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RANKING OF CHARTER SCHOOL LEGISLATION RELEASED;
CALIFORNIA JUMPS INTO THE Top TEN, MISSISSIPPI STILL WEAKEST IN NATION;

FOUR NEW STATES JOIN THE CHARTER RANKS

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

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

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

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

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

For more information or to receive the full report contact The Center for Education Reform by calling
(202) 822-9000 or bye-mail atcer@edreform.com. CER's award-winning website can be found at
JIedreform.com."

The Center for Education Reform is a national, independent, non-profit advocacy organization founded in 1993
to provide support and guidance to individuals, community and civic groups, policymakers and others who are
working to bringfundamental reforms to their schools.
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Charter School Leatslatlen: State Rankinzs
CRITERIA ~ STRONG

*
State MI DC DE MA MN NC TX CO FL LA MO PA NJ W'§ IL GA CT 00 lD

fear Law Passed 4 '93 '96 '95 '93 '91 '96 '95 '93 '96 '95 '98 '97 '96
':3 '

'96 '93 '96 '97 '98

Number of schools allowed 5.0 4.3 3.7 3.1 3.3 5.0 4.3 4.3 4.6 4.1 4.1 5 3.0 2.3 4.7 4.0 2.0 5 1.0 1.1 2.6

Multiple chartering authorities 5.0 5.0 4.7 2.4 3.3 4.1 4.3 3.0 4.5 '.7 I ? 7 .9 2.7 4 2.0 3.3 3.5 0.7 1.0 J.3 1.3 2.7 I.3

Hligihle charter applicants 4.1 4.1 5.0 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.7 4.3 4.7 3.7 5 4.6 3.0 1 4.0 4.0 4.6 3.7 3.0 4 5.0 3.0 3

New starts allowed

~.,
4.9 5.0 4.7 4.3 4.7 4 4.3 4.8 4.7 4.7 4.6 5.0 4.3 4.6 3.7 3.3 4.5 4.0 2.7 4.8

School may be started withoutformal evidence
5.0 2.7 3.5 4.0 2.7 3.0 3.0 3.5 1.7 3 3.2 2.3 4 3.3 ~ 0.0 1.7 0 2.3 4.7 1

of local support

Automatic waiverfrom slate and district Jaws . 4.7 4.4 3.0 4.7 3.7 4.7 2.6 4.0 3 3 4.7 4 2.0 1.0 2.9 4.7 4.0 4.3 0.3 3.0 4.3

autonomy 4.7 5.0 4.7 5 4.7 2.1 2.7 2.3 2.3 3 3 5.0 4.2 4.0 4.7 3 3.7 2.7 .6 2.7 1.7 0

Guaranteedfutl per-pupil funding 3.3 5.0 5.0 5 5.0 2.0 4.7 3.7 4.6 Bffi 4.5 5.0 . " " 2.0 1.4 0.0 3.0 3.3 3.7 2.7 3
.

monomy 4.7 5.0 5.0 5 5.0 5.0 4.7 4.0 3.6 4 5.0 4 4.0 5.0 1.8 5.0 3.3 2 5.0 2.7 1.6
.

Exemptfrom collective bargainingagreement I
5.0 4.0 4.7 4.9 4.3 4.0 3.0 4.0 4 3.6 1.0 4 3.7 2.7 I.3 4.7 3.7 2.3 2.0 2.3 4

district work rules

Total 46.7 45.3 44.7 43.2 42 39.7 39.3 38.7 38.4 37.7 36.6. 36.5 36.3 36.1 35.3 34 30.2 27.7 27.7 27.3 27.3 27 25.~

. 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 211 11 22 23
Halik 1998 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g 15 9 14 1 I 10 N/A 12 13 20 17 28 18 19 NIA
Rank 1997

16

Number of Charter Schools 271 139 19 4 34 35 59 60 156 5 61 75 10 NlA 31 30 24 0 14 27 16 15 NIA
Foil 1998 (1128 total)

Note: The scores on this table are based on the current status of each law (through September 1998). Amendmentsto the original law, state board regulations, legal rulings, department of educationinterpretationand
actual implementation have all been factored Into the ranking. Each state is ranked for each criterion on a scale of 0 to 5, based on how that state's provisions under that criterion support or restrict the developmentof a
significantnumber of autonomouscharter schools (sttongly support: 5; sttongly restrict: 0), or, in the case of recently passed or amended laws, are likely to do 50. States are lisled from feflto right from stronger to
weaker. The laws are also divided mto two subsets: strong or moderately effective laws which do or are likely to support at least some sign~lcant developmentof autonomous charter schools, and weak, Of Ineffective,
laws which have not, and are unlikely to, lead to significant charter activity. See the following page for a more detailed explanationof the criteria and rating system. See also analysis of Individual slates' laws for
further explanation of specific provisions.

CO: The Colorado wailler authorityis given a " even though the law does not guarantee it. An agreeableState Boardof Educationmakes the processeasy.
10:The scores reflect the lack of clarity in the law pertainlng to fiscal and legal autonomy.
MO: While the provisionsof the law work well for the !WO cities, the rest of the state is not authorizedto have charter schools.

EaCh law was scored bY ar:::i;e1 Of experts composed of Jeanne Allen, President, The Cen/erlorEducalioo Reform, Unda Brown, Director, Pioneer Inslltule Charter School Resource Center, andChester Finn, President oflheThomas B.Forcflam Foonda!io,.,'Aillfld John M.
Olin Fellow at theHudson sti!ute. The average ofthe panelists' individual seereswas used lorthefinal score foreach crlterion, and!heir sum provided final raw scores bywhicheach stale wasranked. Stales with tiescares were ranked according toseco arylacIors
Influencing the effectiveness oUhelr law.

Published by TIleCenter for EdlJcalionReformNovember1m. (Aneartierversion of this tablewasprepaterJ farthe Centerfar Education Reform by MarkBuechler, f<xmetfy ofthe Indian. Educaffon Policy Cent",)
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Charter School L . lation: State Rankinas (cont.) .

CRITERIA . +- WEAK .,
Stale UT AI< I WY VA KS III NM All MS.. .

Year Law Passed '98 '95 '97. '95 '95 '98 '94 '94 '93 '95 '97

allowed .6 2.3 3.0 1 5.0 1.6 0.7 L3 0.0 5.0 0.0

Multiple chartering authortues 2 0.3 0.3 1.2 0.0 1 0.0 .8 1.0 0.3 o.o

Eligible charter applicants 4.7 b 4.3 2.6 4.3

~
0.0

.

New starts allowed 5. 2.0 4.0 2.3 4.7 0,0

School may be started without jorniol evidence of local 2,5 5.0 0 1.7 2.6 1.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
support

Automatic waiver from state and district Jaws . .6 3.3 0 0.0 .6 0.3 4.5 0.3 0.0 L3

Legal l operational autonomy 1.6 0.0 0.0 .5 0.0 .6 0.0 .3 0.0 0.0 0.0

runteed full per-pupil funding .3 3.3 3.3 3.3 0.0 .6 0.3 3.3 4.3 0.3

L3 4.0 0.0 3.8 . 0.0 0 0.0 .3 4.3 0.0 0.0

Exempt from collective bargaining agreement I distria work
4.3 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0rules

Total 21.6 21 18 15.4 15 11.9 1l.3 10.7 . 10 5.7 I.

14 15- 16 17 28 19 30 31 31 13 34
Rank 1997 N/A 21 22 23 24 N!A 25 26 27 29 30

17· 1 2 0 N/A 15 2 5 0 I

. Rating Criteria:
An34 charterschoollmvs inexistenceas of October1998are scoredandrankedaccordingto theirdegreeof expansiveness. The statesare rankedftom 1 (mostexpansive)to34 (most restrictive), as well as dividedinto Strong: and weak Charterlaw Stetes, indicating
whlell do 01atIllikeIy to supportat leastsomesignificantdevelopmentofaulonom"". ellarler scl1oois. andwhich arenot

Number of schools: States that permItan unlimitedor substantialnumberof autonomouscharterschoolsencouragemore activitythan statesthat e1ther "mit the numberof autonomousschools,or allowan unlimitednuniDer of chartersch(;l()4s wit.~ restrtctions on their
autonomy.demographics, ole.

Multiple ehartering authorities / binding appeal. process: Sialesthat permita numberof entities Inaddition10OIInSleadof local schoolboards10authori2echarterecnools, or thal provide applicantswith a bindingappealsprocess, encouragemore acllvlly than Ihose
that vest authOlizing powerin a singleentIly. particularly~ lhalentily Is lhelocal school boaI<i. or provideonly an advlsoly_Is process.

Variety of applicants: Stab:as that pennita varietyof indMdualsand groupsboth insideand outsidethe existingpublicschoolsystemto startcharterschoolsencouragemOtttactivitylhan statesthat limit eiigibfaapplkants to publicschoolsor public schoaJ personnel.

Newstal't$: Slates that parmJt newschoolsto start up encouragemoreactivity than those that permlt.oofypublic.sdlOOl conversions.

Formal evidence of local support; States\hal permUcharterschools to be formedwithout having to prove specifiedJevels of localsupportencouragemoreactivity thanstates that requiresuchdemonstrationsof support,

'Automatic waiver from ,lawsand ~Ulations: StatesIhat provideautomaticblanketwaiversfrom most or all stateand districteducationlaws,regulations, andpoliciesencouragemore activity than states lhat provideno waiversor requirecharterschoofsto negotiate
waivernon an issue.tly-issuebasis charter-granting autha'ities. (In no case,howevet, are civ~ rights tawsor health/safetycodeswaived for charterschoois-)

Lftgall operational autonomy: Slates in vd'lich charterschoolsare Independent Iega~ entitiesthat can own property,sue and be sueo, incurdebt.controlbudgetand personnel, andcontractfor serviceseocotlragemoreactivitythan statesinwhich charterschoolsremain
under districtjurisd~ion. In addition,legalautonomyrefers tothe abilityofchartersChools to contrelenrotlmentnumbers,with no specialconditionsimposedby the charterlawor the localdistricton itspo!icies.

Guaranteed full funding: Stateswhere 100"kof per-pup~ fundingautomaticallY followsstudentsenrolled In_ schools"''''",age mare actlvlly than stateswheretheamounl offundlng Is automatically set below 100%,or mustbe negotiatedwllh the district.

Fi••al Autonomy: Stales that give chartersdlools full conITot over Iheir own budgets,without the district holdingthe funds. encouragemore OClivily than stateslhat do not

Exemption from eoh<:tive bargaining agreements f district work rules: States that give charterschoolscamp'fete controlover personneldecisioosencouragemore aetfvitythanstateswhere charterschoelteachersmust remain subject to the terms of (ftStrict
collective bargaining agreements a work rules.

Not..: Pleasesee The Centerfor EducationReform'scompleteanalysisat www.edreform.com or by referringto CharterSchoofLaws Acrossthe $t~tes. 1998.
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