
TENTATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

MEETING OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 
 

OPEN SESSION 
 

Tuesday, August 9, 2005 
5:30 P.M.-Closed Session, 7:30 P.M.-Open Session 

Educational Support Services Building 
 

 

I. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

II. SILENT MEDITATION IN REMEMBRANCE 

III. AGENDA 

Consideration of the agenda for August 9, 2005 

IV. MINUTES 

Consideration of the Open and Closed Session Minutes of July 12, 
2005 

Exhibit A

V. ADVISORY AND STAKEHOLDER GROUPS 

VI. SUPERINTENDENT’S REPORT 

• Media Technology (Ms. Curtis)

VII. RECOGNITION OF ADMINISTRATIVE APPOINTMENTS FROM 
JULY 12, 2005 

(Dr. Peccia)

VIII. REPORTS 

A. Charter School Application (Ms. Bailey)
Exhibit B

IX. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Consideration of consent to the following personnel matters: (Dr. Peccia) 

1. Termination of Leaves 
2. Retirements 
3. Resignations 
4. Leaves of Absence 
5. Deaths 
6. Administrative Appointments 

 
 
 
 

Exhibit C
Exhibit D 
Exhibit E 
Exhibit F
Exhibit G
Exhibit H
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C. Consideration of consent to the following contract awards: (Mr. Gay/Mr. Sines)
Exhibit I

1. 2005 PSAT/NMSQT Early Participation Program  

2. Athletic Field Maintenance  

3. AVID Center Program  

4. AVID-Based Schools’ Tutoring Program  

5. Digital Photography Equipment  

6. Meeting Space for Administrative Meetings  

7. MDK-12 Digital Library – World Book Online  

8. Pharmacy Benefits Management  

9. Contract Modification:  Parental Outreach – Attendance 
Notification and Emergency Communication System  

10. Contract Modification:  Pulaski Business Park Lease  

11. Contract Modification:  Additional Design Services – 
Middle River Middle School  

12. Contract Modification:  Additional Design Services – New 
Town High School  

13. AHERA (Asbestos) Building Re-Inspections and 
Management Plans  

14. Roof Replacement – Cockeysville Transportation 
Building  

15. Roof Replacement – Cockeysville Grounds, 
Transportation, and Vehicle Wash Building  

16. Roof Replacement – Greenwood Administration Building  

17. Unit Ventilator Replacement – Hawthorne and Mars 
Estates Elementary Schools  

D. Consideration of consent to the Superintendent’s Salary 
Adjustment 

(Mr. Grzymski)

XI. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

A. Public Comment 
 
 
 

 
Next Board Meeting   Wednesday, September 7, 2005 

7:30 PM    Greenwood 



Exhibit A 
 

TENTATIVE MINUTES 

BOARD OF EDUCATION OF BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Tuesday, July 12, 2005 
 
 

 The Board of Education of Baltimore County, Maryland, met in open session at 5:32 p.m. at 
Greenwood.  President James R. Sasiadek and the following Board members were present:  Mr. 
Donald L. Arnold, Mr. Thomas G. Grzymski, Ms. Frances A.S. Harris, Mr. John Hayden, III, Dr. 
Warren Hayman, Mr. Rodger C. Janssen, Ms. Ramona N. Johnson, Mr. Michael P. Kennedy, and 
Ms. Joy Shillman.  In addition, Dr. Joe A. Hairston, Superintendent of Schools, and staff members 
were present. 
 

President Sasiadek reminded Board members of community functions and Board of 
Education events for July and August. 

 
At 5:44 p.m., Mr. Kennedy moved the Board go into closed session to discuss personnel 

matters and to consult with counsel to obtain legal advice pursuant to the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, State Government Article, §10-508(a)(1) and §10-508(a)(7).  The motion was seconded 
by Mr. Arnold and unanimously approved by the Board. 

 
 

CLOSED SESSION MINUTES 
 

Nevett Steele, Jr., Esq. offered legal advice on a matter dealing with a request for hearing. 
 
Dr. Donald Peccia, Executive Director of Human Resources, reviewed personnel matters to 

be considered this evening with Board members. 
 
Upon advice of Board counsel, and by motion of Mr. Kennedy, seconded by Mr. Grzymski, 

the Board moved into executive function. 
  
At 7:20 p.m., Mr. Arnold moved the Board adjourn for a brief dinner recess.  The motion was 

seconded by Mr. Kennedy and approved by the Board.   
 
 
 

OPEN SESSION MINUTES 
 
 The Board of Education of Baltimore County, Maryland, reconvened in open session at 7:53 
p.m. at Greenwood.  President James R. Sasiadek and the following Board members were present:  
Mr. Donald L. Arnold, Mr. Thomas G. Grzymski, Ms. Frances A.S. Harris, Mr. John Hayden, III, 
Dr. Warren Hayman, Mr. Rodger C. Janssen, Ms. Ramona N. Johnson, Mr. Michael P. Kennedy, 
and Ms. Joy Shillman.  In addition, Dr. Joe A. Hairston, Superintendent of Schools, and staff 
members were present. 
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

 The open session commenced with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag, which was led by 
Rowland Savage, followed by a period of silent meditation for those who have served education in 
the Baltimore County Public Schools. 
 
 

MINUTES 
 
Hearing no additions or corrections to the Board of Education Open and Closed Minutes of 

May 24, 2005; and the Open and Closed Minutes of June 14, 2005, Mr. Sasiadek declared the 
minutes approved as presented on the website. 
 

Mr. Sasiadek informed the audience of the sessions in which Board members had 
participated earlier in the afternoon. 
 
 

ADVISORY AND STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 
 
 Ms. Maggie Kennedy, a representative of the Area Educational Advisory Council, reported 
that the advisory council leadership met to plan activities for the upcoming school year. 
 
 On behalf of the Minority Achievement Advisory Group, Ms. Kennedy announced its annual 
retreat will be held on August 20 at 9:00 a.m. at the Maritime Museum.   
 
 Ms. Maggie Kennedy, Chair of the Baltimore County Education Coalition, reported on its 
work over the summer meeting with various advocacy groups and individuals.  
 
 Ms. Jasmine Shriver, Chair of the Special Education Citizens Advisory Committee, reported 
on its meeting last month and is putting together its accomplishments for 2004-05 year.   
 
 

SUPERINTENDENT’S REPORT 
 

Dr. Hairston reported that Baltimore County Public Schools had a major presence at the 
National Educational Computing Conference, the world’s largest and most comprehensive 
educational technology event.  Dr. Hairston accepted the 2005 ISTE Award for Outstanding 
Leadership at the conference. 

 
He reported that many county educators are spending most of July in summer curriculum 

workshops.  This month more than 70 workshops are being held aimed at developing and refining 
curriculum for the new school year.  This year, the workshops concentrate on “differentiating and 
diversifying” curriculum. 

 
Dr. Hairston reported on the Principals’ Academy, which was held June 19-22 to talk about 

priorities and plans for the upcoming school year and to share best practices and support with each 
other. 

 



Board of Education July 12, 2005 
Open and Closed Session Minutes Page 3 
 

 
SUPERINTENDENT’S REPORT (cont) 

 
Dr. Hairston noted that in the final round of the prestigious Young Artists Competition, three 

BCPS students performed with the Baltimore Symphony Orchestra in a gala concert.  Those students 
were Anahid Gregorian from Franklin High School, Julian Evans from Towson High School, and 
Willis Spencer from Patapsco High School and Center for the Arts. 

 
 

RECOGNITION OF ADMINISTRATIVE APPOINTMENTS 
 
 Dr. Donald Peccia, Executive Director of Human Resources, recognized the administrative 
appointments approved at the June 14, 2005 Board meeting as follows: 
 
NAME FROM TO 

 
CHERYL R. BROOKS Teacher/Classroom  Specialist 
(Effective June 20, 2005) Chase Elementary School  Office of Equity and Assurance 
 
 
PHILIP H. BYERS  Assistant Principal  Principal 
(Effective July 1, 2005)         Arbutus Elementary School   Middleborough Elementary  
     School 
 
ADRIENNE D. DICKERSON Family Services Coordinator Pupil Personnel Worker 
(Effective July 1, 2005) St. Vincent de Paul Head Start 
 Center 
 
DWIGHT J. EASTERLY Acting Assistant Principal Assistant Principal 
(Effective July 1, 2005) Battle Monument School Battle Monument School 
 
TYEST GANT Teacher/Mathematics Assistant Principal 
(Effective July 1, 2005) Woodlawn Middle School Woodlawn Middle School 
 
BRENT GRABILL  Teacher/Classroom Assistant Principal 
(Effective July 1, 2005)  Deer Park Elementary School Arbutus Elementary School 
 
BERNARD P. HENNIGAN Teacher/English Pupil Personnel Worker 
(Effective July 1, 2005) Parkville High School   
 
RENEE B. JOHNSON  Assistant Principal  Principal 
(Effective July 1, 2005)  Featherbed Lane Elementary  Chesapeake Terrace Elementary  
    School  School  
 
MICHAEL D. KNIGHT, JR. Assistant Principal  Assistant Principal 
(Effective July 1, 2005) Northeast Middle School  Woodlawn Middle School
 Baltimore City Public Schools 
   
LYNNE E. MULLER Supervisor, Guidance and Coordinator, Guidance and 
(Effective July 1, 2005) Counseling Counseling 
 Department of Student Support  Department of Student Support 
 Services Services 
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RECOGNITION OF ADMINISTRATIVE APPOINTMENTS (cont) 
 
ROBERT T. MURRAY, IV Teacher/Social Studies Assistant Principal 
(Effective July 1, 2005) Sparrows Point Middle School New Town High School 
 
JAMES B. QUARLES  Teacher/Classroom  Assistant Principal 
(Effective July 1, 2005)  Woodmoor Elementary School Featherbed Lane Elementary
    School 
 
LAVINIA M. RINGGOLD Local Accountability  Coordinator of Testing 
(Effective July 1, 2005)  Coordinator Office of Accountability, 
  Maryland State Department Research and Testing of 
  Education 
 
MANUEL B. RODRIGUEZ Superintendent of Schools Area Assistant Superintendent 
(Effective July 1, 2005) Roswell Independent School  
 District 
 
DELORES TEDESCHI-BUTLER Teacher/English Assistant Principal 
(Effective July 1, 2005) Deer Park Middle Magnet Old Court Middle School 
 School  
  
JOHN S. WARD Assistant Principal Principal  
(Effective July 1, 2005) Woodlawn Middle School Stemmers Run Middle School  
 
RICHARD W. WEBER  Assistant Principal  Principal 
(Effective July 1, 2005)  Perry Hall Middle School  Pine Grove Elementary School 
 
 
 

ELECTION OF OFFICERS FOR SCHOOL YEAR 2005-2006 
 

Dr. Hairston presided during the election of the President of the Board of Education of 
Baltimore County.  Dr. Hairston asked for nominations for the office of president.  Mr. Janssen 
nominated Mr. Grzymski.  Ms. Harris seconded the nomination.  There being no further 
nominations, Dr. Hairston closed the nominations for the office of president.  The motion to select 
Mr. Grzymski was passed by unanimous consent. 

 
Mr. Grzymski assumed the chair and requested nominations for the office of Vice President 

of the Board of Education.  Ms. Johnson nominated Dr. Hayman.  Mr. Janssen seconded the 
nomination.  There being no further nominations, Mr. Grzymski closed the nominations for the 
office of vice president.  The motion to elect Dr. Hayman as Vice President of the Board of 
Education was passed by unanimous consent. 
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REPORTS 
 

The Board received the following reports: 
 

A. Fiscal Year 2007 Operating and Capital Budget Schedules – Ms. Barbara 
Burnopp, Executive Director of Fiscal Services, outlined the FY 2007 capital and 
operating budget schedule for the upcoming school year.  Ms. Burnopp also 
distributed the FY2006 Adopted Operating Budget to the Board.  Ms. Burnopp stated 
that the adopted budget would be available to the public on July 13 via the BCPS 
website. 

 
 

PERSONNEL MATTERS 
 

On motion of Mr. Kennedy, seconded by Ms. Harris, the Board approved the personnel 
matters as presented on Exhibits C, D, E, F, G, and H.  Mr. Janssen opposed Exhibit H.  He stated 
that information was received too late for him to review and make an informed decision.  Ms. 
Johnson abstained from voting on Exhibit H.  (Copies of the exhibits are attached to the formal 
minutes.)   

 
 

CONTRACT AWARDS 
 

 The Building and Contracts Committee, represented by Mr. Kennedy, recommended 
approval of items 1-19 (Exhibit I).  Ms. Harris pulled item 1.  Mr. Janssen pulled item 18 for further 
discussion. 
 
 With regards to item 18, Mr. Janssen inquired why this contract has a 5% contract 
modification when other contracts request a 10% contract modification.  Mr. Sines responded the 
contingency allotment for contracts is being examined with the focus on targeting the actual 
expenditure. The reduction of the contract modification from 10% to 5% is due to good field study 
from the contractor. 
 
 The Board approved these recommendations.  Ms. Harris opposed item 1.  Mr. Hayden 
abstained from voting on item 15.   
 

1. Class Attendance and Evacuation Monitor System 
2. Closed Circuit Television Equipment and Installation Services 
3. Employee Benefits Consulting Service 
4. Lease Agreement – Office Space for Southwest Area Superintendent’s Designee 

Psychological Services, and Pupil Personnel Workers 
5. Public School Piano Loan Program 
6. Roofing Package – Windsor Mill Middle School 
7. Various Contracts – Pennsylvania Education Joint Purchasing Council-Board 

Authority Additional Purchasing Options 
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CONTRACT AWARDS (cont) 
 

8. Well Water Treatment, Sampling, and Inspection Services 
9. Contract Extension: Dual Purpose Paper-Copy, Laser Printers, and Duplicators 
10. Contract Extension:  Food and Nutrition Service-Dishwashing and Cleaning 

Agents 
11. Contract Extension:  Sprinkler System Inspection, Installation, and Repair 

Services 
12. Contract Modification:  Additional Design Services-Kenwood High School 

13. Contract Modification:  Installation of Vertical Chairlift at Fifth District 
Elementary School 

14. Landscaping (Package 2C) – Windsor Mill Middle School 

15. Parking Lot and Driveway Addition – Joppa View Elementary School 

16. Running Track Replacement – Pikesville High School 

17. Theatre Heating and Air Conditioning Replacement and Improvements at Carver 
Center of Arts and Technology 

18. Window Replacement and Siding – Human Resources Building, Greenwood 

19. Temporary Easement – Sollers Point Technical High School 
 
 

INFORMATION 
 
The Board received the following as information: 

A. Financial Report for the Months Ending May 31, 2004 and 2005 

B. Educational Area Advisory Councils for Baltimore County Workgroup Report of 
May 25, 2005 

C. Revision to 2006-2007 School Calendar 
 
 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Mr. Grzymski made the following announcements: 

 
• The next regularly scheduled meeting of the Board of Education of Baltimore County will be 

held on Tuesday, August 9, 2005, at Greenwood.  The meeting will begin with an open 
session at approximately 5:00 p.m.  After the Board adjourns to meet in closed session, 
followed by a brief dinner recess, the open meeting will reconvene at approximately 7:30 
p.m.   
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Mr. Grzymski reminded speakers to refrain from discussing any matters that might come 

before the Board in the form of an appeal, as well as any personnel matters. 
 
Due to a misunderstanding with the public comment sign-up sheet, Mr. Kennedy noted that 

there were four individuals from the community in the audience who would like to speak regarding 
the renaming of Relay Elementary School’s library.  With approval from the Board, Mr. Grzymski 
permitted the individuals to come forward. 

 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON PROPOSED RENAMING OF 
RELAY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LIBRARY 

 
 Ms. Paula Rees, principal of Relay Elementary School, who spoke for all of the individuals, 
thanked the Board for considering this proposal. 
 

Mr. Hayden motioned to amend the agenda for this evening and vote to approve the 
renaming of Relay Elementary School library to Dr. James F. Skarbek Memorial Library in memory 
of Dr. Skarbek.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Kennedy and unanimously approved by the 
Board. 
 
 

GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 Ms. Suzy Filbert expressed concern over provision 9528 of the ESEA, as amended by the No 
Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and the release of directory information to military recruiters.  She 
requests the Board adopt a policy and practice regarding military recruiters and Section 9528.  
Additional information was distributed to Board members. 
 
 Ms. Tia Steele asked the Board to give special consideration to the Student Handbook 
information regarding directory information.  She requested that an opt out form be required with the 
school’s emergency information form, printed as a stand-alone form, or require it to be returned as 
part of student registration. 
 
 Ms. Ronda Cooperstein stated students need to be educated from about all perspectives 
regarding joining the military, including an opt out form. 
 
 Ms. Linnen Meier, a former student, expressed concern that parents are unaware that 
directory information of a student may be withheld from disclosure.  She stated that students are 
required to meet privately with college representatives; therefore, the same procedure should be 
followed when meeting with military recruiters. 
 
 Mr. James Baldridge, a member of Veterans for Peace, would like to the opportunity to go 
into schools and speak with students that are considering the military.  On behalf of Veterans for 
Peace, Mr. Baldridge asked the Board to give this organization the opportunity to speak with 
students about career opportunities other than the military. 
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GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT (cont) 
 
 Mr. James Strassberger asked the Board to ensure every student and parent/guardian is aware 
of their option to withhold directory information from military recruiters.  He asked the Board to 
adopt a policy that would include an opt out statement and become part of a student’s permanent 
record. 
 
 Mr. John Oliver asked the Board to encourage county schools to allow representatives of 
Veterans for Peace and other community groups to have the opportunity to speak to students about 
opportunities other than the military.  
 
 Ms. Elsie Davis urged the Board to take action and establish a uniform policy so that opting 
out is more accessible to parents. 
 
 Ms. Ellyn Butler was surprised to receive a letter on the last day of school that bus service for 
her children to Franklin High School would be terminated.  She believes her neighborhood falls 
within the 1.5 mile boundary.  Ms. Butler also stated it is unreasonable to expect students to walk 
this distance carrying heavy backpacks for three miles a day. 
 
 Delegate Bobby Zirkin expressed concern over the termination of bus service from the 
Timberscape and Timbergrove communities to Franklin High School.   It is a long distance for 
students to walk and there is danger in crossing Reisterstown Road.  He asked the Board to address 
this issue in an expeditious manner.  Next, Delegate Zirkin thanked the Board for its work in 
obtaining 54 acres in the Rosewood area for potential use as a middle school in the northwest area.  
Finally, Delegate Zirkin noted the opportunity in the northwest area for creative uses in the Owings 
Mills area due to upcoming new town center. 
 
 Dr. Bash Pharoan believes the Board needs to make a motion to oppose the war in Iraq. 
 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 
 At 9:04 p.m., Mr. Sasiadek moved to adjourn the open session.  The motion was seconded by 
Ms. Harris and approved by the Board. 
 
 
        Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
        ___________________ 
        Joe A. Hairston 
        Secretary-Treasurer 
 
 
 
bls 



Exhibit B
 

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
 
DATE: August 9, 2005  
 
TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION  
 
FROM: Dr. Joe A. Hairston, Superintendent  
 
SUBJECT: EDUCATION INNOVATIONS CHARTER SCHOOL 

APPLICATION
 
ORIGINATOR:  Christine Johns, Deputy Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction  
  
RESOURCE  
PERSON(S): Phyllis Bailey, Executive Director of Special Programs, PreK-12  
  
 
 

INFORMATION 
 

That the status of the application for a Public Charter School by Adams and 
Associates, Inc, Education Innovations be presented to the Board of Education as an 
information item.  This is the very first application for Charter School status within 
the Baltimore County Public Schools. The application has been initially reviewed by 
a team of reviewers with initial questions proposed and clarifications requested.  This 
clarification and application process is occurring with the 120-day window as 
prescribed by State law following the submission of the formal application of the 
charter applicant. Submission of the formal application by Adams and Associates, 
Inc., Education Innovations, took place on June 23, 2005.  The review process is 
continuing.  The proposed Charter School, if approved by the Board of Education of 
Baltimore County, would have an opening date of September 2006. 
 

***** 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix I Charter Schools:  Status in Baltimore County 
Appendix II Maryland’s Charter Schools 
Appendix III Charter Schools:  A National Perspective 



 

Charter Schools:  History and Current Status 
 
 

Enabling Legislation and 
Board Policy and Rule 1600 

 
The Maryland General Assembly enacted enabling legislation in 2003 authorizing public 
charter schools.  This legislation is codified in Education Article of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, § 9-101 through §9-110.  The law directed the Maryland State Department of 
Education (MSDE) to disseminate to each local Board of Education a model public charter 
school policy.  This model policy was reviewed and formed the template for Board of 
Education Policy and Rule 1600, Community Relations: Public Charter Schools.  
 
With the adoption of Board of Education Policy and Rule 1600 on October 21, 2003, the 
Baltimore County Public Schools met the requirement that each school system, as a 
chartering authority, had to present and submit a proposed board policy on charter schools to 
the Maryland State Board of Education (MSDE) by November 1, 2003.  A Procedures 
Manual for Public Charter Schools in Baltimore County was developed by staff and is 
available (as are the policy and rule) on the BCPS website at 
www.bcps.org/system/policies_rules/1000toc.htm. 
 

Proposed Public Charter Schools in Baltimore County 
 

Two formal, or “concept” proposals, were received during the 2004-2005 school year.  These 
proposals identified the applicant’s vision for the public charter school, its mission and 
purposes; specific strategies for developing and delivering education programs; desired 
educational results; students to be served, and an indication of how academic success would 
be demonstrated.   
 
Staff members representing key areas such as curriculum and instruction, human resources, 
budget and finance, facilities, special education, and risk reviewed the proposals in order to 
determine whether it should be forwarded to the next phase, that of a formal application.  
Staff based its review on the components defined in the Procedures Manual. 
  
Staff recommended to the Superintendent that the proposal submitted by Adams and 
Associates, Inc., Education Innovations, continue to the formal application stage.  A third 
proposal was received late in 2005 and the recommendation was made to the applicants that 
they submit their proposal for consideration in the 2005-2006 school year.  
 
Concurrent with the Baltimore County review process, applicants submitted applications to 
MSDE for a monetary award for a planning grant to be implemented during the 2005-2006 
school year, contingent on the school system’s approval to continue to the application stage.   
Of the Baltimore County proposals submitted to MSDE, Adams and Associates, Inc., 
Education Innovations was awarded the MSDE planning grant, contingent on BCPS approval 
to proceed with their application. 
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Adams and Associates, Inc., Education Innovations Charter School Application 
 

On June 23, 2005, Education Innovations formally applied to the school system to be 
considered as a public charter school to be operated at the Woodstock Job Corps Center.  The 
proposed school, as indicated in the application, would begin operation as a BCPS Public 
Charter School in the fall of 2006. 
 
Currently Adams and Associates, Inc. operate a number of job corps programs including the 
Woodstock site.  The proposed charter school at the Woodstock Job Corps site would 
provide a high school diploma program for the student trainees at the Woodstock site who 
are Baltimore County residents.  An ALT/MSA certification program would also be 
available. The applicant projects a tentative student enrollment of 325 students, grades 9-12.  
 
Following submission of the formal application, the staff began its review of the application 
utilizing a review instrument based upon the criteria including the BCPS Procedures Manual. 
In addition, sections of the application related to the academic program, standards, 
curriculum, and assessment have been distributed to the Departments of Math and Science, 
K-12, and secondary English and Social Studies for their review. 
 
As a result of this initial review process, BCPS reviewers generated requests for clarification 
related to several areas, including: adherence to BCPS procedures such as student behavior, 
purchasing, etc; curriculum; services; personnel; financial matters, and proposed waivers.  
The applicant has provided initial clarification regarding these areas. 

 
At present, the review, questioning, and clarification process continues. Staff expects to make 
a recommendation to the Superintendent for his consideration and review.  The 
Superintendent’s recommendation will then be submitted to the Board of Education for its 
review and action. 
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Maryland’s Charter Schools 
 
 

 
OVERVIEW 

Questions and Answers 
 
 

THE LAW:   SB75 
Synopsis 

The Law itself 
 
 

STATUS OF THE CHARTER SCHOOLS 
Summary of Submission 

Approved Charter Schools 
 
 
 
 

www.marylandpublicschools.org

Appendix II 
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Programs  

 

Programs > Charter Schools > Docs  
 

Brief Introduction to Charter Schools in Maryland  

 

During the 2003 General Assembly session, the Maryland Public Charter School Act was passed and 
Governor Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr. signed the measure into law on May 22, 2003.  The new law authorizes the 
establishment of public charter schools in Maryland.  This Maryland Public Charter Schools Model Policy 
and Resource Guide is designed to guide local boards of education and school systems in Maryland in 
assisting individuals and organizations interested in establishing public charter schools.   
  

With the enactment of the new law, Maryland joins a growing number of states that allow the 
development and operation of public charter schools.  The Maryland statute invites the creation of public 
charter schools to help introduce alternative means within the public school system to provide innovative 
learning opportunities and creative educational approaches to improve the education of all students. 
  

Maryland’s law defines a “public charter school” as a “public school” that is nonsectarian, is chosen by 
parents for their children, and is open to all students on a space available basis.  A public charter school can 
be either a newly created school or a conversion of an already operating public school.  A public charter 
school operates with the approval of a local board of education in accordance with a written Charter 
Agreement executed between the local board of education and the administrative entity operating the public 
charter school.  Just as any other public school, a public charter school is subject to federal, state and local 
laws prohibiting discrimination and must comply with all applicable health and safety laws.  

Contact Information  
   Charter Schools Office 
   Maryland State Department of Education
   200 West Baltimore Street
   Baltimore, MD 21201  
   Phone: (410) 767-3677 
   Email: charterschools@msde.state.md.us  
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Programs  

 

Programs > Charter Schools > Docs  
 

Charter School Q&A  

 

Q:  What should be the focus of a Maryland public charter school? 
A:  The public charter school represents a choice for parents and may provide innovative learning 
opportunities and creative educational approaches to improve the education of students.  Public 
charter schools strive for high academic standards and are accountable for results for student 
performance as any other public school. 
 
Q:  What requirements are imposed on Maryland public charter schools? 
A: Public charter schools are subject to any federal, state, and local policies, regulations and statutes 
that affect traditional elementary and secondary public schools unless certain policies, procedures or 
regulations are waived by local education authorities or the State Board of Education, as appropriate. 
 
Q: What is the process for establishing a public charter school in Maryland? 
A: Each local board of education will establish policies and procedures that describe the process to be 
used by public charter school applicants in that school system.  Public charter school operators must 
follow those procedures and use the application process established by the local board of education in 
the jurisdiction where the public charter school will operate.  Public charter schools operate under the 
supervision of the public chartering authority from which its Charter Agreement is granted. 
 
Q:  Who is eligible to submit an application for a public charter school? 
A: Public charter school applications may be submitted to the local board of education by the staff of 
a public school, a parent or guardian of a student who attends a public school in the county/city, a 
nonsectarian nonprofit entity, a nonsectarian institution of higher education in the state, or any 
combination of the above. 
 
Q:  Who is responsible for completing the application? 
A: The applicant is responsible for the completion of the application and compliance with all laws, 
regulations, policies and procedures. 
 
Q:  To whom will the public charter school operators report? 
A: Public charter school operators report to the public chartering authority from which its Charter 
Agreement is granted. 
 
Q:  May a restructured school become a public charter school? 
A: Yes, in accordance with state regulations (COMAR 13A.01.04.07C) and local procedures. 
 
 
Q:  May ‘start-up’ funds be provided for public charter schools? 
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A:  There are no specific state funds available for ‘start-up’ costs associated with developing a public 
charter school.  There are federal funds available through the Public Charter Schools Program at the 
U.S. Department of Education, and in the future, the state may apply for these federal funds. 
 
Q:  How are public charter schools funded? 
A: The local board of education will disburse to public charter schools an amount of county, state and 
federal money that is commensurate with the amount disbursed to other public schools in the local 
jurisdiction.  Additionally, surplus educational materials, supplies, furniture and other equipment may 
be given to the public charter school by the state or local board of education. 
 
Q:  May public charter schools charge tuition? 
A: No.  Public charter schools are public schools and may not charge tuition to residents of the jurisdiction 
where the school is located.  As authorized by Maryland statutes and regulations, a local school system 
may charge tuition to out-of-district students. 
 
Q:  May a local board of education assess an application fee for establishing a public 
charter school? 
A: There is no basis in Maryland’s public charter school law authorizing the assessment of fees. 
 
Q:  What is the enrollment process for public charter schools? 
A: Public charter schools are open to all students on a space-available basis, and on a lottery basis if 
more students apply than can be accommodated. 
 
Q:  May private or religious schools convert to public charter schools? 
A:  A public charter school may not be a private school, a parochial school or a home school. 
 
Q:  Can public schools convert to public charter schools? 
A:  Yes.  Existing public schools can convert to public charter schools. 
 
Q:  Who will review and evaluate public charter school applications? 
A:  Public charter school applications will be reviewed and evaluated by the county board of education 
in which the charter school will be established. 
 
Q:  Can the local board of education’s decisions on charter applications be appealed? 
A:  Yes.  Appeals will be heard by the State Board of Education in accordance with the requirements 
of the Public Charter School Act of 2003. 
 
Q:  Is there a specified number of years for which a charter will be granted? 
A: No.  However, a local board of education may develop requirements of a specific term as well any 
standards for renewal of the Charter Agreement. 
 
Q:  How are public charter schools held accountable to standards? 
A: The public charter school will meet current accountability provisions of local education authorities 
and state regulations and statutes.   The public charter school must provide documentation to the 
chartering authority regarding fiscal accountability and performance on recognized academic 
measures as agreed upon in the Charter Agreement. 
 
Q:  What kinds of flexibility do public charter schools receive? 
A: Public charter schools will receive flexibility in a number of areas, principally in the areas of 
management and administrative structure, staffing, educational programming, 
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curriculum/instructional focus, program emphasis and budgeting, in exchange for high academic 
performance.  Additional areas of flexibility may be negotiated between the public charter school and 
the local board of education. 
 
Q:  What buildings can house public charter schools? 
A: Public charter school buildings must meet all federal, state and local facility, health and safety 
standards and the building must be appropriate for the education program being offered and must be 
accessible in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 
 
Q: Are public charter school personnel employees of the school system? 
A: Employees of a public charter school are public school employees of the county/city in which the 
public charter school is located.   If a collective bargaining agreement is already in existence in the 
county/city where a public charter school is located, the public charter school employees are covered 
by the terms and conditions in that contract; however, the public charter school and the employee 
organization may mutually agree to negotiate amendments to the existing agreement to address the 
needs of the particular public charter school and approved by the local school board. 
 
Q:  May public charter schools employ non-certified educators? 
A: The professional staff of a public charter school must have the appropriate Maryland certification.   
 
Q:  Can volunteers work in the public charter school? 
A:  Yes. All staff and volunteers in public charter schools must meet required state and local 
background checks. 
 
Q:  Will public charter school staff receive professional development? 
A:  Public charter school staff will receive the same services as public school staff in that jurisdiction 
unless indicated in the Charter Agreement. 
 
Q:  Are educational support services available to public charter schools? 
A: The local board of education will provide technical support through the designated public charter 
school contact.  The Maryland State Department of Education is also available to provide technical 
assistance to the operators of a public charter school to help the school meet the requirements of 
federal and state laws. 
 
Q:  Will transportation services be provided for students to/from the public charter school? 
A: Students attending public charter schools should receive the same services as students attending 
other public schools in that jurisdiction.  Transportation services are subject to agreements outlined in 
the Charter Agreement.  Transportation services are to be provided to students with disabilities in 
accordance with their Individualized Education Program (IEP). 
 
Q:  Will the public charter school have extra-curricular activities such as sports? 
A: Yes.  Public charter schools can offer extra-curricular and supplemental services as described in 
the educational program. 
 
Q:  May students with disabilities attend a public charter school? 
A:  Yes. Public charter school operators must fulfill the responsibilities related to children with 
disabilities.  Public charter schools are open to all students on a non-discriminatory basis. 
 
Q:  What ages should the public charter school accept? 
A: Public charter schools may support the ages that provide a program of elementary or secondary 
education, or both. 
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Q:  Will public charter school students participate in assessments? 
A: The measurement of student academic achievement must include all assessments required for 
other public schools and other assessments mutually agreed upon by the public chartering authority 
and the public charter school. 
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Read and Examined by Proofreaders:  
 

_____________________________________________  
Proofreader.  

 
_____________________________________________  

Proofreader. 
Sealed  with  the  Great  Seal  and  presented  to  the  Governor,  for  his  approval  this  
_____ day of ____________ at ____________________ o'clock, _____M.  
 

_____________________________________________  
President.  

 
CHAPTER_______  

  
   1  AN ACT concerning 
 
   2       Public Charter School Act of 2003 
 
   3  FOR the purpose of establishing the Maryland Public Charter School Program; 
   4   adding a certain definition; establishing certain authority in certain boards; 
   5   specifying certain charter school application requirements; prohibiting a county 
   6   board public chartering authority from granting a charter to certain schools; 
   7   requiring a county board to review an application to establish a charter school 
   8   and render a decision within a certain time period; establishing a certain 
   9   appeals process; requiring the State Board of Education to render a certain 
  10   decision within a certain time period; authorizing the State Board of Education 
  11   to direct a county board to grant a charter under certain circumstances and 
  12   requiring the State Board to mediate a certain decision; establishing a certain 
  13   certification requirement; requiring a public charter school to comply with 
  14   certain provisions of law; authorizing a public charter school to apply for a 
  15   certain waiver; prohibiting the granting of a waiver from certain provisions of 
  16   law; providing for certain bargaining rights for certain employees; providing for  
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   1   the negotiation of certain amendments to certain collective bargaining 
   2   agreements; requiring a county board to disburse a certain amount of money to 
   3   a public charter school; authorizing certain boards to give educational materials, 
   4   supplies, furniture, and other equipment to a public charter school; requiring 
   5   county boards to develop a certain policy; establishing a certain liaison for the 
   6   Program; requiring the State Department of Education to create and 
   7   disseminate to each local board of education a certain model public charter 
   8   school policy by a certain date; requiring the State Board of Education to submit 
   9   a certain report on or before a certain date; defining certain terms; authorizing 
  10   the State Board to act as the public chartering authority for restructured schools 
  11   under certain circumstances; specifying certain procedures and requirements 
  12   governing an application for a restructured school that seeks to become a charter 
  13   school; specifying certain limitations and requirements for charter schools with 
  14   regard to educational services for children with disabilities; requiring the State 
  15   Board of Education to provide certain technical assistance to certain operators of 
  16   charter schools; and generally relating to the Maryland Public Charter School 
  17   Program. 
 
  18  BY repealing and reenacting, with without amendments, 
  19   Article - Education 
  20   Section 6-401(e) and 6-501(g) 
  21   Annotated Code of Maryland 
  22   (2001 Replacement Volume and 2002 Supplement) 
 
  23  BY adding to 
  24   Article - Education 
  25   Section 9-101 through 9-106 9-109 9-110, inclusive, to be under the new title 
  26    "Title 9. Maryland Public Charter School Program" 
  27   Annotated Code of Maryland 
  28   (2001 Replacement Volume and 2002 Supplement) 
 
  29   SECTION 1.  BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF 
  30  MARYLAND, That the Laws of Maryland read as follows: 
 
  31       Article - Education 
 
  32  6-401. 
 
  33   (e) "Public school employer" means a county board of education [or], the 
  34  Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners, OR A PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL, AS 
  35  DEFINED IN TITLE 9 OF THIS ARTICLE. 
 
  36  6-501. 
 
  37   (g) (1) "Public school employer" means the county board in each county, OR 
  38  A PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL, AS DEFINED IN TITLE 9 OF THIS ARTICLE. 
 



3      SENATE BILL 75  
 
   1    (2) "Public school employer" includes the Baltimore City Board of School 
   2  Commissioners. 
 
   3      TITLE 9. MARYLAND PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL 
PROGRAM. 
 
   4  9-101. 
 
   5   (A) THERE IS A MARYLAND PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL PROGRAM. 
 
   6   (B) THE GENERAL PURPOSE OF THE PROGRAM IS TO ESTABLISH AN 
   7  ALTERNATIVE MEANS WITHIN THE EXISTING PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM IN 
ORDER TO 
   8  PROVIDE INNOVATIVE LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES AND CREATIVE 
EDUCATIONAL 
   9  APPROACHES TO IMPROVE THE EDUCATION OF STUDENTS. 
 
  10  9-102. 
 
  11   IN THIS TITLE, "PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL" MEANS A PUBLIC SCHOOL 
THAT: 
 
  12    (1) IS NONSECTARIAN IN ALL ITS PROGRAMS, POLICIES, AND 
  13  OPERATIONS; 
 
  14    (2) IS A SCHOOL TO WHICH PARENTS CHOOSE TO SEND THEIR 
  15  CHILDREN; 
 
  16    (3) IS OPEN TO ALL STUDENTS ON A SPACE-AVAILABLE BASIS 
AND 
  17  ADMITS STUDENTS ON A LOTTERY BASIS IF MORE STUDENTS APPLY THAN 
CAN BE 
  18  ACCOMMODATED; 
 
  19    (4) IS A NEW PUBLIC SCHOOL OR A CONVERSION OF AN 
EXISTING 
  20  PUBLIC SCHOOL; 
 
  21    (5) PROVIDES A PROGRAM OF ELEMENTARY OR SECONDARY 
  22  EDUCATION OR BOTH; 
 
  23    (6) OPERATES IN PURSUIT OF A SPECIFIC SET OF EDUCATIONAL 
  24  OBJECTIVES; 
 
  25    (7) IS TUITION-FREE; 
 
  26    (8) IS SUBJECT TO FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS PROHIBITING 
  27  DISCRIMINATION; 
 



  28    (9) IS IN COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE HEALTH AND 
SAFETY 
  29  LAWS; AND 
 
  30    (10) IS IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE 
INDIVIDUALS 
  31  WITH DISABILITIES ACT, 20 U.S.C. 1400 ET SEQ. § 9-107 OF THIS TITLE; 
 
  32    (11) OPERATES UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF THE PUBLIC 
CHARTERING 
  33  AUTHORITY FROM WHICH ITS CHARTER IS GRANTED AND IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH ITS  
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   1  CHARTER AND, EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN § 9-106 OF THIS SUBTITLE, THE 
PROVISIONS 
   2  OF LAW AND REGULATION GOVERNING OTHER PUBLIC SCHOOLS; 
 
   3    (12) REQUIRES STUDENTS TO BE PHYSICALLY PRESENT ON 
SCHOOL 
   4  PREMISES FOR A PERIOD OF TIME SUBSTANTIALLY SIMILAR TO THAT WHICH 
OTHER 
   5  PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS SPEND ON SCHOOL PREMISES; AND 
 
   6    (13) IS CREATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS TITLE AND THE 
   7  APPROPRIATE COUNTY BOARD POLICY. 
 
   8  9-103. 
 
   9   (A) THE PRIMARY PUBLIC CHARTERING AUTHORITY FOR THE 
GRANTING OF 
  10  CHARTERS A CHARTER SHALL BE THE A COUNTY BOARDS BOARD OF 
EDUCATION. 
 
  11   (B) THE SECONDARY PUBLIC CHARTERING AUTHORITY FOR THE 
GRANTING 
  12  OF CHARTERS A CHARTER SHALL BE THE STATE BOARD ACTING IN ITS 
APPEAL 
  13  REVIEW CAPACITY OR AS THE PUBLIC CHARTERING AUTHORITY FOR A 
  14  RESTRUCTURED SCHOOL IN ACCORDANCE WITH § 9-104(A) OF THIS SUBTITLE. 
 
  15   (C) THE STATE BOARD MAY CREATE ADDITIONAL PUBLIC 
CHARTERING 
  16  AUTHORITIES. 
 
  17  9-104. 
 
  18   (A) (1) AN APPLICATION TO ESTABLISH A PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL 
SHALL 
  19  BE SUBMITTED TO THE COUNTY BOARD OF THE COUNTY IN WHICH THE 
CHARTER 
  20  SCHOOL WILL BE LOCATED. 
 
  21    (2) AN APPLICATION TO ESTABLISH A PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL 
MAY BE 
  22  SUBMITTED TO A COUNTY BOARD BY: 
 
  23     (I) THE STAFF OF A PUBLIC SCHOOL; 
 
  24     (II) A PARENT OR GUARDIAN OF A STUDENT WHO 
ATTENDS A 
  25  PUBLIC SCHOOL IN THE COUNTY; 
 



  26     (III) A NONSECTARIAN NONPROFIT ENTITY; 
 
  27     (IV) AN A NONSECTARIAN INSTITUTION OF HIGHER 
EDUCATION IN 
  28  THE STATE; OR 
 
  29     (V) ANY COMBINATION OF PERSONS SPECIFIED IN ITEMS 
(I) 
  30  THROUGH (IV) OF THIS PARAGRAPH. 
 
  31    (3) A COUNTY BOARD PUBLIC CHARTERING AUTHORITY MAY 
NOT 
  32  GRANT A CHARTER UNDER THIS TITLE TO: 
 
  33     (I) A PRIVATE SCHOOL; 
 
  34     (II) A PAROCHIAL SCHOOL; OR 
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   1     (III) A HOME SCHOOL. 
 
   2    (4) (I) EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SUBPARAGRAPH (II) OF THIS 
   3  PARAGRAPH, THE COUNTY BOARD SHALL REVIEW THE APPLICATION AND 
RENDER A 
   4  DECISION WITHIN 120 DAYS OF RECEIPT OF THE APPLICATION. 
 
   5     (II) FOR A RESTRUCTURED SCHOOL: 
 
   6      1. THE COUNTY BOARD SHALL REVIEW THE 
APPLICATION 
   7  AND RENDER A DECISION WITHIN 30 DAYS OF RECEIPT OF THE APPLICATION; 
 
   8      2. THE COUNTY BOARD MAY APPLY TO THE STATE 
BOARD 
   9  FOR AN EXTENSION OF UP TO 15 DAYS FROM THE TIME LIMIT IMPOSED UNDER 
ITEM 
  10  1 OF THIS SUBPARAGRAPH; 
 
  11      3. IF AN EXTENSION IS NOT GRANTED, AND 30 DAYS 
HAVE 
  12  ELAPSED, THE STATE BOARD MAY BECOME A CHARTERING AUTHORITY; AND 
 
  13      4. IF AN EXTENSION HAS BEEN GRANTED, AND 45 
DAYS 
  14  HAVE ELAPSED, THE STATE BOARD MAY BECOME A CHARTERING AUTHORITY. 
 
  15   (B) (1) IF THE COUNTY BOARD DENIES AN APPLICATION TO 
ESTABLISH A 
  16  PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL, THE APPLICANT MAY APPEAL THE DECISION TO 
THE 
  17  STATE BOARD, IN ACCORDANCE WITH § 4-205(C) OF THIS ARTICLE. 
 
  18    (2) THE STATE BOARD SHALL RENDER A DECISION WITHIN 120 
DAYS OF 
  19  THE FILING OF AN APPEAL UNDER THIS SUBSECTION. 
 
  20    (3) IF THE COUNTY BOARD DENIES AN APPLICATION TO ESTABLISH 
A 
  21  PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL AND THE STATE BOARD REVERSES THE DECISION, 
THE 
  22  STATE BOARD MAY DIRECT THE COUNTY BOARD TO GRANT A CHARTER AND 
SHALL 
  23  MEDIATE WITH THE COUNTY BOARD AND THE APPLICANT TO IMPLEMENT THE 
  24  CHARTER. 
 
  25  9-105. 
 
  26   A MEMBER OF THE PROFESSIONAL STAFF OF A PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL 



  27  SHALL HOLD THE APPROPRIATE MARYLAND CERTIFICATION. 
 
  28  9-106. 
 
  29   (A) SUBJECT TO SUBSECTION (B) OF THIS SECTION, A PUBLIC CHARTER 
  30  SCHOOL SHALL COMPLY WITH THE PROVISIONS OF LAW AND REGULATION 
  31  GOVERNING OTHER PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 
 
  32   (B) SUBJECT TO SUBSECTION (C) OF THIS SECTION, A WAIVER OF THE 
  33  REQUIREMENTS UNDER SUBSECTION (A) OF THIS SECTION MAY BE SOUGHT 
  34  THROUGH AN APPEAL TO THE STATE BOARD. 
 
  35   (C) A WAIVER MAY NOT BE GRANTED FROM PROVISIONS OF LAW OR 
  36  REGULATION RELATING TO: 
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   1    (1) AUDIT REQUIREMENTS; 
 
   2    (2) THE MEASUREMENT OF STUDENT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT, 
   3  INCLUDING ALL ASSESSMENTS REQUIRED FOR OTHER PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND 
OTHER 
   4  ASSESSMENTS MUTUALLY AGREED UPON BY THE PUBLIC CHARTERING 
AUTHORITY 
   5  AND THE SCHOOL; OR 
 
   6    (3) THE HEALTH, SAFETY, OR CIVIL RIGHTS OF A STUDENT OR 
AN 
   7  EMPLOYEE OF THE CHARTER SCHOOL. 
 
   8  9-107. 
 
   9   (A) A PUBLIC CHARTERING AUTHORITY MAY NOT GRANT A CHARTER TO A 
  10  PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL WHOSE OPERATION WOULD BE INCONSISTENT WITH 
ANY 
  11  PUBLIC POLICY INITIATIVE, COURT ORDER, OR FEDERAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN 
  12  GOVERNING SPECIAL EDUCATION THAT IS APPLICABLE TO THE STATE. 
 
  13   (B) A PUBLIC CHARTERING AUTHORITY SHALL ENSURE THAT THE 
  14  AUTHORIZING PROCESS FOR A PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL AND THE CHARTER 
  15  APPLICATION ADDRESS THE ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COUNTY 
BOARD 
  16  AND THE APPLICANTS AND OPERATORS OF THE PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL WITH 
  17  RESPECT TO CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES. 
 
  18   (C) THE PUBLIC CHARTERING AUTHORITY SHALL ENSURE THAT, PRIOR TO 
  19  OPENING A PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL, THE OPERATORS OF THE SCHOOL ARE 
  20  INFORMED OF THE HUMAN, FISCAL, AND ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY NEEDED 
TO 
  21  FULFILL THE SCHOOL'S RESPONSIBILITIES RELATED TO CHILDREN WITH 
  22  DISABILITIES. 
 
  23   (D) THE STATE BOARD SHALL PROVIDE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO THE 
  24  OPERATORS OF A PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL TO HELP THE SCHOOL MEET THE 
  25  REQUIREMENTS OF FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS, INCLUDING 20 U.S.C. § 1400, ET 
SEQ. 
  26  AND § 504 OF THE REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973, 29 U.S.C. § 794. 
 
  27  9-107. 9-108. 
 
  28   (A) EMPLOYEES OF A PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL: 
 
  29    (1) ARE PUBLIC SCHOOL EMPLOYEES, AS DEFINED IN §§ 6-401(D) 
AND 
  30  6-501(F) OF THIS ARTICLE; 



 
  31    (2) ARE EMPLOYEES OF A PUBLIC SCHOOL EMPLOYER, AS 
DEFINED IN §§ 
  32  6-401(E) AND 6-501(G) OF THIS ARTICLE, IN THE COUNTY IN WHICH THE 
PUBLIC 
  33  CHARTER SCHOOL IS LOCATED; AND 
 
  34    (3) SHALL HAVE THE RIGHTS GRANTED UNDER TITLE 6, 
SUBTITLES 4 
  35  AND 5 OF THIS ARTICLE. 
 
  36   (B) IF A COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT UNDER TITLE 6, 
SUBTITLE 4 
  37  OR 5 OF THIS ARTICLE IS ALREADY IN EXISTENCE IN THE COUNTY WHERE A 
PUBLIC  
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   1  CHARTER SCHOOL IS LOCATED, THE EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATION AND THE 
PUBLIC 
   2  CHARTER SCHOOL MAY MUTUALLY AGREE TO NEGOTIATE AMENDMENTS TO 
THE 
   3  EXISTING AGREEMENT TO ADDRESS THE NEEDS OF THE PARTICULAR PUBLIC 
   4  CHARTER SCHOOL. 
 
   5  9-108. 9-109. 
 
   6   (A) A COUNTY BOARD SHALL DISBURSE TO A PUBLIC CHARTER 
SCHOOL AN 
   7  AMOUNT OF COUNTY, STATE, AND FEDERAL MONEY FOR ELEMENTARY, 
MIDDLE, AND 
   8  SECONDARY STUDENTS THAT IS COMMENSURATE WITH THE AMOUNT 
DISBURSED 
   9  TO OTHER PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN THE LOCAL JURISDICTION. 
 
  10   (B) THE STATE BOARD OR THE COUNTY BOARD MAY GIVE SURPLUS 
  11  EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS, SUPPLIES, FURNITURE, AND OTHER EQUIPMENT 
TO A 
  12  PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL. 
 
  13  9-109. 9-110. 
 
  14   (A) (1) EACH COUNTY BOARD SHALL DEVELOP A PUBLIC CHARTER 
SCHOOL 
  15  POLICY AND SUBMIT IT TO THE STATE BOARD. 
 
  16    (2) THE POLICY REQUIRED UNDER PARAGRAPH (1) OF THIS 
SUBSECTION 
  17  SHALL INCLUDE GUIDELINES AND PROCEDURES REGARDING: 
 
  18     (I) EVALUATION OF PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS; 
 
  19     (II) REVOCATION OF A CHARTER; 
 
  20     (III) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS; AND 
 
  21     (IV) FINANCIAL, PROGRAMMATIC, OR COMPLIANCE 
AUDITS OF 
  22  PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS. 
 
  23   (B) THE DEPARTMENT SHALL DESIGNATE A STAFF PERSON TO 
FUNCTION AS 
  24  A CONTACT PERSON FOR THE MARYLAND PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL 
PROGRAM. 
 
  25   SECTION 2.  AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the State Department 



  26  of Education shall create and disseminate to each local board of education model 
  27  public charter school policy language which can be used to create a public charter 
  28  school policy as required by this Act. Each local board of education shall submit its 
  29  public charter school policy to the State Board of Education by November 1, 2003. 
 
  30   SECTION 3. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That on or before October 1, 
  31  2006, based on information gathered from each local board of education, the Board of 
  32  School Commissioners of Baltimore City, and the public, the State Board of Education 
  33  shall submit to the General Assembly, in accordance with § 2-1246 of the State 
  34  Government Article, a report including an evaluation of the public charter school 
  35  program. The report shall address the advisability of the continuation, modification, 
  36  expansion, or termination of the program. 
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   1   SECTION 4. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That this Act shall take effect 
   2  October July 1, 2003. 
 
 



ATTACHMENT II    
 

Maryland Public Charter School Program  
(SB 75 of 2003) 

Title 6 
 

STATUTE DEFINITION 
§ 6-401(e) Public school employer means a county board of education, the 

Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners 
§ 6-501(g)(1) 
§ 6-501 (g)(2) 

Public school employer means the county board in each county 
Includes the Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners 

 
Maryland Public Charter School Program 

Title 9 
 

STATUTE DEFINITION 
§ 9-101 (A)(B) There is a Maryland Public Charter School Program. The general 

purpose of the program is to establish an alternative means within 
the existing public school system in order to provide innovative 
learning opportunities and creative educational approaches to 
improve the education of students. 

§ 9-102(1-13) 1. In this title “Public Charter School” means a public school 
that: Is nonsectarian in all its programs, policies, and 
operations; 

2. Is a school to which parents choose to send their children; 
3. Is open to all students on a space available basis and admits 

students on a lottery basis if more students apply than can be 
accommodated; 

4. Is a new public school or a conversion of an existing public 
school; 

5. Provides a program of elementary or secondary education or 
both; 

6. Operates in pursuit of a specific set of educational objectives; 
7. Is tuition free; 
8. Is subject to Federal and State laws prohibiting 

discrimination; 
9. Is in compliance with all applicable health and safety laws;  
10. Is in compliance with § 9-107 of this title; 
11. Operates under the supervision of the public chartering 

authority from which its charter is granted and in accordance 
with its charter and, except as provided in § 9-106, the 
provisions of law and regulation governing other public 
schools; 

12. Requires students to be physically present on school premises 
for a period of time substantially similar to that which other 



public school students spend on school premises; and 
13. Is created in accordance with this title and the appropriate 

county board policy. 
 

Primary Chartering Authority 
 
§ 9-103 (A) The primary public chartering authority for the granting of a 

charter shall be a county board of education. 
 

Secondary Chartering Authority 
 
§ 9-103 (B) The secondary public chartering authority for the granting of a 

charter shall be the state board acting in its appeal review 
capacity or as the public chartering authority for a restructured 
school in accordance with § 9-104 (A) of this subtitle. 

 
Application Process 

 

§ 9-104 (A)(1) An application to establish a public charter school shall be 
submitted to the county board of the county in which the charter 
school will be located. 

§ 9-104 (A)(2)(I-IV) An application to establish a public charter school may be 
submitted to a county board by: 
I. The staff of a public school; 
II. A parent or guardian of a student who attends a public 

school in the county; 
III. A nonsectarian nonprofit entity; 
IV. A nonsectarian institution of higher education in the State; 

or 
V. Any combination of persons specified in items (1) through 

(IV). 
§ 9-104 (A)(3)(I-III) A public chartering authority may not grant a charter under this 

title to: 
I A private school; 
II A parochial school; or 
III A home school. 

§ 9-104 (A)(4) 
(I)(II)(1-4) 

(I) Except as provided in subparagraph (II) of the paragraph, 
the county board shall review the application and render a 
decision within 120 days of receipt of the application. 

(II) For a restructured school: 
1. The county board shall review the application and render a 

decision within 30 days of receipt of the application; 
2. The county board may apply to the State Board for an 

extension of up to 15 days from the time limit imposed under 
item I of this subparagraph; 



3. If an extension is not granted, and 30 days have elapsed, the 
State Board may become a chartering authority; and 

4. If an extension has been granted, and 45 days have elapsed, 
the State Board may become a chartering authority. 

§ 9-104 (B)(1) If the county board denies an application to establish a public 
charter school, the applicant may appeal the decision to the State 
Board, in accordance with §4-205(C) of this article. 

§ 9-104 (B)(2) The State Board shall render a decision within 120 days of the 
filing of an appeal under this subsection. 

§ 9-104 (B)(3) If the county board denies an application to establish a public 
charter school and the State Board reverses the decision, the State 
Board may direct the county board to grant a charter and shall 
mediate with the county board and the applicant to implement the 
charter. 

 

Professional Staff 
 

§ 9-105 A member of the professional staff of a public charter school 
shall hold the appropriate Maryland Certification. 

 

 
Compliance of Law and Regulation 

 

§ 9-106 (A) Subject to subsection (B) of this section, a public charter school 
shall comply with the provisions of law and regulation governing 
other public schools. 

§ 9-106 (B) Subject to subsection (C) of this section, a waiver of the 
requirements under subsection (A) of this section may be sought 
through an appeal to the State Board. 

§ 9-106 (C)(1-3) A waiver may not be granted from provisions of law or regulation 
relating to: 
(1) audit requirements; 
(2) the measurement of student academic achievement, including 

all assessments required for other public schools and other 
assessments mutually agreed upon by the public chartering 
authority and the school, or 

(3) the health, safety, or civil rights of a student or an employee 
of the charter school. 

 
Special Education 

 
§ 9-107 (A) A public chartering authority may not grant a charter to a public 

charter school whose operation would be inconsistent with any 
public policy initiative, court order, or Federal Improvement Plan 
governing special education that is applicable to the State. 

§ 9-107 (B) A public chartering authority shall ensure that the authorizing 



process for a public charter school and the charter application 
address the roles and responsibilities of the county board and the 
applicants and operators of the public charter school with respect 
to children with disabilities. 

§ 9-107 (C) The public chartering authority shall ensure that, prior to opening 
a public charter school, the operators of the school are informed 
of the human, fiscal, and organization capacity needed to fulfill 
the school’s responsibilities related to children with disabilities. 

§ 9-107 (D) The State Board shall provide technical assistance to the 
operators of a public charter school to help the school meet the 
requirements of Federal and State laws, including 20 U.S.C. § 
1400, Et Seq. And § 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 29 
U.S.C. § 794. 

 
Employees/Collective Bargaining 

 
§ 9-108 (A) Employees of a public charter school: 

1. Are public school employees, as defined in §§ 6-401(D) and 
6-501(F) of this article; 

2. Are employees of a public school employer, as defined in 
§§6-401(E) and 6-501(G) of this article, in the county in 
which the public charter school is located; and 

3. Shall have the rights granted under Title 6, Subtitles 4 and 5 
of this article. 

§ 9-108 (B) If a collective bargaining agreement under Title 6, subtitle 4 or 5 
of this article is already in existence in the county where a public 
charter school is located, the employee organization and the 
public charter school may mutually agree to negotiate 
amendments to the existing agreement to address the needs of the 
particular public charter school. 

 
Funding 

 
§ 9-109 (A) A county board shall disburse to a public charter school, an 

amount of county, state, and federal money for elementary, 
middle, and secondary students that is commensurate with the 
amount disbursed to other public schools in the local jurisdiction. 

 
Educational Materials 

 
§ 9-109 (B) The State Board or the county board may give surplus 

educational materials, supplies, furniture, and other equipment to 
a public charter school. 

 



Policy Guidelines 
 
§ 9-110 (A)(1) Each county board shall develop a public charter school policy 

and submit it to the State Board. 
§ 9-109 (A)(2) The policy required under paragraph (1) of this subsection shall 

include guidelines and procedures regarding: 
I Evaluation of public charter schools; 
II Revocation of a Charter; 
III Reporting Requirements; and 
IV Financial, programmatic, or compliance audits of public 

charter schools. 
§ 9-109 (B) The Department shall designate a staff person to function as a 

contact person for the Maryland Public Charter School Program. 
SECTION 2 The State Department of Education shall create and disseminate 

to each local board of education model public charter school 
policy language, which can be used to create a public charter 
school policy as required by this Act.  Each local board of 
education shall submit its public charter school policy to the State 
Board of Education by November 1, 2003. 

 
Evaluation of Program 

 
SECTION 3 That on or before October 1, 2006, based on information gathered 

from each local board of education, the Board of School 
Commissioners of Baltimore City, and the public, the State Board 
of Education shall submit to the General Assembly, in accordance 
with §2-1246 of the State Government Article, a report including 
an evaluation of the public charter school program.  The report 
shall address the advisability of the continuation, modification, 
expansion, or termination of the program. 

 
Effective Date 

 
SECTION 4 This Act shall take effect July 1, 2003. 
 
 



Allegany
Anne Arundel 8 6 2 3 1 2 1 11 7 2 2 1
Baltimore City 9 5 4 13 12 1 2 1 1 24 18 6
Baltimore 3 1 2 3 1 2
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll
Cecil 1 1 1 1
Charles
Dorchester 1 1 1 1
Frederick 1 1 1 1
Garrett
Harford 5 2 3 3 2 1 8 4 3 1
Howard 2 1 1 2 1 1
Kent
Montgomery 1 1 1 1
Prince George's 10 5 5 2 1 1 12 6 5 1
Queen Anne's
St. Mary's
Somerset 2 1 1 2 1 1
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico 1 1 1 1
Worcester

Total 41 23 18 23 17 2 5 1 3 2 1 0 0 67 42 21 5 1
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Approved Charter Schools 

2005-2006 SY 
School Contact/Phone/Location Enrollment 2005-2006 
Currently Open 
Frederick County   
Monocacy Valley  
Montessori Charter School 
 
 
 
 

Principal- Bettejane Weiss 
Grades Served- Currently K-8 

2421MonocacyBlvd. 
Frederick, MD 21701 

301-668-5013 
 

157 

Scheduled to Open Fall 05 
Anne Arundel County   
Chesapeake Science Point Contact- Al Aksakalli 

Grades Served - 6-7  
    (6-12 fully operational) 

100 Third Ave SW, Glen 
Burnie, MD 21060 
    410-760-2612 

 

120 

 
KIPP Harbor     Principal - Jallon Brown 

Grades Served – 5 
(5-8 fully operational) 
  Annapolis area- Site TBA 
    410-216-7037 

 

80 

 
Baltimore City   
City Springs Principal - Bernice Whelchel 

Grades served - PreK - 8 
100 S. Caroline St. 
Baltimore MD 21231 
    410-396-9165 

 

385 

   
City Neighbors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   City Neighbors Charter School  
Principal - Roberta Mantione  

Grades served K-5 
 (PreK-8 fully operational) 

4301 Raspe Ave., Baltimore, 
MD 21206 
410-325-CNCS (2627) 

120 

   



Approved Charter Schools 
2005-2006 SY 

School Contact/Phone/Location Enrollment 2005-2006 
Collington Square Principal - Harold Eason 

Grades served - PreK-8 
1409 N. Collington Ave. 
   Baltimore, MD 21213 
       410-396-9198 

 

512 

   
The Crossroads School Principal - Mark Conrad 

Grades served - 6-8 
802 S. Caroline St., 
Baltimore, MD 21231 
      410-685-0295 

 

148 

   
The Empowerment 
Academy 

Principal - Carolyn Smith 
Grades served - PreK-2 
(PreK-8 fully operational) 
851 Braddish Ave., Baltimore 
MD 21216 
     443-984-2381 

 

150 

   
Inner Harbor East Principal - Mark Harris 

Grades served - K-3  
(K-12 fully operational) 
200 N. Central Ave., Baltimore 
MD 21202 
    410-276-0306 

 

200 

   
Hampstead Hill Academy Principal – Johnatha Hornbeck 

Grades served - PreK- 7 
(PreK-8 fully operational) 
500 S. Linwood Ave., 
Baltimore MD 21224 
   410-396-9146 

500 

   
KIPP Ujima Village Principal - Jason Botel 

  Grades Served - 5-8 
4701 Greenspring Ave., 
   Baltimore MD 21209 
       410-545-3669 
  
 

 

332 

   



Approved Charter Schools 
2005-2006 SY 

School Contact/Phone/Location Enrollment 2005-2006 
Midtown Academy    Principal - Elizabeth Allen 

Grades served - K-8 
1398 Mount Royal Ave.,  
Baltimore MD 21217 
     410-225-3257 

 

182 

   
Northwood Appold Contact- Cecil Gray   

  Grades served K-2 
 (K-8 fully operational) 
4499 Loch Raven Blvd,  
  Baltimore, MD 21218 
      410-323-6712 

 

126 

   
Patterson Park Public 
Charter 

Principal - Jennifer Ciavirella 
Grades served - PreK-4 
(PreK-8 fully operational) 

       27 N. Lakewood Ave.,     
           Baltimore MD  

   410-558-1230 
 

350 

   
Southwest Baltimore Principal - Keturah Nilsson 

Grades served - PreK-1 
    (PreK-8 fully operational) 
  31 South Schroeder Street 

  443-980-9016 
 

80 

   
Total  3,442 Students 

 
 

Approved Charter Schools 2006-2007 SY 
 
School Contact/Phone/Location Enrollment 2006-2007 
Harford County   
Restoration Alternative 
Academy 

Principal - Dr. Bernard Barnes 
Grades Served - 7-12 
   Aberdeen area 
    410-569-4471 

 

100 

Eagle’s Wing Academy Dr. L. Lamont Turner 
410-939-5660 360 
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Charter Schools:  A National Perspective 

 
 
A Decade of Charter Schools:  From Theory to Practice, Katrina Bulkley and Jennifer 
Fisler.  CPRE Policy Briefs, Reporting on Issues and Research in Education Policy and 
Finance, April 2002. 
 
State of the Charter Movement 2005, Gregg Vanourek.  Charter School Leadership 
Council, May 2005. 
 
Charter Schools build on a decade of experimentation by Marjorie Coeyman. 
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Charter Schools vs. traditional public schools, Anonymous.  Gifted Child Today. Waco: 
Fall 2002. Vol.25, Iss.4; pg 6. 
 
Charter School Program, U.S. Department of Education, Office of Innovation and 
Improvement. 
 
National Charter Schools Week 2005, Statistics At-A-Glance.  Center for Education 
Reform, 2005. 



The number of schools operating under
charter school laws has soared over the last
decade, from a small number operating in
just a few states to more than 2,300 schools
serving over 575,000 students in 34 states and
the District of Columbia. More than half of
these schools are concentrated in a few states
— Arizona has over 400 charter schools, and
California, Florida, Michigan, and Texas each
has more than 150.1

Charter schools are relatively autono-
mous schools of choice that operate under a
charter or contract issued by a public entity
such as a local school board, public universi-
ty, or state board of education. In theory,
these contracts, usually lasting three-to-five
years, provide school operators more autono-
my than afforded a district-run public school
in exchange for enhanced accountability by
requiring schools to prove they are worthy of
succeeding contracts. 

The Consortium for Policy Research in
Education (CPRE) was commissioned by the
U.S. Department of Education to conduct a
review of the research on charter schools.
This CPRE Policy Brief summarizes some key
findings of our review.2

It is important to note that charter schools
are an institutional innovation, meaning the
laws allow schools to operate under a differ-
ent structure. Charter school laws are not an
attempt to endorse any particular learning
approach or curriculum in the schools. Ted
Kolderie, one of the creators of the charter
school concept, explains that, “…the char-
tered school is not a kind of school; not a

A Decade of Charter Schools: 
From Theory to Practice
By Katrina Bulkley and Jennifer Fisler

learning program or method. The opportuni-
ty the law provides is an empty institutional
structure, as a building is an empty physical
structure. Students learn from what the orga-
nizers put into it” (personal communication,
October 25, 2001).3 Thus, in comparing
schools operating under charter school laws
with those directly operated by public school
districts, it is necessary to consider the sub-
stantial variation under the charter school
umbrella.

Early proponents of charter schools pre-
dicted five beneficial outcomes: 

• Adoption of charter school laws would
lead to the creation of new or reinvention
of existing schools (public and/or private,
depending on the state law), thereby
expanding both the number and variety of
public school choices available to parents
(Kolderie, 1990; Nathan, 1996). 

• Charter schools would have more autono-
my and flexibility than district-operated
public schools by virtue of their indepen-
dence from school districts, waivers from
state laws and regulations, and
student/parent choice (Wohlstetter, Wen-
ning, & Briggs, 1995). 

• The interplay of autonomy and market
forces would make charter schools more
innovative and of higher quality than dis-
trict-run public schools in areas of instruc-
tion and curriculum, school organization
and governance, and in some cases, alter
teacher qualifications and union involve-
ment (Arsen, Plank, & Sykes, 1999). 

Consortium for
Policy Research 
in Education

University 
of Pennsylvania

Harvard University

Stanford University

University 
of Michigan

University of
Wisconsin-Madison

April 2002

RB-35

Reporting on Issues and Research in Education Policy and Finance

PolicyBriefs
Graduate School
of Education

University of
Pennsylvania

1 See the Center for Education Reform web site at http://www.edreform.com.
2 A more expanded version of the review is available at http://www.cpre.org.
3 Kolderie (1998) makes a similar argument in an article for the Charter Friends Network.
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• Charter schools would be more accountable
than district-run schools because they would
have to meet demands of parent and student
consumers and of short-term performance
contracts with government agencies that
provide public funding (Kolderie, 1990). 

• The combination of autonomy, innovation,
and accountability would lead to improved
student achievement, high parental and stu-
dent satisfaction, high teacher/employee
satisfaction and empowerment, positive
effects on the broader system of public edu-
cation, and positive or neutral effects on
educational equity, including better services
for at-risk students (Nathan, 1996).

The growing research literature on charter
schools, although not always easy to interpret
(especially because of important state-to-state
variations), begins to answer some basic ques-
tions about whether charter schools are living
up to their promise.4 This CPRE Policy Brief
covers the major research areas of the last
decade, which largely focused on comparing
the implementation of charter schools with the
original concept. This review provides a foun-
dation for future work that will examine in
greater depth the role charter schools may
play in educational reform.

Charter School Demographics
Do Charter Schools Differ Demograph-
ically from Traditional Public Schools?

Charter schools tend to be much smaller
than district-operated schools; charter
schools have a median enrollment of 137 stu-
dents in comparison to the 475-student
enrollment of district schools (RPP Interna-
tional, 2000). Charter schools nationwide
have student demographics similar to other
public schools. According to the RPP Interna-
tional study (2000), charter schools nationally
enrolled approximately 11% fewer White stu-
dents, 7% more African American students,
3% more Hispanic students, slightly higher
percentages of students eligible for free or
reduced-price lunch, and about the same per-
centage of students having limited-English-
proficiency as regular public schools. Student
and school characteristics, however, vary
considerably across the country, with charter

schools in some states far more likely to serve
urban and at-risk students (RPP Internation-
al, 1999). There is evidence in at least some
states that charter schools are more likely to
be located in urban areas (Arsen et al., 1999). 

Autonomy
Are Charter Schools Truly Autonomous?

It is hard to generalize about the autonomy
of charter schools because autonomy has a vari-
ety of meanings and because there is so much
variation across states. Autonomy can mean
freedom from state regulation, autonomy with
respect to a district or chartering agency (includ-
ing control over budget, personnel decisions,
curriculum, and instruction), and autonomy for
parents and students through school choice
(Wohlstetter et al., 1995). 

Half of the states with charter school laws
allow charter schools to waive many state laws,
rules, and regulations. Waivers are uncommon
for such areas as fiscal requirements and stu-
dent assessment policies, but more common in
collective bargaining and teacher certification
(SRI International, 2000). In Colorado, where
schools can request waivers from specific state
requirements, charter school personnel told
researchers that their highest priorities were
waivers related to site control of curriculum
and employment/personnel issues (Clayton
Foundation, 1999).

One four-state study concluded that poli-
tics affected how much autonomy individual
schools had from state requirements. Hassel
(1999) found that, when the political climate
was generally supportive of charters, schools
had similar experiences even though their
states had varying amounts of deregulation.

CPREPolicy Briefs
CPRE is funded by the National Institute on Educational
Governance, Finance, Policymaking, and Management;
Office of Educational Research and Improvement; U.S.
Department of Education. The research reported in this
brief was conducted by CPRE and funded under OERI
Grant No. R308A960003. Opinions expressed in this
brief are those of the authors and do not necessarily
reflect the views of the National Institute on Educational
Governance, Finance, Policymaking, and Management;
the Office of Educational Research and Improvement;
the U.S. Department of Education; Rutgers University;
CPRE; or its institutional members.

4 For this policy brief, we reviewed over 50 studies on charter schools. This brief focuses on a subset of the lit-
erature — state evaluations, federally-funded studies that are national in scope, and other research that has
received substantial attention in the charter school research community or is of particular relevance to the
topics covered here.
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A recent national study found that most char-
ter schools had primary control over purchas-
ing, hiring, scheduling, and curriculum, while
slightly fewer charter schools controlled stu-
dent assessment and their budgets (RPP Inter-
national, 2000; see also Wells, 1998; WestEd &
University of Southern California, 1998).5

State governments face a continuing tension
between ensuring that charter schools operate
in ways consistent with the broad public
interest and not recreating the existing
bureaucratic system.

Several factors that influence charter
school autonomy have been identified. Char-
ter schools with authorizers other than local
school districts tend to have more autonomy
(SRI International, 2000; Wells, 1998). Charter
schools that were formerly public schools
tend to have less control “in all areas of deci-
sion making and policy-setting” (RPP Inter-
national, 2000). In recent years, some states
have acted to increase autonomy by expand-
ing the types of agencies eligible to grant
charters. The thinking behind these changes is
that different agencies might allow different
types and levels of autonomy (SRI Interna-
tional, 2000). The involvement of educational
management organizations has also been
found to influence the amount of autonomy
available to charter schools (Bulkley, 2001).

In sum, evidence is strong that charter
schools are more autonomous than district-
operated public schools, although the level of
autonomy varies considerably.

Is More Charter School Autonomy
Always a Good Thing?

Charter school advocates have generally
considered more autonomy to be better (see
Kolderie, 1990), but the research to date is not
clear. One study found that schools operating
with greater autonomy were better able to
create and sustain learning communities and
respond quickly to problems, but were more
consumed by managerial decisions
(Wohlstetter & Griffin, 1998). Another study
suggested that, despite their desire for auton-
omy, charter schools often turned to their
local district’s bureaucracy when they need-
ed help (Wells, 1998). Some schools, particu-
larly those with weak organizational struc-
tures, may have difficulty capitalizing on
their autonomy (Wohlstetter & Griffin, 1998).

Autonomy does not imply that charter
schools should be left to fend for themselves.
Charter schools can obtain valuable assis-
tance from supportive authorizing agencies,
state charter school organizations, and pri-
vate entities that assist individual schools
(such as the Charter School Resource Center
operated by the Pioneer Institute in Massa-
chusetts) (Hill et al., 2001). A study of New
York charter schools found that most charter
school administrators “sought to strengthen
their schools through a mix of autonomy and
connection” (Ascher, Jacobowitz, McBride, &
Wamba, 2000, p. 18). Another study suggest-
ed that management companies like National
Heritage Academies and the Edison Project
tend to “fill the gap for the charter schools
that in the traditional public school system is
filled by the school district office” (Mintrom,
2000, p. 26). 

Innovation
Are Charter Schools Governed and
Managed Differently?  

Arsen et al. (1999) see control over school
governance as the most important innovation
of charter schools, which is consistent with an
institutional innovation. The governance of
charter schools is diverse, including schools
that are dominated by teachers, by adminis-
trators, and by parents. School leaders are
also important, as they are in district-run pub-
lic schools (Wells, 1998; WestEd & University
of Southern California, 1998), but charter
school leaders come from more varied back-
grounds than those in district school systems.

The use of for-profit or non-profit educa-
tional management organizations (EMOs),
also called Educational Service Providers, is a
management innovation found more fre-
quently in charter schools than in traditional
public schools. These organizations provide a
variety of services, ranging from accounting
or hiring services to operating every aspect of
the schools. The practice is far more prevalent
in some states than others. For example, 70%
of charter schools in Michigan contract with
EMOs (Arsen et al., 1999). A reduced influ-
ence of teacher unions is another manage-
ment change found among charter schools. A
1998 study funded by the National Education
Association found that 68% of charter school

A Decade of Charter Schools: From Theory to Practice

5 In most states, charter schools that have more applicants than seats accept students through a lottery process.
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teachers reported little or no union involve-
ment in their schools (Koppich, Holmes, &
Plecki, 1998). 

Are Charter Schools Organized
Differently than Public Schools?

Innovations in school organization
involve school and class sizes, grade configu-
rations, staffing patterns, and use of staff time
(Arsen et al., 1999). Charter schools tend to be
much smaller than district-run public
schools, and almost half have grade configu-
rations that vary from the traditional elemen-
tary, middle, and secondary school patterns
(RPP International, 2000). Charter schools are
also more likely to innovate in grade place-
ment of students. In Massachusetts, 76% of
the charter schools studied used at least some
multi-age groupings (Rosenblum Brigham
Associates, 1998).

How Do Charter School Teachers
Differ from Teachers in District-run
Public Schools?

Charter school teachers are less likely to
be certified than their peers in district-operat-
ed public schools (RPP International, 1999).
Certification rates of charter school teachers,
however, vary by state, from 100% in Kansas
and Rhode Island to 49% in Illinois (RPP
International, 1999). A recent Texas study
found that slightly more than half of their
charter school teachers were certified (Texas
Education Agency, 2000). The same Texas
study found that teachers in non-at-risk
schools were more likely to be certified
(52.5%) or working toward certification than
those teaching in at-risk schools (37.7%).
There is evidence in some states that charter
school teachers have less teaching experience
than their public school peers (see Center for
Applied Research and Educational Improve-
ment, 1998).

Are Charter Schools Fostering
Innovation in the Classroom?

We know far less about what happens
inside charter school classrooms than we
know about how charter schools are orga-
nized and governed. The definition of “inno-
vation” in itself is not clear: some argue that it
refers to something altogether new, while oth-
ers see it as something new to a particular
context (for example, a “back-to-basics cur-

riculum,” small size, or a clearly focused mis-
sion). One study noted that innovation “does
not always mean plowing virgin soil” (Finn,
Manno, & Vanourek, 2000, p. 91). 

Little charter school research has looked
broadly at the pedagogy in charter schools. A
1997 study of California charter schools found
that charters used a mix of traditional class-
room-based instruction and other methods
such as home-based instruction and indepen-
dent study (SRI International, 1997). A Massa-
chusetts study found that many charter
schools had a strong “unifying focus,” per-
haps related to content (performing arts, for
example) or a general approach to education
(such as a democratic community) (Rosen-
blum Brigham Associates, 1998). A Michigan
study concluded that charter schools were
somewhat more likely to engage in curricular
innovations (including back-to-basics
approaches) than other public schools, but
were often “essentially working to create
localized variations of practices that are
already common within the broader public
school community” (Mintrom, 2000, p. 29).
Some of the most innovative practices in
Michigan were taking place in charter
schools, Mintrom noted, but many charter
schools were not engaging in what respon-
dents described as new practices. Key factors
in making some Michigan charter schools
more innovative than others were motivation,
lack of constraints, and an inclusive delibera-
tive process within the school. 

Broad findings about practices within
schools would be difficult to make (even if
there were more school-level research), given
the institutional nature of charter school
reform. Indeed, generalized statements about
charter school instruction would be some-
what contrary to a reform meant to allow for
a wide range of curricular and pedagogical
approaches.

Accountability to Government
and the Market
How Do States Ensure that Charter
Schools are Accountable? 

Every chartering agency responding to a
recent survey  reported that some or all of its
schools have measurable goals in the area of
student achievement (SRI International,
2000). A number of studies suggest that over-

CPREPolicy Briefs
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sight is often focused more on compliance
and financial stability than on student perfor-
mance (Bulkley, 1999; Henig, Moser, Holyoke,
& Lacireno-Paquet, 1999; Hill et al., 2001; SRI
International, 1997). In a survey conducted by
SRI International (2000), chartering agencies
reported that they focused on curriculum,
finances, and assessment during the charter-
granting process and, once schools were oper-
ating, focused on student achievement, finan-
cial record-keeping, and compliance with fed-
eral and state regulations. Despite strong
rhetoric about closing schools as a critical
means of promoting accountability, the char-
ter schools that have been closed by authoriz-
ing agencies have suffered primarily from
managerial and fiscal problems, not inade-
quate student achievement. This is consistent
with evidence that chartering agencies are
struggling to implement performance-based
accountability (Bulkley, 2001). Some states
and other chartering agencies are exploring
other approaches to assess and hold schools
accountable for educational quality. The
recent report by SRI International (2000) dis-
cussed different “corrective actions” that have
been taken, while another study examined
new models of external accountability such as
inspectorates in Massachusetts and peer
review (Hill et al., 2001).

Charter schools often focus more on inter-
nal accountability — accountability to teach-
ers, parents, and students — than on account-
ability to their chartering agencies (Wohlstet-
ter & Griffin, 1998). One study observed,
“The fact that charter schools must maintain
relationships of trust and confidence with
parents and teachers, as well as to govern-
ment, motivates the intense internal collabo-
ration that leads to internal accountability”
(Hill et al., 2001, p. iv). 

How Do Charter Schools Measure
Student Performance, and what are
States Doing to Address
Unsatisfactory Performance? 

Accountability, especially for student per-
formance, is often cited as a core argument in
favor of charter schools (Finn et al., 2000;
Nathan, 1996). RPP International surveys
(2000) show that 96.4% of charter schools are

using standardized assessments, usually in
conjunction with other assessment measures,
and reporting this information to their char-
tering agencies. A national study of charter
school accountability concluded that, “Find-
ing ways to measure not only student
achievement on standardized tests but the
value-added qualities of charter schools has
proven to be a challenge [for chartering agen-
cies]” (Hill et al., 2001, p. vi).6 In addition, the
expectations of chartering agencies can be
unclear (see Wohlstetter & Griffin, 1998, p.
15). Finn and his colleagues (2000) argue that
instead of focusing on achievement, charter
school accountability, despite good inten-
tions, “typically means a half-baked version
of the top-down regulation-and-compliance
system that the state or community applies to
its conventional public schools” (p. 135).

Revocation or non-renewal of charter con-
tracts is the ultimate instrument of govern-
mental accountability, but roughly two-thirds
of the states with charter schools have not yet
evaluated their schools for renewal (SRI
International, 2000). Almost all charter
schools that have closed — whether of their
own accord or through revocation or non-
renewal — have closed for reasons unrelated
or only indirectly related to educational per-
formance (Center for Education Reform,
2000). The most common reasons for closing
have been “organizational chaos, manage-
ment meltdown, and fiscal shenanigans”
(Finn et al., 2000, p. 137). 

How Do Parents Rate their Children’s
Charter Schools?

Parents generally give their charter
schools positive marks. A review of research
conducted by RAND found that “…parents
of children in voucher and charter schools are
more satisfied, on a wide variety of dimen-
sions, than are comparison groups of local
public school parents” (Gill, Timpane, Ross,
& Brewer, 2001, p. 137). In Minnesota and
Texas, 85-90% of charter school parents (com-
pared with 70% of public school parents
nationally) gave their schools an “A” or “B”
(Center for Applied Research and Education-
al Improvement, 1998; Rose & Gallup, 2000;
Texas Education Agency, 2000). Finn and his

6 Authorizing legislation in several states (including Texas, Louisiana, and New Hampshire) requires charter
schools to demonstrate acceptable levels of performance or improvement, based at least in part on test scores
(Lake & Millot, 1998). It is unclear what effect this requirement will have on charter renewals in these states.
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colleagues (2000) cited survey data (from
schools recommended by state personnel)
indicating that charters were “extremely pop-
ular” among parents, who rated them superi-
or to their children’s previous schools with
regard to class size, school size, attention
from teachers, quality of instruction, and cur-
riculum. Several indicators of market satis-
faction (including the common existence of
waiting lists) support the conclusion that par-
ents and students are often satisfied with
charter schools (see RPP International, 2000).

How Involved are Parents in Charter
Schools?

Parents appear to be highly involved with
charter schools. Minnesota parents, for exam-
ple, reported that they were more involved
with their charter school than with previous
schools (Center for Applied Research and
Educational Improvement, 1998). Another
study suggested that active parent involve-
ment can be a mixed blessing: “In some cases,
there was such a high degree of parent
involvement that clear parameters and bound-
aries needed to be established to guide inter-
action” (WestEd & University of Southern Cal-
ifornia, 1998, p. 15). Parents have been less
involved in some states. In Pennsylvania,
where charter schools serve a lower-income
student population than the state as a whole,
only 25% of parents reported one form of
parental involvement, volunteering more than
three hours a month at their children’s schools
(Miron & Nelson, 2000).

What are Students’ Attitudes about
Attending Charter Schools?

Surveys suggest that students are generally
satisfied with the charter schools they attend.
In identifying things they disliked, students
tended to focus on non-academic matters such
as the sports program, activities, and food, as
well as complaining that there was too much
homework (see Center for Applied Research
and Educational Improvement, 1998; Mulhol-
land, 1999). In Connecticut, 61% of charter stu-
dents said they would recommend a charter
school to a friend, despite having reservations
about financial resources and curricular and
extracurricular activities (Horn & Miron, 1998). 

How Do Teachers Like Teaching in
Charter Schools?

Charter school teachers typically have
high satisfaction ratings. A survey of Min-
nesota charter school teachers found 81% to
be satisfied or very satisfied and only 6% dis-
satisfied or very dissatisfied (Center for
Applied Research and Educational Improve-
ment, 1998). These highly positive ratings, it
should be noted, were also typical among
teachers in district-operated public schools
nationally who completed the same survey.
Charter school teachers in Connecticut also
reported high levels of satisfaction, although
the levels diminished after the first year
(Horn & Miron, 1998). California charter
school teachers felt positively about their
schools, but found teaching there to be an
overwhelming experience, which may help
explain the high levels of teacher turnover in
some charter schools (see also Texas Educa-
tion Agency, 1999; Wells, 1998). 

A sense of teacher empowerment can
serve as another measure of teacher satisfac-
tion, but there is more than one locus of
empowerment. A Colorado study found that
charter school teachers felt more empowered
within their classrooms, but less empowered
in their schools than teachers in district-run
public schools (Bomotti, Ginsberg, & Cobb,
1999). The charter school teachers were some-
what more satisfied with conditions for teach-
ing and learning, but less satisfied with the
physical plant and school support. 

Equity
What Effects are Charter Schools Having
on Racial or Ethnic Balance in Schools
and Serving Low-income Students?

A recent national study suggests that, over-
all, the racial composition of students enrolled
in charter schools was similar to that of their
local public school districts. Nearly 70% of
charter schools had a student racial and ethnic
composition similar to the surrounding school
district, about 17% of charter schools served a
higher proportion of students of color, and
about 14% enrolled a lower percentage of stu-
dents of color (RPP International, 2000).7 How-
ever, there may be charter schools that have sig-

CPREPolicy Briefs
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nificantly different racial and ethnic popula-
tions than traditional public schools in the same
area. The most elaborate state study of racial
and ethnic enrollments was conducted in Ari-
zona, which is an atypical charter school state
in several ways. The Arizona study found that
a substantial number of charter schools differed
from their neighboring public schools, often
because they had a significantly higher propor-
tion of White students (Cobb & Glass, 1999). 

In terms of family income, charter schools
nationally served a proportion of students
eligible for federal free or reduced-price
lunch programs similar to district-run public
schools (RPP International, 2000). In some
states, however, the proportion of low-
income students enrolled in charter schools
was higher than the state average, while in
other states the proportion was lower. 

Do Charter Schools Have Equitable
Admissions Practices?

Despite early concerns, there has been little
or no evidence that charter schools are pulling
the most successful students from the district-
run public schools (Fuller, 2000). Most states
require charter schools to be open to all stu-
dents and, if charter schools accept federal
Public Charter School Program funds, they
must accept students based on a lottery. Still,
one California study concluded that charter
schools “have more power than most public
schools to shape their school communities”
(Wells, 1998, p. 42). For example, charter
schools can use targeted recruitment, manda-
tory parental involvement policies, and appli-
cants’ prior records (in some states) to avoid
students they do not want to enroll. Other
researchers have identified similar practices
(see Cobb & Glass, 1999).

Do Charter Schools Enroll the Same
Proportion of Students with Disabilities
as District-run Public Schools?

A recent national study suggests that a
slightly smaller percentage of students with
disabilities are enrolled in charter schools
(8%) than in public schools (11%) (RPP Inter-
national, 2000). Reasons for the disparity may
include charter staff reluctance to admit stu-
dents whose special needs they feel they can-
not meet as well as parental reluctance to
enroll children with significant disabilities
(Fiore, Harwell, Blackorby, & Finnigan, 2000).

However, one study found that “students
with and without disabilities receive more
individualized attention at the charter school
than they did at their previous school” (Fiore
et al., 2000, p. 41). There is also a tension
between charter schools, with their emphasis
on autonomy, and the “highly regulated
nature of special education;” this tension
may ultimately place important limits on
charter school autonomy (Rhim & McLaugh-
lin, 2001, p. 373). 

Impact
Are Charter Schools Producing Gains
in Student Achievement? 

This question is difficult to answer for
several reasons. Charter schools differ con-
siderably from state to state and district to
district. Charter schools tend to be too new to
have established track records. They have
enrollments that are unstable or quite differ-
ent from public schools. And, charter schools
use a variety of standardized tests or alterna-
tive assessments that often vary from year to
year. In addition, the quality of research
varies considerably: some studies have exer-
cised considerable effort to use appropriate
controls and make suitable comparisons (see
Miron & Nelson, 2000; Solmon, Paark, & Gar-
cia, 2001), while others have been less cau-
tious. It is thus not surprising that a recent
review of student achievement in charter
schools by RAND researchers found that,
“…evidence on the academic effectiveness of
charter schools is mixed” (Gill et al., 2001, p.
95). Similarly, the most comprehensive analy-
sis of findings on charter school achievement
concluded that “the charter impact on stu-
dent achievement appears to be mixed or
very slightly positive” (Miron & Nelson,
2001).

One study found that charter schools in
Michigan had significantly lower state test
scores and lower two- and three-year test
score gains than their host districts (Horn &
Miron, 1999). Some Michigan charter schools,
however, had higher scores, at least at some
grade levels. A second Michigan study used
an Annual Yearly Progress analysis to show
that more charter schools (83% in math and
63% in reading) than comparison schools
(58% in math and 46% in reading) achieved
their improvement targets in 1997-1998 (Pub-
lic Sector Consultants and MAXIMUS, 1999).

A Decade of Charter Schools: From Theory to Practice
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Charter schools had particular success in
moving students from low to moderate
achievement groups. 

A recent study of charter schools in Penn-
sylvania found mixed achievement outcomes.
The average charter school scores on the state
assessment were 140 points lower than the
average scores for district-run public schools,
although the difference was smaller when
charters were compared to their home dis-
tricts (Miron & Nelson, 2000). But, several
Pennsylvania charter schools outperformed
district-operated schools and their home dis-
tricts. Mixed results were found in other
states, including Illinois and Massachusetts
(Illinois State Board of Education, 1999; Mass-
achusetts Department of Education, 1997).

Still, several studies suggest that some
charter schools are seeing gains in student
achievement. A Colorado study of 51 charter
schools found that they outperformed the
state, their authorizing districts, and public
schools serving students from similar socioe-
conomic backgrounds (Fitzgerald, 2000).
Achievement data from Los Angeles show
that charter schools that began with high
average scores maintained high scores over
time, and schools that began with very low
average scores generally showed improve-
ment comparable to, and sometimes stronger
than, comparison schools (WestEd & Univer-
sity of Southern California, 1998). An Arizona
study that incorporates relatively complex
statistical analyses of longitudinal achieve-
ment test scores concluded that, in reading,
charter school students enrolled for two and
three years “have an advantage over” stu-
dents in district-run public schools for the
same time periods (Solmon et al., 2001, p. 4). 

Charter schools in Washington, DC, on the
other hand, were outperformed by the dis-
trict-operated public schools on the Stanford-
9 Achievement Test. Researchers cautioned
against premature conclusions, however,
because limited research has been conducted
on the public school test results (Henig et al.,
1999). The 1997-1998 Texas study of the first
19 open-enrollment charter schools (most of
which were established to serve students at
risk of dropping out) reported that charter
school students performed at lower levels
than students enrolled in district-run public
schools (Texas Education Agency, 1999). This

study also noted that three charter schools
outperformed the state average, with one
achieving state “recognized” status (Texas
Education Agency, 1999).

No conclusive data indicate that charter
schools overall are failing their students, and
some charters are showing positive achieve-
ment results. Additional research on student
achievement is needed to look beyond aggre-
gate test scores and to focus on why students
in some charter schools show greater
achievement gains than in others. As Gill and
his colleagues explain, “…these charter
school evaluations…have been black boxes,
making no attempt to explain the reasons for
any measured effects on student achieve-
ment. Getting inside the black box is espe-
cially important, because charter schools (like
private schools) are by their nature diverse”
(Gill et al., 2001, p. 96).

Are Charter Schools Causing Changes
in the Public School System?

Advocates expected that charter schools
would create a ripple effect where districts
would “…change and improve their systems in
response to the appearance of charter laws and
charter schools” (RPP International, 2001, p. 5).
The ripple effect would result from the need to
compete with charter schools for students, and
from the ability to borrow educational ideas
from local charter schools. Research findings
about such systemic effects have been mixed.
Several studies found little evidence of district
change in response to competition. Rofes, for
example, found that most of the districts he
studied had “gone about business-as-usual”
(Rofes, 1998, p. 11) (see also Arsen et al., 1999;
Texas Education Agency, 2000; Wells, 1998). On
the other hand, RPP International (2001) found
evidence of districts responding to charter
schools in every district studied. Common
responses to the charter schools, according to
the Rofes and RPP studies, included increased
marketing and public relations efforts, and new
programs or “theme schools” similar to those
offered by the charter schools. The differences in
the study findings seem largely related to how
much change qualified as a “significant” district
change. 

Rofes (1998) reported that district person-
nel seldom saw or used charter schools as
laboratories for educational innovations; he
argued that, for this to happen, charter

CPREPolicy Briefs
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schools would have to be generating new
knowledge and districts would have to be
open to using that knowledge in their
schools. The new programs reported by RPP
probably would not qualify as innovative
under the Rofes definition. Two studies iden-
tified a different way that charter schools
were “encouraging” district change: some
district administrators used charter schools
as a mechanism for promoting educational
reform within their districts (RPP Interna-
tional, 2001; Teske, Schneider, Buckley, &
Clark, 2000). 

Overall, it appears that many, but not all,
districts with multiple charter schools were
responding to the changing landscape of
public education offerings in some manner.
Many of these responses, however, were only
potential, “intermediate” steps toward
improving the quality of conventional public
schools. In his attempt to assess the impact of
charter schools on student achievement in
neighboring district-run public schools, Bet-
tinger did not find evidence suggesting that
scores were increasing as a result of competi-
tion. He did find, however, some preliminary
evidence suggesting that district-run public
schools near charter schools may experience
decreasing scores. But, as Bettinger notes,
“The short-run effects may differ substantial-
ly from the long-run equilibrium with charter
schools” (Bettinger, 1999, p. 21).

Policy Implications
Some questions about charter schools can

be answered far more clearly than others. For
example, evidence is strong that parents and
students remaining in charter schools are sat-
isfied with their experiences, and that charter
schools are more autonomous than district-
operated public schools (although the level of
autonomy varies considerably). But research
is only beginning to illuminate some of the
most important questions — about innova-
tion, accountability, equity, and student
achievement. 

Innovation. Charter schools, although
not always innovative in the sense of offering
something new, do look different than dis-
trict-run public schools in certain ways,
including management and organization. It is
unclear, however, if and when such differ-
ences translate into changed classroom prac-
tice or student achievement. For policymak-

ers, a focus on school quality, rather than
school innovation, may be more likely to yield
the educational results envisioned by charter
school advocates. Future research needs to
focus on where improved instruction and
achievement are occurring, and identifying
the institutional and political structures that
promote these improvements.

Accountability. The market side of the
accountability equation for charter schools is
operating as envisioned by advocates far more
consistently and predictably than the govern-
ment side. Policymakers should carefully
deliberate about the appropriate government
role in charter school accountability, and then
reconsider current statutes and funding levels
for authorizing agencies in light of that role
and the apparently rare closure of schools for
insufficient student achievement.

Equity. Equity issues are critical, particu-
larly if charter schools are to serve the public
interest as well as the private preferences of
parents and students. Policymakers should
carefully monitor admissions and recruit-
ment practices, the potential for increased
segregation, and provision of special educa-
tion services.

Outcomes. Overall, available informa-
tion on student achievement outcomes sug-
gests a wait-and-see approach. More research
is needed to determine, over time, why some
schools perform far better than others. Any
real long-term and sustained influences on
the broader system are likely to emerge very
slowly. Some districts are making important
adaptations, but these have not reached core
district operations. 

Charter schools nationally have created
considerable excitement and, at times, an
understandable level of tension in public
education. As charter schools continue to
expand, continued research is needed to shed
light on how this reform can advance the
overall goals of improving education.

A Decade of Charter Schools: From Theory to Practice
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Preface 
 
Well into its second decade, the charter school movement is thriving. As this new volume documents, 92 
percent of America's children live in states with charter laws, and something close to a million students are 
actually attending charter schools. Despite inequitable financing and an assortment of roadblocks thrown up 
by political opponents, public charter schools are plowing forward: doing an admirable job of educating a 
student population that is notably more disadvantaged than that of other public schools. 
 
Yet we still have a long way to go in realizing the aspirations of our movement's pioneers. Charter schools 
have produced superlative achievement in some cases, and performance is growing at a better rate than in 
traditional public schools in many states. But that's not good enough. The genius of the charter model is that 
it spurs continuous improvement by giving schools the freedom to succeed and then holding them 
accountable for results. Ideally, the model works on three levels simultaneously: 
 

 Schools that succeed brilliantly can flourish and serve more children. 
 

 Schools that do well are given the opportunities and resources needed to do better. 
 

 Schools that fail are put out of business. 
 
What this report shows is that there is work to do on all three levels. The growth of high-performing charters 
is being crimped by arbitrary caps and by a loosely cobbled infrastructure for sharing and replicating great 
innovations. Charter schools in the middle face terrible inequities in funding—and are far more constrained 
by regulation than is commonly thought. And while a certain number of charter schools have lost their 
charters for operational failure, authorizers have been too reluctant to close charter schools that fail to meet 
academic goals. 
 
The Charter School Leadership Council was founded out of a deep sense that justice must be done for 
students who have been forgotten or left behind by traditional public school systems. Chartering offers them 
new hope through constant renewal in public education, allowing fresh ideas to take root while periodically 
culling the weeds. To realize that hope, we must start with a candid assessment of where chartering stands 
today. 
 
One highlight of this report is the Charter Dashboard—a selection of key indicators that describes at a glance 
the status and momentum of charter schooling. As you will see, not every element is filled with data; one 
purpose of this report is to point out some of the gaps in our knowledge that must be addressed. Our intent 
is to publish the Dashboard on an annual basis, and we hope that in subsequent editions every line will be 
populated with reliable figures. 
 
The author of this report, Gregg Vanourek, is both a distinguished scholar of the charter movement and a 
veteran of its front lines. Along with CSLC board members Bruno V. Manno and Chester E. Finn, Jr., he 
wrote one of the most often-cited studies of the early movement, Charter Schools in Action. He has contributed 
numerous essays to journals and periodicals. For four years, he was a senior vice president at K12 Inc., a 
pathbreaking education company serving dozens of charter, public, and virtual schools nationwide. This year 
he founded Vanourek Consulting Solutions, LLC, offering strategic leadership and marketing support to a 
range of clients in education and beyond. We are grateful for his prodigious and insightful work. 
 
Nelson Smith 
President 
Charter School Leadership Council 
May 2005
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Executive Summary 
 
This report assesses the state of the charter school movement as of 2005, focusing on the most significant 
trends, issues, and indicators.  It seeks to give a sense of what this movement is all about and in what areas it 
may be thriving or stumbling.  Part of the problem is that we are awash in data about charter schools, with 
hordes of books, studies, surveys, and articles.  What do they add up to?  What do the data tell us about what 
is working, what’s not, and why? 
 
The report contains seven chapters on the following topics: charter schools by the numbers, academic 
performance, accountability, impact, politics and policies, support, and public opinion.  The reader should be 
warned that the report seeks to funnel an ocean of data through a fire hose—synthesizing what has already 
been reported and pointing to the holes in our knowledge base—focusing on selected data points and not an 
extended narrative.  
 
In the course of the analysis, we stumbled upon a few surprises: 
 

 It is not commonly understood how concentrated charter schools are, both in certain states and 
around urban areas.  The movement has reached 40 states but most of the action is in a smaller 
number of places. 

 Charter schools are not as deregulated as is commonly assumed. 
 We don’t yet know nearly as much as we should about a surprising number of key issues: the 

achievement of students in charter schools over time, how accountability systems are working (or not 
working) on the ground, whether and how charter schools are impacting schools and school systems 
in areas that matter, and more. 

 Charter schools remain a mystery to vast swaths of the general public, even after 14 years of 
chartering. 

 
What is the state of the charter school movement?  The movement is dynamic and strong, with plenty of 
accomplishments—particularly in offering new options to minority and low-income students—but still 
consumed with avoiding death by a thousand cuts: start-up challenges, facility problems, re-regulation, caps, 
state and local resistance, inadequate funding, political pressure, lawsuits, capacity constraints, 
misinformation, meddlesome legislation, high-profile meltdowns, legions of data-hungry researchers and 
journalists, and more.  The movement still shows tremendous promise but faces heavy lifting ahead.  Below 
we look at the state of the movement across seven key dimensions. 
 
The State of Charter School Expansion and Growth 
Strong 

 
 

 Charter school growth has been impressive and robust, though its growth rate is now slowing 
somewhat. 

 Demand for charter schools is clearly outstripping the supply.  The charter sector would be much 
bigger in the absence of charter caps and if it could accommodate the throngs of students on waiting 
lists. 

 Charter schools are concentrated in certain states and cities, though less so than five years ago.  
Chartering is mostly playing out in a few active places. 

 Public charter schools are serving a disproportionate share of minority and low-income 
schoolchildren, and this has been the case since the beginning of the charter movement. 

 Charter schools are significantly smaller than district public schools. 
 The charter movement is producing a wide array of instructional and organizational models, 

providing lots of choices for families. 
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 The State of Charter School Academic Performance 
Strong overall—and sometimes superlative—but uneven 

 
 

 Public charter schools have produced a wide array of academic achievement results, from top to 
bottom to middle, reflecting the diversity of the sector and unevenness in the charter approval 
process. 

 Research and public debate on charter school academic performance are often compromised by 
methodological issues and misconceptions. 

 There is a vexing absence of data about value-added, longitudinal achievement in charter schools. 
 The academic achievement results of charter schools are generally encouraging but not definitive. 
 Measures of school productivity are dramatically under-explored. 

 
 
The State of Charter School Accountability 
Making strides but needs improvement 

 
 

 Charter schools are accountable to a wider range of constituencies than other public schools. 
 Charter school authorizing has been a long-neglected priority and only recently have many people 

glimpsed its critical importance. 
 The quality of authorizing and oversight has been uneven across the country, seriously diluting 

school-level accountability. 
 Local school districts still have a near-monopoly on charter authorizing in most states, but states and 

universities tend to do a better job of authorizing.  Reliance on local school boards to authorize 
charters results in much lower charter school growth rates. 

 Many authorizers struggle with capacity and overload due to inadequate funding and staffing. 
 Too many authorizers fail to set clear expectations and to develop adequate systems to help them 

make fully informed decisions about charter renewal or termination. 
 Charter authorizers are not closing enough low-performing schools. 
 Very few low-performing schools are being converted into charters pursuant to NCLB. 

 
 
The State of Charter School Impact 
Mostly unknown 

 
 

 While the charter movement is relatively small in terms of sheer numbers (though growing), its 
impact is disproportionate to its size. 

 Actual charter impacts on the educational programs and operations of districts and public schools are 
mostly unknown, and much of the existing research points to mixed responses (some high-impact 
cases but mostly low-, moderate-, or no-impact scenarios). 

 The impact of chartering is greatly affected by—and often dramatically inhibited by—the willingness 
and ability of school districts to change. 

 Charter schools have been said to impact the spirit and terms of NCLB itself, school financing, the 
prevalence of contracting in American education, and more.  

 Chartering has also had impacts outside of the K-12 education sector, including in higher education 
reforms, urban renewal, and community economic development. 

? ? ? 
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The State of Charter School Politics and Policies 
Poor 

 
 Too many charter schools are charters in name only and have not been given sufficient autonomy 

(e.g., control over hiring, budget, curriculum, schedule) or exemption from waivers.  The promise of 
charter school deregulation is, too often, illusory. 

 Many states have caps on the number of charter schools allowed, seriously inhibiting charter growth. 
 Many states provide significantly less than full funding to public charter schools. 
 Cash-strapped charter schools are still struggling to cover capital expenses out of their (already 

reduced) operational budgets. 
 Charter schools are still under attack on many flanks from political opponents. 

 
 
The State of Charter School Support 
Spotty and porous—needs improvement 

 
 

 The “grid” of technical support and assistance to charter schools is thriving in some areas but porous 
in others when juxtaposed against the enormous challenges and needs.  Too many charter schools 
struggle with lack of resources, staff, and systems. 

 One of the often overlooked benefits of charter schools is their propensity to connect and partner 
with community groups, education service providers, and local volunteers (especially parents) in 
order to build capacity.   

 Charter support organizations have helped to create a large number of charter schools in some states. 
 Charter schools are more likely than district public schools to contract out for management and 

operations services from private and nonprofit service providers. 
 There may be a looming succession (and thus capacity and leadership) problem as the charter 

movement loses many of its first-generation leaders. 
 
 
The State of Public Opinion on Charter Schools 
Misinformation abounds, but attitudes become more favorable as knowledge grows 

 
 

 Charter schools remain a mystery to much of the general public. 
 Most Americans do not know that charter schools are public schools, and there is a great deal of 

misinformation about them. 
 However, more Americans know something about charter schools now than was the case in 1999.  

The information deficit is shrinking, albeit gradually. 
 The more people learn about charter schools, the more they like them. 
 Twice as many registered voters favor charter schools as oppose them. 
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Charter Dashboard 2005 

Unknown Charter High School Graduation Rate 

 Students 
1 million (est.)  # of Charter School Students 
59% (2002-03)  % Charter Students: Minority  
49% (2002-03)  % Charter Students: Eligible for Free and Reduced-Price Lunch  
12% (2000-01) % Charter School Students: Special Education 

  

40 plus D.C. Number of States with Charter Laws 

About 60 (est.) # of Non-District Charter School Authorizers 

Unknown % Charter Students Making more than a Year of Learning Gains 
Unknown % Charter Schools Meeting State Reading/Math Targets 

42% Share of Charter Schools Located in Top Three States 
26% (Dayton) Highest Market Share in Single City 
8% (Arizona) Highest Market Share in Single State 

  
 Performance and Accountability 

Unknown % Charter Schools Closed for Academic Reasons 

  
 Policy Environment 

67-91% (est.) Average Per-Pupil Charter Funding as % of Average District School Funding 

  
 Public Opinion  

45% % of Registered Voters who Accurately Describe Charters as Public Schools 

2% Charter Student Market Share (% of K-12 Students in U.S.) 
3,400 (est.)  # of Charter Schools 

 Growth 

DATA INDICATORS 
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1. Charter Schools by the Numbers 
 

 
 
In this chapter we review and assess the telling indicators of charter school growth, characteristics, and 
change over time.  First, we look at questions of quantity: school and enrollment growth rates, the spread of 
charter laws across the country, and the concentration of charter schools in key states.  Next, we turn to the 
characteristics of these schools: sizes and types of charter schools and their models and methods.  Finally, we 
turn to the people who inhabit charter schools day to day and bring them to life, both students and teachers. 
 
Charter School Growth Patterns 
Charter school growth over the years has been impressive.  In 1991, Minnesota passed the first charter school 
law.  The next year, California followed suit.  By the 1994-95 school year, there were over a hundred charters 
up and running in six states.  Today, there are about 3,400 charter schools across the United States. 
 
Exhibit 1-1. Number of Charter Schools, 1995-96 to 2004-051 
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This growth trajectory is remarkable given that, in most cases, the addition of a single charter school involves 
the small miracle of about a thousand essential tasks: forming a founding coalition, selecting or writing a 
curriculum, drafting a charter application (usually over a hundred pages), navigating the charter approval 
process (often about a year), locating a facility, interviewing, hiring, and training staff, promoting the school in 
the community, purchasing supplies and equipment, preparing the lunch room, and much more.   
 
The number of new charters each year increased dramatically in the 1990s and then leveled off somewhat 
during the past five years, as can be seen below. 

 
3,400 

public charter 
schools are 
operating 

nationwide (est.) 

 
1 million 
students are 
enrolled in  

charter schools 
nationwide (est.) 

 
40 

states have 
public charter  
school laws 

on the books 

 
42% 

of charter schools 
are concentrated  

in 3 states: 
AZ, CA, and FL 
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Exhibit 1-2. Number of Charter Schools Opening per Year, 1993-94 to 2004-052 
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The ave ra ge  numbe r o f  c ha rte r s choo l s  p er s ta te  ha s b e en inc reas in g s t ead i l y  e ach ye a r,  
f rom 25 in 1995,  to  59 in 2000,  to  nea rl y  90 to day .   On ave ra ge ,  o ve r 250 char ter  

s choo l s  have been  added e ach ye ar  f or  t he  pas t  12  yea r s .  
 
The biggest growth spurts in percentage terms occurred from 1998 to 2002, but the annual growth rate has 
slowed recently to around 10-15 percent.3  Why has the growth rate slowed?  Some decline in the rate is 
natural due to the ever-increasing base of charter schools (a higher denominator).  Another explanation is that 
the nation is running out of big new charter states (an argument we will evaluate later).  Some believe that the 
growth rate has slowed as a result of more stringent charter application processes in many states, as 
authorizers learn more about what works and as states react to high-profile charter failures. 
 
Charter growth comes from three possible sources: growth in the number of states allowing charter schools, 
growth in the number of charter schools created in a state, and growth in the number of students attending 
schools, either via organic growth (more families choosing the school) or adding grade levels.  (Some have 
called the first two kinds “vertical” growth, with the third kind “horizontal” growth.) 
 
The bursts of new schools added between 1996 and 1998 were caused by five big new states passing charter 
laws.  Charter schools in brand new charter states accounted for 17 percent of the total charter growth in 
1996-97 (mostly from Texas); 27 percent the next year (mostly from North Carolina, New Jersey, and 
Connecticut); and 6 percent in 1998-99 (mostly from Ohio).  In all other years since, the contribution of new 
states to total charter growth has been minor—only in the 0 to 3 percent range.  Thus, t he  p reponde rance  o f  
s choo l  g rowth has been d ri ven by  exis t in g,  no t  new,  c hart er  s ta tes .   Now  tha t only  ten  s t ates  lack 
char ter  laws,  cu rr ent  and fu tu re  g rowth w i l l  be  d ri ven  by  new sc hoo l s  (and or ganic  g rowth with in t hem).   
Yet ,  exce pt  in f o ur  or  f iv e  b ig  s ta tes ,  new -sc hoo l  g rowth has b een  mod es t .  
 
Concentration in Key States 
While charter schools have spread rapidly across the country, they are by no means evenly distributed.  In  
1995 -96 the  t hr ee  s tate s  wi t h t he  g rea tes t  number  o f  c ha rt er s c hoo l s  (Arizona,  Cal i f o rnia,  and  
Michi gan) acco unt ed fo r nea rl y  f ou r o ut o f  ev ery  f iv e  c ha rt er s c hoo l s  in the  nat io n (79 pe rcen t) .   Today ,  
the  “bi g three ”  a re  Arizona,  Cal i f o rnia,  and Flo ri da,  and t hey  ac coun t f o r 42  pe rce nt  o f  t he  nat ion’ s  
char ter  s c hoo l s .  
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Exhibit 1-3. Concentration of Charter Schools in the “Big 3” Charter States, 1995 to 20044 

 
 
The current “big three” charter states yielded 42 percent of the total growth in charters from 1999 to 2003.  
Conversely, the growth rates in the next largest charter states, Michigan and Texas, have flattened out over 
the past five years (both states have caps), with Ohio, Wisconsin, and Pennsylvania on course to catch up 
with them.  Ove r hal f  (54 pe rce nt)  o f  t he  c har te r grow th o ve r t he  past  f i ve  y ea rs  has o c cu rr ed in t he  
big ges t  f i ve  c har te r s t ates  o f  Ar izona,  Cal i f o rnia,  Florida,  Michi gan,  and  Texas.    
 
Within some states, we are seeing a striking geographic concentration of charters in and around urban areas.  In 
Arizona, more than 60 percent of the state’s charter students are in Maricopa County.5  About 70 percent of 
charters in Minnesota are in the Twin Cities (Minneapolis and St. Paul) metropolitan area.6  In Ohio, the “big 
eight” urban school districts account for more than two-thirds of the state’s charter enrollment, though they 
only comprise roughly a quarter of the state’s public school students.7  National l y ,  i t  i s  e s t ima ted  t hat  
abou t hal f  o f  a l l  c ha rt ers  a re  l o c ate d i n o r around maj or c i t i e s ,  compared to  only  29 per cen t  o f  d is t ri c t  
publ i c  s c hoo l s .8 
 
Despite the rapid growth of charter schools (and its concentration), there are two factors indicating that the 
growth rate could be much higher: waiting lists and caps. 
 
Waiting Lists 
In 2002-03,  39 p erc ent  o f  c ha rt er  s c hoo l s  re por ted  havin g a wait i ng  l i s t ,  a verag in g 135 s tuden ts . 9  If 
the charter movement could accommodate all of those students today, the charter population would be about 
20 percent larger and could fill over 700 new charter schools (based on their current average size).  There are 
20,000 students on waiting lists in Colorado, 15,000 in Massachusetts, and 12,000 in Michigan.10  In Illinois, 
21 of 23 charter schools were oversubscribed, with 9,509 applicants for 4,045 slots (2.4 applicants per 
opening, on average).11  Clea rl y ,  t he  demand fo r publ i c  c ha rt er s c hoo l s  o uts t ri ps  t he  s upply .  
 
Caps 
Today,  we es t ima te  t hat 27 s tate s  have some  form o f  c ap on c hart er  s c hoo l s—such as a cap on the 
absolute number of charters allowed in the state, on the number of charters allowed each year, on the percent 
of a school district’s total spending, etc.12  North Carolina nearly reached its cap in 2004-05, with 97 charter 
schools in operation (under a cap of 100).  In Massachusetts, 152 communities have reached their cap (by 
law, no more than 9 percent of a district’s spending can be used for charter schools each year).  In Ohio, the 
cap on charter schools has been handled via geographic restrictions—limiting charters to certain areas in the 
state and then imposing a (temporary) numerical cap.  Today, legislators there are proposing new caps.13 

2004-05 
(AZ, CA, FL) 

“Big 3” states 

 Other states 

79% 

21% 

58% 42% 

1995-96 
(AZ, CA, MI) 
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Student Growth 
Charte r s c hoo l  en ro l lment has ris e n d ramatic al l y  f rom  about 300,000 in 1998 -99 to  nearl y  a mil l io n 
pup i l s  to day—larg er  t han e ach o f  the  en t i re  publ i c  s c hoo l  sys tems o f  36 s tat es  and  enough to  f i l l  a l l  t he  
publ i c  s c hoo l s  in  Idaho ,  New  Hampshire ,  New Mexic o ,  Ve rmont,  and  Wyoming comb ined.   Put in 
perspective, U.S. public school enrollments are currently growing at a rate of about 0.3 percent per year, 
private school enrollments at 0.5 percent per year, and charter enrollments at about 10-15 percent per year 
(off a much smaller base).  Charter school enrollment now rivals that of home school enrollment in the 
U.S.—estimated at 1.1 million students in 2003-04.14  Currently, about 2 percent of American students are in 
charter schools (see chapter 4). 
 
Charter Laws 
This impressive growth in the number of charter schools has been made possible by the rapid spread of 
charter laws across the country (without which there can be no charter schools).  Today, there are ten states 
left that have not yet passed a charter law, as shown below. 
 
Exhibit 1-4. Number of States with Charter School Laws, 2005 

 
 
 
The ten states without charter laws tend to be rural and much smaller than the 40 states with charter laws.  In 
fact, though the states without charter laws comprise 20 percent of our 50 states, they account for less than 8 
percent of the U.S. population.   
 
 

Charte r law s now  co ve r 92  pe rce nt  o f  t he  U.S.  popula t ion  
and  96 out o f  t he  l ar ges t  100 scho o l  di s t ri c t s  i n Amer ica.  

 
 
Since 1991, three new states have passed charter laws each year, on average.  See below. 

  

Stat es  with charter l awsStates with charter l aws   
States without charter l awsStates without charter l aws   
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Exhibit 1-5. Number of States Passing Charter School Laws, by Year, 1991-92 to 2003-0415 
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School Types 
All charter schools are by definition public schools but they vary in terms of whether they are considered 
local education agencies (LEAs) in their own right or part of existing LEAs (often with big implications in 
terms of autonomy and funding).  In 8 states charter schools are separate LEAs, in 16 states charters are 
included in existing LEAs, and in 15 states they have mixed status.16  As shown below, newly created (start-
up) charter schools account for 77 percent of charter schools, while conversion schools (i.e., existing schools 
that converted to charter status) account for 23 percent.17 
 
Exhibit 1-6. Distribution of Charter Schools, by Type, 2001-02 
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Newly created
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Private conversion

 
 
Charter School Size 
In recent years, there has been an increasing emphasis on small schools.  How do charters fare on this 
dimension?  Though median charter school enrollment has risen steadily from 137 students in 1998-99 to 
about 250 in 2003-04, public charter schools are still quite small in relation to district public schools (whose 
median enrollment is 475).  Also, 57 percent of charter schools enroll fewer than 200 students. 
 

Charte r s c hoo l s  r ema in cons ide rably  smal l e r t han— 
inde ed,  abou t hal f  t he  s ize  o f—dis tr i c t  publ i c  s c hoo l s . 18 

 
Schooling Models 
Charter schools employ a wide variety of instructional and operational models.  The exhibit below gives a 
glimpse of the impressive array of curricular and instructional emphases in charter schools. 
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Exhibit 1-7. Charter Schools Reporting Specialized Teaching Strategies: Top Responses19 
 

Specialized Teaching Strategies Schools 
Core Knowledge 14% 
College Prep 13% 
Science/Math Prep 13% 
Direct Instruction 13% 
Thematic Instruction 12% 
Back to Basics 9% 
Arts 6% 
School to Work 6% 

 
There are plenty of examples of innovative models in the charter world, from “green” eco-schools and 
aviation- or engineering-focused schools to workplace charters, ethnocentric schools, and virtual schools.  
According to a 2002-03 national survey, 3 percent of charter schools indicate that they use virtual (or cyber or 
online) teaching strategies (instruction via the Internet without a traditional school building), and 4 percent 
report using home or independent study.  There were 81 virtual charter schools with about 28,000 students 
that year.20  In Ohio, which has the highest number of virtual charter schools in the nation (over 40), one 
quarter of charter students (12,000) are enrolled in virtual schools.21 
 
Education Management Organizations (EMOs) 
Today, it is estimated that EMOs operate between 10 and 14 percent of all charter schools.22  These entities 
have extensive roles in the development and operation of charter schools, from personnel and professional 
development to curriculum, budgeting, and compliance.   
 

Despi te  c l aims to  t he  co nt ra ry  and conce rns  about  t he  “p ri va t i za t ion”  
o f  publ i c  e ducat i on,  n ea rl y  90 p erc ent  o f  c ha rt er  s c hoo l s  ar e   

independen t l y  run  and not managed  by EMOs.  
 
Exhibit 1-8. Estimated Percentage of Charter Schools Managed by EMOs 

10%

90%

Not Managed by EMOs

Managed by EMOs

 
 
While the national market penetration by EMOs remains modest, it varies considerably by state.  In Ohio, 66 
percent of charter students attend schools run by EMOs.  In Michigan, 69 percent of charter schools have 
contracted with an education service provider (whether for-profit or non-profit).23 
 
Between 1998 and 2003, the number of states in which EMOs were operating increased from 15 to 28 (plus 
D.C.).24  Two recent additions to the charter scene are nonprofit charter management organizations (CMOs) 
and charter school networks.  The NewSchools Venture Fund in California reports that it supports nine 
CMOs all over the nation, with 32 schools serving 8,000 students.25  The Knowledge Is Power Program 
(KIPP) network has 38 schools, serving more than 6,000 students in 15 states plus D.C. 
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Student Characteristics 
A heavy proportion of public charter school students are minority, low-income, and/or at-risk.  According to 
the U.S. Department of Education, compared wi th d is t ri c t  publ i c  s c hoo l s ,  c ha rte r s choo l s  en ro l l  mor e  
Afr ican Americ an  s tuden ts ,  hi ghe r p ro por t ion s o f  s tud ents  e l ig ib l e  f o r f ree  and reduce d-pr ice  lunches  
(FARL),  and h igh p ropo rt io ns o f  l ow-pe rforming s tud ents .26 
 

Acco rd in g to  t he  l ates t  data  a vai l abl e  (2002 -03 ),  58.6 pe rce nt  o f  c ha rte r s c hoo l  
s tud ents  a re  mino ri t i e s ,  ve rsus 43.6 per cen t  f or  di s t ri c t  publ i c  s c hoo l  s tud ent s  i n 

char ter  s t ates—a 15 -po in t d i f f e re nce .  
 
The percentage of minority students is higher in charter schools (than district public schools) in 24 states—
and higher by over 30 percent in 12 states.  The percentage is lower in 13 states.27 
 
In terms of student eligibility for the free and reduced-price lunch (FARL) program (a commonly used proxy 
for poverty levels), the percentages are nearly even, with a slight edge for district public schools (37.1 percent) 
in charter states versus charter public schools (34.8 percent).  However, it is likely that the charter numbers 
are significantly under-reported, since many charter schools choose not to participate in the federal school 
lunch program due to the administrative complexity of the program.  According to a Rand study of California 
charters, “For particular categorical aid programs, a sizable share of charter schools are ‘eligible but not 
applying,’ in part because of the requirements that accompany programs.”  This is particularly true of child 
nutrition programs.28  One way to account for this problem is to factor out the schools that report zero 
FARL eligibility (both in charter schools and district public schools), because many schools with high poverty 
report zero eligibility because of the administrative challenges of participating in the lunch program.  This 
yields a different result—40.1 percent eligibility in district public schools versus 49.0 percent in charters—and 
one that is more consistent with prior U.S. Department of Education studies (see below). 
 
Exhibit 1-9. Student Characteristics in Charter vs. Public Schools, 1999-0029 
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How have these percentages changed over time?  Enrol lment  o f  m ino ri ty  s t udents  as  a p er centag e  o f  to tal  
enro l lment s  has  been s teadi l y  and d ramatic al l y  in cr eas ing  c ha rte r s c hoo l s—with a 14-percentage-point 
increase of African American students between 1998-99 and 2001-02.  The p roport ion  o f  c ha rte r s tuden ts  
e l ig i b l e  f o r t he  f ree  and re duce d -p ric e  lun ch (FARL) pro gram al so  has been s te ad i l y  i nc reas in g o ver  
t ime. 30 
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Charter schools are by no means monolithic in their targeted student populations.  According to a 2002-03 
national survey, 28 percent of charter schools target low-income students or dropouts, 27 percent identify 
gifted and talented students as a target population to be served, nearly a quarter target English as a Second 
Language (ESL) students, 18 percent view teen parents as a focus, 12 percent specifically seek disabled 
students, 11 percent target court-adjudicated youth, and 10 percent target expelled youth.31 
 
Teachers 
Here are some data points about the characteristics of teachers in public charter schools: 

 “Char te r s c hoo l  t ea cher s  a re  mo re l ike l y  to  have mas te r’ s  d eg rees  in  f i e ld s  l ike bus ines s ,  a rts ,  
and  sc i ence  (as opposed to education).”32 

 On average, t he  s tuden t/ tea cher  rat io  i s  l ower  in  c ha rt er s choo l s  (16.0 t o  1)  t han in d is t ri c t  
publ i c  s c hoo l s  (17.2 to  1) . 33 

 The average charter school teacher has 5.6 years of public school teaching experience, 1.7 years of 
private school experience, 1.4 years of experience teaching in a university or elsewhere, and 0.6 years 
experience home schooling.34 

 Charte r t e ache rs  re por t  hi gh l e ve l s  o f  s at is fac t ion  with  the i r jo bs  and sc hoo l s .35 
 Charte r t e ache rs  ar e  l e ss  l ik e l y  to  hav e fu l l  s tat e  c e rt i f i cat ion in t he  s ubj e c t  t hey  t each:  “79 

percent of teachers in charter schools held certification, compared with 92 percent of teachers in 
traditional public schools.”36 

 Teachers in charter schools participate in a variety of professional development activities in slightly 
higher proportions than district public school teachers.37  

 Charte r s c hoo l s  in vo lv e  t e ache rs  mo re extens i ve l y  in s c hoo l  gov ernance ,  with many teachers 
serving on charter school governing boards.  (In Minnesota, about 350 charter teachers are serving 
on public charter school governing boards and over half of the boards have a teacher majority.)38 

 
 

Charte r s c hoo l teache rs  a re  much mo re l ike l y  to  be  Afr ican  Americ an t han  di s t ri c t  
publ i c  s c hoo l  t ea cher s  (16 per cen t  v ersus 9 p erc ent ,  re s pec t i ve l y ) . 39 

 
 
 
Issues for Further Study 

 Why has the charter school growth rate slowed somewhat recently? 
 Are charter school growth spurts in certain years associated with new (strong?) laws, or with the 

elimination of caps in big states? 
 How have caps affected growth rates? 
 How can we learn more about organic growth (schools adding grade levels or simply attracting more 

students) versus growth from new charter laws and/or schools—and how these will affect overall 
growth rates going forward?40 

 Are there discernible growth rate trends within charter school states? 
 Is charter school growth associated with federal charter school funding levels? 
 Will the balance between stand-alone charter schools and charter schools contracting with education 

service providers remain stable or change dramatically in the years to come, given that service 
providers have incentives to scale their schools to drive efficiencies? 

 Is there an upper limit to the number of charter schools that will be created due to political, supply, 
or other constraints? 

 Will the emergence of virtual charter schools serve as an inflection point that rapidly increases 
charter school enrollment nationwide, given their ability to scale easily and rapidly without the 
constraints of large brick-and-mortar school buildings? 
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2. The Academic Performance of Charter Schools 
 

“What looks like conflicting research is actually a matter of measuring the wrong things.  
Lumping all charter schools together is mostly useless…. Parents considering charter 
schools need better advice than these apples-to-oranges studies.” 

--USA Today editorial, January 4, 2005 
 
Since the first charter school was opened in Minnesota in 1992, upwards of a hundred studies have been 
commissioned and completed to assess the effectiveness of charter schools.  Are the y  wo rk in g?   The 
answe r we have re c e i ved so  fa r is :  Yes .   And no .   And  maybe .   And that we a re  asking  t he  w rong 
ques t ion.   How do we make sense of the conflicting findings? 
 
In this report, we do not present new data to add to the chorus of studies.  Rather, we summarize the major 
and recent findings, focusing especially on a meta-analysis of all the most relevant major studies (40 in all), 
released in January 2005 (since updated) by Dr. Bryan Hassel and the Charter School Leadership Council.1 
 

“The charter sector has been subject to an unprecedented level of scrutiny and transparency 
related to school performance…. Reviewing all of these emerging studies of achievement in 
charter schools, however, is enough to make one’s head spin…. Contradictory findings 
proliferate….  At some level, mixed results are inevitable. The charter sector is host to a vast 
diversity of schools, utilizing all manner of educational and organizational approaches. The 
charter is but a shell, into which the operators place an instructional and management 
program. Asking about the quality of ‘charter schools’ as a group is a bit like asking about 
the quality of ‘new restaurants’ or ‘American cars’ – any overall generalization will mask the 
great diversity within.” 

--Bryan Hassel, Public Impact 
 
Methodology Issues 
In his meta-analysis, Hassel points out that much of the question about charter school achievement turns on 
methodology: the methods, procedures, and techniques used to collect and analyze information.  What makes 
a “good” study of academic achievement in charter schools?  Hassel identifies four characteristics: 

1) Value-added analysis.  Researchers examine the learning of individual students over time to determine 
how much “value” the school is “adding” to student learning.  This approach is preferable to the 
“snapshot” method, in which studies evaluate student performance against a standard or benchmark 
at a point in time, because the latter fails to take into account baseline student achievement and/or 
changes in performance over time.  However, snapshots in time are by far the most common 
method used in education today for many reasons.2 

2) Adequate sample.  Does the study include a sufficient sample of schools and/or students to allow for 
reasonable generalization?  Without enough schools or students in the study, the results are likely to 
be skewed by outliers. 

3) Sound comparison.  Does the study compare charter performance to that of a relevant group of district 
schools and/or students, using the appropriate controls to make the comparison valid?  Random 
experimental design, in which students are randomly assigned to a “treatment” group (admitted to 
the charter school) or a “control” group (not admitted), is ideal because it minimizes the chance that 
students attending charter schools are somehow different from those who don’t attend them in ways 
that may influence academic achievement (e.g., motivation, parental involvement).  Unfortunately, 
such random experimental design is very difficult to achieve. 
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4) Appropriate disaggregation.  Does the study adequately differentiate between the performance of 
different kinds of students and schools, given that the charter sector is famously diverse?  
Appropriate disaggregation takes into account that student populations may differ by race, gender, 
income, special needs, and other factors—and that schools may have different performance patterns 
according to where they are in their life cycle (i.e., start-up, expanding, mature). 

 
“Any scientific study of charter schools must compare apples to apples…. Forget about 
studies that compare apples to oranges, based on tiny samples.” 
 --Caroline M. Hoxby, Harvard University3 

 
 
Hassel examined 40 charter school studies that met several criteria: 

 They were recent—all released in or after 2001. 
 They compared charter students’ achievement on standardized tests with that of district students. 
 They used serious methods—reasonable attempts to analyze student achievement data. 
 They examined a significant segment of the charter sector in their area, whether it was national, multi-state, 

or statewide data.4 
 
Evidence of Achievement 
What were the results of this meta-analysis?  Hassel points to three observations: 
 
1) Diversity of outcomes.  The results vary widely from one school to another, with some charter schools at or 
near the top, others at the bottom, and many in the middle or “normal” range.  “In this context, any a t tempt  
to  di s cus s  ‘ t he  av erag e  c ha rt er s c hoo l ’  i s  de s t i ned to  mask this  wide d iv ers i ty .”5  On the one hand, charter 
schools are among the best public schools in the district in many high-profile places (e.g., Boston, San Diego, 
Chicago, New York, and Washington, D.C.).  On the other hand, there are plenty of examples of charter 
schools with dismal academic performance that probably never should have been opened in the first place.  
Indeed, there are problems on both ends: too many poor charter proposals being allowed to open on the 
front end (approval phase) as well as too many low-performing schools that aren’t closed down on the back 
end (renewal phase). 
 
2) Evidence of added value.  Of the 23 studies which made some attempt to look at change over time in student 
or school performance (nine actually followed individual students over time):  

 Eleven studies found that overall gains in charter schools were larger. 
 Three studies found charter schools’ gains higher than in district schools for certain categories of 

charter schools (at-risk schools, elementary schools, and high schools).   
 Six studies found comparable gains. 
 Three studies found that charter schools’ gains generally lagged behind those in districts. 
 Hassel’s summary: “So whi l e  t he  change -o ver -t ime  pi c tu re  i s  somewha t m ixed,  in gen eral  i t  i s  

ver y  en cou ra ging about t he  gains s tudent s  a re  making in c har ter  s c hoo l s . ” 
 
Of the remaining 17 studies that looked at a snapshot in time, nine studies show charter students generally 
underperforming district schools, while the other eight show comparable, mixed, or generally positive results 
for charters.  Though these are often the studies and comparisons that grab the headlines, Hassel cautions 
that “most of these studies tell us little about whether charter schools are ‘adding value.’” 
 
3) Change over time.  Do charter schools improve as they age?  Do mature charters outperform start-up 
charters?  Fiv e o f  s e ven s t ud ies  f i nd t hat  as  c ha rte r s c hoo l s  ma tu re ,  t he y  do  bet te r.   One study finds that 
they do not.  Another study finds only small differences based on the first year. 
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Productivity 
One  m iss i ng  e l ement in nea rl y  al l  c ha rte r s tudies  i s  t he  que s t io n o f  productivity: how  
much l e arning  gain  is  produ ced  pe r do l lar  sp ent ?   This is a salient question given that public 
charter schools typically receive significantly fewer per-pupil revenues than district public 
schools (see chapter 5).6  There are some data points, though.  A Rand study in California 
found that “Charter schools, particularly start-up schools, reported using fewer resources per 
student than do conventional schools…. Most noteworthy, charter schools are achieving 
comparable test scores despite a lower reported level of revenue.”7  According to a 2004 study 
of ten Dayton charter schools, average per-pupil funding was $7,510 vs. $10,802 for district 
public schools, yet on average Dayton charter students outperformed Dayton public school 
students on all portions of the 2004 fourth- and sixth-grade state proficiency tests—in some 
subjects by a significant margin—indicating higher productivity from charters.8 

 
Conclusion 
What is Hassel’s conclusion from this meta-analysis?  “The existence of high quality charter schools and high 
growth rates for charter schools, at least in many states and studies, suggests that c ha rte ri ng  ho lds  p romi se  a s  
an app roach to  ge t t i ng  be t te r s c hoo l s .  Wha t we  have is  an expe riment  wor th co nt inuing—and  r e f ining .”9 
 
It is also worth noting that achievement test results are critical and necessary but not sufficient indicators in 
assessing the overall performance of charter schools.  That requires a comprehensive understanding of how 
well they are achieving their mission-related goals as well as their academic goals.  For example, many charters 
focus on serving student populations currently under-served in the community (e.g., teen parents, dropouts, 
or gifted and talented students).  Some charter schools set out to create a school culture more attuned to the 
priorities and values of parents in the community or to offer a new schooling option different from the local 
public schools (e.g., a different curriculum, smaller class sizes, back-to-basics, multi-age groupings, 
Montessori, etc.)  Others seek to pilot new teaching methods and provide new professional opportunities for 
local educators.  Sometimes, aspects of these charter goals can be quantified via retention, graduation, and 
college-acceptance rates, satisfaction surveys, disciplinary incidents, waiting lists, and more. 
 

Asking the Right Questions 
“Is it working?  How do we know?  At the moment the country is not thinking clearly about 
these questions…. Chartering is an institutional innovation…. With chartering we want to 
know which pedagogical, governance, and management practices succeed—and what 
provisions of law are responsible—so policy can do more of what works better.”10  “The 
question for research is not, ‘Are charter(ed) schools overall succeeding?’  Rather, it is to 
ask, ‘Which chartered schools are succeeding?’  Most important: How?  … and, why?  With 
this clear it will then be possible to think clearly about chartering as a strategy… to see how 
well chartering is succeeding as an institutional innovation.”11 

 
Issues for Further Study 

 We need to learn more about the achievement of students prior to enrolling in charter schools. 
 Are charter schools producing more “value-added growth” than district public schools?  Which 

charter schools?  Why?  Under what conditions?  With what resources and approaches? 
 Why do some charter schools perform much better than others? 
 Is the chartering model working well enough to prevent and/or close low-performing schools? 
 What can educators and policymakers do to facilitate the creation of more successful schools and to 

prevent the opening or continuation of low-performing schools? 
 What indicators should be used to measure school performance beyond test scores (e.g., attendance,, 

graduation, college acceptance and completion rates; success in achieving mission-related goals; etc.)? 
 What measures should be used to gauge school productivity? 
 Which successful approaches can be replicated broadly?  Why and how? 
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3. The State of Charter School Accountability 

 
“Accountability is a cornerstone of the charter school idea.” 

--Bryan C. Hassel, Public Impact12 
 

 
 
Reviewing the progress of the charter movement without assessing the state of accountability is like 
contemplating autumn without turning leaves, the Tour de France without Lance.  Accountability is the 
fulcrum upon which chartering moves public education.  Charter schools are accountable to many people and 
entities in three broad areas: the market (students and parents), internal constituencies (school staff, education 
service providers they may be working with, and the school’s governing board), and external constituencies (the 
authorizer, state, federal government, and other entities such as donors, the local community, and the media).  
We can think of charter school accountability as being revealed in layers. 
 
Exhibit 3-1. Charter School Accountability Layers13 

 
* ESP: Education Service Provider such as an education or charter management organization. 
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“Many more agencies have a role in monitoring charter schools than are typically involved 
in monitoring traditional public schools.” 

--U.S. Department of Education, 200414 
 
 
I. Market Accountability 
Charter schools are first accountable to their constituents—students and parents.  No charter can survive 
without attracting and retaining students.  In some ways, data on enrollment, satisfaction, and retention serve 
as indicators of market-based accountability.   

 Ther e  is  ample  e vi den ce  t hat cha rte r s c hoo l s  a re  hav in g gre at  succ ess  at t ra c t i ng  s tuden ts  and 
famil ie s  to  t he i r pro g rams,  as evidenced by the expansive growth of charter schools and students 
over the past decade as well as the prevalence of charter school waiting lists (see chapter 1).   

 Most national and state surveys have shown high l e ve l s  o f  sat i s fac t ion among  parents  and s tud ent s  
rega rding  t he i r cha rte r s c hoo l s .15 

 Studen t re te nt io n i s  mo re  o f  an unknown.   Though we are not aware of any national data on 
charter school retention rates, there are some state data.  In Illinois, charter schools had a retention 
rate of 87 percent, on average, in 2003-04.  In the District of Columbia, about 78 percent of students 
re-enrolled in their charter school in 2003-04.  In Arizona, about 40 percent of public and charter 
school students changed schools between 1998-99 and 1999-2000.16  Clearly, we need more 
information on this front. 

 
II. Internal Accountability 
Beyond serving students and parents, charter schools also have up to three internal constituencies which help 
to keep them accountable.  First, since teachers and other staff voluntarily choose to work in charter schools, 
the schools must provide them with quality professional opportunities and adequate compensation.  Often, 
charter school administrators and/or teachers serve on the governing board or various school committees 
and have a voice in shaping policy and ensuring that the school remains on track.  Charter schools can 
evaluate progress on this front via staff satisfaction surveys and retention rates. 
 
Second, charter schools that contract with education service providers (ESPs) are also accountable to those 
groups.  If a charter school governing board contracts with a management company to operate the school, 
the school staff reports not only to its governing board but also to the management company.  According to 
the U.S. Department of Education, large majorities of charter schools with such relationships report that 
these entities monitor their compliance with regulations, progress toward the terms of their charters, and 
student academic performance.17  Often, these relationships facilitate the use of benchmarking and best 
practices so that schools within a network learn from one another. 
 
Finally, charter school staff are directly accountable to their governing board.  These are the trustees who 
have legal responsibility for the terms of the charter contract, and they meet regularly to review school 
programs, performance, operations, finances, and more.  According to the U.S. Department of Education, 
more than 60 percent of charter governing boards monitor staff performance/attendance, parent satisfaction 
and involvement, student discipline and safety, instructional practices, test scores and other performance 
indicators, enrollment, and finances.18  Indeed, i f  c ha rte r g overning  boa rds do  t he ir job  wel l ,  o t he r aspe c ts  
o f  char te r s c hoo l  acco un tab i l i ty  t end t o  fa l l  i nto  plac e .  
 
III. External Accountability 
Charter schools are also accountable to several external constituencies, including authorizers, the state, the 
federal government, and other external entities (such as donors, the local community, and the media).  
Generally, these entities ensure that charter schools serve the public interest. 
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1. Authorizers 
 

“A charter, after all, is properly understood as a contract between two parties: the school 
operator and the authorizer.  For the charter movement to succeed, both must do their jobs 
effectively…. The role of the authorizer, therefore, is pivotal to the charter movement’s 
overall success.” 

--Thomas B. Fordham Institute report, 200319 
 
Charter school authorizing has three distinct phases: 

 In the approval phase, authorizers review charter applications and hold formal hearings to determine 
whether the proposed school meets their criteria and has a good chance of being successful.  A 
rigorous approval process is a key factor in charter school accountability. 

 In the oversight phase, authorizers monitor charter schools for compliance with applicable regulations, 
student achievement results, financial management, special education compliance, and more.20   

 In the renewal phase, authorizers decide whether to grant the school another term (usually five years, 
sometimes three, sometimes more), to impose sanctions, or to close a school down.  Often, this 
entails an analysis of the school’s academic performance; compliance; audit results; attrition rates; 
school leadership and governance; and much more.   

 
Autho rize r Data 
Ther e  a re  about 600  cha rte r s c hoo l  autho rize rs  nat ionwide (up  f rom 457 autho rizers  in  2000 -01),  
sponso ring  f iv e  c ha rt er  s c hoo l s  e ach on ave ra ge .   Only about a quarter (23 percent) of authorizers 
nationwide has ever turned down a charter application.  Twenty-six of 39 states allow some sort of appeal of 
an authorizer’s decision to deny a charter application.21 
 
According to the National Association of Charter School Authorizers (NACSA), t he re  are  se ven  typ es  o f  
autho rize rs :  local education agencies (by far the most common), regional/intermediate agencies, state 
education agencies, independent chartering boards, higher education institutions, municipal offices, and not-
for-profit organizations.  Though some have questioned whether the authorizers themselves are accountable, 
83 percent of authorizers’ boards were selected via elections in 2004 (and thus are directly accountable to 
voters), 16 percent were appointed by governors, and 1 percent was appointed by mayors.22  Abou t hal f  o f  
the  s t ates  wit h ope ra t in g c har te rs  i n 2002 -03 had es t abl is hed more  t han one ty pe o f  au thor izer.   In 
abou t a  quarte r o f  s tat es ,  only  a s tat e  a gency  c ould  au tho rize  c ha rte rs ;  and in anothe r qua rt er,  o nly  
l o cal  educa t io n a gen c ies  (LEAs)  coul d autho rize .23   
 
Acco rd in g to  a 2005 su rvey ,  90 p er cent  o f  autho rize rs  ar e  l o cal  s c hoo l  dis t ri c t s ,  5 percent are higher 
education institutions, 3 percent are state agencies, and 2 percent are other entities, as shown below. 
 
Exhibit 3-2. Distribution of Charter School Authorizers, by Type, 2003-04 (n=452)24 
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In 2001-02,  l o c al  d is t ri c t s  rep re sent ed 91 per cen t  o f  a l l  autho rize rs  but  only  
autho rized 45 pe rc ent  o f  a l l  c har te r s c hoo l s ;  s ta te  e ducat io n a gen c ies  r ep resente d 3 

per cent  o f  a l l  autho rizers  bu t autho rized 41 p erc ent  o f  a l l  c ha rte rs . 25 
 
 
Exhibit 3-3. Type of Authorizer as Percentage of All Authorizers vs. the Percentage of All Charter 
Schools They Authorize, 2001-0226 
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While  some po l i cymake rs  have re l i ed o n lo c al  d is t ri c t s  to  app ro ve  and  au thor ize  c har ter s ,  i t  appears  
that dis t ri c t s  as  a group  exhibi t  an ave rs ion to  c hart er ing  at  s c al e  (though there are notable exceptions 
such as San Diego). 

 Charters grow more rapidly in states where local school boards do not have a monopoly on 
authorizing. Only s ix pe rce nt  o f  c ha rte r s c hoo l s  a re  in the  13  s ta tes  t hat  al l ow fo r o nly  a  s in gl e  
autho rize r,  whi l e  94  pe rce nt  ar e  i n s t ates  wi th  a c ho ic e  among  c ha rte ri ng  autho ri t i e s  o r a s t ron g 
app eal s  pro cess .27   

 Sta te  agenc i es  s ponso r t he  la r ges t  numbe r o f  s c hoo l s  pe r autho rize r—with 15 t imes as  many  
schoo l s  as  l o cal  au tho rizers .   On average, state authorizers had 30 schools in operation and five 
schools in planning, universities had six schools in operation and less than one school in planning, 
and local authorizers had two schools in operation and less than one school in planning.28   

 Half  o f  a l l  autho rize rs  hav e only  g rante d on e c ha rt er,  with 21 percent granting only two and 13 
percent granting three to five charters.  Thus, 71 percent of authorizers had granted two or fewer 
charters. 

 
Exhibit 3-4. Percentage of Authorizers by Number of Charters Granted, 2003-04 (n=452)29 
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Some authorizers impose sanctions on charter schools.  According to the U.S. Department of Education:  
 Informal sanctions are more common than formal sanctions: 42 pe rc ent  o f  autho rize rs  

impl emen ted  some  ty pe o f  i n formal  sanct io n.  
 12 percent of charter schools received written notification about problems. 
 9 percent were required to develop improvement plans. 
 3 percent were placed on probationary status.30 

 
Closu res  
 

 “Accountability has always been the premise of the charter-school movement….  Yes, 
charter opponents will paint any school closing as a failure of charter schools generally.  But 
that’s nonsense—closing a bad school is a success.” 

--New York Post editorial, February 20, 2005 
 
As of January 2004, o ve r 300 cha rte r s cho o l s  had c l o se d ,  rep res ent in g abou t 9 pe rce nt  o f  c ha rte r s cho o l s  
eve r op ened—up from about 4 percent four years ago.31  Why are charters closed?  According to a 2002-03 
GAO survey, there were 93 charter closures that year: 28 charters revoked or terminated (none for academic 
reasons, 7 for financial reasons, and 21 for other reasons), 4 charters not renewed (one for academic reasons, 
one for financial reasons, and two for other reasons), and 61 voluntary charter closures.32  Autho rize rs  are  
known to  use  ope ra t io nal  de f e c t s  to  c l o se  academ ical l y  unde rperfo rm ing s cho o l s ,  but ve ry  f ew cha rte r 
s choo l s  a re  c l o sed  so l e l y  f o r a cadem ic  rea sons .  
 
 

“It’s easy to talk about the theory of closing down schools, but it’s much more difficult to 
really close a school.  And until you’ve done it once, you really can’t understand the 
ramifications.” 

--Jim Goenner, Central Michigan University33 
 
Autho rize r Perfo rman ce  
According to a 2003 study in which states were graded for their authorizer practices and their policy 
environment, none of the 24 states received an “A” nor an “F” from the reviewers; 13 states earned an 
overall grade of “B,” eight earned a “C,” and three earned a “D.”  Here are the overall findings: 

 Most major authorizers are doing an adequate job, but red tape and “compliance creep” are 
concerns. 

 Many state policy environments are not supportive of chartered schools and authorizers.  
Only 4 states received a “B” grade for their policy environments. 

 Local school boards generally do not make good authorizers…. Concerns include the influence 
of local politics, inadequate infrastructure development, authorizing for the “wrong” reasons, and the 
tendency of authorizer staff to stress compliance-based accountability. 

 States with fewer authorizers, serving more schools each, appear to be doing a better job.  It 
helps to develop specialized expertise and to dedicate staff members to authorizing. 

 Quality authorizing costs money; authorizing fees appear to be a viable funding source.  
Many authorizers report receiving inadequate funding.34  

 
Autho rize r Capac i ty  
When asked about their greatest challenges, authorizers indicated “lack of personnel” and “inadequate 
resources” among their top-three concerns.35  Fif ty -s ix pe rce nt  o f  autho rize rs  indic ate d i nadequate  
f inan c ial  re sou rces  as  a chal l en ge ,  and 43 percent indicated lack of personnel.  In a 2004 survey of 
authorizers, 42 percent reported receiving no funding to conduct oversight.36  Almost  two -t hi rd s  o f  
autho rize rs  di dn’ t  have  a dedic ated  o f f i c e  or  s taf f .   Across all types of authorizers, on average three FTE 
staff members were dedicated to charter work (three FTEs in state and local authorizers; seven FTEs in 
university authorizers).37 
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“To put it simply, we need quality authorizing to have quality charter schools.” 

--National Association of Charter School Authorizers38 
 
Though autho rizin g was once  a l o ng -n egl e c t ed  compon ent o f  t he  c ha rt er  mo vement ,  i t  i s  b eg inn in g to  
make advan ces  and now  has  na t io nal  l e ade rship.   The National Association of Charter School Authorizers 
(NACSA) is dedicated to boosting the supply and prevalence of high-quality charter authorizers nationwide.  
This group has 133 members and associate members in 26 states, overseeing nearly 40 percent of all charter 
schools in the country.  In 2004, NACSA developed a set of quality principles that was adopted by dozens of 
authorizers across the country, covering everything from the application process and performance contracting 
to oversight and renewal decision-making.  In 2005, the group has begun collaborating with three states to 
advance implementation of the principles. 
 
2. The State 
Beyond authorizers, charter schools are also accountable to the state in which they operate.  Each charter law 
spells out the parts of the state education and administrative code that apply to charter schools (or are 
waived).  Charter schools often work with and report to various divisions of the state department of 
education and sometimes undergo state compliance audits.  Charter schools are also required to administer 
state tests to students in applicable grade levels.  According to the U.S. Department of Education, even states 
that are not charter authorizers are often heavily involved in monitoring charter schools via a number of 
methods: student and parent surveys, review of progress toward charter goals, third-party evaluations, formal 
and informal site visits, fiscal audits, and reviews of school annual reports.  In 20 states, state audit 
organizations monitor the financial condition of charter schools.39 
 
3. The Federal Government 
Charter schools are also accountable to the federal government, particularly in terms of compliance with key 
federal laws and regulations (e.g., health, safety, and civil rights laws).  In addition, charter schools are subject 
to the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act.  In many way s ,  t he  a ccountabi l i ty  pro vis ions  o f  NCLB are 
base d on  t he  c ha rte r mode l :  no longer are schools free to continue operating without transparency about 
their academic performance and without sanctions for failure to meet academic standards.  Charter schools, 
though, are accountable both to the terms of their charter contract and to the “adequate yearly progress” 
(AYP) provisions of NCLB. 
 
There is an additional wrinkle.  Under NCLB, persistently low-performing schools may be converted to 
charter schools as an option for restructuring them.  Thus, “charter schools are both subject to state and 
federal accountability requirements and possible outgrowths of these efforts.”40  However, this may be more 
important in theory than practice, at least for now.  Of the 69 schools in Michigan that faced restructuring in 
2004, none of the districts chose to close the school and reopen it as a charter.41 
 
4. Other External Constituencies 
Charter schools are also accountable to several other external constituencies, including the following: 

 Donors.  Many foundations and philanthropists provide financial and other support to charter schools 
but also closely monitor the use of funds and progress according to mutually agreed upon goals.  (See 
chapter 6.) 

 Local community.  Like other schools, charter schools operate within the context of a community and 
its local ordinances, priorities, needs, and concerns.  Often, mayors, town councils, and community 
groups make their voice known about educational issues and serve to keep local schools in check.  

 The media.  In many places, charter schools undergo a great deal of scrutiny from the press, with 
front-page stories, editorials, school profiles, and more.   

 Researchers.  Charter schools are one of the most heavily studied topics in education in the past 
decade.  By reporting data about charter schools, the research community helps to inform the public 
about successes, failures, concerns, and unknowns.   
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Issues for Further Study 
 How should charter school authorizers be evaluated? 
 What interventions are authorizers using short of school closures to keep schools on track, and with 

what frequency and effect? 
 We need more and better information about charter closures (rates, reasons, types, etc.). 
 Is there a relationship between charter closure rates and academic performance of charter schools 

across states? 
 New models of accountability are emerging.42  How can they be effectively evaluated and replicated if 

found to be successful? 
 What is the impact of multi-dimensional accountability on charter school performance?  Are the 

layers of accountability for the most part complementary or contradictory? 
 What can we learn about the effects of quality charter school governance on accountability?  What 

percentage of charter governing boards are operating with best practices in effective and accountable 
governance (e.g., board training, clear bylaws, self-evaluations, turnover rates)? 
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4. The Impact of Charter Schools 
 

“The real promise of the charter movement is the creation of a critical mass of schools that 
are not only capable of having a direct impact on overall levels of student achievement, but 
that are also capable of stimulating broad structural change in traditional school districts.  In 
other words, what is required is scale and excellence.” 
 -- Jim Peyser, Massachusetts State Board of Education1 

 

 
 
Now that charter schools have been around for over a decade, it is fair to ask what impact they are having.  
One way to begin such an assessment is to look at their market share in various jurisdictions. 
 
Market Share 
About one million students attend public charter schools nationwide.2  This is about 2 percent of all the K-12 
students in the country.  By contrast, there are about 6.2 million private school students nationwide, 
representing about 11 percent of all K-12 students.  The exhibit below shows charter student market share 
nationally and in several leading states and cities. 
 
Exhibit 4-1. Jurisdictions with Large Charter School Market Share, 2004-05 

Jurisdiction Market 
Share 

(Students) 

Notes 

All 50 States 2% Note that there are no charter laws in 10 states and that several states with 
charter laws have no operating charter schools.3 

Arizona 8% 82,000 students in 495 public charter schools—compared to about 20,000 
home school students, 45,000 private school students, and 930,000 district 
students in 2004-05.  Arizona’ s  c ha rte r se c to r i s  nea rl y  twice  as  bi g as  
i t s  pr ivate  s c hoo l  se c tor.   Abou t on e ou t o f  e ve ry  f ou r publ i c  s c hoo l s  in  
the  s t ate  i s  a c ha rt er .4 

Michigan 4.6% 82,855 students in 216 public charter schools.5 
Delaware 4.5% Over 5,000 public charter school students. 
Colorado 3% Over 25,000 public charter school students. 
Wisconsin 3% Over 26,000 public charter school students. 
California 3% 180,000 students in 510 charter schools—with over 300 schools serving 

predominantly minority and low-income students. Most of the charter 
growth is in big cities.  38% of  Cal i f o rn ia’ s  s tuden ts  a r e  en ro l l ed in a 
dis t ri c t  w it h a t  l ea s t  o ne c har te r s c hoo l ;  49% of district schools had 
students in the local area who attend charters.6 

Ohio 3% 60,000 students in public charter schools.7  
Florida 3% 83,159 charter students, with enrollment increasing 20-30% annually.8 
Minnesota 2.2% 17,554 students in 104 charter schools, with 33 more schools eligible to 
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open as early as fall 2005.9 
Texas 2% More than 80,000 students in 235 public charter schools at 316 sites.10 
Dayton, OH 26% 6,000 students—one out o f  eve ry  f o ur  in  t he  dis tr i c t— in public charter 

schools.11 
Kansas City 24% 6,667 students in public charter schools.12 
District of 
Columbia 

20% 16,000 students in 42 charters operating on 52 campuses, with 10 new 
charters to open in fall 2005.13 

Minneapolis & 
St. Paul 

11% 60 public charter schools.  About 10% of Minnesota districts—enrolling 
about 30% of the state’s students—have granted charters.14 

Detroit, 
Lansing, & 
Grand Rapids 

>10% With many Detroit students attending suburban charters, about 20% of  
the  c i ty ’ s  c hi l dr en ar e  en ro l l ed  i n publ i c  c ha rt er s c hoo l s . 15 

 
Despite impressive market share in some states and jurisdictions, charter schools are a speck on the landscape 
nationally, but a growing body of evidence suggests that they are exerting an impact on the larger public 
education system that is disproportionate to their numbers. 
 
Ripple Effects 
A U.S. Department of Education study found that every district in the study “changed the way it conducted 
its business and/or operations in response to charter schools.  In 90 p erc ent  o f  t he  dis tr i c t s ,  l ead er s  
indi cat ed t hey  made c hanges  in mul t ip l e  ar eas  o f  t he i r dis t ri c t ’ s  o perat i ons in res pon se  to  c ha rte r 
s choo l s . ”   See the exhibit below. 
 
Exhibit 4-2. Districts Reporting Changes in Operations due to Charter Schools, by Area (N=49)16 
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Sixty-one percent of the districts said they made changes in their educational offerings in response to charter 
schools, and about half (49 percent) implemented at least one new educational program in district public 
schools in response to charter competition.  Factors affecting the nature and extent of charter school impacts 
on districts included district size, enrollment trend (increasing, stable, declining), whether the charters were 
authorized by the district or an outside entity, and whether district leaders viewed charters as a challenge or 
opportunity.17   
 
Another national study reported the following in 1999: 

 Almost half (48 percent) of the districts experienced either strong (20 percent) or moderate (28 
percent) impact from charter schools, and slightly more than half (52 percent) experienced either no 
impact (36 percent) or mild impact (16 percent).  Thus, “most o f  t he  dis t ri c t s  di d no t  s how s i gns o f  
s tro ng ma te rial  impac t  f r om the a r ri val  o f  c ha rte r s cho o l s  in t he i r a re a…. Typically, school 
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districts had not responded with swift, dramatic improvements…. The majority of districts had gone 
about business-as-usual and responded to charters slowly and in small ways.” 

 Districts’ responses to charter schools evolve over time and are affected by numerous factors, 
including how district and school leaders perceive charter schools, the “overall ecology of choice in 
the district,” student performance, district enrollment trends, and whether charter schools have a 
critical mass, with significant media attention and community awareness.  

 About a quarte r (24 pe rcen t)  o f  t he  dis t ri c t s  had “res pond ed ene rg e t i c al l y  to  t he  adven t o f  
char ter s  and s i gni f i cant l y  al te red t he i r e ducat io nal  p ro grams. ”   Several districts changed their 
educational offerings, including opening themed schools, creating “add-on” programs (after-school 
or all-day kindergarten), and offering more activities or resources. 

 Chartering “may have contributed to statewide reform efforts that have no formal connection to 
charters” such as a site-based initiative in Minnesota, changes in school financing and teacher 
certification regulations in Arizona, and changing school accountability and reconstitution systems in 
other states.18 

 
Yet not every study finds robust effects of charter competition. It's far from clear, for example, that the 
presence of charter schools has altered what happens inside other public schools – even if their districts 
modify governance or do more marketing. According to a Rand study of California charter schools (2003), 
“conventional public schools have not felt much of a competitive effect from charter schools and have not 
changed their operational practices significantly.”  Only 11.6 percent reported that they changed instructional 
practices in response to charters.19 
 

The impact  o f  c ha rte ri ng  is  g rea t l y  af f e c t ed  by—and o f ten dramatic al l y  i nhib i te d by—
the  wi l l i ngness  and abi l i ty  o f  s c hoo l  d is t ri c t s  to  c hange .  

 
Case studies of charter school impact in five mid-sized urban districts revealed a wide range of district 
responses to charter schools, from negative (e.g., hostility, resistance) to neutral (e.g., irrelevance) to 
supportive (e.g., adaptation, embrace).  In many cases, the states or districts had mechanisms that shielded 
districts and schools from the financial impact of charters—and districts often dispersed the fiscal impact of 
charters across a range of schools.  The researchers found that district leadership and principals’ operational 
autonomy are key variables in the competitive response to charters and that, as the level of pressure increased 
from more charters, principals introduced more innovative programs and spent more time increasing the 
efficiency of their schools.  However, “classroom teachers have neither the time nor resources to undertake 
significant changes on their own in response to competition.”  The conclusion: “All in all, t he  e f f e c t  o f  
compe t i t ion f rom  cha rte r s c hoo l s  o n t he  ex is t in g t radit ional  s c hoo l  sys tem  has ye t  to  b e  c l e arl y  
demonst rat ed .”20 
 
(It should be noted that there is lively debate within the charter community as to whether this should even be 
a central goal of the movement. While some hold that the purpose of charters is to provide competition that 
forces districts to change, others see charter schools as another option for parents frustrated with the quality 
of neighborhood schools – and say that fixing the surrounding district is not the responsibility of the charter 
schools.) 
 

Competitive Response 
 Arizona:  Five regions in the state provided improved services, started marketing 

themselves, offered programs similar to popular charter schools, and conducted staff 
training on customer service.  After charter schools expanded dramatically in Mesa, the 
district opened a back-to-basics school, began a new enrichment program, started 
advertising for students, and offered an all-day kindergarten after local charters did.21 

 Cal i f o rnia:  The Los Angeles Unified School District partnered with the CHIME charter 
school in an attempt to replicate district-wide their successful model for working with 
learning disabled students.22 
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 Minneso t a:  Citing growing competition from charters, St. Paul added a language and 
culture program to an elementary school.  Minneapolis began offering more K-8 schools, 
citing positive response from parents to charters.  Forest Lake School District opened a 
Montessori school after parents proposed a Montessori charter school.23 

 Ohio :  After opposing charter schools for years, Akron School District opened a virtual 
charter school as a competitive response to other virtual schools that were attracting 
Akron’s students.24 

 
 
Tipping Point 
 
Is there a “tipping point” at which large and significant systemic change can be observed due to the presence 
of charter schools?  Some charter watchers suggest that at least 10 percent market share is required to induce 
district school systems to make significant changes.25   
 

“The goal of charter reforms is not creating good charter schools in the midst of mediocre 
public schools.  The goal is boosting the performance of all schools by fostering 
competition and innovation.” 
 --Caroline M. Hoxby, Professor of Economics, Harvard University26 

 
A Massachusetts study found that those districts that lost the most students (5 to 6 percent) made the most 
changes as a competitive response and that generally it took a loss of only 2 to 3 percent to make a district 
take notice and induce significant innovation.27  In Arizona and Michigan, a study concluded that even a 
modest amount of competition (e.g., the threat of losing 6 percent of their students) induces public schools to 
raise their productivity by a statistically significant amount, and that greater competition from charters raises 
productivity even more.28  Clearly, more research is needed to understand these dynamics. 
 
Effects on the Education Sector—and Beyond 
With 3,400 public charter schools serving about a million schoolchildren and charter laws in four out of five 
states, the effects of chartering on the education sector have been palpable.  That is one reason Minnesota’s 
charter law was recognized with a prestigious Innovations in American Government Award from Harvard 
University.  Others have observed that the basic framework of the No Child Left Behind Act, which many 
have called the most influential education law in decades, is in large measure informed by the charter model. 
 
There are also signs that chartering is having impacts beyond the realm of K-12 education.  Recent changes in 
Colorado’s higher education system were modeled directly after the chartering model, with waivers of more 
than 50 regulations in exchange for negotiated performance contracts with each public college and university.  
There is also a similar proposal making the rounds in Virginia.29 
 
Recently, a focus on chartering schools has become a central plank in the urban renewal strategies of several 
big-city mayors, including those in Washington, D.C., Indianapolis, Chicago, and New York City.  In D.C., 
charter schools are a key element of the mayor’s goal of attracting 100,000 new residents to the city over the 
next decade.  In New York, a new charter school labor agreement and accountability requirements are 
influencing district-wide labor negotiations and accountability requirements for all city schools.  In some 
places (e.g., Washington, D.C.; Lawrence, Massachusetts; Newark; the Bronx; etc.), chartering has been an 
effective tool for community economic development by slowing or reversing family flight to the suburbs as 
neighborhood schools improve and as charters refurbish dilapidated inner-city buildings.30 
 
Clearly, chartering has prompted all sorts of responses, but has the influence of chartering schools reached 
the core practices of public education? That is hard to say, but i f  t he  goal  i s  to  see  c ha rte r -l ike de l i ver y  o f  
publ i c  e ducat io n  (that is, each school with a clear mission, held accountable for explicit performance goals, 
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with most decisions residing at the school site, and failure resulting in revocation of the operator's license), 
then we  a re  f ar  f rom that P rom ise d Land in most  pla c es .31 
 
 

“Charter leaders are often asked to document the ripple effects of their work.  But it is hard 
to have ripples when the lake is frozen.” 

--Progressive Policy Institute, 2003 report32 
 
 
Issues for Further Study 

 What are the conditions under which schools and districts will change in response to charter schools? 
 What levels of charter school market share constitute a tipping point for large systemic changes? 
 Are charter schools having an effect on instructional practices in district public schools? 
 What chartering policies are most conducive to facilitating positive and meaningful charter school 

impacts? 
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5. The Politics and Policies of Charter Schooling 
 

“In looking at the transformations being wrought by charter schools, one is reminded of 
Ginger Rogers’ comment about her dancing skills—that she had to do everything Fred 
Astaire did but backwards and on high heels.” 

--Progressive Policy Institute report, 20031 
 

 
 
Despite strong bipartisan support at the federal level since their inception in 1991, charter schools have 
encountered choppier waters at the local and state levels.  As the movement has grown, opposition from 
traditional groups has too.2  Today’s charter school growth comes despite inadequate funding, statewide caps, 
and legal challenges. 
 
Degree of Deregulation 
The theory of chartering schools is to free them up from burdensome rules and regulations in exchange for 
accountability for results.  How does that work in practice?  How f ree  a re  c har te r s c hoo l s  f rom the  
requi rements  appl i c abl e  to  dis t ri c t  publ i c  s c hoo l s?   I t  va ries  by  ju ris dic t io n,  but t he  s ho rt  answ er is  
th is :  no t  nea rl y  as  much a s is  commonly  assumed.   In many states, charter proponents were forced to 
make significant political compromises in order to get charter school laws passed, often having to do with 
caps, autonomy, and waivers.  The result is that no charter law is perfect, while many are problematic at best. 
 
According to the U.S. Department of Education, few differences exist between reporting requirements for 
charter schools and those for district public schools: “Charter schools are now held to the same requirements 
as other public schools in addition to measurable goals in the charter document.”3   
 
Observers in Arizona have noted that public charter schools have to complete 87 repo rts  f o r 11 di f f e ren t  
agenc ie s—an average of about one report every other day during the school year.4  In 2003 the Ohio 
Legislative Service Commission outlined the 63 requi rement s  f rom which Ohio  c ha rte r s choo l s  a re  
spec i f i ca l l y  no t  exemp t,  from precise specifications for how the national flag will be displayed to the state 
collective bargaining law.5  According to a Rand study of California charters, “charter schools vary greatly 
with respect to their degrees of control,” though they generally have more autonomy than district public 
schools.  “The degree of autonomy granted to charter schools is negotiated on an individual basis.”6 
 
While  c har ter  s c hoo l s  wer e  i ntended to  be  au tonomous,  ove r 40 p er cent  r epo rt  that t hey  don’ t  hav e fu l l  
autho ri ty  ov er  cu r ri c ulum and s cho o l  cal e ndar,  ove r 30 pe rce nt  don’ t  have fu l l  autho ri ty  o ve r as sessmen t 
and  di s c i p l ine  po l i c i e s  and o the r budg eta ry  expens es  ( no t  i nc ludin g sala rie s  and ben e f i t s ) ,  and o ve r 20 
per cent  don’ t  have f u l l  author i ty  o ve r s taf f  and  purcha s in g.   See below. 
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Exhibit 5-1. Charter Schools Reporting Not Having Full Authority in Key Areas, 2001-027 
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 “The charter law was a breath of fresh air.  And when you open the window, some flies will 
fly in.  It seems they’ve been trying to legislate the flies out of existence…. but in doing so, 
they’ve created an almost overwhelming burden of reporting and paperwork, especially for 
the ‘mom and pop’ charters.” 

--Don Shalvey, Aspire Schools8 
 
The degree of deregulation is largely determined by each state charter law, in particular its waiver provisions.  
Today, we estimate that 22 state charter laws (52 percent) provide for some form of blanket or automatic 
waiver of most applicable regulations, six laws (14 percent) provide for a partial waiver, and 14 laws (33 
percent) provide for a discretionary waiver via the application or some other process.9 
 
Exhibit 5-2. Treatment of Waivers in Charter School Laws 
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According to a 2005 study, nearly all of the 39 states surveyed reported releasing charter schools from some 
public school requirements but only  s ix s t ate s  r e l eas ed char ter s  f rom almost  al l  t radi t ional  publ i c  s c hoo l  
requi rements . 10  According to the U.S. Department of Education, “Fewer  t han hal f  o f  a l l  c har ter  s c hoo l s  
were  re po rted  to  be  e l ig ib l e  to  d epa rt  f rom the  laws  and r egulat ions t hat  apply  t o  noncha rte r publ i c  
s choo l s . ” 11 
 
Charter Caps 
Today, we e s t imat e  t hat  27 s tat es  have some  form o f  c ap on c ha rte r s c hoo l s .12  A number of states have 
raised or eliminated their caps since their passage (e.g., Arizona, California, Connecticut, Minnesota, 
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Louisiana, Massachusetts).13  Meanwhile, other jurisdictions are considering new caps, including Ohio and the 
District of Columbia.  In other states (e.g., Michigan, North Carolina, and Texas), charter schools are 
wrestling in some fashion with or approaching the statutory cap. 
 
Funding Levels 
Many  s t ate  c ha rte r laws pro vi de  s igni f i c ant l y  l e ss  t han  ful l  fundin g to  publ i c  c ha rt er  s c hoo l s .   Others 
place restrictions on the use of funding by charters, make funding unpredictable, delay payments to charter 
schools, leave it to districts to determine how much they will pay their (competitor) charter schools, prevent 
local tax revenues from flowing to charter schools, force charters to pay for facilities out of their operational 
budget, and/or make charter schools dependent on specific appropriations by the legislature each year.14  
 
According to a national survey in 2002-03, public charter schools reported receiving $5,688 per pupil in 
operating dollars, on average.  According to the Common Core of Data (CCD), district public schools receive 
$8,529, on average.  That is a difference of $2,841, or 33 percent less for charters.  A separate study of 17 
states conducted by the Legislative Office of Educational Oversight in Ohio found that per-pupil operating 
funding for charter schools is about 9 percent less than that for district public schools.  However, since about 
16 percent of charters’ annual budget is spent on capital (facilities) expenses (normally handled off-budget in 
district schools), the percentage of operating dollars available for instruction is further reduced.15  Clearly, 
more research is needed in this area. 
 

Funding Discrepancies 
 Arizona:  On average, charter schools expended $5,123 per pupil in fiscal 2003, versus an 

average range of $5,809 to $6,827 for districts, a funding discrepancy of 13 to 33 
percent.16 

 Cal i f o rnia:   Charters have a nine-month gap between when they enroll new students and 
when they receive money for them.  Los Angeles provides $13,267 per district student 
(including facility construction costs) vs. $4,900 for charter students.17  (In other words, 
for every district public school funded, the district could fund 2.7 charter students.)  San 
Diego charter schools receive 25 to 34 percent fewer per-pupil dollars than district public 
schools. 

 Hawaii :  This year, the U.S. Department of Education opened an investigation into the 
withholding of $1.7 million in federal special education funding from Hawaiian charter 
schools by state officials.18 

 Maryland:  While Baltimore’s public schools are funded at about $8,650 per pupil, the 
district has proposed $4,764 per student (or 55 percent) for charter schools, with the 
remaining amount ($3,886) kept for services that each charter would have access to 
whether it wants them or not.19 

 Michi gan:  Charter schools operate with an average $1,036 less per student than district 
public schools.20 

 New Je rsey :  Charter schools receive 90 percent of what districts spend per student, or 90 
percent of a state-designated minimum—whichever is less.21 

 New York:  On average, New York City charter schools receive $8,452 per student versus 
$9,057 for district public schools; charter schools must use their operating dollars for 
facilities.22 

 Ohio :  Charter schools receive far fewer funds than district schools because they only 
receive a portion of the state funding allotted, no local funding, and no capital funding.  
Considering operating funds alone, charter schools educate students for $2,400 less per 
pupil, on average.  According to a 2004 study of ten Dayton charter schools, average per-
pupil funding was $7,510 vs. $10,802 for district public schools ($11,702 with capital 
funds).  Altogether, Dayton district school funding is 56 percent higher.23 

 



 31 

Lawsuits 
Some charter opponents, often frustrated by charter successes in state legislatures, have taken their battles to 
the courts.  The Center for Education Reform estimates that there have been over a hundred legal battles 
against charter schools in lower courts and that there were major legal battles in 11 states between 1996 and 
2005, several of which are still being litigated.24 
 
 
Issues for Further Study 

 How has the quality of charter laws changed over time? 
 How are caps affecting charter school growth rates? 
 Is there a correlation between charter funding levels in a state and the number of charter schools 

operating there? 
 How do state charter laws affect not only growth but also performance of charter schools? 
 Would states allow greater autonomy if they were persuaded of the performance and accountability 

of the charter sector? 
 How can the promise of “dollars following students” to charter schools be realized when districts 

view this transaction simply as a net loss to their budgets? 
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6. The State of Charter School Support 
 

“Unlike traditional public schools, which depend on their local school district central offices 
for virtually everything—funding, staff, facilities, teacher training, equipment, supplies, 
building repairs, janitorial service—charter schools must obtain many essential goods and 
services for themselves…. These voluntary relationships create mutual benefit and 
dependency between charter schools and many other entities that heretofore played little or 
no role in public education…. In their strongest forms, they can have a powerful effect on a 
school’s priorities and actions.” 

--National Charter School Accountability Study, 20011 
 
Much has been accomplished in the charter movement since its inception: 40 states have passed charter 
school laws, 3,400 schools have opened serving about a million children, thousands of buildings have been 
located and financed, tens of thousands of administrators and teachers have been hired and trained, about 
600 authorizers have sponsored schools, hundreds of schools have been closed, a billion dollars in federal 
funding has been allocated by Congress, about 70 charter school support organizations have opened their 
doors, thousands of children have graduated, and much more.  How did all of this happen? 
 
With lots of help.  The charter sector has spawned an entire industry of support organizations, from charter 
management organizations to resource centers and lenders.  We do not attempt to quantify that large and 
expanding universe here, but we do highlight a few telling data points.  While  t he  l eve l  o f  suppo rt  has been 
robust  in some  a reas ,  i t  i s  porous and sc ar ce  i n many o the rs  when  juxtapos ed against  t he  e normous  
chal l en ges  and  ne eds ,  with too many charter schools bootstrapping their way through start-up or sometimes 
even shutting their doors for lack of resources.    
 
Multiplicity of Challenges 
Charte r op erato rs  fa ce  a mul t i p l i c i ty  o f  chal l en ges  in l aunch in g and  runnin g t he i r s c hoo l s .   The start of 
each new school entails a thousand-odd tasks from academics to transportation to food service.  Many 
charter school administrators thus seek support in numerous areas: start-up funding, facilities financing, 
special education, data management, payroll, purchasing, health and social services, bookkeeping, state testing, 
and more.  Large percentages of charter schools struggle to overcome opposition from or other challenges 
associated with local school boards, the state department of education, local unions or bargaining units, or 
federal and state regulations.2  We now know much more about what it takes to launch and successfully 
operate a high-performing school, but we don’t yet know how much help charter leaders get with strategic 
planning, leadership development and training, systems and operations, etc. 
 
Support Organizations  
Today, we estimate that t her e  a re  about 70 nat ional  and s t ate  c ha rte r s cho o l  suppo rt  o r ganiza t ion s of 
many shapes and sizes, including: resource, technical assistance, development, service, and information 
centers; associations; networks; leagues; consortia; coalitions; projects; alliances; councils; and clearinghouses.  
By our count, there are 34 state charter school associations (and their variants), 20 charter school resource 
centers (and their variants), and ten other state organizations supporting charter schools in some fashion, plus 
at least six major national charter groups.  (Note that several of these organizations play multiple roles.)  
These groups can be found in 38 states (plus D.C.), with 15 states having both some sort of association and 
some sort of resource/technical assistance center.  One state alone has five charter support organizations.3 
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Exhibit 6-1. Types of Charter Support Organizations 
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Currently, there is no simple way to judge the effectiveness of these organizations, and there are no systematic 
data on their years in operation, staff size, budgets, or ratio of staff to schools supported.4  By our count, 31 
of these organizations have an extensive web site and 21 have no web site or presence at all.  We do know, 
though, that many o f  t he se  o perat io ns ar e  s ho rt -s t af f ed (o f t en w it h pa rt -t ime o r vo luntee r he l p)  and 
unde r -funded.    
 
Is there a correlation between support organizations and the number of charters in a state?  That’s difficult to 
say, but the five states with the most charter schools have both charter associations and resource centers.  
The 15 states that have both an association and a resource center have nearly three-quarters (74 percent) of 
the nation’s charter schools, though they only comprise just over a third of charter school states.  Still, it is 
impossible to determine whether the growth was a cause or effect of the organizations.  Fourteen years into 
the charter movement, some charter watchers have observed a “changing of the guard” among charter 
leaders or organizations in some states.  Thus, su ccess ion  may  be a l ooming chal l en ge .   The re  are  many 
inf luen t ial  l eader s  who have  con tr ibuted  much to  t he  movemen t i n t he ir  s ta tes ,  but  what  wi l l  happ en 
when t hey  r e t i re  o r mov e on  to  o t her  f i e lds ?  
 
Technical Assistance 
In many states charter schools also receive lots of help from state education agencies (some with newly 
created charter school divisions) or regional education service centers.  A 2002 U.S. Department of Education 
study found that 87 percent of charter schools receive technical assistance from their state education agency 
or its web site and 59 percent receive technical assistance from a county or regional education agency.  Other 
sources of technical assistance included charter school networks, community members, other charter schools, 
colleges and universities, private businesses, and the U.S. Department of Education.  Many states also provide 
training, technical assistance, and/or other support to charter school authorizers.5  
 
According to the U.S. Department of Education, “State charter school offices have responsibilities relating to 
the development, operation, and monitoring of charter schools [from providing policy clarification, to 
overseeing the charter application process, to providing technical assistance and monitoring student 
performance] but most states have limited staff to perform these functions.”  In 2001-02, state charter school 
offices (usually housed at the state education agency) had on average three full-time equivalent (FTE) 
professional and administrative staff members dedicated to charter work, although the most common (modal) 
response was to have one FTE.  Arizona had 287 charter schools but only two FTEs dedicated to charter 
work, and Wisconsin had 108 charter schools but only 1.85 FTEs.6   
 
When asked about their sources of technical assistance, the highest percentage of schools indicated the state 
education agency, followed by the charter authorizers (most likely because the vast majority of authorizers are 
local school districts)—with a charter school network or information center the third highest response.  So, a 
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great deal of technical assistance is provided by school districts (in their dual role as authorizer and LEA), yet 
it’s not clear how much of this is directed by the schools themselves.  According to a 2003 Rand study, large 
percentages of California charter schools report receiving administrative services—and in some cases all of 
their technical assistance—from school districts.7 
 
Federal Assistance 
Given the significant funding discount between charter and district public schools (see chapter 5), many 
charter schools actively seek outside financial assistance.  According to the U.S. Government Accountability 
Office (2005), Congress has appropriated over $1 billion of federal funding since 1995 to encourage new and 
expanding charter schools, and charter schools receive payments from 18 federal grant programs, most 
notably Title I and special education grants.8  Major programs this year include the Charter Schools Grants 
program ($218.7 million), State Charter School Facilities Incentives Grants ($200-$300 million), and the 
Credit Enhancement for Charter School Facilities program ($37 million).9  These programs fund a wide array 
of projects and resources, from professional development and technology to curricular and instructional 
materials. 
 
Philanthropic Help 

“Philanthropies played a vital role in the early years of the charter movement, and they are 
even more vital now.” 

--The Philanthropy Roundtable10 
 
There are also many private sources of funding and support for charter schools, including many high-profile 
organizations such as the Gates Family, Walton Family, Annie E. Casey, Pisces, Thomas B. Fordham, and 
Challenge Foundations.  Often, these foundations have a big impact on the charter sector in certain places 
(e.g., New York City and Dayton, Ohio).  Between 1997 and 2003, the Walton Family Foundation awarded 
over $43 million to charter schools for planning, start-up, and continuing support.11  The NewSchools 
Venture Fund in California has created an Accelerator Fund, with $30 million focused on developing key 
infrastructure necessary to grow the supply of high-quality charter schools nationwide.12  According to the 
U.S. Department of Education, 84 percent of states reported that private donors served as sources of start-up 
funds for charter schools, with many providing ongoing financial or in-kind assistance as well.13 
 
Sti l l ,  many c ha rt er  s c hoo l s  s tru ggl e  wit h l ack o f  adequate  o pe rat in g funding,  l ack o f  any capit al  
funding  at  al l ,  smal l  s taf f  s i z e ,  and l ack o f  t e c hno lo gy  and sys tems  such as student information systems 
and data warehousing systems.  By one count, even large gifts to charter schools have added up to little more 
than “a drop in the bucket compared to the financing needed,” estimated to be around $400 to $500 million 
per year.14 
 
Parents 
Many charter schools also make extensive use of parent volunteers.  According to the U.S. Department of 
Education, “Charte r s cho o l s  a re  mo re l ike l y  t han  t radi t ional  publ i c  s c hoo l s  to  have h igh l e ve l s  o f  
pa rental  i nvo l vement  in  t he  ar eas o f  budget  dec is ion s ,  gove rnan ce ,  i ns t ruc t io nal  i s sue s ,  parent edu cat ion 
workshops ,  and vo lun tee rin g. ” 15  Parents often serve on charter school governing boards, and some charter 
schools ask parents to sign contracts indicating their commitment to their children’s academic success. 
 
Governing Boards 
We should not overlook the importance of charter school governing boards.  Though these boards are the 
part of the school (technically, they are the legal entity), they are distinct from the school staff and often 
provide support (e.g., fundraising activity or pro bono legal work) that is invaluable to bootstrapping charters 
in their start-up years, not to mention holding the school leaders accountable for their performance in 
running the school. 
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Partnerships 
“Some traditional public schools have experimented with partnerships, but charter schools 
have been particularly apt to do so…. Exemptions from many district and state regulations 
enable charter schools to seek partnerships more readily than traditional schools can.” 

--Priscilla Wohlstetter and Joanna Smith, Center on Educational Governance16 
 
The charter sector is bustling with activity among donors, lenders, contractors, associations, and more. Here 
are a few examples of organizational partnerships with charter schools: 

 Student-teachers from the University of San Francisco’s Oakland campus provided a charter school’s 
students with individualized attention—also giving the student-teachers hands-on experience. 

 A Florida charter school partnered with a maritime museum for curriculum enrichment. 
 In Georgia, a charter high school partnered with a personal training studio run by a former 

professional football player to expand the sports program and give students work-study 
opportunities.17 

 The National Charter School Clearinghouse web site lists charter support organizations in over 40 
areas, from accounting, accreditation, administration, assessment, and audio-visual equipment to text 
books, training, tutoring, volunteering, and web design. 

 
So important are charter partnerships that many state charter laws actually address them.  All  bu t f ou r s tate s  
inc lude pro vis ions  re l ate d to  al l i ance s  i n t he ir c ha rte r laws;  10 state laws include provisions that require 
charter applicants to describe their intended partnerships; three charter laws specify that part of the purpose 
of the legislation is to encourage partnerships; and 13 charter laws permit charter schools to contract with any 
entity they wish for any services or resources.  (There are also restrictions on certain kinds of partnerships in 
some states.)  In addition, the states with established resource centers tend to have more partnerships.18 
 

“Partnerships hold promise for leveraging resources, enhancing the delivery of educational 
services and, ultimately, for improving student achievement.  State policymakers interested 
in leveraging resources across the nonprofit, for-profit, and public sectors may want to 
consider incorporating incentives for partnering into states charter school laws and offering 
support to charter school resource centers that can assist charter schools in partnering with 
other organizations.” 

--Education Commission of the States, 200419 
 
Education Service Providers 
Many charter schools create or work with external entities to build capacity or obtain specialized services.  As 
seen in chapter 1, it is estimated that 10 to 14 percent of charter schools contract with educational 
management organizations (EMOs) for services.  These EMOs provide expertise with hiring, budgeting, 
forecasting, sourcing, negotiating, and other common business functions.  Other charter schools choose to 
work with nonprofit organizations, including charter management organizations (CMOs) and charter 
networks.  According to the U.S. Department of Education “the data  su gges t  t hat  t he  ro l e  o f  nonp ro f i t s  
was co ns is ten t l y  mo re  comprehens ive  t han that o f  f o r -p ro f i t s…. The for-profit organizations generally were 
involved in the administrative and business side of school operations but less so in programmatic, personnel, 
or accountability issues and operations.”20 
 
Issues for Further Study 

 Data are sparse on the basics of charter support organizations (e.g., staff size, budget, funding source, 
staff: school ratio, etc.) and their effectiveness and impact. 

 Is the supply of charter school support adequate to meet the needs? 
 Are there certain areas of charter school support that are stronger than others (e.g., technical 

assistance, professional services, leadership development, IT support, lending, etc.)? 
 Is federal funding properly targeted to promote both growth and quality?  
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7. The State of Public Opinion on Charter Schools 
 

“How many cocktail parties have you attended where someone said ‘Um, so what exactly i s  
a charter school?  Isn’t it like, you know, a private school?’  That’s a problem.” 
 --Michael Goldstein, MATCH Public Charter School, Boston1 

 

 
 
Despi te  t he ir  impo rtance  in  educa t ion  c i rc l e s ,  most  peo pl e  in  Americ a don’ t  know what a c ha rt er  s c hoo l  
i s .   This, despite the fact that they’ve been around for well over a decade, that they are passionately debated 
in statehouses and schoolhouses nationwide, that they have spread to many other countries (e.g., Canada, the 
United Kingdom, Sweden, Australia, New Zealand, Argentina, Chile, Qatar, etc.), that they serve about a 
million students, that they have been supported by presidents of both parties for the past 12 years, and so on.  
Of course, the fact that they only have about 2 percent market share in American education and that they are 
difficult to define in simple sound bites works against them.   
 
2005 Survey of Public Opinion on Charter Schools 
Between March 29 and April 7, 2005, the Charter School Leadership Council (CSLC) commissioned a 
national survey of 803 registered voters asking their views on charter schools.2  Here is a summary of the 
results: 
 
7-1. How much do you know about charter schools—a great deal, quite a bit, only some, very little, or nothing at all? 
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 Only  12% of  r eg is te re d vo te rs  know  a g rea t  d eal  (4%)  or qui te  a b i t  (8%)  about c ha rte r 
s choo l s ,  versus 21% who know only some, 37% very little, 28% nothing at all, and 2% who don’t 
know or refused to answer.  Altog e t he r,  65% of  re gis te r ed vo te rs  know  v ery  l i t t l e  or  no th in g a t  
al l  about cha rte r s c hoo l s .  
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7-2. (Of those who knew at least something about charter schools): Do you think charter schools are: 
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 Of thos e  who re por t  know in g a t  l ea s t  someth in g about  cha rte r s c hoo l s ,  45% think (co rr e c t l y )  

that t hey  a re  publ i c  s c hoo l s ,  30% th ink ( inco r re c t l y )  t ha t t hey  a re  pr ivate  s c hoo l s ,  and  7% 
th ink (al so  i nco rr e c t l y )  t hat  t hey  a re  re l i g io us s c hoo l s ;  18% don’ t  know o r re fu sed  to  answ er.   
In o ther  wo rds ,  mo re  t han hal f  o f  reg is te re d vo te rs  report i ng  knowing  some thin g about c har te r 
s choo l s  had m isconcep t ion s abou t whethe r c ha rte r s cho o l s  wer e  publ i c  s c hoo l s  or  di dn’ t  know.  

 
 
7-3. From what you know or have heard, do you favor or oppose charter schools, or aren’t you sure? 
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 Asked straightaway (before hearing the definition of charter schools), 37% of  re gis te red  vo t ers  fa vor  

char ter  s c hoo l s ,  17% oppo se  t hem,  and  46% don’ t  know (or  r e fuse d to  an swe r) .   Twi ce  as  many  
reg is te re d vo te rs  f avo r c har te r s c hoo l s  as  oppose  t hem.  

 
 
7-4. (After hearing the definition of charter schools),3 would you favor or oppose your state legislature passing laws expanding 
charter schools so more schoolchildren in your state could enroll in them?  
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 Afte r hea rin g t he  de f i ni t ion o f  c ha rte r s c hoo l s ,  tw ice  a s  many re gis t ere d vo te rs  re por t  fa vo rin g 
char ter  s c hoo l s  (60%) ver sus  oppos in g t hem (30%).  

 
 
7-5. Those Favoring or Opposing Charter Schools Before and After Hearing Their Definition 
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 Afte r hea rin g t he  de f i ni t ion o f  c ha rte r s c hoo l s ,  t hose  r epor t in g that t hey  f avo r t hem inc re ased  by  

23 po int s  ( f rom 37% to  60%);  t hose  re por t in g t hat t hey  oppose  t hem inc re ased  by  13 po ints  
( f rom  17% to  30%);  and t hos e  repo rt in g t hat t he y  don’ t  know (or  r e fuse d to  an swe r)  dec reas ed 
36 po int s  f rom 46% to  10%.  

 
 
7-6. (If parent): How interested would you be in enrolling your children in a charter school? 
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 Of the registered voters who are parents with children under 18 living at home, 48% report (having 

heard the definition) interest in enrolling their children in a charter school (17% very interested, 31% 
somewhat interested), while 44% report lack of interest (17% not very interested, 27% not at all 
interested).  Two percent already have a child enrolled in a charter school, and 6% don’t 
know/refused to answer.  Thus,  hal f  o f  parents  a re  po t ent i al l y  in te res te d i n enro l l in g t he ir 
chi l dr en in a c har ter  s c hoo l  o r al r eady  have a c hi l d i n one .  

 
 

Previous Surveys 
A 1999 Public Agenda survey of 1,207 American citizens found that c ha rte r s c hoo l s  we re  a 
“my ste ry . ”  About  8 in 10 pa ren ts  (79 pe rcen t)  and member s  o f  t he  g ene ral  publ i c  (81  
per cent )  s aid  t hey  knew ve ry  l i t t l e  o r no thin g about c hart er  s c hoo l s .   As to be expected, 
the re  was  gene ral  c onfus ion about t he  d i f f e r ence  be tween a trad it io nal  publ i c  s c hoo l ,  a 
publ i c  c har ter  s c hoo l ,  and  a p rivate  s c hoo l .   However, the survey revealed that “the  mo re 
peopl e  l e a rn” about c har te rs ,  “the mo re t he y  l ike t he  i dea, ” so much so that over half (54 
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percent) of parents said they would either seriously consider sending their children to a charter 
school or definitely do so.4 
 
Another survey came to a similar conclusion from a different direction: in a national survey of 
over 100 charter school authorizers, when asked about their biggest challenges, all types of 
authorizers (local, university, state) indicated “public confusion about charters” in their top-
five list of challenges—with state authorizers indicating that was their top challenge.5 
 
Between 2000 and 2002, the Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll asked Americans whether they had 
heard or read about charter schools.  The percent saying yes went up from 49 percent in 2000 
to 56 percent in 2002, while the percent saying no went down from 50 to 43 percent (the 
percent answering “don’t know” remained constant at 1 percent).  When asked about whether 
they favor or oppose charter schools, those favoring increased from 42 percent in 2000 to 44 
percent in 2002, while those opposing decreased from 47 percent to 43 percent (with those 
who don’t know increasing from 11 to 13 percent).6 
 
State surveys have revealed the same problem.  According to a 2002 poll of registered 
California voters, about half (48 percent) of respondents either “know almost nothing” about 
charter schools or “have never heard of them.”7  However, a different (and somewhat 
encouraging) result was found in the state that first launched the charter movement in 1991: 
52 percent of Minnesotans in a 2003 survey expressed support for the state’s charter school 
law, with 21 percent opposed, and 75 percent indicated that families should have the right to 
select among various public schools.8 

 
 
7-7. Change Over Time: Percent of Registered Voters Reporting that They know Very Little or Nothing at All about Charter 
Schools, 1999 to 2005.9 
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 The p erc ent  o f  reg is te re d vo te rs  repo rt in g t hat they  know ve ry  l i t t l e  o r no thing  at  al l  abou t 

char ter  s c hoo l s  i s  down  16  pe rcenta ge  po ints  s in ce  1999,  though it is still high. 
 

“For the well-established concept of chartering public schools ever to become a full-fledged 
movement of major significance, there must be a widespread public belief in the need for 
more variety and more choice in the public education system.” 
 --Ron Wolk, Editorial Projects in Education10 

 
Issues for Further Study 

 How and why is public opinion about charter schooling changing over time? 
 Why are misconceptions about charter schooling so persistent? 
 What are the best ways to inform the public about charters and clarify or resolve the misconceptions? 
 What are the reasons that people favor or oppose charter schools?  
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Charter schools build on a decade of 
experimentation

Ten years later, what have we learned? 

By Marjorie Coeyman | Staff writer of The Christian Science Monitor 

NEW YORK - There could hardly have been a more glorious day for the Bronx 
Preparatory Charter School.

Despite numbing December temperatures, the school's chorus sang spiritedly as 
founder Kristin Kearns Jordan, shovel in hand, smiled for the TV cameras and then 
turned over a chunk of soil in an empty lot, making way for a new state-of-the-art home 
for her school.

This was not Bronx Prep's first moment in the limelight. Educators, parents, and state 
officials had already thrilled to the tale of the lively new charter school for low-income 
students that, within a year, had its young charges sporting crisp uniforms, playing 
violins in the school orchestra, and watching their math and reading scores fly upward.

But in some respects, the groundbreaking serves as a symbol for the charter-school 
movement as a whole. Having hit the 10-year mark in 2002, the movement is putting 
down roots and making plans to stay.

Across the country, a number of charters are outgrowing their original settings in 
church basements or storefronts and redefining themselves as established schools in 
more traditional school buildings.

For the moment, such clear-cut examples of forward motion remain the exception 
rather than the rule.

But despite a wide variety in charter schools' degrees of success, some experts say 
the changes they'll make to public education in the long run may be far more dramatic 
than can yet be imagined.

file:///C|/Documents%20and%20Settings/Administrator/Desktop/080905ExhB7.htm (1 of 6)8/4/2005 11:34:24 AM

http://www.csmonitor.com/cgi-bin/encryptmail.pl?ID=CDE1F2EAEFF2E9E5A0C3EFE5F9EDE1EE


Charter schools build on a decade of experimentation | csmonitor.com

Successes and failures 

The nation's first charter school - a public school that accepts greater freedom from 
bureaucracy in exchange for a promise to perform at or above local standards - 
opened its doors in Minnesota in 1992.

Since then, the movement has spawned some exciting success stories. Particularly in 
urban areas - where such stories were badly needed - high-profile charters moved into 
low-income neighborhoods and proved that they could take the same kids and, with 
less public money, produce better results.

In suburban and more affluent areas, some newly opened charters have made less of 
a dent in standardized test scores, but they have still achieved major gains in terms of 
parental satisfaction.

Yet, at the same time, the movement's failures have been making plenty of headlines 
of their own. Some schools have been poorly run, while others have been denounced 
as out-and-out frauds. There have been tales of charters that abruptly shut midterm 
after breaking every promise they had made.

Equally discouraging have been reports such as the one released this September by 
the Brookings Institution's Brown Center on American Education in Washington. A 
survey of 376 charter schools in 10 states looked at standardized test scores and 
found that the charters in four states were performing worse than the traditional public 
schools surrounding them. In the remaining six states, their performance was 
"indistinguishable" from the average.

The real truth, say some observers, is that as yet there are no absolute truths about 
the charter-school movement.

"I've been in tens of charters that have clear instructional intention, that communicate 
wonderfully with parents, and that have a real sense of what they're about," says Paul 
Hill, director of the Center on Reinventing Public Education at the University of 
Washington in Seattle. "And I've been in some that are absolutely clueless."

Some charter schools are conservative, back-to-basics academies, heavy on 
discipline, character education, and learning by drill. Others are arts- focused 
instructional centers designed to appeal to creative teens who prefer a potter's wheel 
to an algebra textbook. Still others adopt a theme curriculum, such as an Afrocentric 
blend of Swahili and drumming alongside spelling and multiplication.

Bronx Prep (which started off in 2000 in a church rectory) relies heavily on spending 
more time on academics and on raising expectations. Students there attend school 
from 7:15 a.m. to 5:15 p.m. 200 days a year, which means they receive 50 percent 
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more instructional time than children in traditional public schools in New York.

Bronx Prep students are held to high standards both in academics and behavior. And 
they are constantly reminded of the goal of admission to one of the country's top 
colleges.

Many of the faculty at Bronx Prep attended prestigious colleges themselves. The 
classes are named after these schools (one seventh-grade class, for instance, is 
known as MIT), and students take field trips to view college campuses.

But the vast majority of charter schools more closely mirror traditional public schools.

The key difference in these cases is that they enjoy more flexibility to adopt certain 
innovations, such as merit pay for teachers and better use of technology. Typically 
they can do more professional development and can more easily hire and fire staff.

The academic results these schools achieve range from the electrifying to the 
abysmal. Regulations vary greatly from state to state, making it difficult to take stock of 
the charter movement as a whole.

The movement began with a burst of energetic growth, with the number of charter 
schools jumping from zero to almost 3,000 in just 10 years. But growth appears to be 
slowing now, and many say the number is still hardly noticeable among the 92,000 
traditional public schools in the United States.

"There just aren't enough charter schools right now to make a difference," says Terry 
Moe, professor of political science and senior fellow at the Hoover Institution at 
Stanford University in California. Most districts that have them, he points out, have just 
one.

And yet, despite small numbers and wide swings in quality, other experts who follow 
charters say the contribution they are making to US education should not be 
overlooked.

What sets charters apart 

For one thing, charter schools and their hiring practices are benefiting the teaching 
profession, says Caroline Hoxby, an economics professor at Harvard University in 
Cambridge, Mass.

"A slightly different kind of person is being drawn to and staying in charter schools," 
Professor Hoxby says. Her research shows that charter schools are more likely than 
traditional public schools to hire teachers from selective colleges, and also more apt to 
attract teaching candidates with better-than-average academic records.
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In addition, charter-school teachers tend to work differently. A survey that Hoxby 
administered shows that charter-school instructors spend more hours on academics - 
tutoring, preparing lessons, grading homework - than their peers in regular public 
schools.

Charter schools also have more flexible pay scales. Traditional schools must adhere 
strictly to pay schedules that honor length of service. But a charter is free to simply 
offer more to the teachers it most wants to keep.

Kathy Christie, policy analyst for the Education Commission of the States in Denver, 
agrees that charters have had an effect on the relationship between teachers and 
schools. But perhaps even more dramatic, she says, has been their effect on the 
relationship between schools and the public they serve.

Public schools generally have not thought of themselves as required to provide much 
customer service to their clients. But charters must, and their willingness to do so is 
making a difference.

Even if the number of charters is still small, "at least they've planted that little seed of 
recognition that we do have to be cognizant of the customer," Ms. Christie says.

Competition changes the landscape 

In a few districts where charter schools have clustered, there have been signs that the 
surrounding schools have suddenly begun listening more to parental requests.

One Minnesota district opened a public Montessori grade school. Officials had long 
said that would be impossible, but they made it happen after a group proposed 
opening a charter school using the Montessori method.

In a Michigan district, the public elementary school trimmed the size of its classes and 
began offering Spanish, art, and computer science - all innovations parents had 
clamored for - when local charters began draining enrollment.

And a Connecticut district, also threatened by new charters, began writing to parents, 
asking for feedback on how to better meet their needs.

This new eagerness to please may be limited so far, but its potential to change the 
system in broader ways, says Christie, "is huge."

Perhaps the most positive contribution charters have made so far has been to offer up 
a handful of success stories that hint at what innovation can produce (See examples 
below).
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"We've proven schools can do it," says Ms. Jordan of Bronx Prep. Every time a charter 
school accepts students who lag behind the average academically, and then turns 
their performances around, that school "makes the case that the problem is not the 
kids," she says.

Such successes "boost morale [and] introduce hope," says Jack Jennings, director of 
the Center on Educational Policy in Washington.

Yet many perils still lie ahead for charter schools.

As they receive more scrutiny, overregulation may push them back into the same 
bureaucratic maze from which they were designed to be liberated.

There's also the question of scale. Their numbers need to grow more quickly if they're 
to have a larger impact.

But innovative schools are so difficult to start that they're unlikely to multiply with much 
speed. Charters that follow a more traditional model - usually conversions from regular 
public schools - grow faster, but are less likely to foster change in the system.

Money for facilities is not easy to come by. Some charters are eligible for federal start-
up grants, but few are able to survive without extensive fundraising. Bronx Prep, for 
instance, put together a multimillion-dollar package of grants and low-interest loans, 
but still falls $5.5 million short of what it needs to complete its new $18 million facility.

Can they go the distance? 

All such challenges are to be expected, Jordan says, as a movement this new 
struggles to find its place in a field not exactly noted for openness to change.

Of course the first decade was hard, she says, and the second decade will be 
challenging, too, although in different fashion.

"We've all been running the marathon; we've all been sprinting to reach certain 
milestones," she says of the charter-school movement as a whole. "Now we need to 
figure out how to sustain it as we go the distance."

• E-mail marjorie@csmonitor.com

A sample of successful charter schools 

Academy of the Pacific Rim 
Boston, Mass.
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A challenging curriculum that seeks to combine the best of Eastern education and 
tradition (discipline and character education) with the best of Western learning and 
culture (individualism and creativity). All students must study Mandarin Chinese and 
Tai Chi and read a play by Shakespeare every year. The school's test scores are 
among the highest in the Boston public schools.

New School for the Arts  
Tempe, Ariz. 

The combination of a college-preparatory curriculum with serious arts training. Despite 
the school's early days when it was squeezed into storefront space in a strip mall, NSA 
grads have gone on to some of the country's most prestigious arts schools, as well as 
Ivy League colleges.

Minnesota New Country School 
Henderson, Minn.

There are no courses. Learning is self-directed, with a heavy emphasis on 
communication, technology, and service learning. The Bill and Melinda Gates 
Foundation was so impressed by this school, its students, and its learning philosophy 
that it has offered a $4.5 million grant to help create 15 similar schools.

North Star Academy 
Newark, N.J.

A school with a challenging curriculum that incorporates an eclectic mix of educational 
philosophies. The school year lasts 11 months: In July, students attend school in the 
mornings, and teachers spend the afternoons sharpening their own skills. The school 
selects students randomly by lottery. On state tests, North Star students score twice 
the district average in language arts, and almost triple the average in math.
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NCLB and the

Charter School Model

-Accountability for Results

-Flexibility and Local Control

-Expanded Parental Options

-Doing What Works
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Opportunities for 
Charter Schools

-Providing options for parents (and thus building 
“capacity” for school districts)

-Creating new governance arrangements for 
schools in “corrective action”

-Informing all of public education about results-
based accountability
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Charter Schools

Program
www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/cspguidance03.doc

• The Public Charter Schools Program (PCSP) was first 
enacted in 1994, reauthorized in 1998 (The Charter School 
Expansion Act) and then again in 2001.

• The Charter School Program (CSP) is authorized under 
Title V, Part B, Subpart 1 (formerly Title X, Part C) of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), 
as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. 
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The purpose of the Charter 
Schools Program (CSP) is to:

To increase national 

understanding of the 

charter schools model and

to expand the number of

high quality charter schools

available to students across

the nation.
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Charter School Program 
Funding Levels

1995 $6,000,000

1996 $18,000,000

1997 $51,000,000

1998 $80,000,000

1999 $100,000,000

2000 $145,000,000

2001 $190,000,000

2002 $200,000,000

2003 $200,000,000



"Charter public 
schools are a 

critically important 
part of the education 

landscape in this 
country .  Thanks to 

charter schools, more 
parents have more 
choices than ever 
before, and these 

grants will help keep 
strong the charter 

school movement in 
the United States and, 
most important help, 

ensure that no child is 
left behind.” Secretary Rod Paige

http://www.nochildleftbehind.gov/
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Accountability for 
Charter Schools

Sec. 1111(a)(2)(K) Accountability for 
Charter Schools . – The accountability 
provisions under this Act shall be overseen 
for charter schools in accordance with 
State charter schools law.



9

Accountability

www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/charterguidance03.pdf

Conference Report (107-334)

Charter Schools are public schools and therefore subject to 
the same accountability requirements of this Act as they apply 
to other public schools, including Sections 1111 and 1116, as 
developed in each state.  However, there is no intent to 
replace or duplicate the role of authorized chartering 
agencies, as established under each state’s charter school 
law, in overseeing the Act’s accountability requirements for 
the charter schools that they authorize.
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Accountability

Conference Report (107-334) cont’

Authorized chartering agencies should be held accountable 
for carrying out their oversight responsibilities as determined 
by each state through its charter school law and other 
applicable state laws.  This should be done in ways that do 
not inhibit or discourage the approval or oversight of 
innovative, high quality charter schools.
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TITLE I
Empowering Parents

www.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/reportcardsguidance.doc

No Child Left Behind…empowers parents like never before 
by requiring LEAs to let parents know that they can ask for 
specific information about teacher qualifications:

State qualifications & licensing requirements;

Waivers issued for emergency or provisional status;

Educational background of teachers; and

Qualifications of paraprofessionals.
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Public School Choice
Title I section 1116(b)(E)

All students enrolled in Title 1 
schools identified for school 
improvement, corrective 
action, or the planning year of 
restructuring are eligible to 
transfer to another public 
school, including a public 
charter school, that is not in 
school improvement.

www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/schoolchoiceguid.doc
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Supplemental Services

Title I, section 1116(e)

•Additional academic instruction designed to increase the 
academic achievement of students in low-performing schools. 
These services may include academic assistance such as 
tutoring, remediation and other educational interventions.

•Non-profit entities, for-profit entities, local educational 
agencies, public schools, public charter schools, private 
schools, public or private institutions of higher education, and
faith-based organizations can serve as supplemental 
providers

www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/suppsvcsguid.doc
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Teacher Quality
Title II, section 2101

www.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/guidance.doc

•The new Title II, Part A program focuses on preparing, 
training, and recruiting high-quality teachers and principals.

•Teachers who teach the core academic subjects (English, 
reading/language arts, mathematics, science, foreign 
languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history, 
and geography) must meet the new requirements by the end 
of the 2005-2006 school year.
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Highly Qualified 
Teachers in All       
Public Schools

All public elementary and secondary school teachers who 
teach a core academic subject must be:

1. Licensed by the state; and

2. Hold at least a bachelor’s degree; and

3. Demonstrate competence in their subject area.
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Highly Qualified Teachers 
in Charter Schools

Teachers of core academic subjects in charter schools must meet the 
same requirements that apply to public school teachers, including holding 
a four-year college degree; and demonstrating competence in the subject
area in which they teach.

However, a teacher in a charter 

school does not have to be licensed 

or certified by the state if the state 

does not require such certification 

or licensure.
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Unsafe Schools Choice Option

Title IX, section 9532

This requires that students in unsafe 
situations be allowed to transfer to other 
safer, public schools.  Specifically, 
transfers must be allowed for two 
reasons: (1) when a school is 
determined to be “persistently 
dangerous” and (2) when a student 
becomes the victim of a violent crime at 
a school.

www.ed.gov/programs/dvpformula/guidance.doc

http://www.burtonsigns.com/signs/S2-8.html
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NCLB OnLine Resources
Office of Innovation 
and Improvement

www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/oii/index.html

The Office of Innovation and Improvement is a nimble, 
entrepreneurial arm of the U.S. Department of Education. It 

makes strategic investments in promising educational 
practices through grants to states, schools, and community 

organizations. It also leads the movement for greater 
parental options and information in education
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NCLB Online Resources

Office of Innovation and Improvement Portfolio of 
Innovation and Improvement Grants

Advanced Credentialing
Advanced Placement
Arts in Education
Charter Schools
Charter School Facilities
Close-Up Foundation
Dropout Prevention
Fund for the Imprv. of Education
Historic Whaling Partnerships
Magnet Schools
National Writing Project
Parent Information Centers

Reading Is Fundamental
Ready to Teach
Ready to Learn TV
School Leadership
Star Schools
Teaching American History
Technology Innovation Challenge 
Transition to Teaching
Troops to Teachers
Voluntary Public School Choice
Women's Educational Equity
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NCLB OnLine Resources

No Child Left Behind:  A Desktop Reference

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/nclbreference/index.html

NCLB OnLine Resources

Religion and Public Schools Guidance

Guidance on Constitutionally Protected Prayer in Public 
Elementary and Secondary Schools

www.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/religionandschools/prayer_guidance.html
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NCLB OnLine Resources

Access to High School Students and 
Information on Students Military Recruiters

Policy Guidance - Access to High School Students and Information 
on Students by Military Recruiters

www.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/fpco/hottopics/ht-10-09-02a.html

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program

www.ed.gov/programs/homeless/guidance.doc

NCLB OnLine Resources

Title VII-B of the McKinney-Veto Homeless 
Assistance Act
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NCLB OnLine Resources

PARAPROFESSIONALS

Paraprofessional Guidance

www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/paraguidance.pdf

NCLB OnLine Resources

Title I, Part C

Education of Migratory Children

Education of Migratory Children

www.ed.gov/programs/mep/mepguidance2003.doc
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NCLB Online Resources

Equal Access to Public 
School Facilities

Title IX, Sec. 9524:  Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no public elementary, public secondary school, local 
educational agency (LEA), state education agency (SEA) that 
has a designated open forum or a limited public forum and 
receives funding from the USDOE shall deny equal access or 
fair opportunity to meet, or discriminate against, any group 
officially affiliated with the Boy Scouts of America, or any other 
youth group listed in Title 36 of the United States Code as a 
patriotic society.



24

America's Charter School Corporation, 639 Granite Street, Suite 310, Braintree, Mass. 02184
Contact: Lawrence W. O'Toole, 781-849-8420
Award amount: $4,950,000

Charter Schools Development Corporation, 1725 K Street, N.W., Suite 700, Washington, D.C. 20006
Contact: Michelle Gelsino, 202-739-9579
Award amount: $6,400,000

Low Income Housing Fund, 1330 Broadway, Suite 600, Oakland, Calif. 94612-2505
Contact: Tom Miller, 510-893-3811
Award amount: $3 million

NCB Development Corporation, 1725 Eye Street, N.W., Suite 600, Washington, D.C. 20006
Contact: Annie Donovan, 202-336-7677
Award amount: $6,400,000

Raza Development Fund, Inc., 111 W. Monroe, Suite 1610, Phoenix, Ariz. 85003
Contact: Mark VanBrunt, 602-417-1402
Award amount: $4,200,000

Charter School Facility Financing Demonstration/

Credit Enhancement for Charter School Facility 

2001 Grant Recipients
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Massachusetts Development Finance Agency, 75 Federal Street, Boston, MA 
Contact: Todd Rassiger , 617-330-2000
Award amount:  $6,000,000

Center for Community Self-Help, 301 West Main Street, Durham, N.C. 
Contact: Marc Hunt, 828-253-5251
Award amount:  $6,722,500

NCB Development Corporation, 1725 Eye Street, N.W., Washington, DC 
Contact:  Annie Donovan, 202-336-7677
Award amount:  $6,000,000

Local Initiatives Support Corporation, 733 Third Avenue, New York, N.Y.
Contact: Barbara Page, 212- 455-9884
Award amount:  $6,000,000

Charter School Facility Financing Demonstration/

Credit Enhancement for Charter School Facility 

2001 Grant Recipients
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•USCharterschools Website www.uscharterschools.org

•Charter Friends National Network www.charterfriends.org

•Center for Education Reform www.edreform.com

•National Association of Charter School Authorizers www.charterauthorizers.org

•Thomas B. Fordham Foundation www.edexcellence.net

•Education Commission of the States www.ecs.org

•Goldwater Institute www.goldwaterinstitute.org

•Mackinac Center for Public Policy www.mackinac.org

•Black Alliance for Educational Options www.baeo.org

•Education Leaders Council www.educationleaders.org

•Nat’l Assoc. of State Directors of Special Education www.nasdse.org

Charter School 
Resources
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Public Charter Schools and NCLB comments to:

Dean Kern

Director, Charter School Program

Office of Innovation and Improvement

U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland, SW

3E116

Washington, DC 20202

(202) 260-1882

dean.kern@ed.gov



NATIONAL CHARTER SCHOOLS WEEK 2005
Statistics At-A-Glance…

•  Nearly 3,400 charter schools are operational, serving  approximately one million students.

•  459 charter schools opened in 2004-2005 serving nearly 76,000 students nationwide.

•  Approximately 354 charter schools have closed since 1992 with an estimated enrollment of 185,000.**

  * Data current as of April 2005.                      © Copyright 2005 by The Center for Education Reform
** New closure data will be available after the 2004-2005 school year.

State Opened in Total Approved to Open

(Yr. Law Passed) 2004-2005 Operating 2005 or 2006

Alaska (1995) 3 20 3

Arizona (1994) 6 509 13

Arkansas (1995) 5 17 0

California (1992) 81 533 39

Colorado (1993) 8 113 6

Connecticut (1996) 2 14 0

Delaware (1995) 0 15 1

D.C. (1996) 8 48 9

Florida (1996) 53 301 2

Georgia (1993) 4 37 8

Hawaii (1994) 1 27 0

Idaho (1998) 3 17 7

Illinois (1996) 4 27 7

Indiana (2001) 7 23 8

Iowa (2002) 2 2 1

Kansas (1994) 10 27 4

Louisiana (1995) 1 17 2

Maryland (2003) 1 1 17

Massachusetts (1993) 6 57 5

Michigan (1993) 19 216 1

Minnesota (1991) 16 111 32

Mississippi (1997) 0 1 0

Missouri (1998) 0 24 0

Nevada (1997) 6 21 0

New Hampshire (1995) 3 6 1

New Jersey (1996) 2 52 6

New Mexico (1993) 9 42 14

New York (1998) 12 63 20

North Carolina (1996) 4 99 2

Ohio (1997) 83 255 7

Oklahoma (1999) 0 12 0

Oregon (1999) 16 57 2

Pennsylvania (1997) 9 106 3

Rhode Island (1995) 1 11 0

South Carolina (1996) 6 26 0

Tennessee (2002) 3 7 0

Texas (1995) 21 234 5

Utah (1998) 10 29 11

Virginia (1998) 0 5 0

Wisconsin (1993) 34 161 0

Wyoming (1995) 0 1 0

Nationwide Total 459 3,343 236



Exhibit D 
 BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 
 

August 9, 2005 
 

RETIREMENTS 
 
 
 

       YRS. OF EFFECTIVE 
 NAME  POSITION                     SCHOOL/OFFICE SERVICE           DATE 
 
Joyce Bucci Supervisor                        Greenwood- ESS                            32.0                 7-01-05 
 
Mary Coward Teacher Maiden Choice School 16.0 7-01-05 
 
Sandra Dixon Teacher Pikesville High 32.0 7-01-05 
 
Paul B. Dunkle COP Teacher Milford Mill Academy 24.0 7-01-05 
 
Thomas D. Halfen Teacher Patapsco High 37.0 7-01-05 
 
Virginia Madison Office Assist. II Woodlawn High 22.0 7-01-05  
 
David Papke Teacher Dulaney High 18.0 7-01-05 
 
Dolores Pater Teacher Seven Oakes Elem. 35.0 7-01-05  
 
Mollie Singleton Teacher Catonsville Elem. 10.0 7-01-05 
 
Linda Urban Occupational Therapist Hereford Middle 12.0 7-01-05 
 
Vivian Watson Bus Attendant Transportation   7.0 7-01-05 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As of 7/18/05 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 



Exhibit E
 

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 

 
August 9, 2005 

 
 

RESIGNATIONS 
 
 
ELEMENTARY – 44 
 

 

Baltimore Highlands Elementary School 
Katherine A. Colello, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Grade 2 
 
Courtney A. Vetter, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Grade 5 
 
Battle Grove Elementary School 
Lakiska D. Russell, 06/30/05, 3.6 yrs. 
Psychologist 
 
Catonsville Elementary School 
Nancy V. Schickner, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Resource  
 
Cedarmere Elementary School 
Gladys B. Clavin, 06/30/05, 8.0 yrs. 
Grade 4 
 
Chatsworth School 
Michael O. Eisenklam, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Technology Integration 
 
Susan C. Nestor, 06/30/05, 6.0 yrs. 
Special Education 
 
Kelley M. Smith, 06/30/05, 12.0 yrs. 
Grade 2 
 
Cromwell Valley Elementary Regular Magnet 
School 
Suzanne B. Thompson, 06/30/05, 4.0 yrs. 
Special Education 
 
Deer Park Elementary School 
Jennifer G. Goldstein, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Grade 3 
 
Featherbed Lane Elementary School 
Hillary T. Skoglin, 06/30/05, 3.0 yrs. 
Special Education 

Fort Garrison Elementary School 
Sara L. Dobin, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Speech Language Pathologist 
 
Eric C. McCauslin, 06/30/05, 4.0 yrs. 
Grade 5 
 
Glenmar Elementary School 
Shannon M. Helm, 06/30/05, 8.0 yrs. 
PreKindergarten 
 
Glyndon Elementary School 
Joseph R. Stevens, 06/30/05, 4.0 yrs. 
Grade 5 
 
Hampton Elementary School 
David C. McComas, 06/30/05, 5.6 yrs. 
Library Science 
 
Hawthorne Elementary School 
Erin Colomer, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Grade 4 
 
Hebbville Elementary School 
Brad L. Schisler, 06/30/05, 7.0 yrs. 
Physical Education 
 
Johnnycake Elementary School 
Leah A. Vanegas, 06/30/05, 7.0 yrs. 
Grade 4 
 
Lansdowne Elementary School 
Jessica F. Petree, 06/30/05, 4.0 yrs. 
Grade 3 
 
Middlesex Elementary School 
Christine M. Murdock, 06/30/05, 11.0 yrs. 
Speech Language Pathologist 
 
New Town Elementary School 
Elizabeth A. Eikner, 06/30/05, 6.0 yrs. 
Grade 5 



Resignations 2 August 9, 2005   

 
Norwood Elementary School 
Kimberly D. Hemling, 06/30/05, 13.0 yrs. 
Kindergarten 
 
Owings Mills Elementary School 
Katrina L. Robinson, 06/30/05, 3. 5 yrs. 
Grade 2 
 
Perry Hall Elementary School 
Alice A. Moore, 06/30/05, 16.0 yrs. 
Art 
 
Randallstown Elementary School 
Debra A. Lucado, 06/30/05, 3.0 yrs. 
Kindergarten 
 
Timothy J. Palisin, 06/30/05, 3.0 yrs. 
Grade 4 
 
Reisterstown Elementary School 
Briana S. Bower, 06/30/05, 5.0 yrs. 
Grade 1 
 
Patricia M. Kennedy, 06/30/05, 4.0 yrs. 
Art 
 
Lindsay V. Mohrman, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Kindergarten 
 
Rodgers Forge Elementary School 
Michelle L. Howard, 06/30/05, 2.0  yrs. 
Grade 5 
 
Sandalwood Elementary School 
Tara G. Soth, 06/30/05, 5.0 yrs. 
Speech Language Pathologist 
 
Scotts Branch Elementary School 
Margaret A. Campbell, 06/30/05, 14.0 yrs. 
Grade 4 
 
Steven B. Rothstein, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Grade 2 
 
Seneca Elementary School 
Christopher Hersl, 06/30/05, 8.0 yrs. 
Physical Education 
 
Sparks Elementary School 
Russell S. Wien, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Severe and Profoundly Handicapped 
 
Stoneleigh Elementary School 
Laura L. Nash, 06/30/05, 10.4 yrs. 
Special Education 

 
Warren Elementary School 
Brian P. Eisentraut, 06/30/05, 3.0 yrs. 
Grade 4 
 
Susan L. O’Malley, 06/30/05, 6.0 yrs. 
Guidance 
 
Westchester Elementary School 
Jamie S. Biegeleisen, 06/30/05, 6.0 yrs. 
Grade 4 
 
White Oak School 
Dawn M. Hammerbacker, 06/30/05, 9.4 yrs. 
Special Education 
 
Winfield Elementary School 
Tynisa N. Jackson, 06/30/05, 6.0 yrs. 
Speech Language Pathologist 
 
Amanda A. Seitz, 06/30/05, 24.0 yrs. 
Grade 4 
 
Woodbridge Elementary School 
Aikta Suri, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Grade 2 
 
SECONDARY – 59 
 
Arbutus Middle School 
Eleni S. Dykstra, 06/30/05, 14.0 yrs. 
Art 
 
Jennifer V. Rauseo, 06/30/05, 3.0 yrs. 
Special Education 
 
Catonsville Center for Alternative Studies 
Jennifer S. Maher, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Nurse 
 
Chesapeake High School 
Kathleen M. Belz-Davis, 06/30/05, 10.0 yrs. 
Mathematics 
 
Cockeysville Middle School 
Lisa A. Nichols, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Guidance 
 
Deep Creek Middle School 
Tricia T. Baker, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
English 
 
Deer Park Middle Magnet School 
Tia D. Fitzgerald, 06/30/05, 4.0 mos. 
Mathematics 
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Tara L. Harrison, 06/30/05, 5.0 yrs. 
English 
 
Robin E. Williams, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Art 
 
Dulaney High School 
Linda J. Moreno, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
English 
 
Dundalk High School 
Virginia M. Doyle, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
English 
 
Terry J. Meese, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Business Education 
 
Eastern Technical High School 
Christina S. Ferrens, 06/30/05, 9.0 yrs. 
English 
 
Franklin Middle School 
Marsha A. MacNeal, 06/30/05, 8.0 yrs. 
Mathematics 
 
Hereford High School 
Elizabeth E. Rainey, 06/30/05, 10.5 yrs. 
Science 
 
Hereford Middle School 
Barbara C. Hathaway, 06/30/05, 3.0 yrs. 
Art 
 
Lansdowne High School 
Hugh M. Jamison, 06/30/05, 12.0 yrs. 
Vocational 
 
Lorien R. Wade, 06/30/05, 1.3 yrs. 
Science 
 
Loch Raven High School 
Keli L. Walls, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Science 
 
Loch Raven Technical Academy 
Jarren R. Jeffrey, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Special Education 
 
Meadowood Education Center 
Ronda L. Lennon, 06/30/05, 9.0 yrs. 
Guidance 
 
Milford Mill Academy 
Michael A. Luseni, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Special Education 
 

Kenan S. McCoy, 06/30/05, 5.4 yrs. 
Social Studies 
 
New Town High School 
Vershon Franklin, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Science 
 
Old Court Middle School 
Rhona R. Beitler, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Art 
 
Dawn D. Tinnivlioglou, 06/30/05, 3.0 mos. 
Special Education 
 
Kristina S. Wilfinger, 06/30/05, 3.0 yrs. 
Physical Education 
 
Parkville High School 
Dylan M. Aiman, 06/30/05, 5.0 yrs. 
Science 
 
Jessica E. Deabreu, 06/30/05, 6.0 yrs. 
Science 
 
Laura L. Hanna, 06/30/05, 15.0 yrs. 
Mathematics 
 
Sherri B. Malloy, 06/30/05, 10.0 yrs. 
Mathematics 
 
Parkville Middle School 
Elizabeth C. Pennington, 06/30/05, 4.0 yrs. 
Spanish 
 
Patapsco High School 
Gina M. Schwizer, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Art 
 
Perry Hall High School 
Tara L. Haugen, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
English 
 
Sherry K. Hibbard, 06/30/05, 7.0 yrs. 
COP 
 
Susan H. McGlothan, 06/30/05, 5.0 yrs. 
English 
 
Dwight D. Taylor, 06/30/05, 16.0 yrs. 
English 
 
Pikesville High School 
Billie H. Munoz, 06/30/05, 23.0 yrs. 
Modern Languages 
 
Jill K. Oswald, 06/30/05, 9.0 yrs. 
English 
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Bruce R. Strunk, 06/30/05, 8.0 yrs. 
Physical Education 
 
Steve E. Zeller, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Mathematics 
 
Randallstown High School 
Wanda L. Gonzalez, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Spanish 
 
Wade T. Kemper, 06/30/05, 3.0 yrs. 
English 
 
Rosedale Center 
Nancy J. Jenkins, 06/30/05, 6.0 yrs. 
English 
 
Southwest Academy 
Jamel V. Crandall, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Guidance 
 
Daniel S. Fake, 06/30/05, 1.6 yrs. 
Vocal Music 
 
Stemmers Run Middle School 
Cynthia P. Gilbert, 06/30/05, 15.0 yrs. 
Mentor 
 
Sudbrook Magnet Middle School 
Lasonja N. Cunningham, 06/30/05, 8.0 yrs. 
English 
 
Western School of Technology 
Richard R. Tysarczyk, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Special Education 
 
Zachary T. Zimmerman, 06/30/05, 1.0 yr. 
Science 
 
Woodlawn High School 
Robert E. Bolth, 06/30/05, 8.0 yrs. 
English 
 
Deborah B. Cummins, 06/30/05, 11.0 yrs. 
French 
 
Mark A. Cummins, 06/30/05, 12.0 yrs. 
English 

 
Cherisse T. Mays, 06/30/05, 6.0 yrs. 
Spanish 
 
Bernadette Nielsen, 06/30/05, 4.0 yrs. 
Social Studies 
 
Jacqueline A. Randall, 06/30/05, 3.0 yrs. 
Guidance 
 
Shanae K. Vogelsang, 06/30/05, 4.0 yrs. 
English 
 
Woodlawn Middle School 
Vera R. Jensen, 06/30/05, 3.0 yrs. 
Physical Education 
 
Moses Roberts, 06/30/05, 2.0 yrs. 
Science 
 
CENTRAL OFFICES – 3 
 
Department of Special Programs, PreK-12 
R. Charlene Bonham, 07/30/05, 12.0 yrs. 
(Manager) 
 
Department of Staff Development 
Alicia G. Palmer, 06/30/05, 17.0 yrs. 
(Special Education) 
 
Educational Support Services 
Chana Flamm, 06/30/05, 8.0 yrs. 
Speech Language Pathologist 
 
ADMINISTRATORS - 3 
 
Division of Business Services 
Gregory Barlow, 08/10/05, 4.7 yrs. 
(Chief Information Officer) 
 
Dundalk Middle School 
Julie A. Miller, 07/15/05, 9.0 yrs. 
(Assistant Principal) 
 
Kenwood High School 
David C. Ring, Jr., 08/12/05, 9.0 yrs. 
(Assistant Principal)
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SEPARATIONS FROM LEAVE – 9 
 
Jennifer E. Bean-Dempsey, granted Unusual or Imperative Leave, 07/01/04 – 06/30/05, resigning 06/30/05, 7.0 yrs. 
Kelly S. Bryan, granted Child Rearing Leave, 08/22/03 – 06/30/05, resigning 06/30/05, 4.0 yrs. 
Ann T. Byrd, granted Extension Unusual or Imperative Leave, 07/01/05 – 06/30/06, resigning 07/07/05, 9.0 yrs. 
Mary E. Cinker, granted Child Rearing Leave, 11/15/04  - 06/30/05, resigning 06/30/05, 3.0 yrs. 
Shannon M. Helm, granted Child Rearing Leave, 12/26/03 – 06/30/05, resigning 06/30/05, 8.0 yrs. 
Rebecca S. Mossing, granted Extension of Child Rearing Leave, 07/01/04 – 06/30/05, resigning 06/30/05, 5.0 yrs. 
Michael A. Otto, granted Unusual or Imperative Leave, 07/01/04 – 06/30/05, resigning 06/30/05, 5.8 yrs. 
Michelle N. Pierre, granted Unusual or Imperative Leave, 07/01/04 – 06/30/05, resigning 06/30/05, 5.0 yrs. 
Rebecca S. Yackley, granted Child Rearing Leave, 01/27/03 – 06/30/05, resigning 06/30/05, 5.0 yrs. 
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DOP:  8/10/2005 

    
 

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 

 
August 9, 2005 

 
LEAVES 

 
 
 
CHILD REARING LEAVES 
 
AMY JEFFERSON JOHNSON – (Elementary) Glenmar Elementary School 
Effective July 8, 2005 through June 30, 2007 
 
CATHERINE KONKLE – (Technology Integration) New Town/Scotts Branch Elementary Schools 
Effective July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006 
 
SHARON PRICE – (Social Studies) Parkville High School 
Effective July 11, 2005 through June 30, 2007 
 
 
PERSONAL ILLNESS LEAVE 
 
SUSAN McCADAMS – Formerly Ridge/Ruxton Center (Building Service Worker)* 
Effective July 1, 2005 through December 31, 2005 
 
 
UNUSUAL OR IMPERATIVE LEAVES 
 
CHERYL A. BOST – (TABCO President) – Formerly Mars Estates Elementary School 
Effective August 1, 2005 through July 31, 2007 
 
COLLEEN CLARK KARNICKI – (Elementary) Chapel Hill Elementary School 
Effective July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006 
 
REBECCA KUTZ - (Elementary) Victory Villa Elementary School 
Effective July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006 
 
JESSICA GRESOCK – (ESOL) Dundalk High School 
Effective July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Non-member Maryland State Retirement System & Pension System 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TOWSON, MARYLAND  21204 

 
August 9, 2005 

 
DECEASED 

 
 

The Board gratefully acknowledges the service of the employee listed below: 
 
 
 

MICHAEL J. JOHNSON 
School Bus Driver 

Cockeysville Service Center 
June 4, 2005 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DOP:  8/10/2005 



Exhibit H 
 

RECOMMENDED APPOINTMENTS 
 

August 9, 2005 
 
 
NAME  FROM TO
 
ROBIN E. BOSLEY Teacher/Speech Language  Supervisor of Related Services 
(Effective August 10, 2005) Pathologist Office of Special Education 
 Office of Special Education 
 
(Redirected Position) 
 
VICKY L. CIULLA Supervisor, Home and Hospital Coordinator of Alternative  
(Effective August 10, 2005) Office of Alternative Programs, Programs, Dropout Prevention 
 Dropout Prevention and Summer  and Summer School 
 School 

 
(Replacing Elizabeth Young, retired) 
 
 
CHARLENE C. DIMINO Teacher/Spanish Assistant Principal 
(Effective August 10, 2005) Parkville Middle School Eastern Technical High School 
 
(Replacing Diane Young, promoted to Principal, Sollers Point High School) 
 
KATHLEEN A. HYNES Pupil Personnel Worker Supervisor, Home and Hospital 
(Effective August 10, 2005) Office of Pupil Personnel Office of Alternative Programs, 
  Services Dropout Prevention and Summer 
   School 
 
(Replacing Vicky Ciulla, recommended for appointment to Coordinator, Alternative Programs, Dropout 
Prevention and Summer School, Office of Alternative Programs, Dropout Prevention and Summer 
School) 
 
JANICE C. JACKSITS Teacher/Resource Area Specialist, Special Education 
(Effective August 10, 2005) Office of Special Education Office of Special Education 
 
(Redirected Position) 
 
LISA KESSLER Guidance Counselor  Pupil Personnel Worker 
(Effective August 10, 2005) Rosedale Center  Office of Pupil Personnel Services 
 
(Replacing Kathleen Hynes, recommended for appointment to Supervisor, Home and Hospital, Office of 
Alternative Programs, Dropout Prevention and Summer School) 
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NAME  FROM TO
 
EDWARD F. MADDOX, JR.  Teacher/Art      Supervisor of Art 
(Effective August 10, 2005)  Patapsco High School     Office of Art 
 
(Replacing Joyce Bucci, retiring) 
 
JEFFREY M. MANN Teacher/Physical Education Assistant Principal 
(Effective August 10, 2005) Perry Hall High School Franklin High School   
          
(Replacing Kathleen Schmidt, promoted to Assistant to the Area Assistant Superintendent, Northwest area) 
 
ERIN R. O’TOOLE-TRIVAS  Teacher/Special Education Assistant Principal 
(Effective August 10, 2005) Arbutus Middle School Dundalk Middle School 
 
(Replacing Julie Miller, resigning) 
 
LINDA G. POPP Teacher/Art Coordinator of Art 
(Effective August 10, 2005) Towson High School Office of Art 
 
(Replacing Daisy McTighe, retired) 
 
LINDA J. PRUCINO       Teacher/Resource Area Specialist, Special Education 
(Effective August 10, 2005) Office of Special Education Office of Special Education 
 
(Redirected Position) 
 
LISA N. WILLIAMS Supervisor, Title I Coordinator, Title I and Grant 
(Effective August 10, 2005) and Grant Assistance Assistance 
 Department of Teaching Department of Teaching and 
 And Learning Learning 
 
(Replacing Linda Cassell, retired) 
 
 



Exhibit I

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
 
DATE: August 9, 2005 

TO:  BOARD OF EDUCATION  
 
FROM: Dr. Joe A. Hairston, Superintendent 

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AWARD OF CONTRACTS

ORIGINATOR:  J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent, Business Services 

PERSON(S): Rick Gay, Manager, Office of Purchasing 
Michael Sines, Executive Director, Department of Physical Facilities 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Board of Education approves the following contract recommendations. 
 

***** 
 
See the attached list of contract recommendations presented for consideration by the Board 
of Education of Baltimore County. 
 

RLG/caj 
 
Appendix I – Recommendations for Award of Contracts – Board Exhibit 
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Recommendations for Award of Contracts 
Board Exhibit – August 9, 2005 

 
The following contract recommendations are presented for consideration by the Board of 
Education of Baltimore County. 
 

1. Contract: 2005 PSAT/NMSQT Early Participation Program 
Contract #: JNI-720-06 

Term: 1 year Extension: 0 Contract Ending Date: Date 6/30/06 
Estimated annual award value: $ 121,275
Estimated total award value:  $ 121,275

Bid issued: NA 
Pre-bid meeting date: NA 
Due date: NA 
No. of vendors issued to: NA 
No. of bids received: NA 
No. of no-bids received: NA 
 
Description:

The 2005 Preliminary Scholastic Achievement Test/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test 
(PSAT/NMSQT) Early Participation Program is a BCPS initiative that involves ninth and tenth 
grade students in preparing and planning for success later in secondary school and in college.  
The Early Participation Program is an educational initiative by the system to increase 
opportunities for all students, with particular attention to those underrepresented in college 
populations.  A pre-set level of expected participation determines the local test fees.  The 
expected participation is based on the projected 2005 enrollment figures for the participating 
classes and the PSAT/NMSQT participation in 2004.  The set fee will not change regardless of 
actual participation numbers. 
 
It has been determined that, in accordance with Board of Education Policy and Superintendent’s 
Rule 3215 and 3250, and the Office of Purchasing Policy 4002.4, and in the opinion of the 
Office of Purchasing, that this procurement does qualify and meets the criteria to be considered 
a sole-source procurement.  This opinion is based on the fact that the PSAT/NMSQT 
examination, and all items (questions) contained therein, including all copies thereof, all 
examination materials, and all data including, but not limited to, all individually identifiable 
information collected under this agreement, is at all times exclusively owned by the College 
Board.   
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Recommendation:

Recommendation of award to: 

 

The College Board 
 
Bala Cynwyd, PA 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Accountability, Research, and Testing 
 

Contact person: Dr. Beverly Pish, Director 
 

Funding source: Operating Budget 
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2. Contract: Athletic Field Maintenance 
Contract #: PCR-293-06 

 
Term: 2 year Extension: 3 year Contract Ending Date: 7/30/10 (tentative) 
Estimated annual award value: $25,000 
Estimated total award value:  $125,000 
 
Bid issued: April 28, 2005 
Pre-bid meeting date: May 12, 2005 
Due date: May 25, 2005 
No. of vendors issued to: 7
No. of bids received: 1
No. of no-bids received: 0

Description:

This on-call contract assists BCPS on an as-needed basis with its turf management program for 
school athletic fields.  The scope of work includes rolling, aerating, hydro seeding, fertilizing, 
top dressing, seeding, and sodding. 
 
Recommendation:

Award of contract is recommended to: 

 

Trugreen Lawncare, Inc. 
 
Perry Hall, MD 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Grounds 
 

Contact person: Roland Nickoles, Supervisor 
 

Funding source: Operating Budget 
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3. Contract: AVID Center Program 
Contract #: RGA-162-06 (BCPS 1-102-02) 

Term: 3 year Extension: 0 Contract Ending Date: 6/30/08 (tentative) 
Estimated initial award value: $100,000 
Estimated total award value:  $300,000 
 
Bid issued: NA 
Pre-bid meeting date: NA 
Due date: NA 
No. of vendors issued to: NA 
No. of bids received: NA 
No. of no-bids received: NA 
 
Description:

On April 23, 2002, the Board approved contract #1-102-02 with the AVID program for a three-
year period. This contract was originally approved as a sole source procurement because the 
AVID program is copyrighted and only offered under the auspices of the AVID Center. 
Superintendent’s Rule 3215 allows for sole source procurement only under specific guidelines 
when the Office of Purchasing determines “that it would be advantageous or [that it would be] 
impractical to seek or utilize another source when the requirement is only available from a 
single source, and when the compatibility of equipment, accessories, or replacement parts is the 
paramount consideration. This process is further amplified in the Office of Purchasing 
procedure OP4002.4 which states that a sole source purchase may arise from the following 
conditions: copyrighted products such as software, publications, textbooks, media, or products 
(specialized and/or advanced technology), which ensure a compatible learning environment for 
students/faculty at various school sites. Under the Education Article of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, section 5-112 (b) (3) (ii) 1, 5-112 does not apply if the County Board determines in 
the written specification that a particular manufacturer’s product is required to maintain 
compatibility of service or equipment. 
 
The program has been very successful and to continue it, the contract needs to be renewed for 
an additional three-year period. The pilot program was established initially at Dundalk,
Kenwood, Lansdowne, New Town, Overlea, Owings Mills, Parkville, Pikesville, Randallstown, 
and Woodlawn high schools, and Milford Mill Academy. Beginning with FY 2006, the AVID 
program will be implemented in the following additional schools: Catonsville, Chesapeake, 
Dulaney, and Perry Hall high schools and expand to all high schools.

The AVID Center is a non-profit educational organization that offers a new and creative way to 
improve the educational outcome of our minority at-risk student population. Core teachers are 
trained in the methodologies to assist average students overcome the barriers to college 
acceptance. The strategies include a daily AVID class conducted by an AVID trained teacher 
with support from local college students who serve as group leaders, mentors, and evaluators.   
 
The AVID program involves the interaction and direction of administrators, counselors, and 
teachers, as well as ESOL staff. It also includes a tutorial program focused primarily on 
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learning acceleration components rather than remediation. It is adaptable for inclusion into 
routine classroom methodologies and school programs and includes on-site follow-up and 
monitoring of its implementation at the school by the AVID Center.  
 
AVID is carefully structured to include a school-wide team that is put into place at the outset of 
a school’s decision to embark upon the program. Teams are composed of the school principal, 
head counselor, AVID teacher, and teachers in English, foreign languages, history, science, and 
mathematics. This comprehensive team receives one week of training in the summer, plus 
monthly follow-up training provided by AVID lead teachers and/or regional AVID centers. 
School-wide teams are essential to the program’s success, since teachers in different content 
areas, along with the principal and counselor, understand the program’s goals and structure and 
how they relate to their campuses particular climate and culture.  This site team provides 
ongoing training to other staff in instructional and classroom management techniques to 
enhance academic achievement among students.    
 
AVID is infused into the school improvement plan for the specific school.   Instructional 
methodologies are central to AVID. They include: collaborative learning groups, inquiry and 
Socratic instructional approaches, and writing to facilitate learning. Certain students are 
selected to be AVID students.  So designated, these students will be scheduled for an elective 
AVID class during their regular school day.  A faculty member will have been trained to 
conduct this class.  This period, a key component of the program, will feature counseling as 
well as tutoring in areas where students experience difficulty.  Again, the special AVID classes 
are regularly scheduled classes and are offered in elective periods.  At the high school level, 
students who begin the classes in grade 9 will continue them through grade 12.  Over the next 3 
years, AVID will expand until it is eventually implemented in all BCPS high schools that have 
compatible schedules.  
 
Recommendation:

Recommendation of award to: 

 

The AVID Center 
 
San Diego, CA 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Equity and Assurance  
 

Contact person: Dr. Barbara Dezmon, Assistant to the 
Superintendent 
 

Funding source: Operating Budget 
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4. Contract: AVID-Based Schools’ Tutoring Program 
Contract #: RGA-140-05 

Term: 1 year Extension: 2 years Contract Ending Date: 6/30/08 (tentative)
Estimated annual award value: $95,168 
Estimated total award value:  $285,504 
 
Bid issued: NA 
Pre-bid meeting date: NA 
Due date: NA 
No. of vendors issued to: NA 
No. of bids received: NA 
No. of no-bids received: NA 
 
Description:

There is an ongoing need for quality tutors in AVID-based schools as well as other schools to 
increase academic achievement.  An important aspect of the AVID initiative is that tutors play 
an essential role in interacting with AVID students.  Civic Works, through an arrangement with 
Americorp, provides tutors to the school system and has worked extensively in the region.  The 
extension will be implemented only if the grant program is funded by the federal government. 
 
Civic Works will provide 30 tutors to work in the 15 AVID Baltimore County high schools.   
Each tutor will provide 675 hours, a total of 20,250 hours.  Their services include:  in-class and 
administrative support for the AVID program; monitoring of student behavior in classes; and 
other support for AVID program activities. 
 
Civic Works will be responsible for:  training and monitoring of tutors in collaboration with the 
AVID district director from the BCPS Office of Equity and Assurance; supervision of the tutors 
by two Civic Works’ staff members; application of Civic Works’ rules and regulations to the 
tutors; and provision of payroll, insurance, and any other administrative support to the tutors. 
 
This contract is funded in a large part by a grant to Civic Works.  Baltimore County Public 
Schools will be providing additional funding as its share in the endeavor.  All tutors in this 
program are exemplary students currently enrolled in colleges and universities.  Tutors from 
Civic Works participated in AVID schools very successfully in BCPS during the last two years. 
Overall, this program enables BCPS to have the highest quality supervised tutors available for 
the AVID program on a consistent and dependable basis. 
 

Recommendation:
Recommendation of award to: 

 

Civic Works Baltimore, MD  

Responsible school or office: Office of Equity and Assurance  

Contact person: Dr. Barbara Dezmon, Assistant to the 
Superintendent  

Funding source: Operating Budget 
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5. Contract: Digital Photography Equipment 
Contract #: MBU-563-06 

 
Term: N/A Extension: N/A Contract Ending Date: N/A 
Estimated annual award value: $44,429 
Estimated total award value:  $44,429 
 
Bid issued: June 30, 2005 
Pre-bid meeting date: None 
Due date: July 15, 2005 
No. of vendors issued to: 16 
No. of bids received: 6
No. of no-bids received: 2

Description:

A request for quotations was issued to purchase digital photography equipment for a new 
Environmental Photography program to operate within the existing Environmental Magnet 
Program at Sparrows Point High School.  Twenty-nine items are required from more than six 
vendors.  The equipment will be acquired as a single lot from one vendor. 
 
Recommendation:

Award of contract is recommended to: 
 

Service Photo Supply, Inc. 
 

Baltimore, Maryland 

Responsible school or office: 
 

Office of Science 

Contact person: 
 

Samuel Wynkoop 

Funding source: 
 

Operating Budget 
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6. Contract: Meeting Space for Administrative Meetings 
Contract #: JNI-708-05 

Term: 1 year Extension: 1 year Contract Ending Date: 6/30/07 (tentative) 
Estimated annual award value: $ 18,000
Estimated total award value:  $ 36,000

Bid issued: May 26, 2005 
Pre-bid meeting date: None 
Due date: June 15, 2005 
No. of vendors issued to: 13 
No. of bids received: 2
No. of no-bids received: 1

Description:

A bid was issued for a meeting space to accommodate 200 persons for a lecture-type meeting 
with the necessary sound and audio-visual equipment, and in addition, five individual meeting 
rooms to accommodate approximately 40 persons with the ability to use audio-visual equipment 
in those rooms.  This RFP was requested for the monthly principals meetings; however, other 
administrative offices and departments may use adjusted pricing secured in this bid for space 
and equipment necessary for their meetings. 
 
Recommendation:

Recommendation of award to: 

 

Holiday Inn Select, North 
 
Timonium, Maryland 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of the Superintendent 
 

Contact person: Rita Fromm, Chief of Staff 
 

Funding source: Operating Budget 
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7. Contract: MDK-12 Digital Library – World Book Online 
Contract #: RGA-164-06 

Term: 1 year Extension: 0 Contract Ending Date: August 30, 2006 (tentative) 
Estimated total award value:  $17,078 
 
Bid issued: NA 
Pre-bid meeting date: NA 
Due date: NA 
No. of vendors issued to: NA 
No. of bids received: NA 
No. of no-bids received: NA 
 
Description:

The Office of Library Information services, through the MDK-12 Digital Library Consortium Bid 
Process, seeks to add World Book Online to the suite of fee-based databases accessible 24/7 to grade 
3 to 9 students and their teachers.  Digital content supports the teaching and learning of the MSDE 
Voluntary State Curriculum and the BCPS Essential Curriculum. It also supports technology 
integration initiatives and the teaching and learning of information and technology literacy 
competencies. 
 
NOTE:  A decision to subscribe to World Book, as opposed to our 2004-05 contract with Grolier for 
the New Book of Knowledge, America the Beautiful, New Book of Popular Science is based upon cost 
effectiveness and relevance of digital content. 
 
Recommendation:

Modification of award to: 

 

World Book 
 

Chicago, IL 
 

Responsible school or office: 
 

Office of Library Information Services 

Contact person: Della Curtis, Coordinator 
 

Funding source: 
 

Operating Budget 
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8. Contract: Pharmacy Benefits Management 

Contract #: JNI-719-06 

Term: 5 years Extension: None Contract Ending Date: 8/31/10 
Estimated annual award value: $ 420,000
Estimated total award value:  $2,100,000 
 
Bid issued: December 15, 2005 
Pre-bid meeting date: N/A 
Due date: January 28, 2005 
No. of vendors issued to: 8
No. of bids received: 8
No. of no-bids received: 0

Description:

This bid was issued by Baltimore County Government, RMD61D, RFP205254, with 
participation by various county agencies. The committee included representatives from the 
General Government Budget Office and Insurance Administration, the General Government 
Labor Health Care Advisory Group, the Baltimore County Public Schools’ Benefits Office, the 
TABCO Director, and the Benefits Manager for the Community College of Baltimore County.  
Advisors to the committee were representatives from the County Law Office and a consultant 
from the Pharmacy Benefit Management Institute.   
 
Recommendation:

Recommendation of award to: 

 

Express Scripts, Incorporated 
 
Maryland Heights, Missouri 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Employee Benefits 
 

Contact person: Kathleen Harmon, Manager 
 

Funding source: Operating Budget 
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9. Contract 

Modification:
Parental Outreach – Attendance Notification and Emergency 
Communication System 

Contract #: RGA-157-05 (Monroe County School System, Monroe, F, Bid # 
275) 

Pilot 
Term:

1 year Extension: 5 years Contract Ending Date: 6/30/11 (tentative) 

Estimated annual award value (Pilot): $104,000 
Estimated annual award value (after Pilot) $392,400 
Estimated total award value:  $2,066,000 
 
Bid issued: NA 
Pre-bid meeting date: NA 
Due date: NA 
No. of vendors issued to: NA 
No. of bids received: NA 
No. of no-bids received: NA 
 
Description:
On May 10, 2005, the Board of Education of Baltimore County authorized the Office of Equity 
and Assurance to “piggy-back” off of a current contract with Monroe County Public Schools, 
Monroe, Florida, to implement a pilot program for a Parental Outreach, Attendance 
Notification, and Emergency Communication System at eight schools. Due to the positive 
response from school administrators, parents, and the community to the premier of this program 
this past spring, BCPS would like to amend the contract from the initial one year and add an 
additional five years. In addition, beginning FY2006, we will add an additional 17 schools. By 
modifying the contract at this time, BCPS will realize a cost savings of 31 percent over the 
length of the contract.  
 
BCPS will utilize this system to deliver messages to their constituent and stakeholder groups, 
school-to-parent, staff, and administrator communications. Messages are delivered in the 
personal voice of the sender or through text-to-speech messages, can be recorded and delivered 
in multiple languages, and delivered simultaneously to multiple telephone numbers and multiple 
e-mail addresses for each student or staff member.  The system provides detailed reports on the 
outcome of all calls. 
 
Recommendation:

Award of contract modification is recommended to: 

 

Notification Technologies, Inc., (NTI) 
 
Sherman Oaks, CA 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Equity and Assurance 
 

Contact person: Dr. Barbara Dezmon, Assistant to the 
Superintendent 
 

Funding source: Operating Budget 



13 

 
10. Contract Modification: Pulaski Business Park Lease 

Contract #: RGA-165-06 

Term: 4 yrs 9 mos. Extension: 5 yrs Contract Ending Date: 30 Jun 2015 
Estimated annual award value: $170,724 
Estimated total award value:  $1,664,504 
 
Bid issued: NA 
Pre-bid meeting date: NA 
Due date: NA 
No. of vendors issued to: NA 
No. of bids received: NA 
No. of no-bids received: NA 
 
Description:

This contract includes a lease amendment for office space at 9600 Pulaski Park Drive, Suites 
305, 306, and 307, containing 26,400 square feet for the relocation of the Offices of Math, 
Science, and Media Services from the ESS Building. This will allow for the consolidation and 
efficient use of media processing and distribution; re-establish the science center area for the 
assembly of inventory and distribution of science lab kits; and provide an area for physical 
education equipment storage during the summer months when equipment is not being used. The 
lease calls for a 3 percent annual increase in the cost of the lease at the time of the extension.  
 
Recommendation:

Award of contract modification is recommended to: 

 

Merritt Management Corp, LLC 
 
Baltimore, MD 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Planning and Support Services 
 

Contact person: Don Dent, Executive Director 
 

Funding source: Operating Budget 
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11. Contract Modification: Additional Design Services – Middle River Middle School 

Contract #: JNI-718-06 

Term: N/A Extension: N/A Contract Ending 
Date: 

N/A 

Estimated annual award value: $
Estimated total award value:  $11,467 
 
Bid issued: N/A 
Pre-bid meeting date: N/A 
Due date: N/A 
No. of vendors issued to: N/A 
No. of bids received: N/A 
No. of no-bids received: N/A 
 
Description:

This contract modification is for a new design of the water service connection to Middle River 
Middle School, a part of the major renovation project that is currently underway. By modifying 
the location and design of the water connection, approximately $40,000 in construction costs 
will be saved.  
 
Recommendation:

Award of contract modification is recommended to: 

 

Cochran, Stephenson & Donkervoet (CSD) Architects  
 
Baltimore, MD 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Engineering and Construction 
 

Contact person: Richard H. Cassell, P.E. 
 

Funding source: Capital Budget 
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12. Contract Modification: Additional Design Services – New Town High School 

Contract #: JNI-717-06 

Term: N/A Extension: N/A Contract Ending Date: N/A 
Estimated annual award value:  
Estimated total award value:  $10,000 
 
Bid issued: N/A 
Pre-bid meeting date: N/A 
Due date: N/A 
No. of vendors issued to: N/A 
No. of bids received: N/A 
No. of no-bids received: N/A 
 
Description:

On September 12, 2000, the Board of Education approved a fee acceptance with Grimm & 
Parker Architects, Inc., for the design services associated with the construction of New Town 
High School. 
 
In order to obtain a Grading Permit, the Baltimore County Department of Public Works 
required the installation of public sidewalks along Lakeside Drive for the entire property line. 
This required additional surveys, design, and miscellaneous permit re-submissions. An 
additional fee of $10,000 has been negotiated with the Consultant in order to close out the 
design contract. 
 
Recommendation:

Award of contract modification is recommended to: 

 

Grimm & Parker Architects 
 
Calverton, MD 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Engineering and Construction 
 

Contact person: Richard H. Cassell, P.E. 
 

Funding source: Capital Budget 
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13. Contract: AHERA (Asbestos) Building Re-inspections and Management 

Plans 
Contract #: PCR-205-06 

Term: 1 year Extension: N/A Contract Ending Date: 7/2006 
Estimated annual award value: $
Estimated total award value:  $216,900 
 
Bid issued: June 23, 2005 
Pre-bid meeting date: July 7, 2005 
Due date: July 20, 2005 (bids opened July 21, 2005) 
No. of vendors issued to: 14 
No. of bids received: 6
No. of no-bids received: 0

Description:

This project is for an independent testing agency to provide inspection and management plan 
services as required for Baltimore County Public Schools to comply with the Asbestos Hazard 
Emergency Response Act (AHERA), per Federal Requirement 40 CFR Part 763.

Recommendation:

Award of contract is recommended to: 

 

Tidewater, Inc. 
 
Columbia, MD 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Engineering and Construction 
 

Contact person: Richard H. Cassell, P.E. 
 

Funding source: Operating Budget 

 

Bidders’ Names 
Tidewater, 

Inc. 
Advanced 

Air 
Analysis, 

Inc. 

Aerosol 
Monitoring 
& Analysis, 

Inc. 

Batta 
Environmental 
Associates, Inc.

Hygienetics 
Environmental 

Services 

Planet 
Protection 
Services 

Total  $216,900 $314,900 $296,750 $254,718 $301,200 $489,700 
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14. Contract: Roof Replacement – Cockeysville Transportation Building 

Contract #: PCR-209-06 

Term: 8 months Extension: Contract Ending Date: 3/06 
Estimated annual award value: $
Estimated total award value:  $89,098 
 
Bid issued: June 23, 2005 
Pre-bid meeting date: June 28, 2005 
Due date: July 13, 2005 
No. of vendors issued to: 8
No. of bids received: 3
No. of no-bids received: 0

Description:

This project consists of roof replacement of the Cockeysville transportation building with a new 
metal roof. A summary of the bids received is below.  
 
At this time, approval of a 10% contract modification allocation in the amount of $8,909 is 
requested to cover any unforeseen conditions and minor changes to the contract, to be 
authorized and approved by the Building Committee in accordance with Board Policy. 
 
Recommendation:

Award of contract is recommended to: 

 

Vatica Contracting, Inc. 
 
Hyattsville, MD 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Maintenance 
 

Contact person: Dennis N. Elkins, Administrator 
 

Funding source: Capital Budget 

 
Bidders’ Names 

Vatica Contracting, 
Inc. 

Interstate Corporation 
K I Construction Co., 

Inc. 
Base Bid $89,098 $93,000 $103,300 
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15. Contract: Roof Replacement – Cockeysville Grounds, Transportation, and 

Vehicle Wash Building 
Contract #: MBU-560-06 

Term: 8 months Extension: N/A Contract Ending Date: 3/06 
Estimated annual award value: $
Estimated total award value:  $420,000 
 

Bid issued: June 23, 2005 
Pre-bid meeting date: July 1, 2005 
Due date: July 14, 2005 
No. of vendors issued to: 15 
No. of bids received: 8
No. of no-bids received: 1 bid withdrawn 
 
Description:

This project consists of roof replacement at the Cockeysville grounds, transportation, and 
vehicle wash building with a cold process built-up roofing system. A summary of the bids 
received is below. 
 
At this time, approval of a 10% contract modification allocation in the amount of $42,000 is 
requested to cover any unforeseen conditions and minor changes to the contract, to be 
authorized and approved by the Building Committee in accordance with Board Policy. 
 
Recommendation:

Award of contract is recommended to: 

 

Interstate Corporation 
 
Rockville, MD 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Maintenance 
 

Contact person: Dennis N. Elkins, Administrator 
 

Funding source: Capital Budget 
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Roof Replacement – Cockeysville Grounds, Transportation, and Vehicle Wash Building 
Bid Number:  MBU-560-06 
 

Bidders’ Names 

K I Construction Co., 
Inc. 

DDP Roofing 
Services, Inc. 

Interstate Corporation 

Item 1 - Grounds 
Building $318,000 $402,000 $320,000
Item 2 - Transportation 
Building 84,750 113,000 80,000
Item 3 - Vehicle Wash 
Building 19,970 49,000 20,000
Total $422,720 $564,000 $420,000

Bidders’ Names (continued) 

Roofers, Inc. 
Simpson of 

Maryland, Inc. 

Vatica 
Contracting, 

Inc. 

Alliance Roofing 
& Sheet Metal, 

Inc. 
Item 1 - Grounds 
Building $329,280 $358,865 $358,000 $328,868
Item 2 - Transportation 
Building 102,000 106,940 96,300 96,958
Item 3 - Vehicle Wash 
Building 39,070 23,000 28,400 20,964
Total $470,3500 $488,805 $482,700 $446,790



20 

 
16. Contract: Roof Replacement – Greenwood Administration Building 

Contract #: JMI-611-06 

Term: 3 months Extension: Number Contract Ending Date: 11/23/2005 
Estimated annual award value: $
Estimated total award value:  $62,895 
 
Bid issued: June 23, 2005 
Pre-bid meeting date: June 30, 2005 
Due date: July 14, 2005 
No. of vendors issued to: 13 
No. of bids received: 5
No. of no-bids received: 0

Description:

This project consists of roof replacement at the north wing of the Greenwood administration 
building. A summary of the bids received is below. Alternate No. 1 was accepted for the 
contractor to work on weekends only. 
 
At this time, approval of a 10% contract modification allocation in the amount of $6,289 is 
requested to cover any unforeseen conditions and minor changes to the contract, to be 
authorized and approved by the Building Committee in accordance with Board Policy. 
 
Recommendation:

Award of contract is recommended to: 

 

Simpson of Maryland, Inc. 
 
Baltimore, MD 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Maintenance 
 

Contact person: Dennis N. Elkins, Administrator 
 

Funding source: Capital Budget 

 
Bidders’ Names 

Simpson of 
MD 

G.B.A. 
Contracting 

Heidler 
Roofing 

Phoenix 
Contracting 

Roofers, 
Inc. 

Base Bid $59,895 $61,200 $72,300 $37,000 $65,334 
Alternate No. 1 Add: 
Contractor to work 
on weekends only 

3,000 3,500 16,650 37,000 11,272 

Total $62,895 $64,700 $88,950 $74,000 $76,606 
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17. Contract: Unit Ventilator Replacement – Hawthorne Elementary School 
and Mars Estates Elementary School 

Contract #: PCR-281-05 

Term: 3 months Extension: N/A Contract Ending Date: 10/18/05 (tentative) 
Estimated annual award value: $
Estimated total award value:  $644,600 
 
Bid issued: March 4, 2005 
Pre-bid meeting date: March 14, 2005 
Due date: March 24, 2005 
No. of vendors issued to: 4
No. of bids received: 1
No. of no-bids received: 0

Description:

This project consists of unit ventilator replacement including general construction, heating, 
ventilating, cooling, electrical, and hazardous material abatement work. A summary of the bids 
received is below. 
 
At this time, approval of a 10% contract modification allocation in the amount of $64,460 is 
requested to cover any unforeseen conditions and minor changes to the contract, to be 
authorized and approved by the Building Committee in accordance with Board Policy. 
 
Recommendation:

Award of contract is recommended to: 

 

Chilmar Corporation, Inc. 
 
Baltimore, MD 
 

Responsible school or office: Office of Engineering and Construction 
 

Contact person: Richard H. Cassell, P.E.  
 

Funding source: QZAB 

 

Bidder’s Name 
Chilmar Corporation 

Base Bid for Hawthorne Elementary School $239,800 
Base Bid for Mars Estates Elementary School    404,800 
Total  $644,600 
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