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RANKING OF CHARTER SCHOOL LEGISLATION RELEASED;
CALIFORNIA Jumps INTO THE ToP TEN, MIssISSIPPI STILL WEAKEST IN NATION;
FoOUur NEW STATES JOIN THE CHARTER RANKS

December 2, 1998 The Center for Education Reform [CER] has released it’s third ranking and
evaluation of the nation’s charter school laws. Currently 33 states and the District of Columbia have
enacted charter legislation. Arizona, where 24% of the nation’s 1128 charter schools are thriving,
continues to rank first; California, after amending its law eatlier this year, jumps into the top ten; and
Missouri, which passed legislation in 1998, is listed for the first time with a relatively strong ranking of
14th. Of the 34 laws, 23 overall are ranked as strong or moderately strong and likely to lead to positive
charter activity, while 11 are rated weak, and because of that, it will be unlikely to see any measurable
charter activity in their state. (See attached chart for each state’s scores and ranking.)

! CER’s report, provides the nation’s only comprehensive evaluation of all charter school laws, with both
the state-by-state rankings, based on scores in 10 categories, and a detailed, individual profile of each of
the 34 laws.

Jeanne Allen, President of CER remarked, “The Center offers this report to serve not only as a guide to
those who are evaluating their own existing charters laws against other states’ for the first time, or are
revisiting them with an eye toward making positive amendments, but also as a primer to help charter
activists working to get it right the first time in the 17 states still without charter legislation.”

“Unfortunately, some charter school laws are crippled at the outset by voluminous restrictions and
provisions, a direct reflection of the growing threat felt by many in traditional venues of public education
toward this new, successful form of public school, “concluded Allen.

Each law was reviewed independently by a panel of experts including Jeanne Allen, president of The
Center for Education Reform, Linda Brown, director, Pioneer Institute Charter School Resource Center
and Chester Finn, Fordham Foundation President and John M. Olin Fellow at the Hudson Institute.
Scores and rankings were based on both official provisions and the realities of actual implementation of
that legislation. Information and analysis was contributed by dozens of state and local charter experts.

For more information or to receive the full report contact The Center for Education Reform by calling
{202) 822-9000 or by e-mail at cer@edreform.com. CER’s award-winning website can be found at
“edreform.com.”

The Center for Education Reform is a national, independent, non-profit advocacy organization founded in 1993
to provide support and guidance to individuals, community and civic groups, policymakers and others who are
working to bring fundamental reforms to their schools.
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Charter School Legislation: State Rankings
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Note: The scores on this table are based on the current status of each law (through September 1998). Amendments 1o the criginal law, siate board regulations, legal rulings, depariment of education interpretation and
actual implementation have all been factored into the ranking. Each state is ranked for each criterion on a scale of 0 10 5, based on how that state's provisions under that criterion support or restrict the development of a
stgnificant number of autonomous charter schools (strongly support = 5; strongly restrict = 03, or, in the case of recently passed or amended laws, are likely to do 50. States are Iisted from left to right from stronger to
weakel. The laws are also divided into two subsets: strong or moderately effective laws witich do of are likely to support at least some significant development of aufonomous charter schools, and weak, or ineffective,
laws which have not, and are unlikely to, isad 10 significant charter activity. See the following page for & more detailed explanation of the criferia and rating sysiem. See also analysis of individual states’ laws for
further explanation of specific provisions.

CO: The Colorado waiver authority is given a 3 even though the Jaw does not guarantee . An agreeable State Board of Education makes the process easy,
D The scores reflect the lack of clarity in the law peraining to fiscal and legal autonomy.
MG: While the provisions of the law work weil for the two cities, the rest of the stale is not authorized to have charter schools.

Each Bw was scored by a E]arge! of experts compased of Jeanne Allen, President, The Center for Education Reform, Linda Brown, Director, Pioneer institute Criarter Schiool Resource Center, and Chaster Finn, President of the Thomas B. Fordham Foundation,and John M,
i%ﬂ Feclimfa lhg;;quon slﬁi{:eir ;Ehe average of the panelists’ individust scares was used for the fingl seore for each ofterion, and their sum provided final raw scores by which each state was eanked. States with tie scores were ranked according to secondary factors
uencing the effectivenass of their law. -

Published by The Center for Education Reform November 1988, (An earlier version of this table was prepered for the Center for Education Reform by Mark Buechler, formedy of the indianz Education Policy Cenler.)
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u : Charter School Legislation: State Rankings (cont.)
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" Rating Criteria:

Al 34 charter school laws in existence as of Oclober 1998 are scored and ranked acsording to their degree of expanswness The stales are ranked from 1 (most expansive) to 34 (most restrictive), as well as dmded into Strong and Weak Charter Law States, indicating
which do-or are likely 10 support 2t Joast some significart development of ausoniomous charter schools, and which are not,

I;tjglber of &chaolsgﬁtales that permit an uniimited or substantial number of autcnormous charter smmls ercourage more activity than states that elither imi the numbar of autcnemous schodls, or aliow an urdimited number of charter schocls with restrictions on their
nomy, demographics, o,

Muttiple chartering authorities / binding appeals process: States that permit 4 nurnber of endities in addition 1o or instead ©f local schoul boards 1o authorize charter schools, or thal provide applicants with a binding appeals process, encourage more aclivity than those
that vest authorizing power in a single enlity, particuterdy if that entity is the local school board, or provide only an advisory appeals process,

Variety of applicants: States that pennit & variety of individuals and groups both inside and utside the existing public school system to stant charter schools encourage more activity than states that limit eligible applicants ta public schools or public school personnel.
Neow starts: Slates that permit new schools to start up encourage more activity than thosa that permit only public school conversions,

Formal ¢vidence of local supy States that permit charter schools to be formed without having 1o prove specified levels of looal support encourage more activity than states that require such demonstrafions of support,

Automatic: waiver from laws and regulations: Stales hat provide automatic bianket walvers from most or all state and districl education laws, regulations, and policies encourage more activity than states that provide no waivers of require charter schools o negotiate
waivars on an issue-by-issue basis charler-granting authcdties. {In no cass, howsver, are civil rights laws or health/satety codes waived for charter schaols.}

Legal / operational autoriomy: Slates in which chartes schools are Independent legal entities that can own property, sue and be sued, incur debt, control budget and personnel, and contract for services encourags more activity than stales in which chaster schools remain
under disirict jurisdiction. In addition, legat autonomy refers to the abiity of charter schools 1o controf enroliment numbers, with no special conditions imposed by the charter faw or the local district on its policies.

Guaranteed full funding: States where 100% of per-pupil funding automaticaliy follows students saralied in charter schools encourage more activity than states where the amount of funding is automstically set balow 100%, or must be negofiated with the district.
Fiseal Autonomy: States that give chartar schools full cantrol over their own budgets, without the district holding the funds, encourage more activity than sfates that do not.

E from coliective bargaining agreemems # district work rules: States that give charter schoois complets control aver parsonmet decisions snoourage more activity than States where chafter 3chool leachers must remain subjest 1o the lenms of district
coliective barganm‘ng agreements or wark vules.

Nota: Please see The Center for Education Reform's complete analysis &l wew.edreform.cam or by referting to Charter Schiool Laws Across the $tates, 1988,
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