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Evauation of the Delaware Charter School Reform

Executive Summary

The Delaware charter school reform dates back to 1995 when legislation wasinitially passed
that allowed the creation of charter schools. Two schools opened in 1996, and 13 charter
schools are currently operating in the state. They enroll more than 6,200 students, which
accountsfor nearly 5.4 percent of all public school students. Another charter school isslated
to open in the autumn of 2005. Thusfar, 2 schools have closed due to financial and other
organizational difficulties.

The students enrolled in the charter schools vary extensively in terms of demographics.
Thisis largely due to the location of the schools and the schools' profiles and marketing
strategies. In anumber of instances, the demographic characteristics of the charter schools
differ greatly from the surrounding communities. In some cases, the charter schools are
enrolling more disadvantaged students. In other cases, they are enrolling students who are
substantially less disadvantaged.

Comparing Delaware’ s Charter School Law With Laws in Other States

Delaware’ scharter school law isconsidered by someto bevery permissiveor “charter school
friendly” because of the extensive autonomy charter schools are granted. However,
regulations put in place over time and the manner in which they have been enforced have led
many charter school leaders to believe that Delaware's reform is very restrictive and
“unfriendly” to charter schools.

Delaware' s legidation has many areas of strength for charter school applicants and
charter holders. Among the most prominent strengthsthat became apparent after comparing
Delaware’ s legislation with other states are the following:

(d no cap on the number of charter schools

d multiple charter authorizers (although more are alowed, there are currently only 2
authorizers)

[ widerange of eligible charter applicants
[ no requirement of evidence for local support for new start-up charter schools
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full funding

transportation funding

collective bargaining exemption

teacher access to state retirement system

While the examination of existing legislation did not reveal any serious weaknesses, a
few areas might be looked at more closely for possible revision:

(d longer term of theinitial charter (this was extended to 4 years in the summer of 2004,
but most states have an initial contract for 5 years)

(A additional start-up funds and financial support for facilities

(1 longer leave of absence for public school teachers to work in charter schools

Regardless of whether a charter school law is deemed permissive and charter school
friendly or restrictive and unfriendly to charter schools, it isimportant to keep in mind that
a “strong” charter school law is one that results in the accomplishment of anticipated
outcomes. The findings uncovered in this statewide eval uation suggest that Delaware does
indeed have a strong charter school law.

oo od

Delaware Charter School Teachers

In the first year of this 3-year evaluation project, a considerable amount of attention was
given to charter school teachers. Questionnaireswere administered to all teaching staff and
key administrators in the charter schools. These questionnaires focused on teacher charac-
teristics and qualifications, reasons for choosing to work at a charter school, and teachers
perceptions regarding their school and the extent to which it is able to fulfill its mission.

Teacher background characteristics. Intermsof gender and race/ethnicity, Delaware
charter school teachersare similar in many respectsto teachersin traditional public schools.
There are dlightly more minority teachers in charter schools, but large differences exist
among the schools in their percentage of minority teachers. The age distribution for
Delaware charter school teachersindicates that they are younger than teachersin traditional
public schools.

Teacher qualifications. On the average, Delaware charter school teachers had more
than 7 years of experience as educators versus 14 years of experience for traditional public
school classroom teachers. The charter school teachers appear to bewell qualified in terms of
education but arelesslikely than teachersin traditional public schoolsto have graduate degrees.

Reasons for choosing to work at a charter school. Based on charter school teacher
surveys, important factors influencing their decision to work at a charter school were the
opportunity towork with like-minded educators, saf ety at school, committed parents, and the
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academic reputation (high standards) of the school. Teachers also appreciated small class
size, autonomy, and involvement in curriculum.

Teacher attrition. Teacher attritionishighinthecharter schools; for example, morethan
30 percent of certified teachersand morethan 48 percent of noncertified teachersleft during
or immediately following the 2002-03 school year. Therewerelarge differencesin attrition
rates across charter schools, and the highest staff turnover rates occurred in those run by for-
profit management companies. Whileteacher attrition can be damaging for charter schools,
it isalso important to keep in mind that some of the attrition can be deemed as “functional .”
In other words, charter schools have greater ability to hire and fireteachers; in order to build
amorefocused learning community, they sometimes haveto fire and not rehire teachersthat
do not fit a school profile.

Teachers perceptions of their schools. In general, teachers were content with their
schools and satisfied with the servicesthey provide. A large proportion of teacher reported
that they are autonomous and creative in their classrooms and that the school supports
innovative practices. Student discipline, teacher salary, quality of facilities,
leadership/administration issues, and availability of resources were frequently noted as
concerns of teachers; but responses varied widely among schools. Inthe questionnaires, the
teachers and staff were asked to rate a number of itemsin terms of their initial expectations
before coming to a charter school. In connection with this, the teachers/staff were asked to
rate these same items with respect to what they were currently experiencing at the school.
Whiletheteacherswere generally satisfied, it was apparent that the expectations of teachers
and staff were still not being met over time.

Accomplishment of Mission

Charter schools are intended to have unique missions and educational approaches. As part
of the charter schools’ “autonomy in exchange for accountability” bargain, the schools must
effectively demonstrate progress toward accomplishing these unigue missions. Distinctive
missions, goals, and benchmarks, aswell as specified means of measuring success should all
be a part of a school’s charter or binding performance agreement with its authorizer. The
performance agreements made between the Delaware Department of Education (DOE) and
the 11 schoolsit sponsorsareexemplary inthat they contain clear and measurable objectives,
specific benchmarks, and rigid reporting requirements.

The structure of the DOE performance agreement calls for objectives to be set in the
following areas. academic achievement, behavior of students, market accountability, and
parent satisfaction. The results presented in Chapter 5 of the technical report indicate that
the charter schoolsare doing arather good job of living uptotheir performance agreements.
More work is needed with some schools, however, to ensure that they report fully on their
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academic achievement. Nevertheless, the results regarding behavior goals, market
accountability, and parent satisfaction were complete and—for the most part—satisfactory.

The goals and objectives specified in the charter schools' performance agreements are
unique from most other states in that they also include indicators of market accountability.
The use of market indicatorsin the performance agreement can help provide early warnings
regarding a failing charter school. Early warnings mean that steps can be taken to assist
schools at risk of closure or to buffer the impact on district schools from the closure of a
charter school.

On the teacher/staff questionnaires, we included a number of items that looked at
teachers' satisfaction with their charter school’ s mission and their perception of whether or
not the school could fulfill the mission. Nearly all teachers and staff indicated that they were
familiar with the unique missionsof their schools. Teachersand staff also indicated that they
werevery satisfied withthemissionsof their respective schools; however, alower proportion
of the teachers and staff were satisfied with their schools” ability to fulfill the mission.

Student Performance on the Delaware Student Testing Program

Reports and Web-based documents prepared by the Department of Education provide
extensivedataon school performancefor charter schoolsand traditional public schoolsalike.
The nature of the data and indicators presented, however, does not allow us to calculate
accurately the impact of charter schools on student learning. To do so, we need to track
individual students and measure growth of these students while enrolled at a charter school
relative to growth of demographically similar studentsenrolled in traditional public schools
during the same time period.

The Delaware Department of Education provided extensive student level data to
members of the evaluation team. The data did not contain personal information, although
they did have uniqueidentifiersthat allowed usto track individual studentsover timeand to
link students with background demographic information.

During year 1 of the evaluation we analyzed the results from the Delaware Student
Testing Program (DSTP) math, reading, and writing tests, which are administered at grades
3,5, 8, and 10. The scope and nature of these data allowed us to use a matched student
design to examine the impact that charter schools were having on student learning. The
matched student designisaquasi-experimental designinwhich studentsin the experimental
group (i.e., charter schools) are matched according to all relevant background and
demographic indicators with students in the control group (i.e., traditional public schools).
Students are followed over time, and we track and compare relative gains.

Six panels were created and tracked over time. In order to be included in the panels,
students had to have valid test scores for both the pretest and posttest. This, unfortunately,
removed students who repeat a grade or students coming from private schools who did not
take the state assessment at the designated pretest time. The largest panels included more
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than 500 students, and the smallest panel s (tracing studentsfrom grade 8 to grade 10) had just
under 200 students.

To address the central reform question—Is there a difference in achievement between
students attending charter schools vs. students attending noncharter schools?—an analysis
of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted on the last DSTP assessment with the previous
DSTP assessment score as the covariate. Separate ANCOV A analyses were examined for
DSTP scaled score and SAT-9 normal curve equivalents for the reading and math
assessments and with the writing raw score for the writing assessment. The findings
presented in the report focused on the reading and math results because of the inherent
weaknesses in the measure available for the writing assessment.

The results outlined in detail in chapter 6 indicate that charter school students often
perform better than matched traditional public school studentsin the upper grades. There
weresmall differencesbetweenthe charter school studentsand comparison studentsbetween
grades 3 and 5. Only two differenceswere statistically significant; one of these differences
favored traditional public schools, and one difference favored charter schools. At grade 8,
two of the four comparisons proved to have large differences that were statistically
significant and both of these differences favored charter schools.

The largest differences between charter school students and matched students in
traditional public schoolswere at grade 10. Three of the four comparisons showed that the
differences were statistically significant, and all these differences favored charter school
students. In other words, the charter school students included in the panels were gaining
more on the DSTP between grade 8 and grade 10 than demographically matched studentsin
traditional public schools. One serious limitation to keep in mind hereisthat many students
in the grade 8 to grade 10 panels did not actually enter a charter school until grade 9. Also,
many studentswere dropped from thispanel becausethey did not haveagrade8 DSTP score.
Thisislikely becausethey wereenrolled in private school s or were coming from out of state.

The findings indicate that the panels ending in 2004 had more differences that favored
charter schools than the panels ending in 2003. This provides some tentative evidence that
charter schools are improving over time. However, this may also be explained by the fact
that the more recent panels include more schools, some of which have fewer years of
operation. Theresultsvaried extensively by school with some schoolsperforming especially
well, whileother arestruggling. Thefindingsin chapter 6 also highlight results by individual
schools.

Creaming the best or serving the neediest? While many charter schools establish
curricular profilesand marketing material sthat make them most attractiveto studentsfailing
intraditional public schools, somecharter schoolsalso have profilesand marketing practices
that help them attract high performing students. In addition to calculating gain scores for
studentsover time, our analysis of student achievement also yielded interesting findingswith
regard to whether charter schoolswere attracting and enrolling high performing students or
at-risk or low performing students. The covariate meansthat we calculated for our analyses
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represent the pretest scores of students that are matched by race, gender, free and reduced
lunch status, English Language Proficiency status, and Title | status. A comparison of the
covariate means at grade 4 illustrates that the charter school students and demographically
similar studentsinthecontrol group havesimilar pretest performancelevels. Thismeansthat
at lower elementary levels, the charter schools were serving students that were similar in
performancelevelstothetraditional public schools. At grade8, however, the charter schools
are clearly attracting and enrolling higher performing students. This difference is further
exacerbated in grade 10, where the charter school students have substantially higher pretest
scores than their demographically similar peers. These comparisons suggest that while the
charter schools on the whole are not “creaming” or attracting the best performing students
in the lower elementary grades, they clearly are doing so in the lower and upper secondary
levels. [Becauseour analysiscontrolsfor pretest scores, thisfinding should not discount the
fact that charter school studentsstill were gaining more on the state assessment than matched
students in the upper grades.]

Limitationsand future analyses. Whilethefindingshaveanumber of limitations, which
are spelled out at the end of chapter 6, we hope and expect that some of these limitations can
be addressed in future analyses of the data:

(d Conduct more specific analyses of subgroups, including characteristics of “ stayers’ and
“leavers.”

[  Apply and compare other study designs.

(d Include additional years of test data and additional subjects (i.e., science and socia
studies).

Dilemmas and Issues Related to Overseeing
a Successful Charter School Reform

The final chapter of the technical report contains a summary of the relevant findings and a
discussion of issues related to the oversight of Delaware charter schools. Among the
guestions that are addressed are the following:

(d How do authorizers differ in terms of oversight practices?
[ What are the advantages and disadvantages of rigorous oversight?
(1  What factors or conditions facilitate rigorous oversight?

Differencesinauthorizers. TheDelawarecharter school law allowsonly the Department
of Education (with consent of the State Board of Education) and local district boards to
sponsor charter schools. Whilethe state has sponsored 11 schools, only 1 local district— the
Red Clay Consolidated School District—had gotten involved by sponsoring 2 charter
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schools. The 2 authorizersare similar in that they have set the bar high for new applications
(the DOE has increased its expectations for new applications over time). The authorizers
differ, however, in the amount and nature of oversight they undertake. The local district
engagesinvery little oversight of its 2 charter school s and does not appear to have arigorous
performance agreement or reporting mechanismsin place. Thelocal district indicated that
it will engage in oversight at the time the charter needs to be renewed. The Department of
Education, ontheother hand, conducts extensive oversight of the charter schoolsit sponsors.
even though the charter schools complainloudly about the extensive oversight. With respect
to the work of DOE, Delaware provides much more careful and rigorous oversight of its
charter schools than most other states.

Advantagesand disadvantagesof rigorousoversight. Many issuesneed to beconsidered
and balanced when it comesto rigorous oversight of charter schools. Below isabrief list of
some of the primary advantages and disadvantages of rigorous oversight, such as that
pursued by the Delaware Department of Education. The main advantages include the
following:

More likely that only the best applications for charters are approved
More likely that poor performing charter schools will close
Lesslikely that | ess serious management companieswith high cost structureswill remain

Less likely that children and communities are negatively affected by poor performing
charter schools or untimely closure of charter schools

On the other hand, the main disadvantages of rigorous oversight and regulation include
the following:

(1 Charter schools are less free to innovate.

(d Charter schools have less autonomy and flexibility that may be necessary to ensure a
more efficient and effective use of limited resources.

(d Humanandfinancial resources of the Delaware State Board of Education and Delaware
Department of Education are disproportionately directed to charter schoolsthat servea
small portion of the states’ public school students.

Oodo

Factors or conditions that facilitate rigorous oversight. The Delaware Department of
Education isable and willing to monitor closely the performance and viability of the charter
schoolsand hold them accountabl eto regul ationsand their specific performance agreements.
The capacity for thistype of oversight can be attributed to anumber of factorsincluding (i)
small size of the state and scale of the reform, (ii) detailed and centralized accountability
system, (iii) devoted and effective DOE staff, and (iv) timely and well targeted technical
assistance. These factors are elaborated in chapter 7.
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Conclusions

It isclear from the findings that the charter schoolsin Delaware are highly accountable, and
their performance—in terms of student achievement—is similar or better than what we find
intraditional public schools. Thestrong accountability and therel ative positive performance
of these schools can be attributed to a number of factors. Key factors that are likely to
explain the positive outcomes include the following:

Rigorous approval process

Rigorous oversight

Clear and measurable expectations

Comprehensive and valid data that are readily available

Provisions of extensive technical assistance

Relatively strong funding

Bipartisan support

Each of these factors is described and discussed in detail in chapter 7.

Delaware charter schools and their authorizers have benefited from their collective
experiences over time. The DOE has strengthened its capacity to screen charter school
proposals, set high expectations, train new charter school operators, and manage data.
Charter schools have learned to operate in the challenging environment in which much is
expected of them. In the next phase of the charter school reform in Delaware, progress can
be madein severa areasincluding the streamlining and systematization of data collection by
the DOE, further development of a supportive charter school network, and support
organizations that can shift some responsibility for technical assistance away from DOE.

The Delaware charter school reform isamong the more closely monitored and regulated
reformsinthe nation. We say thisbased not only on our evaluation of charter school reforms
in five other states, but also on what we have learned from the literature. Thissaid, itis
important to point out that more rigorous regulation and oversight of charter schoolsis not
necessarily bad. Although the charter schools complain of too much interference, and
although staff and resources at the Delaware Department of Education are taxed with extra
work, it is likely that this more rigorous regulation and oversight has led to more stable,
viable, and better performing charter schools.

While moderate success is obvious in the charter schools, a number of negative or
unanticipated outcomes need to be watched and considered carefully. These include
accelerating the resegregation of public schools by race, class, and ability and the
disproportionate diversion of district and state resources (both financial and human
resources) to the more recently established charter schools. These possible unanticipated
outcomes will be addressed in year 2 of the study, along with further examination of the
original outcomes that were the intent of the state' s charter school law.

oo0doDodood
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Chapter One
Purpose and Conduct of the Evaluation

Thisreport serves asthe Year 1 fina report for evaluation of the Delaware charter school reform.
The project wasinitiated in November 2003 with the majority of the site visitsto schools conducted
inthe early spring of 2004. Student achievement datawere not obtained until the late autumn when
much of the analysis was undertaken and the final report prepared.

In thisfirst chapter of the report, we provide information regarding the purpose and conduct of
the evaluation. The objectives or main evaluation tasks are addressed in the following section,
followed by adescription of datasources and methodsfor datacollection. Finally, limitations of the
study and an overview of the report are contained at the end of this chapter.

1.1 Evaluation Questions

The Request for Proposals (RFP) for this evaluation outlined a 3-year project. Inthefirst year, the
following tasks were to be covered:

1 Anaysisof Delaware' scharter law and regulationsrelativeto other states, designed to determine
areas of strengths and weaknesses for the charter school applicants, charter holders, and the
charter authorizers.

(d Review thetime, effort, and expense devoted to complianceissuesfor applicantsand authorizers
and itsimpact on the charter schools as well as public education as awhole.

(1 Review and synthesis of evidence regarding the accomplishment of the mission found in the
original charters, charter school annual reports, and other school |evel documentation for those
schoolsin operation prior to the 2002-03 school year.

(1 Provide a comparison of charters granted by individual school districts, states or other central
authority to determineif thereisany evidencethat “ chartering” closer to the community ismore
effective.

During the second year, the tasks listed below were to be addressed in addition to the year 1
tasks:

(1 Review and synthesis of evidence regarding the accomplishment of the mission found in the
original charters, charter school annual reports, and other school level documentation for those
school s opened after the 2002-2003 school year.
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(1 Update information on the compliance issues for applicants and authorizers and its impact on
the charter schools as well as public education as awhole.

Finally, in year 3, three additional tasks were to be added to the list of tasks addressed by the
evaluation:

(1 Review and synthesis of evidence regarding the accomplishment of the mission found in the
original charters, charter school annual reports, and other school level documentation for all
charter schools.

(1 Update information on the compliance issues for applicants and authorizers and its impact on
the charter schools as well as public education as awhole.

(d Provide any additional recommendations on best practices for charter schools and authorizers
as determined by analysis of Delaware’ s experience and data collected from other states.

In addition, each year of the study, the following areas should be analyzed:

1 Synthesis and descriptive analysis of charter school-level data including demographics and
financial data with comparisonsto similar noncharter public schools.

( Analysisof gain scores on the Delaware Student Testing Program (DSTP) with charter schools
and demographically and geographically similar noncharter public schools.

(1 Analysis of longitudinal data on students who remain in a charter school for more than one
DSTP tested grade.

1.2 Methods of Data Collection

The RFP indicated that each charter school would receive at least one site visit annually by the
evaluation team for the purpose of interviewing the principal/director and a random sample of
teachers to gather input for the research questions. Checklists to guide the review of facilities and
relevant documentation are also to be used. Interviewswith representatives of local school districts
and stakeholder groups will be conducted as needed to identify issues of concern and/or support.
Based on these guidelines and reflecting the data needs expressed by the eval uation tasks, we used
the following methods for collecting information:

1. Individua interviewswith charter school directorsor principals at each school. When possible
we also interviewed teachers, board members, and students.

2. Interviewswith other key informants and stakehol ders outside of the charter schools such as (i)
state-level policymakers, (i) staff from the Department of Education, (iii) representatives of the
charter school association and a charter school support and resource organization, and (iv)
representatives of the school districts in which the charter schools reside.

3. Site visits were made to all 13 schools which, in addition to interviews and collection of
documents, included brief observations of school activities and classroom lessons aswell as a
tour of the school facilities.
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4. Surveys of teachers and staff at all 13 schools plus optional surveys of students and parents in
a few of the schools. This was done using charter school questionnaires developed by The
Evaluation Center, which include both closed- and open-ended questions.*

5. Review of documentation fromthe schools, thedistrict, state-level organizations, themedia, and
the larger body of literature and research on charter schools

6. Anaysis of test data and available demographic data for the charter schools and relative
comparison groups

Efforts were made to help ensure that the charter schoolswere disrupted as little as possible by
the data collection. We are aware that charter schools are of considerable public interest and that
they are bombarded with requestsfor information that can drain the resources of therelatively small
staffs of charter schools. Therefore, we made efforts to use existing data that may be required for
other reports. Also, in the course of our data collection we focused only on those issues that are
important and necessary for this study and selected respondents who were considered to be
knowledgeable about the issue(s) being addressed and who could contribute to the quality of the
information/data that we collected. We hope the process for obtaining information was viewed as
time well spent by the informants and useful by stakeholders.

Information for answering the key eval uation questions often included a variety of sources and
acombination of qualitative and quantitative data/information. For example, weexamined thelevel
of satisfaction with the charter schools from the vantage point of teachers and administrators from
our own data collection and then reviewed satisfaction data collected from parents by the schools
themselves. We also used a combination of qualitative (e.g., interviews) and quantitative (e.g.,
surveys) datato look at particular issues. We considered evidence of academic achievement from
test scores aswell asfrom evidencein annual reports. Additionally, we asked stakeholders at each
school about their school’ s success in fulfilling its mission and meeting its goals.

Details on the specific methods used in the study are elaborated throughout the report and are
presented with their corresponding research findings. For example, inthe chapter on charter school
teachers and their working conditions the reader will find details regarding the sample, response
rates, and the analyses of the data collected from charter school teachers and staff. Specific
methodological detailswith regard to student achievement results are found in Chapter 6 where we
explain how and why we analyzed differences between charter school students and students in
traditional public schools with regard to gains on the state assessment test.

1.3 Limitationsto the Evaluation

A number of limitations to this study need to be weighed and considered. Below we describe the
major limitations and—where appropriate—we discuss how we have addressed or compensated for
the limitations.

! Separate school level reportswere prepared for each school based on the survey datawe coll ected.
The results were shared both in hard copy and electronically. Initial feedback from anumber of the charter
school directors was that they found the reports we prepared for them to be insightful and helpful as they
worked to improve and further develop their schools.
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Lack of Time on Site

Only one site visit per school was called for in the study and supported by the budget. This posed
an important limitation in terms of firsthand knowledge of the schools. To compensate for this, we
collected extensive school level documentation and information both from charter schoolsand from
the Department of Education.

Sampling

While the overall response rate for the teacher/staff surveyswas high compared with other similar
studies(i.e., 78 percent of the teachers and staff returned acompleted questionnaire), it isimportant
to point out that the responserate waslow in anumber of schools; in 1 school only 38 percent of the
staff responded.

Informant Bias

Because of vested interests, there is obviously the possibility of misleading information being
provided by those we interviewed. Wherever possible, we tried to double-check information; or
when references to financial issues or testing results were made, we attempted to confirm such
information using the data obtained from the Delaware Department of Education.

Age of the Reform

The charter school reform in Delawareis still relatively young.  While two schools now have been
operating for close to eight years, nearly half the schools have operated for three or fewer years.
Because these schools have been in operation for a short period of time, we have insufficient data
to do an in-depth examination of their impact and effectiveness. However, each additional year of
data helps us further complete the picture of these schoolsin terms of their success in establishing
their schools and producing outcomes according to the goals they have set.

Sart-Up Phase of Schools

During the last year of this study, the schools were in their second through fifth years of operation.
We have becomeincreasingly aware of the growing pains associated with opening anew school and
the heavy demands on the personnel who runit. We know that new schools require afew yearsin
which to implement their plans. A few years is often required to even secure or renovate a
permanent facility. Werecognizethat the schools have beenin various stages of their start-up phase
and that any fair summative evaluation will need to wait afew more years. For these reasons the
evaluation islargely formative in nature; when we describe outcomes, we qualify them and remind
the reader of the specific limitations that apply.



Chapter Two
Description and Comparative Review
of the Delaware Charter School Reform

Charter schools are semiautonomous public schools founded by educators, parents, community
groups, or private organizations that operate under a written contract with a state, district, or other
entity. Thiscontract, or charter, detailshow the school will be organized and managed, what students
will be taught and expected to achieve, and how success will be measured. Many charter schools
enjoy freedom from rules and regulations affecting other public schools aslong as they continue to
meet the terms of their charters. Charter schools can be closed for failing to satisfy these terms.

Asof November 2003, 40 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico had enacted charter
school legidation. Asof January 2003, about 2,700 charter schools were serving more than 684,000
students across the country. Charter school laws often vary from state to state and often differ on
several important factors, including who is allowed to sponsor charter schools, how much money
charter schoolsreceive for operational and facilities expenses, and whether the teachersin a charter
school have to be certified.

Charter schools in Delaware are authorized by Del. C., Title 14, Chapter 5, which was enacted
in 1995. The creation of the charter school legisation wasintended to (i) improve student learning,
(i) encourage the use of different and innovative or proven school environments and teaching and
learning methods, (iii) provide parents and students with improved measures of school performance
and greater opportunitiesto choose public schoolswithin and outside their school districts, and (iv)
provide for awell-educated community. In 2002, the Department of Education recommended and
the State Board of Education approved Regulation 275 to providerulesto governtheimpl ementation
of the charter school law. The Delaware Code was revised further in 2004.

Ananalysisof Delawarecharter school law and regul ationsrel ativeto other stateswas conducted
in order to determine its areas of strengths and weaknesses for Delaware charter school applicants,
charter holders, and charter authorizers. Delaware’'s charter school law and regulations were
compared with those of comparable states including the District of Columbia, Connecticut,
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and North Carolina. Among the resources used for the analysiswere the
statelaws and regul ations and secondary analyses conducted by various organizationsincluding the
Center for Education Reform, the Center for Leadership on School Reform, the Education
Commission of the States, the U.S. Department of Education, and the Thomas B. Fordham
Foundation.
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2.1 Basic Policy and Procedural Areas of Charter School Law

The contents of charter school laws vary from state to state. Nevertheless, several basic policy and
legal areas are covered by most state charter laws:

Charter School Development and Start-Up
School Status

Fiscal Issues

Students

Staffing and Labor Relations
Accountability

o g A~ wbdhPE

Charter School Devel opment and Sart-Up

Among thetopicsgenerally covered intheareaof charter development are (a) the number of schools
allowed to be chartered; (b) eligible chartering authorities;(c) the appeal s process, if any; (d) eligible
applicants; (e) whether or not formal evidence of local support is required; (f) the recipient of the
charter; and (g) the length of theinitial charter.

Number of schoolsallowed. Delaware charter school law does not have a cap on the number of
charter schools. Like Delaware, New Jersey and Pennsylvaniaplace no cap on the number of charter
schools. The District of Columbia has ayearly cap of 20 new schools annually. Connecticut has a
limit of 24 schools, and North Carolina has alimit of 100 charter schools. Nationwide, 71 percent
of the states with charter school legislation place no cap on the number of charter schools. The
absence of acap on the number of charter schoolsin Delaware is seen by charter school advocates
as a strength.

Eligiblechartering authorities. Delaware charter school law allowsthe state board of education
(SBOE) and local school boardsto authorize or approve new charter schools. Theother statesinthe
comparison group, with the exception of New Jersey, also alow for multiple charter school
authorizers. In Connecticut local charter schools must be approved by the local or regional board
of education and the state board of education. State charter schools must be approved by the state
board of education.? The District of Columbia Board of Education and the Public Charter School
Board may approve charter school applications. In Pennsylvania, only local school boards may
approvecharter applicationsalthough the Pennsyl vaniaDepartment of Educationisnow responsible
for granting charters to cyber charter schools. North Carolina permits local school boards, the
University of North Carolina, or the state board of education to approve charter applications. Only
in New Jersey isthere a single authorizer—in this case, the state commissioner of education. The
eligibility of multiple authorizers can be seen as an area of strength for charter school applicants.

2 Inpractice only 2 local charter schoolswere sponsored by alocal district (i.e., by Hartford Public
Schools). These 2 schoolswerelater converted to magnet schoolsin 2002. Nolocal districts have sponsored
charter schools since then.
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Appeals process. Delaware charter school legislation states that if an application for a charter
school ismadeto the SBOE or alocal school board and the charter application isnot approved, such
decision shall befinal and not subject tojudicial review. Like Delaware, Connecticut hasno appeals
process in place for charter applicants. Three states in the comparison group—New Jersey, North
Carolina, and Pennsylvania—have an appeal process. The District of Columbia has no appeals
process, but decisions can be subject to judicial review. In North Carolinaand New Jersey, denied
applications may be appealed to the state board of education. In Pennsylvania applications denied by
aloca school board may be appedled to the state Charter Appeals Board. A survey of stateswith charter
legislation reveals that the majority (74%) have an appeals processin place for charter applicants.

While the absence of an appeals process in Delaware may be considered a weakness from the
point of view of a charter applicant, it may be seen as a strength from the point of view of a
charteringauthority that might haveto spend timeand resources assessing the same application more
than once. Of course, applicants are permitted to resubmit their application the following year.

Eligible applicants. Delaware legidation is intended to encourage any person; university;
college; or nonreligious, non-home-based, nonsectarian entity that can meet the necessary
requirementsto form acharter school. No private or religion-affiliated school may apply to become
acharter school. Existing public schools may also be converted to charter schools. All the statesin
the sample allow existing public schools to be converted to charter schools.

Thelegidation for al of the statesin the sample, with the exception of the District of Columbia,
specifies who may apply to open a charter school. Like Delaware, a wide variety of applicants are
eligible to open charter schools. Pennsylvania's legislation specifies that individuals, parents,
teachers, nonsectarianinstitutionsof higher education, museums, nonsectarian incorporated not-for-
profits, corporations, associations, or any combination thereof are eligible. In New Jersey teachers
and/or parents or acollege, university, or private entity in conjunction with teachers and/or parents
are eligible to apply. In North Carolina a person, group of persons, or nonprofit corporation may
apply. Connecticut’ s legislation is unusual in that boards of education are also eligible to apply. In
Connecticut any person, associ ation, corporation, organi zation or other entity, public or independent
institution of higher education, local or regional board of education, two or more boards of education
jointly, or regional educational service center may apply to start a charter school. The wide range
of groups eligible to apply for a charter is a strength of the Delaware law.

Evidence of local support. Evidence of local support is usually needed only for conversions of
public and private schools, and not all legislation addresses thisissue. North Carolina slegislation
does not address the issue of local support. Delaware charter school legislation stipulates that a
public school may be converted to a charter school only by approval of the board of the school
district in which it islocated and only if the charter application received the approval of more than
50 percent of the teachers and more than 50 percent of the parents with achild or children under the
age of 18 yearsresidinginthe school’ sattendancearea. Thevoteby eligible parentsisfor thosethat
attend a public meeting held for the specific purpose of voting on the proposed conversion.

New Jersey and theDistrict of Columbia, like Delaware, requireformal evidence of local support
for conversions. In New Jersey 51 percent of teachers and 51 percent of parents must support
conversions. In the District of Columbia, two-thirds of teachers, two-thirds of parents of minor
students, and two-thirds of adult students must support conversions.
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In Pennsylvania a majority of teachers and a mgjority of parents must support conversions. In
addition, all charter applications must demonstrate local support. Connecticut’ slegislation requires
that a public hearing and survey be conducted to determine local interest prior to approval by the
local school board for a*“local charter school.” For state charter school applications, thelegislation
requires apublic hearing in the affected district and solicitation of comments from the local school
board and contiguous school boards.

The requirement of local support prior to approval of existing school conversions, while time-
consuming and costly, may be seen to be a strength of the legislation for charter school applicants
and authorizers who need to predict potential enrollment and public support and also to protect the
interests of existing school students and their parents.

Charter recipient. Delaware |egislation definesthe recipient of the charter asthe charter school
board of directors. The legisation of the other states in the comparison group contain similar
language. Only afew states, alow private or for-profit entities to directly apply for and hold the
charter. Delawareisnot unique in this respect so thisis neither or strength or weakness of itslaw.

Length of theinitial charter. With the passing of Senate Bill No. 330in 2004, Delaware charters
are now granted for an initial period of 4 years of operation and are renewable every 5 years
thereafter. Previoudly, theinitial charterswerefor 3yearsin Delaware. Thestatesin thecomparison
group all have longer terms of the initial charter. New Jersey’sinitial charter contracts are for 4
years, those of Connecticut, North Carolina, and Pennsylvaniaare up to 5 years; and the District of
Columbia’sinitial charter contract isfor 15 yearswith at least 1 review every 5 years. The 4-year
initial charter term might be seen as aweakness of the Delaware legislation for charter holders and
charter authorizers because of the need for relatively frequent reauthorization efforts including
application and review. A longer initia charter term, with periodic review, might be more cost-
effective, although a careful study of the experience of states with longer initial terms would be
instructive.

School Satus

Among the topics generally covered in the area of school status are how charter schools are legally
defined, whether or not they receive automatic waiver sfromlaws, the extent of their legal autonomy,
the structure and manner in which they are gover ned, whether or not they are subject to open meeting
laws, and—finally—the extent to which they receive technical assistance.

Legal status. Delaware charter schools operate independently of any school board, as do those
in Connecticut, New Jersey, North Carolina, and the District of Columbia. For special education
purposes, District of Columbiacharter schools may chooseto be part of the school district. Thelegal
status of a Pennsylvania charter school is negotiated and determined in its charter contract.

Automatic waivers from most education laws, regulations, and policies. According to the text
of thelaw, Delaware charter schools are* free of most state and school district rules and regulations
governing public education” (Title 14, Chap 5, 8§ 501). Paragraph 505 of the law, which addresses
exemptions from rules and regulations, states the following:
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(a) Except as otherwise specified in this chapter and title, a charter school is exempt from
all provisions of this title except the provisions of Chapter 31, and all regulations of any
board of education of areorganized school district, although a charter school may elect to
comply with 1 or more such provisions.

(b) The Department of Education shall have the authority to promulgate rules and
regulations that would further define the application, approval criteriaand processes.

Therefore, while Delaware charter schools have an automatic waiver of most laws and
regulations that traditional public schools have, the Department of Education has authority to
establish rules and regul ations regarding operations and procedures asthey relate to charter schools.
Charter schoolsin the District of Columbiaand Pennsylvaniasimilarly are exempt from most state
and district education laws, regulations, and policies. North Carolina charter schools are exempt
except for the local district-sponsored charters that must negotiate for waivers from district rules.
InNew Jersey exemptionsfrom particular laws, regulations, and policies may berequestedin charter
applications; and in Connecticut, charter schools, like other public schools, may seek waiversfrom
the state board of education on a case-by-case basis. Automatic waivers in Delaware can be
considered a strength from the point of view of charter applicants and holders because it provides
flexibility. Automatic waivers can aso be seen as a strength from the point of view of charter
authorizers because it alows authorizers to avoid the process of reviewing applications for
exemptions.

Legal autonomy. Charter schools in Delaware have limited legal autonomy. The Delaware
Department of Education hasthe authority to promul gate rules and regul ations regarding operations
and procedures asthey relate to charter schools. Charter schoolsin the comparison states also have
limited legal autonomy, with the exception of District of Columbia, whose charter schoolsall have
legal autonomy.

Governance. The board of directors of aDelaware charter school shall be deemed public agents
authorized to control the school. The charter school boards are required to have both parents and
teachersrepresented. Further, no person shall serve asamember of aDelaware charter school board
of directorswho is an elected member of alocal school board of education. The board of trusteesis
the governing agent of charter schoolsin New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and the District of Columbia.
Pennsylvania charter school law requires that the board of trustees be established according to the
terms in the charter and that no member of alocal school board may serve on the board. In New
Jersey, if the charter school is established by a private entity, its representatives may not constitute
amajority of the board. The board of trustees for District of Columbia charter schools must have
an odd number of members, not to exceed seven, and must include at |east two parents of enrolled
children. The majority of board members must be District of Columbia residents. Governance of
charter schoolsin North Carolina and Connecticut is specified in the charter agreement. Teachers
and parents of students must be represented in the governing body of Connecticut charter schools.
Delaware sarrangement regarding governanceisastrengthinthat parentsand teachersareinvol ved.

Open meetings. Boards of directors of Delaware charter schools are subject to open meeting
laws, asareall but one of the statesin the sample. District of Columbiacharter school law legislation
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does not address thisissue. Legislation subjecting charter school governing bodiesto open meeting
laws seems to be a strength for Delaware charter school parents and teachers because it provides
broad access to the governance decision-making process.

Technical assistance. Technical assistance may be provided to Delaware charter schools by the
department of education upon request, as stipulated in legislation. North Carolina charter school
legislation also stipulates that technical assistance be provided by the department of education as
well as by nongovernment entities upon request. Legislation in the remaining states in the sample
does not address technical assistance, but technical assistance is provided by the department of
education as well as by nongovernment entities upon request. Technical assistance from the
department of education is a strength for charter school applicants, charter holders, and charter
authorizers. Technical assistance strengthens the capacity of applicants and charter holders to meet
their obligationsand provide adequate servicesto studentsand their parents. Nonetheless, aconflict
of interest may be seen when the same entitity (i.e., DOE) isexpected to providetechnical assistance
to charter schools at the sametimethat it overseesthese schools. Some states, such as Pennsylvania,
have shared the burden of technical assi stance between the state department of education and charter
school resource centers.

Fiscal Issues

Fiscal issuesinclude (a) the level of funding, (b) types of funding provided, and (c) the amount of
fiscal independence and autonomy allowed each charter school.

Level of funding. The level of funding provided to charter schools varies widely. Delaware,
District of Columbia, and North Carolina charter schools receive 100 percent of computed state
funding based on the state unit funding formula and 100 percent of local funding based on the
previous year's per-pupil expenditure (in the student’s district of residence), which follows the
student.

In Connecticut, funding for local charters is specified in the charter. For state charters 110
percent of state and district operations funding follows students, based on average district per-pupil
revenue. In New Jersey charter schools receive 90 percent of the lesser of (a) state and district
operations funding based on average district per-pupil revenue or (b) state-mandated minimum per-
pupil spending. The district also pays categorical aid.

Pennsylvaniafunding for charter school sfollows students, based onthe averagedistrict per-pupil
budgeted expenditure of the previous year. Depending on the district, charter school funding will be
70-82 percent of the district’s per-pupil revenue. For regional charters and nonresident students,
funds come from the district of the student’s residence. Charters receive additional funding for
special needs students or may request the intermediate unit to assist in providing special-needs
services at the same cost level as provided to district schools.

Delaware legidation providing charter schools with 100 percent of computed state and local
fundingisastrengthfor charter school applicantsand for existing charter schoolsbecauseit provides
the schools and students with resources equal to those of other public schools. Students and parents
are not penalized for choosing charter schools.
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Types of funding. Delaware charter schools are eligible to receive support or assistance for
transportation of their students. Charter schools may request the local district to provide
transportation for their studentsresidingwithintheir boundarieson the samebasisoffered to students
attending schools operated by the district. Otherwise, charter schools may choose to provide
transportation themselves and can request from the state up to 75 percent of the average per-pupil
costs for transportation within the vocational district in which the charter school is located.

Delaware districts must make unused buildingsavailablefor charter schools. Thisispotentially
astrength although there is no abundance of unused building to share. Although Delaware charter
schools may apply for federal start-up funds, no state funding is available specifically for the
renovation or construction of facilities. The range of funding available to charter schools in the
comparison states is somewhat the same as that available to Delaware charter schools.

In most cases charter school studentsareeligiblefor transportation assistance with the exception
of North Carolina. North Carolina charter schools must provide the same transportation services as
other district public schools, but charter schools do not receive reimbursement from the district for
that service. Transportation is provided by the district to charter schools in New Jersey and
Pennsylvania (with some limitations). In Connecticut transportation is provided by the district for
studentsresidinginthedistrictinwhichthecharter islocated unlessother arrangementsare specified
inthecharter. Districts, at their discretion, may providetransportation for resident studentsattending
acharter school outside their district and will be reimbursed for reasonable costs for such services
by thestate. IntheDistrict of Columbia, charter school students, likeregular public school students,
are eligible for reduced public transportation fares. Delaware legislation regarding transportation
assistance isastrength for charter school students and parents because it removes possible barriers
to charter school attendance.

Interms of facilities, the District of Columbiaand North Carolina charter schoolsreceive some
assistance with facilities acquisition. District of Columbia charter schools have preference over
other applicantsfor vacant district buildings. Congressis also considering legislation requiring that
unused public school facilities be provided to charter schools at |ess than market rates.  In North
Carolinathe school district may lease or provide free-of-charge facilitiesfor charter schools. State
facility leasing funds are available to charter schools. Pennsylvania and New Jersey provide no
facilities assistance from state funds. Aside from earlier one-time limited all ocations, Connecticut
does not provide facilities assistance, but charter schools may apply for low-interest loans from the
Connecticut Health and Educational Facilities Authority.

The Delaware requirement that districts make unused buildings available to charter schoolsis
astrength for charter school applicants. The cost involved with securing a building is a challenge
for most charter applicants. Having an unused building available to rent may make it easier for a
group to start the charter process. In addition, the legislation may aso improve the revenue stream
for districtswith unused buildings. A survey of all the stateswith charter school legislation reveals
that little more than half (55%) of the states provide facilities funds or other facilities assistance.

Like Delaware, none of the states in the sample provide start-up finds, although charter
applicants are eligible for federal start-up grantsin all the states. The failure to supply additional
state start-up funds may be seen as aweakness, because charter school applicantsarerequired to use
alarge part of their funding before state or district funding is available. Acrossthe U.S. only 20
percent of the stateswith charter school |egidlation provide start-up and/or planning grantsto charter
schools. The lack of start-up funding is a serious obstacle for charter applicants.
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Fiscal autonomy. Delawarecharter school |egislation alowsthe charter school sfiscal autonomy
asdoeslegidation enacted by all the statesin the sample. Delaware charter schools, however, must
operate within the state finance system as do other public entities. In Connecticut, although charter
schools have fiscal autonomy, state officials still maintain some control over funding, as specified
in the school charter.

Student Enrollment

Student i ssuesinclude how schoolsareto addresseligibility and preferencefor enrollment. Delaware
legislation mandates that all students in the state are eligible to attend charter schools. Preference
may be given to these students:

(A siblings of enrolled students

students attending an existing public school converting to charter status
students residing within a 5-mile radius of a new charter school

students residing within the regular school district of a new charter school

I IR W W

students who have a specific interest in a new charter school’ s teaching methods, philosophy,
or educational focus

(]

students who are at risk of academic failure

(W

children of founders and employees

The other states in the sample also indicate that all students in the state are éigible to attend
charter schools, and each state allows charter schools to give preference for enrollment to one or
more categories of students. The most common categories for preference are listed below:

(A siblings of enrolled students

(1 students attending an existing school converting to charter status

[ studentsresiding within the school district or within attendance boundaries
(1 children of employees, founders, and board members

Nationwide, 88 percent of the states with charter legislation specify the categories of students
that may be given preferencefor enrollment. Legislation that defines categories of studentswho are
to be given preference for enrollment can be seen asastrength for charter school parentsand parents
of children in schools applying for aconversion. This legislation protects the interests of students
and parents who may decide to enroll in a converted school and those of parents with children
already enrolled in charter schools who wish to enroll additional children.

Saffing and Labor Relations

Staffing and labor relation topicsinclude (a) proportion of teachersthat must be certified, (b) which
labor relations laws apply, and (c) other staff rights and privileges.
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Teacher certification. Delaware charter school legislation states that unless otherwise provided
in Section 507, al teachersworking in charter schools shall hold an appropriate teaching certificate
and license. Notwithstanding the foregoing, in any school year where there is no “qualified
aternative certification” in effect, a charter school may, where it deemsit beneficial to the success
of its education program, hire teachers that are not fully certified and licensed as long as such
teachershaveat | east abachel or’ sdegreein the content areaiin which they areteaching and comprise
no more than 35 percent of the teachersin the school.

With the exception of the District of Columbiawhere teachersin charter schools do not haveto
be certified, the states in the sample require that teachers be certified, although the percentage of
uncertified teachersallowed varies. In Connecticut at |east 50 percent of acharter school’ steachers
must have standard certification, and up to 50 percent of teachers may have alternative certification
or temporary certification and be working toward standard certification. In Pennsylvania up to 25
percent of teachers may be uncertified. North Carolinaallowsup to 25 percent of teachersin grades
K-5 and up to 50 percent of teachersin grades 6-12 to be uncertified.

Only four statesin the United States do not require teachersin charter schoolsto be certified: the
District of Columbia, Arizona, Georgiaand Texas. Delaware’ s legislation appears to be consistent
with that of comparable states. This provision grants some flexibility to charter seekers and charter
holders while still ensuring competent instruction for students.

Collective bargaining. Delaware charter school |egislation alows employees of charter schools
to havethe sameright to organize and bargain collectively asemployees of other public schools. The
employees of aschool converted to charter status and who are employed by the charter school shall
not be part of any collective bargaining unit that represented employees of the school beforeit was
converted to a charter school.

Similarly, the legislation of Pennsylvania and the District of Columbia states that a charter
school’s teachers are not covered by school district collective bargaining agreements but may
negotiate asaseparate unit. Charter school teachersin Connecticut, New Jersey, and North Carolina
are covered by the school district’s collective bargaining agreement although variations exist. In
Connecticut alocal charter school’ s teachers would be covered by the school district’s collective
bargaining agreement, but such agreement may be modified by amajority of charter school teachers
and the charter school governing council. A state charter school’s teachers may negotiate as a
separate unit with the charter school governing council or work independently. In New Jersey
teachers in converted public schools are covered by the school district’s collective bargaining
agreement. Teachers in start-up schools may remain covered by the school district’s collective
bargai ning agreement, negotiate asaseparate unit with the charter school’ sgoverning board, or work
independently.

Inthe U.S,, the mgority of stateswith charter school legislation (58%) exempt charter schools
from school district collective bargaining agreements. Legislation freeing charter schools from the
district’s collective bargaining agreement and allowing school employees to form their own
collective bargaining unit can be perceived as a strength of the legislation because charter holders
and employees have the flexibility to negotiate their own working conditions.

Saff rights and privileges. Delaware charter school legislation allows teachers in traditional
public schools to have a one year leave of absence to work in charter schools that are still in their
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first year of operation, unless specified otherwisein the collective bargaining agreement. The other
statesin the sample similarly allow teachers aleave of absenceto teach in charter schools, although
the length of the leave varies. North Carolinateachers may have aleave only up to oneyear. New
Jersey teachers may have aleave up to three years, Connecticut up to four years, and Pennsylvania
teachersuptofiveyears. TeachersintheDistrict of Columbiamay have atwo-year |eave of absence
with an unlimited number of two-year extensions. Delaware |egislation may be seen as aweakness
inthisareabecause of therelatively short |eave of absenceallowed. A longer |eave of absence might
be seen as a greater strength to permit teachers more flexibility and help ensure that more
experienced teachers seek employment in charter schools.

Delaware' s charter school teachers have equal access to the public school system'’ s retirement
system. The same is true in the other states in the sample, with the exception of the District of
Columbiawhere charter school teachers have equal accessto the public school teachers’ retirement
systemonly if they transfer from a public school. The Delaware legislation can be seen asastrength
because it gives prospective charter school teachers access to an attractive and well established
retirement system.

Accountability

Accountability issues include (a) whether or not charter schools are held accountable to the state's
standardsand assessments, (b) reporting requirements, and (c) charter renewal and revocationissues.

Application of state standards and assessments to charter schools. Delaware charter school
legislation requires charter schools to set goals for student performance and utilize satisfactory
indicators to determine whether its students meet or exceed such goals and the academic standards
set by the state. The indicators shall include the assessments required for students in other public
schools, although the charter school may adopt additional performance standards or assessment
requirements. Similarly for the statesin the comparison group, state standards and assessmentsare
applicable to charter schools. In the case of the District of Columbia, districtwide standards and
assessments are applicable to charter schools. This aspect of Delaware legislation can be seen asa
strength because it holds charter schools accountable for the same level of evidence of student
learning as other public schoolsin the state.

Reporting requirements. Delaware charter school legislation requires charter schoolsto prepare
an annual report and undergo annual financial audits. The annual report is to be submitted to the
approving authority, the department of education, and the state board of education. In turn, the
legislation requires the state department of education to prepare an annual report for the governor
and the legislature. Other charter schoolsin the sample must prepare annual reports and are subject
to financial audits. All the states in the sample, with the exception of the District of Columbia,
require the state education agency to report to the legislature on the effectiveness of the charter
schools. Thisreporting requirement can beviewed asastrength of thelegislation becauseit provides
abasisfor charter school accountability.
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Charter renewal and revocation. Although theinitial charter isfor 4 yearsin Delaware, up until
the summer of 2004, charter schoolshad to seek renewal intheir third year of operation. Threeyears
after aDelaware charter school has commenced its instructional program and not later than every
five years thereafter, the approving authority shall, upon notice to the charter school, review the
performance of the charter school to determine its compliance with its charter. The charter school
legidation lists grounds for terminating a school’ s charter. Similarly, the other statesin the sample
define the renewal process and list the grounds for termination of the charter. This process appears
standard and can be seen asastrength becauseit protectsthe stakehol dersfrom fraud or substandard
operation.

2.2 Analysis of the Delaware Charter School Law Relative to Nearby States

Inthissection, ananalysisof the Delaware charter school law isprovided using therating framework
estabished by the Center for Education Reform (CER). The CER is an advocacy group for charter
schools and believes that the best charter school laws are those that grant the most autonomy to the
schools. Each year, CER updates and revises its ratings and rankings of charter school laws. Its
ratings are based on the text of the law and not the manner or degree to which isis applied.

The CER has assigned grades to each charter school state and region (District of Columbiaand
Puerto Rico) on the basis of the strength of its charter laws. Each state or region receives a grade
of A through F. Laws with agrade of A are deemed to be very permissive or |least restrictive, and
laws with an F are deemed to be very restrictive. The strength of a charter school law is defined by
how restrictive it is based on 10 different factors such as the number of schools allowed, waivers
from regulations, autonomy, and funding. On each factor, the state’ scharter law isgraded onascale
of 1 through 5; a maximum of 50 points can be earned. Delaware, the District of Columbia,
Pennsylvania, North Carolina, and New Jersey were determined by CER to have strong to medium
strength laws (A-B). Connecticut was determined to have aweak law.

Delaware scored atotal of 44.5 points out of 50 possible points, giving it an A and aranking of
fourth placein all states and regionsin 2002 (see Table 2:1). In the sample of comparison states or
charter school laws, only the District of Columbia has stronger charter school legidlation.
Delaware' s charter law ranking fell from second place in 2001 to fourth place in 2002.

Table 2:1 Grading and Ranking of Charter School Laws by the Center for Education Reform

Sate/Region Grade Total Points Rank (2002)
Delaware A 44.5 4
Connecticut C 23.0 28
District of Columbia A 44.8 3
New Jersey B 325 17
North Carolina B 37.3 12
Pennsylvania B 36.8 13
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Delawarerecei ved the maximum score (5) inthefollowing five areas: number of schoolsallowed
(statesthat permit an unlimited or substantial number of charter schools score high); eligible charter
applicants (statesthat permit avariety of individuals and groupsto start charter schools score high);
guaranteed full per-pupil funding (statesthat guarantee 100 percent of per-pupil funding score high);
fiscal autonomy (statesthat give charter schoolsfull control over their own budgets score high); and
exemption from coll ective bargaining agreement/district work rules (statesthat give charter schools
complete control over personnel decisions score high). Table 2:2 contains scores and ratings by
specified criteria

Table 2:2 Ranking Scorecard Adapted from the Center for Education Reform, 2003

Criteria DE CT DC NJ NC PA
Number of schools allowed 5.0 15 4.5 50 3.0 5.0
Multiple chartering authorities 4.0 25 4.0 3.0 3.0 1.8
Eligible charter applicants 5.0 15 50 4.0 5.0 5.0
New starts alowed 4.5 4.0 4.8 4.5 4.8 4.5
New school may be started without
evidence of local support 35 1.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 35
Automatic waiver from state and
district laws 35 25 5.0 1.0 4.0 3.0
Legal/operational autonomy 4.0 0.5 4.5 2.0 3.0 3.0
Guaranteed full per-pupil funding 5.0 35 45 2.0 4.5 3.0
Fiscal autonomy 5.0 3.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 35
Exempt from collective bargaining
agreement/district work rules 50 25 50 30 30 4.5
Tota 44.5 230 448 325 37.3 36.8

Delaware received 4.5 of 5 points in the area of allowing new starts: States that permit new
schools to start up score higher than states that permit only conversions. Likewise, Delaware
received 4 of 5 pointsin two areas: multiple chartering authorities (states that permit a number of
authorizing entities score high) and legal/operational authority (states in which charter schools are
independent legal entities score high).

Delawarereceived 3.5 of 5 pointsin two areas; Schools may be started without evidence of |ocal
support (states that permit new charter schools to apply without proving local support score high)
and automatic waiver from state and district laws (states that provide automatic blanket waivers of
most or all state and district rules score high).

These high scores indicate that Delaware’ s charter school law is strong from the point of view
of charter school applicants and charter holders. To support new charter applicants, the Delaware
charter school law has no cap on the total number of schools, allows conversions as well as new
starts, and provides for multiple chartering authorities. To support the autonomy of charter holders,
the Delaware charter school law guaranteesfull per-pupil funding; allowsfor ahigh level of fiscal,
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legal, and operational autonomy; provides waivers from state and district laws; and permits
exemption from collective bargaining agreements and district work rules.

Compared with the other states in the sample, only the District of Columbia (DC) had a higher
score. DC received ahigher scoreintheareasof new startsallowed, |egal/operational autonomy, and
automatic waiver from state and district laws. DC' s charter school law might be considered more
friendly to current charter holders.

The remaining states in the sample—North Carolina, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and
Connecticut—all scored lower than Delaware on the CER scorecard. Connecticut scored
considerably lower than the other ranked states in the sample. There was a high level of agreement
between the states in the samplein four areas:

Number of schools allowed (DC, DE, PA, and NJ all scored either 4.5 or 5.)

Eligible charter applicants (DC, DE, NC, and PA all scored 5.)

New starts allowed (All six states scored either 4.75 or 4.5.)

School may be started without evidence of local support (DC, DE, NC, PA, and NJ all scored
3or35.)°

There was alower level of agreement between the ranked statesin six areas.

Multiple chartering authorities (DC and DE scored 4, others ranged from 3 to 1.75.)
Automatic waivers from state and district laws (Scores ranged from 5 to 1. DE scored 3.5.)
Legal/operational autonomy (Scores ranged from 4.5 to 0.5. DE scored 4.)

Guaranteed full per-pupil funding (Scores ranged from 5 to 2. DE scored 5.)

Fiscal autonomy (Scores ranged from 5 to 3. DE and NJ scored 5.)

Exempt from collective bargaining agreement/district work rules (Scores ranged from 5 to 2.5.
DC and DE scored 5.)

Delaware scharter school law received the highest scorein guaranteed full per-pupil funding (5).
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Although the CER rankings imply that strength in a state’s charter school law is a positive
guality, others disagree. For example, it can be argued that excessive permissiveness in charter
school lawsmay lead to alack of accountability, potential for discrimination, fiscal irresponsibility,
and the proliferation of poorly performing charter schools (Miron & Nelson, 2002). A synthesis of
17 studiesof student achievement in charter schools(Miron & Nelson, 2004) reveal ed that therewas
no relationship between CER'’ sratings on the “ strength” of charter school laws and their impact on
the performance of students on standardized tests.

Summary of Srengths and Weaknesses

Delaware scharter school legisl ation hasmany areasof strength for charter school applicants, charter
holders, charter authorizers, students, and their parents. A comparison of Delaware legislation with
comparable states and an analysis conducted by the Center for Education Reform revealed these
areas of strength:

% Delaware requires community support for public conversions but not for new start-ups.
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no cap on the number of charter schools

multiple charter authorizers

wide range of eligible charter applicants

legal autonomy

no requirement of evidence for local support for new start-up charter schools
waivers from most education laws, regulations, and policies
full funding

transportation funding

teacher certification requirements

collective bargaining exemption

teacher accessto state retirement system

teacher leave of absence, although only for 1 year
application of state standards and assessments

reporting requirements

Whilethe examination of existing legislation did not reveal any serious weaknesses, afew areas
might be looked at more closely for possible revision:

 longer term of theinitial charter; this was extended to 4 yearsin the summer of 2004, but most
states have an initial contract for 5 years

(1 additional start-up funds and financial support for facilities
(d longer leave of absence for public school teachers to work in charter schools

oo oo ddoddooddo

2.3 Thoughts From Charter School Administrators Regarding the
Delaware Charter School L egislation and Regulations®

From the perspective of the charter school administrators, the key concern is not with the charter
school legislation. Rather, it's the manner in which it is being interpreted by the Department of
Education (DOE). In fact, 5 out of the 13 charter schools specifically referred to disagreementsin
interpretation of the legislation as their primary concern regarding the work and role of DOE. In
their view, the charter schools view the interpretation of the legislation by DOE as “overly rigid”
and “anticharter.”

Four general areas were identified as being of particular concern for the charter schools: (i)
commitment letters, (ii) funding, (iii) modifications, and (iv) teacher certification. Some of these
areas were also pointed out by DOE officials and representatives of local districts as being
problematic.

4 The datafor this section are based on interviews with charter school administrators and staff, as
well asinterviews with representatives of the charter school advocacy or support groups.
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Commitment Letters

Delaware law requires that a student remain enrolled in the charter school for a minimum of one
school year, and the student’ s parents or guardians are required to sign acommitment letter to that
effect. However, during the first year, a student may withdraw for “good cause”;* after the first year a
student may withdraw from the charter school with or without “ good cause.” L etters of commitment
areintended to help charter schoolsand local district school s plan more effectively for enrollments.®
At the same time, this is one area where enforcement is overly burdensome and infeasible.’

Seven of the 13 charter school principals expressed strong opinions regarding the utility and
impact of thecommitment letters. Thereconcernswere partially addressed in new legislation passed
inthe summer of 2004. Previoudly, theletters of commitment were due March 1 each year and they
were audited once in March and againin May. Now the letters of commitment are due May 1 and
whilethereisno formal audit, the charter schoolsare required to notify the Department of Education
and all school districtsfrom which they enroll students. The notification from the charter school is
to include a roster of students who are enrolled at the charter school, together with their home
address and district of residence.

Commitment letters are rather unique to Delaware can be deemed an unnecessary burden on
charter schools. Nonethel ess, becausethe commitment | ettersand notificationsfrom charter schools
will helplocal district plan better, it ispossible that thiswill lead to more friendly relations between
charters schools and traditional public schools. Therefore, with the revised provisions regarding
commitment letters this aspect of the law should be seen as a strength.

Funding Issues

The charter school administratorsexpressed avariety of concernsand opinionsabout |egislation and
regulations regarding school funding; the key issues were fair and timely distribution of funds.
Seven charter schools identified funding as a major concern, and most of the charter schools think
some aspect of their current funding isunfair or unjust. While the merits of these claims cannot be

® Thisisexplainedin 14 Del. C. Section 506 (d).

® This requirement is rather unique to Delaware. Research from other states, including our own
work, (see Horn & Miron, 2002) had identified that one of the most serious problems for districts occurs
during a charter school’ sfirst year of operation when parents express interest in a charter school but do not
wish to officialy exit the district school. Competing requests for school records ensues, and neither the
district nor charter school can be certain how many teachersto employ or the number of studentsfor which
they must prepare. After thefirstyear confusion, thenumbersof studentstransferringisconsiderably smaller
and presents less of a problem for charter schools and districts alike.

" One principal called the commitment letters“intimidating” for the students and families. Charter
schaools are intended to be schools of choice, and the schools stressed that they did not want to “enroll
students whose families did not want to bethere.” A few principals commented that the DOE does not want
to enforce the commitments. This point was made clear in one charter school where around 10 students
decided not to stay, even though their parents had signed a commitment |etter during the previous spring.
The charter school board decided that the school should retain the student records and it sent aletter to the
DOE requesting help to have these students returned to them. The school reported that it received no
response from DOE . While the school kept these students on itsroster, reportedly it was not able to count
them for funding purposes.
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confirmed, we believethat it isworthwhileto reiterate these claimsto provide someinsight into the
perspective of the charter schools.®

Delaware legislation states that charter schools shall receive resources equal to those of other
public schools. Funding for public schoolsin Delaware comesfrom thelocal tax base and from state
sources. Therefore, charter schools get aportion of their funding from the state and a portion from
thelocal district. A number of charter school administrators complained that funding from thelocal
districtisoftenlate. “I’d liketo see something enforceableto make local districts pay and to pay on
schedule. It s now amost February and we' ve had money due in November that the district has ill not
paid.” Incontrast, adistrict administrator claimed that “the charter schools hold on to students through
the September 30™ count and then they are encouraged to return to public schools after the count.”

Because of their relatively small size, several charter school s pointed out that funding guidelines
were unfair and made them vulnerable. For example, afew charter schools thought they received
less money than the larger districts for administration or specific things such as school health or
special education. One charter school director pointed out how vulnerable a charter school could
beif it were to receive more expensive-to-educate students than the average per-pupil calculations
accounted for: “If one child with a disability is required to be sent out of the state for service, it
would break us.”

Several of the schools reported that the funding for transportation was unfair. As explained
earlier in this chapter, charter schools may request the local district to provide transportation for
charter school studentsresiding withinitsboundarieson the samebasis offered to studentsattending
schools operated by the district. Otherwise, charter schools may choose to provide transportation
themselves and can request from the state up to 75 percent of the average per-pupil costs for
transportation within the vocational district in which the charter school islocated. While many
charter schools cater to studentsin close proximity to their school, some of them recruit and enroll
students from throughout the county and beyond. In these instances, the charter schools thought
they should receive funding for transportation equivalent to the county vo-tech schools.

Based on concerns such as these, many representatives from charter schools indicated that they
would like to have an examination of the payment process to ensure fair and timely payments.

Modifications

Regulations governing charter schools sponsored by SBOE require that schools wishing to make
modificationsto the charter agreement must formally apply for thisfromthe DOE. The application
form for a modification is 18 pages long. The form for a minor modification is 5 pages long.
According to nearly half of the charter school administrators we interviewed, modification of the
charter agreement is excessively complex and time-consuming. One principa reported that the
maodification application and approval processtook 90 days beforeit was approved. The processis
viewed by the charters as labor intensive and tedious; if there are errorsin the application form, the
process can take much longer.

8 Inyear 2 of this project, an in-depth analysis of charter school finance will be conducted that will
compare and contrast patterns of revenues and expenditures among charter schools and between charter
schoolsand traditional public schools. Thisshould shed further light into claimsregarding fair and equitable
finance.
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A number of exampleswereused by the charter schoolstoillustrate how even apparently modest
changes could consume substantial time and resourcesfor both charter schoolsand DOE staff. The
general consensus by the charter schoolswasfor increased flexibility, less paperwork, and aquicker
application process when it comes to modifications in the charter agreement.

Teacher Certification

Asnoted earlier in this chapter, Delaware has the same high standards and requirements for charter
school teachers as they do for traditional public school teachers. While greater autonomy is given
to charter schools to hire and fire teachers, this autonomy does not allow them to hire noncertified
teachers. Several schools indicated that the standards set out in the legislation regarding teacher
qualifications were too difficult to meet. Many examples were shared with regard to the hardships
schools were facing as they strove to fully comply with teacher certification regulations. One
principal questioned the logic and “value of 100 percent certification as long as they are still
accountablefor student performance.” Not surprisingly the schoolsthat werein compliance and the
schools with less teacher attrition did not complain as loudly about this issue.

Conclusion

The current opinion of many of the charter schoolsis that the overregulation of the charter schools
limits their capacity for providing high quality service to students and their families. The charter
school s also thought that strict regulationsinhibit their ability to beinnovative and adaptiveto local
conditions. One charter school director stated, “ They [ DOE] seem to usethe threat of probation too
often.... Furthermore, DOE forcesyou to havelotsof administration.” Another director explained
how he felt inundated with requests from DOE and overwhelmed by so many different people and
offices with whom to correspond. He opined, “DOE has to let loose some so that | can run my
school.”

While many complaints were leveled at the Department of Education for itsrigid interpretation
and enforcement of |egidlation and regulations, the charter schoolswere also quick to acknowledge
that the support and guidance provided by the Department of Education were constructive and very
helpful. While some charter school representatives indicated that they thought that the DOE is
anticharter school, this view was not shared by all .’

Department of Education officials also indicated that they are aware of the heavy regulatory
burden on the schools. After all, this was also seen as a burden for DOE. A DOE administrator
indicated that the DOE continues to improve the process of how to handle the work of charter
schools by simplifying the process and by enhancing clarity in the process. In the opinion of afew
DOE staff, the reasonsthat charter schools were struggling with regul ationsincluded such things as
insufficient technical knowledge and limited knowledge and experience in policy and business.
Another likely reason that charter schools were struggling with compliance with regulations was
reported to be high turnover among staff and teachers.

° Based on our own interviews with DOE and SBOE representatives, it was clear that these
individuals had a good understanding of the charter schools and that they were not biased against them.
While DOE officials could clearly point out problem areas and school s that were struggling, they were also
quick to point out successes in the schools and awards that some had been receiving.



Chapter Three
Description of the Schools and Their Students

Inthischapter, we provide ageneral description of Delaware charter schoolsand student enrollment
patterns. The first section discusses the growth and development of charter schoolsin Delaware.
To support the findings in this section, we have included Appendix A, which contains a detailed
table of school level datawith information on how each charter school wasformed, start-up funding
sources, and information about each school’s board of directors. Section 3.2 discusses the
management and governance of charter schools and includes information on relevant legislation,
types of authorizing agencies, and education management organizations. Section 3.3 describes
innovationsin Delaware charter schools, including school -by-school innovation profiles. Thefina
section examines school enrollment patterns for 13 charter schools.

3.1 Growth and Development of the Schools

The number of charter schools in Delaware and their student enrollment have continued to grow
sincethefirst two charter schoolsin the state opened in September 1996. Currently, 13 charter schools
are operating in the 2004-05 school year with atotal enrollment of 6,257 students (DDOE, n.d.).
Approximately 5.4 percent of Delaware public school students attend charter schools. Figure 3:1
showsthe growth rate of total student enrollment for all Delaware charter schoolsfrom 1996-2004.
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Figure 3:1 Total Students Enrolled in Delaware Charter Schools
Source: 1996-1999 enrollment data from DDOE, 2004, p. 345; 2000-2004 data from DDOE School Profiles
Note. 2001-02 data do not contain enrollment data for Georgetown Charter School
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According to the Delaware Department of Education Web site, an additional charter school,
Sussex College Academy, is scheduled to open in 2005-06. Thus far, two charter schools have
closed after one or less year of operation due to financial problems and other difficulties (i.e.,
Richard Milburn Academy closed in summer 2000 and Georgetown Charter School closedinMarch
2002). Figure 3:2 shows the number of new charter schools opened annually and the total number
of charter schoolsin operation from 1996-2004.
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Figure 3:2 Growth of Delaware Charter Schools (DDOE, 2004)

As of 2004-05, no Delaware charter school has a complete K-12 curriculum. Instead, the 13
charter schools have an average offering of close to 7 grades, with a minimum of 3 grades offered
at 1 school and a maximum of 12 grades available at 1 school (from Grades 1 to 12, but no K).
Three charter schools provide instruction for upper secondary (two with Grades 9-12 and one with
Grades 7-12), 2 schools offer only middle school instruction (Grades 5-8 and 6-8), and 7 charter
schools focus on elementary and middle grades (three K-6 and four K-8).

Many charter school sopenwith alimited range of grade offeringsand expand upwards by adding
a grade each year until they reach the limit agreed upon in their charter contract. Interestingly,
severa charter schools have specific goals based on enrollment and facility expansion. Several
schools also have caps and limits to growth determined as part of an ultimate long-term operating
plan. Most schools report that they have waiting lists for enrollment, and 1 school’s wait list
includes 500 students (ISDN, n.d.).

Appendix A contains brief narratives about how each Delaware charter school was started,
including the primary catalyst leading to the charter. Catalysts for creating charter schools most
commonly include agroup of parents and avisionary leader. However, catalysts also span arange
that includes a housing authority agency, staff from an adolescent psychiatric unit of ahospital, and
amiliary commandant. Appendix A also outlines start-up funding sources for those schools that
provided the information in interviews.
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3.2 Management and Governance of Charter Schools

Delaware Code, Title 14, Chapter 5 was enacted in 1995 and provides the framework for charter
schoolsoperating inthe state. Section 503 of the code definesthelegal status of charter schoolsand
specifiesthat the approving authority (or the“ authorizer”) can be apublic school district or the State
Department of Education. The charter is granted for an initial period of four school years of
operation and renewable every five school years thereafter by a public school district or the State
Department of Education with the approval of the State Board of Education. The authorizer that
grantsthe charter for the school isresponsible for the oversight and renewal of the school’ s charter.
The charter school isgoverned and managed by aboard of directors, which operatesindependently
of any school board (State of Delaware, 2004, 8503).

Eleven of 13 Delaware school charterswere approved by the Delaware Department of Education
and the State Board of Education. Two school charters (Charter School of Wilmington and
Delaware Military Academy) were approved by the Red Clay Consolidated School District Board
of Education. Based on interview data, the two chief administrators from the district-authorized
charter schools were pleased with the amount and nature of oversight from the Red Clay
Consolidated School District. This was not the case for schools chartered by the State Board of
Education.

Each charter school’s governing board of directors is made up of parents, teachers, and
community members. Many boards also include founding members of the charter school, key
business people, and professionals such as lawyers and accountants. A few school boards have
representatives from universities, colleges, and public agencies. Some boards are very successful
at fund- raising efforts, in part because of the networksand affiliations of board members. Appendix
A contains amore detail ed description of board makeup for individual schools. Theinformationis
based on interviews with charter school district administrators and Web site information retrieved
in October 2004.

Two charter schoolsarecurrently run by for-profit education management organi zations (EM Os).
The Academy of Dover is operated by Mosaica Education, Inc., a charter school management
company. Thomas A. Edison Charter School of Wilmington is operated by Edison Schools, Inc.
At least three charter schools in the state have terminated contracts with management companies
(Providence Creek Academy, MOT, and Marion T. Academy). Another for-profit company, Richard
Milburn Academies, opened one charter school in Delaware but the school closed after itsfirst year
of operation.

Analyses of performances of schools run by private companiesis difficult for several reasons,
including these: (1) private companies often operate less transparently than public entities; (2) the
rapid growth of the EMO sector, including mergers and changes in operation, makes tracking and
following data more complicated; (3) many states don’t require stringent reporting requirements
from EMOs; and (4) the speed with which some EM O-run school s close or terminate management
agreements. During 2004 site visit interviewswith Delaware charter school district administrators,
three principalsfrom EM O-managed charter school sreported satisfaction withthe EMO. However,
one of those schools has since terminated its agreement with the EMO. Another EMO-run charter
school administrator thought the EM O was hel pful and most active during the start-up period of the
school; but involvement has waned, and the school continuesto pay them more than ahalf million



The Evaluation Center, WMU 25

dollarsayear for their services. At least three principal S/directors stated they were strongly opposed
to EMOsrunning their school. Onedirector said hewould consider contracting out certain services
when it's cost efficient, but he “would rather close than [be run by a] management company.”

On the whole, the Delaware charter reform has not been a particularly fertile ground for
education management organizations. Onereason for thisisthe requirement that all schoolsusethe
state’ s purchasing system, which istransparent and uniform for all schools. Many EMOshavetheir
own budgeting and purchasing systems that they prefer to use across sites. Another reason is that
some EM Os attempt to protect their investment in aschool by exercising authority on the governing
board. Thisisnot permitted and actually led to one EMO leaving the state before its school could
be started. Finally, the overall rigor of oversight in Delaware has produced an environment that the
EMOsfind lesshospitable. Infact, the statesin which EM Os are most common are stateswith very
permissive charter school laws, such as Arizona, Florida, Michigan, and Ohio.

3.3 Innovations in Delaware Charter Schools

When asked about innovations at his charter school, one director stated, “ The innovations are site-
based management and market accountability. We are always|ooking to improve everything we're
doing.” Other directors also stated “ site management” as being innovative to their school versus
standard district “bureaucracy.”

Charter school governance varies in terms of board of director makeup. Each school has
different levels of support groups that fit into its overarching governance structure. These groups
include some active and strong Parent Teacher Organizations (PTOs); foundation and fund-raising
boards; and subcommittees that focus on specific i ssues such as advisory duties, development, and
curriculum.

During interviews with charter school administrators, many said that too much of their timeis
spent on reporting and regulation requirementsversus site management. Onefrustrated director said
she spent two-and-a-half weeks amonth responding to DOE requests. Some administratorsthought
the statewide student testing and performance requirements did not allow time for innovative
curriculumsto be fully implemented. Thesetopicsand related items are discussed in more detail in
Chapters 5 and 6.

General Innovations by School

Innovationsin Delaware charter schoolsincludefocuson aparticular curriculum, additional college
credit (AP) classes, serving at-risk student populations, parent involvement, community volunteer
activities, and emphasis on world cultures. Several charter schools offer a special curriculum
package or framework. Many schools incorporate the curriculum model’ s core principles into the
goals and mission of the school. Specific innovations for each operating charter school are listed
below. Thisinformation isbased on charter school administrator interviews, DDOE student profile
information, and Web-based information.

Academy of Dover. This charter school is run by the EMO Mosaica, Inc., which uses a
proprietary curriculum called Paragon that integrates the humanities. The school also incorporates
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the Open Court reading program where students learn to read and then they read to others. The
school has alonger academic year (200 days) and a one-hour longer school day (8:00am-3:30pm).

Campus Community Schools. The school uses a constructivism approach based on the
philosophy of Dr. William Glasser, author of The Quality School: Managing Students Without
Coercion. The curriculum involves hands-on learning with no textbooks. Schools are part of a
“Quality School” network, and students and staff are taught to use Choice Theory in their livesand
intheir work. The goalsand objectives of these theories are related to the charter school’ smission.
The administration is site-based and involves a management team.

Charter School of Wilmington. Thisisaselective school with arigorousacademic profile. The
curriculum emphasi zesthe devel opment of math, science, and technol ogy skills. Thedirector stated,
“It’ snot what we do; it'show we do it.” The school is adding five college courses on site from the
University of Delaware so students will graduate with college credits. It has an extensive AP
program. Thedirector also stated that morale isimportant; to illustrate an example of this, he said
they use positive reinforcement such as sending parentgrams with good news about students.

Delaware Military Academy. This charter school offers the first all-Navy Jr. Reserve Officer
Training Corps (JROTC) curriculum in the U.S. The school day isan hour longer so students earn
26 credits, rather than 22, to accommodate the military science courses. It offers modified block
scheduling (every other day) and college preparatory classes. The school isdevel oping the capacity
to offer AP courses.

East Sde Charter School. The charter school offers an 11-month schedule, extended day
program (after school hoursfrom 3:30-6:00 p.m.), small classsize (16 students per class), breakfast
and lunch, and uniformsfor all grades. They want to remain small with no more than 16 students
inaclass. All the studentsreceive free and reduced lunches. All the studentsare“at-risk” children.
Parents sign a commitment to volunteer four hours a month. Parents do many things including
making repairs, maintaining the grounds, cleaning classrooms, before and after care, kitchen work,
recess duty, and aide duty. The director isthinking of starting volunteer hours for students.

Kuumba Academy. The curriculumisbased in part on thework of Dr. Howard Gardner and the
Project Zero education research group at the Graduate School of Education at Harvard University.
The curriculum uses the arts as a tool for learning, multiple modes of intelligence, respecting
individual learning differences, and other principles. Thedirector stated that the difference between
this charter school and other schools is the school culture. Innovative practices are used, such as
Spanish instruction; parent presence and involvement; character education and citizenship through
principles of Kwanza; building a sense of self-worth and confidence; focusing on learning about
world cultures; and using the arts to enhance learning.

Marion T. Academy. At the time of site interviews, the school was run by EMO Mosaica, Inc.
The school partialy used Paragon, the proprietary curriculum from Mosaica. The principal
described the curriculum as* cutting edge’ and incorporating differentiationinstruction and learning.
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MOT Charter School. The director stated, “Innovations are on the horizon” and that they had
toaignthecurriculumfirst and obtaininstructional materials. Last year [2002-03] wasthe school’s
first year of operation and it went through two principals. The following year, two weeks at the
beginning of the year were lost to amold delay. All the carpets had to be torn up. The curriculum
emphasizes “hands-on” science and technology learning. School profile data state that the
curriculum also emphasizes core values and fundamentals of learning such as Hirsch Core
Knowledge program. The Hirsch curriculum focuses on the “Four S's of Core Knowledge: Solid,
Sequenced, Specific, and Shared.”

Newark Charter School. The school sets rigorous academic standards for students. Inrelation
to how the charter school was different from traditional public schools, the director stated, “The
whole program—yparent involvement, behavior, core knowledge, grouping, decorum, dresscode, and
community service. There's a big difference in the way we operate and hire teachers to operate.”

Positive Outcomes Charter School. The charter school provides educational opportunities for
students at risk. Each student works toward graduation and employability, which helps develop an
increased self-esteem. Individuality isvalued, andindividual needsareaddressed. Theschool seeks
acooperativeworking relationship withthetraditional school districtsand vocationa school districts
and is committed to serving students who have been unsuccessful at other schools.

Providence Creek Academy. The curriculum emphasizes project-based |earning, differentiated
instruction, and astrong emphasison literacy. The school has an open-door policy for parents. The
school offers an outdoor learning experience with access to a watershed estuary and nature trails.
There are also many optional coursesto choose from such asmusic, art, library, Spanish, and Latin.

Sussex Academy of Artsand Sciences. The school focusesonthe 3 C's: conceptualize, coping,
communication.” Expeditionary Learning Outward Bound (ELOB) curriculum framework is used
and involves multiage grouping, a focus on civility with layers of respect, cooperative learning, a
schoolwide service component, and schoolwide expeditions. Expeditionary Learning “ emphasizes
learning by doing with a particular focus on character growth, teamwork, literacy, adventure and
service . . .” (ELOB, n.d.). The director stated, “There’'s a spirit of adventure. Last year's
schoolwide, year-long theme was ‘think globally, act locally.”” The charter school uses block
schedules and teamed teaching.

Innovations That can be Replicated in Traditional Public Schools

Many district administrators thought the growth and influence of charter schools in Delaware
impacted traditional public schoolsin various ways. One interesting quote from a charter school
director was“If there’ sany negativeimpact, it’s on the other districts—I’ m not taking the best kids,
I'm taking the best parents.” Another charter school director stated his school “does take the best
kids. Its hard to compete with” that charter school. One director at a charter school for at-risk
students said, “ The other schoolslove us. We take the kids they don’t want.”



28 EVALUATION OF THE DELAWARE CHARTER SCHOOL REFORM

Morethan afew directors stated that they most affected private school enroliment. One charter
school director said about 40 percent of their enrollment camefrom private schools. Another school
director said the school most impacted parochial schools by taking some of their students.

Administrators thought the growth and demand of charter schools had a positive effect upon
traditional public schools. Some referenced specific school districts that are now examining their
curriculums and making changes as a result of innovations at charter schools. Most innovations
discussed by charter school administrators were in the categories of scheduling, curriculum, and
parentinvolvement. Quotesfrom charter school administratorsabout theseinnovationsareincluded
below.

Scheduling

d “Two schools[at another district] are going to year-round scheduling next year. No schoolsin
our district have made changes. One or two schools are starting full-day kindergarten.”

“The pressure for all-day kindergarten comes from charters and advocacy.”

“The biggest change has been full-day kindergarten; the other districts had to offer full-day
kindergarten because parents |eft for the charters. Parents needed it.”

(I

Curriculum

1 “The surrounding districts are rising to the competition and recruiting. They now offer strands
for gifted children and offer more extracurricular activities. There' saspirit of competition, of
reexamining themselves, and creating new courses.”

d “The nonpublics and [a nearby public school district] have started to define a school focus. .
they are redefining themselves.”

(d [The charter school] “has pushed the public schools to increase the math and science required

for graduation. [Another school district] is proposing concentrations such as a school of math

and science and a performing arts school . . . . There's a technology, math, and science
competition. [One public] district islooking at our curriculum.”

“Public schools are now using more arts programming.”

“Other schools outside the state have shown interest in ROTC high schools including Nevada,

Maryland, Pennsylvania, and Florida.”

(I

Parental involvement

1 “For the first time we have hundreds of parents who are reading the literature, questioning
decision making. Schools are following the trends, treating kids and parents as customers.”

1 “Districts complain about loss of students, but they don't think of why students leave. Regular
schools are not responsive to parents.”
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Charter school administrators had varying outlooks on how charter schools' innovations were
perceived and supported by thetraditional public school districts. Oneadministrator said the nearby
school district isvery supportive and ishaving a problem with overcrowding. Many administrators
reported good relationships with the other districts. Some stated the other school districts were
uninterested and “resistant” to their innovations.

3.4 Students Enrolled in Delaware Charter Schools

Student enrollment characteristics vary greatly among charter schools. This section examines the
following student characteristics: race and ethnicity, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), low
income, and specia education. Enrollment information is based on data from DDOE Fall 2004
School Profileinformation. Student achievement and testing data can be found in Chapter 7 of this
report.

Race and Ethnicity

Figure 3:3 and Table 3:1 contain data regarding the student ethnicity for each charter school. One
charter school hasan African-American enrollment of closeto 99 percent. Four charter schoolshave
more than 90 percent enrollment of African-American students, and 1 charter school has 85 percent
African-American students. Two charter schools have greater than 90 percent enrollment of white
students in addition to 2 schools with more than 80 percent enrollment of white students. The 13
charter schoolsrange from fewer than 1 percent to 6 percent enrolIment of Hispanic students. Asian-
American student populations range from O percent to closeto 17 percent, and the Native American
student popul ation totals range from O percent to close to 2 percent at individual schools.
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Figure 3:3 Delaware Charter School Student Race/Ethnicity (2004)
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Table 3:1 Charter School Race/Ethnicity of Total Student Enrollment (2004)

Charter School District White  African Hispanic  Asian Native
American American American
Academy of Dover 10.3% 85.5% 2.0% 1.2% 1.0%
Campus Community School 69.9% 25.8% 1.6% 2.5% 0.2%
CS of Wilmington 72.5% 8.2% 2.0% 16.7% 0.7%
Delaware Military Academy 71.8% 22.0% 4.9% 1.3% 0.0%
East Side Charter School 0.0% 93.8% 5.6% 0.0% 0.7%
Kuumba Academy CS 0.0% 98.8% 0.4% 0.0% 0.8%
Marion T. Academy CS 1.7% 95.9% 2.0% 0.0% 0.5%
MOT Charter School 91.6% 5.9% 1.5% 1.0% 0.0%
Newark Charter School 82.3% 9.8% 2.1% 5.3% 0.5%
Positive Outcomes CS 78.8% 17.7% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Providence Creek Academy CS 85.4% 12.2% 1.2% 0.8% 0.5%
Sussex Academy of A & S 90.6% 4.2% 2.0% 1.6% 1.6%
T. A. Edison CS of Wilmington 2.6% 93.3% 2.7% 0.4% 1.0%

Figure 3:4 and Table 3:2 shows noncharter and non-vo-tech school district data for districts
within a 5-mile radius of any Delaware charter school. The districts within a 5-mile radius were
determined using National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data (CCD)
information. Thetraditional school districts appear to be much less polarized in terms of race. The
schoolsrange from nearly 17 percent to less than 47 percent African-American student enrollment.
Thisisastriking difference from charter schools’ African-American enrollment where six schools
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have morethan 85 percent enrollment of African-American students. Four charter schoolsalso have
enrollments of morethan 80 percent white students, whileno traditional public school district within
a 5-mile radius has an enrollment of more than 80 percent white students. The noncharter school
districts also appear to enroll a higher percentage of Hispanic students.

Table 3:2 Race/Ethnicity of Traditional Public Schoolsin Proximity to Charter Schools (2004)

School District White African Hispanic Asian Native
American American  American

Appoquinimink 77.0% 17.1% 3.4% 2.3% 0.3%
Brandywine 55.4% 37.7% 3.1% 3.6% 0.2%
Caesar Rodney 66.5% 25.6% 4.7% 2.8% 0.4%
Capital 44.5% 46.8% 5.6% 2.4% 0.7%
Christina 47.0% 38.9% 9.9% 4.0% 0.1%
Colonial 44.4% 41.8% 11.1% 2.4% 0.3%
Red Clay Consolidated 50.7% 28.8% 16.7% 3.8% 0.1%
Smyrna 78.9% 16.7% 2.8% 1.4% 0.2%

Note. These districts were selected because they are within 5 miles of a charter school.

Other Sudent Characteristics. LEP, Low Income, Special Education

Delaware charter school districts aso have considerable variance among other charter school
districts when comparing other student characteristics such as LEP, low income, and special
education. Figure 3:5and Table 3:3 show the percentage of these characteristicscompared with total
student enrollment at each charter school. Two charter schools specialize in serving popul ations of
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Figure 3:5 Student Enrollment Characteristics for Charter Schools
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at-risk students. According to the director at one of these schools, all the students have IEPs or 504
plans (this charter school has the smallest enrollment of any Delaware school district and also the
largest special education population of any district).

Table 3:3 Charter School LEP, Low Income, Special Education Percentages

Charter School District LEP Special Ed Low Income Total Enrollment
Academy of Dover 0.1% 14.0% 53.9% 408
Campus Community School 0.0% 7.6% 19.9% 569
CS of Wilmington 0.1% 0.2% 2.2% 918
Delaware Military Academy 0.0% 7.5% 0.0% 305
East Side CS 0.0% 11.1% 77.8% 144
Kuumba Academy CS 0.0% 0.0% 54.6% 240
Marion T. Academy CS 0.0% 10.2% 45.7% 606
MOT CS 0.2% 1.0% 7.4% 594
Newark CS 0.3% 4.8% 0.0% 621
Positive Outcomes CS 0.0% 43.4% 34.5% 113
Providence Creek Academy CS 0.0% 9.3% 20.3% 656
Sussex Academy of A& S 0.0% 4.6% 12.1% 307
T. A. Edison CS of Wilmington 0.3% 11.0% 75.4% 776

Charter schoolsvaried in terms of income characteristics. Two schoolsreported no low income
students, while 2 schools reported more than 75 percent low income students. In total, 5 charter
school s reported more than 45 percent of studentsfrom low incomegroups. Additionaly, 5 charter
schools reported low income student enrollments ranging from O percent to 13 percent.

The low income enrollment figures for charter schools are much different than the traditional
public schools within a five-mile radius. Figure 3:6 and Table 3:4 show LEP, low income, and
special education characteristics at the nearby public school districts. The noncharter districts have
no schoolsthat fall above 45 percent low income student enrollment or below 13 percent total low
income enrollment.

Delaware charter school s al so have considerabl e variance among individual state charter school
districts and also the traditional public school districts when comparing special education. One
district administrator at a charter school with a high percentage of low income students and no
special education students said, “ Special education is underrepresented because their identification
processneedsmorework.” However, all the special education enrollmentsat charter schools, except
for Positive Outcomes Charter School, fall at 14 percent or below, including 5 schools that enrall
fewer than 5 percent special education students. The traditional public school districts special
education populations range from close to 14 percent to more than 22 percent of total district
enrollment.

Student profile datafor the 13 charter schools show each having zero, or closeto O percent, LEP
and LEP acquiring English student characteristics. LEP enrollment rates at noncharter school
districts range from fewer than 1 percent to 7 percent. LEP acquiring English students range from
0 percent to approximately 10 percent at traditional public schools.
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Figure 3:6 Student Enrollment Characteristics for Noncharter Public Schools by District
Table 3:4 Noncharter School District LEP, Low Income, Special Education Percentages (2004)

Districts LEP Acq. LEP SpecEd  Low Income Total
English Enrollment
Appoquinimink 6.7% 0.7% 14.6% 13.2% 6393
Brandywine 4.3% 3.5% 13.9% 32.0% 10601
Caesar Rodney 1.3% 1.2% 22.6% 31.2% 6608
Capital 0.0% 2.8% 20.0% 44.5% 5909
Christina 1.4% 3.4% 17.0% 36.5% 19407
Colonial 9.6% 5.1% 16.8% 41.1% 10339
Red Clay Consolidated 0.5% 7.0% 15.6% 37.1% 15556
Smyrna 0.0% 1.6% 19.3% 22.7% 3311

Note. We have included data for LEP Acg. English for the local districts. However, the charter school
profiles did not indicate that they enrolled any studentsin this category.

Thefindingsin this chapter, particularly thosein thisfinal section, highlight anumber of large
differences among the charter schools and between charter schools and traditional public schools.
Although the charter schools differ in many respects, they now account for 5.4 percent of al public
school students. Asthe schoolsgrow in numbersand increasein size, the charter school reformwill
increasingly shape the public school system in Delaware.



Chapter Four
Description of Charter School Staff
and Their Working Conditions

The state of Delaware mandates the provision of professional development opportunities for
teachers. Moreover, thecharter concept makes certain assumptionsabout the attitudesand behaviors
of teachers and staff. In this chapter, we provide a general profile of charter school teachers and
staff; and we will examine working conditions, professional development, and level s of satisfaction
for charter school teachers and staff. Questions that will be addressed in this chapter include the
following:

(d How many teachers and staff do charter schools employ?

What arethe demographic characteristicsof charter school teachers(gender, race/ethnicity, age)?
What proportion of teachers and staff are devoted to instruction? What rolesdo other staff play?
How much and what kinds of experience/education and training do charter school teachershave?

What proportion of teachersare certified toteach intheir area? What arethe credential s of those
who do not hold DE teaching licenses?

Why do teacherg/staff choose to join a charter school ?

(d What are the working conditions of charter school teachers and staff, and how satisfied are the
teachers with these conditions?

(d What are the initial expectations of teachers, and how do these compare with their current
experiences?

(1 How much teacher/staff turnover is there in charter schools? What factors appear to be
associated with turnover?

OO0 dd

(W

4.1 Description of Charter School Teachers and Staff

There are two main sources of data for the findings reported in this section. One is from the
questionnaires we collected from asample of teachers and staff in April 2004 (the full set of results
from this survey are in Appendix B). The other main source is data collected and reported by the
Delaware Department of Education. The source of the data and information is included when
reporting findings.

Survey Sampling of Teachers and Saff

In sampling teachers and staff, we included all instructional staff and key administrators at each
charter school. In total, 373 teachers and staff completed and returned surveys from the 478 that

34
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were targeted (78 percent response rate). All participating schools are included in the analysis.
There were varying response rates. One school had aresponse rate under 38 percent; 2 schools had
a 100 percent response rate; 5 schools had response rates between 80 percent and 99 percent; and
the remaining schools had response rates between 50 and 80 percent. Given the number of surveys
and that all of the charter schools were sampled, we think the sample provides a representative
picture of the teachers and staff at the charter schoolsin Delaware.

Gender

In terms of gender differences, 73.1 percent of the charter school teachers, staff, and administrators
were female and 26.9 percent were male. Female teachers are till the majority in charter schools,
just asthey arein other public schools. Among charter school classroom teachersalone, 72.3 percent
were female, which compares with 75.3 for all Delaware public school teachers. According to the
Department of Education, the state average of male classroom teachers was 24.7 percent, while the
average percentage of femaleteacherswas 75.3. These numbersindicate that there are slightly more
mal e teachers in the charter schools.

Race/Ethnicity

When we aggregate the data across al charter schools, we find that the ethnic composition of
teachersin charter schoolsisnot very different from the aggregate of public schoolsacrossthe state.
This, of course, masks large differences that exist among the charter schools and among all public
schools. From the charter school survey data we collected (N=277 teachers responding to this
guestion), we determined that 81.6 percent of teacherswerewhite, compared with 86.9 percent from
all of the public schoolsin the state.’® There were 13.4 percent African-American teachersreported
at charter schools, while the state reported 11.4 percent. Of particular note, 4 charter schools had
50 percent or more teachers and staff of African-American descent, and 7 charter schools had 90
percent or more white teachers and staff.

Another comparison of teacher and staff ethnicity can bemadefrom the Delaware School Profile
datafor 2003-04 and the total public school figures stated above that are for full-timeteachersonly.
While the charter school data in the preceding paragraph are based on survey data broken out by
teacher-only data, the 2003-04 School Profile data contains race/ethnicity data for all instructional
staff (which is comprised of approximately 93 percent teachers and 7 percent pupil support staff).
The compilation of teacher characteristics data from the School Profiles can be found in Appendix
C. Therace/ethnic background for the 13 charter schools combined shows that 23.7 percent of the
instructional staff were African American and 73.1 percent were white (N=382). Thetablein the
Appendix C aso shows5 charter schoolshad 55 to 80 percent African-American instructional staff,
and 5 charter schools had 94 to 100 percent white instructional staff.

19 The 2003-04 ethnicity and gender data for Delaware public school full-time classroom teachers
are from the Delaware Educational Personnel Report, Table 1: Profile of Full-Time Classroom Teachers.
Retrieved November 25, 2004, from http:/www.doe.k12.de.us/reporting/0304Personnel Report/
Personnel .html
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Age

The age distribution among the Delaware charter school teachers and administrators indicates that
they are younger than teachersin traditional public schools. Among classroom teachersin 2003-04
(n=284), 36.3 percent werein their 20s, 25.7 percent werein their 30s, 19 percent werein their 40s,
and 19 percent were 50 or older. The classroom teachers were the youngest among the various
groups of staff, while the principals/directors were considerably older.

The state of Delaware reported that the typical public school teacher is 41 years of agewith 13
years experience. The typical administrator is 48 years of age with 21 years of educational
experience. The profile of the typical public school teacher and administrator indicates that the
charter school teachers are significantly younger and less experienced than teachers at the regular
public schools in the state.

It was hard to find comparison data for traditional public school teachers that matches the age
groups designated in our survey, but comparisons with national data indicate that the Delaware
charter school teachers are younger than their regular public school counterparts (see Table 4:1).

Table4:1 Age Distribution of Charter School Teachers Compared With National Distribution

Age Group Delaware Charter National Public Age Delaware Public
School Teachers School Teachers Group School Teachers
2003-04 1996-97 (NCES, 2000) 2003-044
20-29 36.3% 11.0% <25 7.3%
30-49 44.7% 64.2% 25-44 42.6%
50 or older 19.0% 24.8% 44-54 33.6%
55 or older 16.5%

Role and Proportion of Staff Devoted to Instruction

Among the 373 teachers and staff sampled in 2003-04, 72.4 percent indicated that they were
teachers, 3.8 percent teaching assistants, and 4.3 percent special educationteachers. Approximately
8 percent indicated that they weredirectors, principals, or other key administrators; and 11.8 percent
indicated that they had some other title or position.

Distribution of Teachers and Saff by Grade Level

Teachersand staff were asked to indicate which gradethey work with most. Teachersappear to vary
indistribution by school level (i.e., elementary, middle, or high school), but even larger differences
exist by particular grade levels. Other staff members are concentrated in grades K-2 (thisisdriven

1 Thisinformation is based on DDOE Delaware Educational Personnel Report, Table 1: Profile
of Full-Time Classroom Teachers, 1999-00 through 2003-04. The percentagesin thisreport for the “ Age”
category appear to have some inconsistencies with total teacher numbers for 2001-2004. The percentages
in this report for this specific item are calculated using 6,720 teachers reported in the “Age” category of
2003-04 DDOE data.
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by a high number of teaching assistantsin these grades). Figure4:1 illustratesthe distribution of all
teachers and staff by grade level aswell asthe distribution of teachers only acrossthe various grade
levels.

20% Distribution of Sampled Teachers and Other Staff by Grade,
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Figure 4:1 Distribution of Sampled Teachers and Other Staff by Grade, 2003-04
Note. 20 teachers and 58 other staff indicated that grade level was not applicable for their position.

4.2 Educational Background and Y ears of Experience
of Delaware Charter School Teachers and Staff

In this section, details regarding teacher background characteristics as well as years of experience
are covered. Data presented are based on our survey of charter school staff. Appendix C contains
tables with teacher data based on figures from the Delaware Department of Education.

Certification of Teachers

Of the 270 staff who indicated they were teachersin the 2003-04 sample, 77.3 percent reported that
they are currently certified to teach in Delaware. The percentage of staff who were certified in
another state was 5 percent. The percentage of staff who were working to obtain certification was
17 percent in 2003-04, whilethe percentage of teacherswho were not certified and were not working
to obtain certification was 0.7 percent. This information should be considered indicative and not
conclusive. For example, among the 48 teachers who reported that they are working to obtain
certification, many may be working for a second certification. It may also be the case that the
“teachers’ who are working to obtain certification are, in fact, only teaching assistants and did not
answer the question on role in school correctly.

Most teachers reported that they were teaching in a subject area in which they are certified to
teach, although approximately 8.8 percent of the teachers indicated they were not certified in the
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subjectsthey taught. Just under 7 percent of the teachers stated that certification in subject areawas
not applicable to them.

Educational Background of Charter School Staff

Interms of formal education, the charter school staff appear to bewell qualified (see Tables4:2 and
4:3). Among those respondents who had completed auniversity degree, 55.5 percent had aB.A. as
their highest college degree, 40.3 percent had an M.A., and 0.9 percent had a 5-6 year certificate.
Therewere 3.3 percent with adoctorate. Of 367 teachers, staff, and administrators, more than 36.5
percent were working toward another degree; and 78.2 percent of those working toward another
degree were going for an M.A. (74.6 %). There was great variance in percentage of charter school
teachers with a master’s degree. Across schools, only 8 percent of one schools teachers had a
master’ s degree; conversely, another school had more than 72 percent with a master’s.

Table 4:2 Role and Amount of Formal Education for Charter School Staff, 2003-04
Didnot Completed Lessthan4 College Graduate Graduate/

Role complete high yearsof graduate courses, professional

high school  school college BA/BS  nodegree degree
Teacher 0.0% 0.4% 3.4% 29.8% 29.8% 36.6.%
Specia ed. teacher 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 25.0% 62.5%
Teaching assistant 0.0% 14.3% 21.4% 42.9% 7.1% 14.3%
Key administrator 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 10.7% 3.6% 82.1%
Other 0.0% 11.9% 31.0% 19.0% 2.4% 35.7%
Total (N=373) 0.0% 2.2% 7.1% 26.8% 23.6% 40.3%

Note. Figures based upon data from teacher surveys.

Table 4:3 Role and Highest Academic Degree for Charter School Staff, 2003-04

Role Bachelor’s Master’s 5- or 6-year cert. Doctorate
Teacher 61.9% 34.6% 0.8% 2.7%
Specia ed. teacher 37.5% 62.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Teaching assistant 77.8% 22.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Principal 15.4% 65.4% 3.8% 15.4%
Other 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0%
Total (N=373) 55.5% 40.3% 0.9% 3.3%

Note. Figures based upon data from teacher surveys.

The Department of Education’s statistics regarding full-time classroom teachers in 2003-04
indicated that 25.9 percent of the traditional public school teachers had a B.A., 22 percent were
working on an M.A. degree, 17.6 had an M.A. degree, 32.9 percent had an M.A. plus additional
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graduatework, and 0.8 percent had adoctorate. Whilethe charter schoolshad slightly moreteachers
with adoctorate, the teachersin traditional public schoolswere much morelikely to have agraduate
degree.

Years of Experience

Most of the previous experience for charter school staff was accrued in public schools. Table 4:4
contains the results by role and school type. On average, the charter school teachers had more than
7 years of experience as educators. Overall, the levels of formal education and amount of working
experience of the charter school staff is similar to charter school teachers in other states we have
studied. Intermsof years at current school, we can see that the principals and key administrators
have, on average, spent more years at their charter schools than the regular education teachers and
specia education teachers have (3.7 years for administrators versus 2.5 years for teachers and 2.3
years for special education teachers).

Table 4:4 Mean Y ears of Experience by Role and in Various Types of School, 2003-04
Private Parochial Charter Public Total Yrs.of Yearsat
School  School  School  School  Experience*  Current

School
Teacher 0.49 0.97 2.54 344 7.44 2.54
Special education teacher 0.44 0.50 231 4.19 7.44 231
Teaching assistant 0.44 0.21 1.57 2.21 4.43 1.57
Key administrator 0.62 3.48 3.69 7.34 15.14 3.69
Other staff 0.05 0.41 2.77 2.55 5.77 2.77

* Total years of experience as an educator in the school types/roles listed in the table

Data for classroom teachers in traditional public schools in Delaware reveal that they had 13
years of teaching experience on average, which isnearly double that for the charter school teachers.
This can be explained partially by the fact that the charter schools are relatively new and new
organizationsaremorelikely to be staffed by newly certified teachers|ooking for their first position.
The Delaware charter school law does allow for experienced teachersin traditional public schools
to take a one year leave of absence to work in a charter school that isin itsfirst year of operation,
although we did not receive any reports of this occurring.

4.3 Reasonsto Seek Employment at a Charter School

In our teacher survey forms, anumber of possiblereasonsfor teachers and staff to seek employment
at a charter school were listed, and the staff were asked to rate each reason on a 5-point scale
according to how relevant each reason wasin influencing their decision to seek employment at the
charter school. Table4:5includesthe descriptive statisticsfor theresultson theseitems. Theitems
in the table are rank ordered from top to bottom with the most important reasons for seeking
employment in a charter school listed at the top.
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Table 4:5 Reasonsfor Seeking Employment at This School (Rank Ordered
According to Means), 2003-04

Not Very
important important Mean STD Median
1 2 3 4 5
Opportunity towork with like- ) g9 3900 15205 3679 42.3% 414 0.94
minded educators
Sefety at school 27% 35% 17.2% 32.2% 444% 412 1
Parents are committed 27% 54% 18.0% 32.7% 41.1%  4.04 1.03

Academic reputation (high 52% 52% 165% 29.4% 43.7% 401 1.13
standards) of this school

More emphasis on academics 49% 7.6% 283% 332% 26.1% 3.68 1.09

My interestin beinginvolvedin o 5o, 19 100 23400 31.3% 28.8% 367 1.16
an education reform effort
Thisschool hassmall classsizes 8.0% 10.0% 28.3% 22.7% 31.0% 359 1.24
Promises made by charter 134% 104% 21.6% 30.6% 24.0% 342 1.32
school’ s spokespersons
Convenient location 19.1% 13.5% 28.6% 17.8% 21.0% 3.08 1.38

Difficult to find other positions  49.9% 17.0% 17.8% 9.3% 6.0% 2.05 1.26

NW A~ MBS MM MM B b

The most important factor was “ The opportunity to work with like-minded educators.” Given
the nature of the reform and its emphasis on building focused learning communities, thisfinding is
what we would hope and expect to find. Other important factorsinfluencing employment at charter
schools were safety at school, committed parents, and the academic reputation (high standards) of
the school. The least important factor in seeking employment at the respective schools was
“difficulty in finding other positions,” with approximately 15 percent of the teachers agreeing or
strongly agreeing that this was a factor.

In the open-ended portion of the survey, nearly 19 percent of the teachersidentified the school’ s
philosophy, mission, and educational theory asanimportant reason for choosing their charter school.
Teachers also stated that they joined their school because of the quality staff and administration
(16.1%) and the high priority on curriculum/language, arts, and computers (15.5%). However, there
were differing responses among the school s depending on many factors. For example, one school’s
most frequently stated reason for the teachersto select the school wasthat the school was new, while
another school’ steachers appreciated that they could be working with aspecific student population.
One teacher reported that at her school, “teachers have the ‘freedom’ to teach using nontraditional
teaching methods. Also, the management encourages teachers to take students out into the world
through field tripsto see how what they are learning isrelevant to thereal world.” Another teacher
said, “Theschool’ smission statement to provide children with lifelong skillsand character education
IS my motivation to be and stay employed here.” In contrast, a teacher from a different school
provided the reasons why he chose the school but was disappointed after being hired. The teacher
said, “1 wanted to work at this school because when | was hired, | was told about things that go on
here that made the school seem like the perfect opportunity. When | took the position, rarely did I,
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or have |, seen what was promised, by all the 3 principalsthat I' ve worked with since 2002.” This
opinion was not indicative of the majority of the surveyed charter school teachers, who expressed
agenera satisfaction with their school.

4.4 Working Conditions for Teachers and Staff
and Levels of Satisfaction

The quality of school facilities varied extensively among the charter schools. Therefore, it was not
surprising to seean even split in the responses from teachers and staff concerning the quality of their
school’ sfacilities. Approximately 59 percent of the staff were satisfied or very satisfied with the
school buildingsandfacilities. Additionally, 33.5 percent of theteachersand staff agreed or strongly
agreed that their school has sufficient financial resources. However, in the open-ended portion of
the survey, 20.6 percent of the respondentsidentified insufficient space as a hindrance to fulfilling
the school’ s mission. One school had a majority of the teachers and staff report that physical space
was a significant issue for them in working with the students. One respondent wrote, “The lack of
facilitiesis the greatest hindrance. Since we have to share the building with another school, space
islimited. For example, itisdifficult for scienceteachersto find alabto work in, thelibrary is often
filled by the other school, asis the gym and auditorium.”

Survey results indicate that the schools vary widely in the quality of their facilities and the
availability of resources. This was also confirmed during site visits and interviews. Roughly 57
percent of the teachers and staff agreed or strongly agreed that the physical resources available for
instruction were good, while the rest were either not satisfied with the resources or were uncertain.
Nevertheless, nearly 18 percent of the teachersand other staff were dissatisfied with their resources.
A few staff and teachersidentified inadequate resources asaproblem and anumber of the staff stated
that thiswas among the biggest weaknesses of their school. Oneteacher said, “ Financia constraints
hinder staff pay, cleanliness of building, availability of resource positions and in-house testing
(specia education) support personnel are used for duties that a paid lay person could perform
(carpool, lunch room duty). Paid recess aides could free teachers for more planning time.” Parents
and students occasionally agreed with the teachers and staff and expressed their frustration aswell.
In the open-ended section of the survey, 17.5 percent identified school funding and resources asone
of the greatest negatives of their school

A number of items in the questionnaire addressed class size and issues related to human and
fiscal resources. It was clear that thiswas an important reason for seeking employment at a charter
school and an aspect of the schools of which the teachers were particularly interested. More than
60 percent of staff disagreed that class sizes at their schools was too large to meet individual
students' needs.

One of the most frequently mentioned negatives or hindrances to providing quality education
noted in the open-ended surveys was student discipline. Fourteen percent of respondents
acknowledged discipline as a barrier, and nearly 9 percent identified discipline as one of the top
differences between their former school(s) and their current charter school. One respondent
remarked, “ The greatest weakness at this school is that there is no school wide discipline policy.”
Another teacher stated, “Where | student taught, the children were very well behaved and
disciplined. They feared the office. Here the students know they’ Il be heading right back to class.”
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Throughout the country, the limits of human and fiscal resources mean that schools may lack
auxiliary staff such as janitors and secretaries. Thus, teachers may have to take on responsibilities
beyond teaching. Similar to findings in Pennsylvania and unlike the findings in Michigan and
Connecticut, about 50 percent of teachers and staff in Delaware charter schools reported that they
did not have many noninstructional duties in addition to their teaching load. Nevertheless, some
teachers considered this an issue. More than 40 percent of the teachers at one school and nearly 25
percent at another school reported in the open-ended part of the survey that they werefrustrated with
theincrease in responsibilities without an increasein pay. A teacher reported her frustrations with
pay by saying, “Longer days, longer year, less pay—all of which hurt morale. | love my job—Dbut
that doesn’t put food on my table.” Thisissue appeared particularly relevant to these two schools
and was minimally discussed by the other schools.

Autonomy of Delaware Charter School Teachers

On thewhole, the teachersindicated that they have autonomy and can use their ideas and creativity
indesigning the curriculum at their schools. While we did not have a clear response to this from
many teachers, a number of the schoolswere exemplary in regard to thisissue. A teacher summed
up the view of many others regarding teacher autonomy by saying, “ The greatest strength of this
school is teacher freedom and teacher involvement in the curriculum.” In ths open-ended portion
of thesurvey, 18 percent thought their school wasinnovativefor providing curriculum and programs
not offered at other schools and/or their curriculum was individualized and specialized.
Additionally, almost 13 percent of the respondents appreciated the school’s independence and
academic freedom. A satisfied teacher reported, “ Teachers are given many opportunities to teach
creatively or through various techniques to help students internalize materials, learn and retain
information. [ Thereisa] supportive atmospherefor innovativeness. Do what needsto be doneto get
the job done.” Some of our findings particular to individual schools are included in the following
examples:

d At afew schools, many of the teachers indicated they have a greater degree of autonomy than
at other schools where they have taught.

(1 Teachersappreciated the planning and devel opment that goesinto the curriculum; teachershave
ownership over curriculum and lesson ideas.

(1 Teachers appreciated the flexibility to adapt to student needs.
(1 Teachersliked the mixture of strategies to teach all subjects.

Opportunities for Devel oping Innovative Instructional Practices

The teacher survey asked teachers about their initial expectations and to compare these with what
they are currently experiencing in their schools. They were asked whether their schools support/are
supporting innovative practices and whether they will be/are autonomous and creative in their
classrooms. Asindicated in Table 4:6, there is a 16 percent discrepancy between expectation and
current experiencein the areaof innovations and a 6 percent discrepancy between their expectation
and current experience in the areas of autonomy and creativity.
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Table4:6 Teacher Expectations and Current Experience With Regard to Innovative
Practices and Autonomy

Initial Expectation Current Experience
False Partly True Mean SID |False Partly True Mean STD
True True

The school will support/is

N . . 1.1% 15.9% 83.0% 2.82 041 3.7% 28.9% 67.4% 2.64 0.55
supporting innovative practices

Teachers will be/are autonomous

L . 0.7% 15.2% 84.1% 2.83 0.39 1.4% 21.1% 77.5% 2.76 0.46
and creative in their classrooms

Teachers submitted a variety of responses in terms of their autonomy. A large proportion
reported that they are autonomous and creativein their classrooms. Others expressed that they are
empowered in decisions related to curriculum, instruction, and day-to-day operation of the school.
Several said their working conditions are very flexible compared with work in previous schools.
Some teachers became aware of innovative practices or opportunities to be innovative when they
joined their charter school. One teacher stressed that the most positive aspect of her school wasthe
following:

Teachersareempowered here. Our ideasareheard and valued. Teacherscan createchange
that positively affects student achievement.

A different teacher stated, “ The school’ s ability to change the curriculum to meet the students
needs. For example: The math department has created many new courses to satisfy all of our
students. Also, we arein the process of changing our math coursefor the upper level students of our
school. The department decides what needs to be changed, not the administration or board.” There
were, however, some barriers to autonomy and opportunities to innovate. A few teachers
complained about the lack of time available to create unique lessons.

Satisfaction With Salaries and Working Conditions

The Delaware charter schools average teacher salary in 2002-03 was $38,682. Charter school
teacher salaries were roughly $10,500 less than the state average for public schools. According to
the Delaware Department of Education, the teacher salaries among the charter schoolsranged from
$30,077 to $46,031 in 2002-03. The difference in mean salary between charter and noncharter
school teachers can be explained to agreat extent by the large differencein educational background
and years of experience. Asnoted earlier, teachersin traditional public schoolswere morelikely to
have graduate level education and more years of experience.

The teachers displayed varying levels of satisfaction with their salaries and benefits. Nearly 17
percent were very satisfied with their salary, and just over 21 percent were very satisfied with their
fringe benefits. Roughly 32 percent of teachers were moderately satisfied with both salary and
benefits. By contrast, slightly more than 9 percent of teachers were not very satisfied with their
salary and 6 percent were not very satisfied with their benefits. About 12 percent agreed that they
were moderately not very satisfied with their salary and benefits. Table4:7 containsthe descriptive
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statistics from the teacher survey itemsthat addressed satisfaction with various aspects of their job,
working conditions, and school.

Table4:7 Levelsof Teacher and Staff Satisfaction with Working Conditions

Not very Very
satisfied satisfied Mean STD Median
1 2 3 4 5
Sdlary level 9.2% 12.0% 31.0% 31.3% 166% 334 116 3
Fringe benefits 57% 12.0% 26.9% 33.7% 21.7% 354 113
E?fﬁé??la"a'ab'efor 56% 12.3% 253% 306% 262% 36 116 4

School buildings and

facilities 9.5% 133% 182% 27.2% 318% 358 131 4

Availability of computers
and other technology
School governance 31% 7.7% 245% 34.8% 299% 381 1.05 4

Administrative leadership of
school

54% 82% 21.3% 232% 420% 388 1.2 4

25% 98% 21.3% 284% 38.0% 39 11 4

Evaluation or assessment of

your performance 38% 58% 230% 33.8% 335% 387 1.06 4

Just under 48 percent of the teachers and staff were satisfied or very satisfied with the salaries
they received, while 21.2 percent were either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with their salaries.
Nearly one-third of the staff (31 percent) indicated that they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
with their salaries. More than 55 percent were satisfied or very satisfied with their benefits, while
17.7 percent were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.

Additionally, in the open-ended survey 13.7 percent of the respondents recognized the
Department of Education’s interference as a barrier to quality services. The teachers, staff, and
administrators were said to be school strengths according to 38.3 percent of the open-ended survey
respondents. A teacher from one school said, “the administration and faculty are top performing
professional s working toward the same goal of educational excellence.”

4.5 Initia Expectations and Current Experiences
of Teachers and Staff

A number of identical items were used in the surveys to examine and compare the charter school
staffs’ “initial expectations’ as opposed to “current experience” (See Appendix B, Teacher/Staff
Results, Question 16). In generdl, itisclear that the teachers and other staff were content with their
schools and satisfied with the services they provide. It isinteresting to note, however, that there
were statistically significant differences on al variables between what was initially expected and
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what the educators were currently experiencing. What the staff were reporting as “current
experience” was significantly less positive than their “initial expectations.*”

The biggest differences between initial expectations and current experience were on the
following items:

The school will have/has effective leadership and administration.

There will be/are new professional opportunities for teachers.

Students will/are receiving appropriate special education services, if necessary.
Teachers will be/are able to influence the steering and direction of the school.
Support services (i.e., counseling, health care, etc.) will be/are available to students
Students will receivelreceive sufficient individual attention.

Thisdoes not imply that teachers and staff were not satisfied with these aspects of their school.
Rather, it infersthat they had high expectationsin these areasthat did not correspond with what they
werecurrently experiencing. For example, most teachers appreci atethe autonomy to createtheir own
curriculum, yet oneteacher commented that the* | ai ssez faireleadership style sometimeslacksfocus
and commitment.”

It is important to consider the educational significance of these findings. Likewise, it is
important to consider likely explanations for these findings. Given the feedback we received from
teachers and staff, it seemsthat teachers simply expected too much. A large portion of the teachers
were seeking jobs at schools that were relatively new or were not yet in operation. Given such a
situation, expectations are understandably high. Unfortunately, we do not have comparable data
from regular public schools.

It is interesting to note the discrepancies in the factors that influence teachers/staff to join a
charter school. Teachers/staff were asked about their initial expectations and current experiencein
the school having effective leadership and administration. There was a 29.9 percent difference
between their expectations (89 percent) and current experience (59.1 percent) that theleadership and
administration is effective. In terms of teacher empowerment, there is alarge difference between
teachers' expectationsand current experience in influencing the steering and direction of the school
and new professional opportunities for teachers. At one school, there was an expectation for
improved teacher salary. “ Everyone came here knowing our salaries would be lower than average
and accepted this with the understanding that they would increase each year for two years, with a
substantial increasein the third year. This promise needs to be fulfilled.”

Teacher/staff surveys included still other items regarding professional development. Slightly
fewer than 45 percent of teachers agreed with the statement that there are new professional
development opportunities for teachers, while less than 40 percent thought the statement was
partially true. However, there was more than 20 percent difference between initial expectations for
professional development opportunities and what the teachers received in reality. One teacher
expressed her concern over the lack of training by reporting, “ The staff that is presently working at

o Uk wDNPE

12 Because these questions are actually nonparametric in nature and the variables are ordinal, the
marginal homogeneity test was used to compare the paired distribution of responses. This also found
significant reductions in expectations on all items (p = .001) except the item “parents will be able to
influence the direction of the school.”
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this school lacks the educational training and professionalism [necessary] to steer this school inthe
right direction.”

The gap between teachers expectations and their current experiences is a warning sign for
charter schools. Although there are differences between teachers/staff’s initial expectations and
current experience, teachers/staff generally are still positive about their schools.

4.6 Attrition of Teachers and Staff in
Delaware Charter Schools

One factor that is limiting to charter schoolsisthe relatively high rates of attrition anong teachers
and staff. Based on documentation provided by the Delaware Department of Education, we were
ableto calculate attrition or turnover rates for 11 of the charters schools that were in operation for
a least 2 years. One-third of all charter school personnel (i.e., the teachers, aides,
clerical/administrative/custodial staff, and administrators) left during or immediately following the
2002-03 school year. Whilethisfigureisquite high, it isin line with what we have seenin charter
schoolsin other states. Table 4:8 outlines the attrition data by school and for staffing type.

Classroom teachers are considered the most important staff members in providing instruction,
so attrition within this group is very critical. Our analysis separated out certified and noncertified
teachers. Of the 248 certified teachers, 169 returned and 79 did not. Thisisequivalent to a31.4
percent attrition rate. Among the noncertified teachers, 45 percent did not continue with the same
school in 2003-04. The higher attrition rate among noncertified teachers is not surprising; many
likely were not retained because of the fact that they were not certified, or perhaps they Ieft the
school in order to complete their training.

Roughly 23 percent of the charter school administrators|eft or were not retained. Seven schools
had all of the key administratorsreturn, whiletwo schoolsdid not retain any of their administrator(s)
and two schools lost half of their key administrators.

Our data also included information on other staff in the school. Besides teachers and
administrators, there were data for three other categories of staff: clerical, paraprofessionals, and
classroom aides. The average attrition rate for other staff (staff not including teachers and
administrators) was 44 percent.

There were large differencesin the attrition rates across schools. Among the certified teachers,
1 school lost 72 percent of itsteachers between the 2 years, and another lost 61 percent. At the other
extreme, 1 school did not lose any certified teachers, and 4 schoolslost fewer than 15 percent of their
certified teachers.

Based on conversations with charter school principals and teachers, our findings regarding
attrition were confirmed. One administrator said that after the school’ sfirst year of operation, the
contracts of only 5 of the 13 teachers were renewed because the rest were not qualified. The
administrator said that the following year, only one teacher was lost. One teacher explained their
high attrition rate by explaining that, “We have had 3 principalsin 2 years. There have been too
many changes without consideration to staff and how it affects us.”

Teacher attrition in charter schoolsis expected to be higher because theteachersare on one-year
contracts and they are not part of collective bargaining units. The principal is most often
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responsiblefor hiring and firing, with the board of directors' agreement. Teachersthat do not match
the mission of the school or teachersthat are deemed | ess effective can be removed easily. In cases
such as this, the attrition is what we would refer to as “functional attrition.” The high rates of
attrition, however, suggest that the schoolslikely are al'so losing effective or promising teachers due
to dissatisfaction with working conditions, salary, or other reasons. Other factors that may affect
attrition rates include the urbanicity of a school’ s location, the racial and economic makeup of the
district, and the relative years of experience of the teachers.

The 4 charter schools with the highest staff turnover rate in 2002-03 were those run by EMOs,
including 2 schools that opened in September 2002 and terminated their management agreements
with the out-of-state corporationsthey had originally contracted to handl e the day-to-day operations
within weeks of opening (DDOE, 2004). A third school terminated its agreement with the EMO
after afew years of operation. Among the 4 EMO-related charter schools, more than 50 percent of
the certified teachersleft in 2002-03. The 7 non-EMO charter schools had an average retention rate
of morethan 85 percent for certified teachers. The higher attrition ratesin the EM O-run schoolsmay
be due to the turmoil surrounding the ending of contracts, or it may be dueto greater dissatisfaction
with working conditions. Thisisaquestion that should belooked at in the next stage of theresearch.

Oneitem on the teacher/staff questionnaire that provided arelated indicator of attrition wasthe
question, “Do you plan (hope) to teach herenext year?’ Ninety-three percent of the staff in 2003-04
indicated that they wished/intended to return the next year. For those teachers/staff who planned
not to return next year (6.9 percent), their dissatisfaction was most often with school governance,
administrative leadership, resources available for instruction, and teachers' salary levels. These
sources of dissatisfaction and job insecurity seemed to factor into their decisions to leave. These
reasons are very similar to what we have observed in other state evaluations.

A majority of school personnel indicated they were not insecure about their futures at their
particular schools, as 55.9 percent of the certified and noncertified teachers reported that they
disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement, “teachers are insecure about their future at this
school.” There are numerous possible reasons for insecurity. It could be due to uncertainty about
the charter school reform as awhole. The role of the particular school in its community and its
ability to liveup to itsmission could also beissues. Additional factorsinclude thelack of teachers
unions, tenure, and other contributors to job security. When discussing the things that hinder the
school’ s performance, one teacher said, “Consistency with the teachers. It isamost atotally new
staff every year with the exceptions of maybefive people. The students never havetimeto get used
to anything or anyone for a prolonged period of time.”

Regardlessof thereasonsfor turnover, itisclear that high turnover can be problematic to morale
and to student achievement. High turnover impacts a great number of staff, parents, and especially
students. On the other hand, it isimportant to keep in mind that not all attrition is bad. Because
charter schools are much freer to remove teachersthat do not perform well or who do not match the
mission of the school, they should be more able to build focused learning communities. Further
study is needed to examine the factors behind teacher attrition aswell asthe impact of thisattrition.



Chapter Five
Accomplishment of Mission
and Performance Accountability

Lofty sounding mission statements often adorn school conference rooms and
superintendents’ offices. But if a mission statement isto beatrueroad map for change,
it must be both broadly understood and translated into explicit criteria for assessing
results. -Wagner, 1993

As “schools of choice,” charter schools are intended to have unique missions and related
educational approaches. Aspart of the charter school’ s “autonomy in exchange for accountability”
bargain, the schools must effectively demonstrate progress toward accomplishing these unique
missions. Such performance accountability components may include uniquegoal's, benchmarks, and
means of assessing achievement. Ideally, schools also must explore reasonsfor successor failurein
meeting thegoal sand devel op plansfor continuing their successesand correcting their shortcomings.
Thisiswhat hel psschoolsbecome*learning organizations” that continually eval uatethemselvesand
strive toward improvement (Awsumb Nelson 2002). Such self-evaluation is especially important
in charter schools that pilot mission-based educational innovations (Awsumb Nelson, 2002).

Not only are charter school s expected to innovate within their own schools, but their innovations
are hoped to serve as potential role modelsfor noncharter schools. Some even view charter schools
as a source of “research and development” for pioneering new curricular and instructional ideas
that—if successful—may eventually be adopted by other schools. Thus, the charter schools
missions and education practices have the potential to improve achievement at traditional public
school s (Massachusetts Department of Education, 2001; Nelson, Miron, & Risley, 2002). However,
they must first demonstrate that these ideas and practices are indeed successful.

Distinctivemissions, goal's, benchmarks, aswell as specified means of measuring success should
all be apart of aschool’s charter or binding performance agreement with its authorizer. The state
charter laws and local authorizers may have their own specifications as to what must be measured
and reported and what levels of achievement are acceptable.

Thefindingsin thischapter are based on areview of charter school annual reports. Specificaly,
we examined the general conditions outlined in the performance agreements as well as the
corresponding indicators of success. We also looked at the missions and goals of the schools as
stated in the school profiles. We explored whether the conditions of the performance agreement are
congruent with (a) the indicators of success and (b) the missions and goals as stated in the school
profiles. Beyond these goal's, which are defined and agreed upon with the Department of Education,
we also examined whether the schools are meeting the goal s they set for themselves.

49
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We were able to obtain school profilesfor all 11 of the schoolsthat are at least 2 yearsold. Of
these, the 10 that were sponsored by the Delaware Department of Education also provided their
performance agreements, results from a parent satisfaction survey, and indicators of success. An
additional school, which isalso sponsored by the Department of Education, wasinitsfirst year and
did not yet have an annual report available for review.

After presenting our findings, we conclude this chapter by discussing the appropriateness of
Delaware's performance accountability system and its implications on reaching the vision of the
charter school movement.

5.1 Genera Conditions Specified in the Performance Agreements
and Objectives Specified in School Profiles

In Delaware, the State Board of Education (SBOE) is the authorizer of 11 of the state’s 13 charter
schools. Red Clay Consolidated School District authorizesthe other 2. The Delaware Department
of Education (DOE) isthe oversight agent for the schools sponsored by SBOE. The DOE requires
a performance agreement that includes conditions concerning academic performance, behavior,
market accountability, and parent satisfaction. The specified conditions are the agreed-upon
measurable outcomes for the school. Each charter school determines the achievement targets, or
criteria and benchmarks, for indicating progress in each of these 4 areas. Each year the charter
school must report on its progressin these 4 areas. In its own annual report of charter schools, the
Department of Education summarizes each school’ s success according to the specified conditions
in asection labeled “Indicators of Success.” To illustrate the nature of the conditions specified in
the performance agreements, we have included a number of examples below:

(d The school will demonstrate that its students are increasing in academic achievement as
measured by the state assessment (DSTP) and other standardized assessments.

(d The school will demonstrate that its students exhibit positive behavior related to academic
SuCCess.

(d The school will demonstrate that it has strong market accountability.

(d The parents of students enrolled at the school will express satisfaction with the school’s
administration and educational program.

Charter schools in Delaware, like al other public schools, will have a school profile. Each
school profile includes a mission statement and a list of goals and objectives that should be based
onthismission. Theoverall quality of thegoalsand objectivesismixed. Some schoolsincludeonly
simple descriptions of their program; for example, one school described this as a goal: “The
curriculum integratesindividualized learning and social growth with academics, thearts. . . and the
study of world cultures.” Some goals are not readily measurable; many are quite broad and vague
(e.g., “to prepare students with strong academic preparationin all areas’). On the other hand, some
are carefully defined and are quite measurable. Some can be assessed via standardized tests, the
simplest and most straightforward, although limited and often controversial methods of assessment.
Other goal stranscend the boundariesof what standardized tests can possibly assess (e.g., raising self-
esteem, fostering technological literacy). In Table5:1, we haveincluded examples of missionsand
related goals from the school profiles.
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Table 5:1 Examples of Missions and Goals From School Profiles

School Mission Component Goal Measurability
Newark ... meaningful academic Foster parent/family Yes. Was measured viadata
accomplishmentin a involvement on membership in the PTA,
community of educators, parental involvement in school
families. and students governance, and DOE'’s Parent
: T Partnership Award
Positive Provide an opportunity for ~ Develop increased Possibly. However, no
Outcomes childrento learnin asafe, self-esteem outcomes were reported, only
caring environment where processes geared toward
their individuality is accomplishing it.
valued. . .
Kuumba  ...aninnovativelearning  The development of each No. Too vague to measure.
environment focused on the ~ student’s potential for
whole child . . . Iear_nlngln aDOSHZIVG
environment
Marion T. Open portals of opportunity  Students who attend for three Yes. Clearly measurable,
Academy  for children and adultsin the Yyearswill a a minimum although certainly not
community through excel- ~ @chieve grade level unique.

proficiency as measured

lence in public education by State assessments.

One limitation of these goalsisthe lack of correspondence between these stated goals and the
goals and conditions covered by the performance agreements.

5.2 Findings Regarding Performance Accountability

In this section, we detail the four main goals that are stated in the performance agreements and
describe how well the schools are reporting their progress on each of these goalsin their indicators
of success.

Academic Achievement

The conditions of the schools' performance agreement mandate that the Delaware Student Testing
Program (DSTP) and other standardized assessmentsare used to demonstrate academi c achievement.
Each school’ s performance agreement listed 2 to 5 academic goal's, each of which were based on the
results of standardized tests.

The use of standardized tests facilitates clearly measurable goals. In addition to the unique
mission and goal sthat we discussed earlier, each school profileincludesan extremely detailed report
of the DSTP results. These reports include displays of DSTP achievement by grade level, subject
area, and student characteristics (e.g., race, gender, income, English learner, or special education
status). Based onthe DTSP scores, an overall rating from “ Superior” through “ Academic Watch”*3

3 Thelevels—from highest to lowest—are Superior, Commendable, Academic Review, Academic
Progress, Academic Progress-Under Improvement, Academic Watch, and Academic Watch-Under
Improvement. See http://www.doe.k12.de.us’/AAB/Accountability%202004%20n0%20 summary%20
version3.pdf for details.
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isdisplayed on the front of the school profile, a ong with the school’ s mission and goals. However,
a school’ s unique, mission-based academic goals are rarely, if ever, included in the performance
agreements. Apart from standardized test scores, no other measures of student academic
performance were used in the performance agreements. This was true even when the goals of a
school, as stated by its school profile, included areas not measured by standardized tests. Thus, the
opportunities to display alternative forms of performance accountability are rarely utilized.

Standardized tests have the advantage of being comparable acrossall the schools that use them.
Some may argue that school -to-school comparisons are not appropriate for charter schools, some of
which serve large proportions of students who are at risk of school failure. Thisis why charter
schools may define their own benchmarks for success, rather than using uniform definitions.
However, these differing benchmarks can be problematic when it comes to aggregating data across
charter schools. Although the charter schools all use the DSTP, they not only use differing
benchmarks, but differing criteria altogether. For example, some use year-to-year comparisons,
some use comparisons with the local school district or state, and some make comparisons rel evant
toagivenlevel. Somelook at the percentage of studentswho passacertain benchmark, while others
use the mean scores. More uniform criteria, with leeway for differing benchmarks, would make
comparisons among charter schools clearer. For example, all schools could use percentage of
studentswho passasacriterion. Schoolswith large proportionsof at-risk students could usealower
benchmark than those with mainly high-performing students. Successor failurewould be determined
by the school’ s results as compared with the previously stated goals, but overall results could still
be compared with one another. Additional criteriathat are more specific to the school’ s particular
mission and goals could be added.

More problematic is that the criteria and benchmarks listed in the performance agreements
frequently fail to correspond with those reported in the Indicators of Success section of the annual
reports. For example, aschool may list aparticular standardized test in its performance agreement,
but not report onitsresultsin the annual report nor provide an explanation asto why. In other cases
aperformancereport will include change scoresasacriterion, but theannual report will includeonly
information about the current scores. Several schoolsstated that their criteriafor DSTP assessments
would include only studentswho had been enrolled in the school for acertain number of years. The
annual reports, however, would report on the school as awhole; no explanation was given for this
changein criteria. Insuch casesit wasnot always possibleto determine whether or not aschool met
its stated goals.

Of theten school sfor which we had performance agreements, only one school, Newark, reported
on progress toward its goals in a manner that was fully congruent with the goals as stated in
performance agreement (see Table 5:2). Additionally, this school fully met both of the goalsit set
for itself and was listed as “ Superior” according to the school profile. However, in its profile the
school reported on some, although not al, of its mission-related goal s that could be measured using
the DSTP. For example, one goa was “to foster parent/family involvement and student self-
esteem.” The school profile included evidence toward achieving parent/family involvement, such
as 100 percent family membership inthe PTA, parental involvement in school governance, and DE
DOE's Parent Partnership Award. There were no data regarding student self-esteem; this
concept—of course—is quite difficult to measure. However, neither parent involvement nor self-
esteem wereincluded in the performance agreement. Evidently this school, despite better reporting
on its goals than any of the other Delaware charter schools, seemed to echo the attitude of an Ohio
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charter school administrator, who explained how “ State standards are what we' rejudged on” by the
authorizers, whiletheunigue mission-based standards* are used morefor parentsand kids” (reported
by Sullins & Miron, 2003).

Table 5:2 Progress on Academic Goals Reported in the Performance Agreements

School  Performance Academic Goals Notes
Rating 1 2 3 4 5
Campus Academic Mostly Met Mostly UC NR The performance agreement lists “above
Community Review Met Met national average” for DSTP (goal 2) and

ITBS (goa 4). 10S saysthat scores were
above national average, but didn’t specify

for which test(s).
East Side  Commendable Partialy NR NR Evidence did not cover CTBS scores even
Met though this was in performance agreement
Kuumba Commendable Did Not Met Met For the first goal there were some positive
Academy Meet indicators (“above state standards”), but

these weren't listed asindicators in the
performance agreement (which only listed

state average).
Marion T. Academic uc Did Not The goa referred to improvement, but the
Academy  Review Meet resultsindicated that all were below the
state average.
MOT Not Met Met Met There is some lack of congruence between
Applicable the performance agreement and the |0S

(e.g., “among those who enrolled for 3
years’ on PA, but grades as wholes are
used inthe |OS.) Also, no data were
provided to support goa #3.

Newark Superior Met Met Clear match between performance
agreement and summarized indicators of
SuCCess.

Positive Academic Met Met NR PA states “al students enrolled at school

Outcomes  Review at least 6 months,” but 10S reported
“average.”

Providence Not NA NR NA

Creek Acad. Applicable

Sussex Superior NA NA Met

Academy

ThomasA. Academic NA ucC NA NA NR

Edison Review

Notes. Achievement of each goal israted as“Did Not Meet,” Partialy Met,” “Mostly Met,” and “Met.”
Academy of Dover was too new to be included. Charter School of Wilmington and Delaware
Military Academy are not included because they are sponsored by the district and not required to
submit performance agreements.

PA=Performance Agreement (proposed benchmarks)
IOS=Indicators of Success (achievement)

NR = not reported

UC = unclear

NA = Not applicable; goals refer to past or future years
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Behavior

Although the performance agreements also include items reflecting positive behavior, these are
measured almost exclusively through attendance and number of reportable behavioral offenses.
Several schools listed behavioral/attitudina goalsin their school profile (e.g., “ Students will learn
appropriate skills/techniques for the purpose of making decisions and choices that are beneficial to
their health and quality of life.”), but therewas no mention of themin their performance agreements.
Further, there was rarely mention of progress on them elsewhere in the school profile, although
occasionally there would be detailed descriptions of elements or processes designed to address
behavioral issues. Even Positive Outcomes, which was designed specifically for students with
psychological or psychiatric disorders, reported its students’ behavioral progressusing only thetwo
aforementioned measures. Table 5:3 displays the progress on the behavioral goals for each school
that listed such goalsin its performance agreement.

Table 5:3 Progress on Behavioral Goals

School Attendance Benchmark  Met? Reportable Benchmark Met?
Rates Discipline Events
Campus o L ess than county
Community 95% Not reported  NA 5 average
. Less than state
0 0,
East Side 96% 90% met 0 average met
Same or
ﬁggdn;?ﬁ No data better than No data Less;\rllgrn cgunty
y state average a

Marion T. o 0 L ess than county

Academy 96% 90% met 0 average met
Lessthan county Lessthan county

0, 0
MOT at least 90% 90% met average average met
Same or
Newark 97% better than 4 L esz\;[gran ztate met
state average g

Positive

OUtCOmes 91% 90% met 1 Fewer than 10 met

Providence _ _ _ _ _ _

Creek

Sussex o o L ess than county

Academy 98% 90% met 0 average met

ThomasA.

Edison 94% 90% met 2 Fewer than 10 met

Note: Academy of Dover was too new to be included. Charter School of Wilmington and Delaware
Military Academy are not included because they are sponsored by alocal district that does not
require performance agreements. Providence Creek Academy did not have any conditionsin its
performance agreement that addressed behavioral goals, nor did the school provide any data
regarding behavior in its annual report.
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Market Accountability

Adeguate enrollment, with its per-pupil funding, isessential to thefiscal survival of acharter school.
Indeed, market laws of supply and demand are a cornerstone of the charter school theory. It is
appropriate that the annual reports explored several indicators of market accountability: level of
enrollment, attrition throughout the year, and year-to-year attrition. Based on data reported in the
annual reports, all but one school, Thomas A. Edison Charter School, performed satisfactorily
according to these variables. While the Edison school did not meet its enrollment target, it was
permitted to modify is charter to reduce the maximum allowable number of students by 13 percent.

In most, but not all, the performance agreements a common obj ective was that the school would
fill al places and have awaiting list. The datain the annual report did not specify the size of the
waiting lists; rather, it ssmply indicated whether or not awaiting list existed. In some instances, the
objective was that the school would enroll the maximum number of students instead of, or in
addition to, the objective to have awaiting list.

Several schoolsindicated that their attrition goals referred only to familiesthat remained in the
district. This is appropriate, as a considerable proportion of school mobility is due to family
relocations beyond the school district. However, it was not clear whether the schools' reported
attrition data took interdistrict relocation into account. Nevertheless, all the schools that had
retention rates as goals met their respective benchmarks. All had end-of-year retention rates of at
least 90 percent, and the year-to-year reenrollment averaged 86 percent (range 70-99%). See Table
5:4 for details on enrollment and retention figures.

Table 5:4 Progress on Market Accountability Goals

School  Waiting Bench-  Met? BeforeEnd Bench-  Met? | Year-to- Bench-  Met?
Lists mark of Year mark Year Re- mark
Retention enrollment
Campus
Compesity  NR . NR 92% 90%  met 8%  80%  met
East Side NR  yes 98%  90%  met  96%  80%  met
ﬁggd”;?ﬁy NR  yes 98%  90% met  70%  70%  met
X‘f‘;'j%rr‘n; yes  yes  met 04% 9%  met  84%  75%  met
MOT yes yes met atleast 90% 90% met 75% 75% met
Newark yes yes met 100% 90% met 99% 75% met
pstve . yes  yes  met 99% NR 80%  75%  met
Providence  yes KR NR NR NR  NR
i“czsdeény yes  yes  met NR NR 97%  70%  met
LhomasA. - no  yes notmet  97% NR NR  75%

Note: Academy of Dover was too new to be included. Charter School of Wilmington and Delaware
Military Academy are not included because they are sponsored by the district and not required to
submit performance agreements.
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Self-reported parental satisfactionisanimportant consi deration regarding market accountability.
It isimportant to keep in mind, however, that a decision to enroll in a charter school could reflect
themost tolerable of several dissatisfying choices. Wenow explore how Delaware’ scharter schools
measured and measured up to this criterion.

Parental Satisfaction

Although parental satisfaction, as reported via surveys, is often considered an indicator of market
accountability, for the purpose of the Performance Agreements this was reported as a separate
variable. In the spring of 2003, a 2-page parent survey created by the Research and Devel opment
Center at the University of Delaware was administered to parentsin every charter school sponsored
by the State Board of Education. This survey’s 38 items covered topics such as academic and
behavioral expectations, comparisonsto previousschool, parent invol vement, and the charter school
movement ingeneral. Therewasone open-ended item: Do you have any other comments about this
charter school and/or any recommendations for improvement? Each of the 10 school’s annual
reports contain results from the entire survey; response rates ranged from 32 percent to 59 percent,
with 47 percent as the mean. The results of the quantitative items were reported in percentages.
Responses to the open-ended question were categorized (e.g., positive comments about teachers;
comments regarding student behavior, etc.), and the numbers of responses in each category were
presented.’* Beneath each category’ sheading, every open-ended responsewas quotedinitsentirety.

Table 5:5 Results of Parent Satisfaction Survey

School Sample Response Parent Benchmark  Met?
Sze Rate Satisfaction*
Campus Community 223 54.3% 92% 90% met
East Side 29 32.2% 93% 85% met
Kuumba Academy 69 33.9% 88% 90% not met
Marion T. Academy 138 32.0% 86% 85% met
MOT 180 50.0% 92% 85% met
Newark 246 55.2% 99% 90% met
Positive Outcomes 40 55.6% 95% 75% met
Providence Creek Academy 167 46.0% 88% *
Sussex Academy 169 58.5% 96% 85% met
Thomas A. Edison 133 54.5% 87% 85% met
Mean 139 47.2% 91.6% 85.6%

*  Percentage who rated the overall success of the school as 3 or above on the 5-point item, “Overall, what
is your opinion on the success of this charter school?” (Also see text.)

**  Benchmark was listed as “a minimum of 3 on a 4 point satisfaction scale.” The minimum was not
specified as a mean or a bottom range point; further, the scale was 5 point instead of 4 point.

14 Occasionally, there were problems with these categories. For example, in one case 12 responses
were counted under the category, “Positive comments regarding academic programs.” Among these 12
responses, 4 were each listed twice, and 2 were exclusively negative.
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However, the “indicators of success’ section includes only one indicator of parent satisfaction.
The item asks parents to rate the overall success of the school on a scale of 1-5. Nine schools
specified a particular percentage of satisfied parents as their benchmark (arange of 75% to 90%).
The summary pages did not specify how they came up with their achieved percentages of
satisfaction, but aperusal of the datashowed that it wasthe percentage who rated the overall success
of the school as 3 or above on this singular item. Further, Providence Creek Academy used a
benchmark that was unclear and incongruent with the data (see note on Table 5:5).

Asseen in the results regarding teacher satisfaction (see Chapter 4) and parent satisfaction, key
stakeholders such as parents may not make stringent demands regarding evidencethat their schools
are actually accomplishing their respective missions. Often they view satisfaction with their school
in terms other than performance outcomes. In Delaware’ s parent satisfaction surveys, many parents
expressed satisfaction with caring teachers, higher teacher-student ratios, or a positive school
environment. There can exist, of course, adisconnect between parent satisfaction and actual school
performance.”®

5.3 Satisfaction With and Accomplishment of School Mission

In addition to providing choices to parents, charter schools allow teachers to choose learning
communitiesin which to work that match their interests and skills. Note that the choi ce premise of
the charter concept assumes that teachers choose school s according to mission and that this, inturn,
makes them more likely to work harder for student outcomes. In this section, we explore three
general questionsrelated to school mission: (i) How familiar are teachers and staff with themission
of their school ? (ii) Do teachers and staff believe the mission of their school is being met? and (iii)
Are charter schools able to fulfill their missions?

All but 14 staff members (3.8 percent) indicated that they were aware of their school’ smission.
Of those who indicated they were familiar with the mission of the school, 44.3 percent thought the
mission was being followed “very well,” while 40.3 percent thought it was being followed “well,”
12 percent “fair,” and 3.4 percent “ not very well.” Figure5:lillustratesthesefindings. Theseresults
indicate that most teachers and staff thought their school was living up to its mission. Thisis
illustrated by a teacher who stated, “The mission of the school allows children to learn through
experiment and experience. | fedl thistool for learning only allowsindividuality to comethrough and
each child can expand their knowledge in their own unique way.” However, not al teachers were
satisfied with the effort made by the school in fulfilling its mission. Asone teacher remarked, “ The
greatest barrier to fulfilling our mission isthe small percentage of parents and staff members who
do not truly believe in our mission: that every child can learn.”

The survey for teachers and staff included a number of questions that compared and contrasted
the initial expectations of charter school staff relative to their current experience. Teachers were
asked to indicate the extent to which they thought a number of statements regarding their charter

> studies of other states' charter schools show similar disconnects between performance outcomes and
customer satisfaction. For example, in Cleveland many parents cited philosophical (e.g., Afrocentric), structural
(e.g., smal classsize), relationa (e.g., family-like culture), or process-related (e.g, hands-on learning) factors as
the greatest strength of their charter school (Sullins & Miron, 2003). Further, astudy of Michigan charter schools
showed no statistical relationships between parent satisfaction and student achievement (Miron & Nelson, 2002).
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Are you aware of the
school's mission? To what extent is the school mission

’l “( 104
100% — . being followed?
80% 50%
6
60% -
60% - Very well
96.2% Well
40% ||
40% -+
N Yes
20% Fair N B
20% No N ot very
well
0%
3.8% -

0% 222 V)

Figure5:1 Responses from Charter School Staff Regarding Their Awareness
of School Mission and the Extent to Which it is Being Followed

school wastrue or false. Figure5:2illustratesthe findingsregarding theitem “Teacherswill be/are
committed to the mission of the school.” As can be seen, teachers and staff initially believed they
would be more committed when they initially came to the school. At thetime of the survey (spring
2004), most staff still felt committed to the mission although the proportion of committed staff had
declined.

In another section of the 100% ——{ Teachers will be/are committed to the mission of the school
guestionnaire, the staff wereasked
to rate their level of satisfaction 80%

with & number of aspects of the . S Initial expectation
school, including school mission Current experience

statement. Here, 46.6 percent of  40%
the staff indicated that they were

“very satisfied” with the mission 20%
of their school, whileanother 32.7
percent indicated that they were

0% -

“satisfied” with it. While the False Partly true True
teachers and staff were generally  Figure 5:2 Charter Schools' Staff Self-Rated Commitment
quite satisfied with the schools to the School Mission

missions, they were not equally

convinced that the schools could fulfill them. Nearly 10 percent of the staff indicated that they were
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with their school’ s ability to fulfill its mission, while 20.2 percent
wereuncertain. Still, 34.4 percent of the staff indicated that their school could fulfill itsmission, and
35.5 percent were convinced that their school could do this. One charter school teacher stated, “I
believe [the school] has comealong way in just one semester. If progress continues at this rate the
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school will fulfill itsmission. The belief that every child can be successful when put in anurturing,
positive, and focused environment is beginning to catch onin the school community. Teachersand
staff that buy into this philosophy will be kept on and thus we can build on our success.”

Table 5:6 contains the descriptive statistics for these two items from the teacher/staff survey.
When comparing the two items in the table, there was a significant difference in the level of
satisfaction interms of the school’ s ability to fulfill itsmission (Z=-7.440, p=0.00)."° Hence, there
is a significant difference between the “ideal school” represented by the school mission and the
“actual school” represented by the perceived ability of the school to fulfill its stated mission. With
more time, hopefully this difference will decrease.

Table 5:6 Level of Satisfaction With the Mission of the School, 2003-04 (N=352)

Very Very
dissatisfied stisfied| Mean  STD
1 2 3 4 5
School mission statement 11% 2.0% 17.6% 32.7% 46.6% 422 088
Ability of school to fulfill 31% 6.8% 202% 355% 344% 391 105
its stated mission

There were 175 total responses to the open-ended question of what is the greatest barrier to
fulfilling the school’s mission. Slightly more than 30 percent of the respondents claimed that
insufficient funding was the primary hindrance of making progresstoward their missions. A teacher
summarized the frustration of others by providing an example of how funding has affected the
school. “We were not funded correctly by the Department of Education and we are all feeling the
wrath. We don’t have the internet in some classrooms, one copier for al grades, K-7, and teachers
have to buy more supplies.” Additionally, 20.6 percent reported inadequate physical space was a
barrier, and 13.7 percent identified the Delaware Department of Education’ sinterference or lack of
support as retarding the fulfillment of the mission. A survey respondent complained about the
school’s space issues and provided an example: “[We] need our own building--the quality of
teaching isn't affected as much as the external services-my office is 3 drywall pieces around a
divider block wall with no ventilation. There literally was no physical space for me when | was
hired.”

5.4 Discussion of Findings

There is a paradox in the charter school concept that provides greater autonomy for schools in
exchange for greater accountability. By requiring rigid and concrete forms of accountability, the
schools actually have their autonomy constrained. While charter schools are given greater freedom
intheorganization of their school and thedelivery of instruction, the curriculumisprescriptivesince

16 Wilcoxon signed ranks test was used to analyze the difference between these two variables. This
nonparametric procedure tests the hypothesis that the two related variables have the same distribution. It
makes no assumptions about the shapes of the distributions of the two variables.
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it is based on the state standards and—more importantly—the state assessment test, which is used
for accountability purposes.

Delaware’'s accountability system for charter schools requires an extensive amount of
documentation and information. Although thisensuresthat schools providethorough dataregarding
attendance, staffing, promotions, programs, and—above all—progress on standardized tests, it does
not provideincentivesfor charter schoolsto devel op programs centered around alternative missions
and goals measured with unique assessments and indicators.

The goals and objectives specified in the charter schools' performance agreements with the
Department of Education are unique from most other states in that they also include indicators of
market accountability. Typically, the charter contracts or performance agreements only cover
objectives related to performance accountability and perhaps regulatory accountability. Market
accountability works on its own, out in the marketplace. In other words, parents who don’t like a
charter school leave and charter schools without customers close. The use of market indicatorsin
the performance agreement can hel p provide early warningsregarding afailing charter school. Early
warnings mean that steps can be taken to assist schools at risk of closure, or steps can be taken to
buffer the impact on district schools from the closure of a charter school.

Theresults presented in this chapter indicate that the charter schools are doing arather good job
of living up to their agreed-upon performance agreements. Morework is needed with some schools
to ensure that they report fully on their performance objectives. However, the results regarding
behavior goals, market accountability, and parent satisfaction were complete and—for the most
part—satisfactory.



Chapter Six
Student Performance on Delaware Student
Testing Program: Cross-Year Analysis

In this chapter, we examine the performance of charter school students on standardized tests. One
of the key argumentsfor charter schoolsisthat by granting them more autonomy and allowing them
to establish amorefocused | earning community studentsenrolledinthemwill demonstrateincreased
performancerelative to students enrolled in traditional public schools. Charter school performance
can be measured in two principal ways. The first is the extent to which a school can achieve its
measurable objectives that reflect its mission (see Chapter 5). The second is the performance of
charter school students on standardized tests.

General information on school performance is available from the Delaware Department of
Education. Thisincludesextensive group level datathat allow cross-sectional looksat how schools
are performing. These publicly available datado not take into consideration the value added by the
school over time. Nor does it facilitate comparisons with other schools with similar demographic
characteristics.'” Oftentimes, the charter schools have fewer than 15 test takersin aparticular group
so the data are not publicly reported to help protect their confidentiality. Whilethese datafacilitate
a snapshot of current performance, they are not able to attribute impact of the school on student
learning. While the Department of Education provides extensive information and test data to the
public, we have sought to measure the impact of the charter school on students over time.

In addition to its extensive warehousing of school level data, the Delaware Department of
Education has an advanced performance data system that yields and tracks data for all studentsin
thestate. A dataset was provided to us by the Department of Education with test datain two subject
areas from the past 7 years. This dataset included both students in charter schools and studentsin
traditional public schools. Identifyinginformationwasremoved and replaced with uniqueidentifier
codesthat allowed usto link studentsfrom year to year. The scope and nature of these data allowed
usto useamatched student design to examinetheimpact that charter school swere having on student
learning. The matched student design is a quasi-experimental design in which students in the
experimental group (i.e., charter schools) are matched according to all relevant background and
demographicindicatorswith studentsin the control group (i.e., traditional public schools). Students
are followed over time, and we track and compare relative gains.

' The data do, however, break out performance data by such categories as ethnic background and
free and reduced lunch status, which can facilitate some comparisons at the same point in timewith the state
average or with other schools.
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More on the specific methods used in our analyses is included in the following section.
Following the methodology section, we present the results for all charter school students and
followed by theresultsbroken out by school. Finaly, we closethischapter by discussing limitations
in the analyses as well as additional analyses for the future.

Whilereading thischapter and interpreting itsfindings, it isimportant to keep in mind that these
analyses represent an initial effort to study the performance of these schools, because all but four
have been operating for three or fewer years. Inaddition to thisprecautionary statement, andin light
of the limitations spelled out later in the chapter, readers should be careful in generalizing the
findings across other charter schools within or outside of Delaware.

6.1 Methodology

In this section, athorough description of the methodol ogy used for our analysesisincluded. First,
we describe the source and nature of the data made available to us; then we describe how we
designed and compiled charter school and comparison groups in separate panels. Finaly, a
description and justification for the analytical strategy used isincluded.
Thissectionis—admittedly—very technical. Thefindingsin Sections6.2 and 6.3 are sufficiently
explained that readers can choose to go directly to the results. Readers that wish more technical
detailson how the study was conducted can wade through the detail sin the remainder of thissection.

About the Assessment | nstrument

Datafor theanalysesarefromthe Delaware Student Testing Program (DSTP), whichisthestatewide
assessment program. The DSTP is used to measure how well students are prepared relative to the
Delaware Content Standardsin English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. The
state' s standards have been carefully drawn up and have garnered praise as exemplary standards.
These standards are thoroughly disseminated so that schools and teachers know what to expect in
terms of the state assessment system.

The DSTPin reading, mathematics, and writing began in Spring 1998 in grades 3, 5, 8, and 10.
Science and social studiesbeganin Spring 1999 in grades8 and 11 and in Fall 1999 in grades 4 and
6. For thisinitial round of analyses, we have obtained results only for reading, mathematics, and
writing. Science and social studies will be included in future analyses. Table 6:1 illustrates the
number of charter school students that took the DSTP test by school, year, and grade. Before 2001,
the number of students was very limited. The enrollment grew after 2001 because of the addition
of new charter schools as well as the growth of existing schools. As can be seen in the data, two
schools have test data for only one school year and therefore have to be excluded from any
longitudinal analyses.

Results from the test are reported at various levels, including the state, district, school, and
individual student. Individual student dataare carefully protected by the state, and obtaining access
to these data involved a lengthy application and permission process. The data obtained for our
analyseswere stripped of all information that identifies students. Uniqueidentifierswereincluded,
however, which allowed usto track and link student data from year to year.
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The results are reported by grade and subject area and the measures used include both scaled
score results on the DSTP and the normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores'™ onthe SAT-9. A number
of items from the SAT-9 are incorporated in the DSTP math and reading tests (not the writing
component) so that equivalent scores can be calculated for the SAT-9."° The measures used on the
writing component is araw score which is based on prompts that vary from year to year. For this
reason, it is not possible to accurately trace change scores using the writing test. The data sets we
obtained al so included such measuresasthe cut scoreswith regard to state performancelevels. These
were not used, however, because they were less sensitive to change by students.

Panel Definition

The goal of our panel definition was to create a random sample of noncharter students who were
demographically matched with charter school students that spanned the greatest number of DSTP
assessments. Multiplepanel designswere considered. Our aim wasto use apanel design with three
data points; however, thisresulted in too few students with valid test scores at all three data points.
We believe this was due to student mobility and the fact that many charter schools did not exist or
had limited grade range in the early years of the reform. The panel design outlined in Table 6:2is
acompromisethat limitsthe longitudinal perspective of our analyses, but allows sufficient samples
for matching demographic characteristics of students. Development of the six panels (A - F) began
with the most current DSTP assessment year (either 2003 or 2004) and looked back in time to the
previousDST P assessment. Thus, wewereableto buildthreepanel pairsthat examined longitudinal
growth from third to fifth grade, fifth to eight grade, and eight to tenth grade. As can be seen from
Table 6:2, the panel sample size in the more recent assessment years and at younger grade levelsis
greater thanintheearlier and ol der assessments, refl ecting an increasing enrollment trend for charter
schools.

Six panelswere defined (see Table 6:2) through a series of steps outlined below. The Delaware
Department of Education supplied seven datafilesthat were preprocessed in aspreadsheet program
by standardizing variable names and missing dataidentifiers. Following this, we converted the data
files to SAS® data sets for further analysis. After merging the resulting seven SAS data sets by
identification number, all demographic-related variableswerestripped and saved for later processing.
The remaining data then were written to three datafiles: reading, math, and writing. This process
resulted in four primary data sets.

A panel was created by merging one DSTP subject area (reading, math, writing) with the
demographic data and selecting subjects who had valid test data in the two years selected for the

18 \We used NCEs instead of National Percentile Ranks because the NCE scores are a preferred
measure when comparing change scores over time. The distance between NCE unitsisequivalent, whichis
not true for the difference between percentile group units because they are ordinal in nature. An NCE score
hasaminimum of 1, amaximum of 99, amean of 50, and astandard deviation of 21.06. The standardization
inherent in NCE scores makes comparisons between different assessments possible.

9 The test company that works with the Department of Education is Harcourt Brace Educational
Measurement. This company aso has the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT-9) in its portfolio of
assessments, which makes it possible to include SAT-9 items in the state test.

2 For the analysis of the data, SAS version 9 was used. This a statistical software package.
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panel# and who werein thetarget gradein thelast panel year, e.g., grade5in 2004 in Panel A. Once
the appropriate population of students were selected, e.g., the above condition, the matching and
random selection processes were undertaken.

Table 6:2 Description of the Panels

Total Number of Charter Year of DSTP Data With Test Grades
School Sudentsin Analysis Highlighted in Bold

Panel Math Reading Writing 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
A 515 491 516 R 5in
B 428 411 427 3th < 4" 5t 6"
C 328 316 328 4 5t 6" 7" 8
D 295 293 284 5ih < o 7 gh o™
E 221 211 222 e 7" gh gh 10t
F 180 179 181 7" s < 1o

Charter students were matched with noncharter students on four demographic characteristics:
gender, ethnicity, Titlel status, and FRL status. Itisimportant to notethat charter school statuswas
defined by where a student was enrolled in the final DSPT assessment for that panel. According to
the codebook supplied by DOE, there werefive coding levelsfor ethnicity and two each for gender,
Title I, and FRL. Thus, there were 40 different demographic strata for matching.? We also
considered matching on special education status (two levels) and limited English proficiency (two
levels), but thisresulted in 160 possi ble demographic combinations. Therewasamost novariability
in these last two demographic variables, so they were not considered further.

After the 40 demographic strata were defined, the total panel population was broken down
among the 40 strata for charter schools and noncharter schools. Table 6:3 contains an illustrative
example of the numbers of students in the charter school within each strata as well as the total
number of students from the traditional public schools from which we could randomly draw a
matching student. This process resulted in several of the strata not containing any students, so the
actual number of observed demographic stratawaslessthan40. Additionally, sincetherewerefewer
students in the charter schools than in the noncharter schools, there may have been demographic
strata expressed in the noncharter schools that were not present in the charter schools and therefore
the charter school students remained unmatched. After the panel population was stratified,
demographically matched samples could be drawn from each strata. For example, in strata 8, there
were 104 students enrolled in the charter schools and 1,309 students enrolled in the noncharter

2L For example, in panel A, ReadAF04="Y" and ReadAF02="Y")

2 \We came up with 40 demographic strata based by multiplying the number of values in each
demographic variable: 2*2* 2*5=40 possi ble demographic combinations.
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schools. A randomly selected comparison sample of 104 noncharter students was drawn from the
population of 1,309 noncharter students. Thus, a comparison sample was randomly drawn from
noncharter school studentsthat was proportional to the number of charter school studentsacrossfour
demographic characteristics.

Table 6:3 Panel-D Population Strata

Demographic Group
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
Public 7 242 43 384 121 40 34 1309 275 1 . 245 48 369 97 47 38 65 1273 227 64

Charter 0 7 7 6 16 4 2 104 7 1 1 5 4 3 10 5 2 1 100 7 2

Note. Public refersto traditional public schools and charter refers to public charter schools.
Analytical Strategy

To address the central reform question, Is there a difference in achievement (reading, math, and
writing) between students attending charter schools vs. students attending noncharter schools, an
analysis of covariance (ANCOV A) was conducted on the last DSTP assessment with the previous
DSTP assessment score as the covariate. Separate ANCOVA analyses were examined for DSTP
scaled score and SAT-9 NCE for the reading and math assessments.

The writing assessment did not have scaled scores or SAT-9 scores so we used the writing raw
scores. Using ANCOV A with raw scoresraised critical methodological questions. For thisreason,
weremoved the writing assessment from our main summary of findingsin the next section. Readers
that wish to review the findings from the writing assessment can find them in Appendix E.

Theuse of the previous DSTP asthe covariate will act asastatistical matching procedure where
the means on thelast DSTP assessment for each group (charter and noncharter) are adjusted to what
they would be if the two groups had scored equally on the previous DSTP assessment. Thus, using
the previous DSTP assessment is a statistical control for previous achievement level; as such, the
evaluative question directly addressed by the ANCOVA is “Is enrollment in a charter school
associated with higher DSTP mean assessment scores in math and reading than enrollment in a
noncharter school after adjustment for previous DSTP assessment performance?” ANCOVA inthis
use is not a proxy for determining causality; for that, random assignment of students to schools
would be necessary. As such, we cannot draw causal conclusions regarding the effect of being
enrolled in a charter school and gains (or losses) in achievement. Moreover, the ANCOVA does
not adequately control for enrollment in a charter school at the time of the first DSTP data point.

6.2 Findings Across All Charter Schools

Table 6:4 containsthe resultsfrom our analysisthat incorporated all charter school students. There
are two panels and two subjects (i.e., reading and mathematics) for each grade, which means that
therewill befour analyses at each gradelevel (notethat the findingsfrom thewriting assessment are
in Appendix E). We have not aggregated the results by grade or subject. Instead, we have reported
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the results from each analysis separately. In our description and discussion of the findings, we will
draw conclusions by grade and subject.

Before discussing the results in Table 6:4, we should review and explain the statistics and
column headingsin the table. The results are reported by grade and subject area and include both
scaled score results on the DSTP and the normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores on the SAT-9. As
noted earlier, anumber of itemsfrom the SAT-9 areincorporated inthe DSTPtest so that equival ent
scores can be calculated for the SAT-9. Therefore, while the scaled scoreresultsreflect total scores
on the DSTP, the NCEs reflect performance on asubset of questions. This can explain differences
in relative performance levels that exist between the two sets of scores.

The covariate mean isthe mean scorefor all studentsin thegroupinthe prior DSTP assessment.
Therefore, the covariate meanfor studentsin grade 5would betheir scorestwoyearsearlieringrade
3. The adjusted mean is the focus of the ANCOVA analysis, the second DSTP assessment. This
isnot the observed mean score (wei ghted mean) for the group; rather, it isamean score adjusted for
students’ performance on the prior assessment. The ANCOV A provided two statistical tests: onefor
the covariate (slope of the rel ationship between the prior assessment and thetarget assessmentisnon
zero) and one for the adjusted means (the hypothesis of interest). If the covariate is found to be
statistically significant, then the ANCOV A will allow amore powerful test of the adjusted means,
which isthe second hypothesis considered in the model. Evaluation of the covariate should always
beconsidered andin all analyseswasstatistically significant. Thisdataisnot presented in 6:4. Thus,
theuseof the ANCOV A wasjustified in that therewasastatistically significant rel ationship between
theprior DSTP assessment and thetarget DSTP assessment. In Table 6:4 the F-valueand associ ated
p-value reported correspond to the hypothesis of no difference between the adjusted (target) DSTP
means (charter vs non charter). If the F-value is large and the corresponding p-value small it is
common practiceto reject the hypothesisof no differenceinfavor of thealternative hypothesis, there
exists adifference in the adjusted DSTP means between charter and non charter schools.

The ANCOV A carriestwo important statistical assumptionswhich should becarefully examined
for validinterpretation. Thefirstisthe assumption of homogeneity of variance and the second isthe
homogeneity of regression slopes. Of the 24 analyses presented in Table 6:4, in one analysis the
assumption of equal slopes was violated and in four analyses the equal variance assumption was
violated.

The results in Table 6:4 indicate that the charter school students often perform better than
matched traditional public school students in the upper grades. There were small differences
between the charter school students and comparison students between grades 3 and 5. Only two
differenceswere statistically significant; one of these differencesfavored traditional public schools,
and the other difference favored charter schools. At grade 8, two of the four comparisons proved
to have large differences that were statistically significant. These differenceswerefor Panel C (not
Panel D) and all of these differences favored charter schools.

The largest differences between charter school students and matched students in traditional
public schools were at grade 10. Here three of the four comparisons showed that the differences
were statistically significant, and all these differences favored charter school students (Panel F
reading had significant differences favoring charter schools on the SAT-9 items, but not on the
DSTP). Inother words, the charter school studentsincluded in the panelswere gaining more on the
DSTP between grade 8 and grade 10 than traditional public school students. The differences that
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Table6:4 Performanceon DSTPfor Charter School Studentsand Comparison Students

by Grade and Subject Area
Grade and Scaled Score on the DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area Covariate Adjusted F-value P-vaue Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value

Mean Mean Mean Mean

Grade 5 Reading, Panel A

Charter school 4423  483.2 58.6 57.8

Control group 446.8 4834 002 0883 55 ggg 584 00158
Grade 5 Reading, Panel B

Charter school 4359 4825 57.2 56.0

Control group 4395 4g1g 017 0677 gg3 553 039 03809
Grade5 Math, Panel A

Charter school 435.2 471.2 61.1 63.2

Control group 435.3  475.5 821 00043 62.9 61.7 2.28 0.1312
Grade5 Math, Panel B

Charter school 4289  466.8 59.4 59.1

Control group 4319 4675 020 0680 55 59q 000 09540
Grade 8 Reading, Panel C

Charter school 484.7 532.8 58.5 64.3

Control group 4799 5305 L OL/87 gg9 g4 661 00104
Grade 8 Reading, Panel D

Charter school 486.1 531.6 60.3 62.2

Control group 4780 5205 At 0238 575 g9 009 07697
Grade 8 Math, Panel C

Charter school 4746  513.0 . 64.2 64.3 %

Control group 4685  508.2 7.56 0.0061 60.1 615 5.86 0.0157
Grade 8 Math, Panel D

Charter school 477.0 509.0 63.3 61.5

Control group 4691 5112 0 0284 g3 599 205 0157
Grade 10 Reading, Panel E

Charter school  550.2  544.5 . 72.3 62.3 .

Control group  532.6  534.5 20.30 >.0001 63.8 547 34.42 >.0001
Grade 10 Reading, Panel F

Charter school

5508 5400 3.29 0.0704 743 62.3 17.68 >.0001*

Control group 528.3  535.6 64.4 56.1
Grade 10 Math, Panel E

Charter school  539.5  564.1 " 74.6 69.4

Control group 5101 5562 0 00056 g5 g3 176 0183
Grade 10 Math, Panel F

Charter school 5347  563.1 . 75.2 68.8

Control group_ 5057 550.2 223> 0001 555 pug 854 00037

Notes. Comparison group is matched on gender, ethnicity, FRL, and Title | status.

Differences between the charter school students and comparison students are statistically significant
when the P-value is less than 0.05; these scores are highlighted in bold. When P-values are
underlined and bolded, this refers to an advantage to the noncharter school students.

P-values with an asterisk “*” refer to differences that remained statistically significant at least 80
percent of the time with repeated randomly selected comparison groups.
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were significant at grades 8 and 10 typically were larger and remained statistically significant even
after we generated additional randomly selected comparison groups. One seriouslimitation to keep
in mind here isthat many studentsin the grade 8 to grade 10 panels did not actually enter a charter
school until grade 9. Also many students were dropped from this panel because they did not have
agrade 8 DSTP score. Thisislikely because they were enrolled in private schools or were coming
from out of state.

Where differenceswere especially largeand significant onthe DSTP scaled score, the difference
on the NCE for the SAT-9 subset of items was also statistically significant. When the differences
were small but still statistically significant, it often happened that only the scaled score or only the
NCE score proved to be statistically significant.

Thepanelsthat included morerecent yearsof data(i.e., PanelsA, C, and E which ended in 2004)
showed more differencesthat favored charter schoolsthan the more earlier panels (PanelsB, D, and
F which ended in 2003). This provides some tentative evidence that charter schools are improving
over time. However, thismay also be explained by the fact that the more recent panelsinclude more
schools, some of which have fewer years of operation. Over time, the Department of Education has
raised the bar in terms of new applicants which may explain why more recently established charter
schools help lift the performance of Panels A, C, and E).

In the next section, we use the same approach to examine the performance of individual charter
schools. This may shed further insight into the relative performance levels of charter schools
according to the number of years they have been in operation.

Creaming the Best or Serving the Neediest?

Thedatain Table 6:4 illustrate important information about the types of students attracted to charter
schools. Whilemany charter schoolsestablish curricular profilesand marketing material sthat make
them most attractiveto studentsfailing in traditional public schools, some charter schoolsalso have
profiles and marketing practices that help them attract high performing students. The covariate
means in Table 6:4 represent the pretest scores of the students that are matched by race, free and
reduced lunch status, English Language Proficiency status, and Title | status. When the covariate
mean for the charter school group and control group issimilar, thismeansthat the charter school has
students who are performing similarly to their demographically matched peers. When the charter
school group has a higher covariate mean than the control group, this indicates that the enrolled
charter school students already have higher performance levels at the time of pretest.

A comparison of the covariate means at Grade 4 illustrates that the charter school students and
demographically similar students in the control group have similar pretest performance levels. At
grade 8, the charter schools are clearly attracting and enrolling higher performing students. This
difference is further exacerbated in grade 10, where the charter school students have substantially
higher pretest scoresthan their demographically similar peers. Thesecomparisonssuggest that while
the charter schools on the whole are not “creaming” or attracting the best performing students in
lower elementary grades, they clearly are doing so in the lower and upper secondary levels.

Thedatain 6:4 are aggregated across all the schools, which masks|arge differences between the
schools, both in terms of the students they enroll and in terms of the growth in test scores they can
affect. The next section includes a breakout of the data by school, which uncoversthe fact that the
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types of students attracted to the schools (in terms of academic performance) differ grestly just as
the overal impact of individual schools differs.

6.3 Findings by School

We have compiled separate analyses for each of the 11 schools. The order of the schools presented
in this section is based on the number of yearsthey have beenin operation. Therefore, wewill start
with the two oldest schools and cover the newest schools at the end of the section. Two schools,
Academy of Dover and Delaware Military Academy, have only one year of test data available.
Therefore, we were not able to measure growth in students over time. For this reason, they will not
be covered in this section.

Each school has a separate table outlining the results for that school alone. The methods used
were identical to those used for the aggregate of all charter schools, which was covered in the
previous section. In the tables, P-values highlighted in bold indicate that there are statistically
significant findings. P-values that are also underlined indicate that the matched students in the
traditional public schools outperformed the charter school students.

Charter School of Wilmington (Grades 9-12, Opened in 1996)

The Charter School of Wilmington is unique in many ways from the other charter schools. First of
all, thisis one of the two oldest charter schools in the state, with 8 years of operating experience.
Secondly, thisisthe only charter school that focuses solely on high school. Thirdly, this school is
widely recognized for being highly selective. The school has a curricular profile and marketing
materialsthat present it as*” college preparatory” innature. Further, the school usesan academic test
to help place new students, aswell asto screen applicants. Together, these practices help establish
a school with a focused learning community and with students who have demonstrated their
eagerness to learn and who are prepared for the high expectations in this academic setting.

Thepretest scoresillustratethat the studentswho enrolled inthisschool were a ready performing
far above their demographically similar peers in grade 8 (see covariate means where the charter
school students have a much higher mean score than the control group). At the eighth grade level
these students already had test scores on the SAT-9 that were higher than 80 percent of their peers
(of al demographic backgrounds). Table 6:5 containsthe findingsfrom our analysesfor this school
for reading and mathematics. The findings on the writing assessment areincluded in Appendix E..

Initially, we thought that the advantages of a more selective school would be minimized in our
analyses since we control not only for demographic backgrounds of students, but also for initial
performance levelson apretest. Interestingly, this school still showed larger gainsthan the control
group even after we controlled for the initial performance levels at grade 8. In fact, these relative
gains were statistically significant in both reading and math, and they were also the largest among
all the 11 charter schools.

One important limitation relative to this school is that a portion of the instruction the students
received between the grade 8 test and the grade 10 test was provided by another school, since the
charter school serves grades 9-12. Nevertheless, since the grade 8 DSTP is administered in the
spring, the time spent in another school between the pre- and posttest is likely to be minimal.
Another critical limitation is that more than 40 percent of the students were dropped from the
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analysis since they did not have a valid pretest score. Presumably, most of these students were
coming from private schools, which are not required to take the DSTP. Because this popul ation of
studentsis likely to be different than the students retained in the sample (i.e., those coming from
public schools), we are concerned that this may represent a sampling bias.

Table 6:5 Performance on DSTP for Students from the Charter School of Wilmington
and Comparison Students by Grade and Subject Area (N=136)

Grade and Scaled Score on the DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area _ _ . .
Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value Covariate Adjusted F-vaue P-vaue
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Grade 10 Reading, Panel E
Charter school  564.5 558.1 79.1 68.3
Control group 534.8 540.3 3332 >.0001 63.4 57.2 4003 >.0001
Grade 10 Math, Panel E
Charter school  564.6 586.9 85.9 79.9
Control group  512.8 572.5 1253 0.0005 62.4 72.4 14.61 0.0002

TheCharter School of Wilmingtoniscontroversial inmany ways, and theexistenceand practices
of this school also raise a number of important policy issues. Theoreticaly, charter schools are
supposed to outperform traditional public schools since they can establish more focused learning
communities. This school is a good example of one that has created a very focused learning
community, in part by using an entrance test to screen and place students. On the grade 10 DSTP
test, the students are all at similar performance levels,® which are—by the way—the highest in the
state for public schools. Theschool isbetter ableto serve and provideinstruction to thisgroup since
they are smilar in so many respects. This focused learning community, in turn, can help explain
why the school was able to advance the learning of their students at a faster rate than
demographically similar studentsin traditional public schools, where the population of studentsis
more diverse in terms of ability and family background characteristics.

Positive Outcomes Charter School (Grades 7-12, opened in 1996)

Outcomes at this school appear to be positive—at least in reading—as the name of the school
suggests. Our analysesindicate that the school typically enrolls studentswho are performing lower
than their demographically matched peers on the pretest. By the time of the posttest, the students
areperforming higher than their demographically matched peersinreading. Thegainsin math made
by the charter school students is similar to the control group, since no statistically significant
differences appeared. Table 6:6 contains a complete set of the findings.

% The students enrolled in this school are relatively homogeneous in terms of performance levels.
When we looked at the standard deviations on the scaled scores in reading and math, we found that 10th
grade studentsin this school performed substantially higher than the state average. Y et they had a standard
deviation which was noticeably smaller.
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Table6:6 Performanceon DSTP for Studentsfrom Positive Outcomes Charter School
and Comparison Students by Grade and Subject Area

Grade and Scaled Score onthe DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area Coveariate Adjusted F-value P-velue  Covariste Adjusted F-value P-vaue
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Grade 8 Reading, Panel C

Charter school  436.6 523.3 371 67.6

Control group  453.0 4775 10.06  0.0099 48.6 40.8 10.91 0.0080
Grade 8 Math, Panel C

Charter school 435.4 494.5 44.1 57.1

Control group 458.8 490.7 0.14  0.7159 50.1 52.8 049 0.4937
Grade 10 Reading, Panel E

Charter school  499.2 482.9 51.8 45.0

Control group 545.8 4775 11.320.0083 66.1 48.0 044 0.5248
Grade 10 Math, Panel E

Charter school  462.3 504.0 415 52.2

Control group  492.1  512.9 0.32 05748 54.2 44,5 067 04218

There are two important limitations in the findings for this school. First of all, since the school
only serves studentsin grades 7-12, at least athird of theinstruction the 8" grade test takers received
between the pretest in grade 5 and the posttest at grade 8 was received at a different school. The
second limitation isthat the number of students upon which thefindingsarebased isvery small (i.e.,
18 studentsin the grade 8 group and 16 students in the grade 10 group.

East Sde Charter School (Grades K-6, opened in 1997)

East Side Charter School enrolls a high proportion of minority students and a high proportion of
students from low-income families. Compared with students with similar demographic
characteristics, this school attracted and enrolled students that were performing higher than their
matched peersin noncharter public schools at the time of the pretest (i.e., grade 3). Between grades
3and 5, the studentsenrolled in thisschool gained lessthan their matched peersin reading and math,
although the differences were too small to be significant (see Table 6:7 for complete findings).

Table6:7 Performance on DSTP for Students from East Side Charter School and
Comparison Students by Grade and Subject Area

Grade and Scaled Score on the DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Grade 5 Reading, Panel A
Charter school  424.7 463.8 52.7 52.3

Control group  418.0 469.9 0.38 0.5413 49.8 50.2 0.16 0.6941
Grade5 Math, Panel A
Charter school 437.4 448.6 179 0.1924 55.4 52.4 0.24 06268

Control group 411.9 460.2 51.6 54.6
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Thefindingsin Table 6:7 are based on only 12 students, so they need to beinterpreted carefully.
Moreyearsof dataand, hopefully, larger numbers of test takers are needed to draw more conclusive
findings regarding the performance of this school.

Campus Community School (Grades 1-12, opened in 1998)

A considerable amount of data is available for this school since it serves a wide range of grades
(grades 1-12) and also because it has been open for more than 6 years. The performance of the
studentsenrolled at the school arevery similar to their demographically matched peersin traditional
public schools at the time of the pretest. Between the pre- and posttest, the charter school students
exhibited similar gains on the standardized tests as their matched peers. In math at grades 5 and 8
the differences between the groups were statistically significant and favored the students in
traditional public schools. Table 6:8 below contains the complete set of findings for this school.

Table6:8 Performance on DSTP for Students from Campus Community School and
Comparison Students by Grade and Subject Area

Grade and Scaled Score onthe DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area Coveariate Adjusted F-value P-velue  Covariste Adjusted F-value P-vaue
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Grade 5 Reading, Panel A

Charter school 444.4 488.4 59.0 62.3

Control group 4588 4906 04 07066 653 63 08 05380
Grade5 Math, Panel A

Charter school  432.0 472.6 575 0.0205 57.9 62.7 271 0.1063

Control group  443.2 484.2 64.6 69.5
Grade 8 Reading, Panel C

Charter school 473.5 524.4 54.5 59.5

Control group 470.4 521.3 0.53 04674 52.8 57.7 046 0.5003
Grade8 Math, Panel C

Charter school  465.8 497.4 59.3 54.8

Control group  465.1 506.0 641 Q0124 56.8 60.2 580 0.0173
Grade 10 Reading, Panel E

Charter school 528.4 523.6 61.4 515

Control group 526.1 527.4 0.56 04574 59.6 54.2 0.66 0.4202
Grade 10 M ath, Panel E

Charter school  508.0 537.8 60.0 56.6

Control group 514.1 537.8 000 0.9968 61.4 60.6 0.94 0-3358

Thomas A. Edison Charter School (Grades K-8, opened in 2000)

Grades5and 8resultsareavailablefor the Thomas A. Edison Charter School. Thefindingsin Table
6:9 indicatethat at thetime of the pretest the students were performing generally lesswell than their
demographically matched peers. At the time of the posttest, the students in the Edison school had
gained more than their peers when adjusting for pretest performance levels. Most of these
differencesin reading and math are large and statistically significant.
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Table6:9 Performanceon DSTP for Students from Thomas A. Edison Charter School
and Comparison Students by Grade and Subject Area

Grade and Scaled Score on the DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value  Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Grade 5 Reading, Panel A
Charter school  415.9 470.3 46.3 53.8
7.01  0.0092 18.57 >.0001
Control group 424.7 460.1 49.0 434
Grade5 Math, Panel A
Charter school  400.0 463.8 46.7 63.8
11.96 0.0007 27.32 >.0001
Control group 413.9 450.9 54.3 49.7
Grade 8 Reading, Panel C
Charter school  447.0 514.5 42.1 58.9
0.06 0.8022 7.06 0.0096
Control group  453.8 513.3 46.9 50.4
Grade8 Math, Panel C
Charter school  427.6 491.5 41.4 65.6
5.62  0.0200 31.15 >.0001
Control group 438.9 478.8 46.7 46.6

The findingsin this case must be considered with caution. While the participation rates on the
statetest are only slightly worsethan the state average, the school level datareveal that therearevery
high retention rates in this school which may bias the sample. While most charter schools had
retention rates that varied between 0 and 2 percent, the Edison school had large retention rates that
went as high as 17 percent at grade 5 and 22 percent at grade 6 (see Appendix D, which contains
tables of retention rates, summer school participation, and other related indicators). The design of
our analysis assumes that students progress a grade each year. Because of this, the struggling
students at the Edison Charter School that are retained for one or more grades are automatically
dropped from the analysis, producing analyses that are biased in favor of the highest performing
students at Edison. Closer examination of the datain year 2 should yield more insights into the
characteristics of the students that are retained and how retention affects the school level results.

Sussex Academy of Arts & Sciences (Grades 6-8, opened in 2000)

The population of studentsat Sussex Academy of Arts& Sciences score high on standardized tests,
and they score noticeably higher than their demographically matched peers. In other words, this
school is attracting and enrolling a group of students that are already performing exceptionally on
standardized tests. This can be seen from the covariate means that reflect the performance of
students at grade 5 (see Table 6:10).

While the students in this charter school performed similarly in math as their demographically
matched peers, they outgained their peersin reading. This differences in performance levelsin
reading was not great but it was found to be statistically significant.
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Table6:10 Performance on DSTP for Students from Sussex Academy of Arts &
Sciences and Comparison Students by Grade and Subject Area

Grade and Scaled Score on the DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value  Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Grade 8 Reading, Panel C

Charter school  510.9 549.8 68.8 69.4

Control group  480.9 542.8 409 00451 60.7 68.3 021 0.6485
Grade 8 Math, Panel C

Charter school  501.1 525.7 77.6 66.9

Control group  472.9 524.0 021 06472 60.5 67.6 0.08 0.7757

Marion T. Academy (Grades K-8, opened in 2000)

Studentsattracted to and enrolled at this school aretypically lower performing students. Atthetime
of the pretest, the students scored noticeably lower than their demographically matched peers.
Between grades 3 and 5, the studentstypically lost ground relative to their peers. Infact, therewere
statistically significant differencesthat favored noncharter schoolsin both subject areas at grade 5.
Between grades’5 and 8, however, the students performed similarly to their matched peerssincethere
were no statistically significant differences. Table 6:11 contains the full set of results. Theresults
should be interpreted carefully asthe sample size, particularly at grade 8 was very small (Table 6:1
contains figures that illustrate the total number of test takers at each grade).

Table6:11 Performance on DSTP for Students from Marion T. Academy and
Comparison Students by Grade and Subject Area

Grade and Scaled Score onthe DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area Covariate Adjusted F-value P-vaue Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Grade 5 Reading, Panel A

Charter school  409.7 457.6 43.9 45.8

Control group 437.3 476.5 499 00276 55.8 46.0 0.00 0.9449
Grade5 Math, Panel A

Charter school  395.5 444.8 45.2 49.4

Control group 425.3 455.3 647 01210 59.1 53.0 187 0.1734
Grade 8 Reading, Panel C

Charter school  435.3 493.2 43.2 44.6

Control group 459.8 455.3 0.08  0.7759 49.4 44.2 0.00 0.9454
Grade 8 Math, Panel C

Charter school  463.0 470.3 384 43.3

Control group  484.7 477.4 12202772 51.8 47.1 0.78 0-3843

Kuumba Academy (Grades K-6, opened in 2001)

Based on their grade 3 test results, this school attracts and enrolls students who are generally
average, with normal curve equivalents ranging from 48.7 to 51.8. Relative to demographically
matched studentsin traditional public schools, students at Kuumba A cademy were performing less
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well at grade 3. Between grades 3 and 5, the students performed similarly to their matched peers.
The one significant difference, based on the normal curve equivalents, wasin math. Thisdifference
favored the charter school students.

Table6:12 Performance on DSTP for Students from KuumbaAcademy and
Comparison Students by Grade and Subject Area

Grade and Scaled Score on the DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value Covariate Adjusted F-vaue P-vaue
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Grade 5 Reading, Panel A
Charter school  418.6 469.3 48.7 51.5

Control group 4306 4707 O0° 08277 52.9 4gp 092 048
Grade 5 Math, Panel A

Charter school 402.3 468.2 51.8 63.0

Control group 4347 455 >0 099 g3 53 4% 0033

Newark Charter School (Grades 5-8, opened in 2001)

Students attracted to and enrolled at this school score far above national norms and far above their
demographically matched peersin traditional public schools. At grade 3, the students scores on the
SAT-9itemsplaced them high abovethe national norms (NCE of 67.9inmath, and 74.1 inreading).
Aside from thisfinding from the grade 5 (Panel A) analyses, there is not much more we can derive
from the grade 5 results. That is because the students spent more time at a different school than at
Newark Charter School between the test administered in grade 3 and the test administered in grade
5. Increasesor dropsin performancelevel could be dueto theimpact of the previous school asmuch
as from the charter school (see Table 6:13).

Table 6:13 Performance on DSTP for Students from Newark Charter School and
Comparison Students by Grade and Subject Area

Grade and Scaled Score onthe DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value Covariate Adjusted F-vadue P-vaue
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Grade 5 Reading, Panel A

Charter school  464.6 504.0 67.9 63.0

Control group 453.5 494.3 7.9 00052 59.6 60.7 122 0.2704
Grade 5 Math, Panel A

Charter school 471.6 498.3 74.1 72.8

Control group  450.2 493.9 180 01806 69.3 71.7 0-32 0.5751
Grade 8 Reading, Panel C

Charter school  499.9 538.4 64.2 66.3

Control group 484.5 537.1 020 06546 59.1 63.4 221 0.1384
Grade8 Math, Panel C

Charter school  495.6 529.0 877 00034 74.8 70.2 336 0.0682

Control group  474.7 520.2 63.1 66.7
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Findingsfrom the grade 8 (Panel C) analysesmorelikely reflect theimpact of the charter school
on student learning. Even though the students represented in Panel C took the pretest (grade 5) at
aprevious school (thisisbecause the school did not open until the autumn of 2001), itislikely that
most of the students spent all of 6", 7", and 8" grades at Newark Charter School before taking the
grade 8 posttest in the spring of 2004. Only one comparison at grade 8 (i.e., math scaled score) was
statistically significant and this favored the charter school.

Onthewholethisschool isattracting high performing students. Theevidenceto suggest that the
school can move this group farther and faster than expected is till insufficient given the limited
years of operation.

MQOT Charter School (Grades K-8, opened in 2002)

Students attracted to and enrolled at MOT Charter School perform at |evel s high above the national
average (NCEs are 70 in reading and 67.6 in math for the pretest) and higher than their
demographically matched peers. Between grades 3 and 5 the charter school students were
outperformed by the comparison group, athough the differences were small and nonsignificant in
reading. Only in math were the differences favoring the noncharter school students statistically
significant.

Important caveats with the findings for MOT and the next school we report on, Providence
Creek, are that the schools are relatively new and have only two years of test data. Also, the short
operating time of the school means that students took the pretest at another school.

Table6:14 Performance on DSTP for Students from MOT Charter School and
Comparison Students by Grade and Subject Area

Grade and Scaled Score on the DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area

Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value Covariate Adjusted F-vaue P-vaue
Mean Mean Mean Mean

Grade 5 Reading, Panel A

Charter school  464.0 491.1 70.0 62.2
050 0.4797 0.00 0.9540
Control group  455.3 494.0 64.5 62.1
Grade 5 Math, Panel A
Charter school 452.8 477.4 67.6 69.2
14.31 0.0002 0.14 0.7129
Control group  447.1 493.1 67.4 70.1

Providence Creek Academy (Grades K-8, opened in 2002)

The pretest scores suggest that whilethe students attracted to the school perform better than national
means, the students had lower scores than their demographically matched peers at the time of the
pretest. Between grades 3 and 5, the students at Providence Creek Academy lost ground to their
peers after adjusting for pretest scores. In both subject areas, statistically significant differences
favored the noncharter students.

Asnoted earlier, this school wasrelatively new and has had arough start-up after firing itsinitial
management company and replacing it with another locally based management company started by
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the organization that ownsthefacilities. There were no grade 8 results since this grade was added
in2004. Another concernabout thefindingsisthat reportedly high student attrition, dueto therough
start, may have resulted in sampling bias, as families leaving the school may have been better
performing students than those that remained.

Table6:15 Performance on DSTP for Students from Providence Creek Academy and
Comparison Students by Grade and Subject Area

Grade and Scaled Score onthe DSTP Normal Curve Equivalent on the SAT-9
Subject Area Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value Covariate Adjusted F-vadue P-vaue
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Grade 5 Reading, Panel A
Charter school  446.3 478.8 61.3 59.6
7.10  0.0088 0.03 0.8582
Control group  456.3 489.7 65.9 60.0
Grade5 Math, Panel A
Charter school  440.5 466.2 66.3 61.7
14.6  0.0002 4,01 0.0475
Control group 444.3 482.4 66.9 67.6

6.4 Limitationsin Our Anayses and Findings

Inthissection wehighlight and discuss somekey limitations. Most importantly, thelimitationshave
to do with controlling for the number of years students spend at the charter schools and controlling
for mobility.

Controlling for Number of Years at a Charter School

Asaconsequence of the characteristics of the datawe received from the Delaware State Department
of Education, we were not able to adequately control for the number of years a student was enrolled
inacharter school. At best, astudent could appear every other year inthedata. Thus, we conducted
several pilot analysesto examinethe effect of this possibility. Using the same analytical strategy,
we constructed a second covariate representing the number of years a student was enrolled in a
charter school. Thus, this new covariate ranged from 0 to 2 or 3, depending on the panel. Using
Panel A Math Scale Score and NCE SAT-9, we examined the influence of adding the second
covariate. ANCOV A findingsindicated that both covariates (previous assessment scoreand the new
covariate, years) were statisticaly significant in the math scaled score analysis. Moreover, the
statistically significant difference observed in Table 6:4 favoring the noncharter schools actually
increased when we controlled for the number of years at a charter school (adjusted mean for charter
schoolswas 468.1, and the adjusted mean for noncharter schoolswas 478.6).2*  Although this brief
examination remains limited, the impact of adding a covariate that statistically controls for the

2 Asin Table 6:4, paralel findings were observed in the NCE SAT-9 analysis. Only the first
covariate, previous assessment score, was statistically significant. There was no overall statistically
significant difference in the adjusted group means, p = 0.4888.
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number of years a student attended a charter school did not ater the general findings presented in
Table6:4.

Controlling for Mobility

Related to our challengeto control for the number of yearsstudentsactually spend at acharter school
istheissue of mobility. Dueto limitationsin dataand in the design used, we have not controlled for
mobility across schoolsin our analyses. When we attempted to build panels across more than two
assessment points, studentsinevitably changed school s, sincetherange of gradeswithin most charter
schools was limited. At the posttest, al students are enrolled in a charter school. However, our
analyses do not require that the student also be enrolled in the same school at the time of the pretest.
It isimplicit in our interpretation that students remain enrolled in the same school athough it is
possible that some students moved to the charter school shortly before the posttest. While the data
would allow usto restrict theanalysesonly for studentswho remained at the same school, therewere
anumber of complicationswith this. For example, the DSTP does not test students at every grade
level and most of the charter schoolsprovidefor only limited graderanges. Therefore, large portions
of the students have to switch schools between tests.®

We a so examined the impact of mobility by comparing mobility among charter school students
(experimental group) and the traditional public school students (control group). Specifically, we
compared the total number of students at the time of the posttest. This represents the target
population we were seeking to capture. The panel design, however, requires that students take the
DSTP 2 yearspreviously in Panels A, B, E, and F, and 3 years previously for PanelsCand D. The
first datacolumnin Table 6:16 illustrates number of students at the time of the posttest. The next
column containsthefiguresfor the number of studentsthat wereincluded inthe panels. Asonecan
see the numbersin the panel are smaller than the numbers of actual test takers. The reason for the
drop in studentsis because a portion of the students did not have pretest scores. Thiscan be dueto
anumber of reasons, including (i) student was not enrolled in a public school in Delaware (some
students moveto the state, and others are enrolled in private school s, which are not required to take
the DSTP); (i) the student did not receive avalid test score at the time of the pretest either because
he or she was not present or because he or she may have been classified as special education or
limited English proficiency; or (iii) the student was retained or repeated one or more grades.

Asonecan seefromthefiguresin Table 6:16, the charter schoolshad alarger proportion of their
students excluded from the panels. This can potentially bias the data in a number of ways,
particularly when the studentsexcluded differ in performancelevel sfrom the studentsincluded. For
example, asizeable proportion of the studentsin the Edison school were excluded because they had
to repeat one or more grades. Students that are repeating grades are likely to be lower performing
students, and excluding them presumably has biased the analyses.

% When we examined this possibility at the school level, we found that, due to the limited manner
in which we constructed our panels, addition of the second covariate was not justified. For example, inthe
Charter School of Wilmington, only 1 student previously had been enrolled in a charter school. A large
portion of these students presumably came from private schools.

% In aschool like the Charter School of Wilmington, which serves grades 9-12, only one grade is
tested inthisrange (i.e., grade 10). Therefore, the pretest for thisgroup isthe DSTP at grade 8. All students
would be classified as “movers.”
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Table6:16 Potential Sample Bias Based on Comparison of the Number of Test Takers
and the Actual Numbers of Students Included in the Panels

Percentage of students taking
posttest that were included

Total number Total number of
of test takers  studentsin the panel

in the panel
Panel A, Charter 609 515 84.6%
Panel A, Noncharter 6,764 6,267 92.7%
Panel C, Charter 430 328 76.3%
Panel C, Noncharter 6,372 5,819 91.3%
Panel E, Charter 271 221 81.5%
Panel E, Noncharter 6,230 5471 87.8%

Looking specifically at the Panel E, Grade 10 figures, we see that the total panel population
contained 6,230 studentsenrolled in noncharter schoolsand 271 studentsenrolledin charter schools.
This population is then reduced by dropping students without an 8" grade assessment score, which
resultsin 5,471 noncharter studentsand 221 studentsenrolled in charter schools. Thus, we captured
87.8 percent of thenoncharter studentsand 81.5 percent of the charter studentsin the aggregated data
presented in Table 6:4. While this difference does not look great, the school-level analyses
illustrated very large and dramatic differences. For example, inthe Charter School of Wilmington,
only 136 students had both valid 8" and 10" grade scores, yielding only a’59.6 percent capture rate.
Thus, the analyses for this school are somewhat suspect in that there is an unknown sampling bias
that hasresulted in alarge drop in studentswith both 8" and 10" grade scores. Using the same panel,
we examined the decline in sample for Campus Community School. Of the 44 possible students,
only 30 of them also had 8" grade scores providing a 68.2 percent capture rate.

In our aggregate analyses we assumed that all charter schools delivered the same curriculum.
Without this assumption, the DSTP could not be considered avalid measure of student learning in
Delaware. Moreover, it isfundamental to the validity of the aggregate analyses. However, if one
or more schools take a divergent approach to meeting the state standards, this assumption may be
stretched.

Other general limitations to keep in mind are the fact that the charter school reform in the state
of Delaware is till relatively new. More critically, some of the school level findings are based on
schools that have operated for only two to three years, which is still too early for drawing sound
conclusionsregarding theimpact of the schools. In recent months, afew charter school studies have
been highlighted in the media, with headlinesthat suggest widespread generalizations about charter
schools. Because charter school reformsvary so extensively by state, one needsto be very cautious
and restrain from such generalizations, especially across states.

6.5 Future Analysis of Charter School Performance Using DSTP Data

Extensivework wasinvolvedin cleaning, sorting, and organi zing the datainto specific SA Sdatasets.
Following this, programs were written to match charter school students with randomly selected
studentsintraditional public schoolswith similar demographic backgrounds. After thisgroundwork



The Evaluation Center, WMU 81

wasdone, it was possibleto test our design possibilitiesand proceed with the analysis of data. While
the findings have a number of noteworthy limitations, as outlined in the previous section, we hope
and expect that some of these limitations can be addressed in future analyses that seek to do the
following:

(d  Conduct more specific analyses of subgroups
1 Apply and compare other study designs
d Include additional years of test data and additional subjects (i.e., science and social studies)

Analysis of Subgroups

An analysis of subgroups, such as the students that leave or move to charter schools, would yield
important information about the schools and their relative performance. Characteristics of the
“leavers’ should be contrasted with the characteristicsof the“ stayers.” Other subgroup analysesthat
would yield beneficial information would look at the length of time students have spent in charter
schools, aswell as groupings of schools based on grade levelsthey serve and the general profiles of
the schools. Finaly, it will beimportant to study the characteristics of the studentsthat are retained
or that are required to attend summer school.

Apply and Compare Other Sudy Designs

Availability of charter school test datain many states restrict analysesto cross-sectional designs or
group level comparisons. Thedatain Delaware actually allow for avariety of study designs. Inour
current report we have applied amorerigorousdesign. Infuturework, wewould liketo analyzethe
datausing avariety of designs, including cross-sectional designsand designs using the same cohorts
or consecutive cohortsof students. Contrasting results from these differing designswill allow usto
weigh in on the larger debate regarding evaluations of reforms using differing study designs.

Specific to our analysis of stayers, our future analysis of Delaware charter school test data will
consider a case-control type of analysis. If one considers students enrolled in a charter school as
“cases’” and students enrolled in noncharter schools as “controls’ then a case-control design can be
examined for students that are classified as stayers.?’

Include Additional Years of Test Data and Additional Subjects

Given the limited time we had to work with the data this year, we decided to restrict our initial
analyses to the reading, mathematics, and writing components of the DSTP (as noted earlier, the
measure available for the writing component limited drawing comparisons over time so we did not
include these findings in the chapter but listed them in Appendix E instead. Next year, science and
socia studies should be added to the overall analysis. Adding additional years of test datawill also
be important since many of the schools are still relatively new and have limited years of test data.

2 Erik Bergstralh and Jon Kosanke (http://www.mayo.edu/hsr/sasmac.html, 11/15/04) have
devel oped acomputer programthat will match each of N “ cases” withaminimumof “a’ controlsfromatotal
pool of “A” controls based on a“ distance matrix.” Controls can be matched to cases by one or more factors
(covariates). Optimal matching occurs when acontrol ismatched to acaseif it isthe closest observation in
terms of the distance matrix. The goal of the matching isto minimize the total distance over al cases.
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Conclusion

Based on feedback from the Delaware Department of Education and the State Board of Education,
we will consider additional study designs for future analyses. Furthermore, we will explore other
means of aggregating and disaggregating the dataso that it best servesthe needsof policymakersand
key stakeholders.



Chapter Seven
Dilemmas and | ssues Related to Overseeing
a Successful Charter School Reform

In this final chapter, a summary of the relevant findings and a discussion of issues related to
oversight of Delaware charter schoolsisprovided. Important questions are addressed such as, How
do authorizers differ in terms of oversight practices? How does Delaware compare to other states
with regard to oversight of its charter schools? Isthere any evidence that “ chartering” closer to the
community ismore effective? What factors or conditionsfacilitate rigorous oversight? What arethe
advantages and disadvantages of rigorous oversight? What is the impact of rigorous oversight? We
have saved this chapter for last, in part because answers to some of these questions are built upon
findings presented in earlier chapters.

The first section includes a description of the oversight activities by the two authorizers. The
second section includes a summary of thoughts and comments from the charter schools regarding
oversight, particularly asit relatesto thework of DOE. Thethird section summarizesfindingsfrom
relevant research that provides a comparative look at the oversight of charter schoolsin Delaware.
Key policy issues are discussed in the fourth section, and the fifth and final section of this chapter
examines the likely factors related to the relative success of Delaware' s charter schools.

7.1 Oversight of Delaware Charter Schools

A charter isacontract between a school represented by its governing board and the authorizer that
approved or sponsored the charter school. It isimportant for both the school and the authorizer to
cooperate and perform their respective jobs as expected in order for the overall reform to work
successfully. The school needs to abide by applicable regulations and produce the results it has
promised, and the authorizer needs to provide oversight and use its authority to intercede when
things are not working and to revoke the charter when the school is no longer viable or no longer
ableto live up to terms agreed upon in the performance contracts.

Multipleauthorizersor sponsorsof charter schoolsare permitted under thelegisl ation governing
the Delaware charter school reform. The State Board of Education (SBOE) and the boards of local
districtsareallowed to sponsor charter schools. Whilethe SBOE has granted chartersfor 13 charter
schoolsthusfar (2 of these have since closed), the only other board to sponsor a charter school has
been the Board of Education for the Red Clay Consolidated School District, which has sponsored
2 charter schools.

83
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Analysis of Time and Effort Devoted to Charter Schools by DOE and SBOE

One important component of the evaluation of the Delaware charter school reform was an
examination of the amount of time devoted to charter schools by the State Board of Education and
the Department of Education. Thisissue arose out of a concern by SBOE and DOE officias that
charter schools, while enrolling only 5.4 percent of the states students, were requiring a
disproportional amount of time and resources.

Ananalysisof time allocation was conducted for this study. From the minutes of State Board of
Education meetings from 2002-2004, it was estimated that approximately 8 percent of thetimein
the meetings was devoted to charter school matters. This varied by meeting and also according to
thetime of theyear. When new charter school applications were being considered, alarger portion
of the meeting time was devoted to
charter schools.

The amount of time that State Board
membersdevoteto charter school matters
varies by person by time of year. At
busier times, it was reported that board
members were devoting around 20
percent of their time to charter schools.
One board member serves as the point
person for charter school issues, and she

Oversight
40%

Technical Assistance
15%

reported that she spendsamajority of her Ht js3adadadadaiaisl
time in meetings or reviewing ; Policy Issues
documentation in relation to charter 10%

J

school matters.
Based on the literature and based on | Modification

our previous studies, it is apparent that

the D el aNare State Board Of Educatl On | S AR

far more involved in charter school-

related matters than what one would see
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reviewing records and, in some cases, making site visits. Figure 7:1 illustrates the estimated
proportion of time DOE staff we interviewed were devoting to charter school-related activities.

Summary of Work from the Charter School Accountability Committee

A larger portion of the oversight work undertaken by the DOE is conducted by the Charter School
Accountability Committee. Thiscommitteeis comprised of several senior DOE staff. A member
of the SBOE serves as an exofficio member of thiscommittee. We analyzed the monthly or twice-
monthly updates on charter schools, which are prepared for the accountability committee by Dr.
Larry Gabbert, who runs the charter school office in the Department of Education. These reports,
dating back to the summer of 2002 were prepared for the Charter School Accountability Committee.
Every report listed the status of each charter school (i.e., no action pending, complianceissue, charter
modification application, formal review, or probation) and provided a brief description.

Based on thisreview of reports, interviews with committee members, and notes from observing
acommittee meeting, wewere ableto gain considerableinsight into thework and functioning of this
committee. Among the many topics discussed by the members of committee, some of those that
receive considerable time and attention are listed below:

[ Discussion of new charter applications
Applications to renew charters and recommendations thereof (often a multistep process)
Detailed discussions of EMO relationships with pending schools

Determination of whether or not probable grounds exist to order remedial measuresfor schools
that are out of compliance

I T

(d Recommendations for modification requests (again, often a multistep process)
(1 Status of charter schools' compliance

Oversight by the Red Clay Consolidated School District

The school board of the Red Clay Consolidated School District has sponsored two charter schools.
Oneisthe Charter School of Wilmington, which wasthefirst charter school (chartered in 1995 and
opened in 1996). The other is the Delaware Military Academy. Both schools have very focused
profilesand specific niches. Based on areview of limited available documents and on an interview
with adistrict official and thedirectorsof thetwo charters schoolsit sponsored, wewereabletogain
some insight into the nature of the oversight provided by the district.

All key informants agreed that the amount of oversight provided by the district was minimal.
In the words of one satisfied charter school director, “ The district issues the charter and gets out of
theway. They'vebeengreat.” Inreferring to the oversight of the Red Clay district, another charter
school director indicated, “Red Clay’ soversight is sufficient and appropriate . . . | spend very little
time responding to requests or preparing reports.” A Red Clay district official also indicated that
they spend littletime on oversight. Heindicated that thetimefor oversight comesup whenitistime
for renewal of charters or when new applications are being considered.

Whilethe Red Clay Consolidated School District doesnot provide extensiveoversight, itisvery
careful with regard to the schools it charters or sponsors. By sponsoring only sound and viable
groups, thedistrict has helped to ensure that less oversight would be required over time.
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As noted above, the district personnel and administrators of charter schools authorized by the
Red Clay Consolidated School District report good relationships and satisfaction with the limited
amount and nature of the oversight. Because of the more lax oversight and lack of documentation
regarding compliance by these schools, it ishard to know whether charter school s sponsored by Red
Clay are more accountable or have fewer problems with regard to following regulations.

The charter schools sponsored by the Red Clay district indicated that they received informal
visits by the local district school board aswell as DOE. Representatives from these schools spoke
positively about the support and technical assistance they receive from DOE. Although staff from
DOE do visit the school s sponsored by the Red Clay district and do providetechnical assistance, they
do not provide oversight of these schools directly. Concerns and complaints® about enrollment
practices at one of the school s reached the DOE and SBOE, and a DOE representative indicated that
it would not be passing on further federal fundsto thischarter schoolssinceit doesnot havealottery
system in place that allows all students an equal chance for enrollment.

7.2 Charter Schools Comments and Concerns Regarding DOE Oversight

In Chapter 2 we provided a summary of the comments and views of charter school representatives
regarding the charter school law. In this section, we provide a summary of the opinions and
comments of charter school administratorswith regard to oversight. Theinformationin thissection
is based on interviews with charter school administrators and representatives of charter school
support or advocacy groups.

The vast amount of paperwork required by the DOE at inconvenient periods was the primary
complaint of the charter schoolsin regard to DOE oversight. Other concernsinclude thefollowing:

(d Excessive regulation and oversight. Many DOE-sponsored charter school directors said they
thought the DOE “regulates too much.”

(1 Need to better coordinate oversight in order to eliminate repetition and confusion and to create
amore conducive environment for direct communication. Further, it was noted by afew that
there was poor coordination between DOE’ s many departments. This frequently leadsto time-
consuming duplication of paperwork for the charter schools.

(1 Excessive requests for information. In the eyes of the charter schools, there were too many
requests for information and the requests often required lengthy responses. For example,
according to the schools, having 53 questions on the quality review form is excessive.”

d Untimely requests for information. One administrator indicated that his school had 2 DOE
requestsfor information, one of which was 33 pagesin length and the other 8 pageslong. These
2 requests for information arrived on May 15 and June 15, the busiest and most inconvenient
time of the year for school officials.

2 L awsuit settled out of court, with school decision to increase the enrollment numbers to include
child of plaintive.

2 Charter school directors complained that they spend too much timeinvolved with paperwork for
DOE and not enough time working with students. One school director stated that he spends nearly half his
time dealing with activities and paperwork required by DOE.
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(1 Need for greater flexibility. While charter schools are granted greater autonomy, many charter
school representatives argued that rigid enforcement of regulations has not allowed schoolsthe
flexibility they need to adapt to their particul ar settings and circumstances. One example of an
area where greater flexibility was requested was to alow flexible benchmarks on the
performance agreement that increased over timerather than asingletarget that actually requires
afew yearsto attain.

(1 Need to improve communication between DOE and charter schools. One complaint raised by
a few individuals was that information was being shared by DOE indirectly. These persons
asked that DOE share relevant and important information directly with all the schools,
simultaneously. A charter school principal suggested that DOE create a specific person or
department with whom the charter schools would conduct all business or to decentralize the
DOE’ s supervision atogether.

While most charter school representatives were especially pleased with the responsiveness of
DOE to their varied questions, one charter school claimed that it gets only about 10 percent of
its questions answered by DOE. Another reported that its school requested information in
writing from the DOE regarding student enrollment and the commitment letters, but the DOE
never sent areply.

A few charter school representatives pointed out that they often are not included in DOE
briefingsto which local districtsareinvited. A member of the State Board of Education noted
that when the DOE realizes that charter schools are not informed about new changes in
legislation and regulations (i.e., No Child Left Behind), the DOE has to hold another briefing,
which creates duplication in communications.

(1 Location and times for public hearings. According to afew administrators, midday meetings
can be difficult for interested parties who must travel greater distances to participate.

(1 Need for a more charter school-friendly DOE. While charter school staff indicated that they
werevery pleased with technical assistance provided by DOE, most al so expressed their concern
that the DOE is not charter school-friendly. They accused the DOE of not being supportive or
sufficiently patient with the charter schools. A few administrators also indicated that they
perceivethe DOE to have athreatening mindset. Inthewordsof charter school directors, “They
[DOE] usethethreat of probation too often.” “It’ seasy to get on probation, but hard to get off.”
“DOE finds charters anuisance.” “Thelevel of oversight and quality control is inappropriate.
There' salack of trust.”

This list is a sampling of the more common concerns and complaints voiced by the charter
schools. Comments listed were not necessarily shared by all charter schools.

It isimportant to point out that the charter schools al so identified many positive aspects of their
relationship with DOE. For example, most of the schools volunteered that they appreciated the
technical assistance provided by DOE. A third of the charter schoolsindicated that they were very
pleased with the friendly and timely telephone assistance provided by staff throughout the
Department of Education.
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7.3 Cross-State Comparison of Oversight Practices

The importance of oversight isincreasingly being seen as critical for the success of charter school
reforms. Asevident in our previous state eval uations and asisevident from theliterature, oversight
variesconsiderably between authorizersin the same state, asthey do between DOE and the Red Clay
Consolidated School District. Largedifferencesalso exist between states. Thedifferencesexist due
to the particular roles and interests of the authorizer granting the charter, and they exist depending
on guidance provided by lawsand regulations. Finally, they also differ depending on the amount and
source of funding available for oversight activities. In this section, we include a summary of
findings from cross-state studies of authorizer and charter school oversight. Particular attentionis
giventothefindingsthat are particular to Delaware or findingsthat cover the states used in Chapter
2 for the comparison of charter school laws.

Bierlein Palmer and Gau study on charter school authorizers (2003). To examine the pivotal
role of the charter authorizer, Bierlein Palmer and Gau (2003) conducted astudy to answer questions
about charter school authorizing. The study focused on a number of indicators that covered such
topics as the support of state policy environments for charter schools and authorizers, practices of
oversight and accountability, and respect for charter school autonomy.

The study, funded by the Thomas B. Fordham Institute, relied on data collected from nearly 900
individual srepresenting authori zers, charter operators, and charter observersacross 23 statesand the
Digtrict of Columbia. Theinvestigators gave aletter grade for each state based on its charter policy
environment and itscharter authorizer behavior. Thecriteriafor thestate charter policy environment
included support for charter

schools and support and external Table 7:1 State Summary of Accountability Ratings

accountability for authorizers. The (Adapted from Bierlein Palmer and Gaui 2003)
cnteng for charter authorl ze Sate Policy  Authorizer Overall Overall
behavior included the application Environment Behavior Grade Rank
and approval processes, M assachusetts B A- B+ 1
performance contracts, oversight,

renewal and revocation processes, New Jersey B- B+ B 4
and transparency and internal North Carolina C B+ B 5
accountability. Delawareranked District of Columbia C B B- 9
14 out of 24 states with an overall Connecticut D+ B B- 10
letter grade of C.+. Interestingly, New York c b B- 13
no state was given an overal

grade better than aB+. Table7:1 ~ Delaware C C+ C+ 14
includes the grades and overall Pennsylvania D D+ D+ 23

ranking of states from the larger
region surrounding Delaware.

Bierlein Palmer and Gau (2003) reported that, despiteinterest in the development and operation
of charter schools, survey respondents gave Delaware an overall grade of C+. The grades for the
main categories are shown in Table 7:2. The findings in the following paragraphs reflect the
summative statements prepared by Bierlein Palmer and Gau (2003, pp. 39-40).
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Survey respondents gave Delaware a C- in the area of support for charter schools because of a
perceived lack of political support, areportedly weak public understanding of charter schools, and
areported lack of acceptance by districts. With the exception of the Red Clay Consolidated School
District, no other school district hasyet sponsored acharter school. Theresearchersgave Delaware
high marks for nongovernmental support for charter schools because of the Delaware Charter
Schools Network and the Innovative School Devel opment Company that servesasaresource center
and offersloan guarantee funds for charter facilities.

The grade of B- in the category of support and external accountability for authorizers was due
to reportsprovided to thelegislature, the existence of the Charter School Accountability Committee,
and the existence of a comprehensive, school-based accountability system for all public schools.
Based on responses from their informants, concerns were expressed about adequate state funding
for charter school authorizing staff and activities.

Table7:2 Authorizer Ratingsfor Delawareby Category (Adapted from Bierlein Palmer

and Gau, 2003)
Criteria Average Score Grade
(4 point scale)
1. State Policy Environment C
A. Support for Charter Schools 2.45 C-
B. Support & External Accountability for Authorizers 2.73 B-
2. Authorizer Practices C+
A. Application Processes 2.09 D
B. Approval Processes 2.73 B-
C. Performance Contracts 3.09 B+
D. Oversight 2.94 B
E. Renewa & Revocation Processes 2.90 B
F. Transparency & Internal Accountability 2.49 C-
Overal Grade C+

Gradesin the area of authorizer practices ranged from aD for application processesto aB+ for
performance contracts. Although there are published requirementsfor acharter application, survey
respondents reported alack of information on how applications were to be scored. The application
processes grade was also low because the Department of Education and the districts can decline to
accept applications. Delaware received high marks, however, for having adetailed application time
line.

TheB- inthe approval processes category reflects the uncertainty over the consequences of new
charter regulations created as clarifications of the law. Delaware received high scoresfor allowing
an adequate time period for schools to prepare to open and for responding to applicants questions
about charter proposals.

The B+ inthe category of performance contractsis Delaware’ shighest score. Thestatereceived
high marks for contracts that incorporate all the performance expectations. Delaware received aB
for its oversight processes. The authorizers monitor numerous compliance and performance
measures such as financial reports, student achievement, and parent satisfaction (see Chapter 5 for
more details regarding the performance agreements).
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Intermsof oversight, the Bierlein Palmer and Gau study gave DelawareaB. Thisrelatively high
gradewasdueto the compliance-oriented practices, existence of performance benchmarksthat were
agreed upon and measurable, regular site visits, compilation of financial and performance reports,
and communication with schools with regard to compliance issues.

Delaware' s B in the category of renewal and revocation processesisrelated to the clear written
criteriafor renewal, analysis of school data, and the quality of the processes. The state received aC-
in the area of transparency and internal accountability because of its perceived lack of transparency
about key decisions and the failure to evaluate its authorizing practices.

In summary, Delaware’ s extensive procedures and guidelinesfor charter school s appear to have
both positive and negative consequences. Although the approach provides a framework for
assessment, it focuses largely on compliance with processes rather than on the outcomes of a
school’ s innovative performance.

Hassel and Batdorff study on high stakes decision making by authorizers (2004). Inadifferent
study, Hassel and Batdorff (2004) examined 50 cases where charter school authorizers had to make
decisions to renew, not renew, or revoke charters. Their analysis shed important insights into the
performance of authorizers. On the basis of their research, they identified three pillars of an
accountability system necessary to provide the information to authorizers in order to make good
decisions. Those pillars are setting clear and measurable expectations, gathering adequate and
appropriate information, and making decisions based on performance compared with expectations.

Among relevant key findings of their study are that many authorizerslacked one or more of the
basic pillars necessary to make key decisions, and authorizers' activities often lack transparency.
Authorizersthat were successful at setting clear expectationsand collecting relevant datawere more
often larger authorizing entities with adequate staff and resources devoted to charter school
oversight.

Delaware charter authorizers and schools earn high marks in the areas of setting clear
expectations and collecting adequate data. Hassel and Batdorff commended the Delaware
documentation pertaining to the charter schools goals and progress toward those goals. They
reviewed the documentation for theinitial three-year performance agreement, the application for a
five-year renewal, and the Accountability Committee's evaluation of a school’s progress. The
researchersfound that the documents showed clearly defined goal sand expectationsthat could form
the basis for a performance audit. Sixty percent of the cases reviewed for the study had clear
expectations in place.

7.4 Discussion of Key Policy Issues Relevant to Oversight

Relativeto what we have seenin other states, it appearsthat DOE and the SBOE are more active and
involved in overseeing charter schoolsthan most other authorizers. Also differing from authorizers
in other statesis DOE’ sdistribution of responsibility for oversight acrossalarge number of persons.
In other states it is more common for a single program officer or representative of the authorizer to
oversee the charter schools and present items for action or approval to a board or a senior level
executive. In Delaware, alarger number of persons across the department and—in particular across
the accountability committee—share responsibility for decisions and actions with regard to
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oversight. Thiscan result in better decision making, but it also means there is more work for more
persons.

A number of informants said that they think the amount of time devoted to oversight and to
modificationswill decreaseover time. Establishing sound routinesand practicesfor oversightisbest
done early, rather than later. Whileit is apparent that DOE and SBOE have been devoting alarge
proportion of their resourcesto charter school-related matters, this may actually pay in thelong run.
Although representativesfrom the charter schoolscomplain about excessiveoversight, itisclear that
Delaware' s charter schools are more highly accountabl e than charter schools we have seen in other
states.

Advantages and Disadvantages of Rigorous Oversight

Many issues need to be considered and balanced when it comes to rigorous oversight of charter
schools. Below is abrief list of what we see to be the primary advantages and disadvantages of
rigorous oversight, such as that pursued by the Delaware Department of Education. The main
advantages of more rigorous oversight include the following:

More likely that only the best applications for charters are approved

More likely that poor performing charter schools will close

Lesslikely that less serious management companies with high cost structures will remain
Less likely that children and communities are negatively affected by poor performing charter
schools or untimely closure of charter schools™

oo o

On the other hand, the main disadvantages of rigorous oversight and regulation include the
following:

(1 Charter schools are less free to innovate.

(1 Charter schools have less autonomy and flexibility that may be necessary to ensure a more
efficient and effective use of limited resources.

(d Human and financial resources of the Delaware State Board of Education and Delaware
Department of Education are disproportionately directed to charter schools that serve a small
portion of the states' public school students.

Factors Related to DOE Rigorous Oversight

The extensive and thorough oversight provided by DOE israther unique. The Delaware Department
of Education is able and willing to monitor closely the performance and viability of the charter
schools and hold them accountabl e to regulations and their specific performance agreements. The
capacity for thistype of oversight can be attributed to a number of factorsincluding (i) small size
of the state and scale of the reform, (ii) detailed and centralized accountability system, (iii) devoted
and effective DOE staff, and (iv) timely and well targeted technical assistance.

%0 Although there has been onehigh profileclosurethat negatively affected studentsand surrounding
schools in midyear, on the whole we can expect that fewer students and communities will be negatively
affected by poorly operated charter schools.
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One key factor isthe small size of the state and the relatively small number of charter schools.
Many examples were shared with us to illustrate that everyone knows everyone in the state. This
type of environment leads to better communication and greater responsiveness. The statistical
indicatorsfor charter schoolsin the state data fileswere surprising in that there were few instances
of missing data.® The small number of charter schools means that it is possible to know and
communicate with all of them on aregular basis. Although thetotal number of schoolsisrelatively
small for a state, they are sufficient for a single authorizer as it works to achieve some relative
economy of scale. Developing oversight routines and procedures may taketime, but when these can
apply to 11 schools rather than 1 or 2, the oversight becomes more cost-efficient.

Another important factor is the highly detailed and centralized accountability and monitoring
systemthat exists. The state assessment system allows DOE and district staff to readily monitor and
review detailed student, class, school, and district level data. The charter schoolsareincludedinthe
existing databases used for the districts in the states, including the assessment system, teacher
certification, and finance/purchasing.

A thirdfactor that makesrigorousand effective oversight possibleisdevoted and well-organi zed
DOE staff. An example to illustrate this point is that DOE staff that serve on the Accountability
Committee report that they spend substantial amounts of time outside of regular working hours
reading and reviewing materials so that they are well prepared for meetings and hearings. An
illustration of why the staff are effectivein their work isatracking system used by the charter school
office to monitor compliance activities and track the status and action on all conditionsthat need to
be addressed by charter schools.

The oversight provided by DOE is dependent upon the training and skills of administrators and
administrative assistants at charter schoolswho haveto use the entered and updated data. The DOE
has been activein providing guidance and training for charter school employeesresponsiblefor data
entry. Also, the schoolsindicated that the Delaware Charter School Technical Assistance Manual
was helpful in answering questions and providing instructions for completion of applicable forms.

The rigorous oversight will get easier over time as schools become more familiar with
regquirements and move beyond the start-up phase and as DOE is able to streamline routines and
oversight activities. A problem in other states that may also be relevant to Delaware is the lack of
funding for oversight activities. This may be particularly important for districts that may have
limited human and financial resources available to establish and implement oversight activities.

Balance Between Rigorous Oversight and Autonomy of Charter Schools

In Delawaretherigor of oversight hasincreased over time.® Somereported that thiswasin response
to pressurefromlocal school districtsto makethelegislation morerestrictive. Othersindicated that
this was a response to untimely closure of Georgetown Charter School and the importance of
avoiding scandals. One person who was interviewed said, “We can’t afford scandalsin our public
schools like we see up in Chester Uplands district, just north of the state in Pennsylvania.”

3L In other states, monitoring of charter schoolsis undermined by the extensive amount of missing
data or misreported data from charter schools.

% Thisisreferred to as“compliance creep” by Bierlein Palmer and Gau (2003), which means the
tendency by authorizers to dlide further toward the accountability-via-compliance camp at the cost of
flexibility.
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Regardless of the reasons for the increasing expectations for the charter schools, it was widely
reported by the charter schoolsthat theincreasing demandsfor compliance and accountability have
restricted their flexibility to pursue unique missions or to adapt to the unique and changing needs of
the charter schools.

At the same time, Delaware’s charter school law is characterized by more safeguards for
traditional public schools, such as commitment letters, caps on the number of students funded in
each charter schooal, etc., than what istypically seen in other states. These safeguards are critical to
the overall success of the reform, particularly in terms of minimizing unanticipated outcomes. At
the same time, such safeguards may also lessen the competitive response that charter schools are
intended to spark.

While many charter schools consistently are not in compliance with al relevant regulations, the
DOE must ensure that they become compliant. This has led to excessive time on the part of DOE
employees who are burdened with communication and activities related to due process given the
schools. In the words of one DOE official, “We are tired of hand holding.” While many of the
complianceissuesare not major, moretimeisneeded to know whether the charter schoolsare going
to be able to play by the rules set for them.

To lighten its burden DOE can choose to overlook minor indiscretions, or it can choose to take
more drastic action, like initiating steps to close schools not in compliance.® If closing a charter
school was an easy measure without possible negative impacts on students in surrounding district
schools, the latter alternative might be easy. However, closure of charter schools is anything but
easy. Closure is difficult because the schools have a constituency; they have infrastructure and
material goodsthat aredifficult toliquidate; and many stepsareinvolved in allowing the school sdue
process, which is costly in dollars and in personnel associated with this work.

Establishing and maintaining a balance that protects the charter schools autonomy while
maintai ning rigorousoversight isimportant for the yearsto come. It isalso hoped that theissuesthat
surface regarding the nature and amount of oversight provide abetter framework for understanding
the balance that is needed between oversight to ensure quality schools and autonomy and flexibility
needed to operate a charter school. In many respects, the DOE and SBOE are in good place right
now. It iseasier to back off on tight oversight than it isto try to get tougher on regulations after
schools establish working practices.

7.5 Conclusion

It is clear from the findings outlined in chapters 5 and 6 that the charter schools in Delaware are
highly accountableand their performance—intermsof student achievement—issimilar toor slightly
better than what we find in traditional public schools. The strong accountability and the relative
positive performance of these schools can be attributed to anumber of factors. Key factorsthat are
likely to explain the positive outcomes include the following:

3 Closing poor performing charter schoolsimproves the aggregate performance of charter schools
since the data and results from the poor schools are dropped from the group. Closing poor performing
schools also sends a strong message to other charter schools that they need to be accountable.
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Rigorous Approval Process

Red Clay Consolidated School District indicated that it has been very selective in the schools it
sponsors. Over time, the State Board of Education has also raised the bar in terms of the quality of
applications it will consider and approve. As pointed out by board members, some of the most
important oversight occurs during the application phase.

Rigorous Oversight

As noted earlier, the Delaware Department of Education rigorously oversees the charter schools.
Unlikemany other states, the Delaware Department of Education hasal so demonstrated that itisable
and willing to intercede when schools are struggling and take action against schoolsthat are not in
compliance with applicable regulations. The rigor of the oversight has apparently increased with
time. This may not be appreciated by charter schools and it may impede the autonomy of the
schools, but it appears that this oversight helps ensure the viability of the schools and keep them
focused on the outcomes they have agreed to meet.

Clear and Measurable Expectations

Rigorous oversight would be undermined or difficult to enforce if there were not clear and
measurable expectations for the charter schools. Each charter school sponsored by the SBOE has
a performance agreement with clear and measurable objectives. The work of the SBOE and DOE
are exemplary in this respect and should be seen as a model for other authorizers. The
comprehensive and detailed data yielded by this system facilitate and hopefully lead to data driven
decision making. While other authorizersfind it difficult to close poor performing schools due to
insufficient evidence, thiswill not be the casein Delaware.

Comprehensive and Valid Data That are Readily Available

Comprehensive school level data are available for all public schools in Delaware. The charter
schoolsareincluded and incorporated into existing statistical and informational data sets, and these
aretypically available online from the Department of Education Web site. Whileitiscommonin
other statesto find that charter school s have substantial amounts of missing datain school datafiles,
wewere surprised and pleased to find that there were few or no instances where charter schools had
missing datainthe Delaware statistical files. Beyond the general datareported by schools, therewas
acareful and thorough audit of datathat was self-reported by charter schoolsin their annual reports.
Comprehensive and valid data that are readily availableis critical for data-driven decision making.

Extensive Technical Assistance

Technical assistance is provided by DOE in a number of forms. First of all, a comprehensive
technical assistance manual has been developed by DOE. Another form of technical assistance
include workshops and special training sessions that are provided to charter school staff. Staff
throughout the DOE are available to answer questions from charter schools and traditional public
schools aike. Support and technical assistance are also provided by the Innovative Schools
Development Corporation
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Relatively Strong Funding

While many states allocate less funding to charter schools than to traditional public schools,
Delaware' s funding mechanism calls for 100 percent of the per-pupil revenue received by district
schools. Charter schools also received start-up funds from the federal Public Charter School
Program. Many of the charter schools, however, indicate that they haveinsufficient fundsto secure
or renovatefacilitiesfor use. Atthesametime, anumber of the school sreported substantial amounts
of private funds that have been used for facilities.

Bipartisan Support

In states where the charter school reformis polarized, we typically see excessive attacks on charter
schools, whether thisis warranted or unwarranted. We also typically find much less transparency.
Both of these instances create an environment that isless conducive to good oversight. The charter
school reformin Delawareisrather bipartisan in termsof political support, which has helped create
amore constructive environment for supporting and overseeing the schools.

Final Comments

Delaware charter schools and their authorizers have benefitted from their collective experiences.
Over time, the DOE has strengthened its capacity to screen charter school proposals, set high
expectations, train new charter school operators, and manage data. Charter schools have learned to
operate in the challenging environment in which much isexpected of them. In the next phase of the
charter school reform in Delaware, progress can be madein several areasincluding the streamlining
and systematization of data collection by the DOE, further development of a supportive charter
school network, and support organi zationsthat can shift someresponsibility for technical assistance
away from DOE.

The Delaware charter school reformisamong the more closely monitored and regul ated reforms
in the nation. We say this based not only on our evaluation of charter school reformsin five other
states, but also on what we have learned from the literature. Thissaid, it isimportant to point out
that more rigorous regulation and oversight of charter schoolsis not necessarily bad. Although the
charter schoolscomplain of too much interference, and athough staff and resources at the Delaware
Department of Education aretaxed with extrawork, itislikely that thismorerigorousregulation and
oversight has led to more stable, viable, and better performing charter schools.

While moderate success is obvious in the charter schools, there are a number of negative or
unanti cipated outcomesthat need to bewatched and considered carefully. Theseincludeaccel erating
the re-segregation of public schoolsby race, class, and ability, and the disproportionate diversion of
district and state resources (both financial and human resources) from districts to the more recently
established charter schools. These possible unanticipated outcomes will be addressed in year 2 of
the study, along with further examination of those anti cipated outcomes of the charter school reform.
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Delaware Charter School Founding
Histories and Administration Information

Charter  Grades Founded By, History, Board and
School Catalyst for Opening Administration Information
(Year Open)
Academy K-6 AnEMO from Michigan originally sought 9-member Board of Directorsincludes
of Dover to open the school but failed. The group of two retired teachers from the commun-
(2003) parents connected with school formation ity, two parents, one businessman, one
turned to Mosaica. Thelocal group began CPA, oneretired superintendent, one
its efforts in 2000. city council member, and one retired
university professor. Active Parent-
Teacher Organization.
Campus 1-11 Founding group was formed and a professor at The board has 10 members. One teacher
Community (Gr. 12 Wesley College wrote the charter. The school is elected by the teachers, and there are 5
(1998) added in had an experienced businessperson to open the parents, and 4 community members
'04)  school. The school was started with parents. (including lawyer, retired university
Some founders still involved. One had to drop educator, and politician). A site-based
out due to conflict of interest. The school is management team meets monthly. The
till involved with Wesley College, including team consists of 4 teachers, 3 parents,
elementary school lease. The high school PTA president, a Wesley College
was renovated using funds from Longwood representative, and 2 administrators
Foundation, aloan from Wachovia, and three from the school.
years of savings by the school.
CSof 0-12 The catalysts were six companiesin Delaware, Representatives from the six founding
Wilmington and their representatives still sit on the board. member companies are on the board as
(1996) Two individuals are origina members. They well as are parent and teacher reps. The
donated $590,000 to start up. Thiswas before board'srole isto provide philosophy.
federal funding. They gave CSW clout and The board reviews reports, but does not
credibility. CSW was the first school. No one approve. Twelve individuals serve on
knew what it was. CSW paid for transportation  the board: 7 from companies
for ayear before the state paid for transportation, (appointed); 1 parent rep; 1 faculty rep;
then they cut the charter transportation funds 25 1 City of Wilmington rep; 1 educator
percent. That slows the school down, spending (UDél); 1 at large from New Castle.
time fighting battles instead of academics.
Delaware 9-12 The commandant was the catalyst and was Eleven individuals serve on the board: 2
Military involved in the initial founding of the school. parents; chair of board is CEO of
Academy They received federal start-up funding: year 1, Georgia Lynch, voted the best business
(2003) $50,000; year 2, $100,000; year 3, $100,000. in Delaware. Had the same board chair

That was important because it allowed the
commandant to work full-time for a year before
they opened. Red Clay district chartered the
school. It granted the charter because the market
isthere. There's crowding in the schools. The
superintendent has vision. The school also
secured approximately $800,000 through ISDC's
Loan Guaranty Program.

for 3 years. Only lost acouple. Vice-
chair is a businessman, also others from
the business sector. There's a state
policeman and two teachers who are
elected. The commandant is not avoting
member; but the business manager, aso
acofounder, is avoting member.
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Charter Grades Founded By, History, Board and
School Catalyst for Opening Administration Information
(Year Open)
East Side K-6 Wilmington Housing Authority (WHA) wasthe The original exec. director and most of the
Charter catalyst in 1997 with parents. board left. Two of the original parents are
School gtill on it. WHA raninto financial trouble.
1997 There were those who were pushed out of
( ) WHA and |eft the board. One founding

member had to |eave the board last year to
work for the state. The new board dates
from 2000. Some have served on the board
for 3 or more years. Sixteen people serve on
the board. They continue to have two
parents, one teacher, and community
members. Community board members
include 2 lawyers; 3 bankers (2 are bank
presidents); 2 accountants; 1 advertiser; 1
construction company owner, and afew
educators from local universities (Delaware
Tech, Delaware State, and Uni.of Delaware)

Kuumba K-6 Catayst: parents, staff, and volunteers from
Christina Arts Center and city of Wilmington
é%%dsmy officials. All but one are still involved.
Volunteers worked for 4 years before the school
opened. An administrative assistant was hired
for one year before it opened. The delayed
opening was for 1 year because the facility
wasn't ready. Start-up resources included
$100,000 federal start-up grant. Other resources
were in-kind contributions from Rodale,
Christina Arts Center, Delaware Community
Foundation, and the municipal government.

There are 25 board members: 4 parents, 3
teachers, one administrator (dean) and
others from business and community.

Marion T. K-8 Rev. Johnson was the catalyst and board
president. He named the school after his
Academy parents. He wanted to make a difference in the

Eight people serve on the board: 1 parent, 1
teacher, 2 community members, mostly the
founders. The board concernsitself mostly

(2000) community and he's accomplished alot. The with policy. The board raised alot of
founding members are still on the board and money early on--$2 million; but the board
successful at fund-raising. The original had to spend money on trailers and there
commitments were the most important were bridge |oans because some of the
resources. Mosaicais the management commitments didn't come in because of the
company. For the future they are building a economy, so it has some long-term debt.
middle school building and intend to cap at 675.

MOT K-8 Three parentswere the catalysts behind the school ~ Nine members serve on board of directors,

Charter charter; the director didn't know about theinitial amost al parents/founders and one teacher.

Schooal founding of the school. They originally had a

(2002) management company, but they separated.

Newark 5-8 The school was started by Christiana Public The board consists of 3 parents elected by
School parents who had a vision of a school arents, 2 teachers elected by the teachers

Charter with high standards. That includes a dress code b ' - y ’

School and behavior standards. They assessed the need Entiﬁecg(grrgur_}l;yeg]rmﬁ:ﬁ ﬁgﬁg of

(2001) for a school with a4-year configuration (grades Y :

5-8) and asizelimit. Years1and 2 were spent
intrailerson land leased from Amtrak with a
two-year limit. They had to raise funds for the
new building. ISDC guaranteed a $1.7 million
loan that enabled the school to obtain an addi-
tional $8.5 million to build anew facility. The
parent volunteers led the fund-raising effort.

6 parents, 2 faculty, the principal, and the
dean. The principal is not on the board. A
PTA meets once a month.
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Charter Grades Founded By, History,

Board and

School Catalyst for Opening Administration Information
(Year Open)
Positive 7-12 Positive Outcomes was originally sponsored by — Six members serve on the board: one
Outcomes Kent General Hospital. Therewasaneed fora  teacher, two from the Capital School
Charter high school for adolescent psychiatric clientsof  District, a stockbroker (a founding
School the hospital. The founding group was comprised member), a state trooper (parent), and a
(1996) of staff in the adolescent psychiatric unit. They grandmother of former students.

were the landlord of the original school
building. The school received a $12,000 start-
up loan from a board member. After the first
year they received $100K in federal start-up
money (one time).

Providence K-8 The school was founded originally by a group

5 member board: 2 parent representatives, 1

Creek of parents. The group changed over timewhen  teacher, and 2 from business sector
Academy the likely location of the school changed. EMO
(2002) Beacon was first charged with finding asitein

the Middletown area. No site could be found,

but later they partnered with local citizens who

founded St. Joseph's at Providence Creek. In

1997 the Saint Joseph's Project Foundation was

created to acquire, renovate, and place the

facility back into service to the community and

the surrounding area. In April 1998, the

Foundation took control of the facility,

successfully raising more than $800,000 in

state, local, and philanthropic grants. A $2.7

million loan guarantee from the United States

Department of Agriculture's office of Rural

Development was secured by the St. Joseph's

Project Foundation to renovate four buildings

and the surrounding areas for students and

community groups.
Sussex 6-8 Start-up funds were received from the The principal wrote the charter and put
Academy of Longwood and Crystal Foundations. Their goal  together aboard of parents. Most of the
Arts & isto fund one charter school in each county. terms have expired, and they are on the
Sciences The school received $1.5 million on capital foundation board now. Board membership
(2000) expenses of $4 million. A separate group is varies from 9-11, with a balance by region

applying for ahigh school charter. Sussex will  and race. The board has been very stable.

stay small and become financially stable. The executive board oversees the operation.

Thereis also afoundation board. Now there
are nine 3-year terms.

ThomasA. K-8 Theschool was started by EMO Edison. Twelve board members serve: 2 parents, 2
Edison CS teachers, and 8 community members (2
of university professors, 1 medical doctor, 1
Wilmington lawyer, 1 business banker, 1 education
(2000) consultant, and 2 unfilled spots)

Note. The information in this table is based on evaluation team interviews with charter school district
administrators in Spring 2004 and Web site information retrieved in November 2004.
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Delaware Charter Schools - State Totals

Informant Group: Teachers/Staff (N=373) Response rate: 77.9%

2003-04 Charter School Survey
Descriptive statistics

100%
80% Role in schooll
. . (]
1. What is your role at this school?
: 60% 1
. Special L .
Teacher Tea.chlng education Principal/di Other
assistant teacher rector Total Missing 40%
N| 270 14 16 29 44 373 0 20% -
%| 72.4% 3.8% 4.3% 7.8% 11.8% 100.0% 0% -t LI _— T
Teacher Special education Other
teacher
100% c "
. . L urrent certification status'
2. What is your current teaching certification status (teachers only)? 80% |
. . Working Not certified and not
Currem!y cgrtlfled to CurreAntIy certified to 10 obtain working to obtain Total 60% 4
teach in this state teach in another state I o
certification certification
40% +
N 218 14 48 2 282
o 20% -
% 77.3% 5.0% 17.0% 0.7% 100.0% ,—l
0% T T T
Currently certified to Currently certified to  Working to obtain ~ Not certified & not
teach in this state teach in another certification working to obtain
state one
100% Teachi bject in which rtified
. . . . . - eaching a subject in which you are certifie
3. Are you teaching in a subject area in which you are certified to teach? 80% 9 ! Y
Not (teachers only)
Yes No applicable Total 60% -
N 239 25 19 283 Yes
40% -
%| 84.5% 8.8% 6.7% 100.0% Not
20% T NO appticabte
| | E—
. . 0,
4. With which grade do you mostly work? 0%
Grade Level Not
K 1st 2nd 3td 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th 12th  applicable | Total Missing
N 26 19 18 21 17 28 25 27 21 33 25 10 9 75 354 19
%| 7.3% 5.4% 5.1% 5.9% 4.8% 7.9% 7.1% 76% 59% 9.3% 7.1% 2.8% 2.5%  21.2% | 100.0%
100%
Age
X 80% -
5. What is your age?
60% -
Tﬁ::g%’ 20-29 30-39 20-49 gl(;‘e]: Total Missing
40%
N 0 115 98 81 75 369 4
20% —
%| 0.0% 31.2% 26.6% 22.0% 20.3% 100.0%
0% T T . .
Younger than 20-29 30-39 40-49 50 or
100% 20 S - older
6. What is your race/ethnicity? B0% Distribution by RaC@/EthnlCltv'
b
. . . Asian/Pac. Native -
White Black Hispanic \slander  American Total Missing 60% 1
N| 288 58 9 5 1 361 12 40%
%| 79.8%  16.1% 2.5% 1.4% 0.3% 100.0% 20%
0% T T . .
White Black Hispanic Asian/Pac. Native
100% Islander American
0
7. What is your gender? Gender
— 80% -
Female Male Total Missing
N| 255 94 349 24 60% -
%| 73.1%  26.9% 100.0% 9
40% Female
20%
Male
0%
Note: Questions 2 and 3 include the responses from only those staff who indicated that they were teachers.
1 4/23/2004
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8. How many years of experience have you had in each

9. Years at 10
of these types of schools (teachers only) current school? Average years of experience by school type
8
Private Parochial ~ Charter Public Tota‘I Years at
Other Total (excluding current
school school school school . "
other") school o 6
@
JJ
Mean| 0.49 0.94 2.54 3.49 0.65 8.12 7.46 2.54 > 4
STD| 1.99 3.25 2.06 5.49 2.78 7.63 7.07 2.06 2 ]
0 T T T
Private Parochial ~ Charter Public Other
school school school school
100%
. ‘Level of formal educationl
10. How much formal education have you had (teachers only) 80%
Didnot Completed Lessthan  College Graduate ~ Graduate/ 60%
complete high 4 years graduate courses, professional
high school school of college BA/BS no degree degree 40%
N 0 1 8 80 83 107 20% 1 1
% 0.0% 0.4% 2.9% 28.7% 29.7% 38.4% 100.0% 0% T T T T
Did not Completed Less than College Graduate Graduate/
complete high 4 years graduate courses, professional
high school school of college BA/BS no degree degree
i i 2 100% -
11. What is the highest college degree you hold? (teachers only) Highest college degree
80%
Bachelors  Masters g;t-iff;[re Doctorate Total
60%
N 165 100 2 7 274 40% +—]
. . ., . . . Bachelors
%| 60.2% 36.5% 0.7% 2.6% 100.0% 20% 4| ——  Masters 56 year
0% Certtteate—  —Boctorate— |
12a. Are you working toward another degree at this time? Are you working toward 100%.
. another degree? et -
No Yes Total  Missing 100% Degree you are working toward
N 233 134 367 6 80%
%| 63.5% 36.5% | 100.0% 80% - 36.5%
Y
EYes i 60%
60% - ZR
No "
12b. If yes, what degree? S 40%
. 0% | . Masters
-6- year o .
Bachelors  Masters Certificate Doctorate Total Missing 63.5% “‘
0, 20%
N7 100 3 14 134 239 20% 1 %
s
w| 12.79%  746%  22%  104% | 100.0% %, Fachelor%
0% 0%~
Are you aware of the 100%+
13a. Are you aware of the school's mission? 's mission? R : -
y — 100% school's mission Jtiad ' To what extent is the school mission
No Yes Total Missing being followed?
80% 1— —
N 14 356 370 3
%| 38%  96.2% | 100.0% 80%
60%
. . . 60% 1
13b. If yes, to what extent is the mission 96.29%
being followed by the school? 40%
Not very . Very - 40% A
well Fair Well well Total Missing BEYes Very
20% Well H
1 2 3 4 s No 0 well
N 12 43 144 158 357 16
Not very Fair
| 3.4% 12.0%  40.3%  44.3% | 100.0% RRRLELTT Y9 well
0% 3.8%
100% - -
Do you plan (hope) to be teaching at this school next year?
14. Do you plan (hope) to be working at this school next year? 80%
No Yes Total Missing 60%
N 23 312 335 38 40% Yes
% 6.9% 93.1% 100.0% 20%
[ No 1
0% Q
Note: Questions 8, 9, 10 and 11 include the responses from only those staff who

state total _tch-staff css_de 2004

indicated that théy were teachers
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15a. If you are a classroom teacher, do you have students

identified for special education services in your classes? Do you have special  100% 3
education students in your o N
classroom? o To what extent are you responsible for
100% ¢ implementing the IEPs?
No Yes Total Missing 80% - P 9 |
N| 75 190 265 108
%| 28.3% 71.7% [100.0% 80%
60%
71.7%
60%
15b. If yes, to what extent are you responsible for 40%
implementing the IEPs? 0%
40% -
Not Solely EYes
. —> . ||
responsbile at all responsible| Total Missing \%O%
1 2 3 4 5 20%1 ©No %,
N 23 26 85 42 18 194 179 "‘
%] 11.9% 13.4% 43.8% 21.6% 9.3% |100.0% % 0% *
1 2 3 5
Not responsible «— 5 Soley
at all responsible
16. Rate the importance of the following factors in your decision to seek
employment at this school.
Percentages
Not Very
important important| Mean STD  Median N Missing
1 2 3 4 5
Convenient location 19.1% 13.5% 28.6% 17.8% 21.0% | 3.08 1.38 3.0 371 2
Mqrg gmpha5|s on academics as opposed to extracurricular 49% 76% 28.3% 33.2% 26.1%| 3.68 1.09 40 368 5
activities
My interest in being involved in an educational reform effort 52% 114% 23.4% 31.3% 28.8%| 3.67 1.16 4.0 368 5
Promises made by charter school's spokespersons 13.4% 10.4% 21.6% 30.6% 24.0% | 3.42 1.32 4.0 366 7
Academic reputation (high standards) of this school 52% 52% 16.5% 29.4% 43.7%| 4.01 1.13 4.0 364 9
Parents are committed 2.7% 5.4% 18.0% 32.7% 41.1% | 4.04 1.03 4.0 367 6
Safety at school 2.7% 3.5% 17.2% 32.2% 44.4% | 4.12 1.00 4.0 367 6
Difficulty to find other positions 49.9% 17.0% 17.8% 9.3% 6.0% | 2.05 1.26 2.0 365 8
Opportunity to work with like-minded educators 19% 39% 152% 36.7% 423%| 4.14 0.94 4.0 362 11
This school has small class sizes 8.0% 10.0% 28.3% 22.7% 31.0%| 3.59 1.24 4.0 361 12
_vey g Reasons for Seeking Employment at Your Charter School,
importan
Rated by Mean Scores
4 —— ‘@\ /o\
Not
important 1 . . . . . . .
Conven- More emphasis My interest Promises Academic Parents Safety Difficulty Opportunity This school
ient on academics inan made by reputation are at to find to work with has small
location than educational charter of this school committed school other like-minded class sizes
extracurricular reform effort school's positions educators
activities spokespersons

state total _tch-staff_

css_de_2004
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17. Rate each of the following statements as to what you expected when you first began working at this school (initial
expectation)and how you would rate it today (current experience).

Initial Expectation Current Experience
False Partly  True |Mean STD |Don't Mis- | False Partly True [Mean STD |Don't Mis-
True know sing true know sing
1 2 3 1 2 3

100% *4’Students will be/are eager and motivated to Iearnl—

80%

Students will 60% +——

be/are eager I Initial expectation Current experience
»
and 20% 25.9% 72.2% |270 050| 12 9 |50% 430% 520%|247 059| 4 11| %
motivated to ’
learn
20% 1
O% ,_:Im T T
False Partly true True
100% ’4’The quality of instruction will befis highli
80%
(VB e e . . —
© Initial expectation Current experience
7
) 60% 7
The quality
of INSWUCKON | ¢ o0 15105 87.00 | 286 037| 7 12 |L7% 24.9% 734%|272 049 2 14
will befis 40%
high

20% —

0%

False Partly true True

100% *—’Students will receivelreceive sufficient individual attentionl—

80%

Students will

60% +—— —

receive/ [ Initial expectation £ Current experience
.
receive 0.3% 27.6% 72.1% |272 046| 16 13 |5.6% 42.4% 52.0%|2.46 0.60| 4 15 %
sufficient 40% -
individual
attention 20% 4 -
0% L T :
False Partly true True
100% T Parents will be/are able to influence the school's direction and|—
activities
80%
Parents will & Initial expectation Current experience
0,
be/are able 60%
toinfluence | g 700 4090, 53.49% | 248 060| 26 12 |7.0% 417% 51.3% 244 062| 16 14
the direction 0% 4 .
and activities
at the school 20% 1 -
v | SN, ‘
False Partly true True
100% T—There will be/is good communication between the school and [
parents
80% ——
There will
befis good 60% —— [ Initial expectation 7 Current experience
communica- 7
tion between | 0.9% 18.0% 811% 280 042| 13 10 |42% 319% 63.9% 260 057| 0 13|
the school b
and parents/
guardians 20%
0% V=TT

False Partly true True
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17. Rate each of the following statements as to what you expected when you first began working at this school (initial
expectation)and how you would rate it today (current experience).

Initial Expectation

Current Experience

False

Partly
True

2

True |Mean STD

3

Don't Mis-
know sing

False Partly
true

1 2

True |Mean STD

3

Don't Mis-
know sing

Students will
have/have
access to
computers
and other
new
technologies

2.0%

17.2%

80.8% | 2.79 0.45

5.5%

28.1%

66.4% | 2.61 0.59

The school
will have/has
effective
leadership
and admin-
istration

0.6%

10.5%

89.0% | 2.88 0.34

1 8

5.8%

35.1%

59.1% | 2.53 0.61

Students
will/are
receiving
appropriate
special
education
services, if
necessary.

The
achievement
levels of
students will
improve/are
improving

1.6%

21.9%

76.5% | 2.75 0.47

47 16

10.0%

35.0%

55.0% | 2.45 0.67

28 16

0.3%

17.5%

82.2% | 2.82 0.39

21 9

2.9%

29.4%

67.7% | 2.65 0.54

17 12

Support
services (i.e.,
counseling,
health care,
etc.) will
be/are
available to
students

4.1%

26.8%

69.1% | 2.65 0.56

22 8

13.1%

35.6%

51.4% 238 0.71

state total _tch-staff_css_de_2004

100%

Students will have/have access to computers and other newf—]
technologies

80%

60%

© Initial expectation Current experience

40%

20%

7

0% -

100%

_—

False

Partly true True

80% +

60%

The school will have/has effective leadership and
administration

& Initial expectation Current experience

40%

20%

0% -

100%

E— %

False

Partly true True

80%

Students will/are receiving appropriate special education
services

& Initial expectation Current experience

60%

40%

20% +

0% -

100% -

80%

e L %

False

Partly true True

—’The achievement levels of students will improve/are improving'-

60%

& Initial expectation Current experience

40%

20%

0% -

100% -

80% +———

60%

%
.

False Partly true True

—'Support services will be/are available to students|—

© Initial expectation Current experience

40%

20% +

0% -

L

False

Partly true True
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17. Rate each of the following statements as to what you expected when you first began working at this school (initial
expectation)and how you would rate it today (current experience).

Initial Expectation

Current Experience

False

Partly
True

2

True |[Mean STD

3

Don't Mis-
know sing

False Partly
true

1 2

True |Mean STD

3

Don't Mis-
know sing

The school
will support/is
supporting
innovative
practices

1.2%

16.1%

82.7% | 2.82 0.42

18

14

3.1% 27.6%

69.3% | 2.66 0.54

13

Teachers will
be able to
influence the
steering and
direction of
the school

0.3%

24.3%

75.4% | 2.75 0.44

23

7.4% 38.2%

54.4% | 2.47 0.63

10

12

There will
be/are new
professional
opportunities
for teachers

1.6%

29.6%

68.9% | 2.67 0.50

46

13.1% 39.8%

47.1% | 2.34 0.70

37

Teachers will
be/are
committed to
the mission of
the school

0.9%

14.5%

84.7% | 2.84 0.39

12

3.1% 31.9%

65.0% | 2.62 0.55

Teachers will
be/are
autonomous
and creative
in their
classrooms

0.6%

17.4%

82.1% | 2.81 0.40

13

1.4% 22.5%

76.1% | 2.75 0.47

state total _tch-staff_css_de_2004

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

4’The school will support/is supporting innovative practices|—

O Initial expectation & Current experience ——|

_alll

False Partly true True

—‘Teachers will be able to influence the steering and directin of the
school

3 Initial expectation Current experience

=1 |

False Partly true True

—’There will be/are new professional opportunities for teachers'—

O Initial expectation Current experience

%T%ﬁ%

False Partly true True
—’Teachers will be/are committed to the mission of the school'—

——— & Initial expectation & Current experience

=

False Partly true True

—’Teachers will be/are autonomous and creative in their classrooms|—

L O Initial expectation Current experience

|

False Partly true True
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18. Rate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects or features of your school.

Percentages
Not very Very Don't
satisfied satisfied| Mean STD Median| N  know Missing
1 2 3 4 5

Salary level 9.2% 12.0% 31.0% 31.3% 16.6%| 3.34 1.16 3.00|368 1 4
Fringe benefits 57% 12.0% 26.9% 33.7% 21.7%| 3.54 1.13 4.00|350 16 7
Relations with the community at large 1.1% 9.9% 33.1% 28.9% 26.9%| 3.71 1.01 4.00|353 11 9
School mission statement 1.1% 2.0% 17.6% 32.7% 46.6%| 4.22 0.88 4.00(352 14 7
Ability of the school to fulfill its stated mission 3.1% 6.8% 20.2% 35.5% 34.4%| 3.91 1.05 4.00|352 14 7
Evaluation or assessment of your performance 3.8% 5.8% 23.0% 33.8% 33.5%| 3.87 1.06 4.00|343 19 11
Resources available for instruction 5.6% 12.3% 25.3% 30.6% 26.2%| 3.60 1.16 4.00|359 6 8
School buildings and facilities 9.5% 13.3% 18.2% 27.2% 31.8%| 3.58 1.31 4.00|368 O 5
Availability of computers and other technology 54% 8.2% 21.3% 23.2% 42.0%| 3.88 1.20 4.00|367 O 6
School governance 3.1% 7.7% 24.5% 34.8% 29.9%| 3.81 1.05 4.00(351 15 7
Administrative leadership of school 25% 9.8% 21.3% 28.4% 38.0%| 3.90 1.10 4.00|366 2 5

Level of Satisfaction with Aspects or Features of Your School,
Rated by Mean Scores

Very 5
satisfied
Very
dis-
tisfi . . ‘
satisfied Salary Fringe Relations School Ability of Evaluation or Resources School Availability School Administrative
level benefits with the mission school to assessment  available for buildings of computers  governance leadership
community statement fulfill its of your instruction and facilities and other of school
at large stated mission performance technology

state total _tch-staff_css_de_2004
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19. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your school?

Strongly
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly

agree

Mean STD N

Don't
know

Mis-
sing

This school is
meeting
students' needs
that could not
be addressed at
other local
schools

43% 9.7% 20.9% 29.4% 35.7%| 3.83 1.15 | 350

16

Students feel
safe at this
school

0.3% 25% 9.6% 24.6% 63.1%| 4.48 0.79 | 366

Class sizes are
too large to
meet the
individual
student's needs

34.3% 27.5% 19.2% 14.0% 4.9% | 2.28 1.21 | 364

Teachers are
disenchanted
with what

can be
accomplished
at this school

34.0% 24.9% 25.2% 10.6% 5.3% | 2.28 1.19 | 341

17

15

The school
provides
appropriate
special
education
services for
students who
require it

7.4% 15.4% 27.3% 26.1% 23.7% | 3.43 1.22 | 337

29

state total _tch-staff css_de 2004

100%

80% +

60%

This school is meeting students' needs that could not be addressed at
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40%

Strongly agree —

Neither agree or Agree
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20%
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100%

Disagree
Strongly disagree

80%

Students feel safe at this school

60%

Strongly agree

40%

20%

Agree

Neither agree or
disagree

Strongly disagree Disagree

0%

100%

80%

Class sizes are too large to meet the individual student's needs

60%

40% -

20% +

0% -

I~ Strongly disagree

Disagree Neither agree or

disagree

Agree
Strongly agree

100%

80%

Teachers are disenchanted with what
can be accomplished at this school

60%

40% -

20% +

0% -

| Strongly disagree Neither agree or

Disagree disagree

Agree
Strongly agree

100%

80% +——

60%

The school provides appropriate special education services for students
who require it

40%

20%

Neither agree or

disagree Agree

Strongly agree

Disagree
Strongly disagree

0% -
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19. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Sj[rongly Strongly Dont  Mis-
disagree agree| \Mean STD | N know  sing
1 2 3 4 5
The school has
sufficient 19.0% 20.5% 27.2% 21.4% 11.9% | 2.87 1.28 | 327 42 4
financial
resources
| am satisfied
with the 3.3% 6.9% 20.8% 31.0% 38.0%|3.93 108|361 8 4
school's
curriculum
Parents are
satisfied with 0.9% 35% 22.2% 38.9% 34.5%| 4.03 0.89 | 342 26 5
the instruction
Teachers are
challenged to 1.1% 3.9% 15.8% 32.8% 46.4%| 4.19 0.92 | 360 8 5
be effective
| think this
school has a 1.9% 3.1% 12.2% 20.0% 62.8% | 439 0.95|360 6 7
bright future

state total _tch-staff css_de 2004

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%
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100%

80%

60%

40%

20%
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20%
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100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

The school has sufficient financial resources

| Strongly disagree

Neither agree or
disagree

Disagree Agree

Strongly agree T

| am satisfied with the school's curriculum

Strongly agree __|

. Agree
Neither agree or

disagree

Strongly disagree

Disagree

Parents are satisfied with the instruction

Agree

Strongly agree |
Neither agree or
disagree

Strongly disagree

Disagree

Teachers are challenged to be effective

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree or
disagree

Strongly disagree

Disagree

I think this school has a bright future

Strongly agree

Neither agree or

Strongly disagree

disagree

Disagree
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19. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly
disagree

1

Strongly
agree

5

Mean STD

N

Don't
know

Mis-
sing

Too many
changes are
occurring at the
school

25.6%

30.4%

26.7%

10.6%

6.7%

242 117

359

10

This school
reflects a

community
atmosphere

1.1%

5.6%

24.7%

34.7%

33.9%

3.95 0.95

360

This school has
high standards
and
expectations for
students

1.1%

2.5%

14.0%

26.4%

56.0%

4.34 0.89

364

This school has
good physical
facilities

12.6%

13.4%

17.5%

25.8%

30.7%

3.48 1.38

365

Parents are
involved and
can influence
instruction and
school activities

5.5%

11.6%

27.4%

30.2%

25.2%

3.58 1.15

361
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60%
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60%
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80%
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19. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly
disagree

1

Strongly
agree

5

Mean STD

N

Don't
know

Mis-
sing

Teachers and
school
leadership are
accountable for
student
achievement/
performance

0.6%

1.4%

15.3%

36.8%

46.0%

426 0.81

359

Students are
satisfied with
the instruction

0.3%

2.7%

19.1%

44.8%

33.1%

4.08 0.81

335

31

Lack of student
discipline
hinders my
ability to teach
and the
opportunity for
other students
to learn

42.4%

19.8%

14.4%

12.4%

11.0%

2.30 1.40

354

10

Teachers are
insecure about
their future at
this school

32.1%

23.8%

18.3%

15.2%

10.6%

248 1.36

349

17

Teachers have
many
noninstructional
duties

28.6%

22.4%

22.4%

17.1%

9.5%

257 1.32

357

10

state total _tch-staff css_de 2004
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60%

40%
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11
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Neither agree or
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Appendix E
Results from the ANCOV A Analysis
of the Writing Raw Scores

Performance on DSTP Writing Test for Charter School
Students and Comparison Students by Grade and Panel

Grade and Scaled Score on the DSTP
Subject Area Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value
Mean Mean

Grade 5 Writing, Panel A

Charter school 6.4 7.4

Control group 6.4 7.6 4.00 0.0458
Grade 5 Writing, Panel B

Charter school 6.0 7.3

Control group 6.0 75 1.99 0.1585
Grade 8 Writing, Panel C

Charter school 7.9 8.8

Control group 76 87 0.81 0.3681
Grade 8 Writing, Panel D

Charter school 7.4 9.0

Control group 7.0 8.8 4.86 0.0279%
Grade 10 Writing, Panel E

Charter school 8.8 9.5

Control group 83 90 10.90 0.0010*
Grade 10 Writing, Panel F

Charter school 9.0 9.7

Control group 83 86 46.37 >.0001*

Notes. Comparison group is matched on gender, ethnicity, FRL, and Title | status. The measure used was
araw score which is based on writing prompts that change from year to year. Because of the nature
of the measure, one must be cautious in interpreting change over time.

Differences between the charter school students and comparison students are statistically significant
when the P-value is less than 0.05; these scores are highlighted in bold. When P-values are
underlined and bolded, this refers to an advantage to the noncharter school students.

P-values with an asterisk “*” refer to differences that remained statistically significant at least 80

percent of the time with repeated randomly selected comparison groups.
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114 EVALUATION OF THE DELAWARE CHARTER SCHOOL REFORM

Performance on DSTP Writing Test by School and Grade

Grade and Scaled Score on the DSTP,
Subject Area Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value
Mean Mean

Charter School of Wilmington

Grade 10 Writing, Panel E

Charter school 9.3 104
Control group 85 9.2 47.96 >-0001
Positive Outcomes Charter School
Grade 8 Writing, Panel C
Charter school 6.6 6.9
Control group 7.8 7.6 1.38 0.2581
Grade 10 Writing, Panel E
Charter school 55 5.8
Control group 7.9 7.6 736 0.0124
East Side Charter School
Grade 5 Writing, Panel A
Charter school 6.3 7.4
Control group 54 6.5 139 0.2483
Campus Community School
Grade 5 Writing, Panel A
Charter school 6.8 7.4
Control group 6.3 8.1 3.72 0.059
Grade 8 Writing, Panel C
Charter school 7.7 8.3
Control group 7.1 8.5 0.63 04273
Grade 10 Writing, Panel E
Charter school 84 8.3
Control group 8.3 8.5 0.29 0-5913
Thomas A. Edison Charter School
Grade 5 Writing, Panel A
Charter school 5.2 7.1
Control group 5.7 6.8 113 0.2898
Grade 8 Writing, Panel C
Charter school 6.8 8.2 25 01371

Control group 7.0 7.8
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Grade and Scaled Score on the DSTP
Subject Area Covariate Adjusted F-value P-value
Mean Mean
Sussex Academy of Arts & Sciences
Grade 8 Writing, Panel C
Charter school 8.6 10.0
Control group 7.9 8.9 24.29 >-0001
Marion T. Academy
Grade 5 Writing, Panel A
Charter school 51 6.2
Control group 6.1 7.2 10.15 0.0018
Grade 8 Writing, Panel C
Charter school 7.4 7.6
Control group 7.3 7.1 127 0-2675
Kuumba Academy
Grade 5 Writing, Panel A
Charter school 53 6.7
Control group 5.6 6.5 0.16 0.6930
Newark Charter School
Grade 5 Writing, Panel A
Charter school 75 8.6
Control group 7.2 8.3 3.57 0.0601
Grade 8 Writing, Panel C
Charter school 8.6 9.0
Control group 7.9 9.0 0.11 0.7439
MOT Charter School
Grade 5 Writing, Panel A
Charter school 6.9 7.6
Control group 6.2 79 115 0.2854
Providence Creek Academy
Grade 5 Writing, Panel A
Charter school 6.8 6.7
Control group 6.7 7.7 17.10 20001

Notes. Comparison group is matched on gender, ethnicity, FRL, and Title | status. The measure used was
araw scorewhich is based on writing prompts that change from year to year. Because of the nature

of the measure, one must be cautious in interpreting change over time.

Differences between the charter school students and comparison students are statistically significant
when the P-value is less than 0.05; these scores are highlighted in bold. When P-values are

underlined and bolded, this refers to an advantage to the noncharter school students.

P-values with an asterisk “*” refer to differences that remained statistically significant at least 80
percent of the time with repeated randomly selected comparison groups.



References

Awsumb Nelson, K. (2002). Becoming a learning organization: Incorporating evaluation into
schools. Kalamazoo: The Evaluation Center, Western Michigan University.

Bierlein Pamer, L., & Gau, R. (2003). Charter school authorizing: Are states making the grade?
Washington, DC: Thomas B. Fordham Institute.

Center for Education Reform. (2003). Charter school laws across the states. Ranking and
scorecard, 8th edition: Strong laws produce better results special report. Washington, DC:
Author.

Center for Education Reform. (2003). Charter school laws across the states. Ranking score card
and legidative profiles. Washington, DC: Author.

Center for Education Reform. (2004). Delaware charter law. Retrieved July 14, 2004, from
http://www.edreform.com/index.cfm?fuseA ction=cL aw& statel D=35& altCol =2.

Delaware Department of Education. (n.d.). Delaware school profile reports. Retrieved November
26, 2004, from http://profiles.doe.k12.de.us/

Delaware Department of Education. (2004, June). Delaware charter schools. Seventh annual state
report. Retrieved November 17, 2004, from http://www.doe.k12.de.us/ CharterSchools/
7thAnnCharterReport.pdf

Expeditionary Learning Outward Bound. (n.d.). Retrieved November 29, 2004, from
http://www.elob.org/

Hassel, B. C., & Batdorff, M. (2004). High-stakes. Findings froma national study of life-or-death
decisions by charter school authorizers. Chapel Hill, NC.: Public Impact.

Horn, J., & Miron, G. (2000). An evaluation of the Michigan charter school initiative:
Performance, accountability, andimpact. Lansing, MI: Michigan Department of Education.

Innovative Schools Development Corporation. (n.d.). Retrieved November 17, 2004, from
http://www.innovativeschools.org/scene.html

Massachusetts Department of Education. (2001). The Massachusetts charter school initiative.
Malden, MA: Author.

Miron, G., & Horn, J. (2002). Evaluation of Connecticut charter schools and the charter school
initiative: Final report. Kalamazoo: Western Michigan University Evaluation Center.

Miron, G., & Nelson, C. (2002). What's public about charter schools? Lessons learned about
choice and accountability. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

Miron, G., & Nelson, C. (2004). Student achievement in charter schools: What we know and why
we know o little. In K. Bulkley and P. Wohlstetter (Eds.), Taking account of charter
schools: What' s happened and what’ s next? New Y ork: Teachers College Press.

Nelson, C., Miron, G., & Risley, J. (2002). The evaluation of the Illinois charter school reform:
Final report. (Unpublished report submitted to the Illinois State Board of Education).
Springfield: Illinois State Board of Education.

State of Delaware. (2004, August 23). Online Delaware code. Retrieved November 17, 2004 from
http://www.del code.state.de.us/

Sullins, C., & Miron, G. (2003). Srengthening Cleveland charter schools through accountability
and evaluation: Year 3report. Cleveland: The Cleveland Foundation. Unpublished report.

116



	Delaware Charter School Reform Evaluation - Year 1 Report
	Executive Summary
	Table of Contents
	List of Tables, Figures, and Appendices
	Acknowledgments

	1. Purpose and Conduct of the Evaluation
	2. Description and Comparative Review
of the Delaware Charter School Reform
	3. Description of the Schools and Their Students
	4. Description of Charter School Staff
and Their Working Conditions
	5. Accomplishment of Mission and Performance Accountability
	6. Student Performance on Delaware Student
Testing Program: Cross-Year Analysis
	7. Dilemmas and Issues Related to Overseeing a Successful Charter School Reform
	Appendices
	References

