charter schools that are
held accountable in the terms of the schools’ charters for
meeting clear and measurable objectives for the educational
progress of the students attending the schools, in the period
prior to the period for which a State educational agency
or eligible applicant applies for a grant under this part.

“(B) The State—

“1) provides for one authorized public chartering
agency that is not a local educational agency, such
as a State chartering board, for each individual or
entity seekinf to operate a charter school pursuant
to such State law; or
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“Gii) in the case of a State in which local edu-
cational agencies are the only authorized public
chartering agencies, allows for an appeals process for
the denial of an application for a charter school.

“(C) The State ensures that each charter school has
a high degree of autonomy over the charter school’s budgets
and expenditures.

“(f) AMOUNT CRITERIA.—In determining the amount of a grant
to be awarded under this part to a State educational agency, the
Secretary shall take into consideration the number of charter
schools that are operating, or are approved to open, in the State.”.

(¢) APPLICATIONS.—Section 10303 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 8063)
is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—
. (A) in paragraph (1), by inserting “and” after the semi-
colon;

(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as paragraph (3);

(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) the following:

“(2) describe how the State educational agency—

“(A) will inform each charter school in the State regard-
ing—

“(i) Federal funds that the charter school is eligible
to receive; and

“(ii) Federal programs in which the charter school
may participate;

“(B) will ensure that each charter school in the State
receives the charter school’s commensurate share of Federal
education funds that are allocated by formula each year,
including during the first year of operation of the charter
school; and

“C) will disseminate best or promising practices of
charter schools to each local educational agency in the
State; and”; and
B )ﬂ)) in paragraph (3) (as redesignated by subparagraph

(i) in subparagraph (E), insert “planning, program”
before “design”;

(ii) in subparagraph (K), by striking “and” after
the semicolon;

(iii) by redesignating subparagraph (L) as subpara-
graph (N); and |
(i) by inserting after subparagraph (K) the follow-
ing:

“(L) a description of how a charter school that is consid-
ered a local educational agency under State law, or a
local educational agency in which a charter school is
located, will comply with sections 613(a)(5) and 613(e)(1)(B)
of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act;

“(M) if the eligible applicant desires to use subgrant
funds for dissemination activities wunder section
10302(c)(2X(C), a description of those activities and how
those activities will involve charter schools and other public
schools, local educational agencies, developers, and poten-
tial developers; and”; and
(2) in subsection (c), by striking “10302(e)(1) or”; and
(8) in subsection (d)(1)—
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(A) by striking “subparagraphs (A) through (L)” and
inserting “subparagraphs (A) through (N)”; and

(B) by striking “subparagraphs (I), (J), and (K)” and
inserting “subparagraphs (J), (K), and (N)".

(d) ADMINISTRATION.—Section 10304 of such Act (20 U.S.C.
8064) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

: (A) in paragraph (4), by striking “and” after the semi-
colon;

(B) in paragraph (5), by striking the period and insert-
ing a semicolon; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“6) the number of high quality charter schools created
under this part in the State; and

“(7) in the case of State educational agencies that propose
to use grant funds to support dissemination activities under
section 10302(c)(2}C), the quality of those activities and the
likelihood that those activities will improve student achieve-
ment.”; ’

(2) in subsection (b)—

, (A) in paragraph (5), by striking “and” after the semi-
colon;

(B) in paragraph (6), by striking the period and insert-
ing “; and”; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“(7) in the case of an eligible applicant that proposes to
use grant funds to support dissemination activities under sec-
tion 10302(c)(2)C), the quality of those activities and the likeli-
hood that those activities will improve student achievement.”;

(3) in subsection (f )}—

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting before the period
the following: “, except that the State educational agency
may reserve not more than 10 percent of the grant funds
?o)support dissemination activities described in paragraph
6 »;

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting “, or to disseminate
information about the charter school and successful prac-
tices in the charter school,” after “charter school”;

(C) in paragraph (5), by striking “20 percent” and
inserting “10 percent”; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

“(6) DISSEMINATION.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A charter school may apply for funds
under this part, whether or not the charter school has
applied for or received funds under this part for planning,
program design, or implementation, to carry out the activi-
ties described in subparagraph (B) if the charter school
has been in operation for at least 3 consecutive years
and has demonstrated overall success, including—

“(i) substantial progress in improving student
achievement;

“(ii) high levels of parent satisfaction; and

“(iii) the management and leadership necessary
to overcome initial start-up problems and establish

a thriving, financially viable charter school.

“B) ACTIVITIES.—A charter school described in
subparagraph (A) may use funds reserved under paragraph
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(1) to assist other schools in adapting the charter school’s
program (or certain aspects of the charter school’s pro-
gram), or to disseminate information about the charter
school, through such activities as—

“(i) assisting other individuals with the planning
and start-up of one or more new public schools, includ-
ing charter schools, that are independent of the assist-
ing charter school and the assisting charter school’s
developers, and that agree to be held to at least as
hi}glh ia level of accountability as the assisting charter
school;

“(ii) developing partnerships with other public
schools, including charter schools, designed to improve
student performance in each of the schools participat-
ing in the partnership;

“(iii) developing curriculum materials, assess-
ments, and other materials that promote increased
student achievement and are based on successful prac-
tices within the assisting charter school; and

“(iv) conducting evaluations and developing mate-
rials that document the successful practices of the
assisting charter school and that are designed to
improve student performance in other schools.”.

(f) NATIONAL ACTIVITIES.—Section 10305 of such Act (20 U.S.C.
8065) is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 10305. NATIONAL ACTIVITIES.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall reserve for each fiscal
year the greater of 5 percent or $5,000,000 of the amount appro-
priated to carry out this part, except that in no fiscal year shall
the total amount so reserved exceed $8,000,000, to carry out the
following activities:

“(1) To provide charter schools, either directly or through
State educational agencies, with—

“(A) information regarding—

“(i) Federal funds that charter schools are eligible
to receive; and

“(ii) other Federal programs in which charter
schools may participate; and

“(B) assistance in applying for Federal education funds
that are allocated by formula, including assistance with
filing deadlines and submission of applications.

“(2) To provide for the completion of the 4-year national
study (which began in 1995) of charter schools.

“(3) To provide for other evaluations or studies that include
the evaluation of the impact of charter schools on student
achievement, including information regarding—

“(A) students attending charter schools reported on
the basis of race, age, disability, gender, limited English
proficiency, and previous enrollment in public school; and

“(B) the professional qualifications of teachers within
a charter school and the turnover of the teaching force.
“(4) To provide—

“(A) information to applicants for assistance under this
part; :
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“(B) assistance to applicants for assistance under this
part with the preparation of applications under section

10303;

“(C) assistance in the planning and startup of charter
schools;

“D) training and technical assistance to existing char-
ter schools; and

“(E) for the dissemination to other public schools of
best or promising practices in charter schools.

“(5) To provide (including through the use of one or more
contracts that use a competitive bidding process) for the collec-
tion of information regarding the financial resources available
to charter schools, including access to private capital, and to
widely disseminate to charter schools any such relevant
information and model descriptions of successful programs.

“(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section shall be construed
to)require charter schools to collect any data described in subsection
(a).”.

(g) COMMENSURATE TREATMENT; RECORDS TRANSFER; PAPER-
WORK REDUCTION.—Part C of title X of such Act (20 U.S.C. 8061
et seq.) is amended—

(1) by redesignating sections 10306 and 10307 as sections
10310 and 10311, respectively; and

(2) by inserting after section 10305 the following:

“SEC. 10306. FEDERAL FORMULA ALLOCATION DURING FIRST YEAR
AND FOR SUCCESSIVE ENROLLMENT EXPANSIONS.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of the allocation to schools
by the States or their agencies of funds under part A of title
I, and any other Federal funds which the Secretary allocates to
States on a formula basis, the Secretary and each State educational
agency shall take such measures not later than 6 months after
the date of the enactment of the Charter School Expansion Act
of 1998 as are necessary to ensure that every charter school receives
the Federal funding for which the charter school is eligible not
later than 5 months after the charter school first opens, notwith-
standing the fact that the identity and characteristics of the stu-
dents enrolling in that charter school are not fully and completely
determined until that charter school actually opens. The measures
similarly shall ensure that every charter school expanding its enroll-
ment in any subsequent year of operation receives tﬁe Federal
funding for which the charter school is eligible not later than
5 months after such expansion.

“(b) ADJUSTMENT AND LATE OPENINGS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The measures described in subsection
(a) shall include provision for appropriate adjustments, through
recovery of funds or reduction of payments for the succeeding
year, in cases where payments made to a charter school on
the basis of estimated or projected enrollment data exceed
the amounts that the school is eligible to receive on the basis
of actual or final enrollment data.

“(2) RULE.—For charter schools that first open after Novem-
ber 1 of any academic year, the State, in accordance with
guidance provided by the Secretary and applicable Federal
statutes and regulations, shall ensure that such charter schools
that are eligible for the funds described in subsection (a) for
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such academic year have a full and fair opportunity to receive
those funds during the charter schools’ first year of operation.

“SEC. 10307. SOLICITATION OF INPUT FROM CHARTER SCHOOL OPERA-
TORS.

“To the extent practicable, the Secretary shall ensure that
administrators, teachers, and other individuals directly involved
in the operation of charter schools are consulted in the development
of any rules or regulations required to implement this part, as
well as in the development of any rules or regulations relevant
to charter schools that are required to implement part A of title
I, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1400
et seg.), or any other program administered by the Secretary that
provides education funds to charter schools or regulates the activi-
ties of charter schools.

“SEC. 10308. RECORDS TRANSFER.

“State educational agencies and local educational agencies, to
the extent practicable, shall ensure that a student’s records and,
if applicable, a student’s individualized education program as
defined in section 602(11) of the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1401(11)), are transferred to a charter school
upon the transfer of the student to the charter school, and to
another public school upon the transfer of the student from a
charter school to anotﬁer public school, in accordance with
applicable State law.

“SEC. 10309. PAPERWORK REDUCTION.

“To the extent practicable, the Secretary and each authorized
public chartering agency shall ensure that implementation of this
" part results in a minimum of paperwork for any eligible applicant
or charter school.”.

(h) PArRT C DEFINITIONS.—Section 10310(1) of such Act (as
redesignated by subsection (e)(1)) (20 U.S.C. 8066(1)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking “an enabling statute”
and inserting “a specific State statute authorizing the granting
of charters to schools”;

(2) in subparagraph (H), by inserting “is a school to which
parents choose to send their children, and that” before “admits”;

, (3) in subparagraph (J), by striking “and” after the semi-
colon;

(4) in subparagraph (K), by striking the period and insert-
ing “ and”; and

(5) by adding at the end the following:

“(L) has a written performance contract with the
authorized gublic chartering agency in the State that
includes a escriﬁtion of how student performance will
be measured in charter schools pursuant to State assess-
ments that are required of other schools and pursuant
to any other assessments mutually agreeable to the author-
ized public chartering agency and the charter school.”.

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Section 10311 of such
Act (as redesignated by subsection (e)(1)) (20 U.S.C. 8067) is amend-
ed by striking “$15,000,000 for fiscal year 1995” and inserting
“$100,000,000 for fiscal year 1999”.

(3) TITLE XIV DEFINITIONS.—Section 14101 of such Act (20
U.S.C. 8801) is amended—
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(1) in paragraph (14), by inserting “, including a public
elementary charter school,” after “residential school”; and
(2) in paragraph (25), by inserting “, including a public
secondary charter school,” after “residential school”.
(k) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The matter preceding para-
graph (1) of section 10304(e) of such Act (20 U.S.C. 8064(e)) is
amended by striking “10306(1)” and inserting “10310(1)".

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Vice President of the United States and
President of the Senate.



Administration of William J. Clinton, 1998 / Oct. 23

Six years ago I put in place an economic
gy, which helped produce a cycle of

ple, and lead the global econom
tinue to work hard to take the steps
to make the dream of homeownership

el formore-Americans.

Statement on Signing the Charter
School Expansion Act of 1998

October 22, 1998

Today I am pleased to sign into law H.R.
2616, the “Charter School Expansion Act of
1998." This bill will help foster the develop-
ment of high-quality charter schools, consist-
ent with my goal of having 3,000 charter
schools operating by early in the next cen-
tury, and will help lead to improvements in
public education more generally. I am par-
ticularly gratified by the bipartisan manner
in which this bill passed the House and Sen-
ate.

I have long championed charter schools—
public schools started by parents, teachers,
and communities, open to all students re-
gardless of background or ability, and given
great flexibility in exchange for high levels
of accountability. When I was elected Presi-
dent there was only one charter school in
the Nation, and now there are more than
1,000 serving more than 200,000 students.
This bill will help strengthen our efforts to
support charter schools, providing parents
and students with better schools, more
choice, and higher levels of accountability in
public education.

As the charter school movement spreads
throughout the country, it is important that
these schools have clear and measurable edu-
cational performance objectives and are held
accountable to the same high standards ex-
pected of all public schools. To further this
goal, H.R. 2616 requires the Department of
Education to give priority in awarding grants

to States in which the performance of every .

2093

charter school is reviewed at least once every
5 years to ensure the school is fulflilling the
terms of its charter and students are meeting

“achievement requirements and goals. It also

will reward States that have made progress
in increasing the number of high-quality, ac-
countable charter schools. Finally, it makes
clear that any charter school receiving fund-
ing under this program must be measured
by the same State assessments as other public
schools. These important quality-control
measures will help charter schools fulfill their
potential to become models of accountability
for public education.

I am also pleased that H.R. 2616 provides
new authority for successful charter schools
to serve as models, not just for other charter
schools, but for public schools generally. At
a relatively low cost, such madel schools will
provide in-depth advice, materials, and other
information on various aspects of their pro-
grams—helping to start up new public
schools and helping existing schools learn
from their successes. By drawing on the ex-
perience of high-performing charter schools
throughout our Nation, this legislation will
help bring the benefits of innovation and cre-
ativity to hundreds of thousands of additional
children.

I am confident that this legislation will
augment the ability of parents, teachers, and
others to strengthen public education in their
communities. This bill represents an integral
part of our effort to improve public schools
and help all of our students get the high-
quality public education they need and de-
serve.

William J. Clinton

The White House,
October 22, 1998.

NoTE: H.R. 2616, approved October 22, was as-
signed Public Law No. 105-278.

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dea
In accordance with the 2
Budget and Impoundment Control :



AMENDMENTS MADE BY P.L. 105-278, THE CHARTER SCHOOL EXPANSION ACT OF 1998
OCTOBER 22,1998; 112 STAT. 2682

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965

TITLE VI-INNOVATIVE EDUCATION
PROGRAM STRATEGIES

PART B—STATE PROGRAMS

SEC. 6201. [20 U.S.C. 7331)] STATE USES OF FUNDS.

(a) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—A State educational agency may
use funds made available for State use under this title only for—

(1) State administration of programs under this title in-
cluding—
8 (A) supervision of the allocation of funds to local edu-
"cational agencies;
(B) planning, supervision, and processing of State
funds; and o
(C) monitoring and evaluation of programs and activi-
ties under this ﬁﬂe;&n@ '
a

> (2) support for planning, ' designing, and initial
tl?zlplt}e(mengatlon of charter schools as described in part C of
eX; an

(3) (——l@j technical assistance and direct grants to local edu-

catiéhal agencies and statewide education reform activities in-

cluding effective schools programs which assist local edu-
cational agencies to provide targeted assistance.

(b) LIMITATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS.—Not more than 25 per-
cent of funds available for State programs under this title in any
fis)t(:a% year may be used for State administration under subsection
aX1).

Cclof



PART C—LOCAL INNOVATIVE EDUCATION
PROGRAMS

SEC. 6301. [20 U.S.C. 7351] TARGETED USE OF FUNDS.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Funds made available to local educational
agencies under section 6102 shall be used for innovative assistance
deseribed in subsection (b).

(b) INNOVATIVE ASSISTANCE.—The innovative assistance pro-
grams referred to in subsection (a) include—

(1) technology related to the implementation of school-
based reform programs, including professional development to
assist teachers and other school officials regarding how to use
effectively such equipment and software;

(2) programs for the acquisition and use of instructional
and educational materials, including library services and mate-
rials (including media materials), assessments, reference mate-
rials, computer software and hardware for instructional use,
and other curricular materials which are tied to high academic
standards and which will be used to improve student achieve-
ment and which are part of an overall education reform pro-

(3) promising education reform projects, including effective
schools and magnet schools;

(4) programs to improve the higher order thinking skills of
disadvantaged elementary and secondary school students and
to prevent students from dropping out of school;

(5) programs to combat illiteracy in the student and adult
population, including parent illiteracy;

(6) programs to provide for the educational needs of gifted
and talented children;

(7) school reform activities that are consistent with the
Goals 2000: Educate America Act;{@nd

[ - (8) planning, designing, and initial implementation of
charter schools as described in part C of title X; and

(9\ <€——8) school improvement programs or activities under sec-
tions 1116 and 1117.

630



TITLE X—PROGRAMS OF NATIONAL @
SIGNIFICANCE .

PART C—PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS

SEC. 10301. [20 U.S.C. 8061] FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) enhancement of parent and student choices among pub-
lic schools can assist in promoting comprehensive educational
reform and give more students the opportunity to learn to chal-
lenging State content standards and challenging State student
peﬁormance standards, if sufficiently diverse and high-quali
choices, and genuine opportunities to take advantage of su
choices, are available to all students;

(2) useful examples of such choices can come from States
and communities tgat experiment with methods of offering
teachers and other educators, parents, and other members of
the public the opportunity to design and implement new public
schools and to transform existing public schools;

(3) charter schools are a mechanism for testing a variety
of educational approaches and should, therefore, be exempted
from restrictive rules and regulations if the leadership of such
schools commits to attainin%li;a)eciﬁc and ambitious educational
results for educationally disadvantaged students consistent
with challenging State content standards and challenging
State student performance standards for all students;

(4) charter schools, as such schools have been implemented
in a few States, can embody the necessary mixture of enhanced

choice, exemption from restrictive regulations, and a focus on

learning gains;

(5) cia.rter schools, including charter schools that are
schools-within-schools, can help reduce school size, which re-
duction can have a significant effect on student achievement;

(6) the Federal Government should test, evaluate, and dis-
seminate information on a variety of charter school models in
order to help demonstrate the benefits of this promising edu-
cational reform; and

(7) there is a strong documented need for cash-flow assist-
ance to charter schools that are starting up, because State and
local operating revenue streams are not immediately available.
(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this part to increase na-

tional understanding of the charter schools model by— .

(1) providing financial assistance for the design and initial - — planning, program
implementation of charter schools; A

(2) evaluating the effects of such schools, including the ef-
fects o‘n students, student achievement, staff, and parents$ ————3  and

> (3) expanding the number of high-quality charter schools
available to students across the Nation.

030/



SEC. 10302. [20 U.S.C. 8062) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. @

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may award grants to State
educational agencies having applications approved pursuant to sec-
tion 10303 to enable such agencies to conduct a charter school
grant program in accordance with this part.

('by SPECIAL RULE.—If a State educational agency elects not to
participate in the program authorized by this part or does not have
an application approved under section 10303, the Secretary may
award a grant to an eligible applicant that serves such State and
has an application approved pursuant to section 10303(c).

(c) PROGRAM PERIODS.— -

(1) GRANTS TO STATES.—Grants awarded to State edu-
cational agencies under this part shall be awarded for a period
of not more than 3 years.

(2) GRANTS TO ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS.—Grants awarded by
the Secretary to eligible applicants or subgrants awarded by
State educational agencies to eligible applicants under this
part shall be awarded for a period of not more than 3 years,
of which the eligible applicant may use—

(A) not more than 18 months for planning and pro-
gram design;
(B) not more than 2 years for the initial implementa-
tion of a charter school’v —> ,and

a » (C) not more than 2 years to carry out dissemination
activities described in section 10304(f)(6XB). .

(1) more than one grant for activities described in subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) of subsection (c¢)X2); or

(2) more than one grant for activities under subparagraph
(C) of subsection (c)2).

rTong-==Fh ary-shattro ; ” ' (d) LIMITATION.—A charter school may not receive—

grant andtate educational ape

-y

A —>  (e) PRIORITY TREATMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—

(A) FISCAL YEARS 1999, 2000, AND 2001.—In awarding
grants under this part for any of the fiscal years 1999,
2000, and 2001 from funds appropriated under section
10311 that are in excess of $51,000,000 for the fiscal year,
the Secretary shall give priority to States to the extent
that the States meet the criteria described in paragraph
(2) and one or more of the criteria described in subpara-
graph (A), (B), or (C) of paragraph (3).

(B) SUCCEEDING FISCAL YEARS.—In awarding grants
under this part for fiscal year 2002 or any succeeding
fiscal year from any funds appropriated under section
10311, the Secretary shall give priority to States to the
extent that the States meet the criteria described in para-
graph (2) and one or more of the criteria described in
subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of paragraph (3).

l0302¢a) -
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(2) REVIEW AND EVALUATION PRIORITY CRITERIA.—The cri-
_ teria referred to in paragraph (1) is that the State provides
for periodic review and evaluation by the authorized public
chartering agency of each charter school, at least once every
5 years unless required more frequently by State law, to deter-
mine whether the charter school is meeting the terms of the
school’s charter, and is meeting or exceeding the academic
performance requirements and goals for charter schools as set
forth under State law or the school’s charter.
(3) PRIORITY CRITERIA.—The criteria referred to in para-
graph (1) are the following:

(A) The State has demonstrated progress, in increas-
ing the number of high quality charter schools that are
held accountable in the terms of the schools’ charters for
meeting clear and measurable objectives for the educational
progress of the students attending the schools, in the period
prior to the period for which a State educational agency
or eligible applicant applies for a grant under this part.

(B) The State—

(i) provides for one authorized public chartering
agency that is not a local educational agency, such
as a State chartering board, for each individual or
entity seeking to operate a charter school pursuant
to such State law; or

' (ii) in the case of a State in which local edu-
cational agencies are the only authorized public
chartering agencies, allows for an appeals process for
the denial of an application for a charter school.

(C) The State ensures that each charter school has
a high degree of autonomy over the charter school’s budgets
and expenditures. )

Py S (f) AMOUNT CRITERIA.—In determining the amount of a grant
“to be awarded under this part to a State educational agency, the
Secretary shall take into- consideration the number of charter
schools that are operating, or are approved to open, in the State.

SEC. 10303. [20 U.S.C. 8063] APPLICATIONS.

(a) APPLICATIONS FROM STATE AGENCIES.—Each State edu-
cational agency desiring a grant from the Secretary under this part
shall submit to the Secretary an application at such time, in such
manner, and containing or accompanied by such information as the
Secretary may require.

(b) CONTENTS OF A STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY APPLICA-
TION.—Each application submitted pursuant to subsection (a)

(1) describe the objectives of the State educational agency’s
charter school grant program and a description of how such ob-
jectives will be fu].ﬁfled, including steps taken by the State
educational agency to inform teachers, parents, and commu-
nities of the State educational agency’s charter school grant

program; &

—y and
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-~ ' —> (2) describe how the State educational agency— @
(A) will inform each charter school in the State regard-

ing—

i) Federal funds that the charter school is eligible
to receive; and
(ii) Federal programs in which the charter school
may participate; .

(B) will ensure that each charter school in the State
receives the charter school’s commensurate share of Federal
education funds that are allocated by formula each year,
including during the first year of operation of the charter
school; and ) )

(C) will disseminate best or promising practices of
charter schools to each local educational agency in the
State; and

(3) &———® contain assurances that the State educational agency
will require each eligible applicant desiring to receive a
subgrant to submit an application to the State educational
agency containing—

(A) a description of the educational program to be im-
plemented by the proposed charter school, includins—

(i) bow the program will enable all students to

meet challenging State student performance stand-

ards;
(ii) the grade levels or ages of children to be
served; and
(ii1) the curriculum and instructional practices to
be used;
(B) a description of how the charter school will be
managed; '

(C) a description of—
(i) the objectives of the charter school; and
(ii) the methods by which the charter school will
: getermine its progress toward achieving those objec-
ves;
(D) a description of the administrative relationship be-
tween the charter school and the authorized public char-

tenxt%agency; .
th )a descn;:::tl)ln t?ef how lp:senl:s t'zle:nddot.her members of
e communi i involved in thegdesign and imple-  planning, program
mentation of the charter school; —t > P & Progt
. (Pa des&ln]'fﬁon of how the authorized public charter-
ﬁ agency will provide for continued operation of the
ool once the Federal grant has expired, if such agency
determines that the school has met the objectives de-
scribed in subparagr?h (CXi);
(G) a request and justification for waivers of any Fed-
eral statutory or regu.l)atory provisions that the applicant
believes are necessary for the successful operation of the
charter school, and a description of any State or local l020>(5Y2) -
rules, generally applicable to public schools, that will be ('x;
waived for, or otherwise not apply to, the school; ( jxc)




funds, as appropriate, will be used, including a description

of how such funds will be used in conjunction with other

Federal programs administered by the Secretary; )
(I) a description of how students in the community will

(H) a description of how the subgrant funds or grant

(i) informed about the charter school; and
(ii) given an equal opportunity to attend the char-

ter school; . . .

(J) an assurance that the eligible applicant will annu-
ally provide the Secretary and the State educational agen-
cy such information as may be required to determine if the
charter school is making satistactory progress toward
achieving the objectives described in subparagraph (CXi);

(K) an assurance that the applicant cooperate
with the Secretary and the State educational agency in
evaluating the program assisted under this part;@sd

[ 8

(L) a description of how a charter school that is consid-
ered a local educational agency under State law, or a
local educational agency in which a charter school is
located, will comply with sections 613(a)(5) and 613(e)(1)(B)
of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act;

(M) if the eligible applicant desires to use subgrant
funds for dissemination activities under section
10302(c)(2)(C), a description of those activities and how
those activities will involve charter schools and other public
schools, local educational agencies, developers, and poten-
tial developers; and '

(N) €] such other information and assurances. as the Sec-
retary and the State educational agency may require.

(c) CONTENTS OF ELIGIBLE APPLICANT APPLICATION.—Each eli;
gible applicant desiring a grant pursuant to section
10302(b) shall submit an application to the State educational agen-
¢y or Secretary, respectively, at such time, in such manner, and ac-
companied by such information as the State educational agency or
Secretary, respectively, may reasonably require.

(d) CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.—Each application submitted
pursuant to subsection (c) shall contain—

(1) the informatiog and assurances described in subpara-
graphs t(A) thmughéaaqt subsection !EE3;, except that fotz_' pucx}-; S (N)
poses of this subsection subparagrap —tcs of su , and (N)
subsection shall be applied by striking “and the State edu- > ), (K), an

cational agency” each place such term appears; and
(2) assurances that the State educational agency—
(A) will grant, or will obtain, waivers of State statu-
tory or regulatory requirements; and
(B) will assist each subgrantee in the State in receiv-
ing a waiver under section 10304(e).

10703 GXEXH) -
@)



SEC. 10304. [20 U.S.C. 8064] ADMINISTRATION.

(a) SELECTION CRITERIA FOR STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—
The Secretary shall award grants to State educational agencies
under this part on the basis of the quality of the applications sub-
mitted under section 10303(b), after taking into consideration such
factors as—

(1) the contribution that the charter schools grant program
will make to assisting educationally disadvantaged and other
students to achieving State content standards and State stu-
dent performance standards and, in general, a State's edu-
cation improvement plan;

(2) the degree of flexibility afforded by the State edu-
cational agency to charter schools under the State’s charter
schools law;

(3) the ambitiousness of the objectives for the State charter
school grant program;

(4) the quality of the strategy for assessing achievement of
those objectives;

(5) the likelihood that the charter school grant program
will meet those objectives and improve educational results for

students? —

(b) SELECTION CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS.—The Sec-
retary shall award grants to eligible applicants under this part on
the basis of the quality of the applications submitted under section
10303(c), after taking into consideration such factors as—

(1) the quality of the proposed curriculum and instruc-
tional practices; :

(2) the degree of flexibility afforded by the State edu-
cational agency and, if applicable, the local educational agency
to the charter school;

(3) the extent of community support for the application;

(4) the ambitiousness of the objectives for the charter
school; '

(5) the quality of the strategy for assessing achievement of
those objectives;

(6) the likelihood that the charter school will meet those

objectives and improve educational results for studentg —_—

(6) the number of high quality charter schools created
under this part in the State; and

(7) in the case of State educational agencies that propose
to use grant funds to support dissemination activities under
section 10302(c)(2)(C), the quality of those activities and the
likelihood that those activities will improve student achieve-
ment.”

;and—\

(7) in the case of an eligible applicant that proposes to
use grant funds to support dissemination activities under sec-
tion 10302(c)(2)(C), the quality of those activities and the likeli-
hood that those activities will improve student achievement.

[030%(a) -
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(c) PEER REVIEW.—The Secretary, and each State educational
agency receiving a grant under this part, shall use a peer review
process to review applications for assistance under this part.

(d) DIvERSITY OF PROJVECTS.—The Secretary and each State
educational agency receiving a grant under this part, shall award
subgrants under this part in a manner that, to the extent possible,
ensures that such grants and subgrants—

(1) are distributed throughout different areas of the Nation
and each State, including urban and rural areas; and

(2) will assist charter schools representing a variety of
educational approaches, such as approaches designed to reduce
school size. :

(e) WAIVERS.—The Secretary may waive any statutory or regu-
latory requirement over which the Secretary exercises administra-
tive authority except any such requirement relating to the ele-
ments of a charter school described in section if—

5 10310(1),

(1) the waiver is requested in an approved application
under this part; and '

(2) the Secretary determines that granting such a waiver
will promote the purpose of this part.

(f) USE oF FUNDS.—

(1) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—Each State edu-
cational agency receiving a grant under this part shall use
such grant funds to award subgrants to one or more eligible
applicants in the State to enable such applicant to plan and
implement a charter school in accordance with this part.

(2) ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS.—Each eligible applicant receiv-
ing funds from the Secretary or a State educational agency
shall use such funds to plan and implement a charter school

—> , except that the State educational agency
may reserve not more than 10 percent of the grant ds
%g)support dissemination activities described in paragraph

) , or to disseminate

in accordance with this part.
(3) ALLOWABLE ACTIVITIES.—An eligible applicant receiving
a grant or subgrant under this part may use the grant or
subgrant funds only for— '
(A) post-award planning and design of the educational
program, which may include—

(i) refinement of the desired educational results
and of the methods for measuring progress toward
achieving those results; and

(ii) professional development of teachers and other
staff who will work in the charter school; and
(B) initial implementation of the charter school, which

may include—

(i) informing the community about the school;

(ii) acquiring necessary equipment and edu-
cational materials and supplies;

q (iii) acquiring or developing curriculum materials;
an

(iv) other initial operational costs that cannot be
met from State or local sources.

information about the charter school and successful prac-
tices in the charter school,

10 26%¢e) -
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agency receiving a grant pursuant to this part may reserve not
more than § percent of such grant funds for administrative ex-
penses associated with the charter school grant program as-
sisted under this part.

(5) REVOLVING LOAN FUNDS.—Each State educational agen-

¢y receiving a grant pursuant to this part may reserve not .
more than éﬁpgreent of the ﬁt amount for the establish- — 10
ment of a revolving loan u may

loans to eligible applicants that have received a subgrant
under this part, under such terms as may be determined by
the State educational agency, for the initial operation of the
charter school grant program of such reapxent until such time
as the recipient begins receiving ongoing operational support
from State or local financing sources.
y — S (6) DISSEMINATION.—

7 (A) IN GENERAL.—A charter school may apply for funds
under this part, whether or not the charter school has
applied for or received funds under this part for Lﬁ anning,
program design, or implementation, to carry out the activi-
ties describe in subparagraph (B) if the charter school
has been in operation for at least 3 consecutive years
and has demonstrated overall success, including—

(i) substantial progress in improving student
achievement;

(i1) high levels of parent satisfaction; and

(iii) the management and leadershlp necessary
to overcome initial start-up problems and establish
a thriving, financially viable charter school.

(B) AcTIVITIES.—A charter school described in
subparagraph (A) may use funds reserved under paragraph
(1) to assist other schools in adapting the charter school’s
program (or certain aspects of the charter school’s pro-
gram), or to disseminate information about the charter
school, through such activities as—

(i) assisting other individuals with the planning
and start-up of one or more new public schools, includ-
ing charter schools, that are independent of the assist-
ing charter school and the assisting charter school’s
developers, and that agree to be held to at least as
high a level of accountability as the assisting charter
school;

(i) developing partnerships with other public
schools, including charter schools, designed to improve
student performance in each of the schools participat-
ing in the partnership;

(iii) developing curriculum materials, assess-
ments, and other materials that promote increased
student achievement and are based on successful prac-
tices within the assisting charter school; and

(iv) conducting evaluations and developing mate-
rials that document the successful practices of the
assisting charter school and that are designed to

improve student performance in other schools. /030 4({‘[4) -
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(4) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Each State educational




(g) TRIBALLY CONTROLLED SCHOOLS.—Each State that receives
a grant under this part and designates a tribally controlled school
as a charter school shall not consider payments to a school under
the Tribally Controlled Schools Act of 1988 (25 U.S.C. 2507) in de-
termining—.

1) the eligibility of the school to receive any other Federal,
State, or local aid; or /

(2) the amount of such aid.

g Secretary may reserve not more than ten percent of the
funds avaHable to carry out this part for any fiscal year for—

(1) peewgeview of applications under section 10304(c);

(2) an ev3hugtion of the impact of charter schools on stu-
dex:lt achievement,™ingluding those assisted under this part;
an

(3) other activities designe
activities assisted under this par®)
(A) development and disseiigation of model State

authorizing and monitoring the perfrm
~schools; and

SEC. 10305. NATIONAL ACTIVITIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall reserve for each fiscal

year the greater of 5 percent or $5,000,000 of the amount appro-
priated to carry out this part, except that in no fiscal year shall
the total amount so reserved exceed $8,000,000, to carry out the
following activities:

(1) To provide charter schools, either directly or through
State educational agencies, with—

(A) information regarding— -

(i) Federal funds that charter schools are eligible
to receive; and

(ii) other Federal programs in which charter
schools may participate; and :

(B) assistance in applying for Federal education funds
that are allocated by formula, including assistance with
filing deadlines and submission of applications.

(2) To provide for the completion of the 4-year national
study (which began in 1995) of charter schools.

(3) To provide for other evaluations or studies that include
the evaluation of the impact of charter schools on student
achievemerit, including information regarding—

(A) students attending charter schools reported on
the basis of race, age, disability, gender, limited English
proficiency, and previous enrollment in public school; and

(B) the professional qualifications of teachers within
a charter school and the turnover of the teaching force.

(4) To provide—

(A) information to applicants for assistance under this
part;
(B) assistance to applicants for assistance under this
ll)(a;;% 3wit.h the preparation of applications under section
(C) assistance in the planning and startup of charter
schools;
(D) training and technical assistance to existing char-
ter schools; and :
(E) for the dissemination to other public schools of
best or promising practices in charter schools.

(5) To provide (including through the use of one or more
contracts that use a competitive bidding process) for the collec-
tion of information regarding the financial resources available
to charter schools, including access to private capital, and to
widely disseminate to charter schools any such relevant
information and model descriptions of successful programs.

(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section shall be construed
to require charter schools to collect any data described in subsection

(a).
0304(g) -
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> SEC. 10306. FEDERAL FORMULA ALLOCATION DURING FIRST YEAR @

AND FOR SUCCESSIVE ENROLLMENT EXPANSIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of the allocation to schools
by the States or their agencies of funds under part A of title
I, and any other Federal funds which the Secretary allocates to
States on a formula basis, the Secretary and each State educational
agency shall take such measures not later than 6 months after
the date of the enactment of the Charter School Expansion Act
of 1998 as are necessary to ensure that every charter school receives
the Federal funding for which the charter school is eligible not
later than 5 months after the charter school first opens, notwith-
standing the fact that the identity and characteristics of the stu-
dents enrolling in that charter school are not fully and completely
determined until that charter school actually opens. The measures
similarly shall ensure that every charter school expanding its enroll-
ment in any subsequent year of operation receives the Federal
funding for which the charter school is eligible not later than
5 months after such expansion.

(b) ADJUSTMENT AND LATE OPENINGS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The measures described in subsection
(a) shall include provision for appropriate adjustments, through
recovery of funds or reduction of payments for the succeeding
year, in cases where payments made to a charter school on
the basis of estimated or projected enrollment data exceed
the amounts that the school is eligible to receive on the basis
of actual or final enrollment data.

(2) RULE.—For charter schools that first open after Novem-
ber 1 of any academic year, the State, in accordance with
guidance provided by the Secretary and applicable Federal
statutes and regulations, shall ensure that such charter schools
that are eligible for the funds described in subsection (a) for

such academic year have a full and fair opportunity to receive
those funds during the charter schools’ first year of operation.

SEC. 10307. SOLICITATION OF INPUT FROM CHARTER SCHOOL OPERA-
TORS.

To the extent practicable, the Secretary shall ensure that
administrators, teachers, and other individuals directly involved
in the operation of charter schools are consulted in the development
of any rules or regulations required to implement this part, as
well as in the development of any rules or regulations relevant
to charter schools that are required to implement part A of title
I, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1400
et seq.), or any other program administered by the Secretary that
provides education funds to charter schools or regulates the activi-
ties of charter schools. .

036 -
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c ;, ‘SEC. 10308. RECORDS TRANSFER.

‘State educational agencies and local educational agencies, to
the extent practicable, shall ensure that a student’s records and,
if applicable, a student’s individualized education program as
defined in section 602(11) of the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1401(11)), are transferred to a charter school
upon the transfer of the student to the charter school, and to
another public school upon the transfer of the student from a
charter school to another public school, in accordance with

applicable State law.

‘SEC. 10309. PAPERWORK REDUCTION.

To the extent practicable, the Secretary and each authorized
public chartering agency shall ensure that implementation of this
part results in a minimum of paperwork for any eligible applicant

or charter school.
> 10310,
SEC [20 U.S.C. 8066) DEFINITIONS.
As used in this part: .
1) 'I('lAe) term “charter school” means a public schoo] that— .
in accordance wi is ex- . .. .
igni g g —> a specific State statute authorizing the granting
empted from significant State or local rules that inhibit of charters to schools,

the flexible operation and management of public schools,
but not from any rules relating to the other requirements
of this paragraph;

(B) is created by a developer as a public school, or is
adapted by a developer from an existing public school, and
is operated under public supervision ang direction;

_ (C) operates in pursuit of a specific set of educational
objectives determined by the school’s developer and agreed
to by the authorized public chartering agency;

(D) provides a program of elementary or secondary
education, or both;

_ (E) is nonsectarian in its Srograms, admissions poli-
cies, employment practices, and all other operations, and
g not affiliated with a sectarian school or religious institu-

on;

(F) does not charge tuition;

. (G) complies with the Age Discrimination Act of 1975,
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, title IX of the Edu-
cation Amendments of 1972, section 504 of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973, and part B of the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act;

dmits students on the basis of a lottery, if more
students’ apply for admission than can be accommodated;
3 is a school to which parents choose to send their children, and that
/0398 -
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(I) agrees to comply with the same Federal and State
audit requirements as do other elementary and secondary
schools in the State, unless such requirements are specifi-
cally waived for the p se of this prr:fram;

(J) meets all applicable Federal, State, and local
health and safety requirements;

(K) operates in accordance with State law))

. ..(2) The term “developer” means an individual or group of
individuals (including a public or private nonprofit o iza-
tion), which may include teachers, administrators and other
school staff, parents, or other members of the local community
in which a charter school project will be carried out.

. (3) The term “eligible applicant” means an authorized pub-
lic chartering agency participating in a partnership with a de-
veloper to establish a charter ool in accordance with this
part.

(4) The term “authorized public chartering agency” means

a State educational agency, local educational agency, or other

public entity that has the authority pursuant to State law and

:gﬁ)rolved by the Secretary to authorize or approve a charter
ool.

10311

SEC. . [20 U.S.C. 80671 AUTEORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(L) has a written performance contract with the
authorized public chartering agency in the State that
includes a gescription of how student performance will
be measured in charter schools pursuant to State assess-
ments that are required of other schools and pursuant
to any other assessments mutually agreeable to the author-

- ized public chartering agency and the charter school.’

For the purpose of carrying out this part, there are authorized $100,000,000 for fiscal year 1999
to be appropriated &lE-OO(HOO-forﬁsad—yea—l-OQ&, n and such sums e ?
as may ie necessary for each of the four succee years. .

)

030X L) -

fa3//



TITLE XIV—GENERAL PROVISIONS
PART A—DEFINITIONS

SEC. 14101. [20 U.S.C. 8801] DEFINITIONS.

Except as otherwise provided, for the purposes of this Act, the
following terms have the following meanings:

(14) ELEMEN'I‘AI}Y SCHOOL.—The term “elementary school”
means a nonprofit institutional day or residential school that

b

provides elementary education, as determined under State law.

(25) SECONDARY SCHOOL—The term “secondary school”

I d

means a nonprofit institutional day or residential schoolgthat
provides secondary education, as determined under State law,
except that such term does not include any education beyond
grade 12.

S

, including a public elementary charter school,

, including a public secondary charter sch.ool,

(%ol 4+) (295)
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guzzling manufacturing processes to clean,
egergy-efficient ones.

Rn example of seemingly mundane but sig-
ant environmental innovation comes
Micell Technologles a start-up firm

Timothy Romack and James
icell employs just 26 people. This
is on the verge of solving one of
\ most pervasive environmental
problems.
Today. mosi\dry cleaners rely on toxic sol-
vents, such as Rercholoroethylene. or PERC,
which can condaminate ground water and
may cause cancel in humans after long-term
exposure. While Nquid carbon dioxide has
long been seen as §n environmentally posi-
tive alternative, it Mas not fared well in the
marketplace because \t simply cannot clean
garments to acceptabld standards by itself.
Led by DeSimone, a sgft-spoken chemistry
professor who co-invent®dd the process with
his students, scientists a\ UNC-Chapel Hill,
developed new detergents\that dissolve in
liquid CO2.
Not only is the toxic subs\ance PERC re-

ucts can then be recycled—an impjrtant fac-
tor in preventing run-off pollutypn from
reaching sensitive waterways.

Just as important, Micell's innovatipn also
will play a major role in protecting the
health of tens of thousands employes in
America’s dry cleaning industry—and qyite
likely millions of their customers as well.

The firm’s accomplishment caught the eke
of R&D Mapgazine, which named it a winne
of its annual R&D 100 Awards, long regarded
as the *'Oscars of Invention.”

Thus, a humble dry cleaner joins the fax
machines. antilock brakes, and the ubig-
uitous ATM created by far larger corpora-
tions as a leader in cutting-edge technology.

Micell's experience shows that academic

" research and small company entrepreneur-
ship may be the fastest—and greenest—path
to the marketplace.

Congress should speed the discovery proc-
ess by establishing new R&D tax credits and
low-interest loans to encourage small busi-
nesses and universities to expand research
activities.

The House and Senate Appropriations
Committees recently pledged to double fund-
ing for the National Institutes of Health over
five years—for starters—increasing NIH
funding by $2 billlon this year. Experts in
the medical community believe the funding
increase will pay huge public health divi-
dends.

Similarly, significant increases in federal
funding that supports research for new envi-
ronmental technologies also will produce big
benefits for Americans—less pollution-driven
disease, a greener planet and new industries
that create jobs and enhance prosperity.

Continuing technological innovation is the
key to America’s economic and environ-
mental health as it enters the 2lst century.
Congress should move quickly. to bolster
R&D and tax incentives in this key area. The
time to act is now, while the U.S. still enjoys
global economic dominance.®

RECOGNITION FOR RID-REMOVE
INTOXICATED DRIVERS
® Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, 1998
marks the 20th anniversary of RID-Re-

move Intoxicated Drivers. Formed in
1978 by Doris Aiken in New York, the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

organization has focused its efforts on
educating the public on the impact of
abusive alcohol use, offering support
for the victims of drunk drivers and ad-
vocating for stricter laws on DWL

RID has lobbied for the enactment of
laws that will eliminate plea bargains
for repeat offenders and funds for anti-
DWI enforcement. With all their hard
work, RID is able to claim credit for
high safety ratings experienced in New
York State. RID has also advocated for
the lowering of the blood alcohol con-
tent from .1% to .08% as well as en-
hanced penalties for drunk drivers
whose passengers are minors.

The National Highway Traffic Safety
recognized the accomplishments of RID
and awarded them the 1998 Public Serv-
ice Award for their effective campaign
to deter drunk driving. Their efforts
contributed to New York being selected
as having one of the safest records
against drunk driving in the Nation for
the fifth year.

In 1996, over 17,000 people died in
drunk driving accidents, accounting for
41% of the total traffic fatalities of
that year. While there was a 29% reduc-
tion from the alcohol related fatalities
in 1986, it is still high—17,126 people too
high. The senseless death of these indi-
viduals, the pain and anguish experi-
enced by the family and friends and the
hundreds of thousands who were in-
Jjured can never truly be expressed
through statistics. RID's accomplish-
ments are for these victims and for po-
tential victims of alcohol-related acci-

I would like to add my congratula-
ns to the many that RID has already

NDING THE BAY COUNTY
WOMEN'S CENTER

today to re
in my hom

ognize an important event
state of Michigan. In con-

ggs Month, the Bay Coun-
ter has planned a Can-

mestic violence.
The Bay County
reaches out to survivorg

ive, non-
survivors
lives and

so far

tion to a problem that is all too cd
mon in hopes that we can work
gether toward a solution. It will joi
citizens, groups of professionals, and
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ommunity leaders in an effort to
¥ress to the Bay community that vio-
ce is inexcusable and will not be tol-
ted. Because the tragedy of domes-
violence affects far too many Amer-

of the Bay County Women's Cen-
n helping reverse domestic vio-
a statistics and assist the victims

ter

Northern Viginia Community Founda-
tion to rece\ve the 1998 Northern Vir-
ginia Commiunity Founder's Award.
The Founder'§ Award is presented each
year to those\citizens who have con-
sistently demdpstrated a commitment
to both civic gnd humanitarian con- °
cerns, while making a substantial con-
tribution to improving the quality of
life in Northern\Virginia. The Found-
er's Award is a tYibute to the Odeens’
leadership in all oA these areas.

From the time they moved east in
1960, the Odeens rkade an immediate
impact in the areas\of commerce, pub-
lic affairs, the art4 and community
improvement. Phil djstinguished him-
self in the public sectdr at the National
Security Council, latet as a co-founder
of the World Affairs CdQuncil, and most
recently in his work with BDM Inter-
national and TRW. May

ciation, and the Wolf Trap Fd
They have given freely to
organizations in terms of

area.
I would like to commend the Odge
for their numerous contributions

model for the citizens of both Virgiry
and South Dakota to emulate.®

THE CHARTER SCHOOL EXPANSION
ACT OF 1998

e Mr. COATS. Mr. President; I am
pleased with the passage by UC of the
bipartisan substitute amendment to
HR 2616, the Charter School Expansion
Act. Senator LIEBERMAN and I intro-
duced this bill last November to help
further expand the charter school
movement which is so successfully pro-
viding new educational opportunities
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for children all around this country.
This bill passed unanimously out of the
Labor Committee and was unani-
mously approved by the Senate last
night.

his important bill builds upon the
great success of the original charter
school legislation which Senator
LIEBERMAN and former Senator Duren-

berger introduced in 1994. The Federal .

Charter School Grant Program pro-
vides seed money to charter school op-
erators to help them pay for the plan-
ning, design and initial implementa-
tion of a charter school. Since this pro-
gram'’s inception, the number of char-
ter schools has tripled, with over 1100
charter schools now operating in 33
States and the District of Columbia.

Charter schools are independent pub-
lic schools that have been freed from
onerous bureaucratic and regulatory
burdens in order to pursue clear objec-
tives and goals almed at increasing
student achievement. To increase stu-
dent achievement, charter schools are
able to design and deliver educational
programs tailored to meet the needs of
their students and their communities.

It is the individualized education
available to students through charter
schools that makes this a desirable
educational alternative for many fami-
lies. Charter schools give families an
opportunity to choose the educational
setting that best meet their child's
needs. For many low-income families
in particular, charter schools provide
their first opportunity to select an edu-
cational setting which is best suited
for their child.

Parents and educators have, in turn,
given these programs overwhelmingly
high marks. Broad-based studies con-
ducted by the Department of Education
and the Hudson Institute show that
charters are effectively serving diverse
populations, particularly disadvan-
taged and at-risk children, that tradi-
tional public schools have struggled to
educate.

With results like these, it is no won-
der that some of the strongest support
for charter legislation comes from low-
income families. Not only do these par-
ents now have real educational choices,
but they are actually needed in the
charter school environment for every-
thing from volunteering to coaching,
fundraising, and even teaching. This di-
rect involvement of families is helping
to build small communities centered
around the school.

Charter schools can be started by
anyone interested in providing a qual-
ity education: Parents, teachers,
school administrators, community
groups, businesses and colleges can all
apply for a charter. And, importantly,
if these schools fail to deliver a high-
quality education, they will be closed—
either through a district or State's ac-
countability measures or from lack of
students. Accountability is literally
built into the charter school process—
the school must comply with the provi-
sions in its charter, and unhappy par-
ents and students can leave if they are
not satisfied.
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Additionally, a survey conducted last
fall by the National School Boards As-
soclation (NSBA) found that the char-
ter movement is already having a posi-
tive ripple effect that is being felt in
many local public school districts. The
NSBA report cites evidence that tradi-
tional public schools are working hard-
er to please local families so they
won't abandon them to competing
charter schools, and that central ad-
ministrators often see charters as “'a
powerful tool” to develop new ideas
and programs without fearing regu-
latory roadblocks.

Several other studies have recently
been released highlighting the success
of charter schools around the country.
Among other things, these studies have
shown that charter schools have suc-
cessfully met and surpassed the stand-
ards outlined in their charters, at-
tracted significant proportions of mi-
nority and low-income students, and
have higher parental approval rates
than public schools.

The results of these studies point to
important ways to improve and re-
invent public education as a whole. The
implications from the success of char-
ter schools indicate that public schools
should be consumer-oriented, diverse,
results-oriented, and professional
places that also function as mediating
institutions in their communities.

The purpose of this bill is to further
encourage the growth of high-quality
charter schools around the country.
This bill provides incentives to encour-
age States to increase the number of
high quality charter schools in their
State. To qualify for funding under this
bill, States must satisfy two criteria.
First, they must provide for review and
evaluation of their charter schools by
the public chartering agency at least
once every five years to ensure that
the charter school is meeting the terms
of its charter and meeting its academic
performance requirements. And second,
States meet at least one of three prior-
ity criteria:

The State has demonstrated progress
in increasing the number of high qual-
ity charter schools that meet clear and
measurable objectives for the edu-
cational progress of their students;

The State provides an alternative to
the local educational agency as the
public chartering agency through ei-
ther another authorized public charter-
ing agency or an appeals process; or

The State ensure that each charter
school has a high degree of automony
over the charter school's budgets and
expenditures.

These priority criteria were included
to encourage States to develop charter
school laws that promote diversified
educational opportunities balanced
with high expectations, clear objec-
tives, and strong accountability meas-
ures.

This bill continues the primary focus
of charter school grants for the plan-
ning, design and implementation costs
of new charter schools. This bill adds
another purpose for which grants can
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be used by States—States may now re-
serve up to 10 percent of their grant
funds to support the dissemination ac-
tivities of successful charter schools.
These dissemination grants can go to
charter school operators to help en-
courage education reform by spreading
the lessons learned by successful char-
ter schools and assist in the creation of
new charters and the reform and rein-
vigoration of other public schools.

o help ensure that the amount of
the federal grants are proportional to
the level of charter school activity in
the State, this bill directs the Sec-
retary to take into consideration the
number of charter schools in operation,
or that have been approved to open.

During drafting OFthis bill, the sin-
gle greatest concern I heard from char-
ter school operators related to their
ability to access their fair share of fed-
eral education funding. And so, to en-
sure that charter schools have enough
funding to continue once their doors
are opened, this bill provides that char-
ter schools get their fair share of fed-
eral programs for which they are eligi-
ble, such as Title 1 and IDEA. The bill
also directs States to inform their
charter schools of any Federal funds to
which they are entitled.

This bll{ also increases the financing
options avallable to charter schools
and allows them to utilize funds from
the Title VI block grant program for
start-up costs.

Because it is so important that char-
ter schools are held accountable in re-
turn for the flexibility they are given
from Federal, state and local laws and
regulations, this amendment includes
several significant provisions which
strengthen accountability. First, under
the priority criteria, States must re-
view and evaluate their charter schools
at least once every five years to ensure
that they are meeting the terms of
their charter and their academic per-
formance requirements. They are re-
warded for increasing the number of
high quality charter schools that are
“held accountable in their charter for
meeting clear and measurable objec-
tives for the educational progress of
their students.”’

The definitions section of the bill
also stresses accountability by requir-
ing a written performance contract
with the authorized chartering agency
in the State. These written perform-
ance contracts include clearly defined
objectives for the charter schoo! to
meet in return for the autonomy they
are given. The performance objectives
in the contract are to be measured by
State assessments and other assess-
ments the charter wishes to use.

I am confident that this amendment
will build on and contribute to the suc-
cess of the charter school movement.
This bill stresses the need for high
quality, accountable schools which are
given autonomy they need to provide
the best educational opportunity for
their students.

With the passage of this bill, a strong
signal will be sent to parents and
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teachers all across this country that
they are not alone in their struggle to
improve education. We hope to ease
their struggle by enabling new charter
schools to be developed. More charter
schools will result in greater account-
ability, broader flexibility for class-
room innovation, and ultimately more
choice in public education. I urge my
colleagues to increase educational op-
portunities for all children by support-
ing this bill.

Mr. President, I would like to thank
Senator LIEBERMAN for his tremendous
leadership in the area of educational
reform. He and I have worked closely
on a number of issues over the last sev-
eral years, and I want to commend
him, in particular, for his strong sup-
port and leadership on issues concern-
ing increasing educational opportuni-
ties for low-income children. He under-
stands so clearly the fundamental im-
portance of providing a high quality
education in a safe environment to our
neediest children. In addition to this
charter schools bill, which will help to
increase educational opportunities for
low-income children, Senator
LIEBERMAN and I have worked closely
for the last 4 years to gain support for
publicly-funded scholarships for low-in-
come children. I want to thank him for
his unwavering commitment to this
issue and his vitally important leader-
ship. His efforts have done much to win
bipartisan support for both charter
schools and low-income scholarships
and I thank him for his strong commit-
ment to our country's neediest chil-
dren. With the passage of this charter
schools bill, Senator LIEBERMAN and I
have the pleasure of seeing the first of
our joint educational reform initia-
tives move closer to becoming law.

Mr. President, I ask that a summary
of the study results to which I referred
be printed in the RECORD.

he summary follows:
FINDINGS FROM KEY STUDIES ON CHARTER
ScHooLS

The Department of Education released its
first formal report on its study of charter
schools in May 1998. Key first-year findings
include:

The two most common reasons for starting
public charter schools are flexibility from
bureaucratic laws and regulations, and the
chance to realize an educational vision.

In most states, charter schools have a ra-
cial composition similar to statewide aver-
ages or have a higher proportion of minority
students.

Charter schools enroll roughly the same
proportion of low-income students, on aver-
age, as other public schools. .

he Hudson Institute has also undertake
its own two-year study of charter schools,
entitled “‘Charter Schools in Action.”” Their
research team traveled to 14 states, visited
60 schools, and surveyed thousands of par-
ents, teachers, and students. Some of this

study's key findings include:

Three-fifths of charter school students re-
port that their charter school teachers are
better than their previous school's teacher.

Over two-thirds of parents say their char-
ter school is better than their child's pre-
vious schools with respect to class size,
school size, and individual attention.

Over 90 percent of teachers are satisfied
with their charter school’'s educational phi-
losophy, size. fellow teachers, and students.
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Among students who said they were failing
at their previous school, more than half are
now doing ‘“‘excellent” or ‘‘good’” work.
These gains were dramatic for minority and
low-income youngsters and were confirmed
by their parents.

Most of the top charter schools are not
only meeting the high standards they have
set for themselves, but surpassing them.e
e Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, last
night the Senate unanimously ap-
proved H.R. 2616, the Charter School
Expansion Act, a piece of legislation
that Senator COATS and I, along with
many others, have been working on for
the better part of the past two years.
the House is expected to pass this bill
today under suspension and send on to
the President, who has pledged to sign
it into law.

I rise today to express my deep ap-
preciation to our colleagues for their
strong bipartisan support of this bill,
and to add a few brief words about the
significance of its passage, which I am
afraid may get lost amidst the last-
minute flurry of activity this week be-
fore Congress adjourns.

It would not be too difficult to over-
look this legislation. Compared to
some of the high-profile education bills
we have considered recently, this is a
modest and largely anonymous pro-
posal, which will strengthen our sup-
port for charter schools and encourage
states to create more of these innova-
tive, independent programs. It will not
fix all or even much of what ails our
public education system. It will not
singlehandedly sate the demands of
parents for safer schools, better teach-
ers, smaller classes, and smarter stu-
dents. Nor will it settle the longstand-
ing and often inflammatory debate
over education reform that has divided
the parties and effectively stymied the
efforts of this Congress to respond to
the public’s growing concerns.

But nevertheless, I believe that this
may turn out to be one of the most im-
portant and constructive bills that we
enact into law during this season.
What we have agreed to do today will
help take the charter school model
from novelty to the norm in this coun-
try, and thereby bolster the most
promising engine of education reform
at work in America today. The Charter
School Expansion Act will spur the
growth of hundreds of high-quality and
highly-accountable schools of choice,
which in the next few years will expand
the educational opportunities available
to thousands of American children, and
could over the long haul help to re-
shape the public school for the 21st
Century.

Perhaps just as noteworthy as what
this legislation will do, though, is the
simple fact that we agreed to do it. As
my colleagues are well aware, we have
struggled throughout this Congress to
reach a consensus on how to improve
our schools, fighting a series of pitched
partisan battles that have bogged down
several thoughtful proposals from both
sides, and leaving the public to ques-
tion our ability to address these criti-
cal issues. By adopting this bill with
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unanimous support, I think we have
made an important statement that we
can get things done, that we can find
common ground to strengthen the com-
mon school. And I am hopeful, despite
the deep policy differences still divid-
ing many of us, that this bill will lay
the groundwork for more bipartisan co-
operation next year as we prepare to
reauthorize the massive Elementary
and Secondary Education Act and pro-
ceed with what may be the most con-
sequential education debate of our life-
time.

In marking this accomplishment, I
want to thank Senator COATS, who I
have had the great pleasure of working
on many education reform initiatives
over the last few years, and our fellow
cosponsors, Senators KERREY of Ne-
braska, D'AMATO, and LANDRIEU, who
made this a bipartisan effort from the
start. I will sorely miss Senator COATS’
partnership next year as this great
education debate continues, but I am
glad that, after many years of frustrat-
ingly close votes we have endured to-
gether, he can leave on a resounding
note of success.

I particularly want to thank the
chairman and ranking member of the
Labor Committee, Senators JEFFORDS
and KENNEDY, for their leadership in
shepherding this bill to the floor. I
know there were some difficult issues
that had to be resolved to bring our
proposal out of committee, and I am
grateful to my colleagues from Ver-
mont and Massachusetts for the time
and energy they devoted to getting
that done. We simply could not have
beat the legislative clock were it not
for their persistence and skilled bridge-
building.

I also want to pay tribute to our
former colleague, Senator Duren-
berger, whose vision and creativity
made this legislation possible in the
first place. In 1992 and 1993, a band of
pioneering teachers and parents in
Minnesota founded the nation's first
charter schools, and their efforts in-
spired Senator Durenberger to propose
a national pilot program to help other
communities around the country ex-
periment with this progressive reform
model. I was proud to join with Sen-
ator Durenberger four years ago’'in co-
sponsoring the bill authorizing this
pilot program, now known as the Fed-
eral Charter School Grant Program.
Congress approved this initiative with
strong bipartisan majorities, and in the
years since it has provided $75 million
to help new charters to defray the bur-
densome cost of starting a school from
scratch.

Today, thanks in part to this Federal
seed money, the charter school move-
ment has quickly spread throughout
the nation. As of this fall, more than
1,100 charters are operating in 26
states, including my home state of
Connecticut, as well as the District of
Columbia, quadrupling the number
that were in business just four years
ago. In the past nine months alone,
four additional states passed new char-
ter laws, and more than a half dozen
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others strengthened their laws and sig-
nificantly expanded their programs. In
California, for example, the state legis-
lature broadly supported a move to
raise the state cap on charters from 100
to 250 of this year and allow the cre-
ation of 100 additional schools each
succeeding year. And just last month
in Texas, the state board of education
approved the creation of 85 new
schools, more than doubling the exist-
ing number.

This is truly a grass-roots revolution,
led by parents and teachers and com-
munity activists, which is seeking to
reinvent the public school and take it
back to the future, reconnecting public
education to some of our oldest, most
basic values—ingenuity, responsibility,
accountability—and refocusing its mis-
sion on doing what's best for the child
instead of what's best for the system.

The results so far have been quite
encouring. Parents of charter school
students overwhelmingly give their
programs high marks, particularly for
their responsiveness and the sense of
community they foster. Also, broad-
based studies done by the Hudson Insti-
tute and the Education Department
show that charters are effectively serv-
ing diverse populations, especially
many of the disadvantaged and at-risk

children that traditional public schools

have struggled to educate. And while
it’s too soon to determine what impact
charter schools are having on overall
academic performance, the early re-
turns suggest that charters are suc-
ceeding where it matters most, in the
classroom.

A survey done last fall by the Na-
tional School Boards Association found
that the charter movement is already
having a positive ripple effect that is
being felt in many local public school
districts. The NSBA report cites evi-
dence that traditional public schools
are working harder to please local fam-
ilies so they won’'t abandon them to
competing charter schools, and that
central administrators often see char-
ters as a '‘a powerful tool” to develop
new ideas and programs without fear-
in% regulatory roadblocks.

he most remarkable aspect of the
charter movement may be that it has
managed to bring together citizens,
educators, business leaders and politi-
clans from across the political spec-
trum in support of a mutual goal to
better educate our children through
more choice, more flexibility and more
accountablity in our public schools. In
these grass-roots, as I suggested above,
may lie the roots of a consensus for re-
newing the promise of public education
and ending the left-right stalemate
that has too often impeded the reform
debate.

We want to build on that broad
agreement at the local and state level
and do what we can at the Federal
level to support and encourage the
growth of this movement, which is just
what the legislation we approved today
will do. It starts by revamping the
charter grant program to focus it more
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on helping states and local groups cre-
ate new schools and meet the Presi-
dent’s goal of creating 3,000 charters by
the year 2000.

Specifically, it calls for gradually in-
creasing the grant funding over the
next several years, and then better tar-
geting those additional dollars to the
states that are serious about expanding
their charter program. It would do so
by establishng several “‘priority’ cri-
teria that would give preference in
awarding start-up grants to those
states that show real progress in creat-
ing high-quality, highly-accountable
charters. Our hope 1is that these
changes will give states that have been
slow to embrace the charter movement
an incentive to get on board. The in-
tent is not to punish those states that
are moving cautiously, but instead to
reward the ones that are prepared to
harness this progressive force for
change and encourage others to do the
same.

The CSEA would also tighten some
unintended loopholes in the original
statute that have hampered the effec-
tiveness of the program, ensure that
charter schools receive their fair share
of funding from the major Federal cat-
egorical grant programs, and take
some initial steps to widen the pool of
funding sources for those charters that
are struggling to stay alive. And to en-
hance the potential for all children to
benefit from charter successes, this
legislation directs the Secretary of
Education to work with the states to in
effect establish an ‘“innovation pipe-
line” that would share information
about what is working in charter
schools to public school districts
around the country.

That, in the end, is really what this
bill and the charter school movement
in general are all about, which is im-
proving the whole of our public edu-
cation system. As Norman Atkin, a
founder and director of the North Star
Academy Charter School in Newark,
has said, charter schools have the po-
tential to serve as the "R&D arm’ of
public education, incubating new ideas
that could benefit millions of students.
And in time hopefully every public
school will put into practice the prin-
ciples undergirding the charter model,
and every public school will be liber-
ated from some of the top-heavy bu-
reaucracy that too often suffocates
them and in turn pledge to meet high
standards of achievement for which
they will be held strictly accountable,
and every public school will benefit
from the positive forces of choice and
competition. ’

For now, we have taken an important
step toward that goal today, and
passed a piece of legislation that I am
confident will make a real and imme-
diate difference in the lives of many
children in this country. I again want
to thank my colleagues for their broad
vote of confidence in the charter move-
ment, and I look forward to working
with them next year on new blueprint
for education reform that will incor-
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porate the substance and spirit of what
we have achieved today.e

NANIMOUS  CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—HOUSE JOINT RESOLU-
TION CONTINUING GOVERNMENT
UNDING

r. COATS. Mr. President, 1 ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate\receives from the House the House
resolution that will continue
Govearnment funding until midnight
Monday, October 12, 1998, with no

RESIDING OFFICER. Without
, it is so ordered.

The

burgh, United\ Kingdom, November 9-
14, 1998: ’

The Senator

NER);

The Senator ffpm Iowa (Mr. GRASS-
LEY);

The Senator froin Pennsylvania (Mr.
SPECTER);

The Senator frpm Arkansas (Mr.
HUTCHINSON);

The Senator from\Alabama (Mr. SES-
SIONS);

The Senator fr Oregon (Mr.
SMITH);

The Senator from\ Tennessee (Mr.
THOMPSON); .

The Senator from \Arkansas (Mr.
BUMPERS);

The Senator from Ma
KULSKI); and

The Senator from awaii (Mr.

AKAKA).

EXPRESSING SENSE OF SENATE
ON COMPLETION OF NSTRUC-
TION OF WORLD WAR \Il MEMO-
RIAL ’

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask

proceed to the immediate
ation of S. Res. 296 submitte
today by Senator KERREY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Thq clerk
will report. -

The .assistant legislative clerk\read
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 296) expressin
sense of the Senate that, on completidn of
construction of a World War Il Memorid in
Area 1 of the District of Columbia and its¥en-
virons, Congress should provide funding Yor
the maintenance, security. and custodial ahd
long-term care of the memorial by the
tional Park Service.

earlier

the
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Charter schools represent
the free market in action—
with all its problems
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achools ks changed the iandaape Consenatise thakers
hawe lang argoad that publc scivools would do a hetier job
ff they had Lo compete for cuctomerTs, as prvate fems do.
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National Education Association
Center for the Advancement of Public Education
April 1998

Charter Schools: A Look at Accountability

Accountability in charter schools is a bottom line concern in this new experiment in public
schooling. Charter schools recevve freedom and autonomy in exchange for improvements in
learning and climate. Are charter schools indeed accountable to their constituencies:
students, their parents, and the taxpaying public at large? This paper looks at the issue of
accountability in three broad categories: student leamming; equity concerns, and public
accountability. In each category, the goal is to raise points that can, in the long run, lead to
the weakening of this experiment. Policymakers owe it to students, their parents, educators
and the public to ensure that charter laws and the oversight of charter implementation will
lead to strong performance and equitable outcomes for all involved,

Student Learning

o Standards not Clear

There is now general recognition of the importance of setting high standards for student
achievement. Yet, not all charter laws require charter schools to develop programs
conforming with state or local standards, most charter [aws do not require that charters
participate in the state accountability system.

e Baseline Data Lacking

Few charter laws require reporting of systematic base-line data on the academic
achievement of students before they enroll in charter schools. This makes it difficult to
know whether charter students have made improvments over their previous school
experience.

e Assessment and Reporting Systems Weak

Charter law reporting systems generally do not provide ways to determine whether
students in charter schools are performing as well or better than students in traditional
public schools.

Even though it presents challenges to educators attempting innovative approaches, NEA
recommends that charter students take state achievement tests so that the public has a way
of knowing whether this experiment is indeed leading to learning improvements for large
numbers of students.
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e Accountability Plans Lacking

In Minnesota, a late 1996 report on charter schools stated that fewer than 50% of the
charter schoals’ accountability plans could be implemented as specified without further
refinement; only 56% of the schools produced an annual program evaluation report for
‘95-96 schoaol year; few charter teachers or parents could describe the key indicators of
performance for which the school strives.

Analysis of charter legislation shows Massachuseits to have strong language on
accountability compared with other state charter laws. Yet researchers for the
Consortium for Policy Research in Education in a recent study noted that “it is not
evident what level of school performance is good enough for renewal..or whether
Massachusetts can close a school for not performing as specified.”

A 1997 evaluation of California charter schools revealed that the charter schools examined
had measurable academic goals included in their charters. Most reported however that
they were not being held accountable for reaching these goals by their sponsoring district
ar county.

o Teacher Qualifications

In recent years, a number of states have enacted measures requiring public school teachers
to jump through an increasing number of hoops to keep their certification. Yet many
charter laws encourage the hiring of uncertified and unqualified people to teach. While the
majority of charter schools are hiring certificated educators, there are still instances where
laws would be used to defeat this goal. For example, a proposed re-write of the current
Georgia charter law in 1997 would not even have required charter teachers to have a high
school diploma.

Equity Concerns
¢ Disaggregating the Data

Overall, research is showing that charter schools are serving low-income and minority
group students. However, little research has disaggregated the data to determine whether
charter schools are actually exacerbating existing inequities within public education by
creating more racial and economic stratification. This is a steady concern whenever
systems of choice or options are in place. Neither has research focused on whether
schools in different neighborhoods have different resource bases and how that affects
educational opportunities and outcomes for students.

In California, the 1997 evaluation of charter schools revealed that on the whole, most
charter schools mirrored the ethnic ratios of the districts’ non-charter schools regarding all
enrolled ethnic groups except for Hispanics. The comparisons between white and
Hispanic student enrollment showed rather wide discrepancies. In a fifth of the charter
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schools, white students exceeded the average percentage of Hispanic students enrolled in
aother district schools by more than 25 points.

Also revealed in this same study was the fact that statewide, 43% of charter school
students were eligible for the school lunch program. Yet, district level comparisons
showed that in more than one-third of charter schools, the proportion of school-lunch-
eligible students was 20 percent less than in non-charter schools.

With regard to special education services within charters in California, the study showed
-that there was a major difference between start-up and conversion schoals. A quarter of
all start-up schools did not enroll any special education students, compared with only 6
percent of conversion schools which did not.

A similar discrepancy showed in the California evaluation regarding limited English
proficient (LEP) students. Statewide, there was only a four percentage point discrepancy
in the number of LEP students enrolled at non-charter and charter schools, with non-
charters enrolling more LEP students. However, a quarter of the charter schools studied
enrolled 20 percent fewer LEP students than did non-charter schools. Again, the
discrepancy was starker when comparing start-up schools and conversions. Less than half
of the start-up schools enrolled LEP students, compared with 87% of the conversion
schools which did.

In Minnesota, a 1996 evaluation of charter schools revealed that half of charter schools
enrolled fewer than 20% students of color, half enrolled over 60% students of color,
including 5 schools serving 80% or more of students of color. This report stated that
“concentrations of students of color and students at risk for school failure are selecting
schools that are not funded at the level of schools in the sponsoring school district.”

A 1997 evaluation of rwenty-four charter schools in Colorado revealed that when
compared with average enrollments in the district schools in which the charter schools
were located, 18 of the charter schools had fewer free-lunch-eligible students; 19 had
fewer students of color, and 16 had fewer students identified as needing special education
services.

In South Carolina, the state board of education reversed the Beaufort County school
board’s decision to reject an application to open a charter on predominantly white, affluent
Hilton Head Island because of concerns that the school could become a white enclave in a
district that is half black and half white. The school’s founding committee was all white.

¢ Transportation:. Who Goes Where

Providing transportation for programs promoting options in education i8 one important
way to help promate equitable choices. Yet, only half of charter school laws include a
transportation provision, usually a reimbursement for low-income parents to dnve
students to school.
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¢ Parent Contracts: Could Promote Subtle Discrimination

Charter schools are noted for their impressive parental involvement. Yet, when mandated,
such involvement can have discriminatory effects. California’s charter law allows charter
schools to mandate a parent contract. A 1995 study by the SouthWest Regional Lab
(SWRL) showed that charter schools in low-income areas tended to use parent contracts
more often. Two schools actually expelled students because parents failed to live up to
the contract. Contracts, according to SWRL study, “are viewed as means of obtaining
compliance rather than as a positive vehicle for encouraging the growth of a more
inclusive school community.”

e Students with Special Needs Underserved

In school year ‘95-96 in Arizona, only 17 of 46 charters reported serving disabled
children; only 262 of nearly 7,000 students enrolled in charters in Arizona that year were
served as special education students. -

A 1998 U. S. News and World Report article noted that a for-profit group runming charter
schools in Michigan provides only three hours of special-ed services to a student each
week and counsels parents of students needing more to look elsewhere.

¢ Who's In/Who’s Out

Based on data from school year ‘95-96 of Massachusetts charter schools, 50% had one or
no special needs students; 2/3 had fewer than 10 children with special needs. Only about
7% of children enrolled in charters were identified by schools as special ed students,
compared with more than twice that number reported statewide. Of these schools, only 3
schools reported any children with severe disabilities requiring separate special ed
programming, more than 75% of the schools were serving no children with severe
disabilities.

Sabis International Charter in Springfield, Mass. acquired a school building from the
Springfield district. Prior to Sabis running the school, the building had been modified to
provide access for children with disabilities, including a specially-designed classroom. The
Springfield district agreed to authorize all the students who had been attending classes in
this building to enroll in the charter school as “school choice” students except for the
students in the special ed classroom.

e One Size Fits All Special Ed
The Edison-run Renaissance School in Boston let parents know that the school made

special education available in one form only -- full inclusion. Parents were encouraged to
remove their children if they believed this model would not meet their children’s needs.
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More than 16 children with special needs withdrew from one Worchester charter within
the first two weeks of the schoo! year in 1996-97.

e State Charter Office: Friend or Foe

The Massachusetts Department of Education has allowed charter schools to encourage
parents to waive all their rights under the special education laws and to enter into
contracts for services for their children with disabilities.

Public Accountability
e Schools Closing Can Mean Taxpayers Lose

When the Los Angeles-based EDUTRAIN charter school failed due to fiscal improprieties
late in 1995, California taxpayers lost more than a million dollars in funds that will never
be recovered because the charter law does not require such recavery.

e Gift of Public Funds

Arizona’s charter law was modified in 1996 to allow charter achools to take ownership of
the equipment or buildings they had purchased with public funds, making it more difficult
to retrieve public money if a school closed. The founders of one Arizona charter, Citizen
2000, declared bankruptcy when the state board of education threatened to close the
school. School founders were indicted by a grand jury with 31 counts of theft, fraud and
the misuse of $179,000 in public funds. Although most of the money was repaid, some
lawmakers have called for a revision of the charter law to prevent such transgressions.

o District Schools Re-absorb Charter Students

Recent reports from Michigan and Arizona show that district schools are having to re-
absorb students who were either pushed out of charter schools or who were harmed when
charter schools were closed due to mismanagement or other administrative problems.
Sometimes, they are not promptly reimbursed for those students.

In Lansing, Michigan, early in 1998, the superintendent took a stand against immediately
accepting students who were pushed out of a Lansing charter school because they had
committed various offences, including assault on school personnel. The superintendent
stated that requiring district schools to provide an education for students deemed too
dangerous for the charter school allows the charter schools “the ability to exercise a
selection process excluding difficult students and dumping them into other public
schools.” The superintendent reported previously accepting “‘hundreds of students” who

have transferred from charter schools over the last several years.

In Arizona in early 1998, the closure of a charter school for alleged mismanagement
forced the Mesa district to accept fifty-one students. Because of the way state payments
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are made for students, Mesa will not be eligible for funding for these students for the
remainder of this schoo] year. The charter for the closed school had been granted by the
Window Rock school district located hundreds of miles from Mesa.
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CHARTER SCHOOLS
Executive Summary

CHARTER SCHOOLS IN THE UNITED STATES

Charter schools are public schools under contract, or charter, from a public agency to groups of
parents, teachers, school administrators, or others who want to create alternatives and choice
within the public school system. Museums, local businesses, and community groups are among
the partners involved. They are free, open to all, and designed to be publicly accountable, as well
as creative, flexible, and responsive to student and parent needs. The schools also must meet  *
standards set forth in the law, their charters, and the academic goals stated in their charter, or risk
losing the charter.

Charter schools supported by the U.S. Department of Education do not limit admissions based on
achievement or aptitude. They may not be religiously affiliated and must abide by civil rights,
health, and safety laws.

Nationally, charter schools are extraordinarily diverse, both in their programs and missions, and
in their approach to management and policies. Most of the schools are small (60% serve fewer
than 200 students) and can be designed to serve special populations. Evidence shows that charter
schools are also racially diverse--sometimes more diverse than state schools--and that they enroll
about the same proportion of low-income students as other public schools. While a slightly lower
proportion of students with disabilities are enrolled on average, a number of charter schools are
designed specifically to serve special needs students. Limited English Proficient students are
represented in about equal proportions at charter and public schools.

Under the U.S. Department of Education’s Public Charter Schools Program, passed into law in
1994 as part of the Improving America’s Schools Act, states conduct competitions and award
sub-grants to provide start-up funds for new or recently established charter schools. These funds
help pay for planning, design, and start-up costs--areas often identified as critical for successful
charter schools. Other federal funds are also provided, for example, from Titles I, II, IV, VI, VII,
and Goals 2000 programs.

Charter schools are the fastest growing public school choice movement of the 1990s. This
Administration has supported the development of public charter schools as a promising element
in an overall education reform package to improve public schools. Currently, 25 states and the
District of Columbia have enacted laws authorizing the creation of charter schools. Up to 500
public charter schools were estimated to be in operation nationwide in 1998, with the U.S.
Department of Education awarding $80 million in funds.



THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS

There is a growing demand for public charter schools in the District of Columbia. DC is
projected to have eighteen new charter schools by September 1998, with at least two of thesc
schools expected to have multiple sites. Of these schools, one had its charter approved in 1996,
but requested a delay in its opening date to September 1998. As the number of students enrolled
in these schools increase, the schools are expected to play a much more vital role in public
education in DC. In the 1997-98 school year, 250 students were enrolled in charter schools; in
the 1998-99 school year, almost 6,000 students are expected to enroll in charter schools.

All DC charter schools are Local Educational Agencies (LEAs). For special education purposes,
they can elect not to be an LEA. The schools are autonomous, and can choose their own
curriculum, hire their own teachers, select and buy their own books. Each charter school is held
accountable for the academic achievement of its students, and for its business and financial
operations. Local funds are provided based on a per-pupil formula.

DC has two chartering boards: the DC Public Charter School Board and the Board of Education,
also known as the elected school board. Each board is authorized to grant up to ten charters each
year. Charters are renewable and granted for a period of 15 years. The boards’ responsibilities
include receiving and reviewing applications to develop public charter schools; establishing
criteria for evaluating charter school applications; awarding or denying requests for new charters;
monitoring the operations of public charter schools, as well as the progress of students in those
schools; offering technical assistance and access to resources; and renewing or revoking charters
of schools that fail to carry out the terms of the law, its charter, or the academic goals stated in
the charter.

In the 1997-98 school year, three charter schools were operating in DC: Children’s Studio,
Options, and Marcus Garvey. In May 1998, the Board of Education voted to revoke the charter
for Marcus Garvey, an action which will take effect at the end of the school year. We expect this
decision to be challenged in court.

DC is now concluding the second cycle for approving charter schools. This is the first time each
of the two boards were involved in approving charters.

THE DC PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL BOARD

The DC Public Charter School Board was created by the U.S. Congress in the District of
Columbia School Reform Act of 1995, and has been operating since February 1997. Seven board
members were appointed by the Mayor of the District of Columbia from a list of 15 nominees
presented by the U.S. Secretary of Education.

In March 1998 this board approved 10 out of 26 applicants wanting to establish charter schools
in DC, after conducting a rigorous, two-stage application review process that included reviews ol
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technical quality by experts in selected areas, applicant interviews, and a public hearing. Nine
charters will begin operations in September 1998; one will begin in September 1999.

THE BOARD OF EDUCATION

When the Emergency Transitional Education Board of Trustees was created in November 1996,

it took over most of the Board of Education’s responsibilities. One significant responsibility the

Board of Education retained was its power to act as a chartering authority for DC. The Board of

Education created a Subcommittee on Charter Schools made up of five board members to make

recommendations and handle its specific responsibilities. Final decisions on granting charters arc
made by the full board.

During the current charter school application cycle, this board approved nine charters: eight are
expected to being operations in September 1998; one will begin in September 1999. In 1996 this
board approved five charters; three were operating in the 1997-1998 school year.

COLLABORATIVE EFFORTS

Recently the DC Public School Charter Board began a joint effort with the DC Board of
Education, with the objective of coordinating support to public charter schools in selected areus.
and to share information about resources of the District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS).

DCPS and the U.S. Department of Education have also expended efforts to provide technical
assistance to the chartering boards and charter schools. A conference has been scheduled for June
12, 1998, sponsored jointly by DCPS and the Department, to provide prospective and current
charter school representatives information on which federal funds they are eligible for and how
to gain access to these funds.



List of appendices:

A: DC Charter Schools Issues/Concerns

B: Summary of Pertinent Statutory Provisions on Monitoring and Oversight of DC Public
Charter Schools

C: Possible Legislative Proposals for DC Charter Schools

D: Copy of an October 1997 U.S. Department of Education Proposal for a DC Public Charter
School Initiative

E: List of DC Public Charter School Board and Board of Education members

F: Summary of Newly Approved Charter Schools

G: Recent Newspaper Articles



ATTACHMENT A
DC PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS ISSUES/CONCERNS
POSITIVES OF DC PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS:
. The DC Public School’s leadership and each of the DC Public Charter Schools are

working to enhance educational opportunities for students in DC, addressing the
problems of mediocre and failing public schools.

. There is a rapid expansion of charter schools. In 1997-98, charter schools in the DC
district served 250 students and they are projected 4 den r_the
- |l year
. Successful charter schools will benefit the entire public school system. However,

public schools must provide a place for returning students if the charter schools fail.

. DC Public Charter Schools will provide some program options now unavailable in
the traditional public schools system (e.g. residential charter schools for at-risk
students), making the DCPS as a whole more attractive (e.g., additional international
baccalaureate programs). A comprehensive plan should be developed to accommodate
both traditional public schools and public charter schools if education reform in the
District is to be successful.

. Additionally, charter schools offer the possible benefits of smaller class and school
sizes and the most appropriate educational opportunities for various student needs.

CONCERNS/ISSUES SURROUNDING CHARTER SCHOOLS, THE LAW ESTABLISHING
THEM, THEIR EMERGENCE AND IMPACT:

cco ili n nitori Is

. There is concern that the Chartering Boards are abrogating (or would abrogate)
their responsibilities. However, in such an instance, the rule of the marketplace is
expected to prevail: Given real school choice, parents would not patronize bad schools,
and lacking enrollment, bad charter schools would fail. (NOTE: No information is yet
available on student achievement. However, the Stanford-9 assessment of school-by-
school scores from the recent Stanford-9 tests which apply to charter school students as
well as students of traditional DCPS school students are expected soon.)

. There is concern that the reviewing and revocation processes which monitor charter
schools are too slow to act, as with the case of Marcus Garvey in which, starting as far
back as 1996, the Board of Education was criticized for granting the charter.



1. The counter argument is that this process, while not immediate, provides more
accountability than is now in the traditional public schools where poor
performance has been allowed to go on indefinitely.

2. Additionally,one could take the position that charter schools need suffiecient
time to prove their effectiveness.

. Authority over charter schools is divided:

1.The DCPS Superintendent and the chartering authorities have some monitoring
responsibilities.

2. The chartering authorities have some enforcement authority through granting
and revocation of charters.

3. The DC City Council appears to have some authority to review some actions of
the chartering authorities, such as their denial of a renewal application.

4. The Control Board through their broad emergency authority may have authority
to take over functions of the chartering authorities.

Approval of Charters: How well Charter School applicants are Screened?

. Schools must compete to obtain a charter. There is a discrepancy between the number
of charters approved by the DC Public Charter School Board (approximately 1/3 of
the applicants, most of which will fill critical gaps in the current DCPS) and those
approved by the Board of Education (all nine of their applicants were approved). This
brings up the concern of the screening process:

1. Procedures for review of applications and criteria for granting charters are not
standardized. _

2. There is no clear body with the authority to review the actions of the chartering
boards and take action to ensure that their actions are appropriate.

. The DCPS Superintendent has authority to review charter applications only for
completeness and technical sufficiency and does not appear to have enforcement
authority over the charter schools or the chartering authorities.

. There is also concern regarding who receives the charters as many applicants are
either coming from the outside, without a background in school administration, or are for-
profit enterprises.

. Rigorous and consistent initial screening of charter school applicants could head off
future failures and enhance possibilities for success of the charter schools that do pass.



Possible legislative proposals to respond to concerns of accountability and approval:

1. An amendment to the DC School Reform Act to extablish a clear, single authority to
ensure that the review of charter school petitions are fair and effective.

2. Clarification the scope of the chartering board’s monitoring responsibilities.

3. Establishment of an expedited process for charter review and revocation.

4. Granting the SEA (now the Emergency Board/Control Board) the power to monitor
the chartering authorities and to act on their behalf when they do not act.

5. Standardized criteria for approval and review.

Proliferation of Ch r Schools

) A the rate of increase of 20 charter schools a year, will there be too many created in
too short a time to ensure proper operation and oversight of these schools?

. What will happen if good, existing public schools become charter schools? How does
this affect the existing DCPS system?

. There is concern that charter schools could under-cut public schools by draining
limited resources and siphoning-off the best of the traditional public schools and
programs and some of the brightest students. (Some of the charter schools organizers are
marketing to these schools. E.g., Banneker Senior High School.)

Resources for New r Is aren rul uitable:

. Do DC charter schools have access to appropriate facilities and property and to
sufficient resources to provide their students a good learning environment?

. Will they attract experienced and talented instructional and administrative staff to
maximize the learning opportunities given their funding restraints?

. Charter schools in DC do not have access to the same resources as the traditional
public school, particularly in terms of facilities and teacher retirement. The per-pupil
funding formula approved by the DC Council is the same as that used by the school
system. However, charter schools must pay for significant costs such as costs for facility
rental and payments into retirement systems, that the traditional schools are not required
to fund with their per-pupil allocations.

. The two boards are funded by different sources. The DC Charter School Board
received specific funds from Congress this year to support its existence. The elected DC
Public School Board receives its funding from the Emergency School/Control Board at



4

their discretion. There is a request for more funding for this year due to the increased
number of charter schools for the 1998-99 school year.

Title I funds schools based on enrollment figures from the prior year. Although
there are guidelines to help new schools get around this problem, DC currently is not
planning to follow these guidelines meaning that schools may not get necessary first year
funding from Title I funds.

le Access vailable Charter 1

DCPS does not have a systematic way of disseminating information to parents about
the charter schools and programs they provide that do and will exist in the city.
Without a system in place to make this information equally available to all, DC charters
will not be a truly accessible and viable alternative in public school choice.

The issue of transporting students has not yet been addressed system wide and is a
concern in making charter schools a readily available option of public school choice.
Students do, however, receive a 50% discount on the city’s public transportation system,
METRO.

Charter schools need to be aligned with traditional public schools, instead of in
opposition to them in order to enhance school choice for all DCPS.

Possible legislative proposal:

1. Propose an amendment to the DC School Reform Act to vest responsibility for
dissemination of information in one entity (e.g., the SEA, the Board of Education, etc.)

June 8, 1998



ATTACHMENT B

Monitoring and Oversight of D.C. Public Charter Schools:
Summary of Pertinent Statutory Provisions

Below is a brief summary of various provisions of the District of Columbia School
Reform Act of 1995, the District of Columbia Financial Responsibility and Management
Assistance Act of 1995, and Title 31 of the D.C. Code that address the question of which entities
in the District of Columbia have oversight responsibility for D.C.’s public charter schools
program and the two authorized chartering authorities. Please note that the provisions cited
below do not incorporate the statutory requirements governing participation in the Department’s
public charter schools program. D.C. has received a grant from the Department under this
program and has awarded subgrants to all of its charter schools. Therefore, these charter schools
are required to meet the requirements of the federal Public Charter Schools statute as well as the
specifications in D.C.’s approved application for funding under the program. The primary
oversight responsibility for compliance with these requirements rests with D.C.’s state education
agency (SEA), as grantee.

District of Columbia School Reform Act of 1995

¢ Section 2002(17) defines an “eligible chartering authority” as (1) the D.C. Board of
Education; (2) the Public Charter School Board (appointed by Mayor Barry in accordance
with section 2214(b) of the Act); and (3) an entity designated by the D.C. Council.

¢ Section 2203(j)(1) prohibits any “governmental entity, elected official, or [D.C.
employee]” from making, participating in the making, or intervening in the making of the
decision of an eligible chartering authority to approve or deny a petition to establish a
public charter school. See also D.C. Code 31-2853.13(1).

¢ Section 2203(j)(2) provides that a “decision by an eligible charter authority to deny a
petition to establish a public charter school shall be subject to judicial review by an
appropriate court of [D.C.],” and section 2212(d)(6) subjects to judicial review a decision
by an eligible chartering authority Yo deny an application to renew a charter. See also
D.C. code 31-2853.13(2).

¢ Section 2204(a) requires a public charter school to comply with the terms and provisions
of its charter, and section 2204(c)(11) requires a public charter school to submit an annual
report to the eligible chartering authority that approved its charter.

¢ Section 2204(c)specifies the procedures a public charter school must follow when
awarding a contract in excess of $10,000, and requires the school to submit to the
Authority “all bids for the contract received by the school, the name of the contractor who
is awarded the contract, and the rationale for the award of the contract.”
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Section 2204(c)(3)(B) exempts public charter schools from “[D.C.] statutes, policies,
rules, and regulations established for [DCPS] by the Superintendent, Board of Education,
Mayor, [D.C.] Council, or authority, except as otherwise provided in the school’s charter
of this subtitle.”

Section 2211(a) describes the responsibility of the eligible chartering authority to oversee
the public charter schools to which it has granted charters. In general, the eligible
chartering authority must (1) monitor the operations of the schools, (2) ensure that the
schools comply with applicable laws and the provision of the charter, and (3) monitor the
schools’ progress in meeting student academic achievement expectations. Section -
2213(a) authorizes an eligible chartering authority to revoke a charter under certain
circumstances. See also D.C. Code 2853(a).

Section 221(d) requires each eligible chartering authority to submit an annual report to
the Mayor, the D.C. Council, the Board of Education, the Secretary of Education,
Congress, and the Consensus Commission.

District of Columbia Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance Act of 1995

¢

Section 101(a) establishes the District of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Authority (unofficially referred to as the D.C. Control Board).

Title 1I sets forth the responsibilities of the Authority: (1) Section 201, Development of
Financial Plan and Budget for [D.C.]; and (2) Section 203, Review of Activities of
District Government to Ensure Compliance with Approved Financial Plan and Budget.
Additional duties of the Authority are prescribed in section 221.

Section 207(a) authorizes the Authority to submit recommendations to *“the Mayor. the
Council, the President, and Congress on actions the District government or the Federal
Government may take to ensure compliance by the District government with a financial
plan and budget or to otherwise promote the financial stability, management, and service
delivery efficiency of the District government . . .”

Section 207(d) also authorizes the Authority to “issue such orders, rules, or regulations as
it considers appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act and the amendments made
by this Act, to the extent that the issuance of such an order, rule or regulations is within
the authority of the Mayor or the head of any department or agency of the District
government . ..” That section provides further that “[t]he decision by the Authority to
issue an order, rule, or regulation pursuant to this subsection shall be final and shall not
be subject to judicial review.”

D.C. Code (Title 31)




Section 31-107 requires the Board of Education “[to] appoint 1 Superintendent for all the
public schools in the District of Columbia . . . who shall have the direction of and
supervision in all matters pertaining to the instruction in all the schools under the Board
of Education. He shall have a seat on the Board and the right to speak on all matters
before the Board, but not the right to vote.” **NOTE: It is unclear whether, or to what
extent, the authority of the Superintendent over D.C. public schools has changed as a
result of actions by the D.C. Control Board (g.g., revoking many of the Board of
Education’s powers).

Section 31-2811(c) authorizes the D.C. Council, “upon request by the applicant,” to
review a petition to establish a charter school or an application to renew a charter that is
denied by the Board of Education. The Council’s decision is final and not subject to
judicial review.

Section 31-2812(c) requires an applicant seeking to establish a charter school to submit
the petition to the Superintendent. Subsection (d) requires an applicant seeking to renew
a charter to submit the renewal petition to the Superintendent.

Section 31-2813(b) requires the Superintendent to certify the petition to establish a
charter school or the application to renew a charter for “completeness and technical
sufficiency.” Under subsections (c) and (d), the Board of Education is required to hold a
public hearing on the petition or application, and to approve or deny the application.

Section 31-2815(j) requires charter schools to submit “a report to the Superintendent and.
in a control year, to the [D.C. Control Board].”

Section 31-2819(a) provides that “[t]he Superintendent shall monitor, assess, and evaluate
the operations of each charter school to determine the extent to which the school complies
with its charter and applicable local and federal laws, and the extent to which the school
is meeting or making satisfactory progress toward meeting student academic achievement
expectations specified in the school’s charter and the minimum academic standard
required for [D.C.] public schools.”

Section 31-2820(a) provides that, “[u]pon the recommendation of the Superintendent. the
Board may, at any time, revoke the charter if it determines that the school has committed
a violation of applicable law or a material violation of its charter.” Subsection (b)
requires the Board of Education to revoke the charter under certain specified conditions.
Subsection (e) authorizes the D.C. Council to review an action by the Board of Education
to revoke a charter. The Council’s decision is final and not subject to judicial review.

Section 31-2853.13(j)(1) provides that “no governmental entity, elected official, or
employee of [D.C.] shall make, participate in making, or intervene in the making of, the

decision to approve or deny [a petition to establish a charter school].” Subsection (2)
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provides that a decision by the chartering authority to deny a petition for a charter is
subject to judicial review by an appropriate D.C. court. See also section 2203(j)(2) of the
D.C. School Reform Act.

Section 31-2853.21(a) provides that the eligible chartering authority is responsible for |
monitoring the operations of each charter school to which it has issued a charter. See also
section 2211(a) of the D.C. School Reform Act.

Section 31-2853.22(d)(6) provides for judicial review of a decision by a chartering

authority not to renew a charter. See also section 2212(d)(6) of the D.C. School Reform
Act.

Section 31-2853.81 and .82 provides for the establishment of the Consensus Commission
on Reform in the District of Columbia Public Schools (the Superintendent serves as a
member) “to assist in developing a long-term reform plan.” Section 31-2853.86
authorizes the Consensus Commission to investigate any activity that may hinder
progress of long-term reform plan and to take whatever actions are necessary to ensure
implementation of the long-term reform plan.



ATTACHMENT C

Possible Legislative Proposals for D.C. Charter Schools

(1) Propose legislation or propose an amendment to the District of Columbia School
Reform Act (Act) to require the District of Columbia Board of Education (or the organization
operating as the State educational agency (See the last note below)(the SEA)) to disseminate
information about its public charter schools program, including the name and a brief description
of each public charter school (and its.educational purposes and program) that has pending or has
been issued a charter by an eligible chartering authority, to all parents and guardians of children
living in D.C. and below the age of compulsory education (the requirement to disseminate “to all
parents” may be modified if a charter school only serves certain grades or age levels).

(2) Propose legislation or propose an amendment to the Act to clarify that each eligible
chartering authority is required to monitor the day-to-day operations of each public charter
school to which it issues a charter to ensure that such charter school complies with applicable
laws, the terms of its charter, and the requirements of the D.C. public charter schools subgrant
program. Such legislation could also provide an expedited process through which an eligible
chartering authority may revoke a charter if it determines that a particular public charter school
has failed to comply with the law, the terms of its charter, or D.C. public charter school program
requirements. '

***NOTE: The Act currently contains language requiring eligible chartering authorities
to monitor the activities of public charter schools to-which they issue charters, and authorizing
eligible chartering authorities to revoke the charter from any school that fails to comply with the
law or its charter, or to meet academic goals. The current hearing process for revocation of a
charter could take 75 days or longer, but it could possibly be expedited.

(3) Enact legislation or amend the Act to require the SEA to monitor the day-to-day
operations of eligible chartering authorities to ensure that such entities comply with the Act,
including the requirement that eligible chartering authorities monitor the operations of the public
charter schools to which they have issued charters to ensure that such public charter schools
comply with applicable laws, the terms of the charters, and the requirements of D.C.’s public
charter schools program. The legislation could authorize the SEA to act on behalf of an eligible
chartering authority that it determines has failed to carry out its statutory responsibilities.

***NOTE: Another “twist” to this alternative would be to give the SEA direct
responsibility for monitoring the day-to-day operations of public charter schools and/or authority
to take appropriate enforcement action, including revoking a charter, regardless of whether the
eligible chartering authority has failed to fulfill its responsibilities. Additionally, the SEA could
be given authority to “infuse” high educational standards, performance reports and other
educational reforms into the charter schools either directly or through the chartering authoritics.



***NOTE: Under the November 15, 1996 Resolution, Order and Recommendation
Concerning the District of Columbia Public School System , the District of Columbia Financial
Management and Assistance Authority vested the chief Executive Officer with the authority of
the Chief State School Officer and the Emergency Board of Trustees with the authority of the
State educational agency (the SEA).



BOARD OF EDUCATION

Chartered Schools, 1998

1. The Community Academy Public Charter School
The Community Academy was founded by the Urban Family Institute, created by Kent Amos, a
former VP of Xerox. The Community Academy plans to create a child and family centered
community learning environment which offers world-class preschool through 12th grade
education to and estimated 300 neighborhood children while serving the diverse educational and
social needs of their families. The academy will be based on academic accountability, flexibility.
innovation, parental choice, parent-teacher involvement, and public-private partnerships. The
Community Academy will target three neighborhoods in Washington, DC: Petworth, Columbia
Heights, and Shaw/LeDroit Park.
Contact: Kent Amos
Telephone Number: (202) 234-5437

2. Techworld Public Charter School

The vision of Techworld Public Charter School is to be the most innovative high-tech high
school in DC. Its academic focus will be college preparatory mathematics, science, and the
analysis, design, development, testing, implementation, and maintenance of Internet and
Information Systems solutions through theoretical and hands-on training. Techworld will
initially serve 60 9th grade students demographically selected from Wards 1 through 8. The
estimated age range of the students will be 14-15. Each student will attend the school from
7:55am to 3:15pm, Monday through Friday and every other Saturday from 9am to 12pm. The
school intends to use a bottom-up collegial approach. To encourage student input, self-
motivation, and improve the overall learning process, the following methods will be used:
Foundation Skills, Thinking Skills, Life Skills, and Technology Skills.

Contact: Daanen Strachan

Telephone Number: (202) 832-0846

3. IDEA Academy Charter High School
The Integrated Design and Electronics Academy (IDEA) Charter High School will be a

Conversion of the Phelps Career Academy established at Phelps High School in September 1993.
The Phelps Academy was one of nine similar programs initiated through a pilot effort in 1993,
sponsored by the U.S. Departments of Education and Defense. The Academy was designed on a
career model--a career-focusses, school-within-a-school that integrates academic and
occupational curriculums, increases student career options, and provides a meaningful learning
context for both potential dropouts and college-bound youth. The Academy will rely on
partnerships with employers in the industry to provide summer and part-time jobs and internships
for students, as well as mentors and additional instructional and curriculum supports. It will serve
60 9th grade students.

Contact: Norman Johnson

Telephone Number: (202) 388-5101



4. The Hyde Public Charter School

In 1966, the Hyde School of Bath, Maine admitted its first student. Founder Joe Gauld would
like to make this successful model work in an urban setting. The mission of the Hyde School is
to develop the character and unique potential of each student through the Hyde family and
college preparatory based curriculum. The Hyde School charter was approved in 1998 the
school will open in September 1999.

Contact: Joe Gauld

Telephone Number:(202) 443-5584

5. Richard Milburn Public Charter High School

The High School program provides non-traditional educational programs for students to earn
high school diplomas, either from RMHS or from the local school district, and to gain
employment experience. RMHS offers apprenticeships, an academic core curriculum, and career
life skills. It will serve 200 9th through 12 graders.

Contact: William Stephens

Telephone Number: (703) 221-4089

6. World Public Charter School of Washington

Dr. Dorothy Goodman originally founded the Washington International School and hopes to
repeat its success with the World School. The curriculum will be devoted to “liberal education,”
demanding in breadth and depth, and encompassing the main academic disciplines. Students will
be taught half and half through English/Arabic, English/Chinese (Mandarin), English/Japanese
among other languages. The school intends to serve approximately 320 students ages 4-18.
Contact: Dorothy Goodman

Telephone Number: (202) 362-2946

7. Stokes Community Freedom Public Charter School

The Elsie Whitlow Stokes Community Freedom Public Charter School will be dedicated to
providing an exemplary academic experience to culturally diverse young students in DC. Stokes
will achieve this goal by creating a nurturing small school community of fifty kindergarten
through 5th graders that will provide a core liberal arts and science curriculum. The school will
actively involve its students in service to the community, while preparing students for
responsible citizenship in a multicultural society.

Contact; Linda Moore

Telephone Number: (202) 882-2102



The Village Learning Center Publi arter
The Village Learning Center will operate with the philosophy that “it takes a village to educate a
child.” It will be a comprehensive school with a rigorous curriculum that will emphasize the
fundamentals of reading, writing, math, and the sciences. It will serve an estimated 120 pre-
kindergartners through 8th graders.
Contact: Imani Abdullah
Telephone Number: (202) 396-7585

9. Young Technocrats Math & Science Public Charter Lab School

The Young Technocrats is a science, math, technology, and entrepreneurship program currently
operating as an after-school program. The program will expand and become a fully operational
school, which will include partnerships with the Howard University Observatory and the
Smithsonian Air and Space Museum. The school is designed to serve 500 pre-kindergarten thru
12th grade students, who are considered at-risk because of their poverty. The curriculum will
include standard academic courses, but the school’s focus will be to develop a strong foundation
in science, mathematics, advanced technology, and entrepreneurship/economic development.
Contact: Myesha Washington

Telephone Number: (410) 451-5835

10. The Next Step Public Charter School (approved 1996)

The mission of The Next Step is to help multicultural pregnant teens and teen mothers who have
dropped out of high school overcome obstacles to continuing their education or entering the
workforce. Approximately 70% of the estimated 36 participants will be Hispanic and the
remaining 30% will be African-American, Vietnamese, and non-Spanish-speaking Caribbean.
The teachers will use a curriculum that combines GED and ESL skills with content relating to
parenting and work. Young mothers and pregnant teens, with their babies in the school’s nursery
or at neighborhood babysitters, attend the school four hours a day, bolstering their basic math,
reading, and writing skills.

Contact: Lori Kaplan

Telephone Number: (202) 483-1140




ATTACHMENT D

OCTOBER 1997, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S PROPOSAL
FOR
A DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CHARTER SCHOOL INITIATIVE



L. Description of Initiative and Problems Being Addressed
A The Initiati

The Department proposes to initiate an aggressive effort to make public school choice a tangible
opportunity in the District of Columbia (DC) by ensuring that public charter schools are an easily
accessible and high performance alternative for all students. To maximize the impact of these
new schools and to make sure that this effort is effective in offering a real choice to parents and
students throughout DC will require a focused Initiative in the early years of the DC charter
schools’ operation. This Initiative would build on the initial efforts in DC to establish charter
schools, and would involve three steps that the Department would work on together with the
White House, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and DC officials. The steps have
little or no necessary immediate budget implications. The steps are as follows:

1. Develop a legislative proposal to amend the DC public charter schools law (the DC
School Reform Act) to establish a clear, single authority to ensure that the review of charter
school petitions are fair and effective; that public charter schools are fully accountable to the
public; that admissions are open and fair; that charter schools prepare their students to meet at
least as challenging academic standards as those established for other DC public schools; and
that the review, revocation, and renewal of charter is reasonable. In order for such an authority to
operate effectively it must either work closely with the Chief Executive Officer and the Control
Board or be vested initially in the Chief Executive Officer and the Control Board. The
legislation would clarify who has oversight authority over charter schools, and create a clear
authority that oversees and coordinates the chartering authorities, and further clarify the existing
oversight authority of the chartering authorities, and other DC entities.

2. Work with the DC Public Schools (DCPS) and other authorities to establish
mechanisms to ensure that complete information is available to all parents and students about
choices of public charter schools and to help determine how to provide transportation to students
so that they can take full advantage of their charter school opportunities. This effort to arrange
for transportation might take some seed money.

3. Initiate an aggressive effort to involve more local DC institutions including Federal
agencies such as the Department of Transportation, the Department of Defense, the Smithsonian
Institution, and the Library of Congress and local colleges and universities in sponsoring or
supporting public charter schools in the District. While some local institutions have become
involved in establishing charter schools, substantially more involvement would enhance the
charter schools.

B. The Problems That Would Be Addressed

The three step Initiative on the DC charter schools is designed to improve the
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effectiveness, accountability and accessibility of the charter schools. At present, the DC School
Board (DC School Board) and a Public Charter School Board (PCS Board) responsible to the
Mayor each have authority to charter 10 new schools each year. Two charter schools currently
are operating, each chartered by the DC School Board. There is likely to be 15 to 20 new charter
schools starting up by the Fall of 1998. Currently, no single official or body appears to have
clear oversight authority over the charter schools to ensure that they are being implemented in
accordance with their charter and are effective in having their students meet challenging
standards. While the DCPS’ application approved for the Department’s Public Charter School
program funds provides for oversight by an Office of Educational Accountability, authority for
some monitoring and oversight is also split between the two chartering authorities. There
appears to be some lack of clarity on who has oversight authority, and what authority they have,
which may be causing the existing authorities to be exercising oversight authority less
vigorously.

There should be clear oversight authority to insure public accountability and faimess in
admissions. Students attending public charter schools should be held to at least as challenging
standards as students in other DC public schools. Because the interim Chief Executive Officer
and the Control Board appear to have limited responsibility for charter schools, they have not
taken steps to insure these minimum procedures. There also appears to be limited information
provided about charter schools to parents and students, and no transportation for students who
are considering charter schools in areas not near their homes. These shortcomings make it
difficult for parents and students to make effective school choices. To maximize the impact of
these new schools and to be effective in offering real choice to parents and students throughout
the district will require a focused effort in the early years of the schools’ operation to ensure
effective operation. Finally, few of the local colleges and universities or federal agencies are
involved in any of the plans for a new charter school. These issues all require addressing before
charter schools can make a substantial positive impact.

C. Backeground Information. Below is general background on the issues discussed

concerning improving the operation of the District of Columbia’s charter schools:

1.4 bility and Oversie}

- Under District of Columbia School Reform Act of 1995 (the D.C. Reform Act), two
existing entities are authorized to issue charters for the establishment of public charter schools:
(1) the DC School Board; and (2) the PCS Board. The D.C. Reform Act also authorizes the D.C.
Council to designate a third “eligible chartering entity.” The seven-member PCS Board was
appointed by Mayor Barry in accordance with section 2214(b) of the D.C. Reform Act. The DC
School Board is an elected body.

- The DC School Board and the PCS Board, as eligible chartering authorities under the
D.C. Reform Act, are responsible for “monitoring the operations” of each public charter school
to which each entity grants a charter, and for ensuring that such charter school complies with
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applicable laws as well as the provisions of its charter. The D.C. Reform Act also requires the
eligible chartering authority to monitor the progress of each school to which it issues a charter in
meeting the student academic achievement expectations specified in the charter granted to the
school. The chartering authorities can revoke charters and have wide latitude in determining the
academic standards that students at public charter schools are required to meet. These chartering
bodies, however, have few resources for such efforts. Additionally, for a “State” charter school
program, such as D.C.’s program to receive funds under the Department’s Public Charter School
Program under Title X of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, it must describe in its
application “how the program will enable all students to meet challenging State student
performance standards....”

- Although the DC School Board and the PCS Board are required to submit annual
reports to various city and Federal entities; including the Mayor, the Secretary, and Congress; the
D.C. Reform Act does not identify any one entity as having oversight responsibility over the
eligible chartering authorities. To the contrary, the D.C. Reform Act specifically prohibits any
governmental entity, elected official, or D.C. employee from intervening in a chartering
authority’s decision to approve or deny a petition to establish a public charter school. It is
unclear whether under current law, a single DC official or board has oversight authority over
public charter schools in D.C. The District of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Authority (unofficially referred to as the Control Board) has been
granted broad authority under the D.C. Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance Act
of 1995 (the D.C. Financial Assistance Act), to take whatever action it deems appropriate to
carry out the purposes of the D.C. Financial Assistance Act. Legislation would be helpful to
clarify not only the Chief Executive Officer’s authority, or lack thereof, over public charter
schools, but also, whether the proper administration of D.C.’s public charter schools program
falls within the scope of the Control Board’s authority.

2. Federal Agency Involvement in DC Charter Schools

- The D.C. Reform Act “encourages” several Federal agencies, including the Library of
Congress, the Department of Defense, the National Science Foundation, the Smithsonian
Institution, and the United States Department of Education, to explore the feasibility of
establishing one or more public charter schools. The Department of Education’s authority to
sponsor a public charter school is limited by the Department of Education Organization Act.

There are currently only very limited efforts underway to involve Federal agencies and local
colleges and universities in assisting or sponsoring D.C. charter schools.

3. Public Inf . D.C. Charter School

- We are unaware of any coordinated effort to disseminate information about public
charter schools in D.C. or to ensure that public charter schools are a realistic and practical choice
for all students. Although the D.C. Reform Act requires a petition to establish a public charter
school to include a description of how parents have been involved in the design and will continue
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to be involved in the implementation and operations of the proposed school, it does not require
any affirmative action to inform the community of the proposal to establish a public charter
school or the existence of the public charter school after it has been established.

4. Transportation for Students

- The D.C. Reform Act does not require public charter school operators to make any
provisions for transporting certain classes of students (¢.g., very young , low-income, or
elementary school students) to and from a charter school. While we are aware that there are
discount programs available for D.C. public school students using public transportation, this will
not help younger students whose parents may wish them to attend charter schools that are not
close to their homes.

IL How the Initiative Will Be M y

The Initiative will be largely accomplished through legislation and technical assistance.
The Department will work in cooperation with OMB, the White House, and DC officials in
designing legislative amendments that are needed and in arranging for technical assistance.

IIL Expected Costs

The only part of the Initiative that could involve a substantial amount of costs is the
transportation. This may involve some start up costs and depending on the solution, may involve
a continuing cost to DCPS. The establishment of a single oversight authority may also involve
some salaries and expenses, or could be assigned to volunteers or an existing group or individual.
Additionally, the dissemination of information on charter schools to the public may also involve
some expenses.

IV, Measuring Results

Through this Initiative we are hoping to maximize the positive impact and effectiveness
of these new schools. As a result, charter schools in DC must offer a real choice to parents and
students throughout the district, must provide an opportunity for all students to attend the charter
schools, must be fair in admissions and accountable to the public, and students must achieve to
high standards. The Department will develop an evaluation plan to measure the success of the
Initiative.
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The District of Columbia Public Charter School Board

1717 K Street,

NW, suite 802

Washington, D.C. 20006

(202) 887-5011

current members and lengths of appointments:

Josephine C. Baker, chairperson

George Washington University

Graduate School of Education

2134 G Street, NW, room 419
Washington, D.C. 20202

(202) 994-4516 fax: (202) 994-3365

Joseph Horning, vice chair

Horning Brothers

1350 Connecticut Avenue, NW, suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 659-0700 fax: (202) 659-9489

Dr. Hope M. Hill

Howard University

525 Bryant Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20059

(202) 806-5199 fax: (202) 882-6229

Thomas P. Loughlin

KPMG Peat Marwick, LLP

2001 M Street, NW, 9th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 467-3242 fax: (202) 467-4109

Beatriz Ortero

Calvary Bilingual Multicultural Learning Center
1420 Columbia Road, NW

Washington, D.C. 20009

(202) 332-4200 fax: (202)745-2562

fax: (202) 887-5026

3 years

2 years

4 years

3 years

2 years



James Walker

Urban Technologies, Inc.

714 Seventh Street, SE

Washington, D.C. 20003

(202) 547-4944 fax: (202) 547-9016

| year



The Board of Education of the District of Columbia
415 Twelfth Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20004
(202) 724-4289 fax: (202) 724-2040

current members and term expiration dates (members of the Subcommittee on Charter Schools
are marked with asterisks):

Wilma R. Harvey 12/01
president, Ward 1 Representative

1833 California Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20009

office: (202) 724-5460 home: (202) 462-3921

Reverend Sandra Butler-Truesdale* 12/98
vice president, Ward 4 Representative

801 Varnum Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20011

office: (202) 724-5453 home: (202) 882-2600

Reverend Robert Childs* 12/01
at-large representative

1624 Webster Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20011

office: (202) 724-5456 home: (202) 291-5025

Tonya Vidal Kinlow* 12/01
at-large representative, chair of Subcommittee on Charter Schools

3952 2nd Street, SW

Washington, D.C. 20032

office: (202) 724-5457 home: (202) 563-2131

Jay Silberman 12/98
at-large representative

4801 Chesapeake Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20016

office: (202) 724-5452 home: (202) 362-5050



Ann Wilcox*

Ward 2 Representative

1113 Rhode Island Avenue, NW

Washington, D.C. 20005

office: (202) 724-5459 home: (202) 387-2884

Don Reeves

Ward 3 Representative

4740 Connecticut Avenue, NW

Washington, D.C. 20008

office: (202) 724-5450 home: (202) 364-6402

Angie King Corley

Ward 5 Representative

3519 14th Street, NE

Washington, D.C. 20017

office: (202) 724-5451 home: (202) 529-7431

Benjamin Bonham*

Ward 6 Representative

1374 F Street, NE

Washington, D.C. 20002

office: (202) 724-5449 home: (202) 388-5247

Terry Hairston

Ward 7 Representative

335 Burns Street, SE

Washington, D.C. 20019

office: (202) 724-5447 home: (202) 575-8683

Linda Moody

Ward 8 Representative

1103 Bellevue Street, SE

Washington, D.C. 20032

office: (202) 724-5461 home: (202) 563-3431

Renee Drumgold

Student Representative

708 Bonini Road, SE

Washington, D.C. 20032

office: (202) 724-4289 home: (202) 563-7239

12/98

12/01

12/01

12/01

12/98

12/98

6/98
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NEWS RELEASE

For Immediate Release Contact: Board staff
March 10,1998 (202) 887-5011
FAX (202) 887-5026

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL BOARD
UPDATE: TEN APPROVED FOR CHARTERS

The District of Columbia Public Charter School Board is pleased to
announce completion of the second and final stage of its 1997-98
application review process. On March 5, 1998, the Board approved seven
applications to establish public charter schools in the District of Columbia.
The total number of applications approved by the Board during its first
competition for charters to establish public charter schools is ten,
including the three applications approved in November 1997. The new
public charter schools will serve more than 3,000 learners next year.

Josephine C. Baker, Chairperson of the District of Columbia Public Charter
School Board, says, “ After a tough competition, the Board has now approved a
total of ten schools for charters. As a result, more than 3,000 leamers of all ages
in the District of Columbia will be offered an exciting range of new educational
opportunities when schoo! opens next fall. All of us are pleased about the role
these schools can-piay in the effort to improve public education in the nation's
capital”.

1. The SEED Public Charter School of Washington, DC will provide a
residential, coed learning environment for academic underperformers, grades
7-12, whose residential settings are disruptive to their education and who
desire to attend a boarding school. The school's program is grounded in the
philosophy that all children deserve a high quality education and that ali-
students will ieam. To that end, SEED Public Charter School of Washington,
DC will offer an academic and residential setting that is conducive to healthy
student development, a strong remedial program to bring students up to their
current grade level, a high school curriculum and program that is similar to
that found in some of the best college preparatory schools in the nation. The
school will serve 40 seventh grade students during the first year and will add
a new class of seventh graders each year until the school encompasses
grades 7 through 12.

Contact. Rajiv Vinnakota

Telephone Number: (202) 712-9134




2. Washington Mathematics Science Technology Public Charter High
School represents the conversion of an existing school-within-a-school to
public charter school status. The school's mission is to provide college-bound
students in grades 9-12 a classic liberal education with an emphasis on
mathematics and science. Students will use technology as a research and
learning tool to enhance development of analytical reasoning. The school
intends to use the Modern Red Schoolhouse academic standards as the
foundation for curriculum in eight core subjects and wiil offer an extended
school day and longer school year, with wrap-around study enrichment
programs. Washington Math Science Technology Public Charter High School
will serve 175 students in grades 9 through 12 during its first year of operation
and over time reach its full capacity of 420 students.

Contact: Mary H. Johnson or Jack McCarthy

Telephone Number: (202) 645-3365 or 775-5826€

3. Hospitality Public Charter High School plans to begin operation in school
year 1999-2000. The school's purpose is to strengthen and expand the work
force available to the hospitality industry of the nation’s capital. The school
will offer students with potential for higher education a rigorous four year
academic program with strong preparation for careers in the fastest growing
industry in the metropolitan Washington area. The program will include paid
internships, industry related technology systems training, student learning
projects, and mentors. The Hospitality Public Charter School of Washington,
D.C. will begin enroliment in fall of 1999 with a freshman and sophomore
class of 40 students each, building to the ultimate goal of serving 150
students by the year 20002.

Contact: Emily Vetter

Telephone Number: (202) 289-0584

4. Associates for Renewal in Education, inc. Public Charter School will
provide an educational program for 100 students from age 14 to 22 who are
involved in the juvenile justice system. Since students’ lives outside of school
affect their ability to learn, teachers in this new public charter school will help
them to avoid risky behaviors. The goal is to enable these young people to
find responsible ways to meet their needs so they can improve their self-
confidence, behave appropriately, develop critical thinking and problem
solving skills, and get a high school diploma. Teachers in the schoo! will strive
to create a school in which students feel cared about, are encouraged to
voice their opinions and make choices about their education, have fun
learning and feel free to move at their own pace. Staff also will emphasize to
students that completing their education is necessary to their ability to survive
in the world outside of school.

Contact. Brenda Strong Nixon

Telephone Number: (202) 483-9424




5. The Robert Louis Johnson Arts and Technology Academy was conceived
of by a group of parents and community members in response to the closing
of the Richardson Elementary School in northeast Washington, DC.
Beginning in September 1998, this new public charter school will enroll 540
students in grades pre-K through 5, and will expand to include grade six in the
second year of operation. The design of the school’s educational program has
two key components: strong academics and a performing/communicative arts
concentration. Students will develop strong skills in reading, language arts,
mathematics, science, history, foreign language, and technology. A founding
partnership has been developed with Advantage Schools, Inc., a
Massachusetts based educational management firm that will manage the
Academy and administer its education program.

Contact: Pamela Lipscomb Gardner

Telephone Number: (202) 829-5980

6. The School for Arts in Leaming will be an altemative learning community
for children with special needs, particularly children with physical or learning
disabilities. The school's program will emphasize education in and through
the arts to stimulate intellectual, emotional, physical, and social development.
The arts will be an educational tool through which the academic curriculum is
taught, promoting thinking, creating, and evaluating. Opening in September
1998, the school will serve 72 students in kindergarten through second grade.
One grade per year will be added until the school serves 144 students in
grades K through five.

Contact: L. Lawrence Riccio

Telephone Number: (202) 884-9040

7. Cesar Chavez Public Policy Charter High School will challenge students
with a rigorous curricuium that fosters citizenship and prepares them to excel
in college and life. Public policy themes will guide instruction and students
will have direct experiences with organizations working in the public interest.
The schoc! will use the Modern Red Schoolhouse mode! and offer advanced
placement courses in English, history, and U.S. Govemnment. Plans are to
have the school open until 7:00 PM each evening and to offer classes on
Sundays. In its first year of operation, Cesar Chavez Public Policy Charter
High School will serve 60 ninth grade students. Each year a grade level will
be added serving 60 students until the school reaches is full capacity of 240
students in grades 9 through 12.

Contact Irasema Salcido

Telephone Number: (301) 213-5753




The following three schools were approved in November 1997 for
charters by the District of Columbia Public Charter School Board.

8. SEE FOREVER Public Charter School, an outgrowth of Project Soar/Roma
Pizzeria, is a hands-on job training and tutoring program for court involved
youth. In its first year, the new public charter schoo! will serve approximately
50 students in grades 9 through 11. The school’s special focus is on
integrating the world of work into the traditional academic setting by having
students take responsibility for a restaurant, and engaging in other workplace
experiences. Many students are encouraged to go on to coliege or other
advanced studies, and all students are expected to take full responsibility for
their own behavior. Groups of 3-5 students work closely with an advisor and
support one another’'s progress. The school's crganization and culture
reflect a commitment to each student's learning and growth during their time
in the school and afterward.

Contact: David Domenici or James Forman, Jr.

Telephone Number: (202) 216-0206

9. Edison-Friendship Public Charter School is a partnership between
Friendship House Association, Inc. and The Edison Project, and educational
management firm. The new public charter school will open in August 1998 to
serve approximately 1,308 children in Pre- School through grade 5.
Eventually the school will serve 1,902 students through grade 12. Edison-
Friendship Public Charter School will be divided into schools within a school
or academies. The school will have longer days and be organized around
small academies where teachers stay with the same children for several
years. Technology will play an important role; families of students in the third
grade and higher will each receive a home computer. The school will have a
strong commitment to parents and families and will be governed by a Board
of Trustees that will include parents of children attending the school.

Contact: Donald Hense

Telephone Number: (202) 675-9050

10. The Rosario International Public Charter School builds on a 26-year
history of the former Rosario School. The new public charter school will help
the District of Columbia'’s high school drop-out and at risk youth who are
limited English proficient to gain literacy, English language skills, and a high
school equivalent diploma. The school also will provide literacy, citizenship,

- ESL and GED training to the city's adult immigrants and refugees who need
to improve their skills to better participate in the workforce and in their




community. Rosario International Public Charter School will serve
approximately 890 part-time students, ages 16 to 60 in its first year of
operation. The school will reach its full capacity of almost 2000 students in
five years.

Contact: Sonia Gutierrez

Telephone Number: (202) 347-3870

The District of Columbia Public Charter School Board invites
members of the Press to meet the founders and members of the
Boards of Trustees of the new public charter schools on
Monday, March 23, 1998 from 4-6 PM at Howard University’s
Founders Library.
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Chartered Schools, 1998

1. The Community Academy Public Charter School
The Community Academy was founded by the Urban Family Institute, created by Kent Amos. a
former VP of Xerox. The Community Academy plans to create a child and family centered
community learning environment which offers world-class preschool through 12th grade
education to and estimated 300 neighborhood children while serving the diverse educational and
social needs of their families. The academy will be based on academic accountability, flexibility,
innovation, parental choice, parent-teacher involvement, and public-private partnerships. The
Community Academy will target three neighborhoods in Washington, DC: Petworth, Columbia
Heights, and Shaw/LeDroit Park.
Contact: Kent Amos
Telephone Number: (202) 234-5437

2. Techworld Public Charter School

The vision of Techworld Public Charter School is to be the most innovative high-tech high
school in DC. Its academic focus will be college preparatory mathematics, science, and the
analysis, design, development, testing, implementation, and maintenance of Internet and
Information Systems solutions through theoretical and hands-on training. Techworld will
initially serve 60 9th grade students demographically selected from Wards 1 through 8. The
estimated age range of the students will be 14-15. Each student will attend the school from
7:55am to 3:15pm, Monday through Friday and every other Saturday from 9am to 12pm. The
school intends to use a bottom-up collegial approach. To encourage student input, self-
motivation, and improve the overall learning process, the following methods will be used:
Foundation Skills, Thinking Skills, Life Skills, and Technology Skills.

Contact: Daanen Strachan

Telephone Number: (202) 832-0846

3. IDEA Academy Charter High School
The Integrated Design and Electronics Academy (IDEA) Charter High School will be a

Conversion of the Phelps Career Academy established at Phelps High School in September 1993.
The Phelps Academy was one of nine similar programs initiated through a pilot effort in 1993,
sponsored by the U.S. Departments of Education and Defense. The Academy was designed on a
career model--a career-focusses, school-within-a-school that integrates academic and
occupational curriculums, increases student career options, and provides a meaningful learning
context for both potential dropouts and college-bound youth. The Academy will rely on
partnerships with employers in the industry to provide summer and part-time jobs and internships
for students, as well as mentors and additional instructional and curriculum supports. It will serve
60 9th grade students.

Contact: Norman Johnson

Telephone Number: (202) 388-5101



4. The Hyde Public Charter School
In 1966, the Hyde School of Bath, Maine admitted its first student. Founder Joe Gauld would

like to make this successful model work in an urban setting. The mission of the Hyde School is
to develop the character and unique potential of each student through the Hyde family and
college preparatory based curriculum. The Hyde School charter was approved in 1998; the
school will open in September 1999.

Contact: Joe Gauld

Telephone Number:(202) 443-5584

5. Richard Milburn Pg. blic Charter High School

The High School program provides non-traditional educational programs for students to earn
high school diplomas, either from RMHS or from the local school district, and to gain
employment experience. RMHS offers apprenticeships, an academic core curriculum, and career
life skills. It will serve 200 9th through 12 graders.

Contact: William Stephens

Telephone Number: (703) 221-4089

6. World Public Charter School of Washington

Dr. Dorothy Goodman originally founded the Washington International School and hopes to
repeat its success with the World School. The curriculum will be devoted to “liberal education.”
demanding in breadth and depth, and encompassing the main academic disciplines. Students will
be taught half and half through English/Arabic, English/Chinese (Mandarin), English/Japanese
among other languages. The school intends to serve approximately 320 students ages 4-18.
Contact: Dorothy Goodman

Telephone Number: (202) 362-2946

7. Stokes Community Freedom Public Charter School
The Elsie Whitlow Stokes Community Freedom Public Charter School will be dedicated to

providing an exemplary academic experience to culturally diverse young students in DC. Stokes
will achieve this goal by creating a nurturing small school community of fifty kindergarten
through 5th graders that will provide a core liberal arts and science curriculum. The school will
actively involve its students in service to the community, while preparing students for
responsible citizenship in a multicultural society.

Contact: Linda Moore

Telephone Number: (202) 882-2102



8. The Village Learning Center Public Charter Schools

The Village Learning Center will operate with the philosophy that “it takes a village to educate a
child.” It will be a comprehensive school with a rigorous curriculum that will emphasize the
fundamentals of reading, writing, math, and the sciences. It will serve an estimated 120 pre-
kindergartners through 8th graders.

Contact: Imani Abdullah

Telephone Number: (202) 396-7585

9. Young Technocrats Math ience Public Charter L chool

The Young Technocrats is a science, math, technology, and entrepreneurship program currently
operating as an after-school program. The program will expand and become a fully operational
school, which will include partnerships with the Howard University Observatory and the
Smithsonian Air and Space Museum. The school is designed to serve 500 pre-kindergarten thru
12th grade students, who are considered at-risk because of their poverty. The curriculum will
include standard academic courses, but the school’s focus will be to develop a strong foundation
in science, mathematics, advanced technology, and entrepreneurship/economic development.
Contact: Myesha Washington

Telephone Number: (410) 451-5835

10. The Next Step Public Charter School (approved 1996)

The mission of The Next Step is to help multicultural pregnant teens and teen mothers who have
dropped out of high school overcome obstacles to continuing their education or entering the
workforce. Approximately 70% of the estimated 36 participants will be Hispanic and the
remaining 30% will be African-American, Vietnamese, and non-Spanish-speaking Caribbean.
The teachers will use a curriculum that combines GED and ESL skills with content relating to
parenting and work. Young mothers and pregnant teens, with their babies in the school’s nursery
or at neighborhood babysitters, attend the school four hours a day, bolstering their basic math.
reading, and writing skills.

Contact: Lori Kaplan

Telephone Number: (202) 483-1140
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Upgrading the Public Classroom
Why we need charter schools in D.C. . . .

Sunday, June 7, 1998; Page C08

As parents, we respect and share former D.C. School Superintendent
Julius W. Becton Jr.'s concern for accountability and monitoring of
charter schools [Close to Home, May 17]. No one wants more
mediocre or failing schools at taxpayer expense.

But as parents who also have removed our children from the public
system, we disagree with many of Becton's concerns about the
proliferation of charters and wonder why he does not require similar
measures for accountability and quality control in regular D.C. public
schools.

Becton said, "Our education system could be in trouble if charter
schools are allowed to undercut the public schools." But the
undercutting happened a long time ago, brought about by
unenlightened leadership, an unwillingness to provide the quality and
quantity of educational programming that parents want and an
inability to market public education in ways that capture the public's
support and confidence.

Becton said no one is taking responsibility for monitoring charter
schools, but his concern is valid only in the unlikely case that both of
the two boards involved in chartering abrogate their roles, which is
unlikely. But if that should happen, the rules of the marketplace
would prevail: Parents won't patronize bad schools, and lacking
enrollment, bad charter schools will fail.

Further, by law, charters must be renewed periodically and can be
revoked, as was the case with the Marcus Garvey School. This review
provides more accountability than is now found in traditional public
schools, where poor performance has been allowed to go on
indefinitely.

Becton said, "Unless the attitude of the citizens in the nation's capital
changes significantly, public schools as we know them won't exist by
the year 2003." We agree. Attitudes must change, and public schools
as they are now should not exist. Parents and educators are trying to
create better schools, which is the driving force behind the charter
movement.

Becton said charter schools will siphon off "some of our best and
brightest students," with the result that test scores at D.C. Public
Schools will sink even lower than their current abysmal level. But
scores aren't the issue here. A quality education is, and the "best
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students" shouldn't be used as statistical props for an inadequate
system.

If the D.C. government really wants to maintain and develop quality
educational programs and increase test scores, it will support charter
schools. It will provide program options now unavailable in the
District, including a math-science high school, an international
baccalaureate, an array of intensive second-language programs, a
residential school for students from troubled families and, in time, a
feeder school to Ellington Performing Arts School.

Finally, Becton said, "D.C. Public Schools are required to fund all
charter schools at a cost per student greater than that spent on public
school students.” That is inaccurate. Charters are not funded at the
same level as regular public schools, particularly in terms of facilities
and teacher retirement.

Becton also complained that charter schools receive three-quarters of
their per-pupil allotment by October 15 and that these funds can't be
recovered if a student leaves before the end of the school term. But
the same is true when students drop out or are forced out of regular
public schools after the fall enrollment count.

Instead of being dismissive of new and innovative approaches offered
by charter schools, the D.C. school system should direct its energies

and resources toward enriching public school fare in the District by
treating charters as expansions of the traditional schools.

-- Harold Bardonille
-- Glenda Partee
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Sunday, May 31, 1998, Page C08

Recent Post coverage about charter schools ["Charters: Unsettled
Issues," editorial, May 21; "The Charter School Parade," Close to
Home, May 17] raised important questions about their emergence and
impact on the District.

Charter schools are public schools that operate autonomously,
relatively free of the constraints imposed by a centralized
administrative bureaucracy. Enrollment is open to all children at no
charge.

The Public Charter School Board was created by Congress, and its
members were nominated by the U.S. secretary of education and
appointed by the mayor to oversee the approval and operation of
charter schools in the District. Board members bring skills to the table
that are relevant to the educational, operational, facilities management
and business aspects of approving and monitoring charter schools.

Free world ..
data screensaver

FELESOETIE  Schools must compete to obtain a charter. Only one-third of the

EYHEEEI  applicants who went before the Public Charter School Board had their

R PRI TR ettY  requests approved. In large part. these programs will fill critical gaps
in the current school system.

The 10 schools approved include:

Maya Angelou Public Charter High School, which will offer job
training and tutoring to youth involved in the court system.

Associates for Renewal in Education, which will meet the educational
needs of children involved in the juvenile justice system.

Cesar Chavez Public Policy High School, which will be a
multicultural leadership institute with strong community backing.

Edison-Friendship Public Charter School, which will be a
collaborative effort of Friendship House, one of the city's oldest and
most respected service organizations, and the nationally known
Edison Project.

Hospitality Public Charter High School, which will produce skilled
graduates for employment in the region's hotel, restaurant and tourism
industry.

Robert Louis Johnson Academy, which will be a partnership between

‘lTof3
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parents and community leaders in Marshall Heights and Advantage
Schools Inc., an experienced school-management firm.

Rosario International Public Charter School, which will address the
needs of dropouts pursuing a high school equivalency degree, as well
as provide training in literacy, English and citizenship primarily for
immigrants and refugees.

School for'Arts in Learning, which will be an arts-infused program
for young children with learning disabilities.

The SEED Foundation, which will be a residential college preparatory
program for children who come from residential settings that have
been disruptive to their education.

Washington Mathematics Science Technology High School, which
will be converted to charter status, as was requested by the teachers of
the successful Ballou High School program.

Under existing law, the Public Charter School Board operates
independently of the elected Board of Education and the emergency
board of trustees. The charter board reports to the mayor, the D.C.
Council, the secretary of education and Congress.

Regarding some common misconceptions about charter schools:

The budget threat allegedly posed by charter schools is overstated.
Initial indications are that funding for charter schools in 1998-99 will
be about $25 million -- a fraction of the public schools budget.

The per-pupil funding formula approved by the D.C. Council is the
same as -- not more favorable than -- that used by the school system.
Conversely, charter schools must use these funds to pay for
significant costs that the traditional schools are not required to fund
with their per-pupil allocations, including the cost of facilities rental
and payments into retirement systems.

The Public Charter School Board does not solicit applications from
existing public schools, individuals or institutions. The conversion of
Ballou was self-initiated.

Suggestions that "certain entrepreneurs” will feed at the charter school
trough do a disservice to the professionals who are trying to improve
educational opportunities for students in the District.

All charter schools are required by law to achieve accreditation -- a
status few of the D.C. public schools have accomplished. Further, all
charter schools will be subject to at least the minimum standards
established for the public schools, including the Stanford 9 testing
regimen. Our board is developing an accountability and monitoring
program that we believe has the potential to serve as a national
best-practice standard for charter schools.

Alarms are being sounded about a perceived lack of accountability by
charter schools. But it is precisely such a lack of accountability within
the public school system that has served as the impetus for the charter
school movement in the District.

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-s...te/1998-05/31/1391-053 198-idx.html
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-- Josephine C. Baker
-- Thomas P. Loughlin

are, respectively, chair and vice chair of the D.C. Public Charter
School Board.
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sil Friday, May 29, 1998; Page A26

Julius Becton's May 17 Close to Home article warned that charter
Tt L T hN2Y schools pose a threat to our public school system because of the

haphazard way they are being approved and the lack of a plan to

rationalize both public and charter schools being funded from the
s EIT NICIUE  same source.

Print Edition

Sunday Outlook Plans have been made to open as many as 12 to 15 new charter
Editorials ~schools in September. Yet the District has no plans for the public
Eront Page Articles gchoo] system to reduce its size and scope to offset the funding it
On Our Site might lose if all authorized charter schools do, in fact, open this fall.
Talk Central The short time between chartering decisions and prospective opening
Editorials & dates coupled with the uncertainty of their opening plans leaves the
Opinion public schools in the untenable position of not knowing whether a

| student will be returning the following year until after the year has

started.

Tobacco vs. Kids.
Where America
draws the line™

Everyone underestimated the speed with which charter programs
would surface and be approved. Most schools planned for the fall
have solid backing and will likely draw many students who are doing
well in the public schools. For those charter schools that are
successful and live up to the goals set forth in their plans, the school
system, as a whole, will benefit. However for those schools that fail,
the public schools must still provide a place for those returning
students.

Choose your

tools wisely. BT funding allocation formulas being developed have proposed

equal per-pupil funding for charter and public schools. However, the
a cxisting public schools are providing all educational programs, and
LLLZ L > (M[e ] they have a continuing obligation to provide a safety net for any
charter schools that fail.

The public schools also have to carry the large inventory of school
facilities until it can be downsized to fit the existing school '
population for both systems. Therefore equal per-pupil funding is
inequitable until movement of students between the two systems
stabilizes and the facilities inventory problem has been rationalized.
Until that time, the allocation formulas should compensate for these
obligations the public schools must carry until some level of
equilibrium is reached.

Finally, a comprehensive plan must be developed to accommodate
these two approaches if education reform in the District is to be
successful. If either approach fails, that means both fail. That must be

http://www.washingtonpost.cbm/wp-s...te/] 998-05/29/0551-052998-idx.htm,
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our thinking if we are serious about putting all of our children first.
EDWARD A. SINGLETARY
Washington

The writer is a member of the D.C. control board.
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After Garvey Decision, Doubts About
Charter Schools

By Valerie Strauss and Peter Slevin
Washington Post Staff Writers
Thursday, May 28, 1998; Page D01

The D.C. Board of Education's decision to close the Marcus Garvey
Public Charter School has raised new concerns about how to make
charter schools more accountable for their performance -- particularly
since scores of such schools could open in the nation's capital over the
next several years.

After months of turmoil at the Afrocentric school in Northwest
Washington, the school board last week revoked Garvey's charter,
citing a "pattern of financial mismanagement" that board members
say began when the school first opened in 1996 and continued after its
controversial founder and principal, Mary A.T. Anigbo, was fired in
January.

The board also is grappling with a separate development that has
renewed questions about how well charter school applicants are
screened. Board members recently learned, from a reporter, that a
company that was given the board's go-ahead to open a charter school
this fall has lost another educational contract with the city -- because
D.C. administrators were dissatisfied with its performance.

Boston-based Richard Milburn High School Inc., which plans to open
a charter school for 200 low-performing high school students this fall,
recently lost a $1.7 million annual contract to educate youths
incarcerated at Oak Hill Youth Center in Laurel.

Garvey's charter revocation, effective at the end of the school year,
brought recriminations from parents and a lawsuit by the school's
trustees, who said they had just stabilized operations there when the
rug was pulled from under them.

But others, including charter school proponents, wonder why the
board waited so long, especially after Anigbo was convicted last year
of assaulting a reporter and two police officers who came to the
school. These critics also complain that the board was too tolerant of
Garvey's failure to provide audits and to adhere to basic procurement
procedures. The school received $417,000 in public funds this year
for operating costs.

"If [Garvey officials say] they were just now beginning to develop a
measure of accountability, it does beg the question as to why" its
charter wasn't revoked a long time ago, said Jim Ford, former staff
director of the D.C. Council's education committee. Ford now works

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-s...te/1998-05/28/1881-032898-idx.hum!
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for a firm that is helping to open charter schools nationwide,
including an elementary school in the city.

"I don't think the [school] board has developed a process that requires
sufficient accountability," Ford said.

Charter schools, hundreds of which have been set up around the
country, are funded with public money but operate outside the
bureaucracy of a traditional school system. Since Congress gave the
District the authority two years ago to approve charter schools, three,
including Garvey, have opened. More than a dozen others could be
accepting students by this fall.

In authorizing charter schools in the District, the only city in the
region that has them, Congress gave both the elected school board and
a new, appointed D.C. Public Charter Board chartering powers. As
many as 20 schools, 10 charters per board, are allowed to open each
year -- one of the most liberal allotments of any school district in the
nation.

But the Garvey debacle has fueled a debate about whether the
chartering bodies, especially the school board, can adequately monitor
the charter schools it now supervises -- let alone screen additional
applicants and watch over new schools.

School board officials say they properly monitored Garvey and two
other charter schools. They said they didn't move sooner to revoke its
charter because they wanted to give the school every opportunity to
succeed.

But ultimately, board President Wilma R. Harvey (Ward 1) said, "the
law is very clear. If a school is not economically viable, it cannot
exist."

By the time Garvey's charter was revoked, its officials were mired in
a number of controversies. Harvey said the school never produced a
thorough audit, despite repeated requests, and it awarded contracts.
including one for $25,000 to Anigbo's ex-husband, without getting
the board's approval.

There is also the matter of Garvey's projected $161,000 deficit for this
year -- even though it lost at least half its enrollment when Anigbo
was fired. At one point, the school was reporting that it had 73
students. But Harvey, who has asked the city's inspector general to
investigate Garvey's handling of public money, said she didn't see
more than 30 when she visited the school last week.

Charter proponents agree that the Garvey episode raises a number of
questions, including how much time a chartering agency should give
a school to correct any issues of noncompliance and how money
improperly spent can be recovered.

"The question is who can recoup those public funds from a charter
school that has come on hard times?" said Bruce K. MacLaury, head
of the emergency board of trustees, which oversees the school system
as an agent of the D.C. financial control board. "There is a real issue
of fiscal responsibility and oversight."
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The appointed charter board, funded by Congress, has been widely
credited with setting up a smooth, thoughtful process for granting
charters. Its leader, Josephine Baker, says it is on schedule for
developing operating standards and a careful monitoring system.

School board officials say they, too, are negotiating tough
accountability contracts with schools they charter. There is, however,
concern among some charter school proponents that the board's
criteria for judging performance are not strict enough.

Critics note, for example, that while the charter board turned down a
number of proposals, the school board gave charters to all nine of its
applicants -- including the Milburn company, which is running Oak
Hill's education program.

"I didn't know about [Milburn's] problems," said Tonya Vidal
Kinlow, who heads the school board's charter committee. She said the
board will continue to "hold schools accountable based on the charter
they have with us."

D.C. administrators say they decided several weeks ago not to renew
Milburn's contract at Oak Hill after city officials and inmate
advocates complained about several problems, including poor
coordination, too few special education teachers and not receiving a
list of substitute teachers.

"I felt we could do a better job for what we were paying," said Wayne
Casey, who oversees Oak Hill. He described the parting afier two
years as "amicable" and said the company agreed to stay until
October, when the school system will take over the program.

Robert Crosby, the primary owner of Milburn, disputed the criticism.
Oak Hill "was a hellhole," he said. "We made many reforms in that
school, and many more need to be made."

Crosby said it "was mutually decided" that the best way to continue
improvements at Oak Hill, which has been under court order since
1985 to provide better services to incarcerated youths, was for the city
to run the education program itself.

Donna Wulkan, attorney for Oak Hill's juveniles, said Milburn's
problems at the prison could be repeated in its charter school
operations.

Commenting on the parallels, she said the company presented "a very
glossy, very detailed proposal" for running the education program. It
"won the day," she said, "because it was very pretty, very detailed and
very substantive. You look at that proposal and think, 'Ah, this is
great.'"

But problems, Wulkan said, cropped up early and were never
resolved.

"I don't feel they ever committed the experienced personnel, the

resources or a coherent philosophy to the project,” she said. "I worry
about them coming into a charter school. . . . It is a similar population
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of kids."

Peter Leone, the court-appointed monitor for education at Oak Hill,
recounted walking into a math class. "They were watching a
Spielberg film, the sequel to Jurassic Park," he said. "It had nothing to
do with math. I couldn't discern any connection . . . and there were
kids from another class watching it with them."

Milburn's Crosby applauded the school board's decision to revoke
Garvey's charter.

"They probably should have done it a year ago," he said. "The risk
you take with the whole charter school movement is approving
mom-and-pop operations. The down side is that you are going to have
some failures. The up side is you will create innovative, successful
schools."

Charter school opponents, citing Garvey, fear that the schools will not
be adequately supervised or held accountable for their performance.

But supporters say charter schools will force failing school systems to
improve.

"The question is whether we will ever get real accountability in the
traditional schools," Ford said. "The lack of it is underlying the
growing support for charter schools."

Though oversight of charter schools is one of the few powers left to
the elected school board since it was supplanted by the appointed
trustees, board officials say they have not yet figured out how to set
up a good monitoring system.

"l don't think I have the appropriate resources for the monitoring that
will be required for the number of schools we have coming on."
Kinlow said. She said the board plans to meet soon with control
board, council and congressional representatives to seek more money
to hire monitors. As of now, it has one consultant overseeing charter
schools.

When board and school system officials took joint control of Garvey
last week, they seized financial records and fired personnel they
considered unnecessary, including some teachers.

The move infuriated parents, who complained that officials acted
hastily without weighing the emotional impact on students.

"A lot of these children have been with these teachers for two years,"
said Jeanne Fields, whose son is an eighth-grader at Garvey. "It was
traumatic for them. . . . We keep hearing, 'Children First,' and it seems
like it's children last."

© Copyright 1998 The Washington Post Company
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Anytipn, Anywhere Sch()()ls

Two D.C. Public Elementary Schools to Be Included in
Company's Expansion

By Rene Sanchez
Washington Post Staff Writer

Gl GIEICHRICIOE  Wednesday, May 27, 1998; Page A06 *

P_rim Edition

Today's National The Edison Project, the largest venture ever into public education by a
Articles private, for-profit company, announced yesterday it will double in

Inside "A” Section  size this fall by adding 23 more schools to its national network.
Front Page Articles  incjuding its first two in Washington.

On Our Site
Top News/Breaking

The expansion is the most substantial so far in the short, tumultuous

Nows history of Edison, which was founded by media entrepreneur
Politics Section Christopher Whittle. It plans to run 48 public schools nationwide,
National Section after debuting with four in 1995.

Even though it has yet to earn a profit and some educators remain
skeptical of its long-term success, Edison continues to show steady
growth and attract financial backers. Its early academic results also
have been promising.

"We are demonstrating that our schools work and that we have the
ability to grow," said Christopher Cerf, executive vice president of the
company, which is based in New York. "We've also gone a long way
to proving the economics of this can work, too."

o p Tovili 2y
Get Invo’”.sed'* The latest expansion will give Edison 23,000 students and extend its
reach to 25 cities, including the District, where it intends to open two
elementary schools. Both will be independent "charter" schools,
which get the same money per student as other public schools but
have the freedom to set nearly all of their policies.

Get Educated!

Edison officials said one school will be at the site of the former
Woodridge School in Northeast and the other will be at what was
once the Chamberlain Adult Education Center in Southeast.

A growing number of private companies are forming academic or
business partnerships with public schools, but Edison's scope is
unrivaled: It spent more than $40 million creating its own curriculum,
and it uses the per-pupil money it receives from school systems to
hire its own teachers and administrators. Its class days are 90 minutes
longer than those at most public schools and its academic year is
almost a month longer. The company is led by a former president of
Yale University, Benno C. Schmidt.

A few years ago, before it ran any schools, many educators figured
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) Edison was doomed because of its extravagant goals and the deep
financial troubles of Whittle, who also founded Channel One, which
beams educational programming and commercials into schools.

But Edison abruptly abandoned its plan to open a national network of
1,000 new private schools and adopted the more modest strategy of
taking over existing public schools. Most schools in Edison's fold are
part of public school systems.

Edison expects to collect $126 million this fall from cities where it
will operate schools. This spring, it received $35 million in
philanthropic support and another $20 million in financing to
renovate facilities for its new charter schools. Edison ran 12 schools
in its second year and is running 25 schools this year.

"They seem to be on track now," said John McLaughlin, director of
the Education Industry Group, which monitors the burgeoning
relationships between private companies and schools. "Their
expansion is a sign of good health. If Edison can put together one
more positive year, it should be able to prove that it can be
profitable."

But the target number of schools that Edison officials say they have to
run to sustain a profit still seems to be in flux. Last year, company
officials said they would need about 60 schools. Now they say it will
likely take more than that.

Edison is still battling with some teacher unions. In a report this
month, the American Federation of Teachers called student
performance in Edison schools "mixed and inconclusive" and accused
the company of overstating its success. The report also said Edison
relies on inexperienced teachers and has large class sizes.

Edison officials concede they have had staffing or cost problems at a
few sites but say student test scores -- which are independently
evaluated -- are rising at nearly all of its schools. None of the school
districts that have entered into a partnership with Edison have
retreated from it; some are turning over more schools to the company.

Edison also plans to open schools for the first time in Denver,
Minneapolis, Trenton, and the San Francisco Bay area. It already has
schools in cities such as Boston, Detroit, Miami, San Antonio and
Wichita.
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