Attachment F

RESOLUTION OF THE COLORADO LEAGUE OF CHARTER SCHOOLS CONCERNING
SCHOOL FINANCE

This Resolution is executed on the 3™ day of April, 2013 by the Board of Directors of the
Colorado League of Charter Schools concerning the proposed rewrite of the school finance act, SB 213,

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the School Finance Partnership has worked since 2011 on rewriting the Colorado
School Finance Act without a Charter School Representative on its Steering Committee; and

~ WHEREAS, the School Finance Partnership led by 16 state wide organizations that excluded a
representative from the Colorado League of Charter Schools, recommended a the rewrite of the school
finance act for Colorado Districts; and : '

WHEREAS, the Colorado Finance Partnership proposal was designed to promote both adequacy
and equity for all students in Colorado Schools; and :

WHEREAS, the Children’s Campaign and Senator Michael Johnston conducted meetings
throughout Colorado to explain the proposal before introduction of the SB 213 ; and

WHEREAS, the Colorado League of Charter Schoaols responded to Senator Johnston about the
inequity of the proposed bill with the Charter School Equalization Adjustment to bring Colorado’s
charter schools closer to equal district funding, and recognize charter schools as an essential thread in
the public school fabric, and whereas the formula consisted of four (and one Charter School Institute
(CSI) specific) factors: Mill levy equalization, Facilitics funding, Special education alighment, At-risk
student funding balance and a Charter School Institute school size factor; and

_ WHEREAS, Senator Johnston responded with several changes that helped bring some equity to
the proposal before it was introduced, including mill levy override equalization for insiitute charter
schools, a future mill levy override pro rata sharing expectation for district authorized charter schools
with a loss of exclusive chartering authority for districts that fail to do so, and allows charter schools to
decide how to operate their special education programs; and

WHEREAS, even with the included provisions, SB 213 as introduced did not hanor the Colorado
Constitational provisions of “thorough and uniform” for the 89,914 students who attend 187 charter
. schools in the state of Colorado; and

WHEREAS, the League Board of Directors voted to temain neutral on the introduced bill with
the hope and expectation that the cuirent charter school provisions would remain in the bill and the bill
would be expanded to further recognize and reduce charter school financial inequities; and



WHEREASY, SB 213 was amended several times in the Colorado Senate to not improve charter

school policies and provide more equity, but rather to retract vn’tuaﬂy all charter school policies in
exchange for an $18 million payout; and

WHEREAS, the Reengrossed bill as introduced in the House on April 2 reduces charter school
equity from the introduced bill and still does not address several impostast disparities that impact charter
schools, including at-risk student identification and allocations as well as how the current AD‘V[ system
operates that will hurt growing charter schools; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED, in consideration of the Reengrossed SB 213, the Colorado League of
Charter Schools Board of Directors voted on April 3, 2013 to oppose the biil unless the following
provisions are included in the final version that is sent o the Governor.

1.1 A policy that recognizes the deficiencies and inequitable nature of how we fund charter school
facilities combined with dedicated facilities funding stream that provides at least a floor of $400
per pupil for chatter schools in their own facilities and $200 per pupil for charter schools in
district facilities that will grow as chaiter school enroliment grows fo maintain at least this floor;

1.2 A policy that provides for an expectation that all mill levy overrides are shared equally and
appropriately with chatter schools;

1.3 A policy that allows any charter school that wants to and can run their own special education

programs to waive out of their district programs and receive their full share of special education
dollars directly to serve their kids;

1.4 An at-tisk policy that provides fot a more robust and accurate proxy to count at-risk kids and
either allocates all at-risk dollars to the school where the kids are — whether charter or
traditional — or does not unduly punish charter schools for their at-risk counts when a
commparable traditional school is not negatively impacted; and

1.5 An ADM policy that provides for real-time counts and funding of kids so that charter growth —
whether by a grade, class or a few kids — is not negatively impacted in any fashion.

_ BEIT FURTHER RESOLVED, if these issues are satisfactorily included in the final version of
the bill, the Colorado League of Charter Schools will officially support SB 213. '

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the Colorado League of Charter Schools has executed this Resolution as of
the date first above written.

Colorado League of Charter Schools

// Qnﬂ/\ L//l/)}

Date’
By: Van Schoalas

Title:  Colorado League of Charter Schools President




Voices: At a philosophical crossroads

Written by Nora Flood on Apr 15th, 2013. | Copyright @ EdNewsColorado.org

Nora Flood, Senior Vice President of School Services at the Colorado League of Charter Schools,
argues that the proposed school finance act should include equitable funding for charter school
students.

The Colorado Charter Schools Act passed 20 years ago this spring. Since the first two schools opened in
the fall of 1993, the charter school “movement” has burgeoned into a full-fledged “sector” of K-12 public
education. There are now, in the 2012-13 school year, nearly 89,000 students attending 187 charter
school campuses in Colorado. This represents just shy of 11 percent of the total K-12 public school
enrollment in the state. Charter schools continue to provide a platform for innovation and
entrepreneurship, and choice for families and students.

Charter schools operate under contracts with their authorizing school districts or with the one statewide
authorizer, the Colorado Charter School Institute. They receive per pupil funding for their students, and
then pay a percentage (up to 5 percent) back to the authorizer for administrative overhead. Since the
vast majority of the state’s charter schools are not in district-owned facilities, they must pay for their
lease, mortgage or bond, and all facilities upkeep and maintenance out of their operating budget. They
also pay back to the district for special education services and other purchased services, often with no
choice in the matter as to which services and at what cost.

Charter schools are held accountable to the same state-mandated academic standards, and charter
school students take the same statewide testing as do students in district-run public schools. Because
they are governed by independent boards, they are also held accountable to additional standards in
financial operations and governance. Charter schools pay mightily for their right to autonomy in
exchange for increased accountability, and over the course of twenty years, 29 charter schools have
closed.

So, the question becomes, 20 years in, do we, as a state, consider charter school students to be public
school students?

There are school districts that authorize charter schools that do indeed consider charter school students
to be “our kids, too.” They open up underutilized or vacant district buildings to charter schools, oversee
the charter schools in a fair, objective and transparent way, and share dollars from various funding
streams equitably. They want charter schools to succeed, and more importantly, they want charter
school students to succeed. They understand the financial challenges charter schools face, and they



negotiate contracts that provide some semblance of equity. This, unfortunately, is not the case with all
districts in the state. Too many authorizing districts do not see charter school students as “our kids,
too.” Instead, there can be the attitude that, “if it’s not in the law, and it’s not in the contract, we're not
required to do it.”

We are at a philosophical crossroads in Colorado. Do we, as a state and as individuals, consider charter
school students to be public school students? Check the box. Yes or no.

Yes? Then how do we ensure equitable funding for the 89,000 students in charter schools?

If your answer is no, then I challenge you to stand before the parents of charter school students and
explain why. We need to get politics out of the way and talk about the children. If the last School
Finance Act revision was almost 20 years ago, will it be another 20 years, when we have many more
students enrolled in charter schools, before we revisit the equity issue? Would the state tolerate this
differential treatment for any other group of children under any other scenario? Who will explain to the
tax-paying parents of charter students that their children will not benefit from mill levy funding that
they pay into?

We are at a philosophical crossroads in Colorado....where do you stand?

About the author

Nora Flood is the Senior Vice President of School Services at the Colorado League of Charter Schools.
She works with League staff to continue implementation of the strategic plan regarding school quality
and applicable performance standards. She also oversees the League’s school service programs (general
member services, business member services, new school support, and research and performance
management) to ensure effective and integrated coordination and service delivery. Nora provides direct
support and technical assistance to the League’s member schools. She has nearly thirty years experience
in education in international, public and private schools. She was the co-founder of The Classical
Academy in Minneapolis, served as Head of School of Madison Country Day School and most recently
was the Director of Sonoma Charter School in Sonoma, California. She also served in a volunteer
capacity as the elected North Coast Regional Member Representative of the California Charter School
Association.
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CHARTER SCHOOL FACILITIES FINANCING

The current reality is that the facility costs paid by charter schools are different than the facilities costs outlined
in the Statewide Financial Assistance Priority Assessment. Unlike their traditional public school counterparts, individual
charter schoels must pay for not only the maintenance, renovation, upkeep and construction of facilities but also for
occupancy of their facilities. Districts have a variety of consistent and substantial methods of financing capital
construction projects. District methods of financing are foreclosed to the vast majority of charter schools. Further,
individual District schools are not subject to high occupancy costs that drain per pupil cperating revenue.

The Statewide Financial Assistance Priority Assessment (FY2009-2010) report lists total current (FY2010-2013)
and forecast period {FY2014-2018) period Tier 1 needs as $17,856,056,401. These costs represent condition, suitability
and energy audit costs. $9,352,051,351" is listed as deferred {condition) maintenance needs®. Should a District choose
to address issues cutlined in the Assessment, Districts have the option of utilizing local revenue sources. This is
evidenced by the fact that in the FY2012-2013 BEST cycle in which 16 districts were awarded lease-purchase grants, 12
districts indicated that the funding source of matching, or local, funds would be a bond election®. In contrast, the two
charters, similar to previous years, indicated grants, donations and fundraising would be used. This disparity is because
charter schools do not have equitable or consistent access to local tax revenue at the rate needed to fund a capital
construction project.

In SY 11-12, 155 of 161 charter schools reported eligible capital construction expenses under the capital
construction program created pursuant to C.R.S. 22-54-124* Eligible capital construction expenses include
construction, demolition, remodeling, financing, purchasing or leasing of land, buildings or facilities. The average
charter school reported spending $606.27 per pupil on eligible expenses, while the state aid provided $78.98 per pupil’.
As a result, the average charter school spent $527.30 per pupil over the state aid®. Over 80% of charter schools do not
have the option of putting off facility expenses, because the majority of charter school costs are related to occupancy,
and there is no option to defer on those costs.

There is no weight 1o the argument that capital construction funding for charter schools shouldn’t or couldn’t be
included in Senate Bill 13-213. The Public School Finance Act of 1994 specifically includes capital construction funding for
charter schoals {State aid for charter schools-use of state education fund meneys, C.R.S. 22-54-124). Funding pursuant
to C.R.S. 22-54-124 does not reflect the true cost of occupancy and capital expenses incurred by charter schools.
Fundraising, grants and donations do not provide significant capital funds for the average charter school. As a result,
charter schools, unlike their District counterparts, are forced to use operating funds, funds designed for student
instruction, for occupancy and facilities costs that rise above the state per pupil aid.

!t is worth noting that this amount does not reconcile facility needs with district master planning priorities or educational program
objectives. Vacant facilities were also included.
? Deferred maintenance is condition work (excluding suitability and energy audit needs) deferred on a planned or unplanned basis to
a future budget cycle or postpened until funds are available.
* The 4 remaining schools listed general or capital fund. Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance.

* 6 charter schools were not eligible for assistance Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance.

Coiorado Department of Education {CDE) - Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance

El|glble expenses do not include routine maintenance such as custodial work, mowing, tree trimming, cEeamng, ete.






: Exhibit 1
Charter School Facilities Expenditures and State Capital Construction Assistance

2011-2012 School Year

A 5] [C]= [A] - [B]

Total Facilities Capital Construction
Expenditures / Pupil Assistance / Pupil Difference / Pupil
25™ Percentile $78.98 $75.98 $0.00
50" Percentile / Median $314.01 $78.98 $235.03
75" Percentile $994.37 57898 . 391539

Average $606.27 - $78.98 $527.30

Source!
Colorado Department of Education (CDE) - Division of Public Scheol Capitai Construction Assistance.

Notes: :

[A] Colarado charter schools reported on their total facilities expenditures which included six different sub-categories:
construction, demoiition, remodeling, financing, purchasing, or leasing. '

[B] CDE provided Capital Construction Assistance of $78.98 per pupil to 167 of 173 charter schools. Six charter
school were ineligible for Capital Construction Assistance, Thease six school were net included in this analysis.
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Exhibit 2
Supporting Detail to Exhibit 1 — Charter School Facilities Expenditures and State Capital Construction Assistance by Sehool
. 2011-12 School Year

State Capital Construction Assistance

]
Eligible for State . Pupils Etigible for Total Capital .
Capital Gonstruction  Capital Construetion Capital Construction Construction Total Faciilties Description of

Charter Schoo] Name Assistance? Assistance / Fupil Assistance Assistance Expenditures Expenditures ! Pupil Facilities Expenditures
COLGRADO SPRINGS CHARTER ACADEMY Yes $78.98 385.80 $31,242.84 $35,868.84 $90.90 . Constructian
CARBOMNDALE COMMUNITY CHARTER SCHOOL Yes $78.28 129.10 $10,195,72 $11,815,44 §91.52 Construction
COMMUNITY PREP CHARTER SCHOOL Yes $78.98 205.00 $16,189.94 $18,763.80 $91.53 Remodeling

ALTA VISTA CHARTER SCHOOL Yes $78.98 120.80 $9,540.22 $11,484 .80 $95.16 Construction, Purchasing
BATTLE ROCK CHARTER SCHOOL ‘Yes $78.88 ' 33.70 $2,681.47 $3,241.91 §96.20 Gonstruction, Remodeling
ASPEN COMMUNITY GHARTER SCHOOL Yes $78.98 123.50 $9,753.45 $11,691.39 §97.10 Construction, Remedefing
INDEPENDENCE ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL (DEEP RIVER) Yes $78.88 120.75 $9,536.27 $12,293.00 $101.81 Construction
SWALLOWS CHARTER ACADENMY Yes $78.98 254.80 $20,122.91 $28,305.20 $111.09 Remodefing, Leasing
VENTURE PREP Yes $78.88 207.50 $16,387.38 $24,686.28 . §118.97 " Remodeling

PARADOX VALLEY CHARTER SCHOOL Yes $78.98 22.90 £1,808.54 §$2,988.61 ' F130.61 Remodeling
SOUTHWEST OPEN CHARTER SCHOOL Yes $78.98 170.00 ) $13,425.61 $22,342 .42 $131,43 Construction, Remodeling
PIONEER CHARTER SCHOOL as $78.98 177.55 $14,022.07 $23,605.00 §132.39 Constructian

CIVA CHARTER SCHOOL ‘fes $78.98 ' 77.50 $6,120.59 $10,412.26 $134.35 Remadealing

KIPP SUNSHINE PEAK ACADEMY Yeas §78.95 372.00 $29,378.62 $52,877.25 $142.14 Purchaslng

PRAIRIE CREEK CHARTER SCHOOL . Yes $78.98 4.00 $315.80 $637.50 $159.38 Construction
MOUNTAIN PHOENBX COMMUNITY SCHOOL Yas §78.98 287.26 $22,686.45 $46,634.60 $162.34 Leaslng

BOWLDER PREP CHARTER HIGH SCHOOL ‘Yes $78.95 122.00 $9,634.99 $21,834.44 $177.33 Finaneing

SOUTHERN COLORADCO EARLY COLLEGE Yes $78.98 153.00 $12,0683.23 $28,305.20 $185.00 Remaodsling, Leasing
NEW VISION CHARTER SCHOOL Yes $78.98 448.20 $35,396.74 $96,000.00 $211.96 Leasing

LIFE SKILLS CENTER CF COLORADO SPRINGS Yas §v8.96 261.00 $20,812.56 $57,248.00 $218.72 i

SCHOLARS TO LEADERS ACADEMY Yes 378.98 232.20 $18,338.07 $54,376.00 $234.18 Remadeling, Leasing
INDIAN PEAKS CHARTER SCHOOL . ' Yes $78.98 50.80 $4,010.84 $12,227.40 $240.22 Constructian, Finaneing
CARDINAL COMMUNITY ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL Yes $78.98 166.60 $12,288.56 $40,333.08 $255.21 Leasing

ACADEMY OF URBAN LEARNING Yes $78.98 T B7.00 $5,281.35 $18,489.00 $275.96 Construction

MANNY MARTINEZ MIDDLE SCHOOL Yes $78.08 59.25 $4,679.29 $16,358.13 $278.09 Construction

DENVER SCHOOL OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY Yeas . $78.88, 809.00 $71,786.57 $263,750.00 $290.15 teasing

ACADEMY OF CHARTER SCHOOLS Yes $78.88 1681.10 T $132,785.43 $505,094.00 $300.45 teasing

COLORADO SPRINGS EARLY COLLEGES Yes . §73.98 £69.00 $44,936,96 §178,669.80 $314.01 Leasing

ROCKY MGUNTAIN ACADENMY OF EVERGREEN Yas $78.98 350.40 $27,672.96 $113,000.00 $322.49 Construciion, Finaneing, Leasing
CATLAS PREPARATORY SCHOOL Yes $78.98 350.00 $27,641.37 $120,770.00 $345.06 i.easing

LITTLETON PREP CHARTER SCHOOL . Yes $78.85 503.80 $39,787.77 §174,619.62 $348.60 Leasing

SOAR - GVR Yes §78.98 186.20 §10,756.44 $48,205.00 $352.93 Construction

LINCOLN CHARTER ACADEMY Yas §78.28 499,20 $39,424 48 $186,265.00 $27313 Financing

WEST DENVER PREP- HARVEY PARK Yes $78.98 ’ 159.50 $12,506.57 §66,150.00 $414.73

WEST DENVER PREP_NORTHWEST LAKE CAMPUS Yes $78.98 120.00 $9,477.04 $49,790.00 $414.92

DENVER JUSTICE HIGH SCHOOL Yes $78.95 106.00 $8,371.38 $51,471.00 $485.58

LIBERTY COMMON CHARTER SCHOOL Yas $78.98 8596.40 $70,793.49 $473,530.00 $528.26

D3ST - COLE MIDDLE SCHOOL Yes $75.98 70.00 $5,528.27 $37,521.00 $538.01 Remodeling

STOMNE CREEK ELEMENTARY Yes $78.98 130.80 $10,337.67 | $75,500.00 $676.78 Leasing

CHERRY CREFK CHARTER ACADEMY . Yes §78.98 468520 $36,739.32 §279,424.00 $800.85 Leasing

THE CONNECT CHARTER SCHOOL Yas $78.98 263.00 $20,770.51 $159,396.00 $608.07 Construction, Demolition
CORRIDOR COMMUNITY ACADEMY Yes $75.98 102.50 $8,004.97 $62,352.00 $608.31 Leasing

JEFFERSOM ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL ‘fes §78.98 383.80 $31,100.48 $7240,000,00 $609.45 Financing

GIRLS ATHLETIC LEADERSHIP SCHOOL OF DENVER Yes $78.98 175.00 $13,820.68 $107,000.00 $611.43 Leasing

SOAR - DAKLAND Yes §78.98 98.75 $7.798.81 $61,119.00 $818.93 Coenstruction

ROCKY MOUNTAIN CLASSICAL ACADEMY Yas §78.98 765.70 $59,631.66 $474,240.00 $627.55 Purchasing

CORE KNOWLEDGE CHARTER SCHOOL . Yes $78.88 521.30 $41,169.84 $332,644.85 i $638.11 Construction

ST. VRAIN COMMUNITY MONTESSORL Yes $78.96 116.30 $9,184.83 $79,138.76 $880.48 Lonstructian, Leasing
LITTLETON ACADEMY . Yas T §78.38 44320 $35,001.87 $337,171.00 $760.76 Financing ~
WOODROW WILSON CHARTER ACADEMY Yes §78.88 545.20 . $43.085.25 £420,176.00 $770.64 Finaneing

YQUTH & FAMILY ACADEMY CHARTER Yes $78.88 165.00 §12,241.18 $120,264.00 : $775.90 teasing

FINNACLE CHARTER SCHOOL Yes $78.88 9B86.00 §77,869.68 $769,204.33 §780.13 Financing

MOUNTAIN VIEW CORE KNOWLEDGE CHARTER SCHOOL i Yes $78.98 228.70 $16,061.86 E $179,000.00 $782.68 Remedeling, Financing
ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL Yes 378.08 B835.30 §80,173.03 $805,094.00 $795.05 Leasing

RIDGEVIEW CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOLS Yes $78.88 783.60 $60,305.56 £6813,816.35 $803.58 Remodaling, Leasing
THOMAS MACLAREN Yes 575.88 161.00 $12,715.03 $130,000.00 $B07.45 Leasing

ROSS MONTESSOR! SCHOOL Yes 378.88 201.00 §15874.04 $1852,960.00 $810.75 - Leasing

LOTUS SCHOOL FOR EXCELLENCE . . Yes 578.98 719.680 H56,830.60 $568,219.00 F831.32 Leasing

COLORADO HIGH SCHOOL Yes $78.08 151.00 §£11,925.27 §126,400.00 $837.09 Leasing

JUSTICE HIGH SCHOOL Yes §76.98 T 85.00 $7,502.68 &81,750.00 ' 5868053 Financing, Leasing

LIFE SKILLS CENTER OF DENVER Yes $78.98 207.50 $18,387.38 $181,737.00 $875.84 |easing

NEW AMERICA SCHOOL : Yes . §78.98 206.00 $18,268.92 $182 838.00 $867.56 Leasing

CESAR CHAVEZ ACADEMY - DENVER Yes $78.98 417.90 $32,003.79 $374,4680.88 $896.10 {easing
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Exhibit 1
Unfunded Charter School Mil Levy Allocations

Unfunded Charfer Unfunded Charter Mill
Mill Levy Aliocation Levy Allocation
{ Pupii ! School
25" Percentile $243 $95,320
50" Percentile / Median 854 $188,495
75" Percentile $766 $331,303
Average $542 $239,285

Total T $19,142,7685

Notes:
This analysis is based on 80 Colorado charter schools that were surveyed across 35 school districis.






FY2013-2014 CHARTER SCHOOL CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION FUNDING
ELIGIBILITY QUESTIONNAIRE

School Information

Charter Schook:
County:
District / Institute Charter:

School Code:

LR R R e S E SRS

Contact Information

Name:

'School Address:

Phone Number:

Fax Number;

Email Address: ‘

HAPORTANT: The email address provided will be used fo contact the school for the verification of the pupil count and
funding amounts. You will not receive funding until we receive email verification back from you acknowledging the

October 1 pupil count and FY2013-2014 payment amount, Flease ensure this is a working, monitored email address.
ey SRR D R R e ey

SECTION I: Certification of Charter Schoois Eligible for Capital Construction Funding FY2013-2014
1. Is your charter school located in a district owned facility? [ Jyes [ No
2. |s your charter school located in a facility that is listed on the state inventory of
real property and improvements and other asset mainiained by the department of [:I Yes I_____j No
personnel pursuant to section 24-30-1303.5, C.R.5.? ‘
2.a. If you answered ves to question 2, are you making lease paymenis? |:[ Yes D No
3. In order to qualify for funding, you must have capital construction needs
i 2013-2014. Do you have al const tion ne@%s in FY2013-20147 [:I Yes :I No

%ﬂm;mm&i%%%%%@m%&%&fm TR SRR R M R MRS RS b S T U pi e s e ]
SECTION Il —- Projection of Pupils in Eligible Charter Schools for FY2014-2015
1. What is your projected pupil count (FTE) for all pupils NOT in on-line programs

b e o

£

s e e

i3

P

sk

for FY2014-20157" Pupil Count |
2. What is your projected online pupil count (FTE} for FY2014-2015? Online Pupil Count o

SECTION IIi: FY2014-2015 New Charter Schools w:i
1. Do you expect to start a new charter school in FY2014-201572 [ Gyes [ ] No .
2. Wil the new charter school be in a district owned facility? [ ] Yes [] No

3. Wil the charter school that will cperate in FY2014.2015 be located in a facility

that is listed on the state inventory of real property and improvemenis and other '
assat maintained by the degartment of personnel pursuant to section 24-30- D Yes D No
1303.5, C.R.S.?

SECTION IV — Signatures

A

SRl PR R s

District or Charter Institute Representative — Printed Name District or Charter Insfitute Representative Title
Signature of District or Charter Institute Representative Date

Charter School Representative — Printed Name Charter Schoo! Representative Title

Signature of Charter School Representative Date

_ DUE DATE: December 6, 2013
RETURN TQ: Colorado Department of Education, Division of Capital Construction Assistance
: 1580 Logan Street, Suite 310, Denver, CO 80203

Altn: Scott Newell

For queétions ar conhcarns, please contact Scott Newell
Direct: 303-8686-6717 Fax: 303-866-6166 Email: newell_s@cde.state.co.us
1

e fﬁ&@%i&%ﬁ%”ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ@mﬁ%%?

L

CDE, CCA ' P dandaiory " Revised 11/8/08
Form CSCC-02 DA APPROUER

T A T S T T
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USE OF FY 2012-2013 CHARTER SCHOOL CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION FUNDS
LIST OF EXPENDITURES & PRQJECT DESCRIFTION Date Due: July 31, 2613

Distriet and Chaiter School Information

Charter School Namea:

Gistrict Name: County:

Charter School Address:

City: ’ Zip:

Person Preparing Report for Charter School: Title:

Charter School Contact Email Address:

Charter School Phone Number: Fax Mumber;

Project Description of Capital Construction Expenditures

Report of Capital Constructien Expenditures as of June 39, 2013.

ACCEPTABLE USES: C.R.S. 22-54-124 (1){a) "Capital Construction" means construction, demolition, remodeling, financing, purchasmg} or leasing of
land, bulldings, or facilities used to educate pupils enrolied in or to be enrolled in a charter school.

NOT ACCEPTABLE USES: Reutine mainfenanse or operations such as custodial work, mowing, tree timming, cleaning, equipment repairs, etc. are not

ailowable expenses. Additionally, the purchase of furmshmgs or equipment is not allowed, unless the items are FF&E for new space funded with the
capital construction funds.

It more space is required, provide description on separate sheet,

1 Construction Description: . AMCUNT EXF’ENDED: $
2 Dernolition Description: - AMOUNT EXPENDED: $%
3 Remodeling Description: ) AMOUNT EXPENDED: 5
4 Financing Description: AMOUNT EXPENDED: $
5 Purchasing of Land, Buildings, or Facilitieg Description: AMOUNT EXPENDED: $
6 Leasing of Land, Buildings, or Fadilities Descriptior: AMOUNT EXPENDED: §

Note: If your charter school is focated in a district owned facilily your capital construction grant effocation must be expended in another category pursuant (o 22-30.5-104(7){c)

TOTAL DOLLAR AWMOUNT EXPENEDED:] $ 0.00

If the charter school funds have not been spent in full, the school district {or Charter School Institute) and charter school must indicate why on
an attachment to this form. The attachment must explain in detail: ’
~ what the funds are being spent on
when the project started and when it will ke completed
and why the funds were not spent in the fiscal year for which they were aliccated.

i the explanation Is not approved by CDE, the unspent funds must be returned immediately.
Signature.of Authorized Representative Certifying Accuracy of This Information:

Printed Name of Charter Schoal Representative: Title:
Signature of Charter School Representative: Date;
Printed Name of District or Charfer [nstitute Representative:_ - Title:
Signature of District or Charter Institute Representative: : i Date:

Piease Return to;  Scoft Newell; Cotorado Department of Education; 1580 Logan Streef, Suite 310, Denver, CO 80203
newsll_s@cde stale.co.us Phone (303) 866-6717 / Fax (303) 866-6188

-
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State Charter School Facilities Incentive Grants Program

Funding

Policy

Programs

Find Pregrams

© Office

v Titie

© Subject

- CFDA

* Assistance Type
Eligibiilty

" Search.
Archive

<

;G{:j? U.8. Department of Bducation

Research

- About ED

Budget & Performance

News

. Publications

Teaching Resources

+ FAQS

« Contact

- Help

~ Jobsat ED

Onlina Services

- Recursos en espaiiol

» Web Survey

Advanced Search

Hews About ED

'STATE CHARTER SCHOOL FACILITIES INCENTIVE GRANTS

& Purpose 2 Funding Status
b Eligibiiity 8 [aws, Regs, & Guidance
. 8 Applicant Info 8% Resources
7 Awards B FAQs
# Performance a Contacts
Gifice of Innovation and Improvement Home
Purpose

. ED PROGRAMS
CFDA Number: 84,2820

Program Type: Discretionary/Competitive Grants
Also Known As: Per-Pupil Facilities Aid Program

Search or print all
Department programs.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTICN

This program provides competitive grants to help states establish and enhance or
administer "per-pupil facilities ald" for charter schoels. The federal funds are used
to match programs funded with nonfederal dollars that make payrments, on a per-
pupil basis, to provide charter schaois with facilities financing. The program is
intended to encourage states to share In the costs assoclated with charter schools
facilities funding, and as a result states pay an increasing share of the cost of the
program. Under this grant, the maximum federal share of facilities funds
decreases each year (from 90 percent in the first vear to 20 percent in vear five)
and phases out entirely after five years.

& printable view i3 sHARE

Last Modified: 02/11/2013

Page 1 of 2

«  Student loans, forgivenass
= Pell grants

» Coliege accreditatlion

= Grants

+ Mo Chiid Left Behind

= More
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Updates
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News
Press releases
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- Video

- Mewsletters
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Funding
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Policy by program
NCLE policy letters
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Programs
» By subject
+ By tite
. By CFDAZ
» Search

http:/www2.ed. soviprograms/statecharter/index himl

Guidance documents

About ED

-~ Initiatives
ED offices
Senior staff |

»

Folitleal appointees

Contact -

Boards, commiltees
Budget, performance
Annuzl reperts

. Jobs at ED

Student Volunteer
Internships

- Inspedtor General
FAGS |
« Online services

Open Government

- White House
Initiatives
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Site Policies and
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. Privacy

. Security
Information quality
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« Improper payments
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- USA.gov

~ Banefits.gov

4/5/2013



State Charter School Facilities Incentive Grants Program Page 2 0f 2

Motice of Language Assistance: English | espafiol | ¥ %5088 | Vidt-ngl | =0 | Tagaleg | Pyctiuii

http:/fwww?2.ed.gov/programs/statecharter/index htm! - 4/5/2013




Funding Status -- State Charter School Facilities [ncentive Grants Program

115, Drepartment of Education

Advanced Saarch

Resaarch News

Funding Policy

About ED

Pragrams STATE CHARTER SCHOOL FACILITIES INCENTIVE GRANTS

Find Pragrams

- Qffice ¢ Purpose ® Funding Status
T Ttle ® Eligibility % Laws, Rags, & Guidance
* Subject & Applicant Info & Resources
" CFDA B Awards ® FAQS
- Assistance Type B Performance A Contacts
° Eligibility o
- Search CHice of Innovatinn and Tmprevement Home
© Archive
st Funding Status
. About ED ’

2012
~ Budget & Performance
Apprapriation: $12,000,000
Number of New Awards Antidipated: O
Number of Continuation Awards: 2
Average Continuation Award: $5,000,000
Range of Continuation Awards: $2,000,0060-$10,000,000

- News
. Publications

» Teaching Resources

Y

. FAQS 2011 )
~ Contact Appropriation: $13,000,060

. Help Number of New Awards Anticipated: 0

Number af Continuation Awards: 2

Average Continuation Award: $6,500,000

Range of Contlnuatlon Awards: $3,000,000-$10,000,000

+ Jobs at ED

Online Services
« Recursos en espafiol

« Web Survey 2010

Appropriation: $14,782,000

Number of New Awards Anticipated: .Q

Number of Continuation Awards: 2

Average Continuation Award: $7,000,000

Range of Continuation awards: $4,000,000-$10,000,000

Note: This program is funded under the appropriation for the Charter Schools

Program, # 84.282, also under topical heading "Schoo! Improvement,™

2009

Appropriation: $14,782,000

Number of New Awards Antlcipated: 4

Number of Centinuatlon Awards: 0

Average Continuation Award: $3,695,500

Range of New Awards: $2,000,000-$10,000,000

2008

Appropriation: $12,731,000

Number of New Awards Anticipated: 0

Nuraber of Continuation Awards: 4

Average Cantinuation Award; $3,182,750

Range of Continuation Awards: $300,000-510,000,000

Mote: This program is funded under the appropriation for the Charter Schools

Program, # 84.282, also under topical heading "School Improvement.”

2007

Appropriation; $14,782,480

Number of New Awards Anticipated: 0

Number of Continuation Awards: 4

Average Continuatlon Award: $4,238,000

Range of Continuation Awards: $300,000-%10,000,000

2006

Appropriation; $14,782,480

Mumber of New Awards Anticipatad: O
Number of Continuation Awards: 4

Average Continuatlon Award: $4,238,000
Range of Continuation Awards: $300,000-%10,000,000

2005

Appropriation: $16,852,384

2004
Appropriation: $18,702,000

Note: This program is funded when the appropriation for the Charter Schools
Program exceeds $200 miltion, See Charter Schools Pragram (# 84.282), also

under topical heading "School Improvement.”

Note: The Department is not bound by any estimates in this notice.

& printable vlew ‘ﬁ
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Page 1 cf 2

Student loans, forgiveness
Peli grants

Coliege accreditation
Grants
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More

Sequestration
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Contack
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Updates

Neo Related Tepics Found
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iy Wller, Founder/ Business Manager
Ridgeview Classical Schosly .
37063149540 cell b

kmilleriridgeviewelassical.ooin

e UranEion
Eraicarion For
SAeiesse Tikis

RE: Edusation Finance Ant BR 13213 Diate: Aprit 15,243

| sincersly apologize fof nol Etending today in persar s Fld planned, however the weathermen werd aclually sorrect.
regarding the forecast i northem Colorado. PSD Just called & snow day, : '

In the arly 50's my thildrens' aducationsl nseds wefe rot being met by & lossl, naighborhood schodls they were o
attend in Loveland. Howsver, | ledmed aboil & new chiarsr schoalin Fort Gollins, which they fransferrsd o, This sohoo|

snded a0 grade, my oldest weit on o the 1B curribulumy offered n & tradiionat For Coliins High: Sahoal ihal she was

affowad to altend. Tiem so gratefli] iy the stheol ehelze [aws in Colorada.

As | did more investigaion Ble. nta sdudation and sharter schools | finded Ridgeview Clessizal Sghools, 2 K12 public
eharter school In Fort Colling fow In its 12 year the HE has been nationslly ranked |5 & top performer.  Although. my

chiidran havs now ail greduated from Solorads publis schools-(raditional and sharter} | continue wiorking at Ridgeview a5
‘the business manager snd throughoul Colorado 888 propenent of schonl choce,

“That baing said, | applaud Senator Johnston for tackilng school finance dfter aimost 20 years. The targsls of Adequacy
and Equlty Tor Al Solorads Public Schooks Studsnts is the perfest geall 1% aof Coloradu Pubilic Sichoal Students are i

Eharter Sohools, with 48,000 on walling ists. W ihérs wers éndugh Space im charters that would be closer to 18% of gl

‘Colorada Public School Students: Faclites riist be sddressid, charter schools have io use their opsrational budgets 1o
‘phiain a space 1o house & school
‘Ridgeview receives S8% of the FPR of the Paudie Sctiool Distict tr $6,007 B3, 8747 or 12% oF sur budgsl foss fu

naying for the facikiy  Meny charter schools pay 200% of the operating Judget, as we didIn the early years when we had

i

less than hatf as many students {eurreit FTE is 731} The result is-a less than edequnte facllity, low teachsr pay {ons of
pur teachers thal has been hefe 8l 12 years makes just over $5U%, and our starfing salary Is. 530K), no frensportaiion, Ao

lunch program, ne CHAASA prograim, teachers have fo fund raige In order to purchase music o7 the Band, archests, and
choir programs; eswel as scopfs for drarma and the musisal produstion '

ity Bupp{arifﬁﬁ& Colorado Leagueof Charter Schools’ curmant position regarding Opposiion o the Bill I its zurrent form,

 algn fully support the fixes proposed  These would fruly address the adequacy ani equity issues for charter schoal
students ss wall 85 All Golorado public schoal sudents. As Charter Bohisols we want no Mo, we wan fhe Adequary
and Fauity alf Calorado Public Schoot Sludents desarve

In'cloging, this bill, sven if passed cannof be funded withou! & Tavoiabls vate of the people In Mavember, | urge you all i
remember what heppened when the liiled fix {Capital sonstrustion revenue decrease) was Whreatened. “The parenis,
‘prandparents, of curfent students as well as thesa frying 1o enter charter schools will not suppont & tax Incre

‘simply. throws'a small bons: we are paying the taxes that find public schools, yst chartsr sohiools' siudents are nol bei
treated equally, The mill doliars should come frem the lacal district on = profate bas's for ail dollars alloated o dais ang
inthe laturs, Charter sehosls should ba abls to contiol the chalee regarding the purchas: e

| Charter scfiosls shotld ba able to cantrol It ot | {SPED services. Ridgeview
Is allowad hy i vontract to provids ity SPED sefvices, bil this gomes st a significant pirice, 1 will net expound dpon that
here, howsver i youwould ke lo-ses the deteils | can provide fhem,

| hope-this has Nt been 106 tong = that you had the fims to resd and Urserstard my concerrs and pesition,
Sincerely,

b
Hjm biler .
Founder | Buslfess Manager
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Charter School Basics
FAQs about Colorado Charter Schools

What is a charter school?

Charter schools are tuition-free public schools of choice that
operate under a performance contract with an authorizing
entity, such as a school district or the Colorado Charter School
Institute. Like all public schools, charter schools have no
admission criteria. In exchange for freedom in self-governance
and educational and curriculum design, charter schools are held
accountable for student achievement. By providing additional
educational choices to parents, charter schools promote a
sense of community, family involvement, teacher commitment,
and student achievement.

Where do charter schools operate in Colorada?

Colorado charter schools operate in over 45 school districts
across the state, from Durango, to Keenesburg, to Denver. One
of the true strengths of Colorada’s charter sector is the broad
range of student populations being served in rural, suburban,
and urban areas.

How do charter schools enroll students?

Per state law, charter school enroliment is open to all students
regardless of race, gender, income, academic ability, special
needs, etc. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-104(3). Some charter schools
give enrollment preference to children that live in the school
district where the charter school resides. When enroliment
demand exceeds space available, charter schools use a
standard lottery system as required by most federal and state
funding programs.

Do charter schools serve at-risk, minority, and special
needs populations?

Yes. Charter schools are subject to federal and state laws
regarding non-discrimination, both in student admission and
staff hiring. See C.R.S. §§ 24-34-402, 22-30.5-104. Some
Colorado charter schools operate in high-minority, urban
neighborhoods in order to fill the demand for quality public
education in those areas. These types of charter schools tend
to mirror the demographics of the surrounding neighborhood

How they are the Same How they are Different

» Public » Operates under a ‘charter’
contract granted by an
authorizing entity (school

p Tuition-Free

» Non-discriminatory admission
and hiring practices

» No test-in requiremenis

district or Colorado Charter
School Institute)

» More flexibility in hiring

" ) teaching professionals
» Students participate in

statewide testing programs ~ » Regulatory exemption in

some budget management
declisions and curriculum

b Students must submit to choices

Adequate Yearly Progress » Typically have higher degrees
reviews under the No Child of parental involvement,

ket BehinciAct.of 2001 smaller total enrollment, and
» Publicly funded smaller class sizes

» Non-religious

» Comparable dernographic
composition

in which they reside, and often attract a more diverse staff as
a result. Other Colorado charters host specialized programs to
serve students with specific needs such as pregnant or nursing
teens, students with developmental disabilities, and English as
a Second Language (ESL) students.

How long have charter schools been around?

The first charter school law passed in Minnesota in 1991;
just one year later, the first U.S. charter school opened in St.
Paul. Charter schools were born from the demand of parents
who wanted more high-quality public school options for their
children. Today, there are just under 5,300 charter schools
across the country, educating nearly two million children.
Colorado was the third state in the nation to pass a charter
school law. The Colorado Charter Schools Act became law
on June 3, 1993, and a few months later the state’s first two
charter schools opened their doors. As of the 2012-13 school
year, there were 187 charter school campuses in Colorado,
serving nearly 89,000 students. This equals just under 11% of
Colorado’s total K-12 public school enroliment.



Who oversees charter school operations?

Charter schools are not run by the local school board, but
instead by an independent governing board, usually made up of
a combination of educators, parents, and community leaders.
This autonomous collection of decision makers is the key to
a charter school's entrepreneurial and innovative capacity.
Despite this independence, Colorado charter schools are still
held to strict fiscal, operational, and academic accountability
standards as specified in their charter contract or else face
consequences including school closure.

To whom are charter schools accountable?

Charter schools are accountable to families, state and federal
legislation, and their authorizer. In Colorado, either the board
of a local school district or the Colorado Charter School
Institute can authorize a charter. Charter schools operate
under a contract with the authorizer which outlines the school’s
curriculum plan, management structure, how the school will
measure performance, and other elements as provided by
statute (see C.R.S. § 22-30.5-108). Authorizers are responsible
for conducting annual reviews to ensure that the charter contract
is being upheld and that fiduciary and academic responsibilities
are sustained by the charter school.

Who is allowed to teach at a Colorado charter school?

Charter schools are granted certain regulatory exemptions
with regard to hiring practices. No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
does not require that a charter school teacher hold a teaching
license, but does require charter schools to comply with
NCLB’s requirements regarding “Highly Qualified Teachers.”
This provides charter schools the freedom to hire the most
qualified and committed teachers from diverse professional
backgrounds.

What effect do charter schools have on their
surrounding communities and other district schools?

One of the primary goals of charter schools is to effect change
in surrounding schools and districts. Because charter schools
generally have more flexibility in choice of curriculum, business
structure, school culture, length and schedule of school days,
teacher hiring and retention, etc., charter schools can be more
innovative than traditional public schools. This innovation can
inspire alternative traditional school models that are actually
feasible under current budget circumstances given that charter
schools in Colorado generally receive the same or less per-pupil
revenue as traditional public schools.

The Critical Role of Charter Schools in Colorado

Children have different ways of learning, and public charter schools simply offer families a wider variety of options to serve such
differences. Additionally, autonomous and innovative charter schools possess great potential to contribute to public education
development. By providing an opportunity for someone other than the local school district board to create and run a public school,
innovative ideas from a variety of stakeholders are able to reinvigorate the public education system. Since charter schools are public
schools open to all students, the positive change occurring within their walls becomes more impressive and more effectual. Charter
schools essentially take the same ingredients (Colorado’s children) and follow a different recipe (through flexibility in curriculum, hiring,
and budgetary decisions). They allow founders and teachers to tap into their entrepreneurial side and set out to fix challenges they see

within the American education system.

Examples of some of the more popular curriculum models used by charter schools:

Core Knowledge'

The idea behind the Core
Knowledge Sequence is simple
and powerful: knowledge
builds on knowledge. For the
sake of academic excellence,
greater fairmess, and higher
literacy, Core Knowledge
provides a core curriculum that
is coherent, cumulative, and
content-specific in order to
help children establish strong
foundations of knowledge,
grade by grade.

STEM (Science, Technology,
Engineering, and Mathematics)
Education provides a venue
for the transformation of
teaching and learning by
integrating content and the
skills of science, technology,
engineering and mathematics.
Engaging students in 21st
century practices through
inquiry, critical thinking and
reasoning through STEM
education directly impacts their
ability to succeed by mastering
and transferring concepts
within STEM disciplines and
across all content areas.

STEM Education Expeditionary Learning

The Montessori Method of
education, developed by
Dr. Maria Montessori, is a

child-centered educational

approach based on scientific
observations of children from
birth to adulthood. It is a view
of the child as one who is
naturally eager for knowledge
and capable of initiating
learning in a supportive,
thoughtfully prepared learning
environment. It is an approach
that values the human spirit
and the development of the
whole child—physical, social,
emotional, cognitive.

Expeditionary Learning schools
inspire the motivation to learn,
engage teachers, and students
in new levels of focus and
effort, and transform schools
into places where students
and adults become leaders
of their own learning. This
model challenges students
— even those starting with
low skill levels — with high-
level tasks and active roles
in the classroom. This model
succeeds in urban, rural, and
suburban schools and at all
grade levels.

-

This list of curriculum models is not exhaustive. Some charter schools develop their own curriculum model or use a mix of curriculums to meet the needs of

their student body. of Colorado’s charter schools also tailor their curriculums to fulfill a general “College Preparedness” mission.
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Colorado Charter School

Demographics at a Glance

Enroliment (2012-13)

1,000,000 = Traditional
° Th(e:re are currently 187 charter school campuses 832,988 District Schoals
in Colorado
800,000 744,064 - Charter Schools

o It is estimated that 16-20 new charter schools
will open in Colorado in fall 2013.

- Total

600,000

Nearly 89,000 students are enrolled in charter

schools in Colorado
400,000

o Charter school enroliment represents just below
11% of the entire K-12 public school student
population in Colorado

200,000

Socio-Economic and At-Risk Factors

100% Total
* Charter schools have a socio-economic makeup " K-12 Students
comparable to traditional schools. 80% Free and
Reduced Lunch

o In Denver, the percentage of charter school
students receiving Free and Reduced Lunch 60%
(FRL) mirrors that of the Denver Public School
District as a whole (both at 72% FRL).

(RFL) Sutdents
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40%

¢ The percentage of statewide charter school 42.7%

FRL
Students

34.8%
FRL
Students

students receiving Free and Reduced Lunch rates 20%
is similar to the state average. However, it is more

difficult for charter schools to record accurate 0%
at-risk numbers due to the fact that many charter Charter State
schools do not have kitchen facilities that qualify

for Free and Reduced Lunch under the National

School Lunch Program guidelines. If a charter

school is not offering its families hot lunches that

qualify for FRL rates, then often those families will

not see the need to complete an FRL form that

would potentially identify their child as At-Risk.




Alternative Education Campuses

Alternative Education Campuses (AECs) make up a higher portion of charter schools than traditional public schools statewide.
AECs are determined, among other factors, as having at least 95% of their student body classified as special needs or at-risk.
See C.R.S. § 22-7-604.5.

AEC Campuses Distribution of AECs
80 76 100% Total
70 Schools
RFL
o 80% [~ Students
50
60% -

40
30 40% = 11.3% . 3.4% of

of charter traditional
= W schools district
- S are AECs schools

are AECs |
0 Charter School Traditional District 0%

Charter Traditional District Schools

AEGs School AECs

Diversity Demographics

Statewide data demonstrates demographic diversity comparable to traditional public schools:

Charter School K-12 Racial Demographics, 2012 Statewide K-12 Racial Demographics, 2012

0.22% 0.66%

0.22% 0.80%

B wnie
- Hispanic/Latino

- Black/African American

B Acin 55.94%

[ American Indian/Alaskan Native

B whie

- Hispanic/Latino

- Black/African American
- Asian

- American Indian/Alaskan Native
- Hawalian/Pacific Islander

- Two or More Races
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Charter School
Authorizing in Colorado

Charter school authorizers are responsible for approving new charter schools and
monitoring the performance of existing charter schools. See Parts 1 and 5 of
C.R.S. § 22-30.5.

Authorizers are essential to ensuring that only high-quality public charter schools
operate in Colorado. It is the authorizer (being either the school district or the
Colorado Charter School Institute) who initially decides whether to grant or deny
a charter application; it is also the responsibility of the authorizer to monitor the
progress of its approved charter schools and remedy any underperforming charter
schools.

TYPES OF AUTHORIZERS

In Colorado, charter schools apply to either a local school district or the Colorado Charter
School Institute (CSI) for authorization to operate under that entity. See Parts 1 and 5 of
C.R.S. § 22-30.5. The state can also authorize a charter school but only when necessary
for purposes of converting a failing school. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-303.

SCHOOL DISTRICT

Any Colorado school district can authorize a charter school so long as a majority of the
charter applicant’s pupils will reside in the district. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-104(2)(a). The
charter schools authorized by a school district are known as “district charter schools.”

Funding

Authorizing districts pass along 100% of per-pupil revenues to its charter schools in
accordance with each charter school’s enroliment count. As part of the charter contract,
the district can negotiate to retain up to 5% of administrative overhead costs provided to a
charter school. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-112(2)(a)(lll). (See Legislators’ Toolkit Sheet entitled
“Colorado Charter School Funding & Finance,” for more detalled information.)

Application process

In 2012, the passage of Senate Bill 12-061 made the application process for district
charter schools more rigorous by increasing the content requirements for a charter school
application. C.R.S. § 22-30.5-106 sets forth the minimum elements a charter school
application must contain, which includes everything from a description of the educational
programs, student performance standards and curriculum, to a demonstration of sound

A quality authorizer engages
in responsible oversight of
charter schools by ensuring
that schools have both the
autonomy to which they
are entitled and the public
accountability for which they
are responsible.

- National Association for

Public Charter School
Authorizers (NACSA)
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employment policies, the proposed budget and auditing
methods, and plan for serving special needs students.
Senate Bill 12-061 also altered the procedures for a charter
school application review. Now, within 15 days of receiving
a charter application, the district must determine whether the
application is statutorily sufficient, If insufficient, the district
must provide the applicant with a list of the missing elements
and give the applicant 15 days to respond with the required
information or else be denied. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-107.
Once an application is rendered statutorily sufficient, a district
accountability committee, consisting of at least one person
with a demonstrated knowledge of charter schools and one
parent or legal guardian of a child enrolled in a charter school,
reviews the application and the district gives public notice of
a community meeting to assist in the decision to approve or
deny the charter application. The district board then must rule
by resolution on the application at a public hearing within 90
days after receiving the application.

Performance Review and Renewal

Renewal of charter contracts is not automatic, rather it must
be earned through strong academic results and operational
effectiveness. When a district approves a new charter school,
the charter is authorized for a period of at least four years.
See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-110. During the term of a charter, the
district annually reviews the charter school’'s performance
to confirm progress in meeting the objectives set forth in the
school’s application and contract. A charter can be revoked
or not renewed if the charter school viclates its contract with
the district, fails to meet or make adequate progress toward
its performance indicators, is failing financially, or otherwise
violates a law; but generally, before resorting to revocation or
non-renewal, the authorizing district will require a failing charter
school to implement a turnaround plan.

COLORADO CHARTER SCHOOL INSTITUTE (CSI)

In 2004, the Colorado Charter School Institute {CSI) was
established by House Bill 04-1362 as an independent agency
within the Colorado Department of Education. See Part 5 of
C.R.5.§ 22-30.5. The CSlI is the only independent statewide
chartering authority; it can authorize “institute charter schools”
in any location so long as the district in which the institute
charter is ultimately located does not have exclusive chartering
authority (see page 4 for more information on exclusive
chartering authority).

The intent behind the creation of a state chartering authority
was to establish a model authorizer that could function like a
school district and establish best practices for school district
authorizing. A critical component in the success of the CSI as
a model authorizer is its governing board. By statute, the CSI
board must consist of nine members that reflect the geographic
diversity of the state, no more than five of whom are from the
same political party. Seven of these members are appointed
by the Governor, with the consent of the senate. The other two
members are appointed by the Commissioner of Education. In
making these appointments, the Governor and Commissioner
must select at least one parent of a student who is, or who has
been, enrolled in an institute charter school. All other members
must have experience in at least one of the following areas: (1)
Experience as a charter school board member or founder of a
charter school; (Il) Experience as a public school administrator
with experience working with charter schools; (lll) Financial
management expertise; (IV) Detailed knowledge of charter
school law; (V) Other board or public service experience; (V)
Experience as a public school teacher; (Vi) On-line education
and on-line curriculum development expertise; (VIll) School

district special education expertise; and (IX) Curriculum and
assessment expertise. Members serve three year terms of up
to six consecutive years. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-505.

The application process for institute charter schools is nearly
identical to that of district charter schools. The application
for an institute charter school must contain the same contents
as that of a district charter school and the same process
applies once an application is received (CSI has 15 days to
determine completeness of application; the applicant has 15
days to remedy an incomplete application). See C.R.S. §§
22-30.5-509, 510. The CSI must also hold a public meeting in
the school district in which the institute charter school would
be located and take public testimony regarding whether to
approve or deny the application. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-510(2)
(a). The renewal process and grounds for non-renewal are also
the same for institute charter schools as set forth for district
charter schools. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-511.

Where the CSI is different from a district is that its staff is
dedicated entirely to the role of the authorizer and the success
of its charter schools. This can be a strong incentive for a
potentlal school operator to apply to be a CSI charter school
when conditions allow. The drawbacks of CSI authorization,
however, include a lack of access to district bond and mill levy
elections and other district services such as transportation,
building maintenance, and health and wellness services. This
results in a wide disparity of funding between a CSI charter
school and a comparable district school, often causing CSI
schools to be more greatly impacted by funding fluctuations.



CSl Portfolio 2012-13

The CSI serves as authorizing entity to more than 23 charter
schools, and over 11,600 students.

CSl Schools’ Student Composition -
English Langauge Learners

[ non-Engiish Langauge Leamners

I English Langauge Leamers

CSl Schools’ Student Composition - At Risk

I FALEigible
B von-ciginte

Student Composition - Demographics

0% .9%
2% 204,

B wiite

- Hispanic

B clack

- Asian

E American Indian/Alaskan Native

B native Hawaiian/Pacific Istander

- COther

Boulder Valley Sch. Dist.
RE-2 v. Colorado State Bd. of Educ.

217 P.3d 918 (Colo. Ct. App. 2009)

Background: Boulder Valley School District challenged
the creation of the Charter School Institute, alleging the
State Board of Education viclated Sections 1, 2, and 15
of Article IX and Section 35 of Article V in creating the CSI.

Holdings:

p Const. Art. IX, § 1: No viclation of constitutional
provision limiting state board of education’s power
over public schools to general supervisory powers;
statute addressed perceived defect of school districts
as a whole in failing to provide adequate number of
charter schools, but was not directed at any particular
school district, and state-run charter schools were
open to anyone in the state, ensuring that comparable
opportunities for creating charter schools existed
statewide.

» Const. Art. IX, § 2: No violation of constitutional provision
requiring that legislature provide for establishment and
maintenance of a thorough and uniform system of free
public schools throughout the state, despite school
district’s contention that such provision prohibited
legislature from establishing a “second and different
system” governed by persons outside local community;
state could provide additional educational opportunities
through state-run charter schools, provided that such
opportunities were available statewide.

p Const. Art. IX, § 15: No violation of constitutional
provision giving local school districts control of
instruction in public schools within their district, even
though school districts did not control curriculum or
policies of state-run charter schools within their district;
statute gave local boards opportunity to take back
exclusive authority to establish charter schools in their
districts, and instruction of state-run charter schools
would not be at local district’s expense, as such
schools were funded exclusively from state-controlled
funds.

» Const. Art. V, § 35: No violation of constitutional
provision protecting right to local self-government;
decision to operate public school was not a non-
delegable “municipal function,” as establishment and
financial maintenance of public schools was a state
purpose and oversight of public schools affected entire
state, and state board and its agency that established
state-run charter schools performed benefit for entire
state and were accountable on statewide basis through
electoral process.

CHARTER SCHOOL AUTHORIZING IN COLORADO



EXCLUSIVE CHARTERING AUTHORITY

What is "Exclusive Chartering Authority”?

Exclusive Chartering Authority (ECA) gives a local board of
education the right to serve as the sole authorizer within the
geographic bounds of their district. In a district with ECA,
the CSI cannot authorize institute charter schools within that
district without the permission of the local board of education.
In districts without ECA, the CSI does not need to seek approval
to grant an institute charter school within the district. See
C.R.S. § 22-30.5-504(5).

When is ECA Granted?

ECAisaprivilege granted only to those districts who demonstrate
a commitment to its charter schools and fair treatment thereof.
As such, the Colorado State Board of Education will only grant
ECA to districts that demonstrate:

1. Full compliance with the Colorado Charter Schools Act;
and

2. A combination of any of the following:

a. The distribution to charter schools authorized by the local
board of a pro-rata share of mill levy overrides;

b. The provision of assistance to charter schools to meet
their facilities needs;

¢. The distribution to charter schools authorized by the
local board of a pro-rata share of federal and state grants
received by the school district;

d. The provision of adequate staff and other resources to
serve charter schools authorized by the local board;

e. The lack of a policy or practice of imposing individual
charter school enroliment limits, except as otherwise
provided by law; or

f. The provision of an adequate number of educational
choice programs to serve students exercising their rights
to transfer pursuant to the “No Child Left Behind Act
of 2001”7, Public Law 107-110, and a history of charter
school approval that encourages programs that serve at-
risk student populations.

3. ECA may also be granted to districts with an enrollment
count of less than 3,000 pupils.

Why is ECA Important?

ECA gives a school district exclusive authority to authorize and
oversee charter schools within its boundaries. Itis essentially a
stamp of approval from the Colorado State Board of Education,
confirming that the district has historically implemented best
practices for charter authorizing, rendering institute charter
schools unnecessary.
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Colorado Charter
School Performance

Charter School Evaluation

Colorado law holds charter schools accountable to the same
state and federal standards of academic performance as all
other public schools in Colorado. In addition to state and
federal accountability requirements, charter schools are also
held accountable at the local level by their authorizer on their
progress toward meeting the pupil performance standards laid
out in their charter contracts.

e Charter schools are subject to provisions under the federal
No Child Left Behind Act.

e Charter school students must take the Colorado
Assessment Program Test (i.e. TCAP) and all required state
assessments.

e Authorizers must annually submit public school performance
reporting data to the Colorado Department of Education
(CDE) for each charter they oversee. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-
113.

e Every three years, the CDE must compile authorizer
evaluations and prepare a report for the House and Senate
Education Committees and for the Governor discussing the
success or failure of charter schools, their relationship to
other school reform efforts, and suggested changes in state
law necessary to strengthen or change the charter school
program. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-113.

2012 Colorado Growth Model

The state median growth for Colorado public schools in 2012
was the 50th percentile.

More Colorado charter middle schools achieved median growth
percentiles (MGP) at or above the state median for growth in
math (52.1%), reading (58.6%) and writing (61.3%), when
compared to Colorado’s traditional public schools.

Likewise, when looking at the performance of Colorado’s non-
alternative education campus (non-AEC) charter high schools, a
higher percentage met or exceeded the state median for growth
in all three subject areas (57.9%, 83.8%, 71.7%, respectively),
when compared to Colorado’s traditional public schools. More
traditional public elementary schools are achieving median
growth percentiles at or above the state median for growth
when compared to Colorado charter elementary schools in
every subject area.

Percent of Schools to Meet or Exceed the 2012 State Median Growth Percentile

I Charters

I Traditional Public Schools

100%

844

80%
60%

0%
High

2012 Math

2012 Reading

40%""- ‘ o ' : ; 0 :
«~ BN EEBEEE  BEEREERE BEEBR
EEN NN NN SEENEEEN

Elem  Middle  High Non-AEC Flem  Middle

High ~ Non-AEC Hem Middle  High WNon-AEC
High High
2012 Writing




2012 Adequate Yearly Growth

In 2010, Colorado introduced a new measure to rate schools The percentage of schools, traditional public schools and
on their effectiveness at reaching all students—the median charters, to meet or exceed adequate median growth in reading
adequate growth percentile. The median adequate growth was quite impressive for the second year in a row. In all grade
percentile for a school represents the growth that is needed by levels, at least 82 percent (up from 70 percent in 2010) of
the “typical” student in the school to reach proficiency within schools met the adequate growth percentile for reading, with
three years or by tenth grade, whichever comes first. charter high schools achieving this over 90 percent of the time.
For this analysis, the Colorado League of Charter Schools The state as a whole appears to have struggled more to meet
compared the actual median growth percentile achieved adequate growth percentiles in math. In both math and writing,
by all schools in the state to the median adequate growth however, a higher percentage of charter schools met their
percentile needed to bring students to proficiency. The figure adequate growth percentiles when compared to traditional
below illustrates the percentage traditional public schools and public schools—with the exception of non-AEC charter high
charters whose actual median growth percentiles were equal to school math and high school writing in which there is minimal
or greater than their median adequate growth percentiles. variation from the performance of traditional public schools.
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Charter School Popularity territories’. Colorado’s charter school popularity is a promising

indicator of their success. In 2008, Colorado charter schools
enrolled just under 58,000 students. Today, charter school
enrollment doubles that of the national average with nearly
89,000 K-12 students enrolled in Colorado charter schools,
representing just under 11% of this state’s public school
enrollment.

On a national scale, demand for public charter schools is at an
all-time high. Of the 42 states and the District of Columbia with
a charter school law, an estimated 2.3 million students attend
charter schools in the United States. This represents roughly
five percent of total K-12 public school enrollment in these 43

1 Back te School Tallies: Estimated Number of Public Charter Schools & Students, Nat’l. Alliance for Public Charter Schools (Jan. 2013) http:/Awww.
publiccharters,org/data/files/Publication_docs/NAPCS %202012-13%20New%20and %20Closed %20Charter%20Schools_20130114T161322 pdf
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LEGISLATORS’ TOOLKIT

Colorado Charter School
Funding & Finance

Per-Pupil Revenue

Colorado charter schools receive 100% of the Per-Pupil
Revenues (PPR) designated each year by the State Legislature
for public school financing.

While PPR is allocated in full proportion to each student
attending a public charter school, a portion of this money may
be held back for:

* Administrative Overhead Costs: Up to five percent of
PPR may be retained by the chartering school district for
administrative costs (or by the Colorado Charter School
Institute in the case of institute schools), however, in school
districts enrolling fewer than 500 students, this can climb to
15 percent. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-112(2)(a.3).

* District Services: Specified in the charter contract, charter
schools can negotiate to use district services such as food
services, custodial, maintenance, curriculum, media, and
library services. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-112(2)(b). Charter
schools electing to use district services generally pay for
them proportionately based on enrollment.

¢ Direct Payments of Principal and Interest Due on
Bonds: PPR is reduced by the amount of any direct
payments of principal and interest due on bonds issued on
behalf of a charter school by a governmental entity for the
purpose of financing charter school capital construction that
were made by the state treasurer or the chartering school
district on behalf of the charter school. See C.R.S. § 22-
30.5-112(2){a.9).

¢ Federally Required Education Services: Payments
for federally required educational services will either be
retained from PPR by an automatic calculation of the charter
school’s pro-rata share, or else negotiated within the charter
contract. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-112(2)(a.8).

Alternatively, charter schools are awarded a proportional share
of federal aid program funding, and if a student with a disability
attends a district or institute charter schoal, the school district
of residence is responsible for paying any tuition charge for the
excess costs incurred in educating the child. See C.R.S. §§ 22-
30.5-112(3), 22-20-109(5)(a).

Charter schools must complete and submit an annual financial
audit, and comply with federal reporting requirements with
respect to any additional aid received. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-
112(7). Correspondingly, charter school authorizers must submit
to the charter school an itemized accounting of all actual costs
incurred on behalf of the charter. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-112(9).
If a charter school believes funds have been wrongly distributed
or withheld, it may seek a determination from the state board.




At-Risk Supplemental Aid

At-risk funding for charter schools depends upon when a
charter school was originally authorized (either before or after
July 1, 2004). This has led to complications and controversies
around this funding. To help alleviate some of these issues, the
General Assembly created an At-Risk Supplemental Aid policy
during the 2012 Legislative Session.

Each district charter school in a “qualifying school district” (i.e.,
districts with exclusive chartering authority and over 40% at-
risk pupils) receives the full allocation of state per-pupil at-risk
supplemental aid if the charter school’'s percentage of at-risk
pupils exceeds that of the district and the district charter school
was initially authorized prior to July 1, 2004. If the percentage

To remedy this funding disparity, in 2001 the General Assembly
created a Charter School Capital Construction Fund to provide
per-pupil funding for capital construction {aka facilities costs) to
certain “qualified” charter schools. Criginally, the amount that
each charter school received was calculated at 130% of the
minimum per-pupil capital reserve amount that each district is
required to budget; for FY 2001-2002, qualified charter schools
received $322 per pupil. As such, the amount of funding was
originally required to increase each year based on the number
of qualified charter schools, the number of pupils attending
such schools, and inflationary increases in the minimum per-
pupil capital reserve amount.

State Funding for Charter School Capital Construction Costs

of at-risk pupils in a charter school does not exceed that of the
district, the district receives the at-risk supplemental aid. See

C.R.8. §22-30.5-112.2. Fiscal Year

Total Appropriation [ Funding Per Pupil
for Schools Eligible
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In a non-qualifying school district, district charter schools
whose percentage of at-risk pupils exceeds that of the district
receive the full allocation of state per-pupil at-risk supplemental
aid, regardless of whether the school was authorized prior to
July 1, 2004, See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-112.2,

At-risk allocations do not include online pupils or pupils enrolled
in the ASCENT (“accelerating students through concurrent
enrollment”) program. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-112.2.

Charter Gontract

The charter contract between a charter school and its
authorizer must address financial information, and specify the
funding agreement between the two parties. It also identifies
any services the school wishes to purchase from their district of
residence at cost. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-112(2){a). Additionally,
the contract details the deadline for the annual governmental
audit and the circumstances under which the chartering school
district may withhold a portion of the charter school’s monthly
payment for failure to comply with financial reporting. C.R.S. §§
22-30.5-105(2)(c) 22-30.5-112(8).

State Capital Construction Aid

Per statute, authorizing districts are required to provide its
charter schools any available district facilities. See C.R.S. § 22-
30.5-104(7)(c). However, districts are generally limited in their
own use of facilities, making it impossible to provide space to
new charter schools. As such, many charter schools struggle
to find suitable schocol facilities and turn to financing of building
costs. This requires many charter schools to dip into per-pupil
funds to pay for capital needs.

for Funding (A)

2004-05 $5,000,000 $171.06
2005-06 $5,000,000 $145.09
2006-07 $7,800,000 $201.17
2007-08 $5,000,000 $115.77
2008-09 (B) $5,135,000 $107.47
2009-10 $5,000,000 $97.64
2010-11 $5,000,000 $90.06
2011-12 $5,000,000 $78.98
2012-13 $6,000,000 $88.43

Subsequently, the General Assembly madified this program to
specify, in statute, the amount appropriated for the program.
See C.R.S. § 22-54-124(3){a)(lI(A). The General Assembly
also specified that any charter school with capital construction
costs not operating within a state facility is eligible to receive
funding. See C.R.S. § 22-54-124(1)(f.6). Moneys appropriated
each year from this fund are allocated among charter schools
on a per-pupil basis, except that any charter school operating in
a school district facility without ongoing financial obligations to
repay outstanding costs of new construction undertaken for the
charter school’'s benefit receives one-half the amount per pupil
that other charter schools receive. As of 2012-13, the amount
appropriated for charter school capital construction is set at
$6 million, equating to about $88.43 per student for capital
needs; meaning, charter schools receive only half the per-pupil
capital construction funding than originally received through the
$5 million Capital Gonstruction Fund set in 2003 ($171.06 per
pupil), and $233.57 less per pupil than the original funding plan
incorporated in 2001 ($322 per pupil).



Financial Obstacles

Inadequate funding is the largest challenge facing Colorado
charter schools, which significantly impacts services provided
to students, as well the continued operation/survival of charter
schools. A 2010 study conducted by Ball State University
revealed that Colorado charter schools received an average
14.9% less than Colorado’s traditional public schools'. Charter
schools averaged $8,306 in revenue per pupil compared to
$9,763 per pupil for traditional district schools — a difference of
$1,457 per student.

Local Funding Sources
Bond Elections: G.R.S. § 22-30.5-404

e Each scheol district considering submitting a bond
question is required to invite each of their charter schools to
participate in the discussions no later than June 1st of that
election year.

o Each district is encouraged to voluntarily include funding
for the capital construction needs of charter schools in the
district’s bond discussions, but is not required to do so.

e Charter schools with capital construction needs can request
inclusion in the ballot question, or request that the district
pursue a special mill levy. Should the charter school request
either option, the charter school must provide the school
district with a capital construction plan pursuant to C.R.S. §
22-30.5-404(3).

® The schoaol district must review the capital construction plan
submitted by each charter school and determine the priority
of the charter school’s needs in relation to the needs of
other schools in the district, but is only required to include
the charter school if it receives a higher priority assessment
than the other schools in the district.

Mill Levy Election: C.R.S. § 22-30.5-405

s School districts are not required to include charter schools
in mill levy elections. A charter school or a group of charter
schools can, however, request a separate mill levy question.
The costs of the election are borne to each charter school
that is to receive revenues generated by the mill levy in
proportion to the amount of revenues it is to receive unless
some other cost-sharing agreement is arranged.

Other Considerations

As charter schools are generally smaller start-up organizations,
they face challenges similar to those faced by other small
businesses. For example, charter operators may struggle with:

e limited human, financial, and capital resources
e political opposition and legislative challenges

e myths and misinformation

1 Batdorff, Maloney & May, Charter School Funding: Inequality Persists, Ball State Univ. (May 2010).

COLORADO CHARTER SCHOOL FUNDING & FINANCE



Simultaneously, charter schools are responsible for producing
impressive academic results. The academic success achieved
by charter schools is especially impressive in light of the
financial burdens they face:

e On average, charter schools in Colorado are forced to
spend $606 per student from designated per-pupil operating
revenue on facilities costs?.

School districts finance their facilities using property tax,
mill levies and taxpayer-backed bonds. Colorado Law does
not require districts to share locally raised mill levy override
funds with charter schools, thus charter schools generally
do not receive a proportionate share of these monies.

L d

Many charter schools cannot afford to pay for transportation
for students. While some charter schools do have
agreements with their school district written into the

charter contract which provides them with a bus service,
many charter school families organize car pools or public
transportation.

Nonprofit Status

Pursuant to Senate Bill 12-067, beginning July 1, 2013, all
charter schools are required to incorporate as nonprofit entities.
This does not affect a charter school’'s authority to contract
with a for-profit education management provider so long as the
charter school maintains an independent governing board. As
such, local boards and the Colorado Charter School Institute
are not to approve any charter application submitted by a for-
profit identity or that identifies a for-profit entity as one of its
applicants.

Although less than 8% of Colorado charter schools choose
to partner with for-profit education management providers,
the contracting with such organizations is akin to traditional
public schools contracting for professional development with
a for-profit organization (i.e., the contracting with a for-profit
education management provider does not constitute privatizing
public education).

2 Source: Colorado Department of Education (CDE) Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance.

4

w
Q
=
<
=
w
o
o
=
a
=
=
('S
=l
(=]
Q
z
Q
w
o
11}
=
e
<
o
[&]
=]
(=]
<«
(1
o
~d
Q
Q



wn
14
L
=
<
2
-
o
o
I
0
(]
«
w
-
[
<
*
)
o
=]
<
o
=)
—1
o
o

COLORADO LEAGUE of
CHARTER SCHOOQLS

focus on achievement

LEGISLATORS' TOOLKIT

Colorado Charter
School Waivers

Charter schools were founded on the premise of providing greater regulatory flexibility in order to give charter school
leaders the space they need to implement innovative approaches to achieving academic excellence. By passing the
Colorado Charter Schools Act in 1993, the General Assembly: “Created an avenue for parents, teachers, and community
members to take responsible risks and create new, innovative, more flexible ways of educating all children within the public
school system.”

This regulatory flexibility is attained through waivers from certain provisions of district and state laws, rules, regulations, policies, or
procedures.? Certain state statutes are automatically waived for all charters, but the attainment of additional waivers is a more detailed
process. A charter school must submit waiver requests to its chartering authority — either the local school district’s governing board
or the Colorado Charter School Institute (CSI) — to be approved in conjunction with its charter contract.® Within 10 days of authorizer
approval, the authorizing entity must submit the charter contract, with any additional waiver requests, to the State Board of Education
{SBE).* The SBE will rule on the charter school’s waiver requests within an additional 45 days.®

Waiver requests exclusively in regard to district policies and requirements may be approved by the local board of education, without
seeking approval of the SBE.?

Charter school files
waiver request

For state For district
statute or rule statute or rule

Local authorizing board approves Local authorizing board approves
or denies waiver request or denies waiver request

State board approves
or denies waiver request

1 The Colorado Charter Schools Act notes that “different pupils learn differently,” and recognizes charter schools as an avenue for the creation of schools
with “high, rigorous standards for pupil perfoermance,” with special emphasis on expanded opportunities for low-achieving students.
http://www,cde.state.co.us/cdechart/fag.asp

§ 22-30.5-104(6)(0).

http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdechart/fag.asp

§ 22-30.5-105(3)

§ 22-30.5-104(6)(a).
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Automatic Waivers

The SBE determines which state statutes are automatically
waived for charter schools.” These provisions are essential for
ensuring the school-level flexibility that is needed to develop
and implement unique and inventive programs.? The National
Alliance for Public Charter Schools awarded Colorado a score
of 9 out of 12 in the area of “Automatic Exemptions for Many
State and District Laws and Regulations,” on its 2013 Model
Law rankings database In August of 2011, the HB10-1412
Advisory Committee, tasked by the General Assembly to review
current Colorado standards for charter schools and charter
school autherizer practices, recommended in their final report:
“The current list of waivers automatically granted to charter
schools...should be expanded in State Board rule.” The
SBE acted on this recommendation and approved additional
automatic waivers for charter schools in the fall of 2012,

Accountability to Waived Provisions

While charter schools are given flexibility through waivers, they
are still bound by contract to performance-based objectives.
Colorado Law additionally specifies that “each charter school’s
contract shall include a statement specifying the manner in
which the charter school shall comply with the intent of the state
statutes, state board rules, and district rules that are waived for

the charter school either automatically or by application.”” A
charter school must supply a replacement policy as part of their
application and is reflected in contract for any waived statute,
whether granted automatically or through request.

Non-Waiver Clauses

When non-waiver clauses are written into legislation, it
can potentially undermine the regulatory flexibility that is
fundamental to charter school operations and autonomy. The
exclusion of a non-waiver clause does not mean that all charter
schools will automatically seek exemption from said statute, nor
that request for exemption will be granted by an authorizer or
the SBE. The exclusion of non-waiver clauses simply supports
the idea that regulatory flexibility, in return for greater academic
accountability, is essential in building charter school excellence
in Colorado. All public schools must be accountable to public
education goals, but charter schools must be allowed to decide
how they attain these goals. The only components of state law
that are, and should be, non-waivable are parts of the law that
are essential to define “a thorough and uniform system of free
public schools throughout the state” as defined by Art. IX, Sec.
2 of the Colorado Constitution.

Components of Colorado Education Code are non-waivable:™

= School accountability committees (CO Education Code
article 11)"

e Standardized assessments (CO Education Code article 7)™
e School performance reports (CO Education Code article 11)'®

e Certain requirements of the “Public School Finance Act of
1994,” (CO Education Code article 54 & part 4 of article 11)

e Certain requirements of the “Children’s Internet Protection
Act” (CO Education Code article 87)

7 § 22-30.5-104(6)(b}.

8 Building Charter School Quality in Colorado, January 2011, page 11.
9 P.8 HE10-1412 Advisory Committes Report e August 1-2011

10 Please view 1 CCR 301-35 for a list of the current automatic waivers,
11 §22-30.5-105(2)(@)

12 §22-30.5-104(8)(b)

13 §22-11-401

14 pursuant to §22-7-409

15  pursuant to §22-11-504
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Colorado Charter School
Appeals Process

The appeals process is one of the most important aspects of Colorado’s Charter Schools Act, and has been a major
contributing factor to the growth and success of the state's charter school sector. A charter school founding group or
board of directors is granted the explicit right to appeal to the Colorado State Board of Education (SBE) a charter school
application denial, non-renewal or revocation of a charter contract or a unilateral imposition of a charter contract provision.
See CRS 22-30.5-108.

Initially created at the conception of the Colorado Charter Schools Act in 1993, as a check an hostile authorizers preventing meritorious
schools from opening their doors, the appeals process has evolved into a strong balance of quality charter school development
and continuation. It has both allowed for a number of successful schools to open or flourish, as well as affirmed local school board
decisions to deny charter school applications that were not quite ready or close charter schools that were not meeting expectations.

The standard used by the SBE to judge an appeal is whether the local board’s decision was in the best interests of the pupils, school
district, or community. This standard has stood the test of time and remains the most appropriate and effective means to review an
appeal notice. In addition to this standard, the SBE has developed an administrative procedure guide that defines the actual process
of the appeal.

Charter Non-Renewal or Revocation

Authorizing entities annually review their charter
schools’ academic performance, progress in
meeting specified objectives and financial audits,
and give feedback to their charter schools
accordingly. When a charter contract comes up
for renewal, charter schools provide their authorizer
with a progress report and financial statement,
along with supporting documents. If the authorizing
entity deems that the charter school has failed to
meet the provisions laid out in their charter contract,
generally accepted standards of fiscal management,
or laws from which the charter school has not been
specifically exempted, they may revoke or not renew
a school’s charter. If the charter school believes that
the authorizing entity’s basis for this decision was
flawed, they may file a notice of appeal with the
SBE. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-108.

Charter Application Denial

Local school boards establish district accountability
commitiees to review charter applications, as
well as hold community meetings to gauge need
for, and support of, the proposed charter school.
See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-107. Within 90 days, the
local school board makes the decision to either
grant or deny the charter application at a public
hearing. If a charter application is not reviewed, it
is automatically deemed denied — ancther reason a
strong appeals process in Colorado is integral. The
charter applicant has the legal right to appeal to the
SBE the local board's decision to deny its charter
application. See C.R.S. § 22-30.5-108.

1

2013 Model Law Rankings Database > Golorado, National Alliance for Public Charter Schools hitp://www.publiccharters.org/law/ViewState.

aspx?state=CO.




If a district charter school wishes to file an appeal, the process is as follows. The process is identical for institute charter schools
except that no second appeals may be made — the SBE’s initial decision is final in the case of institute charter schools. See C.R.S. §
22-30.5-511(6)(b).

Local Board of Education
Denies Charter Application

Charter Applicant Appeals to The local board and the charter applicant
State Board of Education (SBE) agree to facilitation within 30 days of the of

Charter applicant must provide both state and local boards the local board’s decision
with a notice of appeal, including a brief explanation of their
position, within 30 days

SBE rules on appeal within 60 days

SBE affirms local SBE disagrees with local board’s findings and
board’s decision to deny remands such decision to the local board

charter application SBE will provide specific written recommendations
regarding areas for the local board’s reconsideration

A4

The local board reconsiders and announces its
final decision at a public hearing within 30 days

Local board decides to approve ; ’
the charter application Local board once again denies the charter

The charter application must be completed
within 90 days following the remand of the
state board’s decision

The charter applicant may issues a
second notice of appeal

SBE issues a final decision not subject to appeal
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Number of Appeals Filed per Year Ruling of State Board on Appeals Since 2000
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While the number of appeals filed in Colorado reached an all- The appeals process in Colorado is relatively strong, evidenced
time high of 14 in 2008, since 2008, no more than six appeals by the fact that it does not seem to favor either party. The SBE
have been filed in a given year. This is positive news, as it has almost equally sided in favor of local boards as with charter
denotes healthier authorizing practices. schools, affirming 42 cases and remanding 32 cases since 2000.



