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Section I: Introduction to Part One of the 1998-99 Evaluation

In 1995, the Texas Legislature provided for the creation of twenty open-enrollment charter schools (TEC §§ 12.101-118). Open-enrollment charter schools are public schools that are substantially released from state education regulations and exist separate and apart from local independent school districts. They may be sponsored by an institution of higher education (public or private), a non-profit organization (501(c)(3)) as set out in the Internal Revenue Code, or a governmental entity. In 1997, the Texas Legislature provided for an additional 100 open-enrollment charter schools as well as an unlimited number of charter schools that would serve students at risk of failure or dropping out of school. In order to qualify as a school serving at-risk students, school enrollment must include at least 75 percent at-risk students. During the 1996-97 school year, 17 open-enrollment charter schools were operating in Texas. In 1997-98 the charter schools numbered 19.  In 1998-99, 89 charter schools operated for the entire school year, 45 of which were schools designated to serve at-risk students.

TEC § 12.118 calls for the Texas State Board of Education to designate an impartial organization with experience in evaluating school choice programs to conduct an annual evaluation of open-enrollment charter schools. Three entities were designated jointly to evaluate open-enrollment charter schools by the State Board of Education. The first entity  consists of researchers from the Center of Urban and Public Affairs at the University of Texas at Arlington; the second entity is the Texas Center for Educational Research, and researchers from the Center for the Study of Education Reform at the University of North Texas, and the third entity consists of researchers from the Center for Public Policy at the University of Houston. Together the researchers comprise the charter school evaluation team. The evaluation team is to consider

· Student scores on assessment instruments

· Student attendance

· Student grades

· Student discipline

· Socioeconomic data on students’ families

· Parents’ satisfaction with their children’s schools

· Students’ satisfaction with their schools

Moreover, the evaluation of open-enrollment charter schools is to take into account 

· Effects of open-enrollment charter schools on school districts and on teachers, students, and parents in those districts

· Costs incurred by charter schools for transportation, instruction, and administration

Researchers gathered data from all schools reported to be in operation for the entire 1998-99 school year.  Some analyses reported in the evaluation consider charter schools as a group, but in many cases an aggregate result fails to capture the wide variation among schools.  In particular, charter schools that serve a predominantly at-risk population of students are often quite different from those that serve few at-risk students. For this reason, the evaluation team grouped schools to distinguish between those that serve primarily traditional students and those that exist to serve students who are “at-risk” of leaving the public school system. This distinction is used in many of the sections of this report. At-risk and non-at-risk schools often have different missions, a difference that influences both curriculum and pedagogy. To lump these two types of schools together may obscure important distinctions and will likely result in schools being held to standards or being assessed in ways that are not appropriate. Therefore, the 89 charter schools addressed in this report are usually divided into distinct groups for purposes of analysis. 

As a point of departure, the evaluation team used the Texas statute (TEC §12.101(a)(2)) which requires that charter schools maintain an enrollment of 75 percent at-risk students to be exempt from the cap placed on the number of charters that may be granted in the state. The evaluation team assigned schools to at-risk or non-at-risk groups based upon the percentage of their students who were classified as at-risk according to data reported to the Texas Education Agency. Schools serving a majority of at-risk students with mission statements targeting at-risk students were classified as at-risk schools. Those not meeting these criteria were classified as non-at-risk schools. It is important to note that some schools that the evaluators classified as at-risk do not have at-risk charters.
 Table II.2 displays schools according to at-risk or non-at-risk status as determined by the evaluators. Forty-three schools are classified as at-risk schools, and 40 schools were classified as non-at-risk schools. Six schools did not provide the percentage of at-risk students served.
 

The evaluation team is addressing evaluation topics through

· Review of charter applications

· A survey of charter school parents

· A survey of charter school students

· Assessment of TAAS scores of charter school students and a comparison group of traditional public school students

· A survey of charter school directors

· A survey of officials in affected public school districts

For various reasons, it has not been possible to carry out this entire mandate in the year-three evaluation. It is logistically difficult to collect grades for charter school students. This situation is further complicated by the fact that grades do not have comparable meanings among charter schools. As in the first- and second-year evaluation, no comparison or analysis of grades is included in the third-year report. Data about student discipline comes primarily from the survey of charter school directors and is not as comprehensive as similar data that would be collected by a traditional public school district.

Because data for the 1998-99 school year become available at different times following the close of the school year, the evaluation team chose to prepare the third-year evaluation in three parts.  The first part comprises five chapters: a review of the characteristics of open-enrollment charter schools; a report on the perspectives of charter school directors relating to operation, enrollment, curriculum, attrition, discipline and safety; a report on charter school student satisfaction; and a report on effects of open-enrollment charter schools on public school districts. 

The complete and final report will include material from Part One along with a report on student assessment using the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS), a report on family demographics, an evaluation of parent satisfaction, a report on student enrollment and attendance, and a report on the expenditures of charter schools.  The final report will be released in Summer 2000. Charter school profiles will be distributed as a separate publication at the same time as Part One. Material included in the profiles was prepared by the charter schools.

This first part of the year-three evaluation is organized as follows:

· Section II presents an overview of the characteristics of the open-enrollment and at-risk charter schools that operated in Texas during the 1998-99 school year. Dr. Gregory Weiher of the Center for Public Policy at the University of Houston prepared this section. 

· Section III presents findings from surveys of the directors of open-enrollment charter schools. Dr. Delbert Taebel and Theresa Daniel of the School of Urban and Public Affairs at the University of Texas at Arlington prepared this section.

· Section IV presents a summary of a survey of charter school students. Dr. Edith J. Barrett of the School of Urban and Public Affairs at the University of Texas at Arlington prepared this section.

· Section V presents a summary of a survey of officials in school districts in areas where charter schools operate. Dr. Kay Thomas of the Texas Center for Educational Research prepared this section.

· Appendix A includes the statutory provisions governing open-enrollment charter schools (TEC §§ 12.101-118).

· Appendix B includes copies of the various survey instruments used to collect information about parent and student satisfaction from charter school and comparison groups.

The reader should be aware that the charter school evaluation set out in the Texas statute does not constitute a compliance review of charter schools. Evaluators do not examine whether charter schools fulfill their missions or whether they comply with the terms of their charters. The role of the evaluation team is to prepare a report about Texas charter schools as a group. For this reason, the report provides limited information about individual charter schools. While there are difficulties associated with summarizing data from schools as diverse as Texas charter schools, the evaluation team has attempted to provide a meaningful overview of the required evaluation topics. Monitoring and compliance responsibilities rest with state agencies as do audits to determine fiscal stability and compliance with federal and state laws.

Section II: Characteristics of Texas Open-Enrollment Charter Schools

This section describes the general characteristics of Texas open-enrollment charter schools with specific reference to the following questions:

· What are the general characteristics of students and faculties in charter schools?

· How do charter school faculties compare with traditional public school faculties in terms of certification and formal educational attainment?

· How do charter school students and faculties compare to students and faculties in traditional public schools in terms of demographic characteristics?

· What costs have charter schools incurred for instruction, administration, and transportation?

Charters Awarded, Returned, Revoked, and Pending

To date, 170 charters have been awarded by the State Board of Education. One-hundred-sixty-one charters are active. Of those, 140 charter schools are currently operating with students in attendance. Six charters have been returned, including four by the operators of F.A.I.T.H., H.O.P.E., L.O.V.E., and P.O.W.E.R. Charter Schools. The Academy of Austin and El Paso Community College also returned their charters. In addition, two charters have been revoked by the State Board of Education: Cypress Lodge and E.L. Harrison. As of February 2000. Rameses School is undertaking a hearing process related to possible revocation of its charter. 

In November 1999, the State Board of Education (SBOE) approved a schedule for review and approval of new charter schools for Generation 4 (March 2000), Generation 5 (July and September 2000), and Generation 6 (November 2000). The application materials were revised based on experience gained in review and approval of the first three generations of charter schools. In January 2000, sixty applicants submitted documents to request charters. Of that group, 37 distinct applications were complete and ready for review.  In February 2000, the commissioner of education and members of the SBOE appointed a panel of external reviewers to review applications. Applications receiving a minimum score of 150 (out of 200 possible points) will receive interviews with the Planning Committee of the SBOE in March 2000. New charter schools will be required to open in Fall 2000.

General Characteristics

The charter-school data presented in this chapter come from self-reports made by charter school directors to the Texas Education Agency.
  Eighty-nine charter schools operated for the entire 1998-99 school year. In Table II.1, these schools are grouped by location. The table also presents information about student enrollment at each school, and student/teacher ratios.

Table II.1

Geographic Distribution of Schools, Grades Served, Enrollments, Student/Teacher Ratios, 1998-99

	School
	Location
	Grades
	Enrollment
	Student/ Teacher Ratio


	Austin Area

	American Institute for Learning
	Austin
	9-12
	219
	21

	Eden Park Academy
	Austin
	k-5
	234
	14

	NYOS 
	Austin
	k-7
	119
	13

	Star Charter School
	Austin
	1-10
	30
	12

	Texas Academy of Excellence
	Austin
	pre k-2
	124
	21

	Texas Empowerment Academy
	Austin
	5-12
	129
	32

	University Charter School
	Austin
	9-12
	63
	31

	Corpus Christi Area

	Academy of Transitional Studies
	Corpus Christi
	6-12
	205
	45

	Richard Milburn Alternative High School
	Corpus Christi
	9-12
	113
	32

	Seashore Learning Center Charter
	North Padre Island
	pre k-6
	173
	14

	Dallas Area

	Children First Academy of Dallas
	Dallas
	k-5
	80
	20

	Dallas Can! Academy Charter
	Dallas
	9-12
	1,590
	50

	Eagle Advantage Charter School
	Dallas
	
	83
	10

	Faith Family Academy of Oak Cliff
	Dallas
	pre k-12
	228
	12

	Heritage Academy
	Dallas
	k-12
	150
	50

	Life Charter Schools of Oak Cliff
	Dallas
	k-12
	287
	18

	Nova School (West Oak Cliff)
	Dallas
	pre k-6
	96
	17

	P.O.W.E.R.
	Dallas
	
	
	

	Pegasus Charter High School
	Dallas
	7-9
	123
	19

	Rylie Faith Family Academy
	Dallas
	pre k-12
	291
	16

	Universal Academy
	Dallas
	pre k-12
	134
	15

	Ranch Academy
	Canton
	6-12
	38
	8

	L.O.V.E.
	Denton
	
	77
	17


Table II.1, Continued

Geographic Distribution of Schools, Grades Served, Enrollments, Student/Teacher Ratios, 1998-99

	School
	Location
	Grades
	Enrollment
	Student/ Teacher Ratio

	Treetops School International
	DFW Airport
	pre k-12
	147
	13

	Theresa B. Lee Academy
	Ft. Worth
	9-12
	60
	15

	North Hills School
	Irving
	5-8
	362
	13

	Renaissance Charter School
	Irving
	7-12
	950
	40

	Academy of Skills and Knowledge
	Tyler
	3-9
	75
	9

	Bright Ideas Charter
	Wichita Falls
	pre k-12
	64
	11

	Waxahachie Faith Family Academy
	Waxahachie
	pre k-10
	68
	11

	Houston Area

	Academy of Accelerated Learning 
	Houston
	k-5/9-12
	174
	25

	Academy of Houston
	Houston
	k-6
	299
	20

	Alief Montessori Community School
	Houston
	k-6
	91
	20

	Benji’s Special Education Academy Charter School
	Houston
	pre k-12
	61
	15

	Children First Academy of Houston
	Houston
	k-5
	101
	25

	Ed White School of Educational Enhancement
	Houston
	pre k-12
	105
	17

	George I. Sanchez Charter High School
	Houston
	9-12
	483
	19

	Girls and Boys Prep Academy
	Houston
	6-12
	442
	17

	H.O.P.E.
	Houston
	
	
	

	Harris County Juvenile Justice Charter School 
	Houston
	5-12
	2,070
	41

	Heights Academy
	Houston
	7-12
	131
	26

	Houston Can! Academy Charter School
	Houston
	9-12
	377
	34

	Impact Charter
	Houston
	3-4
	79
	26

	Jesse Jackson Academy
	Houston
	9-12
	62
	12

	Kipp Inc. Charter
	Houston
	k/5-10
	274
	15

	La Amistad Love and Learning Academy
	Houston
	pre k-k
	29
	15


Table II.1, Continued

Geographic Distribution of Schools, Grades Served, Enrollments, Student/Teacher Ratios, 1998-99

	School
	Location
	Grades
	Enrollment
	Student/ Teacher Ratio

	Medical Center Charter School
	Houston
	k-5
	173
	22

	Northwest Mathematics, Science, and Language Academy
	Houston
	pre k-5
	67
	13.4

	Raul Yzaguirre School for Success
	Houston
	6-9
	395
	20

	SER-Niños Charter School
	Houston
	pre k-4
	235
	18

	Texas Serenity Academy
	Houston
	7-12/ged
	24
	12

	Two Dimensions Preparatory Academy
	Houston
	pre k-8
	165
	14

	University of Houston School of Technology
	Houston
	k-2
	83
	21

	Varnett Charter School
	Houston
	pre k-5
	338
	21

	West Houston Charter School
	Houston
	1-12
	186
	17

	Gulf Coast Trades Center
	New Waverly
	9-12
	207
	10

	Mainland Preparatory Academy
	Texas City
	pre k/4-6
	183
	14

	San Antonio Area

	Blessed Sacrament Academy
	San Antonio
	9-12
	176
	21

	Building Alternatives Charter
	San Antonio
	9-12
	140
	16

	Guardian Angel Performance Academy
	San Antonio
	6-8
	44
	9

	Higgs, Carter, King Gifted and Talented Charter Academy
	San Antonio
	pre k-6
	277
	15

	John H. Wood Charter School
	San Antonio
	k-12
	58
	4

	La Escuela de las Americas
	San Antonio
	pre k-12
	60
	30

	New Frontiers Charter School 
	San Antonio
	
	540
	23

	Positive Solutions Charter School
	San Antonio
	7-12
	131
	33

	Radiance Academy of Learning
	San Antonio
	pre k-12
	91
	26

	Rameses School
	San Antonio
	pre k-12
	NA
	NA

	School of Excellence in Education
	San Antonio
	6-12
	372
	22

	Southwest Preparatory Academy
	San Antonio
	9-12
	105
	21


Table II.1, Continued

Geographic Distribution of Schools, Grades Served, Enrollments, Student/Teacher Ratios, 1998-99

	School
	Location
	Grades
	Enrollment
	Student/ Teacher Ratio

	The Valley

	Sentry Technology Prep School
	Brownsville
	9-12
	276
	69

	Coastal Bend Youth City
	Driscoll
	ages 10-17
	40
	10

	Encino School
	Encino
	pre k-8
	60
	15

	Valley High Charter School
	Harlingen
	9-12
	269
	34

	Gateway
	Laredo
	9-12
	101
	51

	Freedom School
	McAllen
	1-12
	23
	11

	One-Stop Multiservice 
	McAllen
	9-12
	312
	52

	Mid-Valley Academy
	Mercedes
	9-12
	53
	53

	Technology Education Charter High School
	Weslaco
	9-12
	248
	50

	Waco Area

	E. L. Harrison Charter School
	Waco
	
	181
	11

	Rapoport Academy
	Waco
	pre k-1
	32
	11

	Waco Charter School
	Waco
	k-5
	182
	36

	Other

	Burnham Wood Charter School
	El Paso
	k-12
	88
	15

	Paso del Norte
	El Paso
	9-12
	97
	49

	Richard Milburn Alternative High School
	Killeen
	9-12
	78
	39

	Transformative Charter Academy
	Killeen
	9-12
	107
	36

	Cedar Ridge Charter School
	Lometa
	7-12
	28
	28

	South Plains Academy
	Lubbock
	9-12
	130
	33

	Nancy Ney Charter School
	New Braunfels
	4-12
	52
	17

	Gabriel Tafolla Charter School
	Uvalde
	5-12
	119
	17

	Average
	---
	---
	198
	22


In Texas, 17,616 charter school students were taught by 771 full-time and 89 part-time teachers in 1998-99. Counting each part-time teacher as 0.5 full-time equivalent yields a student/teacher ratio of about 21.6. Texas public schools reported 15.5 students per teacher for 1996-97.
 The average charter school has an enrollment of about 198 students. This is greater than the average size reported in 1996-97 (147), but less than the average size reported in 1997-98 (217). The United States Department of Education report on charter schools notes that “more than 60 percent of all charter schools are small schools that enroll fewer than 200 students with almost 35 percent enrolling fewer than 100 students; in contrast, only 16 percent of all public schools in states with charter schools enroll fewer than 200 students, and about nine percent enroll fewer than 100 students.”

The Texas charter school figures, however, are somewhat misleading. For instance, charter school enrollments range from a low of 23 students to a high of 2,070. But only six have more than 400 students. Fully three-quarters of charter schools have fewer than 250 students. If the schools that enroll 450 or more students are discounted, the average enrollment of Texas charter schools is only 148.

Similarly, the student-teacher ratio figures in Table II.1 are skewed by six cases that have values of 45 or more. If these cases are discounted, the average student-teacher ratio for charter schools is less than 19. Thirty schools have a student-teacher ratio of fifteen or less. 

Beginning with third generation charters, applicants must specify whether they are seeking a general open-enrollment charter or a 75% Rule open-enrollment charter. According to law, those applicants seeking 75% Rule charters must serve a student population of at least 75 percent at-risk students. While general open-enrollment charter schools may serve more than 75 percent at-risk students, they are not required to maintain a specific percentage of these students.  For analysis purposes, the Evaluation Team has adopted a broader definition of at-risk schools than the distinction made in law. In order to group schools in a fair and consistent manner, especially those that opened before the 75% Rule provision was instituted, the Evaluation Team took into account the mission, special programs, and populations served to classify schools as “at-risk” or “non-at-risk.” Thus, charter schools with a stated mission to serve students at-risk and enrolling a majority of at-risk students, as well as schools defined as 75% Rule charter schools, were classified as at-risk schools. General open-enrollment charter schools that do not have a mission related to at-risk students and that enroll primarily non-at-risk students were classified as non-at-risk schools. The Evaluation Team classified 43 schools as at-risk and 40 schools as non-at-risk schools. Six schools did not provide the percentage of at-risk students served.
 Where analyses were conducted separately for at-risk and non-at-risk schools, these six were excluded. Table II.2 identifies schools as at-risk or non-at-risk.

Table II.2

Charter Schools Classified as At-risk or Non-at-risk

	At-Risk

	Non-at-Risk

	Academy of Accelerated Learning
	Academy of Houston

	Academy of Skills and Knowledge
	Alief Montessori Community School

	Academy of Transitional Studies
	American Institute for Learning

	Benji’s Special Education Academy Charter School
	Bright Ideas Charter 

	Blessed Sacrament Academy
	Burnham Wood Charter School

	Building Alternatives Charter 
	Children First Academy of Dallas

	Cedar Ridge Charter School
	Children First Academy of Houston

	Coastal Bend Youth City
	Eagle Advantage Charter School

	Dallas Can! Academy Charter
	Ed White School of Educational Enhancement

	E. L. Harrison Charter School
	Eden Park Academy

	Faith Family Academy of Oak Cliff
	Encino School

	Freedom School
	George I. Sanchez Charter High School

	Gabriel Tafolla Charter School
	Girls and Boys Prep Academy

	Gateway
	Heights Academy

	Guardian Angel Performance Academy
	Higgs, Carter, King Gifted and Talented Charter Academy

	Gulf Coast Trades Center
	Life Charter Schools of Oak Cliff

	Harris County Juvenile Justice Charter School
	Mainland Preparatory Academy

	Heritage Academy
	Medical Center Charter School

	Houston Can! Academy Charter School
	Nancy Ney Charter School

	Impact Charter 
	New Frontiers Charter School 

	Jesse Jackson Academy
	North Hills School

	John H. Wood Charter School
	Northwest Mathematics, Science, and Language Academy

	Kipp Inc. Charter 
	Nova School (West Oak Cliff)

	L.O.V.E.
	NYOS 

	La Amistad Love and Learning Academy
	Pegasus Charter High School

	La Escuela de las Americas
	Rapoport Academy

	Mid-Valley Academy
	Raul Yzaguirre School for Success

	One-Stop Multiservice 
	Renaissance Charter School

	Radiance Academy of Learning
	Rylie Faith Family Academy

	Ranch Academy
	School of Excellence in Education

	Richard Milburn Alternative – Corpus
	Seashore Learning Center


Table II.2, Continued

Charter Schools Classified as At-Risk or Non-at-Risk

	At-Risk
	Non-at-Risk

	Richard Milburn Alternative High School, Killeen
	Star Charter School

	Sentry Technology Prep School
	Texas Academy of Excellence

	SER-Niños Charter School
	Transformative Charter Academy

	South Plains Academy
	Two Dimensions Preparatory Academy

	Southwest Preparatory Academy
	University of Houston School of Technology 

	Technology Education Charter High School
	Universal Academy

	Texas Empowerment Academy
	Varnett Charter School

	Texas Serenity Academy
	Waxahachie Faith Family Academy

	Theresa B. Lee Academy
	West Houston Charter School

	University Charter School
	

	Valley High Charter School
	

	Waco Charter School
	


Student Characteristics

Texas charter school legislation (TEC § 12.111(6)) contains language that prohibits enrollment discrimination by charter schools. Critics claimed that the creation of charter schools would result in a system in which Anglo students would be in academically oriented institutions and minority students would be in schools serving at-risk populations or in schools with vocational programs. Though there is some evidence that this is occurring, the reality is somewhat more complex.

Table II.3 compares charter schools in the aggregate with traditional Texas public schools. In the aggregate, charter schools have considerably higher percentages of minority students and lower percentages of Anglo students than do the traditional schools in the Texas public school system. However, the differences between the charter schools and traditional public schools result from the large number of charter schools that serve primarily at-risk students. Disaggregating charter schools into at-risk schools and non-at-risk schools demonstrates that at-risk schools have much higher concentrations of minority students and lower concentrations of Anglo students than traditional Texas public schools, and that non-at-risk schools have lower percentages of Hispanic students and higher percentages of African American and Anglo students than traditional Texas public schools. 

Table II.3

Overall Open-Enrollment Charter School Student Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity, 1998-99 (percentages)

	Ethnicity
	Texas Public Schools

	Texas Charter Schools
	At-Risk Charter Schools
	Non-at-Risk Charter Schools

	Hispanic
	38
	42.5
	50.2
	34.4

	African American
	14
	34.2
	35.2
	33.1

	Anglo
	45
	21.5
	13.8
	29.6

	Other
	3
	1.8
	
	


Table II.3 also indicates that Hispanic students are over-represented in at-risk charter schools, while Anglo students are over-represented in non-at-risk charter schools. About 57.3 percent of all Hispanic students in charter schools attend at-risk schools. Approximately 66.3 percent of all Anglo students in charter schools attend non-at-risk schools. African American charter school students are roughly evenly divided between at-risk and non-at-risk schools.

Tables II.4.a and II.4.b present data on student characteristics for individual at-risk and non-at-risk charter schools in Texas. These data demonstrate that most Texas charter schools have racially and ethnically distinctive enrollments. The patterns for individual schools are consistent with the aggregate data in Table II.3 in that African American and Hispanic students are heavily represented in many charter schools. 

Table II.4.a

Individual At-Risk Charter Schools, Student Characteristics 1998-99 (percentages)

	School
	African American
	Hispanic
	Anglo
	Other
	At-Risk
	Special

Ed. 

	Acad. of Accel. Learning
	61
	13
	24
	1
	96
	0

	Acad. of Skills and Knowledge
	7
	1
	92
	0
	79
	39

	Acad of Trans. Studies
	1
	92
	5
	2
	100
	9

	Benji’s Special Ed. Academy
	97
	3
	0
	0
	100
	82

	Blessed Sacrament
	2
	92
	5
	1
	100
	4

	Building Alternatives
	32
	58
	9
	1
	100
	5


Table II.4.a, Continued

Individual At-Risk Charter Schools, Student Characteristics 1998-99 (percentages)

	School
	African American
	Hispanic
	Anglo
	Other
	At-Risk
	Special

Ed. 

	Cedar Ridge
	14
	18
	68
	0
	96
	86

	Coastal Bend
	3
	63
	0
	35
	100
	88

	Dallas Can!
	48
	46
	5
	0
	100
	4

	E. L. Harrison
	97
	3
	1
	0
	100
	8

	Faith Family, Oak Cliff
	87
	7
	7
	0
	82
	2

	Freedom School
	0
	78
	22
	0
	100
	87

	Gabriel Tafolla
	0
	82
	17
	1
	93
	0

	Gateway
	1
	97
	2
	0
	100
	4

	Guardian Angel
	32
	48
	11
	9
	95
	16

	Gulf Coast Trades Center
	38
	45
	15
	1
	100
	17

	Harris County Juvenile Just.
	44
	31
	23
	1
	100
	21

	Heritage Academy
	39
	13
	48
	0
	100
	7

	Houston Can!
	64
	33
	2
	1
	100
	1

	Impact 
	87
	8
	5
	0
	81
	0

	Jesse Jackson 
	92
	8
	0
	0
	100
	0

	John H. Wood
	10
	50
	33
	7
	98
	67

	Kipp
	7
	91
	1
	1
	100
	2

	L.O.V.E.
	8
	29
	64
	0
	78
	17

	La Amistad
	93
	7
	0
	0
	100
	0

	La Escuela de las Americas
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100
	25

	Mid-Valley
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100
	0

	One-Stop
	0
	94
	6
	0
	100
	1

	Radiance Academy
	16
	60
	23
	0
	76
	19

	Ranch Academy
	0
	5
	95
	0
	100
	21

	Richard Milburn, Corpus
	9
	68
	23
	0
	87
	9

	Richard Milburn, Killeen
	41
	19
	32
	8
	87
	9

	Sentry Tech Prep
	0
	100
	0
	0
	100
	0

	SER-Niños
	4
	95
	0
	0
	99
	4

	South Plains
	5
	69
	25
	1
	95
	4


Table II.4.a, Continued

Individual At-Risk Charter Schools, Student Characteristics 1998-99 (percentages)

	School
	African American
	Hispanic
	Anglo
	Other
	At-Risk
	Special

Ed. 

	Southwest Preparatory
	13
	55
	31
	0
	100
	8

	Technology Education
	0
	98
	2
	0
	100
	1

	Texas Empowerment
	31
	47
	21
	2
	79
	8

	Texas Serenity
	21
	58
	4
	17
	100
	100

	Theresa B. Lee Academy
	93
	2
	5
	0
	97
	3

	University 
	11
	56
	33
	0
	100
	16

	Valley High
	5
	92
	0
	3
	86
	4

	Waco 
	59
	34
	7
	0
	100
	13


Table II.4.b

Individual Non-at-Risk Charter Schools, Student Characteristics 1998-99 (percentages)

	School
	African American
	Hispanic
	Anglo
	Other
	At-Risk
	Special

Ed. 

	Academy of Houston
	88
	5
	6
	1
	28
	4

	Alief Montessori
	31
	24
	18
	27
	38
	9

	American Inst. for Learning
	14
	52
	34
	1
	61
	14

	Bright Ideas 
	3
	5
	92
	0
	11
	0

	Burnham Wood 
	5
	52
	41
	2
	0
	6

	Children First, Dallas
	100
	0
	0
	0
	10
	4

	Children First, Houston
	99
	2
	0
	0
	7
	5

	Eagle Advantage 
	83
	7
	10
	0
	31
	16

	Ed White School
	3
	12
	80
	5
	15
	4

	Eden Park Academy
	9
	20
	69
	2
	18
	16

	Encino School
	0
	92
	8
	0
	57
	2


Table II.4.b, Continued

Individual Non-at-Risk Charter Schools, Student Characteristics 1998-99 (percentages)

	School
	African American
	Hispanic
	Anglo
	Other
	At-Risk
	Special

Ed. 

	George I. Sanchez
	2
	95
	2
	0
	66
	0

	Girls & Boys Prep
	95
	2
	2
	1
	20
	2

	Heights Academy
	11
	55
	34
	0
	73
	5

	Higgs-Carter-King
	20
	65
	14
	1
	71
	4

	Life, Oak Cliff
	55
	14
	30
	1
	27
	1

	Mainland Prep
	88
	4
	8
	0
	63
	1

	Medical Center 
	64
	9
	15
	13
	39
	1

	Nancy Ney 
	12
	52
	35
	2
	65
	15

	New Frontiers
	3
	85
	12
	0
	12
	9

	North Hills
	12
	8
	65
	14
	1
	2

	Northwest Math
	82
	10
	7
	0
	0
	1

	Nova School
	64
	24
	10
	2
	57
	1

	NYOS 
	8
	10
	79
	3
	4
	9

	Pegasus 
	21
	50
	28
	1
	33
	2

	Rapoport 
	88
	9
	3
	0
	44
	3

	Raul Yzaguirre 
	0
	99
	1
	0
	29
	6

	Renaissance 
	17
	17
	59
	7
	44
	7

	Rylie Faith Family 
	12
	21
	66
	0
	72
	20

	Seashore Learning Center
	0
	15
	78
	7
	12
	10

	Star Charter
	3
	3
	93
	0
	0
	10

	TX Academy of Excellence
	95
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0

	TX School of Excellence
	13
	73
	12
	1
	24
	5

	Transformative Charter
	37
	21
	38
	4
	37
	6

	Two Dimensions 
	99
	1
	0
	0
	28
	2

	University of Houston Tech
	33
	27
	34
	7
	13
	1


Table II.4.b, Continued

Individual Non-at-Risk Charter Schools, Student Characteristics 1998-99 (percentages)

	School
	African American
	Hispanic
	Anglo
	Other
	At-Risk
	Special

Ed. 

	Universal Academy
	98
	1
	1
	0
	15
	0

	Varnett 
	97
	2
	1
	0
	56
	12

	Waxahachie Faith Family
	1
	28
	71
	0
	63
	0

	West Houston 
	2
	15
	75
	8
	33
	19


The U.S. Department of Education second-year report on charter schools uses the proportion of Anglo students as a measure of “racial concentration” across charter schools.
  The report divides charter schools and traditional public schools into three categories – those where the proportion of Anglo students is between zero and one-third, those where the proportion of Anglo students is between one-third and two-thirds, and those where the proportion of Anglo students exceeds two-thirds. The report notes that charter schools closely approximate the public schools in their states in terms of the percentages of schools that fall into each category. For instance, 27.7 percent of the charter schools in the national sample have from zero to one-third Anglo students, compared to 24.9 percent of the public schools in the same states. The data in Table II.5 indicate that Texas open-enrollment charter schools are not similar to the national sample of charter schools or to Texas public schools in this respect. 

Table II.5

Estimated Racial Concentration of Texas Charter Schools (1998-99) Compared to National Sample Charter Schools (1996-97) and All Public Schools in Sixteen Charter States (1994-95) (percentages)

	Proportion of Anglo Students
	National Sample Charter Schools
	Texas Public Schools
	Texas Charter Schools
	Texas At-Risk Charter Schools
	Texas Non-at-Risk Charter Schools

	0-1/3
	27.7
	37.1
	70.9
	83.7
	58.1

	1/3-2/3
	20.9
	28.7
	15.1
	9.3
	20.9

	2/3-1
	51.4
	34.2
	13.9
	7.0
	20.9


Texas charter schools are much more likely than traditional public schools in Texas to have one-third or fewer Anglo students. This is true for both at-risk charter schools (84 percent to 37 percent) and non-at-risk charter schools (58 percent to 37 percent). It is not surprising that at-risk charter schools should have lower concentrations of Anglo students, since minority students are more likely to be at risk of dropping out of the education system. It is not clear, however, why non-at-risk charter schools should also have relatively low concentrations of Anglo students.

The data presented in tables II.3 and II.5 indicate that charter schools in Texas, both at-risk and non-at-risk schools, have higher proportions of minority students than Texas’ traditional public schools. A possible explanation for this pattern is that charter schools are heavily concentrated in major metropolitan areas in the state. Minority populations tend to be urban populations. There are as many Hispanic Texans, for instance, in the Houston Metropolitan Statistical Area as there are in the Rio Grande Valley. In other words, charter schools may have disproportionately high concentrations of minority students because they are located in areas where disproportionate numbers of minority students live.

The U.S. Department of Education’s study of charter schools compares the racial characteristics of charter schools to the characteristics of the school districts in which they are located. In order to place the figures in Tables 3 and 5 in a local context, a similar strategy is followed in this report with two modifications.

The first modification is that this report considers percentages for all three major ethnic groups in the state – Anglo, African American, and Hispanic – rather than focusing only on percentages comprised by Anglo students. The fact that Texas is a multi-ethnic state recommends such a strategy.

Second, the Department of Education report uses a “20 percent standard” for determining if schools are racially distinctive. “For these purposes, we define a charter school to be distinctly different from its district if its percentage of Anglo students is 20 percent greater than or 20 percent less than the average percentage of Anglo students in the district.”
  In this report, we begin by applying the 20 percent standard for assessing the African American and Hispanic compositions as well as the Anglo composition of schools and school districts. Application of the 20 percent standard, however, can cause certain anomalies.
 Therefore, we also apply a more flexible method of comparison.

The third-year Department of Education charter school report notes that nationally, 72 percent of charter schools are not racially distinctive from their districts in the sense that they fall within 20 percentage points above or below the percentages of Anglo students in the districts in which they are located.
  By that same standard, about 70 percent of charter schools in Texas in 1998-99 were not distinctive when compared to the traditional public school districts in which they were located (see Table II.6).
  The overall pattern in Texas is similar to the pattern found by the Department of Education for charter schools nationally. By this standard, it appears that the at-risk charter schools are more reflective of the communities in which they are located than are the non-at-risk schools, since 76 percent of at-risk schools are not racially distinctive compared to about 62 percent of non-at-risk charter schools.

Table II.6

Schools within 20 Percentage Points of School District Racial Percentages (percentages of schools)

	School Type
	Anglo
	African American
	Hispanic

	Charter schools, national sample
	72
	
	

	Traditional public schools in Texas
	86.1
	89.8
	84.5

	Charter schools in Texas
	69.5
	63.4
	47.6

	At-risk charter schools
	76.2
	66.7
	52.4

	Non-at-risk charter schools
	62.5
	60.0
	42.5


If the 20 percent standard is applied to each of the three major ethnic groups in the state, however, the percentage of distinctive schools increases markedly. If the criterion for distinctiveness is a 20 percentage-point difference between the charter school and the traditional school district for any of the three major ethnic groups in the state, then only about 35 percent of charter schools are not racially distinctive when compared to their traditional school districts. Furthermore, in order to put these results in context, they should be compared to the same figures for the traditional public schools in the state (Table II.6). Doing so gives an indication of how generous the 20 point standard is. By this standard, looking at only Anglo percentages, 86 percent of public schools are not distinctively different from the traditional school districts in which they are located. If the standard is extended to the two other major ethnic groups, about 90 percent of traditional public schools are not distinctively different from the relevant traditional district with respect to African American enrollments, and about 84 percent are not distinctively different with respect to Hispanic enrollments. This comparison indicates that traditional public schools are considerably less likely to be racially distinctive in comparison to their communities than are charter schools.

Again, however, the 20 percent standard tends to be very imprecise in understanding the racial compositions of Texas charter schools. It is more informative to simply compute the average differences between school enrollments and relevant school district enrollments for charter schools and public schools (see Table II.7). Doing so demonstrates that the average differences between charter school enrollments and enrollments in relevant districts are greater than the same average differences computed for traditional public schools. For instance, the average traditional public school in Texas has an Anglo enrollment that is about nine percentage points above or below the Anglo enrollment for the school district in which it is located. For the average charter school, on the other hand, the difference in Anglo enrollment is about seventeen percentage points – about two times as great.

Table II.7

Mean Differences between Texas School Enrollments and the Enrollments of the Traditional School Districts in which They Are Located (percentage point differences)

	School Type
	Anglo
	African American
	Hispanic

	All public schools
	8.9
	6.5
	9.3

	All charter schools
	17.3
	20.9
	21.4

	At-risk charter schools
	15.2
	18.0
	19.6

	Non-at-risk charter schools
	19.4
	24.4
	23.3


These results should be qualified in two additional ways. First, the Department of Education report compares charter schools to the traditional public school districts in which they are located. If we are to follow the same convention, it is important to remember that charter schools may draw students from multiple districts. The impact of most charter schools, however, will be predominantly felt in the district in which they are located. Second, it may be inappropriate to cite charter schools as being segregated when the racial and/or ethnic composition of the student body is directly related to the mission of the schools. This is particularly relevant in respect to at-risk charter schools. The issue may also be complicated when charter schools are created specifically to increase the cultural awareness of a particular racial or ethnic group of students.

At-risk students comprise a high proportion of the charter school students in Texas: 66.2 percent (see Table II.8). This is not surprising, however, since the majority of charter schools in Texas serve primarily at-risk students. The most recent Department of Education Report indicates that Texas is distinctive in the number of schools dedicated to this student population. “About 15 percent of the fieldwork schools” selected for the national report “specifically target at-risk students or dropouts.”
  The concentration in Texas of charter school resources on at-risk students calls into question the extent to which charter schools provide an education alternative for average households and students with fewer educational liabilities. It also raises skepticism about the extent to which charter schools will place competitive pressure on the public education system.

Schools that incorporate some degree of parental and student choice, such as magnet schools, are often charged with “skimming off” the most able students. In Texas, however, charter schools in the aggregate serve a disproportionate number of students with the greatest educational difficulties.

Table II.8

Charter School Special Populations, 1998-99 (percentages)

	Special Status
	Texas Public Schools

	Texas Charter Schools
	At-Risk Charter Schools
	Non-at-Risk Charter Schools

	At-risk students
	na
	66.2
	97.5
	33.2

	Special education students
	12.0
	8.5
	10.9
	6.0

	LEP students
	12.0
	3.4
	4.3
	2.6


Charter School Faculties

Table II.9 provides a comparison of Texas open-enrollment charter school faculties with the faculties of traditional public schools in the state. The denominator for charter school faculty percentages (815.5) was computed by adding the number of full-time faculty to half the number of part-time faculty. 

Table II.9

Characteristics of Charter School Faculty, 1998-99 (percentages)

	Teacher Characteristic
	Texas Public Schools

	Texas Charter Schools
	At-Risk Charter Schools
	Non-at-Risk Charter Schools

	Non-certified
	3.9
	53.9
	62.3
	47.5

	African American
	8.0
	35.2
	40.1
	31.4

	Hispanic
	16.0
	21.8
	24.1
	20.1

	Anglo
	75.0
	46.5
	39.5
	51.5

	Other
	1.0
	1.8
	1.1
	2.3


Table II.9, continued

Characteristics of Charter School Faculty, 1998-99 (percentages)

	Teacher Characteristic
	Texas Public Schools

	Texas Charter Schools
	At-Risk Charter Schools
	Non-at-Risk Charter Schools

	Non-degreed
	0.9
	11.0
	11.7
	10.5

	Baccalaureate degree
	72.1
	69.2
	66.8
	70.7

	Advanced degree
	26.0
	25.3
	26.3
	24.3

	Student/teacher ratio
	15.3
	21.4
	24.9
	17.8

	Average experience in years
	11.8
	5.83
	5.71
	5.94

	Average full-time salary
	33,537
	26,044
	25,868
	26,221

	Total faculty count
	
	815.5
	349
	468.5


It is interesting to compare Table II.9 to Table II.3, which presents racial/ethnic compositions of the aggregate charter school student body. Though Hispanics are the largest component of the charter school student population (42.5 percent), they comprise the smallest proportion of charter school faculties (21.8 percent) of the three predominant racial/ethnic groups. Anglos, on the other hand, who comprise the smallest proportion of the student population (13.8 percent) of the three predominant racial/ethnic groups, are by far the largest segment of charter school faculties (46.5 percent). African American faculty percentages are very similar to the percentages for African American students (35.2 percent to 34.2 percent).

Table II.9 also illustrates several disparities between at-risk charter schools and non-at-risk charter schools. Although there are more at-risk schools than non-at-risk schools (forty-three to forty) and more students in at-risk schools than in non-at-risk schools (9034 to 8582), there are many more faculty in the non-at-risk schools (468.5 to 349). The inevitable result is that student-teacher ratios are much lower in the non-at-risk charter schools (17.8 as compared to 24.9). At-risk charters also have a much higher proportion of non-certified teachers and a slightly higher proportion of non-degreed teachers than do non-at-risk schools. In non-at-risk charter schools, Anglos comprise the majority of all teachers, with African Americans and Hispanics being somewhat under-represented. However, the differences in salary and experience between teachers in at-risk schools and teachers in non-at-risk schools are small.

The failure of Texas law to require charter schools to hire certified teachers provokes strong reactions from some charter school critics. Some other states, such as Minnesota, require that teachers in charter schools meet the same certification requirements as teachers in the traditional public schools. In Texas, only 3.9 percent of all traditional public school teachers are uncertified; however, 53.9 percent of charter school teachers are not certified, and the percentage rises to 62.3 percent for at-risk charter schools. Eleven percent of charter school faculty members are not degreed, while less than 1 percent of faculty in the traditional public schools are not degreed. A somewhat higher percentage of traditional public school teachers than charter school teachers have baccalaureate degrees, and a slightly higher percentage have advanced degrees. Finally, the proportions of charter school teachers who are minority group members are strikingly higher than the proportions of such teachers in the traditional public schools in Texas.

Section III: Charter School Director Survey
This section of the evaluation is based on a survey of charter school directors. A charter school director is generally defined as the chief operating officer of the school. Directors usually perform the combined duties of superintendents and principals by implementing policies developed by their governing boards and by exercising direct control over the schools. 

The evaluation team developed a questionnaire and mailed a copy to the director of each of the 89 charter schools that began operation before August 1999. The current survey has two sections specifically directed to first year schools, one section intended for second and third year schools, and the final ten sections to be completed by all schools. A copy of the survey appears in Appendix B of this report. In total, 66 directors returned the survey for a response rate of 73 percent. Of these, 12 of the schools represented began operation in 1996, 3 in 1997, 36 in 1998, and 15 in 1999. Fifteen directors had completed a questionnaire in prior evaluations. 

For the purposes of analysis, the schools are grouped into two categories: at-risk and non-at-risk schools. At-risk schools have a majority of students classified as at-risk and have missions that include serving at-risk students (see Table II.2 for the total list). Of the 66 schools that returned the director’s survey, 32 are at-risk schools, and 34 are non-at-risk schools. The schools are also grouped by start-up date: 15 respondents were in operation before August 1998, and 51 began operating between August 1998 and August 1999. This allows for comparisons of schools in similar stages of development. A complete list of the start-up dates of all 89 charter schools is found in Tables III.1a and III.1b below.

Table III.1a

Charter Schools Opened Before 8/98

	Schools Opened Before 8/98

	Academy of Transitional Studies
	Pegasus Charter High School

	American Institute for Learning
	Raul Yzaguirre School for Success

	Blessed Sacrament Academy
	Renaissance Charter School

	Building Alternatives Charter 
	Seashore Learning Center

	Dallas Can! Academy Charter
	SER-Niños Charter School

	George I. Sanchez Charter High School
	Texas Academy of Excellence

	Girls and Boys Prep Academy
	University of Houston School of Technology

	Medical Center Charter School
	Waco Charter School

	North Hills School
	West Houston Charter School

	One-Stop Multiservice
	


Table III.1b

Charter Schools Opened After 8/98
	Schools Opened After 8/98

	Academy of Accelerated Learning
	L.O.V.E.

	Academy of Houston
	Mainland Preparatory Academy

	Academy of Skills and Knowledge
	Mid-Valley Academy

	Alief Montessori Community School
	Nancy Ney Charter School

	Benji’s Special Education Academy Charter School 
	New Frontiers Charter School 

	Bright Ideas Charter 
	Northwest Mathematics, Science, and Language Academy

	Burnham Wood Charter School
	Nova School (West Oak Cliff)

	Cedar Ridge Charter School
	NYOS

	Children First Academy of Dallas
	Paso del Norte 

	Children First Academy of Houston
	Pineywoods Community Academy

	Coastal Bend Youth City
	Positive Solutions Charter School 

	Eagle Advantage Charter School
	Radiance Academy of Learning

	Ed White School of Educational Enhancement
	Rameses School

	Eden Park Academy
	Ranch Academy

	E.L. Harrison Charter School
	Rapoport Academy

	Encino School 
	Richard Milburn Alternative — Corpus Christi

	Faith Family Academy of Oak Cliff
	Richard Milburn Alternative — Killeen

	Freedom School
	Rylie Faith Family Academy

	Gabriel Tafolla Charter School
	School of Excellence in Education

	Gateway 
	Sentry Technology Prep School

	Guardian Angel Performance Academy
	South Plains Academy

	Gulf Coast Trades Center
	Southwest Preparatory Academy

	Harris Co. Juvenile Justice Charter School
	Star Charter School

	Heights Academy
	Technology Education Charter High School

	Heritage Academy
	Texas Empowerment Academy

	Higgs, Carter, King Gifted and Talented Charter Academy
	Texas Serenity Academy

	Houston Can! Academy Charter
	Theresa B. Lee Academy

	Impact Charter 
	Transformative Charter Academy

	Jesse Jackson Academy
	Two Dimensions Preparatory Academy

	John H. Wood Charter School 
	Universal Academy

	Katherine Anne Porter School
	University Charter School

	KIPP Inc. Charter
	Valley High Charter School

	La Amistad Love and Learning Academy
	Varnett Charter School

	La Escuela de las Americas
	Waxahachie Faith Family Academy

	Life Charter Schools of Oak Cliff
	


The questionnaire sent to directors had five sections; the sections of this chapter are based on the five parts of the questionnaire. The first focuses on reasons for founding the charter schools and challenges in opening and operating the schools. Only charter schools that opened during the 1998-99 school year completed this section. The second segment addresses the challenges of operating a charter school and was answered by those schools opened before Fall 1998. The third part examines the governance of the schools, their finances, and their support from businesses and the community. The fourth section describes the school personnel, curriculum, and the directors’ views on the relationship of the charter schools with public school districts. Parents and students are the focus of the fifth segment. The third, fourth, and fifth sections are based on responses from all charter school directors.

Reasons for Founding Schools

In previous years’ surveys, both at-risk and non-at-risk charter schools were interested in developing their own educational visions and gaining autonomy in educational programming. However, at-risk charter schools valued two goals more highly than did the non-at-risk charter schools: serving a special population and developing non-traditional relationships with businesses in the community. In the current survey, developing the school’s own educational vision was paramount, but serving a special population was a close second, followed by involving parents in their children’s education. There were slight differences between at-risk and non-at-risk school in the importance of the reasons given for founding of the school. Table III.2 shows the reasons for founding charter schools.

Table III.2

Comparing Reasons for Founding Charter Schools Between At-Risk and Non-at-Risk Schools (Mean Scores) *

	Reasons for Founding Charter School
	At-Risk Charter Schools
	Non-at-Risk Charter Schools
	All Charter Schools

	Realize an educational vision
	2.92
	3.00
	2.96

	Serve a special student population
	2.85
	2.38
	2.62

	Involve parents
	2.62
	2.54
	2.58

	Gain autonomy in education planning
	2.38
	2.54
	2.46

	Gain autonomy to develop relation with community
	2.38
	2.08
	2.24

	Attract more students
	2.35
	1.92
	2.14

	Seek public funding
	2.00
	1.83
	1.92

	Gain autonomy from local school district
	1.96
	1.75
	1.86

	Gain autonomy fiscal management
	2.00
	1.71
	1.86

	Seek grants
	2.00
	1.54
	1.78

	Gain autonomy in personnel issues
	1.69
	1.63
	1.66

	Gain autonomy from state laws
	1.50
	1.58
	1.54

	* 1 = limited or no importance     2 = secondary importance     3 = primary importance


In regard to founding the charter school, 29 percent of the directors responded that an individual provided the impetus for the founding of the school, but over 63 percent indicated that the schools were founded through the efforts of a group.

Opening Challenges

The evaluation team was interested in identifying obstacles sponsors face in establishing charter schools. Funding problems lead the list of obstacles, followed closely by lack of planning time, inadequate facilities, and hiring teaching staff. Regulations, whether at the level of TEA, State Board of Education, or the federal government, appear to be somewhat problematic with directors’ responses clustered at “not at all difficult” and “difficult.”  Resistance from the local community or teachers’ associations posed few problems according to these directors. Table III.3 shows directors’ responses to questions about opening challenges.

Table III.3

Challenges Opening Charter Schools: At-Risk versus Non-at-Risk Schools (Mean Scores)*

	Challenges Opening Charter School
	At-Risk Charter Schools
	Non-at-Risk Charter Schools
	All Charter Schools

	Lack of startup funds
	2.54
	2.67
	2.60

	Inadequate operating funds
	2.19
	2.42
	2.30

	Lack of planning
	1.92
	2.00
	1.96

	Inadequate facilities
	1.54
	2.00
	1.76

	Hiring teaching staff
	1.85
	1.65
	1.74

	TEA regulations
	1.69
	1.75
	1.72

	State Board of Education approval process
	1.50
	1.67
	1.58

	State/federal health/safety regulations
	1.54
	1.58
	1.56

	Federal education regulations
	1.42
	1.67
	1.54

	Local board opposition
	1.23
	1.21
	1.22

	Community opposition
	1.15
	1.04
	1.10

	Teacher association resistance
	1.12
	1.04
	1.08

	Internal conflicts
	1.27
	1.21
	1.08

	* 1 = not at all difficult     2 = difficult     3 = very difficult


Differences between at-risk and non-at-risk schools appear to be slight. Some variations exist in that hiring teaching staff was more difficult in at-risk schools, but non-at-risk schools had greater difficulty with federal regulations.

Challenges of Operating Charter Schools

The second and subsequent years of charter school operation may be somewhat different than the first for some schools, so a series of questions were asked to compare directors’ experiences from year one to following years. Fifteen directors, those with schools in the second or third year, answered this set of questions. Those directors responded to a list of tasks using a three-point rating scale where “easier to handle” was given a value of 1, “about the same difficulty” was given a value of 2, and “more difficult” was given a value of 3. The results are depicted in Table III.4. 

Table III.4

Comparison of Challenges from Year-One to Later Years for At-Risk and Non-at-Risk Schools (Mean Scores) *

	Compare Challenges from Year One to Later Years
	At-Risk Charter Schools
	Non-at-Risk Charter Schools
	All Charter Schools

	Securing adequate funding
	1.86
	1.89
	1.88

	Realizing the original vision
	1.50
	2.11
	1.87

	Involving parents
	1.83
	1.56
	1.67

	Attracting and retaining teachers/staff
	1.17
	1.56
	1.40

	Attracting students
	1.33
	1.33
	1.33

	* 1 = easier to handle     2 = about the same     3 = more difficult


In comparing the first year of operation with subsequent years, securing adequate funding is still the greatest challenge but has decreased in difficulty somewhat from the first year. The second greatest challenge is realizing the original vision, although it is ranked at “about the same” as the first year. Involving parents and attracting and retaining teachers, staff, and students are easier-to-handle than in the first year.

A few noteworthy differences emerged between at-risk and non-at-risk schools. The more experienced set of at-risk schools found it easier to handle realizing the original vision and attracting and retaining teachers and staff than did non-at-risk schools, but the same schools were having more difficulty involving parents. 

The directors continued the comparison of year one and subsequent years by rating the factors involved in the operation of the schools after the first year. The 1998 evaluation results replicated the 1997 results in which inadequate operating funds was the greatest difficulty, followed by lack of planning time, inadequate facilities, and repayment of state aid overpayment. Table III.4 shows directors’ responses to questions about operating challenges.

Table III.5

Challenges in Operation: At-Risk versus Non-at-Risk Charter Schools  (Mean Scores)*

	Challenges in Operation
	At-Risk Charter Schools
	Non-at-Risk Charter Schools
	All  Charter Schools

	Inadequate operating funds
	2.50
	2.75
	2.64

	Repayment of state aid
	2.40
	2.63
	2.54

	TEA regulations
	1.50
	3.11
	2.47

	Inadequate facilities
	2.17
	2.44
	2.33

	Federal education regulations
	1.50
	2.89
	2.33

	Lack of planning time
	2.00
	2.33
	2.20

	Health/safety regulations
	1.50
	2.11
	1.87

	Hiring teaching staff
	1.67
	1.67
	1.67

	Internal conflicts
	1.00
	2.00
	1.60

	Teacher association resistance
	1.17
	1.86
	1.54

	Local board opposition
	1.17
	1.44
	1.33

	Community opposition
	1.00
	1.38
	1.21

	Other 
	
	3.00 (1 response)
	3.00

	* 1 = easier     2 = about the same     3 = difficult     4 = very difficult


In this set of questions, the directors of at-risk schools rated every one of the various operational items as being easier to handle than did the directors of non-at-risk schools, except for hiring teacher staff which both groups rated the same. Non-at-risk school directors appear to regard TEA regulations as being particularly troublesome.

Governance

Each charter school is required to establish a governing board, but the number of members, composition, purpose, and method of selection are within the discretion of the charter school. Table III.6 summarizes characteristics of charter schools’ governing bodies.

Table III.6

Board Composition: At-Risk versus Non-at-Risk Charter Schools (Means)

	Board Composition 

by Number
	At-Risk Charter Schools
	Non-at-Risk Charter Schools
	All Charter Schools

	Total board members
	9.28
	7.56
	8.39

	Men 
	5.41
	3.68
	4.52

	Parent members
	.72
	1.62
	1.18

	Teachers 
	.38
	.50
	.44

	African Americans 
	2.00
	1.91
	1.95

	Hispanics 
	1.97
	1.35
	1.65

	Asian Americans 
	.16
	.12
	.14

	Board term of office (years)
	2.12
	2.75
	2.49


The average number of board members in Texas public school districts is seven, but charter schools tend to have slightly larger boards, with eight as the overall mean but ranging from three to 34. At-risk charter school boards tend to be a little larger than non-at-risk charter school boards.

Table III.6 seems to indicate a high degree of racial and ethnic diversity among governing board members, but closer examination shows a different picture. Of the 66 schools, 48 have one-race or predominantly one-race school boards. Generally, the racial or ethnic makeup of the boards reflects the racial or ethnic makeup of the student population served. For example, all seven members of the board at La Escuela de Las Americas (a school with 100 percent Hispanic student enrollment) are Hispanic, and Nova in West Oak Cliff (with a 65 percent African American student body) has seven out of nine African Americans on its board. Of the remaining 18 schools, nine boards are tri-ethnic with roughly equal shares of African American, Hispanic, and Anglo members, and nine are half Anglo and half African American, Hispanic, or Asian depending on the student population. 

Regardless of the type of school, the vast majority of charter school boards have adopted by-laws, given approval for operating policies, and approved the budget as seen in Table III.7. Beyond that, there is some variation in how frequently the board meets and in the process of selecting members.

Table III.7

Board Responsibilities 

	Board Responsibilities 
	Affirmative Responses

	Writes Bylaws
	61 (93.8%)

	Approves written polices
	58 (89.2%)

	Approves budget
	64 (98.5%)


Finances

Startup funds reported by 55 of the schools ranged from zero to $375,000. The mean was over $56,000. Twenty of the responses were $30,000, the figure mentioned most frequently. Charter school director responses about revenue sources appear in Table III.8. 

Table III.8

Sources of School Revenue as a Percentage Comparing At-Risk and Non-at-Risk Charter Schools (Means)

	Source of Revenue 
	At-Risk Schools 
	Non-at-Risk Schools 
	All Charter Schools 

	State government
	75.0
	80.4
	77.9

	Federal government
	16.1
	11.2
	13.5

	Chartering organization
	5.3
	2.0
	3.6

	Private grants
	3.1
	1.7
	2.3

	Parent donations
	.8
	.8
	.8

	Other
	.1
	.6
	.4


Monies from the sponsoring organization and private grants are slighter higher for the at-risk schools than the non-at-risk schools. 

The length of time a charter school has been in operation does not seem to make much difference, as seen in Table III.9.

Table III.9

Sources of School Revenue as a Percentage Comparing Charter Schools Opened Before Fall 1998 and Those Opened After Fall 1998 (Means)

	Source of Revenue
	Schools Opened before 8/98 (N=14)
	Schools Opened after 8/98 (N=48)
	All  Charter Schools

	State government
	76.1 
	78.4 
	77.9 

	Federal government
	12.1 
	13.9 
	13.5 

	Chartering organization
	5.4 
	3.1 
	3.6 

	Private grants
	4.5 
	1.7 
	2.3 

	Parent donations
	1.0 
	.7 
	.8 

	Other
	1.3 
	.1 
	.4


The number of schools receiving Title I funds has changed markedly with the increase in the number of charter schools. Prior evaluations indicated that only two of the 19 schools did not receive Title I funds. Of the 66 schools responding in the 1999 survey, 50 (76 percent) said they received the funds. Of the 16 schools that do not receive funds, eight responded that they were not eligible, four identified the complexity of federal regulations as a deterrent to receiving the funds, and one cited administrative issues. 

Funds for special need students and related funds were received in many of the surveyed schools. While only 40 of the current charter schools indicated that they received federal funds for special education, 60 directors stated that their schools served special need students. Twenty-six schools (over 39 percent) serve limited English proficient (LEP) students, but only twelve schools receive federal funds to address the needs specific to LEP students.

Community Support

Support from businesses and the community was substantial for charter schools. The most common form of support was the donation of equipment (76 percent). Also noteworthy were field trips as a form of support for almost 60 percent of the respondents and volunteering which occurred in 50 percent of the schools. Table III.10 shows the variety of business support for at-risk and non-at-risk charter schools.

Table III.10

Business or Community Support Comparing At-risk and Non-at-Risk Charter Schools

	Type of Support
	At-Risk Schools Responding  Affirmatively
	Non-at-Risk Schools Responding Affirmatively
	All Charter Schools Responding Affirmatively

	Equipment donations
	25 (78.1%)
	25 (73.5%)
	50 (75.8%)

	Field trips
	21 (65.6%)
	18 (52.9%)
	39 (59.1%)

	Volunteering 
	17 (53.1%)
	16 (47.1%)
	33 (50.0%)

	Monetary donations
	15 (46.9%)
	15 (44.1%)
	30 (45.5%)

	Tutoring
	14 (43.8%)
	13 (38.2%)
	27 (40.9%)

	Mentoring
	15 (46.9%)
	11 (32.4%)
	26 (39.4%)

	Job shadowing
	9 (28.1%)
	5 (14.7%)
	14 (21.2%)


While at-risk and non-at-risk schools appear to have similar relationships with local businesses and the community, the length of time the school has been operating does seem to result in some differences in the relationship with neighboring entities. The older schools have higher donation levels in six of the seven activities listed. Table III.11 shows differences in support received by new and by established schools.

Table III.11

Business or Community Support Comparing Charter Schools Opened before Fall 1998 and Those Opened after Fall 1998
	Type of Support
	Schools Opened before 8/98 Responding  Affirmatively
	Schools Opened after 8/98 Responding Affirmatively
	All Charter Schools Responding Affirmatively

	Equipment donations
	14 (93.3%)
	36 (70.6%)
	50 (75.8%)

	Field trips
	9 (60.0%)
	30 (58.8%)
	39 (59.1%)

	Volunteering 
	10 (66.7%)
	23 (45.1%)
	33 (50%)

	Monetary donations
	11 (73.3%)
	19 (37.3%)
	30 (45.5%)

	Tutoring
	8 (53.3%)
	19 (37.3%)
	27 (40.9%)

	Mentoring
	8 (53.3%)
	18 (35.3%)
	26 (39.4%)

	Job shadowing
	2 (13.3%)
	12 (23.52%)
	14 (21.2%)


Organizational Support

Directors were given a list of organizations and asked to evaluate their helpfulness in school operation. Mentioned most often were the Texas Education Agency, a regional education service center, and the Charter School Resource Center. At-risk and non-at-risk schools appeared to receive similar amounts of assistance from outside sources. Examples of “other organizations” offering support mentioned by the directors were other charter schools, local libraries, consultants, and the Chamber of Commerce. Table III.12 shows directors’ responses to this question for at-risk and non-at-risk schools.

Table III.12

Organizational Support Comparing At-Risk and Non-at-Risk Charter Schools

	Type of Support
	At-Risk Schools Responding  Affirmatively
	Non-at-Risk Schools Responding Affirmatively
	All Charter Schools Responding Affirmatively

	The Texas Education Agency
	32 (94.1%)
	31 (96.9%)
	63 (95.5%)

	A regional education service center
	31 (96.9%)
	32 (94.1%)
	63 (95.5%)

	The Charter School Resource Center 
	29 (90.6%)
	32 (94.1%)
	61 (92.4%)

	A college or university
	17 (53.1%)
	15 (44.1%)
	32 (48.5%)

	A school district
	15 (46.9%)
	12 (35.3%)
	27 (40.9%)

	Other organization
	4 (12.5%)
	8 (23.5%)
	12 (18.2%)


The length of time of existence does not appear to have an impact on the organizational support that schools receive except in regard to colleges, universities, and school districts. Older schools are more likely to receive support from colleges and universities whereas the newer schools receive more support from a school district. Table III.13 shows directors’ responses differentiated by the date their schools opened.

Table III.13

Organizational Support Comparing Charter Schools Opened before Fall 1998 and Those Opened After Fall 1998

	Type of Support
	Schools Opened before 8/98 Responding  Affirmatively
	Schools Opened after 8/98 Responding Affirmatively
	All Charter Schools Responding Affirmatively

	The Texas Education Agency
	15 (100%)
	48 (94.1%)
	63 (95.5%)

	A regional education service center
	14 (93.3%)
	49 (96.1%)
	63 (95.5%)

	The Charter School Resource Center 
	14 (93.3%)
	47 (92.2%)
	61 (92.4%)

	A college or university
	13 (86.7%)
	19 (37.3%)
	32 (48.5%)

	A school district
	3 (20.0%)
	24 (47.1%)
	27 (40.9%)

	Other organization
	3 (20.0%)
	9 (17.6%)
	12 (18.2%)


School Personnel, Curriculum, and Relationships with Public School Districts

Teachers 

The number of teachers who taught in the Fall of 1998 but did not return for the 1999-2000 school year ranged from zero to 16 for a turnover rate of 35 percent. Other parts of this evaluation develop this topic more fully.

Directors

The survey asked the charter school directors several questions concerning their qualifications. Fourteen (21 percent) of the directors reported that mid-management certification was required for the job they have. Only 14 of the directors regularly teach in their charter schools, and 35 considered themselves the CEO of the school.

Of the directors who answered a question regarding educational level, most hold degrees beyond the baccalaureate. Thirty-nine hold master’s degrees, with 13 of those in education. There are 12 directors with doctorates and two with law degrees. 

Forty-seven directors said they had taught in public schools for one to 33 years before becoming involved with their charter schools, and 35 had experience in public school administration (ranging from one to 25 years). Private school experience was less prevalent, with 25 directors indicating teaching experience ranging from one to 30 years, and 27 directors having private school administration experience (from one to 25 years).

Curriculum

Charter school directors were asked about the curricula and teaching practices employed in their schools. A great majority of the directors of both at-risk and non-at-risk schools, use curriculum materials adopted by the state of Texas in their charter schools, as indicated in Table III.14. A higher percentage of non-at-risk schools use other curricula. Because the directors provided responses in more than one category, the total number of responses exceed the number of schools.

Table III.14

Types of Educational Practices Used in At-Risk and Non-at-Risk Charter Schools

	Types of Educational Practice
	At-Risk Schools Using the Practice
	Non-at-Risk Schools

Using the Practice
	All Charter Schools

Using the Practice

	Use state-adopted curriculum
	29 (96.7%)
	30 (93.8%)
	59 (95.2%)

	Use other curriculum
	23 (76.7%)
	29 (90.6%)
	52 (83.9%)

	Mainstreaming students
	26 (83.9%)
	31 (91.2%)
	57 (87.7%)

	Individualized learning
	28 (90.3%)
	28 (82.4%)
	56 (86.2%)

	Use of technology for learning
	23 (74.2%)
	26 (76.5%)
	49 (75.4%)

	Multi-age grouping
	22 (71.0%)
	22 (64.7%)
	44 (67.7%)

	Site-based decision making
	20 (64.5%)
	21 (61.8%)
	41 (63.1%)

	Interdisciplinary teaching
	19 (61.3%)
	22 (64.7%)
	41 (63.1%)

	Alternative assessments
	20 (64.5%)
	20 (58.8%)
	40 (61.5%)

	Project-based learning
	19 (61.3%)
	20 (58.8%)
	39 (60.0%)

	Performance based assessments
	16 (51.6%)
	21 (61.8%)
	37 (56.9%)

	Nontraditional daily schedule
	19 (61.3%)
	15 (44.1%)
	34 (52.3%)

	Experiential learning
	12 (38.7%)
	14 (41.2%)
	26 (40.0%)

	Community service requirements
	9 (29.0%)


	13 (38.2%)
	22 (33.8%)

	After school scheduling
	10 (32.3%)
	10 (29.4%)
	20 (30.8%)

	Use of simulations
	10 (32.3%)
	8 (23.5%)
	18 (27.7%)

	Graduation/learning standards
	7 (22.6%)
	9 (26.5%)
	16 (24.6%)

	Nontraditional weekly sch.
	5 (16.1%)
	8 (23.5%)
	13 (20.0%)

	Nontraditional yearly schedule
	7 (22.6%)
	5 (14.7%)
	12 (18.5%)

	Number of schools responding to other types of curriculum = 65;

31 at-risk and 34 non-at-risk schools


Mainstreaming students is very common, listed by 88 percent of the directors. In addition, a variety of other instructional practices are employed, with individualized learning, use of technology, multi-age grouping, and interdisciplinary teaching methods playing a large role in these schools.  There are slight differences between the at-risk and non-at-risk schools, with overall alternative methods used more frequently by the non-at-risk schools, but non-traditional scheduling and the use of simulations utilized more at the at-risk schools.

There has been variation in the most prevalent practices used by the at-risk charter schools as recorded by the first-year evaluation, the second-year evaluation, and the current evaluation. Although nearly all of the schools use the state-adopted curriculum, as reported in the two prior evaluations and this study, many other educational practices employed by several schools have changed over time. Individualized learning, mainstreaming of students, and the use of technology have increased since the 1998 evaluation, with only slight increases in site-based decision making and non-traditional daily scheduling. Table III.15 shows these changes.

Table III.15

Types of Educational Practices Used in At-Risk Charter Schools Comparing Evaluations of 1997, 1998, and 1999

	Types of Educational Practices 
	Number of At-Risk Schools Using the Practice, 1997
	Number of At-Risk Schools Using the Practice, 1998
	Number of At-Risk Schools Using the Practice, 1999

	Use state-adopted curriculum?
	Almost all
	11 (100%)
	29 (96.7%)

	Use other curriculum
	Almost all
	
	23 (76.7%)

	Other curriculum practices used

	Individualized learning
	8 (66.7%)
	8 (72.7%)
	28 (90.3%)

	Mainstreaming students
	6 (60.0%)
	9 (81.8%)
	26 (83.9%)

	Use of technology for learning
	6 (50.0%)
	7 (63.6%)
	23 (74.2%)

	Multi-age grouping
	6 (50.0%)
	11 (100%)
	22 (71.0%)

	Site-based decision making
	
	7 (63.6%)
	20 (64.5%)

	Alternative assessments
	6 (60.0%)
	9 (81.8%)
	20 (64.5%)

	Interdisciplinary teaching
	
	9 (81.8%)
	19 (61.3%)

	Project-based learning
	6 (75.0%)
	9 (81.8%)
	19 (61.3%)

	Nontraditional daily schedule
	5 (62.5%)
	6 (54.5%)
	19 (61.3%)

	Performance based assessments
	8 (66.7%)
	9 (81.8%)
	16 (51.6%)

	Experiential learning
	6 (66.7%)
	7 (63.6%)
	12 (38.7%)

	After school scheduling
	3 (75.0%)
	5 (45.5%)
	10 (32.3%)

	Use of simulations
	3 (75.0%)
	3 (27.3%)
	10 (32.3%)


Table III.15, continued

Types of Educational Practices Used in At-Risk Charter Schools Comparing Evaluations of 1997, 1998 and 1999

	Types of Educational Practices 
	Number of At-Risk Schools Using the Practice, 1997
	Number of At-Risk Schools Using the Practice, 1998
	Number of At-Risk Schools Using the Practice, 1999

	Community service requirements
	2 (50.0%)
	6 (54.5%)
	9 (29.0%)

	Graduation/learning standards
	3 (60.0%)
	3 (27.3%)
	7 (22.6%)

	Nontraditional yearly schedule
	4 (57.1%)
	7 (63.6%)
	7 (22.6%)

	Nontraditional weekly schedule
	3 (60.0%)
	4 (36.4%)
	5 (16.1%)

	11 of 17 are at-risk schools in 1997; 11 of 19 are at-risk schools in 1998;

32 of 66 are at-risk schools in 1999 survey


The following are other changes worth noting when comparing the three evaluations. The top three items, individualized learning, mainstreaming students, and the use of technology, have steadily increased in usage over the three-year span of time. The middle seven practices, multi-age grouping to performance-based assessment, fluctuated in popularity over time. The bottom seven practices have shown declines during the three years of evaluation. 

Discipline

Approximately 22 percent of administrators’ time is spent on disciple problems. The average for teachers was over 17 percent. Almost 60 percent of the directors considered discipline problems as “not very serious,” with only three percent indicating that these problems were “very serious.”  Only 11 percent of the directors felt that discipline problems disrupted classes “a great deal,” and fewer than five percent indicated that student discipline interfered a “great deal” with the educational processes at their schools. Table III.16 indicates that the directors at the schools opened before Fall 1998 spend less time on discipline and view discipline as less problematic in the educational process of the charter school than do directors of newer schools.

Table III.16

Student Discipline Characteristics Comparing Charter Schools Opened Before Fall 1998 and Those Opened After Fall 1998

	Discipline Characteristic
	Schools Opened before 8/98
	Schools Opened after 8/98
	All Charter Schools

	Admin time spent on discipline (mean)
	20.8%
	22.6%
	22.2%

	Teacher time spent on discipline (mean)
	13.0%
	18.7%
	17.5%

	Director indicated discipline problem as not very serious
	66.7%
	58.8%
	60.6%

	Director indicated discipline as very serious problem
	0
	3.9%
	3.0%

	Director indicated discipline problems disrupt classes a great deal
	0
	13.7
	10.6%

	Director indicated discipline interferes  with educational process
	0
	5.9%
	4.5%


Table III.17 lists the number of disciplinary incidents reported in the three charter school evaluations done thus far. It should be noted that in the third year evaluation in the category of drugs, one school reported 260 drug incidents, which is 75 percent of the total number reported by all the schools. Also, in the category of assault, the same school reported 200 incidents, or 75 percent of the total. 

Table III.17

Number of Disciplinary Incidents in Charter Schools, 96-97, 97-98, and 98-99

	Type of Incident
	1st Year Evaluation 96-97
	2nd Year Evaluation 97-98
	3rd Year Evaluation 98-99

	
	At-Risk
	Non-at-Risk
	At-Risk
	Non-at-Risk
	At-Risk
	Non-at-Risk

	Assault
	0
	0
	9
	2
	241
	25

	Drugs
	112
	2
	41
	1
	306
	43

	Knives
	3
	1
	3
	1
	5
	7

	Alcohol
	22
	1
	10
	1
	10
	4

	Guns
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0


Overall, the number of problematic incidents has increased over the three-year period, but one must keep in mind that the number of schools was 17 in the first evaluation, 19 in the second, and 66 schools in the third year. Non-at-risk schools have consistently reported fewer numbers of these types of incidents.

Relationship with Public School District

The survey asked directors to provide their perspectives about the impact of charter schools on public education. Seventeen of 65 directors (26 percent) said that there had been a change in the local school district since the charter school had opened its doors. That included 36 percent of the at-risk school directors and 18 percent of the non-at-risk group.

Overall, the majority of charter school directors feel that the relationship with the local school district is cooperative. Extremes are higher for the at-risk schools, meaning the local district has a relationship that is either more hostile or more cooperative. There were 19 hand-written observations with a few comments about new programs being started in the public school resulting in increased competition. Two comments mentioned the dumping or referring of discipline students to the charter schools, but most were positive. Table III.18 summarizes directors’ impressions of their schools’ relationships with the local school district.

Table III.18

Relationship of Charter School with Local School District Comparing At-Risk and Non-at-Risk Charter Schools 

	Relationship with Local School District
	At-Risk Schools
	Non-at-Risk Schools
	All Charter Schools

	Hostile
	4 (11.8%)
	3 (9.4%)
	7 (10.6%)

	Neutral
	6 (17.6%)
	10 (31.3%)
	16 (24.2%)

	Somewhat cooperative
	8 (23.6%)
	9 (28.1%)
	17 (25.8%)

	Cooperative
	16 (47.1%)
	10 (31.3%)
	26 (39.4%)

	Total
	34
	32
	66


Parents and Students

Parents

Charter school directors identified the types of parent participation practices in their schools. The responses for at-risk and non-at-risk schools are reported in Table III.19. Because charter school directors reported responses in more than one category, the total number of responses exceeds the number of schools.

Table III.19

Parental Participation Comparing At-Risk and Non-at-Risk Charter Schools

	Parental Participation Practice
	At-Risk Schools Responding Affirmatively
	Non-at-Risk Schools Responding Affirmatively
	All Charter Schools Responding Affirmatively

	Allowing parents to volunteer at the school
	25 (78.1%)
	30 (88.2%)
	55 (83.3%)

	Regular parent-teacher meetings
	19 (59.4%)
	32 (94.1%)
	51 (77.3%)

	Regular home-school communications
	19 (59.4%)
	26 (76.5%)
	45 (68.2%)

	Regular parent meetings
	20 (62.5%)
	24 (70.6%)
	44 (66.7%)

	Offering referrals to social/ health service agencies
	22 (68.8%)
	22 (64.7%)
	44 (66.7%)

	Written contract for parent involvement
	17 (53.1%)
	20 (58.8%)
	37 (56.1)

	Serving on school-wide committees
	14 (43.8%)
	21 (61.8%)
	35 (53.0%)

	Requiring parents to sign homework
	8 (25.0%)
	21 (61.8%)
	29 (43.9%)

	Offering workshops for parents
	10 (31.3%)
	14 (41.2%)
	24 (36.4%)

	Offering parent at-home learning activities
	5 (15.6%)
	12 (35.3%)
	17 (25.8%)

	Requiring parents to work at the school
	5 (15.6%)
	9 (26.5%)
	14 (21.2%)

	Parents acting as teachers/ instructors
	6 (18.8%)
	8 (23.5%)
	14 (21.2%)

	Other parent participation
	7 (20.6%)
	3 (8.8%)
	10 (15.2%)


Parental involvement in the school is comprised of a number of activities both at the school and in the student’s home, with parents volunteering in the school being the most prevalent. Communication between the school and the family is common, with high percentages of teacher-parent meetings and notices from schools going into the homes. When comparing at-risk and non-at-risk schools, at-risk schools have lower parent participation in all areas except for referrals to social or health agencies. Sometimes the differences between at-risk and non-at-risk schools are very small, but for some items they appear substantial, such as regular parent-teacher meetings showing a 35-point difference and requiring parents to sign homework showing a 36-point difference. 

Charter school directors were also asked the percentage of parents engaged in various activities for the school. Very few parents devote much time in any of these endeavors, so the number of affirmative responses reported by the schools were tallied as a measure of parental involvement. Table III.20 tabulates these measures.

Table III.20

Parental Involvement Comparing At-Risk and Non-at-Risk Charter Schools 

	Type of Parental Involvement
	At-Risk Schools Responding Affirmatively
	Non-at-Risk Schools Responding Affirmatively
	All Charter Schools Responding Affirmatively

	Fund raising
	18 (64.3%)
	26 (83.9%)
	44 (74.6%)

	Class presentations
	13 (46.4%)
	17 (56.7%)
	30 (51.7%)

	Tutoring
	9 (33.3%)
	17 (56.7%)
	26 (45.6%)

	Community projects
	10 (35.7%)
	15 (50.0%)
	25 (43.1%)

	Teaching assistants
	7 (25.0%)
	17 (56.7%)
	24 (41.4%)

	Maintenance of physical plant
	7 (25.0%)
	14 (46.7%)
	21 (36.2%)

	Mentoring
	6 (22.2%)
	11 (36.7%)
	17 (29.8%)

	Other parental involvement 
	5 (18.5%)
	7 (23.3%)
	12 (21.1%)


Fundraising was the activity with the greatest parental participation. Class presentations were a distant second. When comparing at-risk and non-at-risk schools, the numbers for at-risk school parents were consistently lower than those for non-at-risk school parents. The charter schools started after Fall 1998 generally showed more parent involvement when compared with the older schools, except in fundraising and class presentations, which were almost equal for the two sets of schools. The “other” category in this question produced responses such as transportation, writing a newsletter, and serving as librarian. Table III.21 shows these responses.

Table III.21

Parental Involvement Comparing Charter Schools Started Before Fall 1998 and Those Started After Fall 1998

	Type of Parental Involvement
	Schools Opened before 8/98 Responding  Affirmatively
	Schools Opened after 8/98 Responding Affirmatively
	All Charter Schools Responding Affirmatively

	Fund raising
	10 (73.3%)
	34 (72.3%)
	44 (74.6%)

	Class presentations
	7 (58.3%)
	23 (50.0%)
	30 (51.7%)

	Tutoring
	4 (33.3%)
	22  (49.0%)
	26 (45.6%)

	Community projects
	4 (33.3%)
	21 (45.7%)
	25 (43.1%)

	Teaching assistants
	4 (33.3%)
	20 (43.5%)
	24 (41.4%)

	Maintenance of physical plant
	4 (33.3%)
	17 (37.0%)
	21 (36.2%)

	Mentoring
	3 (25.0%)
	14 (31.1%)
	17 (29.8%)

	Other parental involvement 
	1 (8.3%)
	11 (24.4%)
	12 (21.1%)


Students

Almost two out of three eligible charter school students returned for the 1999 school year, with a little more than ten percent of those returning being retained in grade.  Overall, more than half the schools had waiting lists in both 1998-1999 and Fall 1999 with proportionally more of the older schools maintaining waiting lists. The more recently opened schools report more increases in student body number and grade levels. Table III.22 shows this information.

Table III.22

Characteristics of Student Population Comparing Charter Schools Opened Before Fall 1998 to Those Opened After Fall 1998

	Schools and Student Population
	Schools Opened Before 8/98
	Schools Opened After 8/98
	All Charter Schools

	Percent of students returning (mean)
	78.9%
	62.2%
	65.9%

	Percent of students retained in grade (mean)
	18.7%
	7.8%
	10.3%

	Waiting list in 1998-99? (affirmative response)
	10 (66.7%)
	22 (44.9%)
	32 (50.0%)

	Waiting list Fall 1999? (affirmative response)
	12 (80.0%)
	28 (58.3%)
	40 (63.5%)

	Expanded student numbers in Fall 1999? (affirmative response)
	8 (57.1%)
	33 (64.7%)
	41 (66.1%)

	Added grade level in Fall 1999? (affirmative response)
	5 (33.3%)
	18 (37.5%)
	23 (36.5%)


The number of students who left this sample of charter schools during the 1998-1999 school year totaled almost 7,000. It should be noted that Harris County Juvenile Justice Center reported 2,684 students leaving their school for “other” reasons listed as the completion of the program, accounting for a large percentage of the “other” category as well as the total number of students who left the charter school. Apart from that unique case, moving was the most common reason for not returning to the school. For the non-at-risk schools, academic problems were the second most prevalent reason, and for the at-risk schools, it was that students received their GED. Table III.23 shows students’ reasons for leaving their schools.

Table III.23

Reason for Student Leaving Charter School Comparing At-Risk and Non-at-Risk Charter Schools 

	Reason for Leaving Charter School
	Number of At-Risk School Students
	Number of Non-at-Risk School Students
	Total Number of  Charter School Students

	Total Number of Students
	5,450
	1,466
	6,916

	Moved 
	935
	402
	1,337

	Student got GED
	775
	208
	983

	Disciplinary problems
	321
	151
	472

	Student got job
	402
	51
	453

	Academic problems
	54
	301
	355

	School not as expected
	123
	76
	199

	Transportation problems
	52
	108
	160

	Medical reasons
	76
	18
	94

	Other reason
	4,493
	323
	4,816


Student Recruitment

As in any school, student recruitment is an integral part of maintaining enrollment in charter schools. Charter schools use a variety of techniques, as displayed in Table III.24. Because directors responded in multiple categories, the number of responses exceeds the number of charter schools.

Table III.24

Student Recruitment Techniques Comparing At-Risk and Non-at-Risk Charter Schools

	Student Recruitment Technique
	At-Risk Schools Responding Affirmatively
	Non-at-Risk Schools Responding Affirmatively
	All Charter Schools Responding Affirmatively

	Word-of-mouth
	25 (78.1%)
	32 (97.0%)
	57 (87.7%)

	Flyers
	19 (59.4%)
	19 (57.6%)
	38 (58.5%)

	Parent meetings
	16 (50.0%)
	20 (60.6%)
	36 (55.4%)

	Newspaper ads 
	14 (43.8%)
	18 (54.5%)
	32 (49.2%)

	Radio 
	8 (25.0%)
	8 (24.2%)
	16 (24.6%)

	Posters
	11 (34.4%)
	3 (9.1%)
	14 (21.5%)

	Other recruitment 
	11 (34.4%)
	6 (18.2%)
	17 (26.2%)


Word-of-mouth proved to be the leading recruitment technique for all charter schools, just as it was in the second-year survey. Flyers, parent meetings, and newspaper ads were also widely used. There were strong similarities in the recruitment practices of at-risk and non-at-risk charter schools except that many more at-risk schools use posters than non-at-risk schools. The “other” response included such means as billboards, fairs, mailings, television ads, and the yellow pages. “Other” also included referrals from the school district, school counselors, probation officers, youth services, and the public in general.

Summary

Over the past three years, the views and opinions of charter school directors have evolved and changed, based to a large extent on their own experiences. Major differences still exist among the schools, and with the large increase in the number of schools, those differences are sometimes striking. Charter schools range from very small facilities serving less than 100 young students to a criminal justice program serving an annual total of over 2,000 junior and senior high school students. (These students are wards of the state and typically stay 90 days or less). Charter schools have a variety of target populations, locales, curricula, resources, and goals and objectives.  

The first two evaluations showed a similarity of primary purposes: developing of an educational vision and gaining autonomy. This has changed slightly in the current survey in that developing the school’s own educational vision was paramount, but serving a special population was a close second, followed by the need to involve parents. 

Start-up funding is greater in the current survey in comparison to the previous two surveys, but the most common start-up amount is still about $30,000. Funding problems continue to lead the list of obstacles to starting charter schools. Funding sources have stayed fairly constant, but the state proportion has increased to over 13 percent of the total budget. The greatest challenge for second and third year schools is securing adequate funding, although this is less problematic than for the first year of operation. With the increase in the number of charter schools in the state, there appears to be a decrease in the percentage of those receiving Title I funds, from almost 90 percent to a current level of approximately 75 percent. Almost 40 percent of the responding schools served special need students, but less than half of these are receiving federal funds for that purpose. 

Each charter school is required to establish a governing board but the composition continues to vary in both size and racial and ethnic makeup, reflecting to a great extent the clientele of the schools. Charter schools maintain strong support from their community and business partnerships, with equipment donations leading the list of types of support received. TEA, regional education service centers, and the Charter School Resource Center are sources of support for more than 90 percent of the schools. Overall, the majority of charter school directors indicated that the relationship with the local school district is cooperative. This has remained fairly constant over time.

Charter school directors are experienced educators with many years of teaching and administrative experiences, and in addition almost 20 percent have doctorate degrees. The teaching staff, although showing a higher turnover rate than public schools, has experienced a drop from a 40 percent turnover rate in last year’s evaluation to about 35 percent this year. Teachers are also highly educated with almost 90 percent having a college degree, although not reaching the 99 percent of public schools teachers with college degrees.

In addition to the state adopted curriculum materials, the vast majority of charter schools also use other curriculum models. This has not changed over the three evaluation years, although the models used have. Individualized learning, mainstreaming students, and the use of technology have increased in use while nontraditional or after school scheduling practices have decreased. 

Due to the broad range of needs of the students, there is considerable variation in student discipline and student attrition. Overall, directors consider discipline problems to not be very serious with little change over the three years of evaluation. Almost two out of three eligible charter school students returned for the 1999 school year. Although the number of students leaving charter schools still seems high, it includes those students who have passed the GED or other short-term programs.  Moving was the most common reason for non-juvenile justice system students not returning to charter schools.

Involvement of parents is identified as a major priority but also seems to be a problem area. Involvement of at-risk school parents is much lower than that of non-at-risk school parents, which is probably because some at-risk schools are within the criminal justice system rather than the traditional neighborhood school. Overall, communication between the school and the family is common, with high percentages of parent-teacher meetings and notices going from the schools into the homes. Fundraising was the activity with the greatest parental participation, a pattern that has been consistent through the three years of evaluation.

In conclusion, we find both changes and similarities with prior surveys of charter school directors.

Section IV: Student Satisfaction

An important part of a school’s success is the satisfaction students receive from attending the school. Students are more likely to support schools that provide them with a safe and friendly atmosphere and with teaching and coursework fitting their needs and abilities.  To learn how well Texas charter schools are meeting the needs of the students, the evaluation team surveyed charter school students in grades 7 through 12. In May 1999, surveys were mailed to all the charter schools housing these grades (N=55).  Elementary school students were omitted because of their more limited reading ability and restricted experience with any school.  The self-administered paper-and-pencil questionnaires were handed out by teachers and completed during class time.    A total of 26 schools returned completed surveys, giving a school-level response rate of 47.3 percent.  Regardless of the size of the student population, no school was sent more than 200 blank questionnaires; therefore, larger schools tended to have a smaller proportion of their students responding.

Surveyed schools were divided into at-risk and non-at-risk schools. At-risk schools have a majority of students classified as at-risk, and the mission statements of these schools include serving at-risk students. Twelve of the 31 schools identified as at-risk returned completed surveys (a response rate of 38.7 percent), while 14 of the 22 non-at-risk schools returned completed surveys (a response rate of 63.6 percent).  Neither of the two schools with unreported information on their at-risk population returned completed questionnaires. Table IV.1 shows the percentages of enrolled students completing the questionnaire for each of the 26 responding charter schools. Table IV.2 shows the weights used to give each school proportional representation in the sample.

Table IV.1

Student Survey Response Rates
	School
	Number of Students Enrolled
	Number of Students Responding
	Percent of Enrolled Responding

	Non-at-Risk Schools (N=14)

   American Institute for Learning

   Bright Ideas Charter

   Eagle Advantage Charter School

   Encino School

   Heights Academy

   North Hills School

   NYOS

   Pegasus Charter High School

   Positive Solutions Charter School

   Renaissance Charter School

   Rylie Faith Family Academy

   School of Excellence in Education

   Transformative Charter Academy

   West Houston Charter School
	3198

219

64

83

60

131

362

119

123

131

950

291

372

107

186


	932

77

23

44

14

89

30

29

94

97

102

83

105

70

75


	29.1
35.2

35.9

53.0

23.3

67.9

8.3

24.4

76.4

74.0

10.7

28.5

28.2

65.4

40.3



	At-Risk Schools (N=12)

   Blessed Sacrament Academy

   Building Alternatives Charter

   Cedar Ridge Charter School

   Dallas Can! Academy Charter

   Faith Family Academy of Oak Cliff

   Gabriel Tafolla Charter School

   Gulf Coast Trades Center

   Houston Can! Academy Charter

   Ranch Academy

   Southwest Preparatory Academy

   Technology Education Charter High 

       School                             

   Richard Milburn Alternative High 

       School
	3334

176

140

28

1590

228

119

207

377

38

105

248

78
	711
61

57

27

94

56

57

98

67

35

53

52

54
	21.3
34.6

40.7

96.4

5.9

24.6

47.9

47.3

17.8

92.1

50.5

21.0

69.2

	Total
	6532
	1643
	25.1


Table IV.2

Distribution of Responses across Schools and Weights Used to Balance Responses

	School
	Original Number of Responses
	Weight
	Weighted Number of Responses

	Non-at-Risk Schools (N=14)

   American Institute for Learning

   Bright Ideas Charter

   Eagle Advantage Charter School

   Encino School

   Heights Academy

   North Hills School

   NYOS

   Pegasus Charter High School

   Positive Solutions Charter School

   Renaissance Charter School

   Rylie Faith Family Academy

   School of Excellence in Education

   Transformative Charter Academy

   West Houston Charter School
	77

23

44

14

89

30

29

94

97

102

83

105

70

75


	0.72

0.70

0.47

1.08

0.37

3.04

1.03

0.33

0.34

2.34

0.88

0.89

0.38

0.62


	55

16

21

15

33

91

30

31

33

239

73

94

27

47



	At-Risk Schools (N=12)

   Blessed Sacrament Academy

   Building Alternatives Charter

   Cedar Ridge Charter School

   Dallas Can! Academy Charter

   Faith Family Academy of Oak Cliff

   Gabriel Tafolla Charter School

   Gulf Coast Trades Center

   Houston Can! Academy Charter

   Ranch Academy

   Southwest Preparatory Academy

   Technology Education Charter High 

       School                             

   Richard Milburn Alternative High 

       School
	61

57

27

94

56

57

98

67

35

53

52

54
	0.73

0.62

0.26

4.25

1.02

0.53

0.53

1.42

0.27

0.50

1.20

0.36
	44

35

7

400

57

30

52

95

10

26

62

20

	Total
	1643
	1643
	1643


The majority of the students responding to the survey were between the ages of 13 and 17 (68.5 percent), with 8.3 percent being 12 and under and 23.2 percent being 18 or older.  But this is just the overall picture; the differences between students in at-risk and non-at-risk schools are striking.  A third (32.3 percent) of responding students in at-risk schools were at least 18 years of age, as compared to just 14 percent of responding students in non-at-risk schools.  Similarly, there were a greater number of younger respondents in non-at-risk schools (13.2 percent 12 or younger) than in at-risk schools (3.4 percent 12 or younger).  The overall sample was 48.8 percent male, but student respondents in at-risk schools were more likely to be male (51.2 percent) than student respondents in non-at-risk schools (46.4 percent).  Neither of these findings is surprising, of course, since many at-risk schools purposely design their programs for former dropouts, who are more likely to be older and male. Nearly a quarter of the respondents in at-risk schools are enrolled in GED programs (24.5 percent) as compared to just 1.4 percent of respondents attending non-at-risk schools. Of the respondents who are in GED programs, 54.8 percent were male, and 49.8 percent were 18 or older. Further, 66 percent of respondents in at-risk schools were in high school (grades 9-12) as compared to 54.3 percent of respondents attending non-at-risk schools. 

Of concern is the difference in the racial/ethnic backgrounds of the responding students in at-risk and non-at-risk schools.  The overwhelming majority of respondents from at-risk schools were members of an ethnic or racial minority group: 50.7 percent Hispanic and 36.3 percent African American.  Only 6.3 percent of the at-risk school respondents were Anglo.  Among non-at-risk school respondents, however, 45.1 percent were Anglo, 29.1 percent were Hispanic, and 12.0 percent were African American.  Thus, in making comparisons between responses from students in at-risk and non-at-risk schools, it is important to remember that the students differ not only in their age and possible at-risk status, but also in their racial/ethnic background.  Table IV.3 shows the characteristics of school samples.  

Table IV.3

Characteristics of Non-At-Risk and At-Risk School Samples, weighted

	Characteristics
	Percent of Non-at-Risk Charter School Respondents
	Percent of At-Risk Charter School Respondents

	Race

   Hispanic

   African American

   Anglo

   Other/NA
	29.1

12.0

45.1

13.8
	50.7

36.3

6.3

6.7

	Gender

   Female

   Male
	53.6

46.4
	48.8

51.2

	Age

   12 and under

   18 and over
	13.2

14.0
	3.4

32.3

	Grade Level

   Middle School (grades 6-8)

   High School (grade 9-12)

   GED
	44.3

54.3

1.4
	9.5

66.0

24.5


Although the majority of respondents did not attend the charter school the previous year, proportionally more respondents from non-at-risk schools (45.7 percent) than at-risk schools (27.0 percent) were returning students.  Had they not attended the charter school, the majority of respondents from non-at-risk schools (63.3 percent) and at-risk schools (56.1 percent) would have attended a regular public school.  However, 13.8 percent of respondents in non-at-risk schools said they would have attended a private school as compared to only 2.8 percent of respondents attending at-risk schools.  Nearly 17 percent of the at-risk school respondents said they would not have attended school at all had they not gone to the charter school, as compared to 5.9 percent of respondents in non-at-risk schools.  Finally, respondents in the two types of schools differ in their post-graduation plans.  Half of the respondents in non-at-risk schools planned on attending a 4-year college; a quarter of respondents in at-risk schools planned on a 4-year college.  Respondents in at-risk schools were more likely than respondents in non-at-risk schools to have plans to attend other types of high education institutions: 21.9 percent planned to attend a community college (13.7 percent in non-at-risk schools), and 10.6 percent planned to attend a technical school (7.4 percent in non-at-risk).  Respondents in at-risk schools were also more likely than respondents in non-at-risk schools to plan on working as soon as they graduate (20.9 percent in at-risk schools, 10.5 percent in non-at-risk schools). Table IV.4 shows students’ post-graduation plans.

Table IV.4

Post-High School Plans of Non-At-Risk and At-Risk School Samples, weighted (given as percent of responses)

	Plans
	Non-at-Risk School Respondents
	At-Risk School Respondents

	Get a job
	10.5
	20.9

	Go to technical school
	7.4
	10.6

	Go to a community college
	13.7
	21.9

	Go to a 4-year college
	49.4
	25.8

	Join the military
	6.9
	8.4

	Not sure
	12.1
	12.4


Factors Influencing the Choice of the Charter School

When making the decision to attend the charter school, 45.6 percent of respondents attending at-risk schools made the choice on their own.  Only 21.5 percent of respondents from non-at-risk schools decided on their own; 37.1 percent of these respondents made the decision with the help of their families (26.5 percent of respondents from at-risk schools had family help).  For only 9 percent of respondents from at-risk schools was the decision to attend a charter school made by the family without the input of the student, while 29.9 of respondents from non-at-risk schools were there because of their family’s decision.

There are a number of reasons a student may choose to attend a charter school.  The survey offered students eight possible reasons and asked them to rate the importance of each in their decision to attend the charter school.  For the majority of respondents attending non-at-risk and at-risk schools, the most important reason for choosing the charter schools was the belief that the school offered classes that best fit the students’ needs: 74.2 percent of non-at-risk school respondents and 78.6 percent of at-risk school respondents reported that this was a very important or important factor in their decision to attend the charter school.  Also important to respondents in both types of schools was the sense that charter school students get more attention from teachers and that the teachers are better overall.  More important to respondents attending non-at-risk schools than those attending at-risk schools was parental persuasion: 62.4 percent of non-at-risk school respondents and 51 percent of at-risk school respondents said this was either very important or important in their decision. Far more relevant for respondents at at-risk schools than those at non-at-risk schools was whether the respondent had been in trouble at his/her previous school.  For 53.4 percent of at-risk school respondents, this was an important factor, but it was important to only 24.8 percent of non-at-risk school respondents.  Also more important to at-risk school respondents than non-at-risk school respondents was the location of the school: 46.4 percent of at-risk school respondents felt it was important as compared to 33.2 percent of non-at-risk school respondents.  About 40 percent of both at-risk school respondents and non-at-risk school respondents said that troublemakers at their old school influenced their decision to switch schools.  The presence of friends at the charter school was not an important decision-making factor for either group of respondents. Table IV.5 shows the reasons students chose to attend a charter school. 

Table IV.5

Reasons Students Chose a Charter School (given as percent of respondents)

	Reasons
	Very Important
	Important
	Not Very Important
	Not Important

	Classes fit needs better

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	39.0

41.4
	35.2

37.2
	13.6

13.2
	12.2

8.2

	More attention from teachers

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	34.8

33.5
	27.0

30.2
	17.9

14.5
	20.4

21.8

	Better teachers

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	30.9

23.3
	30.0

37.9
	21.4

18.4
	17.8

20.4

	Parent persuasion

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	32.3

22.0
	30.1

29.0
	18.6

21.1
	18.9

27.6

	In trouble at previous school

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	14.0

27.3
	10.8

26.1
	13.8

17.1
	61.4

29.4

	Bothered by trouble-makers at previous school

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	24.0

23.7
	16.7

18.6
	24.1

21.4
	35.2

36.3

	Better location

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	13.2

22.0
	20.0

24.4
	29.0

25.6
	37.8

28.0

	Friends going to charter school

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	10.8

3.4
	12.5

7.6
	18.6

20.2
	58.1

68.8


Evaluation of the Charter School

All respondents were asked a number of questions to gauge their satisfaction with their charter schools.  At the most basic level, students were asked simply, “how satisfied are you with this school?”  The overwhelming majority of respondents in both non-at-risk schools (57.1 percent) and at-risk schools (58.3 percent) were satisfied, but only 21.6 percent of respondents in non-at-risk schools and 29.3 percent in at-risk schools described themselves as very satisfied.  Although not a large percentage, almost twice as many respondents attending non-at-risk schools (21.2 percent) as compared to respondents in at-risk schools (12.4 percent) were dissatisfied.  

The remaining evaluation questions asked respondents to compare their charter schools with the other schools they would have attended.  Table IV.6 details student responses to these questions.

The majority of respondents both in non-at-risk schools (59.6 percent) and at-risk schools (58.8 percent) felt that their charter schools were better than their previous schools in offering smaller classes.  Most students also felt that teachers in the charter schools were better than teachers in the schools they previously attended.  They said that the teachers were more likely to be good (49.8 percent non-at-risk, 51.9 percent at-risk), more likely to give personal attention to the students (53.0 percent non-at-risk, 46.7 percent at-risk), and more likely to care about the students (53.0 percent non-at-risk, 45.5 percent at-risk). 

In regards to other aspects of charter schools, students’ opinions were more mixed.  Almost half of the respondents attending non-at-risk schools (45.3 percent) felt that their charter schools offered more interesting classes than their previous schools, but 17.0 percent of these students felt the classes at the charter schools were less interesting.  Respondents in at-risk schools were not as likely to see their classes as less interesting (11.8 percent), but they were also less likely to see them as more interesting (39.9 percent).  Regardless of the type of school, respondents were also equally divided in their feelings about safety: some felt safer in the charter schools while others felt the same level of safety.  This division appeared again in feelings of belonging: half felt the charter schools were better at promoting belonging, and half felt no difference between the charter and other schools.  Although a relatively high percentage of students – regardless of the type of school – felt that charter school principals care about students, 10.1 percent of non-at-risk school respondents and 15.4 percent of at-risk school respondents did not have any sense that principals were concerned about students.

On three other issues, students gave the charter schools ratings no higher than other schools, and in some cases, the ratings were lower than for other schools.  Classrooms in charter schools were seen by respondents from both types of school as being no more orderly than classrooms in other schools.  Over a quarter of non-at-risk school respondents (28.8 percent) said that their charter schools were worse than other schools in the choice of classes offered; this was seen as less of a problem among at-risk school respondents (14.1 percent).  Finally, for over one third of non-at-risk school respondents (35.3 percent) and for nearly a third of at-risk school respondents (29.3 percent), their charter schools were further from home than the schools they would otherwise have attended. 

Table IV.6

Students’ Comparison of Charter School with School They Would Otherwise Have Attended (given as a percent of respondents)

	Categories
	Better
	Same
	Worse
	Not Sure

	Small class size

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	59.6

58.8
	24.2

28.1
	10.5

7.1
	5.7

6.0

	Good teachers

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	49.8

51.9
	35.3

33.6
	9.3

7.4
	5.6

7.1

	Personal attention from teachers

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	53.0

46.7
	32.7

36.1
	6.5

8.5
	7.8

8.7

	Teachers care about students

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	53.0

45.5
	33.4

39.0
	7.5

7.3
	6.1

8.2

	Interesting classes

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	45.3

39.9
	32.1

41.1
	17.0

11.8
	5.7

7.3

	Feeling safe

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	46.5

37.8
	41.5

48.6
	8.9

6.4
	3.1

7.3

	Principal cares about students

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	41.9

37.3
	30.7

37.2
	17.3

10.7
	10.1

15.4

	Feeling of belonging

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	40.0

38.5
	44.0

46.9
	8.7

5.9
	7.3

8.7

	Choice of classes

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	35.8

41.4
	29.4

36.5
	28.8

14.1
	6.1

8.0

	Order in classroom

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	35.8

38.5
	41.4

44.3
	16.7

9.7
	6.1

7.5

	Close to home

   Non-at-Risk Schools

   At-Risk Schools
	31.2

30.0
	28.7

36.1
	35.3

29.3
	4.6

4.3


Respondents were asked to assign letter grades to their charter schools and the schools they attended previously.  Overall, the charter schools received higher marks than other schools.  However, the differences were more striking among respondents in at-risk schools than respondents in non-at-risk schools.  A quarter of at-risk school respondents (25.6 percent) gave their charter schools an A, and 31.9 percent gave them a B.  They were much less enthusiastic about their old schools: 12.6 percent gave an A to their old schools, and 21.7 percent gave them a B.  Among respondents in non-at-risk schools, 24.3 percent gave their charter schools an A, and 32.6 percent gave a B.  Grades for previous schools were not substantially lower: 21 percent received an A, and 29.9 percent received a B.  Nine percent of students (8.7 percent in at-risk schools and 9.4 percent in non-at-risk schools) gave their charter schools a failing grade.  Slightly more gave their previous schools a failing grade (13.4 percent in at-risk schools, 12.7 percent in non-at-risk schools). Table IV.7 shows the grades students assigned to their schools.

Table IV.7

Grades Respondents Gave to Charter and Previously Attended Schools (given as percent of responses)

	Grades
	Non-at-Risk School Respondents
	At-Risk School Respondents

	
	Charter
	Previous
	Charter
	Previous

	A
	24.3
	21.0
	25.6
	12.6

	B
	32.6
	28.4
	31.9
	21.7

	C
	19.3
	20.1
	15.0
	23.8

	D
	9.9
	11.2
	8.1
	16.0

	F
	9.4
	12.7
	8.7
	13.4

	Not sure
	4.6
	6.6
	10.6
	12.5


A final measure of students’ satisfaction with charter schools is whether or not they plan on staying in their schools the following year.  A third of the respondents attending at-risk schools were planning on graduating at the end of the academic year; just 15.4 percent of respondents in non-at-risk schools were slated to graduate.  Among those respondents not graduating, over half intended to return to their charter schools (51.2 percent of at-risk school respondents, 58.3 percent of non-at-risk school respondents).  A number of respondents did not yet know their plans for the following year (32.1 percent of at-risk school respondents, 26.8 percent of non-at-risk school respondents), while the remaining respondents planned on transferring to other schools (16.7 percent of at-risk school respondents, 14.9 percent of non-at-risk school respondents).  Table IV.8 shows plans for returning.

Table IV.8

Students’ Satisfaction with the School and Plans for the Coming School Year (given as percent of responses)

	
	Non-at-Risk School Respondents
	At-Risk School Respondents

	Satisfaction with Charter School

	   Very satisfied
	21.6
	29.3

	   Satisfied
	57.1
	58.3

	   Not satisfied
	21.1
	12.4

	Plans for Next Year

	   I will graduate
	15.4
	37.3

	Among those eligible to return

	   I will return to charter school
	58.3
	51.2

	   I will switch schools
	14.9
	16.7

	   I don’t know yet
	26.8
	32.1


Comparison of Satisfaction over Time for At-Risk Schools

This section examines whether students have changed in their level of satisfaction with charter schools over the past three years.  The same schools are represented in the 1996-97 and 1997-98 academic years, but a number of schools have been added to the sample in the 1998-99 year.  Furthermore, not all schools that participated in the previous two years participated in this most recent sample.  Missing from the 1998-99 sample are the Academy of Transitional Studies, George I. Sanchez, One-Stop Multiservice, and Raul Yzaguirre.  These schools failed to return student surveys.  In the 1996-97 and 1997-98 years, the American Institute for Learning was treated as an at-risk school; because of changes in the student population, for this 1998-99 survey, it is considered a non-at-risk school. 

The sample of 1998-99 at-risk school students contains a greater percentage of African American students and a lower percentage of Hispanic students than either of the previous two samples.  The percentage of Anglo students in the samples has not changed, nor has the percentage of female students. Respondents in the 1998-99 sample were somewhat younger than respondents in previous years, especially as compared to the 1997-98 sample.  Table IV.9 shows the characteristics of the at-risk schools sample.

Table IV.9

Characteristics of At-Risk School Sample, 1996-97, 1997-98, and 1998-99 (given as percent of responses)

	Characteristics
	At-Risk Schools 1996-97

N=448
	At-Risk Schools 1997-98

N=465
	At-Risk Schools 1998-99

N=771

	Race

   Hispanic

   African American

   Anglo

   Other/NA
	76.0

5.7

6.4

11.9
	68.3

22.5

5.5

3.5
	50.7

36.3

6.3

6.7

	Gender

   Female

   Male
	51.3

48.7
	47.9

52.1
	48.8

51.2

	Age

   12 and under

   18 and over
	5.0

42.3
	6.6

52.1
	3.4

32.3


Over the past three academic years, students attending at-risk charter schools have become increasingly less satisfied with their schools.  On the 1996-97 survey, 56.8 percent of the surveyed students reported being “very satisfied” with their schools; the second year, 37.7 percent were very satisfied; and this last year, only 29.3 percent were very satisfied.  Levels of dissatisfaction also rose, from 4.3 percent in 1996-97 to 12.4 percent in 1998-99.  Student respondents over the years have also lowered the grades they have assigned to their charter schools.  In 1996-97, 45 percent gave their schools an A and 42.5 percent a B.  In 1998-99, those numbers declined. Only 28.7 percent received an A and 35.7 percent a B.  In this most recent year’s survey, nearly ten percent of the respondents gave their schools a failing grade, as compared to less than two percent in 1996-97.  

A final measure of satisfaction that can be examined over time is the percentage of students who said they planned to return to their charter schools the following year.  In 1996-97, 69 percent of the eligible students reported that they planned on returning the next year.  In 1998-99, that number dropped to 51.2 percent.  Although the percentage who said they would not return has nearly doubled (from 8.4 percent in 1996-97 to 16.7 percent in 1998-99), equally interesting is that the percentage who have not decided what to do has also increased (from 22.6 percent in 1996-97 to 32.1 percent in 1998-99).  Table IV.10 measures of at-risk school respondents’ satisfaction with their charter schools.

Table IV.10

Measures of At-Risk School Respondents’ Satisfaction with the Charter School, 1996-97, 1997-98, and 1998-99 (given as percent of responses)

	
	At-Risk Schools 1996-97
	At-Risk Schools 1997-98
	At-Risk Schools 1998-99

	Satisfaction with Charter School

	   Very satisfied
	56.8
	37.7
	29.3

	   Satisfied
	38.9
	52.3
	58.3

	   Not satisfied
	4.3
	9.9
	12.4

	Grades Assigned by Students*

	   A
	45.0
	32.5
	28.7

	   B
	42.5
	41.9
	35.7

	   C
	7.7
	17.6
	16.8

	   D
	3.0
	5.9
	9.2

	   F
	1.8
	2.2
	9.6

	Plans for Next Year

	   I will graduate
	38.4
	35.3
	37.3

	Among those eligible to return

	   I will return to charter school
	69.0
	63.1
	51.2

	   I will switch schools
	8.4
	7.7
	16.7

	   I don’t know yet
	22.6
	29.5
	32.1


*Includes only those who gave a grade. The “not sure” responses have been omitted.

Although it is not a direct measure of satisfaction, it is nonetheless interesting to note changes in the post-high school aspirations of the respondents.  The goals have not changed substantially, with one exception.  Fewer at-risk school students in 1998-99 said they planned to attend four-year colleges than in either of the previous years.  The change is not large (from 32.7 percent in 1996-97 to 25.8 percent in 1998-99), but might be of concern to educators hoping to promote college as a viable option for at-risk students.  Table IV.11 shows respondents plans.

Table IV.11

Post-High School Plans of At-Risk School Respondents, 1996-97, 1997-98, and 1998-99 (given as percent of responses)

	Plans
	At-Risk Schools 1996-97
	At-Risk Schools 1997-98
	At-Risk Schools 1998-99

	Get a job
	19.6
	16.0
	20.9

	Go to technical school
	8.8
	7.1
	10.6

	Go to a community college
	22.8
	20.3
	21.9

	Go to a 4-year college
	32.7
	32.2
	25.8

	Join the military
	5.3
	13.6
	8.4

	Not sure
	10.7
	9.4
	12.4


Comparison of Satisfaction over Time for Non-at-Risk Schools

It is also possible to trace over time the level of support for charter schools among students in non-at-risk schools.  Unfortunately, only one non-at-risk school participated in the 1997-98 academic year survey, and therefore, comparisons can be made only between students in 1996-97 (this first year of charter schools) and 1998-99.  Two of the schools in the 1998-99 sample of 14 schools were also included in the 1996-97 sample (Renaissance and West Houston), and one school (American Institute for Learning) had responded in 1996-97 but at that time was considered an at-risk school.  One school, Girls and Boys Prep, had participated in the 1996-97 sample but not in the 1998-99 sample.  In the analysis and tables below, the 1996-97 sample includes Girls and Boys Prep, Renaissance, and West Houston, but not American Institute for Learning.  American Institute for Learning is included in the 1998-99 sample. 

The differences in the respondent characteristics across the two sample years are striking.  Only 4.7 percent of respondents in the 1996-97 sample were Hispanic as compared to 29.1 percent in the 1998-99 sample.  On the other hand, 38.1 percent of the respondents in 1996-97 were African American, as compared to 12 percent in 1998-99.  The Anglo representation did not change over the two sample years.  The earlier sample had proportionally more females than the later sample (58.2 percent versus 48.8 percent), and the students were less likely to be either very young (12 and under) or very old (18 and over). Hence, the two samples are not comparable demographically.  Table IV.12 shows the characteristics of the samples.  

Table IV.12

Characteristics of Non-at-Risk School Sample, 1996-97 and 1998-99 (given as percent of responses)

	Characteristics
	Non-at-Risk Schools 

1996-97

N=189
	Non-at-Risk Schools

1998-99

N=932

	Race

   Hispanic

   African American

   Anglo

   Other/NA
	4.7

38.1

45.0

12.2
	29.1

12.0

45.1

13.8

	Gender

   Female

   Male
	58.2

41.8
	48.8

51.2

	Age

   12 and under

   18 and over
	1.0

2.7
	13.2

14.0


Despite the differences in the demographic make-up of the two samples, the levels of satisfaction with charter schools expressed by respondents were quite similar.  In both 1996-97 and 1998-99, approximately 20 percent of the respondents were very satisfied with their charter schools and just over 50 percent were satisfied.  Levels of dissatisfaction were also similar (23.9 percent in 1996-97 and 21.1 percent in 1998-99).  A higher proportion of respondents in 1998-99 than in 1996-97 gave their charter schools the highest grade possible: 22.5 percent gave an A in 1998-99, as compared to 16.9 percent in 1996-97. On the other hand, a higher proportion of students in 1996-97 than in 1998-99 gave their charter schools a B, making the proportion of As and Bs in 1996-97 (59.1 percent) slightly higher than the proportion in 1998-99 (52.8 percent).  In addition, students in 1998-99 were more likely to give failing grades (13.6 percent) than students in 1996-97 (8.7 percent).  Overall, the distributions of grades across the two samples were not significantly different. Table IV.13 shows the measures of satisfaction with charter schools for students at non-at-risk schools.

As a final measure of satisfaction, respondents in the 1998-99 sample were somewhat more likely than students in the 1996-97 sample to say they planned to return to their charter schools the following year: 58.3 percent in 1998-99, and 45.9 percent in 1996-97.  Furthermore, students in 1996-97 were more likely to say they would leave their schools (29.3 percent) than were respondents in the 1998-99 sample (14.9 percent).  A similar proportion of respondents in both samples were uncertain of their plans for the next year. Table IV.13 shows students’ plans.

Table IV.13

Measures of Non-at-Risk School Students’ Satisfaction with the Charter Schools, 1996-97 and 1998-99 (given as a percent of responses)

	
	Non-at-Risk Schools 1996-97
	Non-at-Risk Schools 1998-99

	Satisfaction with Charter School

	   Very satisfied
	23.0
	21.6

	   Satisfied
	53.1
	57.1

	   Not satisfied
	23.9
	21.1

	Grades Assigned by Students*

	   A
	16.9
	22.5

	   B
	42.2
	30.3

	   C
	18.6
	21.5

	   D
	13.6
	12.1

	   F
	8.7
	13.6

	Plans for Next Year

	   I will graduate
	2.0
	15.4

	Among those eligible to return

	   I will return to charter school
	45.9
	58.3

	   I will switch schools
	29.3
	14.9

	   I don’t know yet
	24.9
	26.8


*Includes only those who gave a grade. The “not sure” responses have been omitted.

The respondents’ post-high school intentions, shown in Table IV.14, differ across the two sample years.  In 1996-97, 62.4 percent of the respondents said they planned on attending a four-year college.  That proportion dropped to 49.4 percent in the 1998-99 sample.  Respondents in the 1998-99 sample were more likely than respondents in the 1996-97 sample to say they would go to a technical school (7.4 percent versus 4.9 percent), go to a community college (13.7 percent versus 5.7 percent), or join the military (6.9 percent versus 2.8 percent).  The later sample had a higher percentage of students who were undecided about their future plans than the earlier sample (12.1 percent versus 7.6 percent).

Table IV.14

Post-High School Plans Non-At-Risk School Respondents, 1996-97 and 1998-99 (given as percent of responses)

	Plans
	Non-at-Risk Schools 1996-97
	Non-at-Risk Schools 1998-99

	Get a job
	16.5
	10.5

	Go to technical school
	4.9
	7.4

	Go to a community college
	5.7
	13.7

	Go to a 4-year college
	62.4
	49.4

	Join the military
	2.8
	6.9

	Not sure
	7.6
	12.1


Summary of Findings

Respondents at both at-risk and non-at-risk schools chose to attend charter schools because they believed that the classes offered would better fit their needs, that they would get more personalized attention from the teachers, and that charter schools provided better teachers overall.  Of some importance to non-at-risk school respondents but not particularly relevant to at-risk school students was parental persuasion.  At-risk school respondents were much more likely than non-at-risk school respondents to have made the decision to attend a charter school alone; families played a much greater role in the decision to attend among non-at-risk school students than at-risk school students.  Finally, few non-at-risk school students but many at-risk school students chose to attend a charter school because they had been having trouble in their previous schools.

For neither at-risk nor non-at-risk school students was the location of the charter school a particularly salient issue.  The charter schools tended to be further from home than were other schools they could have attended, but the extra distance was not important. Students also showed little concern about whether or not their friends were attending the charter school when making the decision to attend a charter school.

Both at-risk and non-at-risk school students were pleased with the charter schools’ smaller class sizes and with charter school teachers, whom they perceived as more caring than their previous teachers were.  They found the classes as interesting, if not more interesting, than classes they had taken in previous schools. However, a number of non-at-risk school students expressed frustration over the lack of choice in classes; they had found a greater selection of classes in their previous schools.  This was not strongly felt by at-risk school students.

Overall, students attending non-at-risk charter schools found that the charter schools were not significantly better than their previous schools, and they did not grade the charter schools more highly.  Students attending at-risk schools held more favorable views of the charter schools in comparison to previous schools.  They found more positives in the charter schools and they gave the charter schools higher grades then they gave their previous schools.

Despite the relatively strong support expressed by at-risk school students, their level of support has declined over the past two years.  At-risk school students are less likely to be very satisfied with their charter schools and more likely to be dissatisfied than they had been in years past.  The grades they have assigned to charter schools have declined steadily, and fewer say they are planning on returning to the charter schools.  

Over the years, non-at-risk school students have tended to be less supportive than at-risk school students of their charter schools. However, the level of support among non-at-risk students has changed very little.  They expressed the same levels of satisfaction and dissatisfaction over time, and the grades they have assigned to their charter schools have changed little over time.  Thus, though they remain somewhat less enthusiastic about their charter schools than at-risk school students, their support for the school has hardly changed over the years, while support among at-risk school students has declined.

Chapter V. Effects of Charter Schools on Traditional Public School Districts

Survey of District Officials

Before the State Board of Education grants a charter, applicants are required to contact public school districts from which their students may be drawn to inquire about the charter school’s potential effects on the district, and to report their findings in the application. For the 168 Texas charter schools approved thus far, the total number of districts named by charter school applicants as potentially affected is 375. Of those, 53 contain a charter school within the district boundary and were included in the sample for this study of chart school effects. Of the remaining 322 districts not containing charter schools within their boundaries, 86 were named by two or more charter schools as a possible source of students. Those districts were also included in the sample. An additional 132 districts were chosen at random from among those named as potentially affected by one charter school, resulting in a survey sample of 271 districts. 

During the 1996-97 and 1997-98 school years, the research team surveyed superintendents in 43 public school districts near the original 19 charter schools, either by mail or by telephone, with a set of open-ended questions.

Because the 1998-99 survey involved 271 rather than 43 districts, the research team decided to use a forced-choice rather than open-ended survey instrument, and constructed a questionnaire that included recurring themes from the first and second years of the charter school effects study. In addition, a literature review was conducted to determine what is known about charter school effects on school districts in other states. The 1998 report from Policy Analysis for California Education, a research consortium at the University of California at Berkeley, entitled How Are School Districts Responding to Charter Laws and Charter Schools? A Study of Eight States and the District of Columbia served as a source of information. Many of its ideas were incorporated into the questionnaire design. A copy of the questionnaire appears in Appendix B.

In April 1999, the research team prepared survey packets and sent them to superintendents in the 271 districts chosen for the survey. Each packet contained two cover letters explaining the purpose of the survey and urging participation. One letter was from the Texas Center for Educational Research, the other from the Texas Commissioner of Education, Mike Moses. Each packet also contained a questionnaire and a return envelope. Non-respondents were contacted by telephone in June 1999. 

The response rate for the survey was 72 percent. School officials in 195 districts completed and returned questionnaires; 146 indicated the district name. Of those, roughly two-thirds of responses came from districts with fewer than 10,000 students; a third were from districts of 1,000 to 5,000 students. The education service center (ESC) with the greatest number of responding districts was ESC 4 in the Houston area, followed by ESC 10 in Dallas and ESC 11 in Fort Worth. A breakdown of respondents by district size and ESC region is shown below in Tables V.1 and V.2. 

Table V.1 

Size of Districts Responding to Survey of Charter School Effects

	Range of District Sizes
	Number of Districts
	Percent of Respondents

	<500 students
	12
	8

	500-999 students
	14
	10

	1,000-4,999 students
	48
	33

	5,000-9,999 students
	26
	18

	10,000-19,000 students
	17
	12

	20,000-49,999 students
	23
	16

	50,000 students or more
	6
	4

	Total
	146
	


Table V.2

ESC Region of Districts Responding to Survey of Charter School Effects

	ESC Region
	Number of Districts
	Percent of Respondents

	1
	10
	7

	2
	5
	3

	3
	0
	0

	4
	24
	16

	5
	1
	1

	6
	3
	2

	7
	14
	10

	8
	4
	3

	9
	8
	5

	10
	16
	11

	11
	17
	12

	12
	9
	6

	13
	11
	8

	14
	0
	0

	15
	0
	0

	16
	4
	3

	17
	5
	3

	18
	1
	1

	19
	3
	2

	20
	11
	8

	Total
	146
	


Quantitative Findings

Findings presented in this section are based on 195 respondents’ answers to questionnaire items. Most are stated as percentages. A later section contains a summary of written and verbal comments given in response to open-ended questionnaire items.

Awareness of Charter School Activities and Effects

Respondents were asked whether a charter school had opened in or near their district. Slightly more than half indicated that a charter school had opened, nearly 40 percent said no charter school had opened, and the rest were not sure. Eighty percent of respondents indicated that charter schools have had no discernable effects on their districts or on surrounding communities, whereas 15 percent noted mild effects. The remaining five percent said their districts or communities had experienced moderate or strong effects. Two thirds of those reporting effects described them as detrimental; eight percent, beneficial; the rest, neutral.

Districts were asked about administration and board activities in response to charter schools. In 29 percent of districts, administrators have met to discuss issues concerning charter schools. In 20 percent, charter schools have been included in meeting agendas for the district board of trustees. Six percent reported that the presence of charter schools has influenced the district to consider future implementation of new programs or practices. Five percent or fewer have adopted an official position statement on charter schools, have created (or are considering the creation of) campus charter schools, have held parent meetings to discuss charter schools, or have experienced a decrease in news coverage for district schools compared to area charter schools.

Districts were asked how charter schools have affected student mobility. Five responding school districts have a system in place for tracking students who leave to attend charter schools. Nonetheless, respondents in 20 percent of districts reported that students have left schools in their districts to attend charter schools, and students reported as leaving were fairly evenly distributed among elementary, middle, and high school levels. A similar number said they expected students to leave district schools to attend charter schools during the 1999-2000 school year. Table V.3 shows data on students leaving districts to attend charter schools.

Table V.3 

Students Reported by Respondents as Leaving to Attend Charter Schools

	Number of Students Reported as Leaving
	Number of Districts Reporting Students Leaving at Elementary Level
	Number of Districts Reporting Students Leaving at Middle School Level
	Number of Districts Reporting Students Leaving at High School Level

	<10 
	5
	8
	7

	10-49
	3
	5
	7

	50-100
	3
	0
	3

	More than 100
	2
	2
	4

	Not sure of number
	7
	8
	8

	Total
	20
	23
	29


Respondents in 22 districts reported that students have left charter schools and returned to schools in their districts. Another 25 were unsure whether or not students had returned. No district reported more than 30 returning students. Numbers of returning students are shown below in Table V.4. 

Table V.4 

Students Reported by Respondents as Returning to District Schools after Attending Charter School

	Number of Students Reported as Returning
	Number of Districts Reporting Students Returning at Elementary Level
	Number of Districts Reporting Students Returning at Middle School Level
	Number of Districts Reporting Students Returning at High School Level

	<10 
	3
	4
	8

	10-30
	3
	3
	7

	Not sure of number
	2
	1
	1

	Total
	8
	8
	16


When asked to characterize students who leave to attend charter schools, 34 respondents indicated that at-risk students leave. Another 14 said that average-ability students leave, whereas 11 each said that high-ability students and students seeking a GED leave. Five said that special education students leave district schools to attend charter schools. 

Eleven respondents reported that students have begun attending area charter schools after dropping out of schools in their districts.

Financial Effects on Districts

According to respondents, the vast majority of districts—90 percent—have not experienced detrimental financial effects attributable to the proximity of a charter school. Some respondents gave reasons for the lack of financial harm: 49 reported that few students (or none) are leaving the district; seven reported that the district is experiencing enrollment gains that balance out losses to charter schools; six noted that charter schools are funded directly by the state; and four commented that students leaving to attend charter schools are expensive to educate. 

Ten percent of respondents reported that charter schools have affected their districts financially. Fifteen indicated that financial effects on districts should be measured directly as lost ADA funding, funding that would have come to the district based on average daily attendance (ADA) of pupils. Amounts of ADA reported as lost averaged $33,500 and ranged from $8,000 to $1,500,000. Another nine respondents said their districts had lost federal funding that would otherwise have supported services for special-needs students. Amounts of federal funding reported as lost averaged $41,000 and ranged from $15,000 to $125,000.

Fifteen respondents reported losses related to enrollment: diminished accuracy in fall enrollment estimates makes it difficult to budget for personnel, materials, and overhead; moreover, extra expenses are incurred when students leave charter schools and re-enroll in district schools after enrollment counts have already been made. 

Programmatic Effects on Districts

Respondents were asked to indicate whether contact occurs between educators from their district and from charter schools. Fifteen percent said such contact occurs, mostly on an infrequent basis. Two indicated that there is a mechanism in place to identify successful charter school practices and share them with district educators.

Nearly all respondents—95 percent—indicated that there have been no changes in educational policies, programs, or services as a result of the presence of charter schools in their areas. Of 82 respondents who answered the question directly, more than half said that any program or service offered by an area charter school is already available in the district. Nearly a quarter said charter schools are too small or too far from district schools to affect their programs and services, and four respondents said that area charter schools serve specialized populations or offer special programs that the district cannot offer. 

Respondents from four districts said there have been changes in educational policies, programs, or services as a result of the presence of charter schools in their areas. Two of those indicated that their districts have increased their efforts to improve public relations or to market their schools to the public. One has begun to contract out for more of its educational services. The remaining district did not specify the change it has made. Districts did not report having created smaller schools or schools-within-schools, increasing efforts to involve parent or community members in school activities or governance, or expanding educational programs or services (including choice offerings, such as creation of campus or program charter schools) in response to the presence of charter schools. No district reported that a school has adopted practices similar to area charter school practices. 

Effects on Public School Participants

Seven percent of respondents indicated that educators from district schools have left to work in charter schools. Nearly as many reported that they were not sure whether or not educators had left for charter schools. No respondent reported more than four teachers leaving schools in their districts; one respondent said that an administrator had left. Three percent (5) said teaching positions had been eliminated since charter schools opened in their areas. No respondent reported eliminating more than three positions. Two respondents reported that class sizes had increased, whereas another two reported that class sizes had decreased since charter schools opened in the areas. 

The vast majority of respondents—97 percent—indicated that the presence of charter schools has had no effect on educator morale in their districts. Only three percent reported that morale had deteriorated. Reasons given for the deterioration included concern about public perception of traditional public schools as inferior to charter schools; disruption of the educational process resulting from increased mobility of students leaving and returning to district schools; concern that special-needs students may not get an appropriate education in charter schools; and loss of high-ability students and supportive, involved parents to charter schools. 

One respondent noted that parents are less involved in district schools since charter schools opened in the area. Five indicated that students were affected. Two indicated that students seemed pleased that an alternative educational setting is available in the area. The other three did not specify how students had been affected. 

Qualitative Findings 

The previous section presented findings based on respondents’ answers to forced-choice questionnaire items. By contrast, this section contains a summary of their written and verbal comments given in response to open-ended questionnaire items and telephone interviews. 

Respondents in 45 districts offered the views and opinions presented in this section. Of the 45 respondents, 27 had reported negative effects of charter schools on their districts in the forced-choice section of the survey; all but one of these respondents also made generally negative comments about charter schools on the open-ended questions. Even though 18 of the 27 reported only mild negative effects, their written comments were sometimes very critical. 

Fifteen of those who had made written responses reported no effects or only mild neutral effects in the forced-choice section of the survey, but in the open-ended comments seven of these commented negatively on charter schools. An additional seven made generally neutral responses or said that it was too soon to tell what the effect of charter schools would be. One had positive comments to make about charter schools. 

All three of the respondents who reported in the forced-choice section that charter schools had a positive effect on their districts also made positive open-ended comments. 
The preponderance of negative reactions to charter schools in the open-ended comments, even among those who had reported that charter schools had made little or no impact on their districts, makes a contrast to the generally neutral responses found in the quantitative data. It may be that those who believe they are negatively affected are more apt to write comments than those who are unaffected or positively affected; open-ended questions may provide the dissatisfied with a means of expression. Negative comments by those as yet unaffected by charter schools may be the result of uncertainty about the future of charter schools or of previously held beliefs about charter schools.

Overall Impressions of Charter Schools

The overwhelming majority of comments offered by the 45 respondents indicate concern, or at least mild reservations, about charter school operations. A superintendent from a suburban central Texas district noted that he is not opposed to the idea of school choice, and that, in his opinion, the relationship between traditional public school districts and charter schools is “adversarial only if the charter school is taking money and not serving kids well.” A few respondents indicated that it is too soon to determine whether or not charter schools will make good neighbors. An administrator from a large west Texas district reflected the sentiments of several when he wrote; “The open-enrollment charter school in our area is just beginning. The full impact is difficult to assess.”  According to the superintendent in a central Texas town, a new charter school has just opened in the area. “Therefore,” he writes, “our answers [to survey questions] may be significantly different at this time next year.” 

Some respondents are concerned about charter schools’ general accountability and their ability to fulfill the public trust. Several respondents question whether charter schools are doing what they were intended to do. A central Texas town superintendent who favors the concept of public school choice is rethinking her position after witnessing a situation in which students in a particular at-risk charter school have been observed “smoking dope on the front porch,” “not attending school,” and “in the streets.”  She mentioned unacceptable administrative arrangements and high teacher turnover in the charter schools. She is concerned that such schools will contribute to failure of the charter school movement. She said, “Choice can provide an alternative for kids. However, the schools have to be held to . . . standards or we’ll have kids coming out with no education.” 

An official in an urban west Texas district believes that charter schools represent “an attack on public schools” and asks, “What if you allowed me to change all the rules for schools [in my district]? There’s no accountability for that.”  In the area of student performance, the superintendent in a southeast Texas town observed that charter schools “are giving away credits—sometimes as many as 15 in one week.” 
Several respondents questioned whether charter schools truly offer “open enrollment.”  The district superintendent in a north Texas town wrote, “[The] charter school in our area only wants to hand pick students. They will make it hard on a student who does not fit their criteria until [the student] leaves.”  A superintendent in a south Texas town wrote, “The charter school in our area is not interested in any students except those [in a particular geographic area]. The school was started in retaliation to [the district] because they did not build an elementary/middle school” in the area. 

Accessibility is an important consideration in open enrollment. An official in a suburban central Texas district alluded to this issue when she explained why her district has lost few if any students to area charter schools: “I doubt that many parents would want to transport their students in and out of [the large city where area charter schools are located] every day. Traffic is terrible! Our district is located on  …  the outskirts.”

Several respondents view charter schools as having little accountability for student discipline. One respondent considers the idea of charter schools “good,” but expressed concern that charter schools do not have adequate oversight: “It sounds like they’ve been given carte blanche all the way.”  For example, the fact that charter schools are not required to comply with student discipline guidelines as outlined in Chapter 37 of the Texas Education Code has caused problems in her district when students dismissed from area charter schools return to district schools: “Students who exhibit poor behavior are not allowed to remain in [the] charter school, but [the] school does not document infractions or place [students] in an AEP.”  In her view, the charter school seems more like a private than a public school in its ability to dismiss students without documentation or due process requirements. 

An administrator in an urban south Texas district wrote, “When a student enrolls in a charter school, the student should have the same rights to due process as the student would have in any public school. Many parents have stated to district officials that upon withdrawal from the charter school, their child cannot return due to discipline or attendance problems.”  He adds that when an area charter school provides the district with a list of students who have withdrawn from its program, the reasons for withdrawals are not indicated on the report.

On the other hand, students have been observed to use the charter school option to their advantage. An official in a large urban west Texas district noted that “some students who have been assigned to AEP centers have chosen to bypass our disciplinary consequences and go to the charter school.”

Charter School Operations

A few respondents offered general observations about the administration of charter schools. One superintendent views some charter school operators as being in a “no-win situation” because of poor oversight, lack of managerial and technical expertise, and inability to deal with parents. One respondent commented that teacher turnover is high, and several respondents expressed concern with curriculum weakness in charter schools. 

Several respondents expressed the opinion that charter school operators and their staffs lack the expertise and qualifications they need to run a school. Comments included concerns about fiscal irregularities, University Interscholastic League (UIL) rule infractions, and off-site administration. Several respondents commented on the fiscal difficulties of charter schools in their areas. One noted the negative press accounts about the charter school in his area. Another superintendent in an urban north Texas district wrote, “The charter school in our district is now close to closing because of financial mismanagement… [The effects have been detrimental because] students moved to the charter school and then back to public schools when the charter school went broke.”

Financial Concerns for Public School Districts

For most districts, ADA and/or growth are sufficiently large and numbers of students withdrawing to attend charter schools are sufficiently small that little or no financial impact has been felt. Still, officials in some districts reported having experienced financial hardship since charter schools opened in their areas. Two superintendents commented on an at-risk charter school duplicating facilities recently constructed by their districts. As a result, one respondent predicted that his district would end the fiscal year with a shortfall of at least $50,000.

Attrition of Students in Public School Districts

Student enrollment shifts may cause difficulty for districts. A superintendent from a large suburban north Texas district noted the effect of charter schools in his area: “We have lost some of our best scholars to these new enterprises.”  Similarly, an administrator in a south Texas town wrote, “Top students are lured to the charter schools.”  An official in a suburban southeast Texas district wrote, “Space Center Houston is opening a charter school. This district will not be able to compete with the resources [it] will be able to provide. We anticipate that several of our brightest math and science students will leave the district for the opportunity to attend.”  The balance in the student population may be disrupted along socioeconomic or racial lines according to a few respondents. 

A couple of respondents reported that losing students to charter schools has been beneficial for their districts. A south Texas town superintendent noted that discipline problems “decreased by 30-40%” after the opening of a residential treatment charter school in the area. He wrote, “The open-enrollment charter school was totally supported by [the district.]  The majority of the higher at-risk students can best be served in the charter school.”  Similarly, a superintendent in a north Texas town described students leaving district schools to attend charter schools as “discipline problems, attendance problems, and people who are unhappy with [district] schools in general.”

Negative Publicity 

Several respondents reported that charter schools have caused public relations problems for their districts. A superintendent in a suburban east Texas district noted that, although his district has not yet lost students to an area charter school, the school “has run public announcements critical of public schools” that are “rather inappropriate.”  Another superintendent in a small north Texas town described a situation in which a private school received a charter and subsequently began running television and radio ads presenting negative views of the district in which it is located. She expressed a concern that charter schools may use state revenue to fund a campaign criticizing public schools.

Summary

Officials from 195 Texas public school districts responded to a survey of charter school effects. Although many are from metropolitan areas like Houston and Dallas/Fort Worth, the majority are in districts of fewer than 10,000 students. 

Eighty percent of respondents indicated that charter schools have had no discernable effects on their districts or on the surrounding communities. Twenty percent reported that students have left district schools to attend charter schools. Respondents report slightly more high school students than elementary or middle school students and more at-risk students than students in other categories, leaving to attend charter schools.

Although 90 percent of respondents reported that they have not experienced detrimental financial effects from the presence of charter schools, the remaining 10 percent reported losses in state aid and federal funding. Districts have also incurred losses related to student mobility in and out of district schools and diminished accuracy in budgeting based on fall enrollment estimates.

According to 15 percent of respondents, there is contact between educators from schools in their districts and charter schools. Contact is infrequent and does not yet result in the identifying and sharing of successful charter school practices. The presence of charter schools has prompted very few changes in educational policies, programs, or services in respondents’ districts, mainly because programs or services offered by charter schools are already offered by district schools or because charter schools are too small or too far away to affect district programs and services.

Similarly, charter schools have had little if any effect on educator morale or mobility, or on the level of parent involvement in district schools. Still, several respondents indicated that they are concerned that some charter schools—as they are currently being operated and overseen—do not serve students adequately or use public funds efficiently.
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� The state limits the number of open-enrollment charter schools to 120 and allows for an unlimited number of charters for schools serving at least 75 percent of the student population classified as at-risk. Some schools with open-enrollment charters do, however, serve a student population of more than 75 percent at-risk.


� At the time of the analysis, the at-risk information could not be obtained from H.O.P.E., P.O.W.E.R., Paso del Norte, Positive Solutions Charter School, Rameses School, and Treetops School International; however, information obtained from TEA after the analysis reveals that H.O.P.E. and P.O.W.E.R. are at-risk schools H.O.P.E., P.O.W.E.R., and Rameses School no longer serve as charter schools.


� Self-reported data are not audited.


� Student/teacher ratios are computed by multiplying the number of part-time faculty listed for each school by 0.5 and adding the product to the total number of full-time faculty.


� Texas Education Agency, Division of Performance Reporting. Office of Policy Planning and Research, 1998, Snapshot ’97: 1996-97 School District Profiles, p. 346, Item 45.


� U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, 1998, A National Study of Charter Schools: Second Year Report, p. 37.


� At the time of the analysis, the at-risk information could not be obtained from H.O.P.E., P.O.W.E.R., Paso del Norte, Positive Solutions Charter School, Rameses School, and Treetops School International; however, information obtained from TEA after the analysis reveals that H.O.P.E. and P.O.W.E.R. are at-risk schools. 


� Table II.2 includes the names of only eighty-three schools.  Six schools – H.O.P.E., P.O.W.E.R., Paso del Norte, Positive Solutions Charter School, Rameses School, and Treetops School International did not report numbers of at-risk students.


� A majority of students at these schools are classified as at-risk, and the mission statements of these schools include serving at-risk students.


� Office of Policy Planning and Research, Division of Performance Reporting, Texas Education Agency, Snapshot ’97: 1997-98 School District Profiles, http://www.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/snapshot/98/state.html


� U.S. Department of Education, A National Study of Charter Schools.


� U.S. Department of Education, A National Study of Charter Schools, pp. 55-56.


� For instance, the Houston Independent School District is about 11 percent Anglo, 52 percent Hispanic, and 34 percent African American. The Girls and Boys Preparatory Academy, a charter school located in HISD, is 95 percent African American. By the methodology employed by the DOE, Girls and Boys Prep would not be considered racially distinctive in relation to its district. This rather misleading conclusion stems from the use of the 20 percent standard – in order to have a concentration of Anglo students 20 points below the district percentage, Girls and Boys Prep would have to be 109 percent African American. It also stems from the application of the standard only to Anglo students – though the Hispanic enrollment of Girls and Boys Prep is 50 points below the district percentage, this disparity does not count since it is not a disparity in Anglo enrollment.


� U.S. Department of Education, National Study of Charter Schools, Section C, “Students of Charter Schools, p. 3, http://www.ed.gov/pubs/charter3rdyear/C.html.


� The number of charter schools available for comparison to the traditional public school district in which each is located is reduced because the authors were unable to determine which districts these were for all charter schools.  The Texas Education Agency could not provide this information for the evaluation.  Evaluators called each charter school to ask in which district it was located, but were unable to get beyond voice-mail in a number of instance, and many schools did not respond to repeated voice mail messages.  This analysis is based on seventy-two charter schools for which information could be obtained.


� Percentage point differences in enrollments between schools and school districts are computed as absolute values.  They may indicate either that school percentages are greater than or less than district percentages.


� Percentage point differences in enrollments between schools and school districts are computed as absolute values.  They may indicate either that school percentages are greater than or less than district percentages.


� U.S. Department of Education, A National Study of Charter Schools, p. 70. The first report in this series had indicated that as many as three quarters of charter schools in the United States focused on the needs of at-risk students (RPP International and University of Minnesota, 1997, A Study of Charter Schools: First-Year Report).


� Snapshot ’98.


� Snapshot ’98.


� Snapshot ’98.





