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CERTIFICATED TEACHERS

P.2

Charter legislation frees charter schools fmm many state regulatcons but teachesr ca-tification 15 ons
area’in which the state charter laws vary in terms of how much freedom they allow charter schools.
More than haif of the charter stotes require charter schools fo kire certzﬁicatsd start In the other stalss,

charter schools are free to hire mcertﬁﬁcatsd teachers.

I Legislation in 14 of the charter states reqwes teacher eertiﬁcahon In most of those states, the -
percentage of certificated teachers in charter schools was similar tothe pereentage in ali public schools.
Four states — Delaware, Louisiana, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania — were exceptions to this
staternent. Esch of these states has at least 10 percent fewer. certiﬁcated teachers in charter schools

than in all public schools,

B Legislation in 10 of the charter states either does not require teacker cert:ilcatmn or doés not specify
whether teacher certification is required. Charter schools in six of these states — Arizona, Florida,
Dlinojs, Massachusetts, Texas, and the District of Columbla ~ hired at least 10, pereent fewer

cerﬂheated teachers ths.n all yublic schools in these states,

ESTIMATED PERCEN'TAGE OF CERT!F!CATED STAFF IN CHARTER SCHOOI.S AND A!.L PUBUC

SCHOOLS IN THE 24 CHARTER S‘I’ATES

State  State law requires teacher cerfification’

% of cerﬁ'ﬁcafed instructional staff .

~ Wisconsin - ’ No(s)

for chorter school teachers! Charter schools All public schools

Alaska ' . Yes . . 88.7% - 5% ¥

. Arizona N ' . No - 727% 87.5% 75
Cafifornia v .'Ne ' 79.5% 87.3%
Colorado S ©oYes(l) 828% 91.4%
Connacticut ‘ No 83.7% 85.5%
Deloware ’ Yes 792% 89.6%
_ District of Columbia . ) . No S0.6% 85.8%
Fiorida - No 0% 89.8%
 Geomgia - A Yes(1) T 92.5% - 924%
- Hawoii . ) , No . P00% . -83.0%
T fllinois S " No - 43R 93.4%
- Kansas | S Yes 1000% - - - 98.4%
Lovisiana Yas{2} 67.3% . 89.4%
Maossachusefts ' No - 734% 93.7%
Michigan _ o Yas " 86.6% 87.3%
Minnesota ’ - Yes 87 4% - 95.5%
New lorsey . CYes 91.2% 96.3%
New Mexico . ' ~ Yes 90.6% 93.5%
Nerth Coroline © ~ Yas(3) 647% 90.2%
Pennsylvania ; ) < Yes{2] - C70.0% - | 93.8%
khdde ldand o Yes EO0.0%, b 93.9%
South Carolina , " Yest4) - B&TF. 938%
Texas . Not specified 702% 90.9%
97.2% . 95.7%

Nm This exhibit i based on responses from 608 of the 619 open charter schools that reapcmded to the telephone survey, Percentage of cenifl-
cated s1alf is eomputed by dividing tetal munber of certificated clasaroom and special education tagshers by tha total number of instructional staff
Ipcluding certifioated classtoom and special education leachers, non-certificared clagsroom aad Tesource teachers, snd other instructional stall,

file. 1943.184, Certifioated instructional stall includs teschers ith sdvanced. reguhrand ﬁtemuivemmmﬁon R

1 *Yos" means that the siale law required the same leval of coriification sz in other public schools; waiver provisions [n effact for othet public
schools also apply lo charter sehools. (1) [n Georgla and Coiordo, certification requirements may be waived. (2) In Louizlana snd Peansytva-
nin, at laast 75 parcent of the stafl must be cortified. (3) In North Caroling, 75 percent of grade K5 teachare and 50 percent of grode 6-12 teachers
mast be certificated. (4) In South Catoling, in new schoals at lesst 75 percent must be certdiied while in preﬁdaung aehools. 88 least 50 pemam

- muyst ba ee.rtined. G in Wiseonsin oeﬂiﬁe.nnon 13 not required if cortified staff ave not avafable,

. The State * Charfer SCHOOLS 1999
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Medier, Alex

From: Medler, Alex
Sent: Friday, May 21, 1999 6:05 PM
To: Corwin, Thomas ‘ ‘
- ce Johnson, Judith; Wilhelm, Susan; Cohen, Mike; O'Leary, Ann; Kristy, Jack; Riddie, Paul;
' gotzri‘er. Terry: Cook, Sandra; Rosenfelt, Phil; Fiegel, John; Wright, Sylvia; Grimes-Miller,
: a :
Subject: RE: 1¥eacher Accountability Requirements and Charter Schools

. Thanks for moving the discussion along. | have a suggestion as well as some information to share on
1. the proportion of certified staff in charters

2 state laws regarding the issue

3.'state policy "rights" over this topic

1. Certified Staff in Charters , '

' We now have some research on the numbers of certified staff in charter schoolis. in most cases it is not drastically
different than the traditional public schools. in two states it is actually higher in the charters than the traditional schools.
But in some places, the proportion of certified staff is in the 60% range. For a complete breakdown, see page 24 of the
1899 national evaluation report. Here are some illustrative numbers in the more active charter states.

state certified % of state's students :
) in charters in all public achools enrolled in charters (note this is not % of teachers)
’ AZ 72.7 87.6 3.4 :
- .CA 70.5 87.3 1.0
co 82.8 - 914 1.6 ’
MA. 73.4 93.7 0.7
Mi 86.6 - - 873 1.1
MN . 87.4 955" 0.3
NC : 84.7 90.2 0.4
TX 70.2 V 0.9 0.1
Wi 97.2 85.7 ‘ 0.2

. 'When you combine these rates of certification with the low praportion of the state's total enroliment attending charter
schools, this may be less of an issue substantivel?f. However, as states move to the 95% we are advocating, | suspect
that state.leaders from the traditional public schoocis will not want the charter school teachers' qualifications held against

-their non-chartered schools. in addition, the relatively smail proportion of a state’s total teaching force that work in
cgart_etris, d?gs not take away from reasonable concern that students in charters with non-certified staff may suffer
educationally. :

2. State law regarding teacher certification in charters

required AK, AR, DE, GA, HI, MI, MN, MS, NJ, OH

notrequired  AZ, CA, DC. FL, MA, TX

gsomething in between, or some proportion may be uncertified staff allowed under various circumstances:
CO, CT, IL, LA, NV, NH, NC, PA, SC, W ‘

3. Recent state-level "fights" and compromises over this issue

Initial comparisons of state charter laws, (particularly by Louann Bierlein, and later by the Center for Education Reform)
described the aspects of charter schoal laws that made them "stronger” or better. These comparisons rated states more
favorably if they generated larger numbers of schools with greater autonomy. These comparisons did not put much if any
emphasis on quality or accountability. One indicator of these "stronger” laws was allowing at least some proportion of the
teachers to be non-certified. Several states crafted compromises that fall in between, under which the state's charter
school teachers participate in alternative centification programs, or which spell out in state law qualifications teachers must -
have'that fall short of full certification. Other states allow more uncertified teachers in later grades, or in charters with
different sponsors, Several states with significant charter programs require certification. For example. Michigan and
‘Mirinesota require certification in moest cases, Colorado requires certification. but allows charters to apply for the same
walvers for which districts could always apply. {However, the Colorado charters used the waiver provigions much more

_ than the districts ever had.) : S

~ Recently, in Oregon a Republican-sponsored charter bill was proposed that was originally very expansive - i.e. it would

- have made it easy to get a charter and granted these schoals considerable autonomy with inadequate accountability. The
Democratic Governor had nine points he needed changed before he would approve the bill. The legisiature, after some
bipartisan work and ‘two years of wrangling, conceded to eight of his points. However, the bili's sponsors refused to give in
on the certification issue. The Governor finally agreed to sign a bill that allows 50% of the teachers to be uncertified, but
he is ?oing to require the state to register non-certified teachers and he directed the legislators to revisit the issue in 2001,
+ Fdon't know if the bill's conservative supporters were deliberate about which of the nine points they refused to give in'on,
or if it was only important to them to not concede on every point. But | suspect they were deliberate in choosing this point
- as one on which they were willing to risk a veto of the bill rather than give ground. Others might be similarly motivated to

1
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. act on this language in the ESEA reauthorization.

‘A suggestion ‘ ' o A A

Perhaps we could underscore our support for better teachers, and still remain flexible by calling on the accountability that
ought to be in:charter school programs. Outside the 95% we are seeking for all schools, we could allow charter schools to -
continue to employ uncertified teachers when allowed by state law, and when the schoo! has demonstrated high levels of
performance by ail students in meeting state standards and the school's own academic objectives (as measured by state
asgessments and the school's own measures). To ensure that this is not‘a blanket provision for states that would ¢laim
they held charters to this standard without really having the necessary accountability in place, perhaps it should be
something that can only be arranged by a waiver from the secretary. This might even be another way to generate action
to increase accountabliity for performance among the charters. : : :

Tom, your suggestion could work instead, but the approach outiined above would be more in keeping with the spirit of

both initiatives.

Alex
——Qriginai ‘Messagam—-
From: i

Corwin, Thamag -
Sant:. 'Friday, May 21, 1998 4.51 FM

To: + Medler, Alex *
Ce: . John%oq‘, Judith; Wilhelm, Susan: Cohen, Mike; O'Leary. Ann; Kristy, Jack; Riddle, Paul, Dozier, Terry; Cook, Sandra; Rogenfelt,

. : ' i
Subject: °  Teacher Accountsbility Requirements and Charter Schools

Alex- i've been thinking about the question you raised, at yesterday's "All-Hands" meeting, and continue to think it's a
very good question that we don't yet have a complete answer to. I'm ¢c-ing others who have worked on the teacher
‘accountability issue, in hopes of provoking a discussion and resolution. .

. Your question, if | can restate it correctly, goes like this. The Education Accountability Act requires each State to have
a policy ensuring that, within 4 years, 95 percent of the State's teachers are certified. But, in a number of States,
tStateih chrgrter schools laws explicitly allow charter schools to hire uncertified teachers. How do these fwo things fit -
ogether?:

" The actual language of the bill [at least as set forth in the draft that | have -- I'm expecting to receive the final bill any.
-minute]-would require each State to have: v o V '

"A policy to ensure ...that , within four years from the date of the approval of its accountability plan—
"1 ) not less than 95 percent of the teachers in the public schools in the State are certified or—

‘ , "(A)} have a baccalaureate degree aﬁd are enrolled in a program, such as an alternative certification
program, leading to full certification in their field within three years; or

*(B) have full certification in another State and are establishing certification where they are teaching;

"(2) not less than 85 percent of the teachers in public secondary schools have academic training or demonstrated
competence in the subject area in which they teach." . ' ‘ '

| don't think provision (2) should cause problems for charter schools - at least | hope it wouldn't. But provision (1)
may, If State law allows charter schools to hire teachers who have content expertise but not certification, and to
continue employing them whether or not they embark on the process of obtaining certification..

One ;:va? of interpretin% the requirements.could be fo read the language as saying that Federal law trumps State law
and that 95 percent of teachers in the State (with the universe of teachers to include those in charter schools) required
to become certified within 4 years, on penalty of the withdrawal of ESEA funds or some other sanction.

But my guess is that we won't want things to happen that way. As the process continues, we may want to promote

_the ingertion of a new clause (C) under (1), reading something like, "teaches in a charter school and meets the
requirements of State law for teaching in such a school." This, of course, would provide a different "playing field" for
charter schools, but no more than some of the State charter schools laws aiready do and no more than Federal law
now does with regard to formula aliocations.

Others may wish to weigh in.

Tom



"Medler, Alex" <Alex Medler@ed gov> f
09/07/99 10:25:08 AM

Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

ce "Hankerson, Leslie" <Leslie_Hankerson@ed.gov>, "Morton, Mikel" <Mikel_Morton@ed. gov> "Hoblit,
Donna" <Donna _Hoblit@ed.gov> -
Subject: letter from charter friends regarding ESEA proposal on teacher ce rtification

John Fiege! and | recently received copies of letters from a large group of
grass roots organizations that support charter schools. They wrote the
President and key members of congress o protest portions of the ESEA
reauthorization proposal. They are concerned about the proposed
requirements for states to have 95% teacher certification and the
potentially narrow interpretation of the language on secondary school
teacher competency in the appropriate field. :

If you would like hard copies of the letters as well as their press release
and news letters from the charter friends national network, let me know and
| can forward hard copies. To review the text of letters and the release
on-line, you can visit their website at:

http:/iwww .charterfriends.org/cfi-fedpolicy . htmi#charter

Their basic concern is that the requirement for states to have 95 percent of
their teachers certified will lead states to take action to require

certification for-charter school teachers. This could affect states without
charter laws yet that may be writing new laws, or states may amend existing
laws. The organizations fear that states will consider their charter

teachers that are not certified a drain on the state's allotment and take
steps to erode the flexibility allowed charter schools. They argue that

their flexibility has come with the heightened accountability, so that if

their school's aren't performing they face closure anyway. Restrictions on
processes and inputs that states have released them from, they argue, should
not be undercut by federal incentives or requirements of state-wide
education systems.

They are also concerned that the language about competency for secondary
school teachers would be interpreted to mean that they must also be
certified to be competent.

The organizations represented in the letters include many significant
organizations with legitimate representation of the charter schools in their
area. The same group will also be following/advocating on behalf of the
charter school program's funding level.

Alex
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Alex Medler

US Department of Education
Public Charter Schools Program
voice: (202) 205-9786

fax: (202) 205-5630
alex_medler@ed.gov

Message Sent To:

"Fiegel, John" <John_Fiegel@ed.gov>

"Cole, Arthur”" <Arthur_Cole@ed.gov>

"Wright, Sylvia" <Sylvia_Wright@ed.gov>
“Johnson, Judith” <Judith_Johnson@ed.gov>
“Corwin, Thomas" <Thomas_Corwin@ed.gov> .
"Cook, Sandra" <Sandra_Cook@ed.gov>
Andy Rotherham/OPD/ECP


mailto:nght@ed.gov
mailto:SYI~iac~r@ed.gOv
mailto:legel@ed.gov

./ (" CHARTER FRIENDS \

Ly NATIONAL NETWORK

connecting and supporting state-level charter school initiatives
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President Bill Clinton ‘,.,/ /b M QJ‘L C—

The White House e

Washington, D.C. 20500 W o
~ U~ Y

Dear Mr. President:

As leaders of 42 grassroots charter school sup pport organizations in 29 states, we are writing to express our
strong opposition to creating a new federal teacher certification mandate. We strongly support your goal of
improving teacher quality. But, by equating conventional teacher certification with teacher quality, the
Administration's ESEA reauthorization proposal threatens to roll back the critical staffing flexibility that
many charter schools now have in exchange for unprecedented accountability for improving student
achievement,

Specifically, the proposed new mandate would require states to ensure that “within four years, at least 95
percent of all public school teachers are: (1) fully certified; (2) working toward full certification through an
alternative route that will lead them to full Certification within three years; or ( 3) are fui{y certifi ed in
another state and workmg toward meetmg state-speczf ic reqmrements )

Although this’ proposed mandate is not explicitly aimed at charter schools, its adoption would likely under-
mine this important opportunity to'more generally improve student achievement and demonstrate effective
practices,

As leaders in the grassroots charter school movement, we share the your strong commitment to strengthen-
ing the quality of teaching in our nation’s public schools. We are concerned, however, that this new federal
mandate would obstruct the kind of creative initiatives needed to improve academic achievement for all
students in gl/ public schools.

Thanks in part to vour leadership, the charter school movement is one of the fastest-growing initiatives
across the states for raising student achievement and strengthening accountability in public education.
Thirty-six states and the District of Columbia now have charter legislation, and grassroots efforts are under-
way to pass charter laws in most other states. This fall, more than 1,700 public charter schools will be serv-
ing an estimated 350,000 students. Hundreds of additional schools are in various stages of development. In
most states, the demand for these new, performance-based public schools is overwhelming. And charter
schools are not only offering important new opportunities to the students they serve. The are beginning to
leverage broader improvements in local district schools, as well.

Beyond their immediate benefits, charter schools offer states an 1mportant opportunity to pilot new, more
flexible’ personnel policies. In exchange for the flexibility they receive in staffing and othér areas of school
management, charters are held to unprecedented accountability for improving student achievement. Indeed,

chartets are the only genumely performance-based public schools'in our counm today the simply,

charter schools that fail to perform as promised-may be closed.”

A prOJect of the Center for Policy Studies in cooperat on mth Ham ine Umvers:ty ' o . 'k
1745 University Ave., #110 » St. Paul, MN 55104 +» 651-649-5479 » 651-649-5472 (fax)
info@charterfriends.org « www.charterfriends.org
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N
Over two-thirds of the states with charter legislation (representing over 80 percent of all charters) offer
charter schools some degree of flexibility in hiring educators from outside the conventional teacher-
certification pathway. In these states, non-certified teachers must demonstrate their qualifications by

alternative measures, and their schools are accountable for student performance in ways unseen elsewhere
in public education. :

These jurisdictions include Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, the District of Columbia, Florida,
Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, New Hamp-
shire, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Utah, Texas and Wisconsin.

If passed, the Administration’s proposed teacher certification mandate would jeopardize the staffing flexi-
bility that allows charter schools to creatively harness a variety of community-wide resources and expertise
to improve student achievement. We believe it would: :

"o Obstruct recent federal and state initiatives to offer states, districts and schools more flexibility in ex-
change for accountability for results. This proposal is inconsistent with the nation's more general shift
away from input-focused regulations that have historically failed to improve student achievement.

e Severely pressure most states with charter legislation to roll back the flexibility they have given charter
schools to hire teachers with qualifications other than conventional certification. The proposed man-
dates would encourage states to view charters as a "drain” on each state’s quota of non-traditionally
qualified teachers.

o Effectively preclude the passage of more flexible, results-oriented legislative changes in states that
don't now allow charters to hire alternatively qualified teachers or haven't yet passed charter laws.

In summary, we strongly object to this proposed new mandate because it would perversely curtail the ability
of states, districts and individual schools to build educat10nal quality through staffing ﬂex1b111ty and
accountability.

In addition to opposing the certification mandate, we are urging key members of Congress to clarify a
related mandate in the Administration’s ESEA reauthorization proposal. This provision would require states
to ensure that “at least 95 percent of all secondary school teachers have academic training or demonstrated
competence in the subject area in which they teach."

Again, we support the intent of this proposal to improve the quality of teaching. We are concerned, how- l/j /“A/()‘

ever, that its vagueness would encourage states to use conventional teacher certification as the sole measure

of subject-matter competence, thereby excluding many alternatively (and highly) qualified candidates from | §-

our nation’s teaching pool. To minimize this risk, we are urging Congress to make it clear that, in enforcing | . L(

this regulation, states should not default to conventional certification requirements, but should use diverse ,./“’J
dri ' hat only well-qualified teach h our cl e

and rigorous means to ensure that only well-qualified teachers reach our classrooms. V/‘/

As House and Senate Committees continue to debates these issues in the larger context of ESEA reauthori-

zation, we would like to work with your Administration to safeguard the flexibility and accountability of =~ &
charter schools — allowing them to continue serving as a testing ground for practices that can strengthen AA'\‘
teaching and other aspects of all public schools.

Mr. President, we thank you for your historic strong support for charter schools and for your leadership in
creating a positive federal role in improving educational opportunities for all of America's students.

(Signed by the following leaders of grassroots charter school support organizations)



Barb Gerard
Alaska Charter School
Association

Donna Watson
~ Arkansas Policy Foundation .

Vicki Jo Anderson
Arizona Charter School
Association

Mary Gifford

Arizona Charter School Resource .

Center

Sue Bragato
California Network of Educational
Charters

Eric Premack
California Charter Schools
Development Center

Jim Griffin
Colorado League of Charter
Schools

Bill Jawitz- ‘
Connecticut Charter School
Association

Shirley Monastra
DC Public Charter School
Resource Center

Joan Nelson
Florida Association of Charter
Schools

Lynn Lavely

Florida Charter School Resource |

Center

Alexander Cyran
Hawaii Association of Charter
* Schools

Derek Redelman
Indiana Charter School
Association

Rosanne Freeberg
Color Education with Common
Sense Charter Schools, Cedar
Rapids ‘

John Ayers
Leadership for Quahty Educanon
Chicago

Joni Gardner

Maryland Coalition for Educatlon
Reform

l.inda Brown '
Massachusetts Charter School
Resource Center

Nawal Hamadeh
Metro Detroit Alliance for Charter
Schools

Dan Quisenberry :
Michigan Association of Public
School Academies

Nancy Smith
New Twin Cities Charter School
Project

 Steve Dess

Minnesota Association of Charter
Schools

Laura Friedman
Missouri Charter School
Information Center

Rhonda Stuberg

" Nebraska Charter School

Coalition

RicciEkins =~
Nevada Charter School Project

Jim DeLaney
New Jersey Charter School -

~ Resource Center

Gerry Vazquez
New York Charter School
Resource Center

Thelma Glynn
North Carolina Charter School
Resource Center

Liz Morey
North Carolina League of Charter
Schools

Vernon Robmson
North Carolma Education Reform
Foundation .

Roger Gerber
Association of North Carolina
Charter Schools

Tom Baker
Lucas County Education Service
Center, Toledo

Clint Satow
Ohio Community Schools Center

Donald Thompson

Alliance for- Education, Dayton

Rob Kremer
Oregon Charter School Service
Center

Chenzie Grignano
Charter School Project, Pittsburgh

Phil Esbrandt ,
Drexel/FOUNDATIONS Technical
Assistance Center for Charter

Schools, Philadelphia

Ramon Dourado
Urban League of Pittsburgh
Charter School

Dale Berryhill
Charter School Resource Center
of Tennessee

Patsy ONeill
Charter School Resource Center

- of Texas

Jim Spady
Washington Education Excellence

. Coalition

Cmdy Zautcke
Wisconsin Charter School

. .Resource Center

Tony Courtney

Wisconsin Charter School

Association
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August 27,1999 Tl e T 651:649-5479

Grassroots charter school leaders oggose new tederal teacher certttzcatton mandate

- Strengthen teacher quality, but use increased accountability for improving student achievement

(St. Paul, MN) -- Grassroots charter school leaders from around the country today announced -
their opposition to a new federal teacher certification mandate included in the Clintcn:Administration‘s
proposal for reauthorizing the féderal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

The new proposed mandate would require‘ states to ensure that, within foxrryears at least 95
percent of all public school teachers are elther fully certified or working toward becommg certified
, thhm the following three years

Ina letter to the President and key members of Congress, the grassroots. charter school leaders -
expressed strong support for the Administration's goal of improving teacher quality. But the letter --
signed by leaders of 42 charter school organizations in 29 states o I ected the prcposal's strategy
~ equating’ tradrtronal teacher certi zcazron wrth teacher gualzg 2 ERE

"If passed,” thé charter leaders said, ”thrs new mandate would Jeopardrzc the stafﬁng ﬂexrblhty
that allows charter schools to creatwclv harness a variety of commumty -wide e‘rpemse in 1mprovmo
student achievement." : :

The letter noted that moré than two-thirds of the nation's charter laws-- in states with over 80-
percent of all charters -- offer charter schools some degree of flexibility in hiring teachers from outside
the conventional teacher certification process. Those states include Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut,
Delaware, the District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Perm-
sylvama South Carolma Utah, Texas and Wlsconsm

, Charters trade ﬂexibilig for ungrecedented accountabilig for improving achievement X

"In exchange for the ﬂexibi'liry they have in staffing and other areas of school.- management,”"
the grassroots leaders noted charters are held to unprecedented accountability for improving student
achlevement , o ' - » '

"Indeed charters are the only oenumely performance based public schools in our, country ‘
today Qurte sunply, charter schools that fall to perform as promlsed may be closed."

Although not specifically aimed at charters, the state leaders said, the Admmlstratiori's propo-
- sal threatens charteg schools in both states that now allow charters some ﬂex1bll1ty in setting teacher
, quahﬁcatrons and those that don't. :

A Pro;ect of the Center for Poftcy Studies in Cooperatton with Hamlme Umversrty
. 1745 University Ave. #110, St. Paul, MN 55104 - 651-649-5479 - 65% -649-5472 (fax) - info@charterfriends.org -_W.charteﬁrsends;drg '
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"The proposed mandate would encourage states to view charters as a“drain’ on their five-per-
cent quota of non-traditionally- qualified teachers;" the state charter leaders said. "And it would effec-
tively preclude the passage of more flexible; results-oriented leglslattve changes i in states that don't

‘now allow charters to hlre alternatlvely qualtﬁed teachers or that havent ‘'yet passed charter laws

Loss of ﬂelelllgf has implications beyond its impact on teacher hiring in charter

Beyond its impact on charters, the state leaders said the proposed new mandate could discour-
age changes in district schools that are looktng to charters to ptlot ereatrve new strategtes for 1rnprov-
‘ mg student achtevement : :

The letter also points out that the Admlmstrauon s proposal runs counter to recent federal and
state initiatives that offer states, districts and schools more flembt lity in exchange for accountability: for '
results. : o

" "The proposal,” the state charter school leaders said, "is inconsistent with the nation's more

- general shift away from the kind of input-focused regulation that has historically failed to improve
'student achievement. It would undermine the opportunity to demonstrate effective practrces in charter
schools that could eventually be apphed to all pubhc schools.”

Concerns also ralsed on "demonstrated competency” mandate for secondary teachers
In addition opposing the 95 percent certification mandate, the grassroots charter school leaders

urged clarification of"a relatéd mandate in the Admmlstratton s proposal relating. to' teacher quahﬁca— '
tions.- The proposal would requtre ‘states' to ensure that at least 95 percent ‘of all secondary school
teachers havé "acadermic training or demonstrated competence 1n the suhject area 1n whlch they teach "

- "Again, we support the intent of thls proposal to 1mprove the qualtty of teachlng," the charter
leaders sard in their letter.” "But, we arée coricernied that the vagueness in this- second mandate would :
encourage states to use conventional teacher cemkﬁcatton as the sole measure of subject-matter compe-
tence, excluding many alternatively (and highly) qualified candidates from our nation’s teaching pool." )

"To minimize this risk, we urge Congress to make it clear that, in enforcing this regulation,
states should not default to conventional certification requirements, but should use dlverse and rigorous
' means to ensure that only well-qualified teachers reach our classrooms

The charfer school movemen* is one of the fastest-growing initiatives across the states for
raising student achievement and strengthenrng accountability in public educatron Thirty-six states and
the District of Columbia now have charter legislation and grassroots efforts are underway to pass char-
ter laws in most other states. This fall ‘more than 1,700 public charter schools will be serving an esti-
mated 350,000 students across the country. Hundreds of additional schools have been approved to
open in the fall of 2000 or are in.various earher stages of development ' '

.

The Charter Fnends Nattonal Network was estabhshed in early 1997 as a pro;ect of the Center
for Policy Studies in cooperation with Hamline University in St. Paul. It's mission is to connect and
_support state-level charter:school:organizations; including non-profit resource. centers and: member- -
shrp based charter: operators assoc1attons CFNN s 1999 work program 1ncludes 1mt1at1ves on facrlmes" '

; - S . ',‘ -

NOTE A copy of the letter and list of szgners is attached Szmzlar letters wére sent to Representatzve
William Goodling, chairman of the House Committee on Education and the Work Force, and to Presi-
dent Clinton and other key members of the House and Senate committees that have jurisdiction over
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
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The Honorable James Jeffords, Chairman , oo
Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions
. United States. Senate
- Washington, D.C. 20510,

Dear Mr. Chairman:

As leaders of 42 grassroots charter school support organizations in 29 states, we are writing to express our -
strong opposition to creating a new federal teacher certification mandate. We strongly support the goal of
improving teacher quality. But, by equating conventional teacher certification with teacher quality, the
Clinton Administration's ESEA reauthorization proposal threatens to roll back the critical staffing flexibility
that many charter schools now have in exchange for unprecedented accountablhty for improving student

- achievement. : : :

Specrﬁcally, the proposed new mandate would requrre states to ensure - that wzthm fozzr }ears at least 95 i
percent ofall pub!zc school teachers are: (1) fu[ly cerzzf ed; (2).working toward full certification- through an:
altema::ve route tha! w:l’{ lead them to fu:’z’ certification. wit hin three, years; or (3) are fully,certifi edin,
another state and workmg toward meetmg state-speczf c requzremenrs o

'1,., Ty

Although thls proposed mandate is not esphcrtly armed at eharter schools 1ts adoptlon would hkely under— -
mine ‘this rmportant opportunity to more generally improve. student achrevement and demonstrate effeetne
praetrces ‘ -
As leaders in the grassroots charter school movement, we share the Administration’s commitment to
strengthening the quality of teaching in our nation’s public schools. We are concemned, however, that this
new federal mandate would obstruct the kind of creative. mtttatrves needed to improve academic aehleve-
- ment for g/ students in all pubhe schools.

As you lmow the charter school movement is one of the fastest-growmg 1mt1at1ves across the states for
raising student achievement and- strengthemng accountability in publi¢ education. Thirty-six states and the
" District of Columbia now have charter legislation, and grassroots efforts are underway to pass charter laws
in most other.states. This fall, more than 1,700 public charter schools will be serving an estimated 350,000
students. Hundreds of additional schools are in various stages of development. In most states, the demand
for these new, performance-based public schools is overwhelming. And charter schools are not only offer:
. ing important new opportunities to the students they serve. The are begmmng to leverage broader 1mprove-
ments in local dzstrrct schools, as well. e

Beyond therr 1mmedrate beneﬁts charter schools offer states’an. 1mportant opportumty to prlot new, moré*:
flexible personnel-policies. - In-exchange. for the. ﬂexrblhty ‘they teceive in-staffing and othér areas:of school . :#i%

management .charters are held to unpreeedented accountability. for improvirig-student: achievement:. Indeed, :".

charters are the only genulnelx performance-based public schools in our count_r_'_\{ today Qulte simply, -

charter schools that farl to perform as promised may be closed.

A prolect of the Cemer for Policy Studies in ceoperatson w1th Hamiine University
1745 University Ave., #110 * St. Paul, MN 55104 » 651-649-5479 » 651-649-5472 (fax)
: info@chartertriends. org * www. charterfriends., org L
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Over two-thirds of the states with charter legtslatlon (representrng over 80 percent of all charters) offer
charter schools some degr f flexibil ity.in hiring.educators:from outside the conventional teacher- %417 -
certification pathway In, these states, non-certified ‘teachers must demonstrate their qualifications by ’
alternative measures, and their schools are accountable for student performance in ways unseen elsewher

in pubhc education. - g ey “ :

ey

e

These juﬂSdICUOI‘lS mclude Anzona Colorado Connecttcut Delaware the District of Columbia, Flortda '
Georgia, lllinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, New. Hamp- -
shire, New York, North Carolina, Ohro Pennsylvama South Carohna Utah, Texas and Wisconsin.

If passed the Admrmstratron s proposed teacher certification mandate would Jeopardtze the staffing flexi-
bility that allows charter schools to. creatively hamness a variety of community- wrde resources and expertise .
to 1mpr0\«e student achrevement It would: :

5

) Obstruct recent federal and state initiatives to otfer states, districts and schools more ﬂexrbthty in ex-
change for accountability for results. This proposal is inconsistent with the nation's more general shift
away from input-focused regulations that have htstenca]ly failed to improve student achievement.

o Severely pressure most states with charter legislation to roll back the flexibility they have given charter
schools to hire teachers with qualifications other than conventional certification. The proposed man- .
--dates would encourage’ states to view charters as a "drain” on each state’s quota of non- tradtttonally
' qualified teachers. - TR

Effectwely preclude t é
don t now; allow charters to ‘hire alternatively quahﬁed teachers or haven't yet passed charter laws

In summary, We strongiy ObJCCt to this proposed new mandate beeause it would perversely curtall the abtl
of states. dtstrtcts and individual schools to build educattonal quality through staffing flexibility and
accountabthty o : : :

.

“In addition to opposing the certification mandate, we urge clarification of a related mandate in the Adminis-
tratton s ESEA reauthorization proposal. This provision would require states to ensure that “at least 95
percent of all secondary school teachers have academzc tmmmg or a'emons!rated competence in the subject

- area in which they teach.” : , :

Again, we support the intent, of thrs proposal o 1mpr0ve the quahty ‘of teachmg We are concemed how-
ever, that its vagueness would encourage states to use conventional teacher certification as the sole measure
of subject-matter competence, thereby excluding many alternatively (and highly) qualified candidates from
our nation’s teaching pool. To minimize this risk, we urge Congress to make it clear that, in enforcing this
regulation, states should not default to conventional certification requirements, but should use diverse and
rigorous means to ensure that only well-qualified teachers reach our classrooms. ‘

"As your Committee debates these 1ssues in the larger context‘of ESEA reauthorizatian we would like to -
work with you to safeguard the ﬂexrbthty and accountability of charter schools — allowing them to continue
serving asa testing ground for practrces that can strengthen. teachmg and other aspects of all pubhc schools

[P S NN I NN

: “ A «~‘ i " i A
Mr. Chatrman we thank you and your Commtttee for your 1stortc strong support for charter schoo s and
for your leadership i in creatlng a- posmve federal role in 1mprov1ng educatlonal opportumtles for all of

 America’ 5. students

(Szgned by the fo[t’owmg leaders of grassroots charter sckool support orgamzatzons)



John Ayers

Barb Gerard :
Alaska Charter School . Leadership for Quality Education,

Association Chroago :
Donna Watson - S :‘--‘-»‘t‘::.'% - ~Jon| Gardner

Arkansas Pohcyfoundatron
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" Tom Baker “~
Lucas County Education Servrce
Center Toledo

"Clint Satow

~ Ohio Community Schools Center

Donald Thompson
--Alliance for Education, Dayton

Rob Kremer -

. Oregon Charter School Service -

Center
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Phil Esbrandt

**DrexelIFOUNDATIONS Technical*
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Ramon Dourado

Urban League of Pittsburgh
Charter School

Dale Berryhrll o
Charter School Resource Center
of Tennessee
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- Washington Educatron Excellence
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Resource ,Center e B ;
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CHARTER FRIENDS POLICY

NATIONAL NETWORK 'UPDATE

A periodic update on federal legisiation and policy of interest to charter'schools

Jon Schroeder, Project Director o - August 27, 1999

-Grassroots leaders take a stand against proposed new federal certification mandate
Leaders of grassroots charter school support organizations in all the major charter states have co-
signed a letter to Congressional and Administration leaders opposing a proposed new federal teach-
er certification mandate. The mandate is included in legislation proposed by the Clinton Adminis- -
tration that would reauthorize the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

The proposal would require states to ~- within four yéars -- have 95 percent of their public-school - -
" teachers certified. The issues in this debate are spelled out in greater detail in the enclosed press re-
‘lease, text of the letter and list of the grassroots charter support organization leaders who signed it. |

Follow-up includes contacts with key Members: coordination with other groups
With this letter as general evidence of concern in the charter community, individual contacts will
now be made with the staffs of kéy members of the House and Senate Committees that are consider-
ing the ESEA reauthorization. -Particular targets are-Sénator James Jeffords (R-VT), chair of t}ie'"
Senate Committee-and- Representatlve William ‘Goodling (R-PA), Chair of the: House’ Cominittee.
Otherkey, membets of both comm1ttees are also being identified:for individual Contacts, ‘as aré’ key
advisors to President Clinton, Education Secretary Richard Riley and other Washmgton based edu-
cation reform oroanrzatlons that oppose the proposed cemﬁcatlon mandate PR

7
.

: A551stance in ma‘km‘g these contacts is belng prov1ded by Rlchard- Wenmng, a DC-based charter
consultant and former Senate staff member. Wenning has also been providing substantive and strat-
egic advice on the proposed legislation to the grassroots charter school orgamzatlon leaders that are
working together through the Charter Friends National Network

C harter ogerators, leaders, suQQorters urged to make mdtvtdual contacts, as well

-, In addition to co-signing the letter to key Congressional and Administration leaders, the grassroots L

charter organization leaders, chartet operators and other charter supporters are encouraged to make
direct contacts with individual House and Senate members -- ‘especially those on the Education
. Committees that have been favorable to charters in the past Key committee members are. listed on
‘the back side of this CFNN. "Federal Polrcy Update" along w1th their states Written communica-
~ tion should be addressed to: o :

HOn (Members Narne) .-+ OR " . Hon. (Member's Narne)"
. U.S. House of Representatrves - U.S. Senate
Here Washmgton DC 20515‘ ST -"-’-'iv';.\Washrngton D C _20510

_ Partlcularly persuas1ve would be specific’ 1nformat10n ‘Or: stones about how" ﬂexlblhty in determlmng
_qualifications: for geachers has béen béneficial to your school, community or'state: -Cortesponding-

" ly,"how would your school; community or state be adversely affected-if the flexibility that charters -

now have were takenaway? Please send copies of any responses to either of the addresses below.: -

1745 University Avenue, Suite 110, St. Paul, MN 55104 - 651-649-5479 -- 65 1-649-5472 (fax) - info@charterfriends.org
1155 15 Street, NW, Suite 300, Washington, D.C. 20005 - 202-785-4311 ~ 202-785-4312 (fax) — maggielin@acl.com
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House Commlttee on Educatlon and thelWorkforce}“ o

'Wﬂllam F. Goodhng Pennsylvama Full Commlttee Chalrman s RS
- William (Bill) Clay, Missouri, Ranking Minority Member of Full Commxttee e

Fe: *Michael N. Castie, Delaware, Education Subcommittee Chairman CRREE
. ‘Dale E:Kildee, Michigan, Education Subcommittee Ranking Minority Mernber

Republican Members of the Full Committee

Thomas E. Petri, Wisconsin -~ .. . Charlie Norwood, Georgla '
Marge Roukema, New Jersey -~ - - Ron Paul, Texas =
Cass Ballenger, North Carolina ~ Bob.Schaffer, Colorado
Bill Barrett, Nebraska. "~ Fred Upton, Michigan
- John A. Boehner, Ohio. . . .~ Nathan Deal, Georgia’
Peter Hoekstra, Michlgan © .. . % VanHilleary; Tennessee
Howard P. "Buck" McKeon, California =~ Vernon J. Ehlers, ‘Michigan
.Sam Johnson, Texas Matt Salmon, Arizona '
~ ‘James M. Talent, Missouri ’ " Thomas G. Tancredo, Colorado -
~ James C. Greenwood, Pennsylvania . - Ernie Fletcher,Kentucky
Lindsey O. Graham, South Carolina - Jim DeMint, South Carolina

Mark E. Souder, indiana- ’ - Johnny Isakson, Georgia
,_Davsz Mclntosh lnd|ana T D P R

R
.t A.'si Ne

"'Senate Health Educatlon* Labor and Peﬁ*s‘lons Commlttee
James Jeffords, VT, Chairman )

.. - Edward Kennedy, MA, Ranking Mmonty Member S e e
©  'Republican Committee Members - Tim Hutchinson, AR e
Judd Gregg, NH : = Susan Collins, ME -
William Frist, TN =~ _ * Sam Brownback, KS
Mike DeWine, OH o ‘ Charles Hagel, NE,

Mike Enzi, WY -~ Jeff Sessions, AL
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Wenning Associates, LLC

Helping Public Schools of Choice Succeed

Date: 9/1/99
Fax Cover Page - Time: 5:40:04 PM

To: Andy Rotherham (Business Fax) ' From: Richard J. Wenning

Company: Domes tic Policy Council Subject : Charter Friends Network Letter

Fax Number: 456-7028 .| ForInfo Call: 202-483-7763

Comments:
Andy & Bethany--

‘The following letter has been mailed to relevant House and Senate members, the President, Bruce
Reed, and to you as well. Please call or email me anytime to discuss this. I would appreciate your
reactions to the letter. I am handling governmental relations related to ESEA reauthorization and
the Title X program for the Charter Friends National Network.

1801 16th Street, NW Suite 701 Washington, DC 20009
Phone: (202) 483-7763 Fax: (202) 483-4470

WinFax PRO Cover Page
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connecting and supporting state-level charter schoaol initiatives

August 27, 1999

Presillent Bill Clinton
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President: -

As leaders of 42 grassroots charter school support organizations in 29 states, we are writing to express our
strong opposition to creating a. new federal teacher certification mandate. We strongly support your goal of
improving teacher quality. But, by equating conventional teacher certification with teacher quality, the
Administration's ESEA reauthorization proposal threatens to roll back the critical staffing flexibility that
many charter schools now have in exchange for unprecedented accountability for improving student
achievement.

Specifically, the proposed new mandate would require states to ensure that “within four years, at least 95
percent of all public school teachers are: (1) fully certified; (2) working toward full certification through an
alternative route that will lead them to full certification within three years; or (3) are fully certified in
another state and working toward meetmg state-specific reqmremenrs

Although this proposed mandate is not explicitly aimed at charter schools, its adoption would likely under-
mine this important opportumty to more. generally improve student achievement and démonstrate effective
practices.

As leaders in the grassroots charter school movement, we share the your strong commitment to strengthen-
ing the quality of teaching in our nation’s public schools. We are concerned, however, that this new federal
mandate would obstruct the kind of creative initiatives needed to improve academic achievement for afl
students in alf public schools.

Thanks in part to your leadership, the charter school movement is one of the fastesi-growing initiatives
across the states for raising student achievement and strengthening accountability in public education.
Thirty-six states and the District of Columbia now have charter legislation, and grassroots efforts are under-
way to pass charter laws in most other states. This fall, more than 1,700 public charter s¢hools will be serv-
ing an estimated 350,000 students. Hundreds of additional schools are in various stages of development. In
most states, the demand for these new, performance-based public schools is overwhelming. And charter
schools are not only offering 1mportant new opportunities to the students they serve. The are beginning to
leverage broader improvements in local district schools, as well.

Beyond their immediate benefits, charter schools offer states an important opportunity td pilot new, more
flexible persormel policies. In exchange for the flexibility they receive in staffing and ofther areas of school
management, charters are held to unprecedented accountability for improving student achievement. Indeed,

charters are the only genuinely performance-based public schools in our country today. Quite simply,
charter schools that fail to perform as promised may be closed.

A project ot the Center for Policy Studies in cooperatidrn with Hamline University
1745 University Ave., #110 » 81, Paul, MN 55104 » 651-649-5479 » 651-649-5472 (fax}
info@chartertriends.org « www.charterfriends.org .
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Over two-thirds of the states with charter legislation (representing over 80 percent of all charters) offer
charter schools some degree of flexibility in hiring educators from outside the conventional teacher-
certification pathway. In these states, non-certified teachers must demonstrate their qualifications by
alternative measures, and their schools are accountable for student performance in ways unseen elsewhere
in public education.

These jurisdictions include Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, the District of Columbia, Florida,
Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, New Hamp-
shire, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Utah, Texas and Wisconsin.

If passed, the Administration’s proposed teacher certification mandate would jeopardize the staffing flexi-
bility that allows charter schools to creatively harness a variety of community-wide resources and expertise
to improve student achievement. We believe it would:

. Obstruct recent federal and state initiatives to offer states, districts and schools. more flexibility in ex-
change for accountability for results. This proposal is inconsistent with the nation's more general shift
away from input-focused regulations that have historically failed to improve student achievement.

« Severely pressure most states with charter legislation to roll back the flexibility they have given charter
schools to hire teachers with qualifications other than conventional certification. The proposed man-
dates would encourage states to view chartersas a "drain” on each state’s quota of non-traditionally
qualified teachers.

s Effectively preclude the passage of more flexible, results-oriented legislative changes in states that
don't now allow charters to hire alternatively qualified teachers or haven't yet passed charter laws.

In summary, we strongly object to this proposed new mandate because it would perversely curtail the ability
of states, districts and individual schoois to bmid educational quality through staffing flexibility and
accountability.

In addition to opposing the certification mandate, we are urging key members of Congress to clarify a
related mandate in the Administration’s ESEA reauthorization proposal. This provision would require states
to ensure that “at least 93 percent of all secondary school teachers }:ave academic training or denzor:s!; ‘ated
competence in the subject area in which they teach.”

Again, we support the intent of this proposal to improve the quality of teaching. We are concerned; how-
ever, that its vagueness would encourage states to use conventional teacher certification as the sole measure
of subject-matter competence, thereby excluding many alternatively (and highly) qualified candidates from
our nation’s teaching pool. To minimize this risk, we are urging Congress to make it clear that, in enforcing
this regulation, states should not default to conventional certification requirements, but ghould use diverse
and rigorous means to ensure that only well-qualified teachers reach our classrooms.

As House and Senate Committees continue to debates these issues in the larger context of ESEA reauthori-
zation, we would like to work with your Administration to safeguard the flexibility and accountability of
charter schools — allowing them to continue serving as a testing ground for practices that can strengthen
teaching and other aspects of a/l public schools.

Mr. President, we thank you for your historic strong support for charter schools and for your leadership in
creating a positive federal role in improving educational opportunities for all of America's students.

(Signed by the following leaders of grassroots charter school support organizations)
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Bar Gerara
Alaska Charter School
Association

Donna Watson
Arkansas Policy Foundation

Vicki Jo Anderson
Arizona Charter School
Association

" Mary Gifford

Arizona Charter School Resource
Center

Sue Bragato

~ California Network of Educational

Charters

Eric Premack.
California Charter Schools
Development Center

Jim Griffin
Colorado League of Charter
Schools

Bili Jawnz
Connecticut Charter Schoo!

" Association
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Joan Nelson
Florida Assaciation of Charter
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‘Lynn Lavely

Fiorida Charter School Resource
Center
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indiana Charter Schooi
Association
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Linda Brown
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Project

Steve Dess

" Minnesota Association of Charter

Schools
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Information Center
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Ricei Elkins
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Resource Center
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Thelma Glynn
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Tom Baker
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Center Idlecio
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Donald Thompson -
Alliance for Education, Daylon

Rob Krerer :
Oregan Charter School Semce
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Charter School Project, Pattsburgh

Phil Esbrandt
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Assistance Center for Charter
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Urhan League of Pittsburgh
Charter School

Dale Berryhlll
Charter School Resource Center
of Tennessee

" Patsy ONeill

Charter School Resource Center
of Texas

Jim Spady

Washington Education Excellence
Coalition

Cindy Zautcke
Wisconsin Charter Schoal
Resource Center

Tony Courtney .
Wisconsin Charter School
Association
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Wenning Associates,‘ LLC

Helping Public Schools of Choice Succeed

‘ Date: 9/1/99
Fax Cover Page < Time: 5:40:04 PM

To: Bethany Little (Business Fax) | ' From: Richard J. Wenning

Company: Domestic Policy Council Subject : Charter Friends Net\york Letter

Fax Number: (202) 4567028 For Info Call: 202-483-7763
Comments:
\
Andy & Bethany--

. The following letter has been mailed to relevant House and Senate members, the President, Bruce
Reed, and to you as well. Please call or email me anytime to discuss this. I would appreciate your
reactions to the letter. I am handling governmental relations related to ESEA reauthorization and
the Title X program for the Charter Friends National Network.

1801 16th Street, NW Suite 701 Washington, DC 20009
Phone: (202) 483-7763 Fax: (202) 483-4470
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