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Preface

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

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

Highlights

Overview

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

Charter Impaet

¢ This study revealed the following prignary impacu:@he loss of students and often an
accompanying loss of cing; ({2)the loss of a particular kind of student to niche-

focused charter schools the d&parrure of significant numbers of disgruntled parents;
@ shifts in staff morale; £5)'the redistribution of some central office adminizetrators’

e and increased chailefiges predicting student enrollment and planning grade-level
placement,

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

¢ Typically, school districts had not responded with swift, dramatc improvements at the
time of this study. The majority of disuricts had gone about business-as-usual and
responded to charters slowly and in small ways. Almost one quarter of the districts
studied (24%) had responded energetically to the advent of charters and significantly
altered their educarional programs.

¢ Charter laws and charter schools stimulated certain kinds of changes and bring about
certain kinds of effects and not others in traditional public schools and school districts.
Several moderate- and high-response districts had made changes in their educational
offerings as a result of charters.

¢ Certain innovations hypothesized by the study’s investigator had rarely occwrred: few
superintendents, principals, and teachers in district schools were thinking of charter
schools as educational laboratories or were attempting to transfer pedagogical innova-
tions from charters to the district schools; districts were still building large school facil-
ities and were rately creating smaller schools; the large urban districts studied rarely
had responded in meaningful ways to charter laws and charter schools.

Analysis

¢ The districts in this study which had experienced high levels of impact usually exhibited
responses to charters, though not necessarily at a high level; districts which had experi-
enced low levels of impact generally exhibited low levels of response or no response at all.

* Districts which exhibited the greatest response to charters had not necessarily experienced
high levels of impact; other factors appeared to account for the response. Districts
which exhibited the lowest response to charters generally had experienced no, low, oz
moderate impact.

¢ A variety of factors other than the nature and degree of impact seemed to contribute to
school district response to charters, including the overall ecology of school choice in the
district, student performance, a critical mass of charters in the area, community aware-
ness of charters, and district leadership.

¢ Charter laws and charter schools may have contributed to statewide reform efforts that had
no formal connection to charters, such as new systems of school accountabmty, drives for
site-based managerment, and changes in school financing practices.

Background

From 1991 through 1997, 29 states and the District of Columbia approved legislation that
allows for the formation of charter schools. Charter laws vary from state ta state and charter
schools vary widely even within states. Pssentially charters are schools formed by parents,
teachers, and/or community members who collaboratively determine the school’s strucrure,
mission, and curricular focus. Depending on the state law, they are granted a charter by local
school districts, state or county boards of education, public universities, or other official bodies
deemed appropriate as charter sponsors. Charter laws essentially allow entides other than
the school district to start and operate a public school. This usually occurs with approval of
the local school board but half the states with charter laws also allow some other public body
to sponsor charters.

Charter schools are provided with public financing, are usually freed from many state
and district laws and reguladons, and are governed by the terms and conditions set forth in
their charter. In exchange for freedom from many formal regulations, the charter generally
commits the school to specific student outcomes and various other objectives. The school is
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granted a charter for a specific term—often five years—and may apply for renewal, at which
point the chartering body assesses the school's success in meeting its objectives.

Advocates have argued that charter schools will improve public education in the United
States in a variety of ways: (1) by providing quality educational programs and improved
academic achievement for the students in the charter school; (2) by offering families the
opportunity to exerclse educational choice within public education; (3) by generating inno-
vative pedagogical methods which district schools may then adopt: (4) by providing district
school boards with an opportunity to create new and different schools; (5) by creating incen-
tives for district boards to improve their schools and school districts.

Since 1393, a variety of research efforts have been directed towards charter laws and
charter schools. Almost all of these studies have focused on the charter school: investigating
school characteristics, student populations, student achievernent, and organizationa! dynam-
fcs.! Perhaps because the initiative has been in a start-up phase, only a few researchers have
examined emerging relationships between charter schools and other public schools or the
dynamics created within school districts once charters have been proposed or developed in
the area.?

Research Questions and Approach

This study focused entirely on ways charter schools and the development of charter legis-
lation may have affected neighboring school districts and addressed the following questions:

¢ Are charter schools having an impact on public school districts? If so, what kinds of impacts
are occurring in school districts and at what level of intensity are these impacts being
experienced? How are these impacts affecting the climates and cultures of nearby
schools and school districts? How are they affecting the communities in which charters
are situated?

o What have districts done differently from what they would have had charter schools not
entered the picture? What has changed in their delivery of educational services?

s What factors spur traditional public schools and school districts to respond to charter laws
and charter schools in ways that bring about improved educational opportunities for
students who are not attending charter schools? If the effect of charter laws is to cause
innovation, through what mechanisms does this occur?

To answer these questions, this study examined the ways school districts have experi-
enced and responded to the development of charter laws and charter schools. The study
focused on 25 school districts in eight states (Arizona, California, Colorado, Georgla,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin) and the Disuict of Columbia. States were
gelected that had at least two years experience with charter schools. An attempt was made to
include states with restrictve laws which generally allow only school districts to serve as the
charter’s sponsor (California, Georgia, Wisconsin) as well as non-restrictive laws which provide
for more than one chartering authority (Arizona, Colorado, Massachuserts, Michigan, Minne-
sota, and the District of Columbia). The study deliberately included a random mix of urban,
rural, and suburban districts in which charter schools were situated.

Over 200 interviews were conducted for this study, primarily with district superintendents
and central office administrators, principals and teachers in traditional public schools, and
charter school administrators, founders, and advocates. People with national 4nd statewide
perspectives, including representatives of unjons and school employee associations, public
officials, directors of charter school resource centers, journalists, and public policy analysts,
were also interviewed. Face-to-face interviews were held with over 75% of the informants in
this study; the remaining interviews occurred during telephone conversatons and through
correspondence by letter and e-mail. A range of documents from school districts, individual
charter and wraditional public schools, local communites, and state departments of educa-
tion were collected and analyzed as well as an extensive collection of newspaper articles °
focused on charter schools.
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This study focused on the interaction
between school districts and charter
schools and examined the impact of
charters on school districts, the responses
of school districts to charter laws and
charter schools, and the overall effects or
repercudaions of charter school laws on
school districts. The primary unit of
analysis was the schoal district because
it is the districc that almost always has
the power 10 determine whether or not
changes occur in its schools. The pus-
pose of the study was to advance under-
standing of how districts have been
affected by and responded 1o this initia-

. tive. This study did not choose the char-
ter schoal as the unit of analysis and did
not exammine the impact of school dis-
tricts on charters and the responses of
charters to school district action. These
topics; however worthy of examination,
were outzide the purview of this
narrowly focused research effort.

. Anumber of issues emerged during
this project that bear on the study's find-
ings. First, it was not unusual for differ-
ent Informants 1o provide different ex-
planations for how specific changes or
educadonal innovations came to be.
Educational change is multi-factorial
and emerges out of a rich social, cultural,
and political context. No attempt was
made to prove causadon in this study;
thus, specific innovations are linked to
charters in this report only when district
afficials or school personnel from tradi-
tional public schoals explicitly acknowl-
edged the linkage. Furthermore, the
various impacts of charter schools on
school districts during these early years
of this reform initiative often elicited
strong reactions and polarized debates.
Throughout this report, quotations from
interviews serve to exeruplify key per-
spectives raised by several informants.
The quotations were selected because
they articulate an important and
commeon viewpoint in a succinct and
powerful manner.

* Second, this research observed
policy effects at a fairly early stage in the
dynamics which charter laws and charter
schools miay generate. The fleldwork for
this study was conducted during 1997
and the first few months of 1998 and the
findings reflect the status of distriet
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responses at this particular time. While
the eight states studied and the District
of Columbia have disdncr charter school
laws, during the time period of this study
changes occurred regularly which affected
the research findings. Since the period
studied, additional states have been con-
sidering and approving charter legisladon.
States with laws have been changing
them in varipus ways, Charter impacts
and district responses vary notonly -
geographically but also over time. This
study examined one particular cross-
gsection of time in a frequently shifting
and evolving process,

Third, the states and school districts
in this study frequently offered a variety
of programs involving public school
choice (intra-district and inter-district
enrollment, post-secondary options,
magnet schools, vouchers, and others),
In districts with a rich menu of public
school-choice options, informants were
asked to disdnguish which shifts or in-
novations were triggered or influenced
primarily by charsers. Nevertheless, it
was often difficult to untangle the differ-
ing options and attribute specific changes
in public education solely to charter
schools, the focus of this study.

Fourth, this study focused on only
25 school districts. While the investigator
hoped a random selection of 25 school
districts would prove representative of
the range of effects emerging out of this
inidadive, the size of the sample meant
thay, in any single state, only a few
districts affected by charters were studied.
Hence this report is limited in its scape.
Interviews with individuals with state-
wide perspectives were included in an
attempt to broaden the study’s frame
of reference and distinguish between
dynamics that were typical and those
that were highly unusual. While media
and policy-oriented discourses about
charter schools frequendy seize on
exeme examples or exceptional cases
of individual charter schools “destroying”
or “single-handedly reviving” public
education, such a focus was not the
intent of this study. The aim of this
regearch project was to determine what
typically had been experienced by dis-
tricts following the appearance of charter
laws and the opening of charter schools.

P.5

What impact are charters
having on school districts?

Finding %1: The impact of charters on
school districts was manifested in five
primary ways: (a) the loss of students
and often an accompanying loss of
financing; (b) the loss of a particular
kind of student to niche-focused charter
schools; (c) the departure of significant
numbers of disgrunted parents; (d) shifts
in staff morale; (e) the redistribution of
some central office administrators’ time
and increased challenges predicting
student enroliment and planning grade-
level placement.

(a) Loss of Students and Financing

A significant number of school
districts had lost financing as students
opted (o arcend charter schools. Many
of the superintendents, principals and
teachers interviewed in this study were
confused, misinformed, or uninformed
about whether their schools had lost
financing or how much financing had
been lost to charters.

Shifts in financing are at the core of
many of the most contentious debates
about charter schools and, in every state
studied, viewpoints differed—often dra-
matically—about fiscal changes occurring
due to charters. The limited nature of
this research project did not allow for
the kinds of analysis that would have
determined actual dollars redistributed
due to charters or resolve opposing
viewpoints about the shift of financing
from traditional public schools to char-
ters. The disparate formulas utilized
state by state in financing public schoqls
make studying the finances surrounding
charter school initiatives extremely chal-
lenging. Other researchers are studying
the complicated paths of financing char-
ter schools and their findings will greatly
inform our understandings of the effects
chayters are having on school districts.

This study examined perceptions of
financing shifts experienced by individual
public schools and school districts. Tran-’
scripts of the interviews and an examin-
ation of district docurpents revealed that
fourteen of the districts in this study
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showed no significant signs of having lost financing to charter schools. These districts experi-
enced no “felt-loss” in financing. In 11 districts, some financing was lost and in five of these
districts, administrative personnel asserted their district had experienced significant losses in
financing. This suggests that, at the point in the development of this reform initdative during
which the study took place, such examples may be the exception rather than the rule,

One of the most interesting findings, however, was that school financing is so complicated
that often high-level public school officials, including principals and superintendents, did not
have a grasp on how charters had been affecting their fiscal resources. One Minnesota district’s
superintendent insisted they had experienced a financial loss but was unable 1o cite program,
personnel, or ather cuts caused by the loss. In one Colorado district, the superintendent asserted
that financing had been lost at the middle school level, but nefther the middle school principal
nor a middle school teacher interviewed believed the school had lost financing.

In one Massachusetts district, the principal and teacher interviewed insisted financing
had been lost to charters and identified programs that had suffered or been cut. The charter
school director cited a figure for how much money had been lost by the local public school
district. Yet the superintendent insisted no financing had been lost and that the state had
fully reimbursed his district for the allocations that had been directed to the charter school.
When asked to explain why, if financing had not been lost, staff in the district thought it had,
the superintendent replied:

I'd suggear that perhapa typically the Legialature's found g way to leave the extreme rhetoric
hanging out there and create a reality that's aimost 180 degreea the other way. Because. in
fact. we haven't lost a niekel. The Legisiature has jound ways to supplement our stare aid....

I set paid to understand the nuances o not only public policy but institutional culture. When-
ever ['ve met with the achool's faculty, J ve cerrainly been straightforward in any comments about
the eharter school, but | have alao been wiiling to emphasize those aspects that help create a
culture of pride that was lacking five years ago.../} that means that we do some tub thumping
without exaggerating or distorting, but simply exploit the competitive intention of the legis-
larure in creating charter schoola. well 30 e it.

Some districts lost sudents and financing to charter schools but did not experience a
“felt-loss” because departing students were replaced by incoming students who were part of
a rapidly growing school-age population. For instance, Denver lost some financing to charters
but this was more than compensated for by a rising student population in the area. Queen
Creek, Arizona, a rural district east of Phoenix which was rapidly being converted ta suburban
status, lost students and financing as students left for a local charter, but this loss was balanced
by an influx of an equal number of students whose families had recently settled in the area.

Districts that had experienced a “felt-loss” in financing due to charters had coped in a
variety of ways. Holland, Michigan, lost over $1 million and put off capital purchases and
improvements but did not fire any staff members or eliminate positions. The loss here was
felt most acutely in terms of tidiness and the condition of the buildings and grounds. Grand
Rapids, Michigan, lost about $12 million of their $190 million budget and the district subse-
quently considered a bond issue to improve that district's infrastructure. Mesa, Arizona, the
largest district in that state, lost approximately 2,000 students to charters from the 70,000 in
their school district, that resulted in a loss of between §5 and $6 million out of a noncapital
budger of about $240 million, The district's finance director explained,

Our district (s one where we stajl our schools based upon e formula which is determined by
the number of atudenrs. So, in essence, we're also staphing yor 2,000 pewer students, 40 it's
not like we loat 85 to §6 million In revenue and we haven't (04t any expenae along with it.
We have loar some [expense).

The “felt-loss™ was often greatest in small and rural districts that may have had difficulty
maintaining the basic infrastructure of the district if a significant portion of students entered
local charter schools. One comment which typified several informants’ concemmns was offered
by a leader of a statewide association of school administrators. He explained the financing
impact this way:
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The difperential impact o a charter school on a budqer of a amail disrriet ia far greater than it
{8 in aome of the larger distriets. And it haa the ner eppect where the charter school kids and
parents take away more than their jair share and leave the rest of the kids with less resources
to épend...There's a basic infrastructure that you have to maintain to serve the balance ¢f the
kida. Jue! because 30 kids leave doesn’'t necessarily mean that you've losr g teacher. doesn'r
necesaarily mean rhat the cost of the building is any tess or the cost o} the utilities is any less.

Some principals and teachers expressed concerns that after the “count day,” the day in
the schaol year when heads are counted and money is allocated per pupil, disaffected students
re-enrolled in the district from charter schools. Hence several charters received financing for
students who were being served in the district schools. Likewise, some charter schaol admin-
istrators felt that they were required to educate without financing students flowing into charters
after “count day.” While these matters appeared to be of critical importance in a few circum-
stances where significant numbers of students were involved, such concerns were not wide-
spread and rarely were expressed when only a few students were transferred after count day.

(b) Loas of Particular Kinds of Students

Staff members in more than one-third (36%) of the public school districts studied expressed
concerns about losing particular kinds of students to charter schools. Because charter schools
are diverse and aim to serve various kinds of students, there was licde uniformity in responses
on this topic. Concerns clustered in several different areas:

Do niche schools lead to segregation? Several participants in this strudy expressed concern that
charters focused on a particulsr kind of student (for example, African-Americans, deaf
students, or schools for “at-risk” children) would increase segregation and leave the district
schools with a less diverse student population.

Are charter schools attracting the smarter students and more academically-engaged parents?
While studies have shown that most charters do not “cream” and that charters draw
students with a wide range of academic abilities? several people interviewed from tradi-
tonal public schools expressed anxiety about charters becoming elite institutions. One
superintendent said, “We are losing the parents who are really interested in teaching
and learning.”

Are charter schools becoming “dumping grounds” for students the traditional public schools do
not want to serve? Itis difficult to understand how this fear arose in some of the same
districts where concerns were expressed about charters attracting smarter students. If
charter schools in the area served “at-risk” students or students with a history of disci-
plinary problems, a few informants expressed concerns that personnel in waditional
public schools might have counseled this population into the charter schools.

While many subjects interviewed were aware of studies that show charters serving large
numbers of students of color and poor/low-income students, several expressed concern that
charters may be increasing the segregation of particular kinds of students4

(c) The Departure of Disgruntled Parents

One unexpected finding of this research was that both school district employees and
charter school leaders were aware that charters often attract families with a long histery of
complaints against the local school district and students who have had disciplinary problems
in the traditional public schools. A superintendent from Massachusetts put it this way:

Let me overgeneralize grossly...there's probably a quarter of your parenta who are aetlvely
pleaaed with a échool aystem, a quarter who gripe, and 50% in the middle who are juat compla-
cent, they'll take whatever you give them. There's no queation that the creation of the charter
achool skimmed ofb the loudeat of our gripers, and gave ua a relative dreathing space to-begin
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ro turn one of our schools around. [ mean {'ve joked on oceasion that it's like turning an ol
tanker around in a small harbor-rhere’s not a lot of apace to do it and rhe ship's not terribly
maneuverable. I they'd been part off the mix ar the same time. it would have been more difficult.

Disgruntled parents A former school board member in Arizona described one district’s response to the
formation of the charter:

may shuttle back The distriet was gtad—or the bureaucracy of the district waa glad. I should aay—to aee theae
suys were shuphling of fo Buppalo and leaving them alone. And l've heard that echoed by a

and pjorth between number of school board membera. It geta rid of our malcontents. Let them go ger charters,
Who cares? They're out of our jace, and we can work at building our community schools and
the charter and the educating the g8% of the kidsa that atill want to be there.

An advocate for charter schools in Colorado believed some districts support charters be-
districet achool. cause disgruntled families leave:

This (4 taking care of those pain-in-the-ass parents or that pain-in-the-asa part of our dlatrict.
or those artay parents rhar we've been hearing jrom jor pifteen years now. Now they‘re happy
because they've got their achool,

It should surprise no one that many of the disgruntled families quickly became disillu-
sioned with the charter school and returned to the traditional public school district. One
Massachusetts superintendent reporzed that, by the charter’s third year, most of its founders,
who had previously been quite critical of the district middle school, had retrurned their children
to the district schools. While one Colorado principal experienced the "return gripers” as less
vacal and agitated than previously, other principals and teachers saw thern as just as vocal in
their complaints as they had been before they left for the charter school. One charter school
founder observed, “Yau get five or six charter schools where these disgruntled parents are happy
and then the overall school district isn’t under attack. District personnel see it as a way to get
some steam out of the system.” He believed an exodus of gripers into charter schools ulti-
mately might prove detrimental 1o traditional public schools because they will have lost a key
constituency agitatng for school improvement. '

Thus both charter schools and traditional public schools may become trapped in a dy-
namic whereby disgruntled parents, a diverse and influential group, may shutte back and
forth between the charter and the district school. Dietricts may find themselves losing articulate
voices which kept school personnel alert and responsive and charters may become over-
whelmed by the agitation stirred up by these famnilles. While this dynamic rarely finds its way
into discussions of charter/district relations, it has emerged from this study as a significant
area of impact.

(d) Stafj Morale

The formaton of charter schools often had a significant impact on the morale of teachers
and other personnel in local school districts. Some teachers in traditional public schools who
were interviewed for this study acknowledged feeling significant added pressure to produce
strong educational results. Accompanying this pressure in many cases were pronounced
changes in morale among school district personnel. Informants from more than a quarter of
the districts studied mentioned that the opening of charter schools in a local area was perceived
by teachers and other school personnel as “a slap in the face” or a commentary on their fail-
ings. Charters had an impact on the pride people felt in their work.

One Minnesota teacher explained that the formation of a charter near her school, was
one of the many factors that hag added pressure to the job: “Teaching has become Increasingly
stressful. Part of it is because I think there are many educators in this building that feel like
we want to do 2 good job, we've wied to do a good job, and we interpret the charter school
as 'You weren't doing & good job, therefore we had to found a new school.' There are increas-
ing pressures.”

An educator and union leader in Colorado spoke of the “affective impact” of the charter
debates:

0?




FEE 16 '08 ©4:23PM ED/SIP

‘Mam/ charter achool

advocates seemed
unaum%e of ways the
administrative energies
of distriet personnel
had -been consumed .

by charters.

08

P.9

Public achool teachers have been atracked so much in the past fen years. and 40 when there's
this clement out there of “We might take over your achool..." there's thar appective impact...
Teachers it back and aay, "I haven't had the money. ['ve got too many speciel ed. kids. | have
too many aevere needs kida. | don't have textbooks. | don’t have time. And you're telling me |
don't do a good job and you're gonna take my tax dollars and put them someplace else and do
a better job?”

A central administrator in the Grand Rapids, Michigan, public schools noticed shifts in
educators’ morale during the process of approving and opening a nearby charter school:

There's depinitely a paychological efject. Ir's a morale isaue in terms of the ataf. At jirst they
have some initial jear: [a the government out to deatroy public schools? Then there's an urgency.
people recognizing we're in a competitive market. When you vlait a staff room in a building
located near a charter achool. you sende an immediate change In paychology: now we'’re in compe-
tition with the charter. We have to market our schoola.

Sometimes educators experienced the arrival of charters as a powerful statement, not
about their own petformance, but about the performance of a distriet with which they have
long felt frustrated. One principal in Arizona commented,

The perception on the part o many teachers—it would be hard to speak jor all of them—is that
it's not a slap againat them, it's @ slap againat the system. and the system doesn’t work jor
them either.

A few of the fraditional school personnel interviewed spoke of improved levels of marale
within their schools once staff members realized that their offerings equaled or exceeded the
offerings of the charter school. One Massachusetts principal spoke of initially feeling that the
charter was a comment on her ability to create a safe and educationally-challenging organi-
zation. Once students began returning to her school from the charter, she felt “affirmed.” as if
the entire chartering process had proven the value of her school in the public arena and en-
hanced her district's collective pride.

Staff marale is a key area which districts might monitor closely during the period following
the opening of nearby charter schools. Whether personnel working within traditional public
schools understand the charter as a harsh statement judging their work or as an affirming sign
from the many families who concnue to enroll their children in the district school, district
administrators and school principals should antdcipate and plan for shifts in morale as charters
gain momentum.

(e) Redistribution of Administrative Time

Charters have presented challenges to administrative planning in local school districts
and placed additional demands on central office personnel, resulting in a redistribution of titme
for some central office administrators, particularly in states where charter school financing and
administrative record-keeping have been funneled through the district.

Many charter school advocates seemed unaware of ways the administratve energles of
district personnel had been consumed by charters. Charter school staff members frequently
believed thet the introduction of public school choice through charters did little to impact the
administrative management of a district. While thig tended to be true for states where char-
ters were constituted as separate legal entities and were fiscally and administratively indepen-
dent of the district, in other circumstances planning and time allocation had been affected
by charters.

Educators from public school districts generally agreed on the range of planning issues
that had been complicated by public school choice and charters. Many informants discussed
difficulties dealing with returnees to the district. Here the issues ranged from the match be-
tween the knowledge-level expected by the traditional public school and that of the charter
school, which made grade-placement difficult; to teacher allocation processes that were expect-
ed to praceed without specific information on how many students at each grade levelwould
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be attending charters; to planning for the appropriate number of books or musical inscuments
without knowing how many students would be in the district school.

District personnel were not always clear what grade placements they should assign charter
school students returning to the district schools. Lansing, Michigan, administrators had exper-
ienced difficulty predicting student enrollment. Financial managers in the Mesa, Arizona.
schools discussed difficulty planning a budget and estimating numbers:

Charters make planning harder. Hiatorically, we always had problems, becaude you never know
how many people moved in exactly during the summer, how many moved out, how many wenr
to private dchoold, how manry decided fo go to home schooling. So you always were estimating
and sometimes guessing exactly what it was going to be. Charter schools just make that esti-
mating and guessing a lirtie harder because you have another variable you have o plan on.

Similar sentiments were echoed by district personnel in Groton-Dunstable, Masgachusetts.
A tradltional public school in Madison, Wisconsin, was inundated with students leaving the
charter school well after the school year had started and had to struggle with issues of teacher
allocation, equipment needs, and different disciplinary standards between the charter and
the traditional public school. A Massachusetts charter school principal discussed problems
trying to place children in the tradidonal high schools in their area without knowing the match
between the schools’ curricula. Traditional public school personnel in almost all of the states
studied indicated that they found themselves dealing with placement problems related to
students returning to the district after a year or two in a charter school.

Schoo} district central office personnel gave varying answers when asked how much time
charter schools took up in their work week. Generally, districts that had approved charters and
served as the administratve and financing conduit for charter schools spent more time on
charter business than districts located in states where most of the chartering went on through
non-district bodies. Most personnel agreed that the bulk of time spent on charters occurred

- during the start-up phase and, once a district had created new systems for the charters, much

less energy needed to be directed towards them. Districts seemed to spend time mosty on the
application and approval process for chartering, participating in legislative lobbying related
to charters, and in helping charters meet their obligation to serving special education students.

Several administrators in public school disiricts complained of the time lost to charters,
particularly when charters were located in their districts but were chartered by an outside body.
Two administrators expressed concern that when a charter school experiences organizational
crisis, local district personnel often have to deal with the fall-out: students exiting the charters
and rerurning to the district schools, public relations management, and crisis intervention. One
district superintendent’s staff consistently fielded phone calls complaining about the behavior
of charter school students and the appearance of the building and grounds of the charter school
even though the charter operated independently of her district’s authority.

Finding *2: Of the 25 case-study districts in this research study, almost half (12 or 48%) ex-
perienced either strong (five or 20%) or moderate (seven or 28%) impact from charter schools
and slightly more than half (13 or 52%) experienced either no impact (nine or 36%) or mild
impact (four or 16%). Within a single state, the type and level of impact varied widely from
school district to school district and often districts studied within a single srate exhibited dra-
matically different types and levels of impact.

A key finding that emerged from this reseazch is that most of the districts did nor show
signs of strong material impact from the arrival of charter schools in their area. Of the 25 dis-
tricts studied, nine exhibited no impact, four showed mild impact, seven showed moderate
impact and five districts exhibited strong impact. When superintendents, principals, and
teachers were asked if their schoels and school districts would be different were the charter
school not in the picture, most indicated there would be no difference ar there would be only
minor differences. Less than half the informants cited significant impact from charter schools.

The impacts on districts were analyzed in this study and placed in four categories: no
impact, mild impact, moderate impact, and strong impact. Districts which were categorized
as exhibiting strong levels of impact bad experienced significant “felt-loss" of students to char-
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ter schools along with the “felt-loss” of significant financing. These districts also had exper-
fenced at least two of the following four impacts: lose of particular kinds of students, depar-
ture of disgruntled parents, staff morale shifts, and the redistribution of administrative time.
Districts which were categorized as experiencing moderate impact were characterized as hav
ing experienced a moderate loss of students and funding to charters and at least two of the four
impacts. Districts which were categorized as experiencing no impact or a mild impact were
characterized as having experienced either no loss of students and funding to charters or very
little loss, and may have experienced up to two of the four impacts.

A variety of factors contributed to the limited impact of charters in some areas. some
charters in their early years were not able to develop effective programs and experienced a
protracted period of internal turmoil; some of the districts studied were high-performing
districts and the charters which formed in their areas were small, alternative programs, attract-
ing primarily special education students; in at least one state, Georgia, charters were seen as
2 way to improve an existing school but not as a way to influence the workings of the non-
charter public schools in the area.

The impact of charters on local school districts was determined in large part by the lacal
context in which public education was being offered and the quantity, quality, and size of
local charter schools. Thus attempts to generalize about an entire state are of limited value.
Such efforts are complicated further by differences between the impact of charters on rural,
suburban, and urban schools, driven in large part by their different social, cultural, and eco-
nomic characteristics.

Finding #3: The impact of charter laws and charter schools on large urban districts was less
than on rural, suburban, and small urban districts.

Small cities, suburbs, and rural areas such as Grand Rapids, Michigan; San Carlos,
California; Queen Creek, Arizona; Adams County, Colorado; Holland, Michigan; LeSueur,
Minnesota; and Lansing, Michigan had experienced significant impact from charter schools
at the time of this study. Cities such as Minneapolis, San Diego, Atlanta, Tucson, Milwaukee,
Washington, D.C. and Denver had not appear greatly affected by charter schools.

The passage of charter legislation clearly spurred the Boston Public Schools and the
Boston Teachers Union to create that city’s “pilot school” program. Despite the contentious
discourse about charter schools in Massachusetts, charters seemed to have had little impact
ou public schools in Boston that were not pilot schools. Tucson's first charter schools had
primarily served as alternative programs for drop-outs and, while the district looked on them
favorably, no major impact on the district had been felt. While an assistant to the superinten-
dent in Minneapolis acknowledged the potential of the district to use charters strategically in
reform efforts, he asserted that there “isn't anything different about any of the charters” that
would offer new knowledge to the district. The major contribution that he believed charters
were making to his district involved assisting the district in dealing with enrollment that was
rising 1,000 students each year:

In a senae. por ua. the charter school has helped in a system-wide view of bemng able to meet
the educational needs of jamdilies...We would've had to build another school...It junnels off
students...200 kids here, 200 kids there—~great. ‘Becguse thar's two more buildings that we don't
build ar this point or have to find the land to do it on, We're building three more buildings in
the next two yeara.

Several factors contributed to the limited impact felt in large urban centers: (1) most of
the urban districts studied were experiencing increasing school-age populations; (2) most of
these large urban districts contained only a few charter schools; (3) charter schools had existed
in these districts for periods ranging from two to five years and more time might be needed
for urban districts to feel an impact from charters; (4) research suggests that reforming large
urban districts is a great challenge compared with reforming smaller districts with less weighty
bureaucratic structures;* (5} several of these urban districts already had in place plans for school
restructuring and educational reforin and viewed charters as a distraction from their efforts.

If advocates intend charter schools to spur significant reforms in school districts thay need
to improve student achievement. they might develop specific strategies for targeting large urban
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school districts. State policymakers in Illinois, Wisconsin, Ohio, and Missouri have crafted
charter laws which strategically carget low-performing urban centers. By targeting their reform
efforts on the districts which are most in need of improvement, these states may see diminished
opposition to charter proposals.

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

Finding *4: Typically, school districts had not responded with swift, dramatic improvements,
as of the time of this study. The majority of districts had gone about business-as-usual and
responded to charters slowly and in small ways. Aimost one quarter of the districts studied
(24%) had responded energetically to the advent of charters and significantly altered their edu-
cational programs.

School district responses analyzed in this study were placed into three general categories.
Districts which exhibited high levels of response were categorized by significant changes in
district educational programs, emulation of aspects of the charter school model, and chartering
of schools on the district’s Initiative. Districts which exhibited moderate levels of response
were categorized by moderate, circumscribed changes in the district’s educationa] programs,
emulation of superficial aspects of the charter school model, and neutrality towards the char-
tering of district schools. Districts which exhibited low levels of response were categorized by
little or no program changes in response to charters, resistance to using any models piloted in
charter schools, refusal to support charter applications, and efforts to eliminate the charter law.

While categories of high, moderate, and low responsiveness have been utilized here, it is
important to note that there may have been important reasons why some districts had made
few program changes due to charters: some districts in this study had already offered excellent
educational options before the arrival of charter schools; some charters had not been success-
that public school ful in creating models worthy of emulation and other charters replicated programs already
offered by district schools; some districts opposed charters, not because they resisted reform,
but because they believed the state’s financing arrangements for charters were not fair; in
some districts the impacts from charters had been negligible or at such a low level that they
‘ had not appeared likely to trigger significant response.
had made districts Placing districts in these categories required extensive analysis of the district’s context
' and activides in response to charters. For example, where does one place the Denver Public
Schools, a district which, at the time of this study, only recently had initiated its own charter
but for several years had opposed chartering schools and remained a large, urban diswict
offering no other evidence of responding to charters strategically? Denver was classified as
relations efforta. exhibiting “low” responsiveness. Where does one place Boston, & district which initiated a

. pilot school program (its own in-district charters) now comprising almost a dozen schools,
yet had not shown any other responses to charters? Boston was classified as exhibiting “mod-
erate” responsiveness. The Adams County School District #12 in Colorado had chartered
nwmerous schools as part of its broader reform strategy, responded 10 parent requests for
more back-to-basics programs, and created stronger thematic programs in its traditional
schools. Adams County #12 was classified as exhibiting “high” responsiveness. In this study,
six of the districts (24%) were classified as “high” response districts, another six (24%) were
classified as “moderate” response districts, and 13 districts (52%) were classified as "low”
response districts.

The majority of districts in this study (13 out of 25 or 52%) fell into the low respongive-
ness category. Low responsiveness status does not imply failure. The Stillwater Independent
School District in Minnesota had not responded aggressively to charters because they already
had strong, successful reform programs in place in district schools and the charter school
situated in their district had evolved into an alternative program for students who were not
finding success in the traditional schools. Other districts in this category, partcularly large
urban districts such as San Diego, Milwaukee, and Washington, D.C., might have benefited
from the strategic use of chartering but had not done so at the time of this study.

Six of the 25 districts (245%) studied were categorized as districts of moderate response. This
category includes Mesa, Arizona, a high-performing district which had experienced signifi- |
cant numbers of students opung out of district schools for charters. Mesa’s moderate response
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Finding ?5: Several districts classified
as having low or moderate responsive-
ness had made a significant effort to
imptove public relations and had begun
to aggressively market their schools to
the public.

Informants in 19 of the 25 (76%)
districs studied felt that the local media
‘'had given excessive attention and/or un-
critical coverage to charter schools. A
number of charter school leadets corrob-
orated this perspective. One state offi-
clal in Massachusetts succinctly articu-
lated the feelings of many public school
personnel:

| underatand the frustration. Jou're
working hard as a teacher. principal,
or superintendent, feeling like you're
finally gerting aome things done and
doing interesting thinga and, jor the
tije of you, you can’t get a good story
our of the newapaper because they're
always writing about the charter school...
doing some of the same things you're

12

doing, but just getting ail the publicity
por it. | think that's the way people

in Boston sometimes jeel, like "I I see
one more atory about City on a Hill

I'tl scream.”

Some school districts had devoted
additional resources ta marketing and
advertising. Others had become more
aggressive In public relations and out-
reach. Superintendents, other central
office personnel, and principals spoke fre-
quently of stepping up efforts to accom-
modate parents and being receptive to
their concerns. Many acknowledged
that public school choice policies had
made districts beef up their public rela-
tions efforts. Principals in traditional
public schools in several districts spoke
about marketing becoming an increasing
part of their jobs and occupying a greater
percentage of their time.

Five of the 25 districts studied had
made efforts to go beyond an increased
receptivity to input from the cornmunirty
and the parents of children in the schools.
These districts had begun active public
relations campalgns to recruit and retain
families in response to charters and other
choice mechanisms. In Arizona, the
Mesa Public Schools had begun a highly
visible advertising campaign in local
newspapers and the Queen Creek Unified
School District began to market their
schools at the local movie theater. In
Michigan, the Grand Rapids schools were
the focus of an advertsing campaign on
television and the district had begun to
train administrators in public relations
and marketing.

The Holland, Michigan, public school
district had increased its public relations
function, hired a full-time communica-
tions director, and sent letters to families
at the local charter school explaining how
they could re-enroll in the public school
district The superintendent of the Hart-
land Consolidated Schools in Michigan
also had sent a letter to families departing
for charter schools, asking for “construc-
tive suggestions” that would be turned
into “a plan of action to improve the
Hartland Consolidated Schools.”

These examples suggest that school
district responses to charters may be
motivated by a broad range of intentions.
Some districts clearly were attempting to

counter the departure of students fromr
their schools into nearby charters; oth«
seemed to be responding to the new
rules created by the emerging market-
place of public echool choice. If public
achool choice continues to expand, thi:
is one area which merits ongoing revie
and analysis.

Finding #6: Several moderate- and
high-response districts had made chang
in their educational offerings as a resul
of charters. These changes included
opening schools organized around a
specific philosophy or theme, creating
“add-on” programs such as an after-
school program or all-day kindergarte
and offering more diverse activities or
curricular resources.

Journalistic accounts of charter
schools frequently included anecdotes
about new educational programs that
have been offered through school distri
as a result of the competition introduc
by charter schools. This study investg
ed such anecdotes to-determine the p
cise relationship such innovatons hav
had to charter schools.

To date, charters have served to e
courage some districts to create additio
thematic schools focuged on a partcu
educational philosophy. Most prevale
have been the expansion of back-to-
basics and core knowledge schools wit]
public school districts as a result of sin
arly themed charters drawing families
away from the district. Adams County
#12 in Colorado had opened addition:
in-district fundamental programs afte
rwo fundamental charters attracted
hundreds of students from the district
New core- knowledge schools were opt
ed by several Colorado districts after t
Jefferson Academy cherter school had
opened and drew hundreds of studen:
from nearby districts. Mesa, Arizona,
which had pioneered fundamental
schools for over a dozen years, increas
its number of these schools, in part d
to the expansion of similar programs i
their district through chartering.

In other areas, charters spurred
school districts to create additional
schools focused on particwlar themes.
The Grand Rapids Public Schools in
Michigan developed an environment:
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sciences middle school program after similarly-focused charter schools had opened in the
area. The Boston Public Schools took their pilot school proposal off the back burner and put
it on a fast track only after charter legislation had been approved in Massachusetts. They
opened almost a dozen schools with coneentrations ranging from the arts, allied health sciences,
drop-out prevention, science and math to multiculturalism. Boston's superintendent referred
to these pilots as “in-district charter schools.”

In Madison, Wisconsin, school deparument leadership used the state's charter law to create
a middle school focused on technology and individualized programming to serve that city’s
African-American population that had lost its neighborhood middle school in the 1970s. The
Rochester, Minnesota, public schools approved an in-district Montessori program only after
interested families had begun considering forming a charter school. Charter laws throughout
the nation have spurred a revival of the altemative educational programs popular in the 1960s
and 70s, and expanded open classroom, Montessori, Waldorf-type programs, and develop-
mental- focused pedagogies within public schooling.

All-day kindergarten is now offered in school districts such as Lansing, Michigan, and Mesa,
Arlzona, as a result of local charters atracting families seeking such programs. An after-
school program was created in the public schools in Willlamsberg, Massachusetts, after local
charters had atracted families seeking such programs. The superintendent of the LeSueur-
Henderson, Minnesota, public schools discussed ways the process of debating and approving &
charter school in his rural district had served as an impetus to efforts to reform the district
schools and increase project-based activities, block scheduling, and computer-focused learning
experiences. He said,

1 think the charter school’s been helppul ro us in @ number of intriguing ways—aubtle. more
aubsle than anything. It has been helpful in thar the very existence of the charter has challenged
our larger aystem to take o look ar more innovarive approaches to learning and teaching. And
in the second year of the charter school, we implemented a jour-period day at the hugh school,
that really changed how we utilize time.../ think the yact thar the Board voted to sponaor the
charter heilped create more of a sense of urgency, thar—yes, we must change.

After a charter school in Orleans, Massachusetts, had purchased vans to transport students
to a wide range of community-based activities, the local high school decided to alzo purchase
vans and expand their community-based programming. The district’s niddle school was con-
sidering acquiring vans at the time of this study.

Finding #7: Certain innovations and changes in school districts and traditional public schools
hypothesized by the study’s investigator had rarely occurred: Few superintendents, principals,
and teachers in district schools were thinking of charter schools as educational laboratories
or attempring to transfer pedagogical innovations from charters to the district schoals; dis-
tricts were still building large school facilities and were rarely ereating smaller schools; the
large urban districts studied rarely had responded in meaningful ways to charter laws and
charter schools.

One of the unexpected findings of this research was that school districts &t the time of
the study had rarely taken innovations in teaching or learning produced by charter schools
and put them to use in district schools. The majority of subjects interviewed from traditional
public schools and school districts—as well as many of the informants from charter schools—
acknowledged that charters rarely had been urilized by school districts as laboratories for
pedagogical innovation. Some believed charters may offer innovations in governance, account-
ability. and assessment rather than pedagogical innovations. One teacher questioned whether
any schools have adequate systems which encourage the transfer of knowledge and peda-
gogical innovation.

In a speech at the first national charter school conference gponsared by the Department
of Education, Secretary of Education Richard Riley applauded a charter school in Minneapolis
for functioning as a laboratory and producing new knowledges for the local schools. Yet the
director of this same school, interviewed for this study several weeks before the secretary’s
speech, expressed frustration that there had been “no investment from the larger dxsmct in
transferring knowledge gained from the school. He insisted:
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[‘'ve learned that there's no pay-back yor trying to convince someone they should do something
I thing is better...They know where we are. I they want to learn, they con learn. We had three
of the superintendenta visit and they've all very positive and impressed. But when | did say.
“Well, i you want the partnership with us, I'm willing to do that...”

This charter founder felt that the district administrators were simply inattentive to edu-
cadonal innovations and hence unable to benefit from the methods or programs developed
in his school. Yet a central administrator in the same district seemed to question the work of
the charter and insisted, '

We're nor going to create another achool like that. Kida are getting apecial education and we have
some questions about what it ia that they actually are doing. They have a well-done program. Well,
we already have similar curriculum In other schools. So we have not reaponded in thar sense.

Por charters to function as educational laboratories for raditional public schools and
experiments with new methods of teaching and learning, two things are needed: the charter
must be able to produce new knowiedges and the district must be open to transferring the
innovations produced by the charter to the district schools. At the time of this study, several
factors served as barriers to districts making use of charters as educational laboratories: (1)
many charters were in their frst few years of operation and had not had the time to fully
develop their pedagogical offerings; (2) during the early years of operaton, most charter
school personnel did not have time to share lessons learned with people from outside their
school; likewise many teachers and principals in traditional public schools had little time to
visit the classrooms in their own school, let alone in a nearby charter school; (3) in many
areas, charter schools and the traditional public schools either had no relationship with one
another or maintained a hosdle relationship that precluded sharing pedagogical learnings
between the two; (4) some charter schools conceptualized their mission as fulfilling the
educational needs of their students and did not feel drawn toward wansforming other schools’
classroom practices; (5) many charter schools were located in school districts that already
offered excellent and highly-rated programs and district personnel believed they would have
little to learn from a charter school; (6) some district leaders insisted the charters were only
replicating programs already in place in the district schools and a “we already do that” men-
tality precluded districts from learning from charters.

One rura] district in this study exemplified the problem of transfer of knowledge among
and between charter and traditional schools. The administrator for the charter believed no
local teachers had visiced the school because

they have not seen it as baing meaningful and relevant...As recently as a year ago the new
prineipal took it to his jaculty leaderahip ream and discussed getting involved with us and they
sald, 'We don't condider that education.’

Yet when a teacher in the local raditional school was asked why she had never visited,
she insisted at first, “There was a lot of animosity...” and then explained, "I wouldn't just have
a day where I would say I can go down there...but I could certainly go down there in a prep
period.” In a subsequent communication she attempted to understand the barriers that had
kept her from considering the school as a laboratory for educational innovations:

One of the things | remembered was the jeeling on the part of the jaculty that those supporting
the charter were not saying (t was ‘an experiment for innovative educational practices —insteao
they said it was necessary because the high school was, in part. jailing. It was not perceived
by ua as @ lab achool and | did nor get the impression jrom our school board that they saw it

that way.

This informanc felt that the charter school had formed its idendty in opposition to the
district high school and had criticized the work of that school’s faculty. This led her to assume
a defensive posture that served as a barrier to visiting the charter. Charter schools in the
study that had recruited farnilies and increased their own stature by criticizing, demeaning,
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or outright trashing the local traditional public schools, frequently found themselves unable
to create comfortable working relationships to share pedagogical insights or oversee student
transitions in and our of the charter school.

Districts may be more willing to transfer innovations produced by charter schools to
traditional public schools when the charters have been initiated or approved by district leader-
ship. Ironically, this tended to occur less frequently in states where so-called ‘strong’ or non-
restrictive laws, providing for sponsors other than the district board, were in place. In such
states many of these charter schools may have a contentious relationship with the district, at
least during ther first years of operation; this does not promote mutual exchange. Yet the
presence of the alternative sponsor may lead to the development of pardcularly unique educa-
tional programs which should be considered as a model for traditonal public schools.

Denver Public Schools had recently opened its own charter school that some believed was
intended to serve a laboratory function, but no significant exchange had occurred between the
district and the other charter school located within its boundaries. Likewise several districts
in California, including the San Carlos Public Schools, had initiated charter schools precisely
for this experimental and laboratory function. Boston's City on a Hill charter school recently
had been awarded a federal grant which was expected to bring about a formal collaboration
between charter and district teachers.

-Finding *8: An analysis of the 25 case studies in this report suggests district response to char-

ters evolves over time and that there may be distinct stages in the development of charter
schools, which offer specific opportunites for district response.

Responses from districts to charter schools were rarely quick, discrete, or isolated from
the rich mix of changee regularly experienced by school districts. The majority of districts in
this study could be understood as having gone through three stages of response to charter
schools, which can be characterized in the following ways:

(1) The period stretching from the initial proposal of charter leglsiation through passage and the
founding stages of the first charters: This was often a time when intense internal debate
occurred among school personnel, parents, and political leadership; it was frequently a
time of exaggerated claims on the part of charter advocates and opponents alike. Impacts
on the schoo! disirict during this period were primarily focused on attitudes and the climate
of the district and its schools. If the charter school in formaton was founded in opposi-
tion to the traditonal public schools, it was common for diswicts to take on a defensive
posture at this ume.

{2) The peried from when charters open their doors through thelr early years of operation. This
was a period when some schoo! districts began to make specific changes in response to
charters: they may have begun or stepped up marketing efforts, considered add-on pro-
grams, curricular expansion, and expanded hours in an attemnpt to minimize the lass of
students to the charter. This was likely to have been a time of heightened conflict within
local communities as districts responded in various ways to shifts in financing. These
shifts were usually felt most intensely during the first year a charter school was open,
when a specific student cohort departed en masse from the traditional public schools for
the charter. This was also a time when charter founders were busy creating their school
and initiating educational programs; they had little ime for involvements outside of
their school.

(3) The period when charters attain some stable institutional presence in relation to the local
districts. Canflicts abated at this time and the district and charter moved toward a point
of equilibrium and murual respect. Districts experienced students re-entering the tradi-
tional public schools from the charter by this time. Claims predicting the ‘devastation’ of
the school system had been proven to be exaggerations; and charters had passed the
honeymoon period when they were idealistically characterized and their weaknesses and
failings had been acknowledged. An acceptance setled in regarding changes that had
occurred in the way public education was organized, and the hostility that same dmmcts
and charters had directed towards each other began to lessen.
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Informants from school districts that had coexisted with charters for three to five years
displayed an attitude towards charters characterized by considerably less hostility and susp
cion than those with charter experience of a shorter duration. Several superintendents and
central office administrators spoke of reaching an accommeodation with charters and worki:

more cooperatively with them after having had survived “the big hit” of the first year's exod
of students,

Finding ?g: The climates and cultures of nearby traditional public schools, school distzict:
and communities almost always had changed following the appearance of charrer schools i
their midst, but not in a single, predictable manner.

Advocates for charter schools often assert that the introduction of public school choice
and new educational options will infuse school districts and personnel with a fresh spirit of
energetic competition. Once the district’s monopoly on public education is ended, this argL.
ment goes, the weighty bureaucracies that constitute large school districts in the United State
begin to flex and become consumer-friendly. By transforming public schooling into an edu-
cational marketplace, districts and schools are forced to continually reforn themselves in
order to maintain steady participation by local families.

This study affirmed that attitudinal, climatic and cultural shifts occur within schoo! district:
due to the introduction of charter laws, charter schools and other types of public school
choice. However, the data suggest a complicated pattern of responses in public schools and
school districts where the impact of charters and the response of districts are tightly braided
together. While increased responsiveness and attention to student outcomes were part of
many schools’ responses, several other impacts and responses emerged from the data including
increased pressure and stress on teachers and principals; cycles of hostility, vilification, and
conflict occurring within school districts and local communities; and a loss of or increase in
morale of traditional school teachers. Within the school districts affected by charter schools
that were studied, a number of different changes had been occurring that frequently appear
contradictory or paradoxical.

Varying levels of conflict occutred within and between various constituencies when charter
schools were forrmed. Charters formed in cooperation with districts schools or initiated by
school district leadership experienced less hostility than those formed as a critical reaction to
the district schools. Charters were not always the focus of contentious debate within local com-
munities. In several districts studied, charters were proposed, accepted, and created without
significant conflict arising. This tended to occur when the charter offered a program for at-
risk students or other students with special needs, when it was situated in a well-funded, heavily-
resourced district, or when it was formed in cooperaton with the school district.

In Tucson, Arizona, where the earliest charters were designed to "artract students who are
disillusioned with the regular public schools,” teachers freely had referred appropriate students
to the charter school. The principal of a local high school insisted,

We don't peel competirive. We think ir's having a poaitive effect on our population because of
the type o} studenta that are attracted to the charter achools in Tueéon.

In Stillwater, Minnesota, a charter school served at-risk students who had nort succeeded
in the traditional high schools, and teachers seemed to feel lictle conflict about the school. In
Dillon, Colorado, one seventh grade teacher commented on “a huge difference” in her school
once the charter opened:

There was g segmenr o} our population that was gone. They were kids tha? took a lot of teacher
time. They were kida—not 10 say all the kida there were like this—but there was a good portion
ob kids who | would say had emorional and behavioral problema...It made the school caimer,

eqdier 10 teach, We didn't have near(y as many behavioral problems, when those kinds of kids
weren't here.

A teacher in Adams County #12, Colorado, expreased his satisfaction at having a charter
school for gifted and talented students share a school building with a district middle school:
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{ beel it is a big kudo for the gifted and talented charter achool to be here. because we get an
inplux of dipjerent thinga going on in the dbuilding. So I'm kind of happy they're here.

Yet in other places the proposal, debate, acceptance, and appearance of charters had
sparked great conflict within schools and local communities. This appeared comynon in rural
areas where a single charter school could enroll a significant portion of students from the small
local district. One Colorado teacher notced pawerful hostility suffusing the community during
the formative stages of a charter forming in her rural djstrict:

At the very beginning there was a (ot of animosity and resentment about the charter's beginning...

people took it personally becauae it pelt like the achool board waa sqying to us, "You're not good

enough. 40 we're gonna allow this charter school to start.” Since then, there's been virtuaily no
" ecmmunication betwesn the charter and our school.

The formation of a charter school in Queen Creek, A¥izona, a nural district in the Bast Valley
of Phoenix resulted in great divisiveness in the local community. One staff member insisted,
“The community just totally split in half. Neighbors quit talking to neighbors. Friends quit
talking to each other.” Another abserved,

This research suggests

the existence of a .
I've found great division in the community. ['ve jound that teachers who have been here any
length of time are very resentjul of the type of advertising the charter ié doing and the type of

relattonahlp between eomments that are made about the traditional public schools. Teachers resent the gact thatr we
' are being discusaed aé ¢ below-gverage school, a achool that doean’t teach anything. We even
{evel of impact and had a peraon who said thar all Spanish-speaking children were sent home at noon. Complere
kalaehoods were brought our about the school. And we were resentjul oj that.
district reaponse to A fourth grade teacher in the district added, “The community has been divided, badly di-
’ vided, to the point of being nasty to each other, not speaking to each other.”
charter schools. In one Massachusetts district, teachers who had accepted jobs in the new charter school

before they finished their work for the year in a district school experienced hostility from their
former colleagues. One principal in this district described children no longer talking to other
children and parents not permitting their children to play with friends whose famnilies had
taken the other side in the charter school debates. A sixth grade teacher who was an activist
in the unjon opposing charter schools found that her long-time teaching partner had
accepted a position in a local charter schaol:

] was kind of devastated (ast year when my own teaching partner left me. She i¢ now at the
charter school. She never told me. [ heard about it jrom the principal...! just couldn't imagine
aomebody that I'd taught with every day jor seven or eight years submitting her letter of resignation.

One charter school principal in Michigan shared stories he had heard from the parents
who gend their children to his school. He believed animosity becarne strongest when parents’
friends “were teachers in a wadidonal public school and in the teacher unlon’s ranks. That's
where I'd-say sentiment is szongest against charter schools by far. In Michigan it's partcularly
song because we're such a union state.” He saw much divisiveness among parents’ peer groups.

Charter school founders and school district personnel all have choices to make about the
kinds of relationship they would like to see established between the charter school and the
district. Some charter school founders interviewed for this study felt as if they had sacrificed
the integrity and autonomy of their school in order to “buy” the support of the district or the
union and avoid ill-feelings. While most of the charter schools that had begun with contentous
relatdonships to local schoo] districts found the reladonship improving after two or three years
of operation, a few of the districts in this study had maintained tense and uncooperatve rela-
tionships with charter schools for over three years. '

17
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Under what circumstances
do school districts respond
to charter laws and charter
schaols by accelerating
school improvement efforts?

Finding %10; The districts In this study
which had experienced high levels of
Impact usually exhibited responses to
charters, though not necessarily at a high
level; districts which had experienced low
levels of impact generally exhibited low
levels of response or no response at all.

Personnel in several school districts
that were studied had not felt particular
pressure to improve their schools due to
the development of charter schools. Most
of these cases were highly-acclaimed
school districts that were well-rezourced
and well-respected in local communites.
Hence in seeking to determine factors
that allow charters to function strate-

-gically to spark improvement in district
schools, it is important to acknowledge
that some public school disaricts in which
charters were lacated had already suc-
ceeded in developing strong, successful
educational offerings while others were
well on the road to successful school im-
provement before charters were initjated.

This research suggests the existence
of 2 relationship between level of impact
and district response to charter schools.
There was a correlation between some of
the levels or kinds of impact expetienced
by school districts and the levels or kinds

_ Of response by the district. Additional
research is needed to fully understand
this complex relationship. While it was
clear that districts which had experienced
heavy impact from charters showed
some regponse, this was often a moderate
response, rather than a strong one. Occa-
sionally the response focused on Improved
public relations rather than substantive
changes in educational programs. The
districts which had not experienced
significant impact from charters tended
to offer little or no response.

There were also some observable
relat{onships between the nature of
impact and the nature of response. This
was most pronounced when thematc
charters formed and offered educational

programs which district schools had not
offered or offered to a limited extent,
resulting in turning away families secking
such options. District schools often re-
sponded by offering a similar type of
program, although sometimes in a some-
what muted form compared to that of
the charter school, Districts which had
experienced strong impacts from charters
generally responded in ways which
included improved public relations and
stronger communication with parents.

Finding *11: A varlety of factors other
than the nature and degree of impact
seemed to contribute to schoal district
response 10 charters, including the over-
all ecology of schoal choice In the district,
student performance, a critical mass of
charters in the area, community aware-
ness of charters, and district leadership.
Districts which exhibited a high level of
responsiveness to charters usually had
reform-minded leaders who seized on
charters as a strategic tool (o stép up
reforms in their districts.

This study considered factors which
resulted in traditional public schools and
school districts responding to charters in
ways that resulted in impraved educa-
tional opportunities for the students who
were not attending charter schools. While
some theorists have suggested that an
economic loss (the loas of financing) is the
incentive needed for school districts to
engage eamestly in reform efforts, this
study uncovered a range of additional
factors driving public school reform with-
in school districts:

(a) The Overall Ecology of
School Choice

Charters were not the only public
school-chaice option available in most
of the states studied. Sometimes a com-
bination of choice options had served to
motivate district personnel into more
expedirious reform efforts. In states such
as Minnesota, Massachusetts, Michigan,
and Colorado, it was difficult for infor-
mants to distinguish between the effects
of varying choice options. The cumulative
effect of several distinct. interrelared
choice aptions seemed to drive several
distict-wide reform efforts.

P.19

(b) Student Peryjormance

Student performance on standard-
ized tests had contributed to district
response to charters in several ways.
Superintendents, principals, and teachers
from high-performing districts tended to
discount the impact of charters and often
appeared committed to preventing con-
troversies surrounding charters from
distracting them from their already well-
proven efforts, Charters in these districts
often had been motivated by families
seeking smaller school settings or specific
educational alternatves. During the time
of this study, two districts located in dif-
ferent states had received disappointing
test results and personnel in these dis-
tricts worried that the combined effect of
the test results and the charter schools
would result in drastic changes to the
workings of the district. Clearly overall
student achievement in a district played
an important role in spurring or stifling
response to charters.

(c) Enroliment Levels

The departure of significant numbers
of students to charter schools was clearly
a factor motivating intensified reform
efforts for several of the school districts
in this study. Ranging from dozens, to
hundreds, to thousands of students, the
“felt-loss” of students was usually tied to
aloss of financing. Few subjects inter-
viewed for this study disagreed that finan-
clal logses might spur a district to reform,
yet some felt personal pride was as great
a mouvating factor. The loss of students
was understood to result in a loss of pride
for the superintendent or principal, who
would then respond in a spirit of com-
petition to win back the students and
the financing.

A major factor mitigating the respon-
siveness of the districts studied involved
rising school-age populations. Even
though districts may have lost several
hundred students to charters, if they
were seeing an influx of new students to
their area, this served to off-set the char-
ter-related loss and minimize the “felt-
loss” of financing. Several superinien-
dents interviewed spoke supportively of
charters. One Arizona superintendent
described frantically trying to build new
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saw charter legislation
| as an opportunity to
~ aggressively improve

district achools.

Moast did not.

19

schools to meet the rising demand and argued that charters “siphoned off” students in a
helpful way.

(d) A Critical Maaa of Charter Schoola

One or two small charter schools in large urban districts did not seem to significantly
spur reform throughout the district. Yet the same number of schools in small, rural districts
might have had a major effect on the district’s operations. Clearly the “critical mass” necessary
to have a felt-impact on a district is related to district size. Several subjects thought thata
specific level of market density was necessary 10 jolt school districts into action. Additional
research in varying locations and contexts might aim to understand what constitutes a critical
mass of charters that would prove capable of igniting reform energies within districts.

(e) Media Attention and Community Awareness of the Charter Effort

It became clear throughout this study that media coverage surrounding the development
of charter schools often had had a crucial impact on the ways in which school district personnel
responded to the charter. There did not seem to be a simple, predictable pattern of response,
but several superintendents and principals indicated that they had felt compelled to respond
aggressively when the level of discourse concerning charters became significant in their com-
munities. If a charter school had been formed in a district, yet had received little media atten-
tion and the local community had been uninformed of its presence, it was less likely to have
inspired response from the local district than if its formation had been accompanied by signi-
ficant public debate.

(1) Charter Policies Which Allow For Multiple Sponaors of Charter Schools

States which had policies that provided for the chartering of new schools only through the
local district showed significantly less evidence of reform effects from the development of
charrer schools than did states which allowed for multiple sponsors. While district officials fre-
quently saw laws which allowed for multiple sponenrs as undermining their authority and
ability to oversee educational improvement in their district, the sites in this study where greatest
effects were occurring were almost entrely in states with policies which allow for multiple
sponsors. District personnel on at least five occasions in this study acknowledged —some-
times begrudgingly—thar charters had served to “jump-start” their efforts at reform. While
they initially had opposed charters and the chartering had been accomplished outside their
authority, they felt that district schools ultimately had benefited from the dynamics introduced
by the charter school.

(@ District and School Leadership

When informants were asked “What brings about positive reforms within public educa-
tion?” the leadership of the district and of individual schools was frequently cited. Several
superintendents, central office administrators, and principals saw charter legislation as an
opportunity to aggressively move forward efforts to improve district schools. Most did not. In
one district, the leadership of the state superintendent of schools was cited as well. This study
uncovered several districts where the superintendent and/ or school committee had taken
aggressive leadership to reform schools in order to head off efforts o open charter schools.

In addition to the economic losses resulting from students enrolling in charters, reform-minded
leadership was cited most frequently as key to the improvement of public schools.

During the design phase of this study, several researchers argued that leaders and employ-
ees of public school districts interviewed would not credit charter schoals for increasing efforts
at reform and would attribute improvements and innovatons to other sources. The data indi-
cated otherwise, School superintendents, central office administrators, principals and teachers
frequendy credited charter schools, or the debates surrounding charter schools, with motvating
more earnest effarts at school reform.

Several school districts in the suburbs of Denver, Colorado, were the sites of significant
reform initiatives linked to charters. A principal of a middle schoo! in Adams County #12 said,
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I'm a peracn who believes that a lirtle competition for the public school system wouldn’t be ¢
bad thing. as long as (s fair and no! deatructive in nature...| think having charter achools
that are within the umbrella of the public school system=—rthat aort of screens out the ideologic
aspects 10 a large degree—is a gaod way to go, It's @ nice compromise...So | think the more
cholces and options we have for paople. the berrer, as long as we keep the playing bteld even.
The charter school has given reachers the idea that there is another aystem. We need 1o make
aure that our product. If you will. our service, ia as sterling and as polished as possible becau:
people could turn to another way of doing this.

One urban district in this study illustrated that the opening of charter schools can serve
as a catalyst for significant response on the part of a large urban district. In the Phoenix Unio:
High School District in Arizona, district leadership had initiated aggressive reform efforts in
respanse 1a charter schools. A deputy superintendent in the district said,

| think i charter legislation dign't come about—!'ve been here seven years. and we prefty muc
look today as we did seven years ago, as we did aeveral yeara bejore that. But [ can guarante
thart next pall achools will took difjerent. There will be dijperent sized achools, there will be dipper-
ent conjigurations. We will have o year-round school. We de have a block scheduled school
this year and that may not be a reaulr of competition. but it's a reault o} delivering a better
product. And | think that whole product. resulfs-driven ejjort to redeasign schools was heightenec
and then moved more quickly because o the competition §rom charter schools.

The superintendent of the Nauset Regional School District in Massachusetts spoke at
length about using the new charter school that had been initiated in his district as partof a
strategy to reform the districr’s middle school. He argued that the charter initiative could
benefit his district if it spurred administrators and teachers to greater responsiveness and if it
motivated school personnel to regularly rethink and re-envision their work. In Georgia, where
the charter school injtative is part of the state’s School Improvement Program, educational
leaders in the Bartow County School District used the charter process “as a means that would
allow them to improve education for children and get parents more involved.” The superin-
tendent of the district who facilitated the move towards chartering said,

My job and the qyatem lcvel ataf’s jobs will turn more and more info belng a support base. We
will function in a way that will aupport more of what the schools are doing. instead of generating
stugh at the syarem level. It will be developed at the school level. We at the system level will
aerve to aupport the school | see it changing more jrom a dictatorial role to a jacilitator role.
We help pacilitate what they want to make happen.

Seven of the disurict’s 10 elementary schools had become charters and the other three were
in process, as were the district’s middle schools and high school.

Finding f12: Informans disagreed about whethet creating a competitive environment for
districts leads to school improvement. Some believed it does. Others saw competition as harm-
ful and believed educators prefer collaboration and are motivated by the needs of students or
persanal pride in their work rather than competition over enroliment, awards, or reputation.

When superintendents, teachers and principals were asked to list factors that motivate
schaol persannel to create quality learning environments for students, two contrasting per-
spectives emerged. One viewpoint saw competition as a pawerful and helpful force that
keeps people on their toes and inspires a striving towards excellence. A superintendent from
Georgia succinctly captured this perspective:

Competiticn is gaod por the pubdlic achool aystem just like It'a good or business...[t'a good jor
the kids and keeps cveryone on their toed. If works against being lethargic and unresponaive.

A Massachusetts superintendent exemplified the view that competition i is necessany for
the healthy functioning of schools when he argued:
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I think we're beginning to aee some heaithy benepit from the competition. The day after the
charter school waa announced. | walked into an administrators’ meeting. tossed on rhe table ¢
eopy of David Hatberstam’s The Reckoning and said. “Who do you want to be—Honda or General
Motors?" Thar metaphor has played iraely our. Our middle school, which is the school at which
the charter school is aimed. was by any rational standard the least succesaful school in the
diatrier...Its teat scores were mediocre...It had a jaculty that waes defensive and complacent...

The charter school was a wake-up call, like it or nol. The §act is that the parents of more than
100 kids said. "We wanr our kids out...” Charter schools served notice to everybody that compla-
cency wasn't an optlon...With no competition, people show up to work, do what they consider
to be their Jobs, go home feeling tired. satispied, julfilled—you pick it. The unfortunate reality
perhaps is that the competition jorced us to look in a mirror and ask who we were, who we
wanrted 10 be, why these people had chosen to leave us. and what we were gonna do abour ir.

Some charter schools were founded out of an adversarial relationship with the distrlct
schools; this adversarial relationship was often felt acutely by educators working in the district.
In describing various relationships charter schools have had with district schools in Colorado,
one superintendent said,

{ think sometimes it feels contentious and | think sometimes they have been bred of adversity.
Ours was bred o} adveraity. People who were very unhappy with the middie scheol founded the
charter. So their eartier public relations was "We're gonna set this up because the middie school
atinkal” This was very broad-based, harmpul. Oh. it did not fesl good. It did not beel good.

Another superintendent interviewed believed competition is destructive and felt that
educators are motivated by factors such as pride and a commitment to educating the child.
A social studies teacher in a traditional school in Tucson insisted,

I don't think we need the pressure at this school. We have extremely dedicated teachers. And |
resent the attitude that change hae to come from without. by competition. and that people who
aren’t certijied—and ! rhink in charter schools you don't have to have certijlcation—that theyre
going to be able to make more o} a difjerence than public school teachers, | think it's @ fallacy.
What drives us as teachgrs is love of our studenta. Concern for thelr future, the future of our
city or our nation,

Another fifth grade teacher in Denver echoed these sentments:

1 don't do my job based on thinking | have a competitor. [ do it based on knowing that the child
needs 1o grow up and have o sood educarion to get somewhere. That's what motivares me.

While it was unclear whether creating a competitive environment for a school district al-
ways promoted positive changes or encouraged an array of changes where the good outweighed
the bad, the informants in this study, including raditional public school superintendents, dis-
trict personnel, and principals, spoke thoughtfully and occasionally passionately about this
topic. Many saw public school choice as one catalyst for school improvement in their districts.

Finding #13: This research suggests charter schools may have contributed to statewide reform
efforts that have no formal connection to charters.

One charter school founder wondered whether Minnesota’s site-based management ini-
tative hadn’t been spurred by the success locally which charter schools have had as site-based
managed organizations. When asked why she thought the inigative had been related to charters,
she responded,

Well it seems to follow on the heels and it's alwaye a negottating chip: rather than push for more
yor charters, why don’t we do more within the ayatem? And (§ charters can do that, then why
can’t we do ir within the system? So it's There to pose questions to peopis. | think thar's one
o} the intangible things that you'd have to track through legislative testimony fo see how many
times that's the gambit.
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The deputy superintendent of an Arizona schoo) district credited charter schools with
improving that state’s financing process for all public schools and loosening regulations sur
rounding teacher cerification:

Same-year punding’s been ralked about for years, but if it wasn't for charter schoola=the stai
superinrendent, she’s the one who decides how we're going to do the junding. pointed this ou.
1o the legislature as unpair...8o0 they changed the law which closed the {oophole.. Stare [icenaii
jor teaching is also changing. Since the charter achool law was put in. it's easier to become
certijled because the charter schools. they don't have to certify in our étate.

Other informants wondered whether the current expanded use of reconstitution of failin
schools and the creation of stronger systems of school accountability in their areas could be
atributed in part to charter schaols' trailblazing in these areas.

Finding “14: Advocates and opponents of charter legislation and many of the state policy-
makers interviewed for this study often inaccurately characterized the overall effects which
charter schools have had on school districts.

People involved in the contentious politcal debates surtounding charter schools frequently
misrepresented the impact which charter schools have had on public school districts. Charte
school movement activists, union leaders, representatives of education groups, administrator:
in state departments of education,.and elected officials often made claims about how school
districts had been affected by charters and presented compelling examples which fit their ide-
ological beliefs. Yet when evidence was sought to substantiate these clairns, a different pictur.
often emerged.

This misrepresentation took several forms: the use of anecdotal information focused on
outstanding charters or charter school failures ta encourage people to mistake statistical out-
liers for typical cases; the denial ar exaggeration of the number of students opting out of district
schools or financing lost by some districts; a tendency to atuaribute all changes occurring in dis-
tricts to charters when other, independent dynamics may have served as the primary impetus.

Few informants appeared to engage in willful misrepresentation or deliberately altered
facts 10 fit their arguments. More commonly, the pressures of the political debate seemed to
motivate people to reduce complexity, exaggerate impact, or simplistically characterize dynamic
and multi-faceted processes.
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Policy Recommendations

One aim of this research study was to develop recommendations for policymakers t0
consider as they confront legislative proposals regarding charter laws and charter schools.
Several recommendations emerge from an analysis of the dacta:

Recommendation *1: Policymakers crafting charter school laws should clarify the leglslzuon $
aims regarding the overall effect on school districts. If spurring overall district reform is
the intent behind charter laws, policymakers should consider both these laws’ impact on
school districts and the districts’ response. Policies aimed at achieving a critical mass of
charters in a particular area and efforts which gamer significant media attention for char-
ters may result in heightened impact on disuicts; policies created to allow more than one
entity to sponsor charters may result in increased response from districts.

Recommendation *2: The leadership of professional associations of superintendents and
school board members should step up efforts to educate their members about charters,
respond to their concems, and allow them to discuss charters with peers who are success-
fully utilizing charter laws as part of an overall reform strategy. Because this study suggests
that superintendents and school board members play pivotal roles in determining the
district’s response to charters, these interest groups must receive considerable education
and opportunity to debate charter laws.

Recommendation #3: Policymakers should seriously consider ways to ensure that urban
educators, charter school advocates, union activists, and other leaders of reform efforts
engage in collaborative efforts 1o develop an urban strategy {or charter schools which en-
courages charters to contribute energetically to overall systemic improvement and spurs
district responsiveness to charters.

Recommendation #4: Policymakers should ensure that evaluadons of the state’s charter
policy include a detailed assessment of impact, response, and overall effects on districts.
While statewide evaluations of charter policies should assess student achievement and
evaluate overall school performance in the state's charter schools, resources should be
devoted periodically to an assessment of how school districts may be changing in the after-
math of this reform initiative.

Recommendation ?5: Researchers assessing the effects of charters on school districts should
recognize that systernic change rarely occurs gwiftly and dramatically and avoid imposing
inappropriate expectations and unrealistic time frames on the charter/district dynamic.
Long-term ethnographic studies of the effects of charter schools on school distriets should
be initiated. Special attention should be devoted ta locations where charter policies are
inspiring reform and resulting in improved student achievement in the district schools.
Such studies might ask: What kinds of charter laws and what kinds of charter schools spur
systemic change? What speclific conditions, factors, and dynamics are necessary to allow
charters to uigger district-wide improvements?

Recommendation #6: District superintendents, central administration personnel, principals,
and school board members should redezign their planning processes for an era of increased
public school choice. New systems, schedules, and processes might improve budgeting
and planning for capital improvements, enrollment levels, and personnel ghifts and allow
districts to anticipate changes brought about by school choice optons.

Recommendation *7: If policymakers create charter laws with the intention of districts
ransferring pedagogical innovations from the charters to tradidonal public schools, they
should examine carefully ways in which charter laws may polarize consttuencies which
are intended to work collaboratively. They should analyze the impact charter laws are
having on school districts—partcularly in the areas of financing, redistribution of adminis-
trative time, student placement concermns, and the loss of particular kinds of students to
niche-focused charters—and work with districts to plan for these and other changes.
Policymakers should be aware of a possible dilemma here; Creating policies which allow
for sponsors besides the local district may produce more innovative schools yet may
encourage a polarization among educators which precludes mutual exchange.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Charter schools are public schools that come into
existence through a contract with either a state agency
or a local school board. The charter—or contract—
eslablishes the framework within which the school
operates and provides public support for the school for
a specified period of time. The school’s charter gives
the school autonomy over its operation and frees the
school from regulations that other public schools must
follow. In exchange for the flexibility afforded by the
charter, the schools are held accountable for achieving
the goals set out in the charter including improving
student performance.

This Fourth-Year Report of the National Study of
Charter Schools provides descriptive information on
charter schools that were operating in the 1998-99
school year. Additional reports of the National Study
address broad policy issues concerning the charter
school movement and its potential effects on America’s
system of public education.

Growth Trends: The number of states with
charter legislation and the number of charter
schools continued to expand in 1999.

e During the 1999 legislative session, three states
New York, Oklahoma, and Oregon—passed charter
legislation, bringing the total number of jurisdictions
with charter laws to 36 states and the District of

Columbia-. Charter laws have not remained static.
Several states amended their charter laws during the
1999 legislative session. One slate increased the
number of charters that can be granted; two states that
previously only allowed pre-existing public schools
authorized newly created charter schools; two states
expanded the number of agencies allowed to grant
charters; and several states adjusted their charter school
financing mechanisms.

e Of the 36 states and the District of Columbia with
charter laws, 30 states and the District of Columbia had
operational charter schools as of September 1999.
Three of the 31 jurisdictions first opened charter
schools in September 1999. Twenty-eight jurisdictions
had operational charter schools at the time of our Spring
1999 survey. Nevada had only one operational charter
school in Spring 1999 and that school did not respond
to the survey, therefore, the school-level data reported
here rely on responses from schools in 27 states.

¢ An additional 421 charter schools opened in 1999,
bringing the total to 1,484 charter schools in operation
in 31 states and the District of Columbia as of

September 1999. Including multiple branches of a
school operating under the same charter, the total
number of charter school sites operating was 1,605 as of
September 1999

¢ The demand for charter schools remains high—7
of 10 charter schools reported that they have a waiting
list. This percentage is the same as reported for
1997-98.

e Twenty-seven charter schools closed during the
1998-99 school year. Since the first charter school
opened in 1992, a total of 59 charter schools—nearly 4
percent of all charter schools that have ever opened—
have closed.

e The number of students in charter schools
increased in the 1998-99 school year by nearly 90,000,
bringing the total to more than 250,000 students. This
total represents 0.8 percent of all public school students
in the 27 states with open charter schools as of the
1998-99 school year.

Characteristics of Charter Schools: Most charter
schools are newly created, small schools.

e Most charter schools are small schools—the
median enrollment in all charter school sites is 137
students per school, whereas all public schools in the
charter states had a median enrollment of about 475
students. This is similar to the median charter school
size of 132 reported for 1998-99.

e Nearly half of the charter schools have a grade
configuration that deviates from the (raditional
clementary, middle, high school configuration. In
1998-99, one-quarter of the charter schools spanned
K-8, K-12, or were ungraded compared to less than
one-tenth of all public schools.

e Secven of 10 charter schools are newly created
schools. Schools that opened in the 1998-99 school
year continued the trend from previous years that most
schools opening in the year were newly created.
Ncwly created charter schools, with a median
enrollment of 128 students, are smaller, on average,
than converted pre-existing public schools.



o Eleven of the 36 states with charter laws allow
private schools to convert to charter schools. The
District of Columbia also allows private schools to
convert to charter status. Ten percent of all charter
schools were private schools prior to their conversion to
charter status.

e The median student to teacher ratio for charter
schools, 16 students per teacher, was slightly lower than
the ratio for all public schools—17.2.

e About two-thirds of charter schools had a student
to computer ratio of fewer than 10 students per
computer.  About two-thirds of all schools with
computers used for instruction had computers in 75
percent of their classrooms.

Students of Charter Schools: Nationwide,
students in charter schools have similar
demographic characteristics tfo students in all
public schools. However, charter schools in
some states serve significantly  higher
percentages of minority or economically
disadvantaged students.

e Whilte students made up about 48 percent of charter
school enrollment in 1998 compared to about 59
percent of public school enrollment in 1997-98. The
percentage of white students in charter schools is
slightly lower than reported in 1997-98

e Charter schools in several states—Conneclicut,
Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, New Jersey, North Carolina, and Texas—
enroll a much higher percentage of students of color
than all public schools in those states. Charter schools
in Alaska, California, and Georgia serve a higher
proportion of white students than do all public schools
in those states.

¢ Nearly 7 of 10 charter schools have a student
racial/ethnic composition that is similar to their
surrounding district. About 17 percent of charter
schools serve a higher percentage of students of color
than their surrounding district while about 14 percent
have a lower percentage of students of color.

¢  Charter schools enroll a slightly higher percentage
of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch than
do all public schools in the 27 charter states.

e The estimated percentage of limited English
proficient (LEP) students in charter schools is about 10
percent, which is about the same as for all public
schools in the 27 charter states. The percentage of LEP
students is about the same as reported for 1997-98.

e  Without regard to differences across slates, the
reported percentage of students with disabilities at
charter schools is about 8 percent, which is lower than
the 11 percent for all public schools in these states.

The Founding of Charter Schools: Most charter
schools seek to realize an alternative vision of
schooling.

e Nearly two-thirds of newly created charter schools
seek to realize an alternative vision of schooling, and an
additional one-quarter of newly created schools were
founded primarily to serve a special target population of
students. More than one-third of pre-existing public
schools report that they converted to charter status in
order to gain autonomy from district and state
regulations.

e Nearly 4 of 10 charter schools that were previously
private schools converted to charter status to realize an
alternative vision of education.

Challenges Implementing Charter Schools:
Practically all charter schools have had to
overcome obstacles during their development.
Many of the obstacles have to do with resource
limitations.

e Most charter schools continue to cite resource
limitations—either lack of start-up funds or inadequate
operating funds—as serious challenges to their
implementation.

» Newly created charter schools were more likely to
cite resource limitations as a major difficulty than pre-
existing charter schools.

e A much lower percentage of charter schools that
first opened in the 1998-99 school year report that start
up funding was a major difficulty. For schools that
opened in 1998-99 school year, 39 percent cited start
up funds as a limitation, down from 59 percent for
schools that opened in 1997-98 school year. The
reduction is likely to reflect support from the federal
charter school start up funding program.




e About 4 of 10 charter schools that were pre-
existing public schools reported that state or local board
opposition or regulations presented obstacles to their
school’s implementation. About 1 in 5 schools that
were formerly public indicated that they had difficulty
with teacher unions or collective bargaining
agreements. Fewer than 1 of 20 charter schools
reported implementation difficulty due to federal
regulations.

Autonomy and Accountability: Charter schools
have considerable autonomy. They are also
held accountable to provide financial and
student achievement reports to different
constituencies.

e The majority of charter schools reported they had
primary control over most areas critical to school
operations, including purchasing, hiring, scheduling,
and curriculum. Slightly fewer charter schools reported
that they had control over student admissions, student
assessment, and budget. Compared to newly created
charter schools, a lower proportion of pre-existing
public schools said they had primary control in every
category of control.

e Most charter schools provide one or more non-
instructional services (e.g., health services, social
services, and before and after school care). Newly
created charter schools that provided services were
about equally likely to provide the services themselves
or to make arrangements for an outside provider. In
contrast, about 6 of 10 pre-existing charter schools rely
on districts to provide services. Pre-existing private
schools were equally likely to provide services
themselves and use an outside provider.

e More than 9 of 10 charter schools were monitored
for accountability in terms of school finances; nearly 9
of 10 for student achievement and for compliance with
regulations; more than 8 of 10 for student attendance;
and more than 6 of 10 for instructional practices. Each
of these represent an increase in the percentage of
schools reporting monitoring in these areas in 1996-97.

e The 27 charter states differ greatly in how they
approach accountability, with some following a
“centralized” state agency approach, others a “market-
driven” approach, and still others a “district-based”
approach that relies on local accountability within a
framework of state testing.

¢ More than 70 percent of charter schools (based on
a selected sample of schools) said they made reports
during the 1997-98 school year for accountability
purposes to one or more constiluencies, including their
chartering agency, school governing board, state
department of education, parents, the community, or
private funders.

e More than 9 of 10 charter schools used student
achievement tests, augmented by other measures of
student performance and school success, to make
reports to their chartering agency, the school’s
governing board, and/or parents. More than one-third
of charter schools used at least seven measures of
school performance, including standardized tests and
other measures of student achievement, parent and
student surveys, and behavioral indicators.




ABOUT THIS REPORT

The National Study of Charter Schools (the Study) is
sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education as
authorized by the 1994 amendments to the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. The Study is a 4-year
research program to document and analyze the charter
school movement.

THE STUDY'S FOCUS

The Study addresses three major research questions:

e How have charter schools been implemented?

e Under what conditions, if any, have they improved
student achievement?

e  What impact have they had on public education?

Drawing from research evidence, the Study also asks
broad policy questions:

e  What models of education have charter schools
developed that can be used by other public schools?

e  What lessons can be learned from the charter
school experience for public education, and what
implications should be drawn for state and national
policy?

¢ How might charter schools evolve in the coming
decade?

THE STUDY'S RESEARCH APPROACH

The Study's research consists of (1) annual phone
surveys of all charter schools; (2) repeated field visits to
a sample of charter schools and their surrounding
districts; (3) the administration of student achievement
tests over time at a sample of charter schools; (4) the
administration of teacher surveys to teachers in all field
visit sites; (5) analyses across states of charter laws,
state agency rulings and procedures, court rulings, and
education policies; and (6) an examination of how
charter school legislation and the existence of charter
schools have affected school districts.

This Report, the fourth annual report from the Study,
presents findings that focus on describing how charter
schools are being implemented. Other Study reports
address the remaining questions listed above. This
Report in particular provides concise summaries of data
that describe selected characteristics of charter schools
in comparison, wherever possible, to other public
schools.

Section A begins with an overview of the charter
movement. It describes the growth of charter schools,
paying particular attention to the differences across the
charter states in terms of the number of charter schools
and when they became operational. Since charter
school lcgislation is unique to each state, we summarize
key characteristics of the charter laws by state.

Section B summarizes basic characteristics of charter
schools compared to other public schools. School
characteristics included in this section are school size,
grade level configuration, student to teacher ratio, and
student to computer ratio.

Section C focuses on student demographic features of
charter schools compared to other public schools. This
section briefly describes the racial/ethnic composition
of the schools, and the percentages of students that are
low income, have disabilities, or have limited
proficiency in English.

Section D reviews data on several issues that are central
to understanding how charter schools may operate
differently from other public schools. These issues
include the reasons why charter schools were started,
challenges they have encountered  during

implementation, the autonomy they have for making
critical decisions, and the ways in which they may be
held accountable.




THE REPORT'S DATA

The findings presented in this Report rely on four
waves of telephone surveys to all cooperating charter
schools that were open between the 1995-96 and 1998-
99 school years, visits to 91 field sites across the
country, and extensive analysis of state charter laws.

In the first year of a school's involvement in the study,
a school administrator was asked 1o respond to a new
charter school telephone survey. In each subsequent
year, the school administrator was asked to respond to a
follow-up telephone survey. For the first wave of data
collection (Spring 1996), 252 charter schools had
opened prior to or during the 1995-96 school year.
These schools were asked to respond to the new school
survey in 1996 and follow-up surveys in 1997, 1998,
and 1999. For the second wave of data collection
(Spring 1997), 178 additional charter schools had
opened and were asked to respond to the new school
survey in 1997 and the follow-up surveys in 1988 and
1999. For the third wave of data collection (Spring
1998), 284 additional charter schools had opened and
were asked to respond to the new school survey in 1998
and the follow-up survey in 1999. For the fourth wave
of data collection (Spring 1999), an additional 401
charter schools had opened and were asked to respond
to the new school survey in 1999. Survey response
rates ranged from 78 to 91 percent. The number of
charter schools surveyed and the number that responded
are included in the table below.

In general, this Report relies on the most recent
information available but also draws from a range of
years (1996-99). Unless otherwise noted, all charter
school data presented in this report is drawn from the
annual telephone survey data. Where possible, 1999
data are used. If we did not have data from a 1999
survey, the information is taken from previous surveys,
the most recent of the 1998, 1997, or 1996 surveys. For
a small number of questions, we asked for information

only on selected surveys. In some cases, we only asked
a question on the initial survey and not the follow-up
survey. In those cases, we report the responses for all
operating charter schools at the time of their first
survey. In other cases, we only asked the question on a
follow-up survey. When we report on data gathered
only on a selected survey, we refer to a selected sample
of schools. Responses for questions asked only on the
1998 and 1999 follow-up survey represent 87 percent of
available charter schools (534 schools of a possible 614
responded).

It should be noted that for tables in the Report that
present data by state, we have omitted states where
three or fewer charter schools responded to the survey
in order 1o protect school confidentiality. We make an
exception to this rule in reporting school enrollment
data and in reporting data on the charter creation status.
In addition, state-level data from states that have fewer
than 10 charter schools may not be meaningful and
should be interpreted with caution. It is also the case
that some individual school data may be incomplete if
specific survey items were not answered. All figures
and tables report the total number of responses on
which the findings are based.

For some tables in the Report, data other than the
telephone survey were gathered. To estimate charter
school enrollment, we supplemented our telephone
survey data with information from other sources. We
drew on state sources in California, Colorado, the
District of Columbia, Florida, North Carolina, Ohio,
and Pennsylvania to include 1998-99 enroliment data
for 36 missing schools in those states. The number of
charter schools represented by these data is 1,011,
which is 94 percent of our estimate of the 1,078 charter
schools in operation during 1998-99. Enrollment for
schools with multiple branches was summed across all
branches.

! The Study's definition of a charter school is a school operating under state charter legislation. This definition excludes from the Study some
charter-like schools. We have opted to exclude single state-sponsored specialty schools (e.g.. state schools for the arts, or schools for low-
incidence special education students) even if they operate pursuant to the terms of a state-granted or charter-like contract. We have also
excluded some states that do not have formal charter legislation but have policies that create schools that share some charter-like
characteristics (Puerto Rico).




Some tables in this Report provide comparison
information about all public schools in the 27 states
with operating charter schools. (For the purposes of
the remainder of this Report, we refer to the District of
Columbia as a "state.") Public school data come from
the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Survey
1997-98. These data refer to all public schools
(including charter schools) in the 27 charter states. For

public school information on racial demographics,
1,177 schools or 2.1 percent of all 56,640 public
schools reported racial information that was considered
invalid because it did not match the total enrollment
information. An additional 714 public schools did not
report ethnicity data. The ethnicity tables are therefore
calculated on the basis of 54,749 public schools. In all
cases, we drew on the best comparative data available.

Number of Charter Schools in the National Telephone Survey

Schools opened
rior to or durin Additional Additional Additional
p 9 schools as of the  schools as of the schools as of the
the 1995-1996 1996-1997 1997-1998 1998-1999 Total as of
school year school year school year school year Sep:gr;gber,
1996 1997 1998 1999
New Asked' 252 178 284 401 1115
charter
school
survey  Answered 230 153 246 369 998
First Asked X 228 149 240 617
follow-
up
survey  Answered X 178 118 203 499
Second Asked X X 224 145 369
follow-
up
survey  Answered X X 175 114 289
Third Asked X X X 215 215
follow-
up
survey  Answered X X X 171 171

? This number does not reflect schools that opened during a particular year, but the number of schools surveyed. Schools may have been
surveyed for the first time in a year later than they first opened because they were either non-respondents in a previous survey year or we
were unable to identify them as an operational charter school in the school year in which they opened.

¥ This number includes 23 schools that were closed as of the 1998-1999 school year; 12 from the first wave of data collection (schools opened
prior to the 1995-96 school year), 6 from the second wave of data collection (schools opened as of the 1996-97 school year), and 5 from the
third wave of data collection (schools opened as of the 1997-98 school year). The 59 charter schools that have closed among all charter
schools include schools that closed before the Study began, schools that did not respond to the telephone survey, and schools that closed in
their first year before the Study was able to survey them. For the 1999 survey. an additional 60 schools were surveyed that had not responded

to previous new school surveys.
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THe EXPANDING CHARTER SCHOOL MOVEMENT

Charter schools have spread rapidly across the country since the first two charter schools opened
in 1992. The number of states with charter legislation continues to rise, as does the number of
charter schools. State laws differ, but all grant charter schools some degree of autonomy over their
educational programs and operations in exchange for greater accountability for student outcomes.

e As of September 1999, 36 states and the District of
Columbia had passed charter legislation and charter
schools were in operation in 32 states. Three states—
New York, Oklahoma, and Oregon—enacted charter
legislation in the 1998-99 legislative session.

e As of September 1999, more than 1,400 charter
schools were in operation. Counting “branch schools” in
Arizona, in which similar instructional programs are
operated at several school sites under one charter, there
were more than 1,600 charter school sites in operation.

¢ Continuing the trend, the largest yearly increase in
the number of charter schools came in the most recent
year, with 421 new schools opened as of September,
1999. This growth in the number of charter schools was

driven in part by large increases in several states. In
Texas, 64 new schools opened in fall of 1999, while
California had 56 new schools open. Charter schools
continued to be concentrated in a small number of states:
50 percent of charter schools were located in Arizona,
California, Michigan, and Texas.

e By the beginning of the 1999-2000 school year, 59
charter schools, nearly 4 percent of all charter schools
ever opened, had closed. The largest number of
closures, 16 schools, came in Arizona, also the state with
the largest number of charter schools. The closure rate
in Arizona is slightly larger than the national average
with more than 6 percent of schools closing.

Estimated Number of Operational Charter Schools, by Year
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States with Charter Legislation by Year Passed as of September 1999

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
Minnesota | California Colorado Arizona Alaska Connecticut Mississippi |daho New York
Georgla Hawaii Arkansas District of Col. Nevada Missouri Oklahoma
Massachusetts Kansas Delaware Florida Ohio Utah Oregon
Michigan New Hampshire Illinois Pennsylvania Virginia
New Mexico Louisiana New Jersey
Wisconsin Rhode Island North Carolina
Wyoming South Carolina
__________ Texas
Estimated Number of Charter Schools in Operation as of September 1999, by State
§ ¢
Number of charter schools starting in the year ,I:;:L New schools s;r:;::s
1992- 1993- 1994- 1995- 1996- 1997- 1998- as of Sept. .
93 94 95 96 97 98 g9  Closedas of 1999 operating
Sept. 1999’ Sept. 1999
Total 2 34 64 154 178 289 401 59 421 1,484
Minnesota 2 5 7 3 3 8 12 3 17 54
California 28 36 30 21 19 29 9 56 210
Colorado 1 13 10 8 19 10 1 8 68
Michigan 2 41 33 36 24 5 15 146
New Mexico 4 0 1 0 0 3 1 3
Wisconsin 2 3 6 7 12 1 1 40
Arizona 47 58 45 44 16 44 222
Georgia 3 9 9 7 1 4 31
Hawaii 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Massachusetts 15 7 3 10 1 5 39
Alaska 2 13 2 1 2 18
Delaware 2 1 1 0 1 S
District of Col. 2 1 17 2 10 28 &
Florida 5 28 42 4 38 109
llinois 1 7 6 1 7 20
Louisiana 3 3 5 0 7 18 /
Texas 17 21 71 S 64 168
Connecticut 12 4 1 2 17
Kansas 1 14 0 0 15
New Jersey 13 17 0 19 49 /
North Carolina 34 26 5 23 78 /
Pennsylvania 6 25 0 17 48
Rhode Island 1 1 0 0 2
South Carolina 2 3 0 5 10
Idaho 2 0 6 8
Mississippi 1 0 0 1
Nevada 1 0 0 1
Ohio 15 0 31 46
New York 5 S
Missouri 15 15
Utah 6 6
2 2

Oklahoma

NOTE: The Study reports the number of charters given to individual entities, though some charters may use space within another school or be
connected to another school by another arrangement. The number of charters shown above does not include the total number of school sites
operating under a charter. Some charters, particularly in Arizona, run similar programs in several sites. In those cases, the Study only counts
the charter once. Several charters in California were awarded to districts or complexes of schools. Since previously each school within the

group was a separate school, the Study counts each school as a separate charter school.

Taking into account multiple school sites operating

under a single charter (121), the Study estimates that the total number of school sites operating under charters was 1,605 (1,484+121) as of

September 1999.

SOURCE: The Study contacted officials at each state department of education and supplemented their information from a variety of sources,
including the Common Core of Data Survey (1997-98), charter school directories, and state charter school resource centers.

' The column “Total schools closed as of Sept. 1999 reflects the cumulative number of charter schools closed since 1992,
* The number of schools that opened in the 1998-99 school year is slightly different for some states than the number of schools reported as of September
1998. The 1998-99 column includes several schools that opened later in the 1998-99 school year.




STATE CHARTER LEGISLATION

Charter schools are a state phenomenon. Each piece of legislation grows from a state context and
the laws create differences in the types and number of charter schools opened in each state, the
level of freedom afforded charter schools, and the amount of accountability required of the schools.

®  Who can grant charters: The number and types of
agencies allowed to grant charters differ by state. In 14
states, only the local board can grant charters and in 8 of
those states, the decision of the local board can be
appealed to a higher authority. In seven states, some
state level agency (usually the State Board of Education)
is the only charter granting agency. In the remaining 16
states, multiple agencies are authorized to grant
charters—usually local boards and a state body. In five
states with multiple charter granting agencies,
universities (IHEs) also can grant charters.

®  Charter creation status: Charter schools can either
be newly created or can be schools that were previously
district public schools or private schools. Each of the 37
states with charter legislation allows pre-existing public
schools to convert to charter status. All states except
Mississippi allow newly created schools. Legislation in
10 states allows private schools to convert directly to

charter status, while an additional 3 states allow private
schools to become charters under specific conditions.

o Number of charter schools allowed: Thirteen of the
37 charter states do not limit the number of charter
schools allowed to open in the state. Two states (Texas
and Nevada) place some limit on the number of charter
schools but do not limit the number of schools that enroll
at-risk students. The remaining 22 states either limit the
total number of schools in the state, the number allowed
by district, or the number allowed per year.

e  Duration of charter term: Charter schools are
established as limited-term contracts—at the end of the
contract period, the charter must be renewed. Charter
terms range between 3 and 5 years in 31 states. Arizona
and the District of Columbia have the longest charter
terms—135 years although both states require a review at
the end of 5 years.

Key Dimensions of Charter Legislation, by State

Charter creation status

Duration of

Pre- Pre- Number of charter
State Who can grant charter Newly existing  existing schools allowed charter term
created h ., (years)
public private
Alaska Local boards Yes Yes No 30 Upto 5
Arizona Local boards, State board, and State Yes Yes Yes No limit 15
charter board
Arkansas State board Yes Yes No No limit 3
California Local boards + appeals Yes Yes No 100 annually 5
Colorado Local boards + appeals Yes Yes No No limit 5
Connecticut State board Yes Yes No 24 5
Delaware Local boards for conversions and State Yes Yes No No limit 3
Board for newly created
District of Col. Local boards, State board, and State Yes Yes Yes 20 annually 15
charter board + appeals
Florida Local boards + appeals Yes Yes No' Other limits? 3
Georgia State board Yes Yes No No limit 5
Hawaii State board Yes Yes No 25 4
Idaho Local boards + appeals Yes Yes No 60’ Upto S
Illinois Local boards with State board review + Yes Yes No* 45 3-5
appeals
Kansas Local boards Yes Yes No 15 3
Louisiana Local boards and State board + appeals Yes Yes No 42 5




Charter creation status

Pre- Pre- Number of charter Duration of

State Who can grant charter Newly " charter term &

existing existing schools allowed &

created N (years) #

public private B
Massachusetts Local boards for conversions and State Yes Yes No 50 5

board for newly created
Michigan Local boards and IHEs Yes Yes Yes No limit Upto 10
Minnesota Local boards and IHEs + appeals Yes Yes Yes No limit 3
Mississippi Local boards and State board No Yes No 6 4106
Missouri Local boards, IHEs, and community Yes Yes Yes Other limits® 5-10
colleges®
Nevada Both Local boards and State board Yes Yes No Other limits’ 3
New Hampshire Local boards + appeals Yes Yes No 10 annually® S
New Jersey State Commissioner Yes Yes No 135° 4
New Mexico Local boards and State board Yes Yes No 20 annually" 5
New York Local boards, state board, SUNY board of Yes Yes No 100 new; unlimited 5
trustees public conversion

North Carolina Local boards, State board, and IHEs Yes Yes Yes 100 5
Ohio Local boards and State board Yes Yes No No limit Upto5
Oklahoma Local boards + appeals Yes Yes No Other limits" 3
Oregon Local boards and State board Yes Yes No Other limits" Upto5
Pennsylvania Local boards Yes Yes Yes No limit 3to5S
Rhode island State board Yes Yes No 20 UptoS
South Carolina Local boards + appeals Yes Yes Yes No limit 3
Texas Local boards for conversions and State Yes Yes Yes No limit" Specified in
board for newly created charter
Utah State board Yes Yes No 8 3
Virginia Local boards Yes Yes No 2 per district 3
Wisconsin Local boards Yes Yes Yes' No limit Upto 5
Wyoming No limit Upto5

i St b

R R N R

' Although Florida's legislation does not allow private schools to apply directly for charter status, the state allows private schools to convert to charter
status if they disband, reincorporate as a new organization with a new board, and enroll students in a public lottery.
* While Florida's legislation does not specify a statewide limit on the number of charter schools, the legislation does restrict the number of charters

granted in each district based on district size. The effective cap for the state is 974 schools.

*1linois' legislation stipulates that a private school must cease operation as a private school before applying for charter status.

* 1daho's legislation limits the annual number of new charters to 12 with a statewide limit of 60.

* Missouri's legislation limits charter schools to St. Louis and Kansas City with those districts, colleges and universities, and community colleges
authorized to grant charters only in St. Louis and Kansas City.

* Missouri's legislation states that no more than 5 percent of the buildings used for instruction in a district may be converted to charter schools.

? Nevada's legislation limits the number of charters granted in each district based on district size, creating an effective cap of about 17 schools, with an
exception for schools focusing on at-risk students.

* New Hampshire's legislation allows 10 new charters annually until the year 2000.

* Charter legislation in New Jersey requires a legislative review (including a review of the number of charter schools allowed) in 2000.

" New Mexico's legislation allows up to 20 new schools annually up to a maximum of 100 schools.

"' Oklahoma's legislation only allows charter schools in districts enrolling 5,000 or more students.

' Oregon’s legislation limits charter school enroliment to 10 percent of the total number of students enrolled in public schools in the district.

' Texas' legislation does not limit campus charters (schools that were previously district public schools) but limits open-enrollment charters (newly

created schools or previously private schools) to 100 with no limit for charters serving at-risk students.

" Wisconsin's legislation allows the conversion of private schools only in Milwaukee.




NewLY CREATED AND PRE-EXISTING CHARTER SCHOOLS

Charter school legislation allows charter schools to be created in several different ways. Groups
of parents, teachers, and community members can start newly created schools. In addition, public
and private schools mav be able to convert to charter school status. Because the types of
authorized charter schools vary state by state, characteristics of charter schools often differ from
one state to another. Some states have many charter schools that were pre-existing public schools,

while in other states there are few.

e As of the 1998-99 school year, 72 percent of all
charter schools were newly created schools. An
additional 18 percent had been pre-existing public
schools before becoming charter schools, while 10
percent had been pre-existing private schools.

e Newly created schools continued to make up the
majority of charter schools created in each year. Pre-
existing public schools, which constituted 44 percent of
all charter schools opened in the 1994-95 school year or
earlier, constituted only 15 percent of charter schools
opened in the 1998-99 school year. This decline in the
percentage of charter schools that converted from pre-
existing public schools was due in part to the fact

that 37 percent of charter schools that were pre-existing
public schools were located in California and converted
in the first years that California had a charter school law.

e Legislation in the 27 states with operating charter
schools in 1998-99 permits the conversion of existing
public schools to charter schools. In 26 of these states,
state charter legislation allows the creation of new
charter schools as well. Twelve states permit pre-
existing private schools to become charter schools,
although some states require that the private schools
disband and reconstitute themselves before applying for
a charter or limit the geographic areas in which private
schools may convert to become charter schools.

Estimated Percentage of Charter Schools, by Creation Status

Newly created 72%

Pre-existing private 10%

NOTE: These data are based on responses from all 975 open charter schools that responded to the survey. Although Nevada had one
open charter school as of the 1998-99 school year, that school did not respond to the survey.




Estimated Number and Percentage of Newly Created and Pre-existing Charter Schools, by
Year of School Opening

Number of:chha‘;';?; Newly created Pre-existing public Pre-e;i:‘!’ian‘g
Total in 1998-99 975 704 173 98
% of Total 72.2 17.7 10,1
Percentage of schools (%)
Opened 1994-95 or earlier 94 53.2 43.6 .
Opened 1995-96 145 64.1 20.7 15.2
Opened 1996-97 171 66.7 15.8
Opened 1997-98 252 82.5
Opened 1998-99 313 76.4
e TS T R R 23 HEE e

Estimated Number and Percentages of Charter Schools, by Creation Status and State'

Total Newly created Pre-existing public Pre-existing private

All schools # % # % # %

Total 975 704 72.2 173 17.7 98 10.1
Alaska 16 16 100.0 0 0.0 NA NA
Arizona 166 119 71.7 18 10.8 29 17.5
California 149 85 57.0 64 43.0 NA NA

Colorado 59 52 88.1 6 10.2 1? 1.7
Connecticut 16 16 100.0 0 0.0 NA NA
Delaware 4 4 100.0 0 0.0 NA NA
District of Columbia 15 10 66.7 3 20.0 2 13.3
Florida 65 58 89.2 2 3.1 5! 7.7
Georgia' 25 2 8.0 23 92.0 NA NA
Hawaii 2 0 0.0 2 100.0 NA NA
Idaho 2 1 50.0 1 50.0 NA NA
linois 12 9 75.0 1 8.3 28 16.7
Kansas 15 7 46.7 7 46.7 1¢ 6.7
Louisiana 1 8 72.7 3 27.3 NA NA
Massachusetts 34 30 88.2 4 11.8 NA NA
Michigan 124 90 72.6 8 6.5 26 21.0
Minnesota 37 31 83.8 4 10.8 2 5.4
Mississippi 1 NA NA 1 100.0 NA NA
New Jersey 26 26 100.0 0 0.0 NA NA
New Mexico 5 NA’ NA 5 100.0 NA NA
North Carolina 52 43 82.7 2 3.8 7 13.5
Ohio 7 7 100.0 0 0.0 NA NA
Pennsylvania 23 19 82.6 0 0.0 4 17.4
Rhode Island 2 1 50.0 1 50.0 NA NA
South Carolina 4 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0
Texas 77 52 67.5 9 11.7 16 20.8
Wisconsin 26 16 61.5 7 26.9 3 11.5
- B, ) o

NOTE: These data are based on responses from all 375 open charter schools that responded to the survey.

"' NA indicates that the state's legislation did not allow for that type of charter school when the schools that responded to our survey received
their charters. Several states have since changed their laws to allow more types of charter schools.

* Colorado does not allow private schools to become charter schools, but one charter school was a pre-existing program for adjudicated youth.

* Although Florida's law does not allow private schools to apply directly to become charter schools, private schools may disband, reincorporate
as new organizations with new boards. and apply for charters if they agree to enroll students through a public lottery.

* The original charter laws in Georgia, New Mexico, and Arkansas did not permit newly created charter schools, but legislative changes in
1998-99 have resulted in laws that now allow newly created charter schools.

* Ilinois charter legislation stipulates that a private school must cease operation as a private school before applying for charter status.

® Kansas law does not allow private schools to become charter schools. We are still clarifying the status of one school that reported it was
previously a private school.

" New Mexico legislation was amended in 1999 to allow newly created schools, but this change was too early for newly created schools to be
surveyed for this report.

* Wisconsin's law allows for the conversion of private schools only in Milwaukee.
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ENROLLMENT BY STATE

As in past years, charter schools enrolled a relatively small percentage of public school students
nationwide. Only three states had 2 percent or more of their public school enrollment in charter
schools, with the District of Columbia enrolling the greatest percentage of students in charter
schools. However, the number of students enrolled in charter schools continued to grow, with
California charter schools continuing to enroll the greatest number of students. As the number of
charter schools increases and student enrollment in charter schools expands, their potential impact

on public education also increases.

e In 1998-99, the Study estimated that charter school
enroliment totaled 252,009 in the 27 states with open
charter schools. This enrollment was 0.8 percent of all
students in public schools in the 27 charter states.

¢ With 73,905 students in charter schools, California
had the most charter school students of any state. More
than half of all charter school students (52 percent) are
enrolled in charter schools in three states: Arizona,
California, and Michigan.

e The District of Columbia, with an estimated 3,364
students enrolled in charter schools, had more than 4

percent of its public school students enrolled in charter
schools, the highest percentage of public school students
enrolled in charter schools in all 27 charter states.
Arizona had 4 percent of their public school students
enrolled in charter schools, while Colorado had 2 per-
cent.

e The percentage of public school students enrolled in
charter schools increased in all 27 charter states in the
1998-99 school year as compared to the 1997-98 school
year.

Estimated Enroliment in Charter Schools and All Public Schools in the 27 Charter States

Charter school

All public school
enrollment, Fall 1997

% of public school students
who are in charter schools

State enroliment, 1998-99
Total 252,009
Alaska 2,047
Arizona 32,209
California 73,905
Colorado 13,911
Connecticut 1,613
Delaware 988
District of Columbia 3,364
Florida 10,561
Georgia 18,611
Hawaii 790
ldaho 57
IHlinois 3,333
Kansas 1,545
Louisiana 1,589
Massachusetts 9,673
Michigan 25,294
Minnesota 4,670
Mississippi 340
New Jersey 4,001
New Mexico 4,601
North Carolina 9,513
Ohio 2,509
Pennsylvania 5,474
Rhode Island 397
South Carolina 364
Texas 18,590
2,060

Wisconsin

31,526,771 0.8
132,122 1.6
815,388 4.0

5,728,341 1.3
687,167 2.0
535,162 0.3
111,960 0.9

77011 4.4

2,294,001 0.5

1,375,980 1.4
189,887 0.4
244,341 0.1

2,008,519 0.2
468,687 0.3

. 776,305 0.2
949,006 1.0

1,686,760 1.5
851,772 0.6
507,776 0.1

1,249,910 0.3
331,673 1.4

1,236,063 0.8

1,871,195 0.1

1,815,151 03
153,321 0.3
650,755 0.1

3,896,638 0.5
881,780 0.2

NOTE: Charter school enroliment includes data for 1,010 charter schools and is based on responses from all 975 open charter schools
that responded to the survey, supplemented with data from state departments of education.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Survey, 1997-98.




Charter School Enrollment as a Percentage of Public School Enroliment, by State'

Alaska _;q_

Arizona
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Mic higan =
Minnesota -
Mississippi 7
New Jersey 7

New Mexico |g

North Carolina
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Rhode Island
South Carolina
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Percentage of students in all public schools
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' We do not have 1998-99 data for Idaho, Mississippi, and Ohio because their charter schools were not open at the time of our 1998-99 survey.
In 1997-98, the number of students enrolled in South Carolina charter schools was too small to register on the scale.




ScHooL SizE

As in past years. charter schools continued to be small schools. In fact, a high percentage of char-
ter schools enrolled fewer than 200 students. Newly created charter schools especially continued

to enroll, on average, fewer students than other public schools.

This tendency towards small

school size may reflect a desire on the part of charter school founders and parents for structuring
their schools in a way thar enables them to provide intimate, nurturing school communities.

e  Charter schools tend to enroll, on average, fewer
students than all public schools. During the 1998-99
school year, the median number of students in charter
schools was 137, compared to a median of 475 in all
public schools.

e Similar to data reported in previous years, in
1998-99 more than 3 times as many charter schools as
compared to other public schools enrolled fewer than
200 students (65 percent and 17 percent respectively).
Nearly 4 times as many charter schools as compared to
other public schools enrolled fewer than 100 students
(35 percent and 9 percent respeclively).

¢ Newly created charter schools were especially like-
ly to be smaller schools than other public schools, with a
median enrollment of 128. Charter schools that were

Estimated School Size for Charter Schools and All Public Schools in the 27 Charter States

pre-existing public schools had a median enrollment of
368, much closer to the median enroliment of all public
schools.

¢ Only 8 percent of charter schools enrolled more
than 600 students, as opposed to 35 percent of all public
schools. And only | percent of charter schools enrolled
more than 1,000 students, as compared to 11 percent of
all public schools.

e Few newly created schools enrolled large numbers
of students, with only 10 schools, slightly more than 1
percent, enrolling more than 1,000. Pre-existing public
and all public schools each had approximately 10 per-
cent of their schools enrolling more than 1,000 students.
Since the Study’s last report, the median size of newly
created charter schools increased from 111 to 128.

Charter School Creation Status

MBS oy | Newlycremed  Prectising precxising
Number of schools 56,640 1,046 704 173
Median number of students " " ars 137 | 128 68 15
School Enroliment Range ST % of schools
ea e o Y s P
100-199 8.6 30.4 325 19.7
200-599 48.2 25.6 26.1 27.2
600-999 24.2 6.4 3.4 23.7
l,OO_O_o_r more IQ.G 1.2 _ _I 4 1_(_)_.4

NOTE: The third column called “Charter school sites” includes data for 1,046 charter schools and is based on 2 sources of data: (1)
responses from 1,010 open charter schools and individual branches that responded to the survey and (2) enrollment data for 36 charter

schools from state-level sources.

The percentages in columns 4, 5, and 6 for the different types of charter schools includes data on all

975 charter schools that responded to the survey; we were unable to obtain information on charter school creation status for the 36
charter schools for whom enrollment data was obtained from state-level sources.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Survey, 1997-98.




Estimated Distribution of School Size for Charter Schools and All Public Schools
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GRADE LeveL CONFIGURATION

State charter laws give charter developers the freedom to choose the grade structure and age range
of the students their schools will serve. A large number of charter schools have chosen to reduce
the number of transitions from school to school by keeping their students at the same school for an
extended period of time. At least twice as many charter schools as compared to all public schools
served students in K-8, K-12, or ungraded grade spans. In addition, the vast majority of charter
schools that reported "other" grade configurations served students in at least two of the tradition-
al elementary, middle, and high school grade configurations.

¢ In 1998-99, about one-half (52 percent) of all char-
ter schools were structured according to a traditional
grade-level configuration of elementary, middle, or high
school as compared to more than three-fourths (78 per-

cent) of all public schools in the 27 charter states (in
1997-98).

e In comparison to other public schools, almost 3
times as many charter schools spanned kindergarten
through 8th grade (16 percent), almost 4 times as many
charter schools spanned kindergarten through 12th grade
(8 percent), almost twice as many charter schools
spanned the middle-high grades (10 percent), and over
twice as many charter schools had “other” grade config-
urations (5 percent).

e The highest percentage of both charter and other
public schools were elementary schools—but nearly
twice as many other public schools were elementary (47
percent) as compared to charter schools (25 percent).

e The high school grade configuration was the only
one with approximately equal percentages in both char-
ter (17 percent) and other public schools (15 percent).
Pre-existing public charter schools were more likely to
be high schools (23 percent) than were either newly cre-
ated (16 percent) or pre-existing private charter schools
(10 percent). Charter schools that were pre-existing pri-
vate or newly created were more likely to serve primary,
K-8, K-12, and other grade levels than were pre-exist-
ing public schools.

Estimated Grade Level Distribution for Charter Schools and All Public Schools in the 27

Charter States'

Charter School Creation Status
X sehools cchaols | Newly created e public P rvats
Number of schools 56,640 975 704 173 98
% of schools
Primary 6.0 8.0 8.2 4.6 12.2
Elementary 46.9 25.2 23.2 35.8 21.4
Middle 15.2 9.7 11.5 8.1 0.0
K-8 5.6 15.7 15.8 9.8 25.5
Middle-high 5.7 9.9 9.8 9.8 1.2
High 15.4 16.6 16.1 22.5 10.2
K-12 2.3 8.0 8.0 5.2 133
Other 2.2 5.0 5.8 1.7
&:Un raded 1.7 2.3

NOTE: These data are based on responses from all 975 open charter schools that responded to the survey.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Survey, 1997-98.

" Grade levels are defined as follows: Primary includes only grades K—3; Elementary includes any of grades K-3 and at least one of grades 4-6;
Middle includes any of grades 5-8 and no grades K—4 or 9-12; K-8 includes any of grades K~1, and any of grades 4-6 and any of grades 7-8
and no grades 9-12; Middle-high includes any of grades 6-8 and any of grades 9-12 and no grades K-5; High includes any of grades 9—12 and
no grades K-8: K-12 includes any of grades K-3 and any of grades 4-6 and any of grades 7-8 and any of grades 9—12; Other includes all
other grade breakdowns; Ungraded indicates that no grade levels are used at the school.




Estimated Grade Level Distribution for Charter Schools
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STUDENT TO TEACHER RATIO

Many charter school developers reported that they created their schools in part to provide small-
er classes and that parents often chose their schools because their class sizes were low. Using a
common approximation of class size-the student to teacher ratio-we found that class sizes were
slightly smaller, on average, in charter schools than in other public schools, although there was
variation across schools with different grade configurations. Charter school class sizes varied
more than class sizes in other public schools. Class sizes at charter schools were likely to be small-
er when compared to other public schools at schools that served younger students. Charter schools
that served high-school students tended to have class sizes that were the same or larger than other

public schools.

e In 1998-99, most charter schools had a slightly
lower teacher to student ratio than did all public schools
in the 27 charter states (in 1997-98). The median stu-
dent to teacher ratio for charter schools was 16.0 as com-
pared to 17.2 for all public schools.

e The difference between charter and all public
schools in the median teacher to student teacher ratio
was about two students per teacher at the primary, K-12,
and “other” grade levels. The gap was less than one at
the elementary, K-8, middle, middle-high, and high
school levels.

¢ The most noticeable difference between the charter
school and the all public school median student to

teacher ratio was at the ungraded schools, with ungrad-
ed charter schools having a much higher student to
teacher ratio, 18.8 students per teacher, as compared 10
8.8 students per teacher in other public schools.

¢ A higher proportion of all public schools had stu-
dent to teacher ratios in the mid-range (16-20 students
per teacher), while charter schools were more likely to
have both smaller and larger class sizes. Some cases of
high student to teacher ratios for charter schools—espe-
cially at the high school level-——may reflect the school’s
use of non-traditional educational approaches such as
self-paced computer assisted instruction and distance
learning.

Student to Teacher Ratio for Charter Schools and all Public Schools in the 27 Charter

States'
Charter schools All public schools

Number of schools Median student-teacher Number of schools Median student-teacher
ratio ratio
Total 945 16.0 51,505 17.2
Primary 77 15.8 2,880 17.6
Elementary 238 17.1 24,596 17.8
K-8 151 16.3 2,985 17.0
Middle 91 15.4 8,015 16.4
Middle-high 95 15.0 2,532 14.9
High 154 16.4 7,859 16.5
K-12 73 15.0 1,179 131
Other 49 1,097 16.1
8

Ungraded 17

3

NOTE: These data are based on responses from 945 of the 975 open charter schools that responded to the survey. Of the
missing 30 schools, 20 did not respond to the relevant survey questions and 10 which reported zero instructional staff were

removed from the computation.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Survey, 1997-98.

! We were able to obtain all public schools data on the number of students and the number of classroom teachers by school. Similarly, most of
the charter schools (828 out of 945) provided information on number of full-time equivalent teachers, including regular classroom teachers,
special area or resource teachers, and long-term substitutes. This number of teachers excludes instructional aides. Because of differing survey
questions from year to year, the remaining 117 schools that did not complete a 1999 survey were asked to provide information on instructional
staff, including centified classroom teachers, noncertified classroom teachers, resource teachers, certified special education teachers, and other
instructional staff (excluding instructional aides). The definition of number of classroom teachers will therefore vary somewhat according to
the year in which the school responded.




Estimated Percentage of Instructional Staff in Charter Schools and All Public Schools in
the 27 Charter States
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COMPUTERS FOR INSTRUCTION

Computers are essential tools in today's technological workplaces. One way in which schools can
help prepare their students for the future is to provide significant exposure to computers at an early
age. The varied nature of each school's educational vision in combination with often limited
finances may determine the extent to which schools view technology as a priority. Most charter
school classrooms were equipped with computers for instruction, student-computer ratios were
low, and the majority of computers were capable of running advanced applications. These find-
ings are similar to the findings reported last year, although this vear there was a decrease in the
percentage of schools reporting no classrooms with computers used for instruction.

e  Averaging across schools, the estimated mean stu-
dent to computer ratio in charter schools was 8.9 stu-
dents per computer, which was slightly lower than the
estimated average (10.0 students per computer) for all
public schools in 1996-97.1 Two-thirds of our sample of
charter schools had a student to computer ratio of fewer
than 10 students per computer and almost one-third had
student to computer ratios of less than 5 students per
computer. Of the charter schools that reported having
computers, the estimated median student to computer
ratio was 6.2 students per computer.

¢ Of those charter schools that used computers for
instruction, nearly two-thirds (66 percent) had at least-

three-quarters of their computers capable of running
multimedia applications. Only a small proportion of
charter schools (6 percent) did not have any computers
capable of running advanced applications.

¢ The majority of charter schools made student use of
computers a part of classroom instruction—96 percent
of charter schools had classrooms equipped with com-
puters. Approximately two-thirds (67 percent) of these
charter schools had computers available for instruction
in more than three-quarters of their classrooms. Only 13
percent of the schools with computers available for stu-
dent instruction had no classrooms with computers.

Estimated Student to Computer Ratio for a Selected Sample of Charter Schools

Total in sample

# of schools 921

1 to less than 5

5 to less than 10

10 or more

0 computers used for instruction

277 30.1
332 36.0
275 299 §

37 40 ¢

Estimated Percentage of Charter Schools Using Computers in their Classrooms and
Percentage of Computers Capable of Running Multimedia Applications

Charter schools that have the following proportion of

Classrooms with computers
used for instruction

# of schools

Computers with multimedia capacity’

% of schools # of schools

Total in sample 882 876
None 116 13.2 49
Up to one-quarter 77 8.7 80
One-quarter to one-half 66 7.5 105
One-half to three-quarters 33 3.7 68

Three-quarters to all 590

66.9 i 574

NOTE: These data are based on responses from 921 of the 975 open charter schools that responded to the survey and provided
information on computers for instruction (4 schools were excluded because their student to computer ratios were too high to be
considered valid). The second table relies on the 888 open charter schools that reported they had at least one computer. In columns 2
and 3, 6 schools did not report on percent of classrooms with computers, and in columns 4 and 5, 12 schools did not report on the

percentage of multimedia computers.

' Computers and Classrooms: The Status of Technology in U.S. High Schools. May 1997, Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service. Policy

Information Center. This average represents all 50 states.

2 The distribution of schools with multimedia or advanced capacity is similar across charter schools without regard to the number of computers at
the school with one exception, schools with 10 or fewer computers are less likely to have multimedia capacity than schools with more than 10.




o

=)
P v f
RN o .
bt i
c i
n ]

[}
3 |

0% m '
N
N

T 0 _
2= 2 X ® ® R R R R R
OOOOOOOOOOO
UUUUUUUUU

-
sjooyds Jauieyd jo abeiuadiad m mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm



STUDENT RACIAL/ETHNIC COMPOSITION . ittititintie i iin et ineenennnenns 30

SCHOOL RACIAL/ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION ..ttt ittt it et ie e e iaaeannns 32
STUDENT ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH ................ 34
STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES .+ttt ittt ittt ettt et tee et eenennernnennns 36

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS ..\ttt tt it ee e e neeneraneanneas 38



STUDENT RAcIAL/ETHNIC COMPOSITION

Critics and advocates alike have feared that charter schools would primarily serve white students.
This has not turned out to be the case. Overall, charter schools enrolled a larger percentage of
students of color than all public schools in the states with open charter schools. Over the last 3
vears, the percentage of white students served by charter schools has slightly declined. At the local
level, most charter schools had about the same proportion of white students (within 20 percent) as

their surrounding districts.

o In 1998-99, using the total number of students as
the base for calculation, charter schools enrolled
approximately 11 percent fewer white students than all
public schools (48 percent versus 59 percent) in the 27
charter states (in 1997-98). Charter schools were more
likely than all public schools to serve black students
(almost 24 percent versus 17 percent) and Hispanic
students (21 percent versus 18 percent).

e In order to examine the racial/ethnic variability
across schools, we also calculated the average of the
schools’ racial/ethnic percentages. On average, charter
schools enrolled a significantly lower percentage of
white students (50 percent versus 63 percent) and a
much larger percentage of black students (27 percent

versus 17 percent) than all public schools in the 27
charter states.

¢ The percentage of white students in charter schools
declined from 52 percent in the 1996-97 school year to
about 48 percent in the 1998-99 school year.

e  Sixty-nine percent of charter schools were within 20
percent of their surrounding district’s percentage of
nonwhite students, while almost 18 percent had a
distinctly higher percentage of students of color than
their surrounding district. Approximately 14 percent of
schools had a lower percentage of students of color than
their surrounding district.

Racial/Ethnic Composition of Charter School Students Compared to All Public School

Students in the 27 Charter States

Students Schools
Average of school % of
# of students in category % of students in category studz:ttesgl:r;aaal

. . . Charter All public Charter All public Charter All public
Racial/ethnic categories schools. schools schools schools schools schools
Total Number 230,299 30,689,016 927 54,749
White, not of Hispanic origin 110,434 18,102,767 48.2 59.0 50.0 62.7
Black, not of Hispanic origin 53,926 5,289,814 23.5 17.2 26.8 16.6
Hispanic 48,352 5,657,976 211 18.4 16.2 15.8
Asian or Pacific Islander 7,687 1,354,509 34 4.4 2.4 3.4
American Indian or Alaska Native 5,976 283,950 2.6 1.0 38 1.5
Other’ 2,712 NA 1.2 NA 0.9 NA

NOTE: The data for the table on this page are based on responses from 927 of the 975 open charter schools that responded
to the survey. The 927 schools were those with valid racial data; that is, schools where the number of students in the
racial/ethnic categories was equal to the total student enrollment reported. The data comparing charter student racial/ethnic
composition to their surrounding districts on the facing page are based on responses from 924 of the 975 open charter
schools that responded to our survey and where the relevant district could be identified.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Survey, 1997-98.

! The National Center for Education Statistics does not report an “other” racial category.




Charter School Enroliment by Race Compared to Public School Enrollment in the 27
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? In general, we relied on schools to report their surrounding district when they responded to the survey. In a few cases where schools did not
report district information, we were able to match charter schools and districts by zip code using the 1997-98 Common Core of Data Survey.




STUDENT RACIAL/ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION

The racial/ethnic compoition of students in both charter schools and all public schools varies
greatly by state. In most states, the racial/ethnic distribution of charter schools did not mirror the
distribution in all public schools. Charter schools in approximately three-fifths of the charter
states enrolled a higher percentage of nonwhite students than all public schools in those states. In
slightly less than one-fifth of the charter states, charter schools enrolled a lower percentage of

nonwhite students.

e In 1998-99, charter schools in 19 states enrolled an
equal or greater percentage (by at least 5 percent) of
nonwhite students than all public schools in those states
(in 1997-98).

e In 14 states, the percentage of nonwhite students
enrolled in charter schools was higher (by at least 5
percent) than the percentage of nonwhite students in all
public schools. Charter schools in 6 of the 13 states that
had 20 or more charter schools—Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and
Texas—enrolled at least 20 percent more nonwhite

students than all public schools in those states.

¢ In six states, charter schools and all public schools
served approximately the same percentage of nonwhite
students (within 5 percent). Two of these states (Arizona
and Colorado) had more than 20 charter schools.

e Charter schools in four states enrolled fewer
nonwhite students (by at least 5 percent) than all public
schools in those states. In 2 of the 13 states that had
more than 20 charter schools—California and Georgia—
charter schools enrolled at least 10 percent fewer
nonwhite students than all public schools in those states.

o For students of color, the distribution of black
students in charter schools showed the greatest variation
in comparison to all public schools. Charter schools in
15 states enrolled a higher percentage of black students
(by at least 5 percent) than all public schools in those
states. Charter schools enrolled lower percentages of
black students (by at least 5 percent) than all public
schools in three states.

Estimated Average of School Racial Percentages across Charter Schools and All Public

Schools in States with more than 20 Charter Schools
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Estimated Average of School Racial Percentages Across Charter Schools and All Public

Schools

State sch:o‘l’: % White % Black % Hispanic % ::La?s/ Aﬁﬁ(’:':‘adt.i:: % Other’

Alaska charter 13 70.7 2.6 2.6 1.6 22.4 0.1
all public 497 46.9 2.5 1.7 2.7 46.3

Arizona charter 155 55.1 7.8 23.4 1.3 121 0.4
all public 1,385 54.0 4.5 31.3 1.5 8.7

California charter 143 54.5 10.8 26.6 4.4 2.5 1.1
all public 8,177 44.0 8.4 36.4 9.7 1.5

Colorado charter 57 76.6 6.0 14.0 2.0 0.9 0.4
all public 1,497 72.4 4.5 19.8 2.1 1.3

Connecticut charter 16 325 45.0 21.0 1.0 0.5 0.0
all public 1,058 71.4 143 11.8 2.3 0.3

District of Columbia charter 14 1.0 74.3 19.9 3.6 0.0 1.3
all public 170 4.9 86.5 7.1 1.5 0.1

Delaware charter 4 56.2 39.0 2.6 2.2 0.0 0.0
all public 185 60.4 32.7 5.1 1.7 0.2

Florida charter 60 48.8 40.3 9.6 0.5 0.2 0.6
all public 2,877 56.0 28.6 13.8 1.4 0.3

Georgia charter 25 69.6 23.4 3.4 2.1 0.2 1.3
all public 1,823 55.6 39.6 3.0 1.5 0.1

lilinois charter 1 8.6 67.0 23.2 1.0 0.1 0.1
all public 4,228 69.4 19.0 9.3 2.2 0.1

Kansas charter 14 90.2 1.2 6.4 0.5 1.4 0.4
all public 1,451 85.1 6.5 6.0 1.3 1.1

Louisiana charter 10 25.0 72.4 0.4 0.7 1.2
all public 1,476 49.4 47.9 1.1 1.0 0.7

Massachusetts charter 32 58.0 20.1 13.8 2.0 1.1
all public 1,830 78.4 8.7 9.0 3.8 0.2

Michigan charter 121 50.0 41.4 4.6 0.8 2.1
all public 3,139 81.3 12.7 3.3 1.5 1.3

Minnesota charter 37 51.9 26.7 3.4 103 7.0
all public 1,553 82.2 7.2 3.0 4.5 3.1

New Jersey charter 21 20.6 62.1 13.5 33 0
all public 2,313 64.3 17.7 12.5 5.3 0.2

New Mexico charter 5 35.3 2.1 56.8 1.3 4.5 0.0
all public 743 36.7 2.1 49.3 0.8 11.2

North Carolina charter 51 48.4 47.3 1.6 0.6 1.3 0.8
all public 1,753 62.4 31.8 2.6 1.4 1.6

Ohio charter 7 441 49.8 1.0 0.0 0.0 5.2
all public 3,842 83.6 14.0 1.4 0.9 0.1

Pennsylvania charter 22 251 59.1 13.8 1.8 0.0 0.1
all public 3,113 823 12.9 3.2 1.5 0.1

South Carolina charter 4 231 72.3 0.0 0.0 4.6 0.0
all public 1,026 52.3 45.9 1.0 0.7 0.2

Texas charter 72 23.1 33.9 395 2.5 0.4 0.6
all public 7,062 48.0 13.9 36.3 1.6 0.3

Wisconsin charter 26 72.6 16.0 2.7 2.8 5.3 0.7

2.6

1.5

NOTE: These data are based on responses from 927 of the 975 open charter schools that responded to the survey. Of the 927 schools,
7 schools in 4 states (Hawaii, Idaho, Mississippi, and Rhode Island) are not displayed in the table because each state has 3 or fewer

charter schools which provided information on racial/ethnic distribution and percentages are not meaningful.

enroliment reported.

All schools in this chart
have valid racial data; that is, schools where the number of students in the racial/ethnic categories was equal to the total student

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Survey, 1997-98.

' The National Center for Education Statistics does not report an “other” racial category.




STUDENT ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE OR REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH

Students’ eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch under the National School Lunch program is a
common measure of economic disadvantage. Over the last 2 years, the percentage of eligible
charter school students has increased. In contrast to last year when charter schools served a
slightly lower percentage of economically disadvantaged students than all public schools in the 27
charter states, this year charter schools served a slightly higher percentage.

e In 1998-99, charter schools served a slightly higher
percentage of students cligible for free or reduced-price
lunch than all public schools (in 1994-95) in the 27
charter states (39 percent versus 37 percent).

e The percentage of eligible charter students ranged
from 4 percent in Alaska to 95 percent in South
Carolina. This variation was much greater than in all
public schools in the 27 charter slates, which ranged
from almost 23 percent in Connecticut to 60 percent in
the District of Columbia.

e In six of the charter states—Alaska, California,
Colorado, Delaware, Georgia, and New Mexico—the
percentage of eligible students was at least 10 points
lower in charter schools than in all public schools.

e The percentage of eligible students was at least 10
points higher in charter than in all public schools in 11 of
the charter states: Connecticut, Illinois, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Texas.

e In Michigan and California, the percentage of
eligible students charter schools and all public schools
enrolled was within 10 points last year. This year,
charters in Michigan served at least 10 percent more and
charters in California served at least 10 percent fewer
eligible students than all public schools in those states.
In Michigan, recently opened schools have higher
percentages of eligible students and in California
recently opened schools have lower percentages of
eligible students, especially in newly created schools.

Estimated Number of Students Eligible for Free and Reduced-Price Lunch in the 27

Charter States

Charter schools (1998-99)
% of all students

# eligible students

All public schools (1994-95)
# eligible students % of all students

Total 94,246 38.7 11,016,537 373
Alaska 88 4.3 32,340 25.7
Arizona 13,915 43.2 284,357 40.1
California 22,691 31.1 2,257,008 42.4
Colorado 2,522 18.2 174,023 27.8
Connecticut 764 47 .4 113,221 22.8
Delaware 157 15.9 33,738 320
District of Columbia 1,733 62.3 48,370 60.0
Florida 3,803 42.4 895,510 43.9
Georgia 5,638 30.3 501,824 40.6
llinois 2,275 68.3 583,238 30.8
Kansas 476 30.8 145,115 31.7
Louisiana 1,197 753 474,608 59.3
Massachusetts 3,620 37.4 225,110 25.6
Michigan 9,937 39.3 459,747 28.7
Minnesota 2,807 60.1 217,376 26.8
New Jersey 2,449 61.2 326,022 28.3
New Mexico 1,724 375 159,740 49.6
North Carolina 2,721 343 413,729 36.5
Ohio 713 68.6 518,635 28.7
Pennsylvania 2,208 64.1 541,793 311
South Carolina 344 94.5 297,560 46.2
Texas 11,561 62.2 1,662,900 46.1
Wisconsin 585

28.4 210,011 249

NOTE: These data are based on responses from 847 of the 975 open charter schools that responded to the survey. Of the 847
schools, 7 schools in 4 states (Hawaii, Idaho, Mississippi, and Rhode Island) are not displayed in the table because each state
has 3 or fewer charter schools that provided information about this question and percentages are not meaningful. The “Total”

row includes data from all 27 of the charter states.

SOURCE: The numerator (eligibility counts by state) was drawn from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food, Nutrition, and
Consumer Services, Program Information Division, for 1994-95, the last year eligibility was published for just public schools.
The denominator was drawn from the 1998 Digest of Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics (1993 data), to obtain data from a year close to the numerator.




Percentage of Students Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch in Charter Schools and
All Public Schools

Alaska |
Arizona

California |

Colorado _ _ ey

Connecticut

Delaware

District of Columbia

Florida

Georgia

Winois ® Charter schools

H All public schools

Kansas

Louisiana

Massachusetts

SRR

QRN

. \\\‘.\\\ il
e i el -

Mic higan

Minnesota

New Jersey

New Mexico

S

North Carolina
Ohio

Pennsylvania

South Carolina

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Percentage of students




STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

Like all public schools, charter schools are required to provide access and services to students with
disabilities. Over the last 3 years, charter schools have served a slightly lower proportion of
students with disabilities than all public schools in the charter states, and this finding continued to
be true this year. Across states, the percentage of students with disabilities served by charter
schools continued to vary significantly, in part because a higher proportion of charter schools in
some states were specifically designed to serve this population of students.

e In 1998-99, charter schools enrolled 3 percent
fewer students with disabilities than all public schools (8
percent versus 11 percent) in the 27 charter states (in
1997-98).

e The percentage of students with disabilities in
charter schools and all public schools was within 5
percent in most states. Ohio was the only state where the
percentage of students with disabilities was at least 5
points higher in charter schools than in all public
schools. The percentage of students with disabilities
was at least 5 points lower in charter schools than in all
public schools in six states: Alaska, Connecticut,
Delaware, Louisiana, Michigan, and New Jersey.

¢ The percentage of students with disabilities varied
more from state to state for charter than for all public
schools in the 27 charter states. The percentage of
charter students with disabilities ranged from 5 percent
in Delaware and Louisiana to |8 percent in Florida. In
comparison, the percentage of students with disabilities
in all public schools in the 27 charter states ranged from
9 percent in Arizona to 16 percent in Massachusetts.

e Last year, the numbers of student with disabilities in
charter schools versus all public schools was more than
10 percent higher in Florida and more than 10 percent
lower in New Jersey. These differences decreased (o 4
percent in Florida and 8 percent in New Jersey this year.

Estimated Number and Percentage of Students with Disabilities in the 27 Charter States

All public schools (1997-98) =

# of students

% of students # of students % of students

Total 20,571 8.4 3,552,784
Alaska 114 5.6 16,005
Arizona 2,744 8.5 75,240
California 4,681 6.4 547,309
Colorado 1,114 8.0 65,734
Connecticut 109 6.8 69,352
Delaware 47 4.8 14,559
District of Columbia 159 5.7 7,292
Florida 1,588 17.7 307,149
Georgia 1,551 8.3 133,347
Hlinois 276 8.3 250,193
Kansas 156 101 50,027
Louisiana 84 5.3 84,690
Massachusetts 1,096 11.3 148,364
Michigan 1,394 5.5 181,678
Minnesota 634 13.6 92,966
New Jersey 289 7.2 189,219
New Mexico 713 15.5 15,319
North Carolina 1,095 13.8 142,628
Ohio 176 16.9 208,954
Pennsylvania 423 12.3 202,655
South Carolina 58 15.9 84,223
Texas 1,745 9.4 443,341
Wisconsin 195 9.5 100,027

NOTE: These data are based on 931 of the 975 open charter schools that responded to the survey and reported numbers of students
with disabilities. Of the 931 schools in the table, 7 schools in 4 states (Hawaii, Idaho, Mississippi, and Rhode Island) are not displayed
because each state has 3 or fewer charter schools which provided information about students with disabilities and percentages are not
meaningful. The "Total" row includes data from all 27 of the charter states.

SOURCE: The numerator (number of students served under IDEA) was drawn from the Twenty-First Annual Report to Congress of the
Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, U.S. Department of Education, (forthcoming). The denominator
(enroliment in the 27 charter states) was drawn from the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common
Core of Data Survey, 1997-98.




Estimated Percentage of Students with Disabilities in Charter Schools and All Public
Schools

Alaska

Arizona

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware |

District of Columbia

Florida

Georgia N o RN

lllinois

Kansas

Louisi B Charter schools
ouisiana
NN R All public schools

Massachusetts R

Michigan 7 .

New Jersey FNRaRRm U T Y
—

e
]

North Carolina a\\mtmm'mm

Ohio W ..
]

remnerivene W S

South Carolma \\\\\
Texas pRines NN &

B S R AR AR

0% 5% 10% 15%
Percentage of students

20%



LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS

The percentage of limited English proficient (LEP) students served by charter schools and all
public schools was approximately the same; however, the number of LEP students in charter
schools and all public schools varied considerably by state. Over the past 3 years, the percentage
of LEP students enrolled in charter schools in all charter states has declined as more charter
schools have opened in states with lower concentrations of LEP students.

e  Charter schools (in 1998-99) and all public schools
in the 27 charter states (in 1996-97) both served
approximately 10 percent limited English proficient
(LEP) students.

e The percentage of LEP students in charter schools
varied widely across states. The states with very low or
very high percentages of LEP students in charter schools
were also the states with very small or very large

numbers of LEP students overall.

e In 17 states, charter schools served approximately

the same number of LEP students (within 5 percent) as

all public schools in those states. Charter schools in
three states—Alaska, Colorado, and Florida—served a
lower percentage of LEP students than all public schools
in those states (by at least 5 percent). In Minnesota and
the District of Columbia, charter schools served a higher
percentage of LEP students (by at least 5 percent)
compared 1o all public schools in those states.

e The percentage of LEP students enrolled in charter
schools declined from almost 13 percent in the 1996-97

school year to 10 percent in the 1998-99 school year.

Estimated Number and Percentage of LEP Students in Charter Schools and All Public

Schools in the 27 Charter States

Charter schools (1998-99)

Estimated LEP students
All public schools (1996-97)1

State # of students % of students # of students % of students
Total 24,248 9.9 2,841,177
Alaska 4 0.2 34,942
Arizona 2,511 7.8 93,528
California 15,563 21.3 1,381,393
Colorado 298 2.1 24,675
Connecticut 49 3.0 19,819
District of Columbia 536 19.3 4911
Delaware 0 0.0 1,928
Florida 135 1.5 288,603
Georgia 353 1.9 14,339
linois 51 1.5 118,246
Kansas 14 0.9 12,843
Louisiana 5 0.3 6,494
Massachusetts 344 3.6 44,394
Michigan 703 2.8 25,988
Minnesota 468 10.0 28,237
New Jersey 25 0.6 49,300
New Mexico 1,178 25.6 78,107
North Carolina 110 1.4 24,771
Ohio 0 0.0 12,391
Pennsylvania 67 1.9 NA
South Carolina 0 0.0 3,202
Texas 1,778 9.6 513,634
Wisconsin 18 0.9 23,270

o

NOTE: These data are based on all 97

e

S open charter schools that responded to the survey. Of the 975 schools, 7 schools from 4 states

RRBLEER

(Hawail, Idaho, Mississippi, and Rhode Island) are not displayed in the table because each state has fewer than 3 charter schools which
provided information about LEP students and the percentages are not meaningful. The “Total” row includes data from all 27 charter
states. For each state, the percentage of LEP students is computed by dividing the number of LEP students by the total number of

enrolled students,

SOURCE: Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs, Summary Report of the Survey of the States' Limited English
Proficient Students and Available Educational Programs and Services 1996-97: Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, 1998.

' The total excludes data from the state of Pennsylvania, which did not report information on LEP students for all public schools.




Estimated Number and Percentage of LEP Students in Charter Schools and All Public

Schools

Alaska

Arizona

California

Colorado

Connecticut

District of Columbia

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

lllinois

Kansas

Louisiana

Massachusetts

Mic higan

Minnesota

New Jersey

New Mexico

North Carolina

Ohio

Pennsylvania

South Carolina

Texas

Wisconsin

m\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
' _

RRNINRNNERNINNNRS

LU

M\M\\\\m

m Charter schools
R All public schools

Y

-

0%

5%

10%

15%

Percentage of students

20%

25%

30%



\CCOU

WHY CHARTER SCHOOLS ARE STARTED ......iitiiiiriirennennennnnneennnn 42
IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES . ..vtttietetntiansenesenneeenarennneennns 44
AUTONOMY AND CONTROL ..ottt ittt ittt st st et e et aaeaeannann 46
AUTONOMY AND CHOICE OF SERVICE PROVIDERS .........c0iiiiiinnnnnnnnn. 48
EXTERNAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND MONITORING ........c.iiiiiiinininnnnnn. 50
EXTERNAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND REPORTING ... ..iviiiiinninnnnnnnnannnn 52

ACCOUNTABILITY AND STUDENT ASSESSMENT



WHY CHARTER SCHOOLS ARE STARTED

Educators, parents, and community leaders found charter schools for a variety of reasons.
Regardless of creation status, the primary motivation for founding a charter school was to seek an
alternative vision of schooling that could not be realized in the traditional public school system.
Newly created schools, in particular, reported on alternative curriculum and instructional

approaches and a vision for the organizational climate they wished to create.

While vision was

also an important founding reason for public and private conversion schools, many pre-existing
public schools converted to charter status in order to gain increased autonomy, while many pre-
existing private schools sought to attain stable funding and attract students to their educational
approach. Increasingly, newly created and pre-existing charter schools are being founded to serve
a special population of students. About one in four charter schools established their charter to
serve a special population of students, often students considered "at-risk."

¢ Realizing an alternative vision for schooling was the
most important reason for founding charter schools—
three-quarters (75 percent) of charter schools cited
vision among other reasons for founding and 59 percent
of charter schools were founded primarily to realize an
alternative vision for schooling.

e More charter schools opening in 1998-99 than those
founded prior to 1998 were founded to serve a special
population of students. In 1998-99, 28 percent of
charter schools were founded with the primary
motivation o serve a special population of students as
compared to 19 percent of all charter schools founded
prior to 1998. '

e Regardless of creation status, the primary reason for
founding charter schools was to realize an alternative
vision for schooling. However, a greater percentage of
newly created than pre-existing public or private

schools were founded primarily to realize an alternative
vision for schooling. About two-thirds of newly created
charter schools were founded primarily to realize an
alternative vision for schooling (64 percent) whereas
less than one-half of pre-existing public schools (44
percent) or pre-existing private schools (39 percent)
were founded primarily to realize an alternative vision.

e Other important reasons for founding were
dependent on creation status. Approximately one-
quarter (26 percent) of the newly created schools were
founded primarily to serve a special population. Pre-
existing public schools were founded to gain autonomy
from state or district regulation (35 percent), or to serve
a special population (11 percent). Pre-existing private
schools converted to charter to serve a special
population (21 percent), to attract students (19 percent),
or for financial reasons (16 percent).

Estimated Percentage of Charter Schools by Reasons for Founding

Percentage that cited Percentage that cited most important reason by

each reason charter school creation status
Reason for founding charter school
Number of schools 971 946 688 168 920

Percentage of schools (%)

Realize an alternative vision 75.2 59.0 64.4 43.5 389
Gain autonomy/flexibility 16.8 8.6 2.9 345 4.4
Serve special population 30.4 22.8 25.9 13 21.1
Attract students 9.1 3.8 2.3 1.8 18.9
Financial reasons 7.5 3.0 0.7 5.4 15.6
Parent involvement 8.9 2.7 2.8 3.6 1.1

NOTE: These data are based on responses from 971 of the 975 open charter schools that responded to the survey. Schools were asked
about their reasons for founding the first time they were surveyed. For data reported in column 2 above, schools were asked the reason
for founding their schools and they could reply with more than one reason. For data reported in columns 3 through 6 above, schools
were asked to choose one of the named reasons as the primary reason for founding their school; these data are based on responses
from 946 of the 971 charter schools because 29 schools did not choose a primary reason—11 gave no response and 18 cited more than
one primary reason for founding. The data presented in columns 4 through 6 represent the percentage of the total number of each type
of school and includes responses from 168 out of 173 open pre-existing public schools, 90 out of 98 open pre-existing private schools,

and 688 out of 704 open newly created schools.
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IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES

Charter schools face significant challenges as they get underway and as they continue to implement
their programs. We asked a knowledgeable individual at each charter school to rate the difficulty
of overcoming each barrier in a list of possible barriers to implementation. Financial difficulties
continued to be among the largest challenges that charter schools faced, although there has been a
marked decline over time in the percentage of schools facing problems with start-up funding.

e In 1998-99, the most frequent barriers charter
schools faced during implementation were lack of start-
up and operating funds (49 and 37 percent respectively),
lack of planning time (35 percent), and inadequate
facilities (32 percent).

¢ Schools first surveyed in 1998-99 were less likely
to face start-up funding difficulties than were schools
first surveyed in earlier years, decreasing from 59
percent in 1996 to 39 percent in 1999. This finding
likely reflects increased federal start-up funding for
charter schools and that some states are providing
charter school start-up funds. Schools surveyed more
recently were more likely to face difficulties with hiring
staff than schools in previous years. This finding may
reflect the nationwide teacher shortage.

¢ Newly created schools were more likely than pre-
existing schools to face difficulties with inadequate
operating funds, lack of planning time, inadequate

Estimated Percentage of Charter Schools Reporting Difficulties in Implementing Their Charter'

facilities, internal conflicts, school administration and
management, teacher turnover, community opposition,
and communication with parents.

e Pre-existing private and newly created charter
schools were more likely than pre-existing public
schools to face difficulties from lack of start up funds,
health and safety regulations, and teacher burnout.

e  Charter schools that converted from public status
were similar to newly created charter schools in that they
were more likely than pre-existing private schools to
find state or local board opposition, district resistance or
regulations, and hiring staff to be difficult barriers.

e  Similar to last year, pre-existing private schools that
converted to charter status were more likely than newly
created or pre-existing public schools to report
difficulties with state department of education resistance
and teacher certification requirements.

Newly created (%)

Pre-existing public (%)

%

Pre-existing private (%)

Total (%)
Lack of start up funds 48.5
Inadequate operating funds 37.4
Lack of planning time 345
Inadequate facilities 32.0
State or local board opposition 20.0
District resistance or regulations 18.2
State dept. of education resistance 123
Internal processes or conflicts 1.9
School administration and management 10.7
Health and safety regulations 10.5
Hiring staff 10.3
Teacher burnout 9.4
Accountability requirements 8.2
Lack of parental support 8.2
Union or bargaining unit opposition 7.8
Teacher certification requirements 6.2
Teacher turnover 5.7
Collective bargaining agreements 5.4
Community opposition 4.6
Communication with parents 4.5
Federal regulations 4.4

53.7 26.5 49.4
40.4 27.0 333
37.4 28.0 239
354 21.5 24.4
20.4 21.0 14.1
19.0 19.3 9.8
1.3 13.9 17.4
131 8.6 8.7
12.4 6.3 5.5
11.9 3.0 13.0
106 10.9 6.5
10.6 3.8 9.1
8.2 7.4 9.8
8.4 7.6 7.3
7.5 9.7 6.6
6.0 4.8 9.8
6.6 3.8 1.9
4.2 129 1.1
5.9 1.8 0.0
5.3 2.5 1.8
4.5 4.9 3.3

NOTE: These data are drawn from questions asked only in the new school surveys and are based on responses from a range of 927 to
955 open charter schools that provided information on these questions. Five questions—on administration and school management,
teacher burnout, teacher turnover, lack of parental support, and communication with parents—were asked only on the 1997 and 1999
new schools surveys, resulting in fewer responses to these questions overall (511 to 514 schools).

' We asked schools to rate the difficulty of each barrier on a scale from | to 5, with | being not at all difficult and S being very difficult. The

percentages in these tables and the figure on the facing page represent the percentages of schools that rated each barrier difficult or very difficult.




Estimated Percentage of Charter Schools Reporting Selected Difficulties in Implementing

1996 New
Schools Survey?

1997 New
Schools Survey

1998 New 1999 New
Schools Survey  Schools Survey

Percentage of schools (%)

Total
Lack of start up funds 48.5
Inadequate operating funds 37.4
Lack of planning time 345
Inadequate facilities 32.0
State or local board opposition 20.0
District resistance or regulations 18.2
State dept. of education resistance 123
Internal processes or conflicts 11.9
Health and safety regulations 10.5
Hiring staff 10.3

58.8
36.3
40.0
348
23.6
17.3
193
18.9

9.4
10.0

54.9
47.1
33.6
43.4
19.2
16.8

7.5
17.1
12.2

5.4

51.0
42.0
36.9
32.6
17.3
22.2
11.9

8.5
131

9.2

39.1
31.7
30.2
26.2
19.9
16.6
10.7

8.2

8.7
131

Estimated Percentage of Charter Schools Reporting Difficulties In Implementing Their

Charter, by Creation Status
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? These data are drawn from the first charter school survey. In some cases, we were unable to identify and survey charter schools in their first year
of operation, but were able to later identify them and administer a “new school” survey. In these few cases, survey responses would not represent

the first year of school operation, during which implementation difficulties may be greatest.




AUTONOMY AND CONTROL

The increased level of autonomy called for by the charter concept enables educators, parents, or
community members to create schools that are alternatives to-and for-the current public system.
Charter schools are afforded flexibility to make independent decisions and set policy about both
educational and management issues, though some school decisions may be constrained either by
provisions of the state's charter legislation or by decisions and practices implemented by their
charter granting agency. Most charter schools felt they had considerable autonomy over decisions
and policy affecting most areas of education and management, except over student admissions
policies. More newly created than pre-existing public or private schools felt they had primary
control over decisions about educational and management issues-pre-existing public schools felt

they had the least autonomy.

e In 1998-99, most charter schools had primary
control or authority over their administrative operations
including: the budget (73 percent), purchase of supplies
and equipment (88 percent), and hiring of teaching staff
(88 percent). In addition, most charter schools had
primary control over the operation of their education
program, including: the daily and yearly schedule (95
percent), curriculum (83 percent), discipline (87
percent), calendar (77 percent), and student assessment
policies (72 percent). A lower percentage of schools
reported that they had primary control over their student
admissions policies (59 percent).

e In cases where charter schools did not have control,
primary authority rested with either the district, the
charter-granting agency, or with another source.

¢ Charter schools that converted from private status
had a pattern of autonomy similar to newly created
schools in the areas of hiring teaching staff, establishing
curriculum, and determining the calendar. Pre-existing
public schools had less control than both newly created
and pre-existing private schools in all areas of decision
making and policy setting, including curriculum,
assessment, discipline, calendar, admissions, budget,
and daily schedule.

Estimated Percentage of Charter Schools by Source of Primary Control for Various School

Decisions and Operations

Source of primary control
School Distr.ict/chaner Both Other

Area of control granting agency

Percentage of schools (%)
Budget 72.9 19.4 0.3 7.4
Purchase of supplies/equipment 87.7 7.6 0.2 4.5
School calendar 76.8 19.6 0.1 3.5
Daily schedule 94.8 2.9 0.2 2.2
Student assessment policies 71.5 19.7 0.6 8.2 i
Student admissions policies 59.4 27.8 0.7 120 &
Student discipline 87.3 9.0 0.1 3.6
Establishment of curriculum 83.2 1.3 0.2 5.3
Hiring of teaching staff 87.5 7.4 0.3 4.8

NOTE: These data are based on responses from between 972 and 975 of the 975 open charter schools that responded to the survey.
Schools were asked to rate each of these items separately, resulting in the range of responses. Up to three schools answered "don’t
know" for certain items. Most responses in the “other” category include the management company, the state legislature, and parents.
The data presented in columns 3 through 5 of the table on the facing page represent the percentage of the total number of each type of
school and includes responses from 173 open pre-existing public schools, 98 open pre-existing private schools, and between 702 and
704 open newly created schools (some newly created schools responded “don’t know").




Estimated Percentage of Charter Schools with Primary Control by Creation Status

Charter school creation status
Percentage of schools with

N Newly created Pre-existing Pre-existing
rimary control (% A
Area of control p Y o (%) public (%) private (%

Budget 72.9 77.4 57.2 68.0
Purchase of supplies/equipment 87.7 89.3 82.7 84.7
School calendar ) 76.8 81.6 53.2 83.7
Daily schedule 94.8 95.9 93.1 89.8 ;
Student assessment policies 71.5 76.8 52.0 68.0

Student admissions policies 59.4 62.2 52.0 53.1
Student discipline 87.3 90.6 75.1 84.7
Establishment of curriculum 83.2 711 83.7

Hiring of teaching staff 87.5 80.3

Estimated Percentage of Newly Created and Pre-existing Charter Schools with Control
over Various School Decisions and Operations
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AUTONOMY AND CHOICE OF SERVICE PROVIDERS

The autonomy afforded by charter law allows charter schools not only to choose whether or not
they provide certain services but also to choose the service provider. On average, an almost equal
number of charter schools provided the services themselves through staff or volunteers, purchased
services from the district, or acquired services from an outside provider. Newly created and pre-
existing private schools differed from pre-existing public schools in the service providers used. Pre-
existing public schools were more likely to use the district whereas newly created and pre-existing
private schools were more likely to provide the service themselves or to rely on an outside provider.
Fewer schools in 1998-99 than in previous years shared the responsibility of providing services

with either the district or another provider.

e  Averaging across all service areas in 1998-99, more
than one-third of charter schools provided services
themselves (36 percent), about one-third of charter schools
used only an outside provider (34 percent), and slightly
more than one-quarter of schools used the district as the
sole service provider (26 percent). Newly created and pre-
existing private schools were much more likely to provide
services themselves or to secure services from an outside
provider whereas pre-existing public schools were most
likely to retain the district as the service provider.

e In 1998-99, nearly every charter school offered special
education testing (97 percent) and special education
services (95 percent). In addition, the majority of charter
schools offered one or more noneducational services to
their students—more than four-fifths of the schools had
social and/or health services (82 percent each), nearly
three-quarters had before and after school care (72 percent)
and/or food services (71 percent), two-thirds offered
transportation (66 percent), and over one-half had athletic
programs (54 percent).

e Charter school staff most often provided such
noneducational services as before- and after-school care (65
percent), athletic programs (63 percent), and special
education services (39 percent). Charter schools most often
acquired transportation (42 percent) and food programs (39
percent) from districts and purchased special education
testing (36 percent) and social services (42 percent) trom an
outside provider. When charter schools provided health
services, a nearly equal percentage of the services were
provided by the school (35 percent), the district (29
percent), or an outside provider (33 percent).

e Charter schools most often provided such
administrative services as purchasing (57 percent) and
custodial (45 percent) services. Charter schools most often
purchased payroll (46 percent), accounting (38 percent),
insurance (53 percent), and legal services (54 percent) from
an outside provider. The most frequent provider of building
maintenance was split between an outside provider (39
percent) and the school (36 percent).

Average Percentage of Schools Selecting a Given Service Provider by Creation Status
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NOTE: These data are based on responses from 974 of the 975 open charter schools that responded to the survey for most items.
These questions were asked only in the first year of administration of the new school survey. The question about building maintenance
was not asked in the first year of our survey, therefore, the data for that category is based on 756 out of 757 open charter schools. The
questions about athletic programs, special education testing, and special education services were included only in the 1999 new survey
upon the request of the U.S. Department of Education departmental reviewers, therefore, data for these questions rely on 369 open
charter schools that responded in 1999 to the new survey. This exhibit represents unweighted averages across all service areas.
Unweighted averages are used so as to not inflate the average for services that are more commonly provided. The numbers in each of
the "Total” rows do not add to 100% across the columns because respondents were also offered "Both" as a response option.




Percentage of Charter Schools that Offer Services by Provider and Creation Status

Services provided in
charter schools

Charter creation status

Percentage of schools (%) with services provided solely by

School as provider

District as provider

Outside provider 3

Average of all services 35.5 25.6 33.7
(percentage of Newly created 379 19.7 37.0
schools with . A
services) Pre-existing public 21.8 59.3 13.9
Pre-existing private 433 7.5 45.9
Payroll Total % across all types 213 29.9 45.6
(100.0%) Newly created 22.6 229 50.9
Pre-existing public 8.1 7.7 18.5
Pre-existing private 34.7 6.1 55.1
Accounting Total % across all types 31.8 224 37.7
(100.0%) Newly created 348 16.4 41.7
Pre-existing public 19.7 58.4 11.6
Pre-existing private 327 31 56.1
Insurance Total % across all types 18.0 26.6 52.8
(99.7%) Newly created 18.7 20.0 58.6
Pre-existing public 11.0 67.4 18.6
Pre-existing prlvate 25.5 2.0 71.4
Purchasing Total % across all types 56.7 21.2 15.7
(99.9%) Newly created 61.7 15.5
Pre-existing public 26.6 54.3
Pre-existing private 74.2 3.1
Custodial Total % across all types 44.8 19.2 334
(97.8) Newly created 46.3 131
Pre-existing public 33.7 52.3
Pre-existing private 54.2 3.1
Building maintenance Total % across all types 36.3 19.4 38.7
(96.8%) Newly created 38.2 12.8 43.2
Pre-existing public 21.7 63.2 11.3
Pre-existing private 43.7 5.6 45.1
Legal services Total % across all types 18.1 24.0 54.1
(95.0%) Newly created 18.7 18.1
Pre-existing public 11.3 59.5
Pre-existing private 25.8 1.1
Health services Total % across all types 35.6 29.4 32.7
(81.7%) Newly created 39.2 22.8
Pre-existing public 19.5 63.6
Pre-existing private 411 8.2
Social services Total % across all types 26.2 243 42.0
(82.2%) Newly created 26.9 19.9
Pre-existing public 203 49.7
Pre-existing private 34.2 6.6
Before/after school Total % across all types 65.1 9.9 19.2
care Newly created 69.7 5.1
(72.3%) Pre-existing public 48.2 30.7
Pre-existing private 64.6 3.8
Food programs (70.7%) Total % across all types 234 389 324
Newly created 23.2 334
Pre-existing public 12.8 67.6
Pre-existing private 51.6 14.5
Transportation Total % across all types 27.3 41.5 26.7
(65.5%) Newly created 31.1 34.2
Pre-existing public 14.2 75.2
Pre-existing private 327 16.4
Athletic programs Total % across all types 63.3 16.6 16.6
(53.9%) Newly created 67.4 11.3
Pre-existing public 441 441
Pre-existing private 66.7 8.3
Special education Total % across all types 25.5 319 359
testing Newly created 283 26.5
(96.7%) Pre-existing public 12.7 67.3
Pre-existing private 233 16.7
Special education Total % across all types 39.0 28.7 21.8
services Newly created 41.7 229
(94.6%) Pre-existing public 22.2 64.8
Pre-existing private 44.8 13.8




EXTERNAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND MONITORING

In exchange for freedom from state regulations (except those related to health, safety, and
nondiscrimination) charter schools are to be held accountable for school and student outcomes. In
order to determine whether and how schools are held accountable, the Study asked schools about

the external monitoring they underwent during the past school year.

State legislation and

regulatory practices differ greatly across states, and charter schools reported varying amounts of
external monitoring as well as variation in which areas were monitored.

o In 1998-99, charter schools in a selected sample
most frequently reported monitoring in the areas of
school finances (94 percent), compliance with state or
federal regulations (88 percent), student achievement
(87 percent), and student attendance (81 percent).

e  Across stales, there was greater variance for some
areas of monitoring than for others. While a large
proportion of schools in most states reported monitoring
on student achievement and school finances, there was
far greater variance among the states in other areas, such
as student behavior and school governance.

o In those categories in which there was greater
variance, patterns emerged among states. While more
than 80 percent of charter schools in Louisiana reported

monitoring of instructional practices, student behavior,
or school governance, the proportion of schools
reporting monitoring was below 55 percent in each of
those areas in Florida, Minnesota, North Carolina, and
Wisconsin.

e In the five states in which there was only one
charter-granting agency, a pattern also emerged.
Connecticut, Georgia, Massachusetts, New Jersey, and
New Mexico all had high proportions (above 75 percent)
of schools reporting monitoring of instructional
practices and moderate to high proportions (greater than
50 percent) of schools reporting monitoring in the area
of school governance.

Estimated Percentage of Charter Schools that are Externally Monitored on Accountability
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Percentage of a Selected Sample of Charter Schools Who Reported External Monitoring'

Number of

Instructional Student Student Student
schools in practices achievement behavior attendance
sample
Percentage of schools (%)

Total 531 62.7 87.2 43.6 80.8
Alaska 11 72.7 80.0 455 54.5
Arizona 105 58.1 85.7 36.5 81.0
California 98 60.2 85.7 439 83.7
Colorado 44 63.6 97.7 61.4 81.8
Connecticut 7 85.7 75.0 37.5 75.0
Florida 28 39.3 929 53.6 85.7
Georgia 16 81.3 100.0 . 68.8 81.3
Ilinois 5 80.0 100.0 40.0 100.0
Louisiana 6 100.0 100.0 833 833
Massachusetts 21 85.7 81.0 23.8 76.2
Michigan 82 70.7 81.5 35.0 74.1
Minnesota 22 45.5 77.3 31.8 77.3
New Jersey 5 100.0 80.0 20.0 60.0
New Mexico 4 75.0 100.0 75.0 100.0
North Carolina 23 47.8 87.0 26.1 87.0
Pennsylvania 4 75.0 50.0 0.0 75.0
Texas 27 66.7 96.3 66.7 92.6
Wisconsin 14 429 93.3 40.0 80.0

Number of Compliance with School School School
schools in regulations governance finances completion’
sample
Percentage of schools (%)

Total 531 88.3 554 93.8 46,1
Alaska 11 100.0 50.0 100.0 (3)100.0
Arizona 105 85.7 51.9 94.3 (79) 58.2
California 98 85.7 51.5 88.7 (68) 39.7
Colorado 44 83.3 40.9 93.2 (30) 36.7
Connecticut 7 100.0 87.5 100.0 (2) 50.0
Florida 28 96.4 35.7 100.0 (3)66.7
Georgia 16 81.3 75.0 93.8 (5) 40.0
llinois 5 80.0 60.0 100.0 (2) 50.0
Louisiana 6 100.0 83.3 100.0 (2) 100.0
Massachusetts 21 90.5 85.7 100.0 (13)15.4
Michigan 82 90.1 70.4 97.5 (44) 29.5
Minnesota 22 81.8 227 90.9 (15) 26.7
New Jersey 5 100.0 60.0 100.0 NA!
New Mexico 4 100.0 50.0 100.0 (4) 50.0
North Carolina 23 87.0 50.0 100.0 (3) 66.7
Pennsylvania 4 100.0 25.0 100.0 (3) 100.0
Texas 27 96.3 63.0 81.5 (16) 62.5
Wisconsin 14 86.7 53.3 86.7 (11)63.6

NOTE: We asked this question only on the 1998 and 1999 follow-up surveys administered to schools not in their first year of operation,
resulting in responses from 531 charter schools, referred to as a selected sample in the text. The percentages in the table show the
number of schools that reported monitoring during the year in each area divided by the total number of schools in each state. Of the
531 schools, 9 schools in 6 states (Delaware, District of Columbia, Hawali, Kansas, Rhode Island, and South Carolina) are not displayed in
the table because each state has 3 or fewer schools which provided information on this question and the percentages are not
meaningful. The “Total" row includes data from all 27 of the charter states.

' The number of schools responding varied across the individual areas of monitoring. The number of schools reported in column 2 represents the
largest number of schools responding to any one area.
? Responses on school completion are based on 308 responses because the question was only posed 1o middle and high schools. The number of
responscs for each state is displayed in parentheses before the proportion of schools reporting monitoring.
* New Jersey did not have any middle or high schools answering the 1998 or 1999 follow-up survey.




EXTERNAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND REPORTING

Charter laws afford charter schools increased autonomy and require accountability measures.
Charter schools report about the school’s progress toward its goals to a variety of key constituent
groups. Reporting requirements differ by state and by individual charter school. Nearly every
charter school in a selected sample reported or planned to report on the school's progress toward its
goals 1o its charter granting agency, school governing board, and parents in the 1998-99 school year.

¢ In 1998-99, the majority of charter schools open for
at least 1 year at the time of our survey said they made
or were planning to make a report on the school’s
progress toward its goals to key constituent groups: the
school’s governing board (96 percent), their chartering
agency (92 percent), and parents (89 percent).

e  Nearly all charter schools (99 percent) made or were
planning to make a report to at least one of the key
constituency groups and 81 percent of charter schools
made or were planning to make a report to all three key
constituent groups.

e The pattern of reporting progress toward goals to
other key constituents varied across states. For example,
in New Jersey, no charter schools made or planned to
make a report to the community or general public, while
in Louisiana, all the charter schools made or planned to
make a report to this group. The range for states with
charter schools that reported or planned to report to
private funders was between 7 and 60 percent.

e State Departments of Education represent a key
reporting agency in some states’ charter laws. In every

state except California, at least two-thirds of schools had
made a report or planned to make a report to the State
Department of Education. Every charter school in
Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, New Jersey, New Mexico,
and Pennsylvania made a report or planned to make a
report to the State Department of Education. At least 80
percent  of schools in  Connecticut, Georgia,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, North Carolina,
and Texas made or planned to make a report o their
State Department of Education.

e  More than 40 percent of charter schools made or
were planning to make a report to all five key constituent
groups (chartering agency, parents, community/general
public, school governing board, and State Department of
Education), not including private funders. At least three-
quarters of schools in Connecticut, Georgia, Illinois, and
Louisiana made a report or planned to make a report to
the five key constituent groups. Al least one-half of
charter schools in Alaska, Florida, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin made or were
planning to make a report to these five key groups.

Estimated Percentage of a Selected Sample of Schools Reporting Progress Toward Goals to

Their Reporting Agencies

Made a report Planning to Not made or Don't Not
make a planning to make know applicable
report a report
Percentage of schools (%)

Chartering agency 37.3 54.9 6.6 0.4 0.9
Private funders 14.8 18.2 32.8 3.9 30.3
Parents 41.2 47.6 9.2 0.6 1.5
Community/ general public 25.3 36.0 31.5 1.9 5.4
School governing board 60.9 34.8 3.7 0.0 0.6

State dept. of education, not 29.2

41.0 22.5 1.9 5.4

NOTE: This question appeared only on the 1998 and 1999 follow up surveys, resulting in responses from 534 open charter schools,
referred to in the text and tables as a selected sample. The results reflect the most recent school responses, equaling 488 charter
schools that responded to the 1999 follow-up survey and 46 charter schools that responded to the 1998 but not the 1999 follow-up
survey. On the facing page, the percentages in the table show the number of schools that reported or plan to report progress in each
area divided by the total number of schools in each state that responded to the 1998 or 1999 follow-up survey. The number of schools
in the last column reflects the number of schools that responded to the 1998 or 1999 follow-up survey, not necessarily the total number
of schools in that state. Of the 534, 9 schools in 6 states (District of Columbia, Delaware, Hawaii, Kansas, Rhode Island, and
Pennsylvania) are not displayed in the table because each state has 3 or fewer schools that provided information about external
accountability and reporting and the percentages are not meaningful. The “Total” row includes data from all 27 of the charter states.




Percentage of a Selected Sample of Charter Schools That Made a Report or were Planning
to Make a Report by Reporting Agency
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Percentage of a Selected Sample of Charter Schools That Have Reported or Plan to Report
on School Goals by State

Reporting Agency

Community/ School
Chartering Private General governing Report to S Number
agency funders Parents public __board _State DOE constituents of
Percentage of schools (%) schools

Total 92.1 329 88.8 61.2 95.7 70.2 44.0 534
Alaska 72.7 18.2 90.9 72.7 90.9 72.7 63.6 11
Arizona 933 29.7 89.4 62.5 96.2 78.6 46.5 105
California 89.7 20.2 90.8 55.2 95.9 26.0 17.9 98
Colorado 95.5 48.8 95.5 68.2 97.7 64.3 45.2 44
Connecticut 100.0 50.0 87.5 85.7 100.0 87.5 85.7 8
Florida 96.4 21.4 85.7 67.9 96.4 100.0 53.6 28
Georgia 100.0 31.3 82.4 82.4 100.0 94.1 82.4 17
llinois 100.0 60.0 100.0 80.0 100.0 100.0 80.0 5
Louisiana 100.0 33.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 6
Massachusetts 100.0 57.1 100.0 76.2 90.5 81.0 61.9 21
Michigan 97.6 425 93.8 65.4 100.0 81.3 55.1 82
Minnesota 90.9 42.9 90.9 63.6 95.5 95.5 50.0 22
New Jersey 80.0 40.0 60.0 0.0 80.0 100.0 0.0 5
New Mexico 100.0 25.0 75.0 25.0 100.0 100.0 25.0
North Carolina 69.6 30.4 78.3 39.1 91.3 82.6 30.4 23
Pennsylvania 100.0 75.0 25.0 25.0 100.0 100.0 25.0
Texas 85.2 48.1 88.9 51.9 96.3 84.6 346 27

Wisconsin 933 6.7 733 80.0 73.3 50.0




ACCOUNTABILITY AND STUDENT ASSESSMENT

Charter schools are held accountable for the achievement of their students. Some charter
legislation speaks specifically of improving student achievement as a goal for charter schools;
nearly every charter school used standardized assessments to measure student achievement and
most used other nonstandardized assessments as well. More than one-third of the charter schools
used seven or more different types of assessments to measure student achievement and gauge

progress toward school goals.

e Typically, schools use the results of standardized
tests for accountability purposes. In 1998-99, nearly
every charter school used standardized assessments of
student achievement (96 percent), though a higher
percentage of charter schools used norm-referenced
assessments (86 percent) than criterion-referenced
assessments (62 percent).

e The results in 1998-99 are similar to prior years’
results showing that assessment methods are generally
consistent across newly created and pre-existing
schools. The assessment methods with the most
variation (about 10 percent)—performance
assessments, parent satisfaction surveys, student
interviews or surveys, and behavioral indicators—were
used by a greater percentage of pre-existing public than
newly created or pre-existing private schools.

e The majority of charter schools also used
nonstandardized assessments. Charter  schools
measured student achievement through student
demonstrations of their work (89 percent), student

portfolios (81 percent), and performance assessments
(74 percent). Charter schools used parent surveys (83
percent), behavioral indicators (76 percent), and student
surveys (71 percent) to measure progress toward other
school goals.

e The use of assessments was generally consistent
across states. In every state except Ohio, at least 70
percent of charter schools used five or more methods of
assessing student achievement and progress toward
school goals. Every school in Kansas used at least five
of the seven types of assessments.

e Over one-third (34 percent) of charter schools used
all seven types of assessment to measure student
achievement and progress toward other school goals.
This pattern varied by type of charter school with a
higher percentage of pre-existing public schools (45
percent) than newly created (32 percent) or pre-existing
private (29 percent) using seven different methods of
assessment.

Estimated Percentage of Schools Using Various Assessment Methods

Type of assessment

Percentage of Newly Pre-existing Pre-existing

Charter school creation status

schools (%) created (%) public (%) private (%)

Standardized assessments
Criterion-referenced assessments
Norm-referenced assessments

Performance assessments

Student portfolios

Student demonstrations of their work

Parent satisfaction surveys

Student interviews or surveys

Behavioral indicators

96.4 96.3 97.1
62.1 61.5 61.8
86.2 84.9 88.8
73.5 71.4 82.7
81.4 82.0 80.3
89.0 89.9 84.4
82.5 82.1 86.7
71.2 69.0 79.8
75.6 74.3 83.2

NOTE: These tables draw on all 975 open charter schools that responded to the survey. These items have been asked on both the new
and follow-up surveys and the results reflect the most recent school responses. In 1999, 857 schools answered the new or follow-up
survey and 118 schools’ responses are drawn from 1998 results. Standardized assessments refer to either norm-referenced or criterion
referenced assessments. The more specific questions about whether the standardized assessments were criterion-referenced or norm-
referenced were asked about only in 1999, and data are based on responses from 857 open charter schools.




Across-State Comparison of Estimated Percentage of Schools Using Various Assessments

73 A -1 n
- - - - o ° 2 E
g g 3IE g 5 23 2

- w € n v "E oRr & g ES & o
@ - - 2 - U= i o~ 2 o e 33
NE s e o5 E g 2 fx = R 4 T e<
59 Lo@ Jae ] a T ) = > 4 8w
c E °:E [ EE - - Q on - @ c 0 =g
N own cEw ] e w [ [ - ce SR -0
States with 4 v g¥y £Y S ¥ g go . cy g5 28 L
= = £ 3 E's ge T £33 v
or more schools s % 9 o9 A 2 302 % 3 2. T g w @
(Number of schools) R Oo2aw Zn an ne ABTE an Ac = £ o E
Total percentage 91.8 62.1 86.2 734 81.5 89.1 82.4 713 75.7 82.0
Alaska (16) 100.0 46.7 100.0 68.8 81.3 93.8 75.0 75.0 37.5 75.0
Arizona (166) 98.2 739 95.5 80.1 855 93.4 759 63.9 72.3 83.2
California (149) 96.6 62.3 91.0 79.9 91.3 87.2 87.2 77.9 74.5 86.6
Colorado (59) 98.3 731 94.2 79.7 729 88.1 84.7 57.6 83.1 78.0
Connecticut (16) 93.8 53.8 76.9 50.0 87.5 93.8 81.3 75.0 81.3 81.2
Delaware (4) 100.0 100.0 75.0 100.0 50.0 75.0 100.0 75.0 100.0 75.0
District of Col. (15) 93.3 66.7 93.3 66.7 100.0 86.7 60.0 60.0 86.7 86.6
Florida (65) 96.9 55.6 88.9 73.8 87.7 87.7 75.4 63.1 69.2 80.0
Georgia (25) 100.0 33.3 100.0 80.0 84.0 100.0 96.0 84.0 76.0 92.0
IWinois (12) 100.0 75.0 100.0 83.3 66.7 83.3 75.0 75.0 83.3 83.3
Kansas (15) 100.0 73.3 73.3 93.3 86.7 100.0 86.7 100.0 80.0 100.0
Louisiana (11) 100.0 81.8 81.8 81.8 72.7 81.8 90.9 72.7 90.9 91.9
Massachusetts (34) 100.0 62.1 89.7 70.6 79.4 82.4 91.2 61.8 79.4 85.3
Michigan (124) 95.2 59.2 83.7 66.1 72.6 90.3 82.3 70.2 73.4 79.0
Minnesota (37) 94.6 66.7 84.8 78.4 81.1 89.2 91.9 83.8 78.4 83.8
New Jersey (26) 84.6 40.0 76.0 61.5 76.9 84.6 96.2 80.8 88.5 80.8
New Mexico (5) 100.0 60.0 40.0 80.0 60.0 100.0 60.0 100.0 100.0 80.0
North Carolina (52) 98.1 45.8 64.6 65.4 69.2 82.7 82.7 67.3 67.3 71.2
Ohio (7) 85.7 71.4 71.4 42.9 85.7 85.7 57.1 71.4 71.4 57.2
Pennsylvania (23) 95.7 43.5 73.9 78.3 82.6 95.7 78.3 73.9 73.9 91.4
South Carolina (4) 100.0 25.0 100.0 75.0 50.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0
Texas (77) 97.4 69.3 82.7 64.9 77.9 88.3 83.1 74.0 80.5 81.8
Wisconsin (26) 80.8 62.5 62.5 57.7 88.5 80.8 88.5 84.6 84.6 73.1

Percentage of Schools Using Multiple Assessment Methods

Charter school creation status

Percentage of Newly Pre-existing Pre-existing

Number of different assessments used’ schools (%) created (%) public (%) private (%)

One to three 5.9 5.8 4.6 9.1

Four to six 60.1 62.2 50.3 62.2
445

Seven 33.8

32.0

' The multiple assessment methods in this table and the preceding table refer to the seven different types of assessment common to the new and
follow-up surveys including standardized assessments, performance assessments, student portfolios, student demonstrations, parent surveys,

student interviews or surveys, and behavioral indicators.




APPENDIX: RESPONSE RATE BY STATE

Column 2 in the table below shows the total number of survey responses on any one of the seven
administered surveys by state. The total number of charter schools in column 3 reflects the
number of charter schools open at the time of the 1999 survey administration.

State Survey C;g:ﬂr RZiLc::ste
Responses Schools (%)
Alaska 16 17 94
Arizona 166 180 92
California 151 154 98
Colorado 59 60 98
Connecticut 16 16 100
Delaware 4 4 100
District of Columbia 15 19 79
Florida 65 72 90
Georgia 25 27 93
Hawaii 2 2 100
Idaho 2 2 100
Illinois 12 13 92
Kansas 15 15 100
Louisiana 11 11 100
Massachusetts 34 34 100
Michigan 124 131 95
Minnesota 37 38 97
Mississippi 1 1 100
North Carolina 52 56 93
New Jersey 26 30 87
New Mexico 5 5 100
Ohio 7 15 47
Pennsylvania 23 31 74
Rhode Island 2 2 100
South Carolina 4 5 80
Texas 78 109 72
_Wisconsin 26 29 90
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1) FINDINGS AND INTENT --The purpose of this. sectlon is to provude enhanced
opportunlty for students in this state to gain:the knowledge and skills- necessary"
for postsecondary ‘education, a technical.education, -or the world of work. The
Legislature‘recognizes that the voters of the State of Florida; in the- November
1998 general election, amended s. 1, Art. IX of the Florida Constitution so as to
make education a paramount duty of the state. The Legislature finds that the
State Constitution requires the state to provide the opportunity to obtain a :
high- quahty education. The Legislature further. finds that a student should not:be N
compelled, agamst the. W|shes of the student's parent.or guardlan to remain in a;
school found by the state to be failing for 2 years'in a 4-year- period. The
Legislature shall make available opportunity scholarships-in order to- give parents
and guardians. the opportunity for their children to attend a public school that .is
performlng satisfactorily.or to-attend.an ellglble private school when the parent
or guardian chooses to. apply the equnvalent of the public education funds
generated by his or her: child to the cost of tuition in the:eligible: private- school as
provided.in- paragraph (6)(a). Eligibility of a private school shall include the.:
control and: accountablllty requirements that, coupled with the exercise of =
parental- chmce, are ‘reasonably: necessary to secure the educatlonal publlc
purpose -as. dellneated in subsectlon (4). S

(2) OPPORTUNITY SCHOLARSHIP ELIGIBILITY' --A publ|c school student S parent
or guardlan may-request and receive from'the state an opportunity-scholarship - -
for the child: to enroll in and attend a prlvate school in accordance with the
provisions-of. thls section if:

(a) By assngned schooI attendance area or by specnal assngnment the student
desngnated pursuant to: s 229 57 as performance grade category "F . failing: to
make-adequate progress, and-that has had two school years in-a 4-year period of'
such low performance; and the student’s attendance occurred durlng a school
year in-which such-designation was in effect; or the parent or guardian of ‘a:
student who' has'been in attendance elsewhere in the public school system or
who:is.entering kmdergarten or first grade has been notified. that the:student has
been assngned to such school for the next school year;

(b) The parent or guardian has obtained acceptance for admission of the student
to a private school eligible for the program pursuant to subsection: (4), and has
notified the Department of Education and the.school district of the" request for'an
opportumty scholarship-no later than July" 1 of the flrst year in whlch the student .
mtends to use thes'scholarshlp S :

The prowsmns of thls section shalI not apply to a student who is: enrolled |n a
school:operating- for the purpose of providing’ educatlonal services. to youth’in
Department of Juvenile Justice commitment programs:: For purposes of continuity’
of educational choice; ‘the opportunity scholarship shall-remainin- force until‘the
student returns:to a public school or, if the 'student chooses to attenda prlvate :
school the highest-grade of which is grade 8, until the studént matriculates to ~ =~
high school and the public-high school to which the student is:assigned is an

2/28/2000 6:35 PM
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accredited school with a performance grade category designation- of "C" or better.

However; ‘at any time upon reasonable notice to the Department of Education ..
and the school district, the student's parent or: ‘guardian may remove. ‘the student
from the private school and place the student in a public school, as provided in
subparagraph (3)(a)2.

(3) SCHOOL DISTRICT OBLIGATIONS.--

(a) A school district shall, for each student enrolled in or-assigned to a school
that has been desngnated as performance grade category "F" for 2 school years in
a 4-year period: .

1. Timely notlfy the parent or guardian of the student as:soon as- such
de5|gnat|on is made of all- optlons available pursuant to this section; and

2. Offer that student s parent or guardian an opportunlty to enroll the student in
the public school within the district that has been desngnated by the state
pursuant to s. 229.57 as a school performing higher than that in which the
student is currently enrolied or to which the student has been assigned, but not
less than performance grade category "C." For purposes of identifying higher
performing public.schools eligible for parental choice for the 1999-2000 school.
year, school performance grade category designations for the 1998-1999 school

year shall be the equivalent of the corresponding performance level I-V specified

in state board rule at the time this act becomes a law. Levels'I through V shall

correspond to-school performance grade categories "F" through "A," respectlvely '
The parent or guardian is not required to accept this offer'in lieu of requesting a

state opportunlty scholarship- to a private school. The opportunlty to continue
attending the higher performing public school shall remain in force until the
student graduates from high school.

{(b) The parent or guardian of a student enrolled in or assigned to a school that
has been designated performance grade category "F" for 2 school years in a

4-year period may choose as an alternative to enroll the student in-and: transport

the student to a higher-performing public school that has avallable spacé in-an
adjacent school district, and that school district shall accept the student and
report the student for purposes of the distrlct s funding pursuant to the Florida
Education Finance Program S

(c) For, students in the district who are participating in the state Opportunity
Scholarship Program, the district shall provide locations and times to take all
statewide ‘assessments required pursuant to s. 229.57.

(d) Students-with disabilities who are eligible to receive services from the school
district.under federal or state law, and who participate in this program, remain-

Iaw

j(e) If for any rea:son'a qualified private school.is not available for the st_udent or

if the parent or'guardian chooses to request that the student be enrolled in the
higher performing public school, rather than choosing to request the state
opportunity scholarship, transportation costs to the higher performing public
school shall be the responsibility of the school district. The district may utilize
state categorical transportation funds or state-appropriated public school choice
incentive funds for this purpose.

(4) PRIVATE SCHOOL ELIGIBILITY.--To be eligible to participate in the
opportunity. scholarship program, a private school must be a Florida private .

eligible to receive services from the school district as provnded by federal or state"
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school, may.-be sectarian or.nonsectarian, and must:

(a). Demonstrate-fiscal soundness by being in operation for one school year or-
provide the Department of Education with a statement by a certified public

accountant confirming that the private school desiring to participate is insured
and the owner or owners have sufficient capital or credit to operate the school fori

the upcoming year serving the number of students anticipated- with expected: -

revenues from tuition and: other sources that: may be reasonably expected In Ileu

of such a statement, a surety bond or letter of credlt for the amount equal to the.
opportunity scholarship funds for any quarter may be filed with the department.

(b): Except for the first year of implementation, notify the Department of
Education and the school district in whose service area the school is located of .its
intent to participate in the program under this section by May 1 of the school -
year preceding the school year in which. it intends-to participate. The notice shall
specify the grade levels and services that the private school has avallable for the
opportumty scholarshlp program.

(c) Comply wlth_ the ant_ldlscrlmmation'provistons of 42 U.S.C. s. Z0.00,d_;
(d) ‘Meet state and Iocat.healt_h and safety laws and codes. |

(e) Accept scholarship students on an entirely random and religious-neutral

basis without regard to the student's past academic history; however, the private:
school may give preference in accepting applications to siblings of students who

have already been accepted on a random and religious-neutral basis.

(f) Be subject-_to the instruction, curriculum, and'attendance-'criteria adopted by

an appropriate-nonpublic school accrediting body and be academically -
accountable to the parent or guardian for meeting the educational needs. of the -
student. The prlvate school must furnish a school proflle which lncludes student
performance S

(g-) Employ or. contract with teachers who hold a baccalaureate or higher degree,

or have at least 3 years of teaching experience in public or private schools, or
have special skills; knowledge, or expertlse that quallfles them to provude
instruction in subJects taught. = _

(h) Comply with aII state statutes relating to private schools.

(|) Accept as full tuition and fees the amount provided by the state for each
student. o

(j) Agree not to compel any student attending the prlvate school on an
opportunity scholarship to profess a specific’ |deolog|cal belief, to pray, or to -
worship. : _ .

(k) ‘Adhere to the tenets of its publlshed dlSClpIinary procedures pnor to the
expulsion of any. opportunity scholarshlp student.

(5) OBLI‘GATION OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION.--.

('_a)' ‘Any student participating in the opportunity-scholarship program must
remain in attendance throughout the school year, unless excused by the school.
for illness or other good cause, and must comply fully with the. school s code of
conduct. : :

NP/ WWW.1€g.S1ate. 1L US/CIlZEN...rcn_SIring=&UKL=ChUZ29/5ELU>3/.HIM
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(b) The parent or guardian of each student.participating in the opportunity
scholarship program must comply fully with the private school's parental.
involvement reqmrements unless excused by the-school for ||Iness or other good
cause.

(c) The parent or: guardlan shall ensure that the student part|C|pat|ng in-the
opportunlty scholarshlp program takes all statewide assessments. requured
pursuant to s, 229 57.

(d) A part|C|pant who falls to comply with thls subsectlon shall’ forfelt the
opportunity scholarship.

(6) OPPORTUNITY SCHOLARSHIP FUNDING AND PAYMENT.--

(a)l. The- maximum opportumty scholarship granted for an eligible. student shall
be a calculated amount equivalent to the base student allocation’ multlplled by
the appropriate -cost factor for the educational program that would have been
provided for-the student in the district school to which he or she was assigned,
multiplied by the district cost.differential. In addition, the calculated amount shall
include the per-student share of instructional materials fundlng, technology
funding, and. other categorical funds as provided for. this purpose in the General
Appropriations Act. The amount.of the opportunity scholarship shall be the
calculated amount or the amount of the private school's tuition and fees,
whichever is less. Fees eligible shall include textbook fees, lab fees, and other
fees related to instruction, including transportation. The district shall report all
students who are attending a private school under this program. The students
attending. private schools on opportunity schelarships shall be reported -
separately from those students reported for purposes of the Florida. Educatlon :
Finance Program. The public or private school that provides services to-students
with disabilities shall receive the weighted funding for such 'services at the
appropriate;funding Ievel consistent with. the;provisions‘of s. 236.025.

2. For purposes of calculating the opportunity scholarship, a student WI|| be
ellglble for the amount of the approprlate basnc cost factor if:

a. The student currently participates in .a Group I program funded at the basic
cost factor and is.not subsequently identified as having a disability; or

b. The student currently participates in a Grou'p II program and the parent has -
chosen a private school that does not provide the additional services funded by
the Group II program. :

3. Followmg annual notlflcatlon on July 1 of the number of part|C|pants, the
Department of Education shall transfer from each school district's appropriated |
funds-the.calculated amount from the Florida Education Finance Program and
authorized ‘categorical. accounts to a separate account for the Opportunity
Scholarship Program for quarterly disbursement to the:parents or guardians of
participating students. :

(b) Upon proper documentation reviewed and approved by the Department of
Education, the Comptrolier shall make opportunity scholarsh|p payments in four.
equal amounts no later than September 1, November 1, February 1, and April 1
of each academic year in'which the opportunity. scholarshlp is in force. The initial:
payment shall be made after Department of Education verification of admission.
acceptance, and subsequent payments shall be made upon verification. of
continued enrollment and attendance at the private school. Payment. must be by
individual, warrant made payable to the student's parent or guardian and mailed -
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by the Department of Education to the private school of the parent's or
guardian's choice, and the parent or guardian shall restrlctlvely endorse the
warrant to the private school. :

(7) LIABILITY --No liability. shall arise on the part .of the- state based on any
grant or.use of an- opportunlty scholarshlp _

(8) RULES-.--The State Board of Education may adopt rules: pursuant to ss.

120.536(1) and 120.54 to implement the provisions of this section. Rules shall

include penalties for noncompliance with subsections (3) and (5). However, the
inclusion of eligible private schools within options available to Florida public

school students does not expand the regulatory authority of the state, its officers,

or.any school district to impese any additional regulation of private schools
beyond those:reasonably necessary to enforce requ1rements expressly set forth in
thls section. :

Hlstory.-_-s_-._2_, ch. 99-398.
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SCHOOL VOUCHERS: BREAKING THE STALEMATE
A new Kkind of dialogue

Annenberg Public Policy Center, University of Pennsylvania
Tuesday, February 29, 2000 -- 9 am to 12 noon, National Press Club, Holeman Room,
Washington, DC

Preliminary program outline

9-9:05 Welcome — Lorie Slass, Washington Director, Annenberg Public Policy
Center.
9:05-9:15 Breaking the logjam for inner city kids — Matt Miller, Annenberg Public

Policy Center Senior Fellow. Author, “A Bold Experiment to Fix City
Schools,” The Atlantic Monthly, July 1999

9:15-10:30 Panel One: Fresh Voices — The Pro-Voucher Left, The Pro-Equity Right
-Jack Coons, Emeritus Professor of Law, UC Berkeley
-Lisa Graham Keegan, Republican Superintendent of Education for the
state ot Arizona
-T. Willard Fair, President of the Urban League, Miami

10:30-10:45 Break

10:45-12 Is a Grand Bargain Between Left and Right Possible?
(l.c., Take several big cities, raise spending 20%, but only via voucher
program; other options)
-Sandra Feldman, President, American Federation of Teachers
-Lamar Alexander, former Secretary ot Education in the Bush
Administration
-Clint Bolick, Institute for Justice
-Andy Rotherham, Special Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy

12 noon Briet wrap up - next steps
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LAMAR ALEXANDER was Secretary of Education under President George Bush, where he spearheaded
an effort to enact voucher test at the federal level called the G.1. Bill for Kids. The plan would have spent
$500 million in new federal dollars to give the parents of halt a million low-and middle-income children
each a $1.000 voucher to use at the schools of their choice. Alexander is also the former Governor of
Temnessee and a two-time candidate for President.

CLINT BOLICK is vice president and director of litigation at the Institute for Justice, which he co-
founded in 1991, Bolick is a leader in the litigation effort to defend school choice programs, and recently
won a landmark ruling in the Wisconsin Supreme Court upholding the Milwaukee Parental Choice
Program. He has also successfully defended school choice programs before the state supreme courts of
Arizona and Ohio and is currently defending choice programs in Florida and Illinois..
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| am deeply honored to address the Newsmakers Luncheon of the National Press Club. When |
was growing up in Washington, DC in the early 1950s, | dreamt of becoming a major league baseball
player, never a newsmaker. World War Il seemed like yesterday. The New Millennium was a distant
abstraction. Now the imminence of these epoch events in our lives has been reversed.

A brave new world of opportunity awaits African Americans, provided our youngsters are
adequately prepared. This was a banner year for our people. We saw not one, but four Jackie
Robinsons finally smash the corporate glass ceiling — Frank Raines at Fannie Mae, Lloyd Ward at
Maytag, Barry Rand at Avis and, soon, Ken Chenault at American Express.

The voracious labor market has driven our jobless rate down to record levels. Out-of-wedlock
births reached a forty-year low. Our youngsters are completing high school at the same rate as whites.

That's the base of impressive accomplishment upon which we can build. And build we must
because the skills needed to succeed in the century ahead will be more sophisticated than ever before.
Like it or not, capitalism today is unforgiving and shows little mercy for laggards — be they nations, ethnic
groups or regions of the world.

High Stakes/Huge Mistakes

America's determination to prevail in the global economic game provides the impetus for the
widespread effort to impose higher academic standards on school systems and students. The impulse is
perfectly understandable. But the execution thus far has been thoughtless and heartless toward low-
income and minority children.

Over the last decade and a half, urban schools in search of the Holy Grail of high achievement
have experimented with everything from top-down to bottom-up reform. Now states and districts are
trying “tough love” — loftier academic standards and high stakes tests.

The National Urban League does not fear holding our children to high academic expectations.
We know from research and practical experience in real schools that our children can achieve on par with
other children. Professor Linda Darling-Hammond of Stanford documented this fact in her important
book, The Right to Learn.



But to have a fair shot at succeeding, the education our children receive must be on par as well.

That is precisely the problem with the “tough love” approach that many states have implemented with
carefree abandon.

At the National Education Summit three years ago, | asked whether the governors and corporate
leaders who were so obsessed back then with tougher standards and high stakes tests, intended to focus
as well on what it takes to help chiidren meet the higher expectations.

My question literally was ruled out of order. Now the chickens are coming home to roost. States
thought they could raise the bar without investing in extra instruction and better teaching. School systems

were browbeaten into imposing higher standards even though they knew their schools weren't up to the
task.

When the 1999 Nationai Education Summit convened this fall, some governors confessed that
they hadn't yet invested in the training programs for teachers and the intensified instruction needed to
enable youngsters to meet the loftier standards. One big-city superintendent told me just last week that
his district can't keep its math teachers out of the clutches of computer companies. How on earth are his
students supposed to meet a tougher math standard?

At the risk of proclaiming “| told you so,” states and urban districts today face an educational and
political fiasco that they should have seen coming:

¢ In New York City, 77 percent of g" graders failed to meet the state's math standard. Sixty-
five percent missed the mark in English.

 The LA Unified School District probably won't end social promotion as planned because 40
percent of its pupils would be held back, including two-thirds of its 8" graders.

o Even though Massachusetts has just lowered its passing grade, estimates are that 80
percent of Latinos and blacks, not to mention 40 percent of whites and Asian Americans still
won't qualify to graduate from high schooil.

As a result, school districts are facing withering criticism from enraged parents and the prospect
of overcrowded schools stuffed to the closets and kitchens with repeaters.

So they are reassessing their unswerving commitment to tougher standards. As Jerome Murphy
of Harvard observes, “Backpedaling is smart when you are heading over a cliff.”

And none too soon, | hasten to add, because study after study shows that tough love often
backfires. Holding students back “...actually contributes to greater academic failure, higher levels of
dropping out, and greater behavioral difficulties.”

So the big push to end social promation is a day late and a dollar short. The truth is that school
systems have been holding youngsters back for years. The imposition of high standards should be guided
by sound pedagogical practice, not reckless political expediency.

There's no way to educate urban children on the cheap. States and school districts must invest
in quality pre-school and K-12 education up front, instead of imposing flashy quick fixes that frequently do
more harm than good.

Having criticized the implementation process, let me be clear about where we stand on standards
themselves. We don't advocate abandoning standards.

Use them as a diagnostic tool to gauge where schools and children are versus where we want
them to be. Use them to craft and require aggressive school improvement plans. Use the standards to
hold the grown-ups accountable before we start picking on the children.



Rev. Jesse Jackson has sparked an important debate about zero tolerance in meting out school
discipline. Zero tolerance flows two ways. Violent and disruptive behavior undermine school safety in the
near term. Lousy education can destroy hope for an entire lifetime.

So to those who are infatuated with zero tolerance, | say it's also time for:

Zero tolerance for politicians whose appropriations for public education don't match their
pious pronouncements about high-standards and tough love;

Zero tolerance for school boards that preside year after year over low-performing schools;
Zero tolerance for principals who run schools that chronically perform below par; and

Zero tolerance for teachers who lack the qualifications and the belief in our youngsters’
abilities to lift them to high levels of achievement.

It's time to cease and desist imposing high stakes consequences on kids until states and school
districts demonstrate convincingly that they have a credible game plan in place to boost student
achievement.

| implore the press to look past the catchy slogans. Ask hard questions of the politicians and
educators who espouse high standards and high stakes tests. For instance:

Exactly what is their game plan and timetable to help low-income and minority children clear
the higher bar?

What instructional strategy do they intend to institute? Is it substantiated by evidence? How
long does experience indicate it will take to make a difference?

Is a year-round supplemental strategy in place, such as after-school tutorials and Saturday
academies?

Is there a concrete plan to provide every child with a qualified teacher? How long,
realistically, will this take?

Is high quality professional development for principals and teachers also in place?

Are no-nonsense mechanisms in place to hold the educators and administrators accountable
for the success or faiture of their pupils?

Have the state and school district firmly committed the multi-year funding needed to
implement these strategies aimed at boosting student achievement?

For the sake of the children, don't let the aduits who pay lip service to high standards off the
hook. it's reckless to barrel further down the path of high standards and high stakes tests without a

coherent plan to improve the caliber of education that youngsters receive before holding them strictly
accountable.

It's downright cruel -- and counterproductive - to dash the dreams of youngsters who've finally
climbed aboard the education train and are finishing high school at a record clip.



Real-World Standards

The rush to impose high standards begs the question of where they should be pegged to begin
with. | was startled to hear one governor at this fall's National Education Summit confess that in the haste
to get tough, his state had given less thought than it should have to the actual content of the standards.

In the latest issue of the National Urban League’s The State of Black America, we noted that high
stakes tests seldom reflect the skills needed to succeed in the labor market or move on to the next tier of
higher education, much less what's actually taught in school.

High stakes tests shouldn't resemble Harvard entrance exams, encyclopedia trivia contests or
bell-curved tests that overplay the significance of small differences in test scores.

It isn't anti-intellectual to acknowledge the reality that many Americans never obtain college
degrees. What's the point of placing the bar for graduation so high that it denies high school diplomas to
conscientious youngsters who nevertheless aren’t coliege bound?

What's the point of writing off future truck drivers, deliverymen, short order cooks, chefs, train
conductors, newsstand operators, construction workers and artisans as unworthy of high school
diplomas?

Kate Maloy of the University of Pittsburgh put it best:

“The purpose of every school...is to educate children for what lies ahead of them — further
education for some, jobs for most, citizenship, somewhere, for all.”

Standards and tests should serve, not distort, this fundamental objective of public education.

Our Achievement Campaign

I'm proud to report that the National Urban League movement is doing its part to spread the
gospel that "Achievement Matters". In partnership with the Congress of National Black Churches and two
dozen sororities, fraternities and civic groups, we've launched the Campaign for African-American
Achievement.

Together we've designated September as Achievement Month. Last September 19", more than
50,000 youngsters and parents participated in our events nationwide to celebrate children who are doing
the right thing and striving to do well in school.

A year ago, CNBC and the League launched a nationai achievers society for youngsters who
excel in school. |think of it as our national achievement gang, complete with its own rituals and regalia.

Already we've inducted more than 5,000 academic stars and challenged them to spread the
gospel to their siblings and buddies that achievement is cool.

In Columbia SC, the Urban League joined forces with State Farm Insurance Company to stage
an SAT awareness rally. Can you imagine a more boring subject? If you had asked me, I'd have said
teenagers would avoid this event like the plague.

J. T. McLawhorn, our CEO in Columbia, originally hoped to attract a couple hundred kids to the
rally. Guess what? Seven hundred showed up. Why? Because they also know achievement is cool and
because they're determined to get into college.

So our message that "Achievement Matters" is spreading. But we have lots more work ahead.
We've called upon our churches, civic clubs, sororities and fraternities to make certain that the children in
their own flock are squarely on the achievement page.



We want parents and caregivers to insist that their children are taught by qualified teachers and
take challenging courses. We will preach our gospel of achievement until it permeates the consciousness
of every parent, caregiver and child in our community.

The Folly of Vouchers

I recognize that parents who are fed up with lousy public schools find vouchers alluring. Their
impatience is perfectly understandable. | cannot fault them for seeking the best for their children.

But that doesn’t make vouchers a sound public policy. For starters, the evidence on whether
vouchers actually improve academic achievement is mixed.

Advocates of vouchers argue that competition is healthy for public schools. But the rules of
competition are rigged against them. Private and parochial schools enjoy decisive advantages over
public schools when it comes to admissions and discipline.

What's more, public schools must report their results. Non-public schools do not. In fact, in my

state they fiercely oppose the effort to require their students to pass the New York State Regents exam in
order to graduate.

How cynical it would be if, in the name of education accountability, we allowed vouchers and
education savings accounts to shift precious public resources to nonpublic schools that are
unaccountable for their academic results.

The Goal: Successful Schools, Not “Systemic” Reform

Declaring that vouchers are misguided public policy isn't tantamount to saying that the
performance of urban public schools is satisfactory. Since 95 percent of our youngsters attend public
schools, what's urgently needed is radical reform that structures public education so that its sole raison
d'etre is student success. So that, as the Army would say, urban schools can be all that they can be.

To be fair, some school districts are reporting gains in reading and math scores. That's welcome
news because it helps restore confidence in urban schools. But inching ahead won'’t prepare our children
adequately for the unforgiving world that awaits them after graduation from high school.

After a generation of urban school reform, we know there are hundreds, perhaps even thousands,
of high performing schools serving poor and minority youngsters all across the country. According to the
Education Trust, many of these schools even outshine their suburban counterparts on state exams.

| agree with New York State Education Commissioner, Rick Mills, who says there are enough
examples of highly successful urban schools so that there’'s no longer any acceptable excuse for school
failure.

Yet try as big-city school boards and administrators might, few if any urban districts can honestly
claim that they educate the vast majority of their kids remotely up to their potential.

The scope and pace of progress is unacceptable and the reform prescriptions in vogue these
days are too feeble for the task ahead.

Although educators clearly know how to create schools that enable low-income and minority
youngsters to achieve at very high levels, no one has figured out how to create successful urban school
systems.

So it's time to stop trying to reform public school “systems” per se. | say we concentrate instead
on creating successful public schools throughout the system.



According to the legendary public school educator Anthony Alvarado, the sole focus of the
educational enterprise should be student learning. Everything else, he argues, is “details.” “A typical
educational system is so top-heavy with details that learning can suffocate under the tonnage.”

The thrust of federal, state and local education policy from this day forward should be to remove
the tonnage so that educators can practice their profession and children can realize their academic
potential.

Here is the National Urban League’'s reform agenda aimed at transforming all urban schools into
high performing schools:

1. Assert no-nonsense state leadership — and responsibility

Urban and rural children are caught in an unconscionable trap between lofty standards and lousy
schools. | say the trap is unconstitutional as well. Why? Because it's the states that set the standards.
It's the states that bear uitimate responsibility for low-performing public schools. It's the states that
tolerate stark differences along ethnic and socioeconomic lines in school facilities, academic tracking and
teacher quality.

States claim they cannot afford to invest more in urban and rural schools. That's baloney. They
are squandering billions of dollars annually to incarcerate thousands of nonviolent offenders who aren't a
menace to anyone.

Conventional wisdom holds that public education is a local responsibility. | don't buy that
argument either. Chances are that children raised on farms in Idaho will manufacture Saturn automobiles
in Tennessee. Youngsters reared in Chattanooga will become investment bankers on Wall Street.

Society has a compelling interest in the quality of America’s high school graduates that justifies
aggressive leadership by states and by the federal government.

No longer should poor and minority children be held hostage to communities with low tax bases,
weak commitments to quality education, and skinflint taxpayers who oppose providing adequate support
for local schools.

No longer should the untapped potential of our young people be stunted by unqualified teachers,
outdated books, overcrowded classrooms and crumbling faciiities.

Having imposed high standards on all children, the states now have the moral, financial and legal
obligation to guarantee high quality education for every child.

2. Professionalize the teaching profession

The hidden scandal behind those lousy test scores is the poor quality of teachers in many urban
schools. After all, as one state education official said: “Students cannot learn what teachers don't know.”

Thousands of eminently qualified and highly motivated teachers do a marvelous job in urban
schools. But the undeniable reality is that in New York City, for instance, the schools with the lowest
scores on the state exams have the highest percentage of uncertified teachers.

These schools also have more teachers who barely made it past the state certification exams.
Compounding the problem is the fact that surrounding suburbs pay starting teachers 25 percent more.

Given the projected shortage of principals and teachers due to retirement, plus the urgent need to
increase teacher quality in urban and rural- schools serving low-income children, the compensation
offered education must be improved dramatically in order to create a strong demand for these jobs.



One thing that would help is to increase salaries to levels comparable with other professions. |If
education truly is as important to society as we say, why not offer young graduates with masters’ degrees
the same initial salaries as young MBAs, attorneys and engineers? Since most urban and rural districts
are strapped financially, the federal and state governments should take the lead in financing the
economic incentives needed to attract stronger educators to these school districts.

The critically important quid pro quo for paying educators like real professionals is that they in
turn must relinquish those contract-based protections that other professionals do not enjoy. | speak of the
time-clock mindset, tenure, seniority, overtime, guaranteed class size, length of class periods and other

provisions that severely impede the ability of principals to run their schools in the best interests of
children.

Unions should be allowed to bargain district-wide, indeed state-wide, over issues like salaries and
fringe benefits. But, subject to appropriate oversight and input from faculty, principals should make key
personnel decisions, such as whom to hire and for how long, as well as the standards for measuring staff
performance and the consequences if they fall short.

It isn't realistic politically to expect local school boards to redefine the scope of union agreements
this radically. So if governors and state legislators truly are the engines of school improvement that they
claim to be, they should muster the political courage to grant schooi-based officials the authority they
need to run their schools in the best interests of the children, not the adults.

3. Challenging courses for all

When | was growing up, the teachers in my schools focused on educating a small proportion of
pupils well. The economy needed a few managers and lots of |aborers and factory workers. As a matter
of equity and economic necessity, we expect all students today to meet lofty standards.

Yet our school systems are mired in obsolete and elitist thinking about which students are
capable of achieving at high levels. It's as though deep in their hearts, they believe the thoroughly
discredited thesis of that borderline racist book, The Bell Curve.

How can black and Latino children possibly meet exacting academic standards when they're
systemically excluded from rigorous courses geared to those standards?

According to the Education Trust, high scoring white and Asian students are twice as likely as
high scoring black and Latino youngsters to be assigned to college prep courses. Those miserable test
results in New York City have served also to expose the widespread pattern of tracking young minority
children into basic and special education courses.

School districts must cease these discriminatory educational practices towards African-American
and other children of color. Washington should withhold federal assistance from school systems that:

¢ track African-American and other children of color into dead-end, non-college preparatory
courses;

+ place disproportionate numbers of such youngsters in special education classes; and

+ hold back disproportionate numbers of such children.

4. ‘“Charterize” all urban schools

Successful urban schools typically are led by highly motivated principals and teachers who are on

a mission. They set high standards for themselves and their students. They do not shun accountability.
In fact, they relish it and use it to stay on course.



Many of these educators are mavericks who spend much of their time fending off central office
bureaucrats who try to stifle their creativity. These high performing educators cherish their autonomy
and flourish because of it.

Every school should enjoy this combination of autonomy and accountability. In my view, that's
the essence of charter schools, when they work the way they should. Of course, some charter schools
have been launched by well-meaning amateurs and aren't held accountable. That's not what I'm talking
about.

| believe existing urban schools should be treated like charter schools. Liberate them from the
stifling central office bureaucracy and give them the latitude to operate the way independent secular
schools do.

Under the scenario | propose, each school would be overseen by a governing board comprised,
say, of local business and community leaders, educators and alumni who view student success as its
paramount mission.

The school would be run by a principal, or headmaster, hired by the board. The principal would
serve at the pleasure of the board, subject to due process. The principal in turn would assemble the
faculty, who would serve at the pleasure of the principal and board, subject again to due process.

The local superintendent would grant each school a revocable contract — or charter - to operate
for ten to fifteen years. The school would be accountable for seeing that, say, 75 percent of its students
meet the state’s real-world proficiency standards.

If the school meets this standard, it retains its charter, which can be renewed. If the pass rate
falls below this threshold, the school would be placed on a watch list and required to come up with an
improvement plan.

If after a reasonable period it fails to boost its performance, then the charter can be revoked. In
effect, this means that the govemning board and faculty responsible for operating the educational
enterprise in that building can be replaced, if need be, with a new team. If the school is a hopeless cause
because, for instance, it's just too big to work, the facility itseif can be shuttered permanently.

Given the public nature of the school, pupils should be chosen via a mix of self-selection
{(application) and lottery. This will prevent the creation of what are perceived as “loser” schools that are
filled with students who weren’'t chosen by some other schoo!.

The state would allocate an annual amount to each school based on its enrollment. The
allocation formula should be sufficiently generous to guarantee small classes, modern facilities and
equipment, sufficient supplies, and abundant high quality professional development.

Once each school’s allocation is set, the actual utilization should be left entirely to the board and
professional staff of each school. In other words, schools should be accountable for how many students
they graduate, not for how many gallons of paint they purchase.

5. The 21" century superintendent -- accountability, not operations

Local school boards and central administrators operate their school systems today. As such they
may represent a major source of the “tonnage” that overwhelms the schoals.

To cite Anthony Alvarado again, his experience indicates that urban youngsters can learn at high
levels. But, as he cautions, “It takes time, continuity, concentration of focus.”




Rare is the urban school board — elected or appointed -- that would be considered an asset to the
educational process from the perspective of poor and minority children. Superintendents come and go so
quickly that they seldom leave a lasting mark, much less a favorable one.

Revolving door school superintendents, ongoing rhetorical battles between mayors and
superintendents, mayoral use of fiscal support to hold school boards hostage — all contribute chaos and

confusion, instead of continuity and concentration, to the educational enterprise. Our children and our
community are the victims.

There's a saying in our community that “if you aren't part of the solution, you are part of the
problem.” School boards should become obsessed with raising student achievement, or else step out of
the way.

The principal role of the local school superintendent going forward should be accountability
instead of operations. In other words, the school superintendent should be responsible for awarding --

and revoking -- the charters and reporting to the public on whether the individual schools meet their
targets.

Given the state’s dominant role in ensuring education quality, the local school superintendents
should be responsible and uitimately accountable to the state education agency. The superintendent in
turn can be assisted by a local board of advisors, chosen by the superintendent and drawn from such
sectors as parents, business, organized labor, the religious community, higher education and community
organizations.

Let me conclude by recalling that back in the 1800s, homesteading gave the least among us a big
lift by giving them 40 acres and a mule. We urgently need a national commitment to the 21* century
equivalent of homesteading for America's children who are languishing behind in urban and rural
communities. We need what one economist aptly calls "40 Acres and a Sheepskin.”

President Clinton appropriately reminds us that there are New Markets in struggling inner cities
and rural communities of this country whose economic potential remains untapped.

These communities are home as well to a vast New Market of eager yet underdeveloped human
capital, namely the children who live there. The solution to America's acute shortage of qualified workers
is right under our nose in these very same communities.

If only America would muster the will and allocate the resources to educate these youngsters to
their fullest potential, we could funnel millions of well-prepared workers into the labor force.

This requires that politicians and educators use lofty academic standards to create a new
generation of victors instead of victims. For a demographer said the other day, children are 18 percent of
the Amencan population, but 100 percent of its future. That is why we Urban Leaguers say: Our
Children = Our Destiny.

Thank you.



