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Moving in the right direction
Executive Summary:

Good authorizing leads to better charter schools for children. Authorizing is the work of approving and monitoring 
charter schools and determining which of them are performing well enough to stay open.

Every charter school has an authorizer. Yet in most states, the laws that govern charter schools and authorizers 
are weak or vague about school quality and accountability. Most state charter school laws need to be clearer 
and stronger. The National Association of Charter School Authorizers (NACSA) is dedicated to improving public 
education by strengthening and leveraging the work of charter school authorizers. This report describes, state by 
state, how laws can be improved to promote quality and accountability among charter schools across the country.*

UNEVEN STATE LAWS
The charter school idea is simple: open great new schools that serve students well and close those that persistently 
fail. At the most basic level, state laws determine if�WKLV�FDQ�KDSSHQ�DQG�FDQ�D̆HFW�how this happens. Some state 
laws are getting this right, some are a jumble of vague policies, and some are getting it exactly backwards.

The charter school sector is a tremendous addition to public education in America, but it is not making the full 
contribution it could or should. Now in its third decade, with more than 6,400 charter schools,1 2.5 million 
students,2 and many millions of parents already sold or wanting in, this is a sizeable and maturing movement. 
The charter school promise has always rested on a balance between autonomy and accountability—limited 
regulations, but smart ones. Nationally, we are moving in the right direction, but we’re not there yet.

Charter school performance across America is uneven and so are the state laws that govern these public schools. 
More than 1,000 charter school authorizing agencies3 work under a wide range of laws and policies in 43 states.4 
For every excellent charter school that is well managed and preparing children to succeed, it often seems another 
school is poorly managed or failing its students. For every state with clear laws about charter school performance 
and accountability, there are several with laws that allow failing charter schools to stay open or prevent the 
opening of excellent new charter schools or both.

The reasons for this are complex, since policy alone doesn’t make great schools. It’s about people and practice, 
too. People lead institutions and make hard decisions. These people and their institutions employ practices that 
can be good or bad. Those decisions and practices impact schools and students. Each element matters, as does the 
state context in which it occurs.

NACSA works to improve all three Ps: policy, people, and practice. This particular analysis, however, focuses 
on one of them: policy. Some states smartly use policies to strengthen accountability. It’s time to take advantage 
of these models. The time to do that work is now, to prevent heartache and lost opportunities for students and 
families down the road. 

EACH STATE IS UNIQUE, BUT PATTERNS EMERGE 
As states have followed their own paths, approaches have evolved in how charter schools are overseen and 
RSHUDWH²HDFK�ZLWK�VWUHQJWKV�DQG�ZHDNQHVVHV��'L̆HUHQW�SUREOHPV�KDYH�HPHUJHG� LQ�GL̆HUHQW�VWDWHV��DQG�WKHVH�
GL̆HUHQFHV�GHSHQG�RQ�VWDWH�SROLFLHV��ZKR�GRHV�WKH�DXWKRUL]LQJ��WKHLU�SUDFWLFHV��DQG�WKH�SDUWLFXODU�VFKRROV�DQG�
operators in the state. 

$W� WKH� VDPH� WLPH�� QR� VWDWH� LV� HQWLUHO\� XQLTXH�� 3DWWHUQV� HPHUJH�� R̆HULQJ� OHVVRQV� DERXW� KRZ� WR� SXUVXH� SROLF\�
LPSURYHPHQW�LQ�VLPLODU�VWDWHV��$OO�VWDWHV�ZRXOG�EHQH¿W�IURP�VRPH�SROLFLHV��VXFK�DV�FRGLI\LQJ�QDWLRQDO�DXWKRUL]LQJ�
standards. Other policies are practical only in some states. For example, some states face challenges in ensuring 
WKDW�VWURQJ�FKDUWHU�DSSOLFDQWV�JHW�D�IDLU�KHDULQJ��2WKHU�VWDWHV�VX̆HU�WKH�H̆HFWV�RI�DXWKRUL]HUV�ZKR�ZLOO�QRW�GHQ\�
a charter to even the weakest applicant. Improving policy in these diverse environments means recognizing and 
DFFRPPRGDWLQJ�WKHVH�GL̆HUHQFHV��
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FOOTNOTES

*  This analysis reflects state policies in place as of October 1, 2014.

A ROAD MAP FOR IMPROVEMENT
7KLV�QDWLRQDO�DQDO\VLV�LV�GHVLJQHG�WR�KHOS�VWDWHV�GR�MXVW�WKDW��6WDWH�E\�VWDWH�SUR¿OHV��JURXSHG�E\�VWDWHV�ZLWK�VLPLODU�
characteristics, provide a road map for improving state policies to address real shortcomings and safeguard 
what’s working. 

1$&6$�KDV�LGHQWL¿HG�HLJKW�VWDWH�SROLFLHV�WKDW�FDQ�IDFLOLWDWH�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�VXFFHVVIXO�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�DQG�
enhance accountability for schools and authorizers alike. Most of these policies would be useful in any state, 
but state context shapes which policies become the highest priorities. A few of these policies—such as policies to 
remove substandard authorizers—are not appropriate in all states.

These recommended policy provisions are based on NACSA’s Principles & Standards for Quality Charter School 
Authorizing��GHYHORSHG�D�GHFDGH�DJR�DQG�FRQWLQXDOO\�UH¿QHG�WR�NHHS�SDFH�ZLWK�GHYHORSPHQWV�LQ�WKH�¿HOG��7KHVH�
QDWLRQDO�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDQGDUGV�SURPRWH�KLJK�DFDGHPLF�VWDQGDUGV��SURWHFW�VFKRRO�OHYHO�ÀH[LELOLW\��DQG�VDIHJXDUG�
the interests of students and the public.

In this analysis, states receive points for each policy in their charter school law (or partial points for partial 
policies). These points are added to determine the score for each state charter law based on the extent to which 
it incorporates NACSA’s eight recommended state policies. Then, based on this score, each state receives a 
corresponding rank within its group of states that share similar characteristics.

Within the narrative that introduces each group of states, this report outlines emerging challenges and 
RSSRUWXQLWLHV� DQG� FRUUHVSRQGLQJ�SROLF\� UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV��(DFK� VWDWH¶V� WZR�SDJH�SUR¿OH�EULHÀ\�GHVFULEHV� WKH�
current policy reality in that state and recommends next steps to strengthen state policies.

DOING THE RIGHT THING FOR CHARTER SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY 
States with NACSA’s recommended policies have a legal framework to do the following:

  • Approve only good new charter schools 

  • Monitor the performance of all charter schools 

  • Empower successful schools to remain open and possibly grow

  • Close charter schools that persistently fail 

While individual authorizers may be doing the right things on their own, states without these policies may 
be preventing good schools from opening, keeping failing schools open, and failing to protect the interests of 
students and the public. States with these policies in place are set up for greater accountability and greater charter 
school excellence.

Today, charter school accountability across the country is uneven. But going forward, it doesn’t have to be: we 
know so much now about what works. Certain states shine brightly to illuminate the road ahead. Let’s follow their 
lead. And let’s do that in smart ways, recognizing state and local contexts. Let’s acknowledge that each state can 
follow sound principles while enacting solutions that make sense within their state borders. 
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TABLE 1.

  GROUP 1: DISTRICT 
  AUTHORIZING STATES

GROUP 2: STATES WITH MANY 
AUTHORIZERS 

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW 
AUTHORIZERS

  •   District authorizers oversee  
more than 50 percent of charter  
schools in the state.

  •  17 states
  •   3,010 schools (47 percent of 

nation’s charter schools)

•   Non-district authorizers oversee 
most schools in these states, and 
there are more than two active  
non-district authorizers overseeing 
five or more charters each.

•  5 states
•   959 schools (15 percent of  

nation’s charter schools)

•   One or two non-district 
authorizers oversee most 
schools in these states.

•  21 states
•   2,471 schools (38 percent of 

nation’s charter schools)

   1. South Carolina (25/30)

   2. Tennessee (17/30)

   3. Florida (16/30)

   4. California (11/30)

   4. Illinois (11/30)

   4. Pennsylvania (11/30)

   7. Oklahoma (10/30)

   8. Colorado (9/30)

   9. Georgia (7/30)

   10. Wisconsin (6/30)

   11. Oregon (5/30)

   12. Iowa (4/30) 

   13. Alaska (3/30)

   13. Wyoming (3/30)

   15. Maryland (2/30)

   16. Virginia (1/30)

   17. Kansas (0/30)

1. Indiana (23/27)

2. Minnesota (20/27)

3. Missouri (18/27)

3. Ohio (18/27)

5. Michigan (3/27)

1. Washington (30/30)

2. Texas (27/30)

3. Mississippi (26/30)

3. Nevada (26/30)

5. District of Columbia (18/30)

5. Hawaii (18/30)

5. Louisiana (18/30)

5. Maine (18/30)

9. Idaho (16/30)

10. Delaware (15/30)

10. North Carolina (15/30)

12. New Mexico (14/30)

13. New Jersey (13/30)

14. Arkansas (12/30)

15. New Hampshire (10/30)

16. Arizona (9/30)

17. Utah (8/30)

18. New York (7/30)

19. Massachusetts (6/30)

20. Rhode Island (5/30)

21. Connecticut (4/30)

STATES ORDERED BY RANK WITHIN GROUP (SCORE OUT OF MAXIMUM POINTS FOR GROUP)
Note: See Appendix B for Methodology
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THIS ANALYSIS IS NOT ABOUT LOCAL OR INDIVIDUAL AUTHORIZERS’ POLICIES.  
IT IS NOT ABOUT AUTHORIZER PRACTICES.
    This analysis IS about the state policies that set expectations and requirements of both 

charter school authorizers and the schools they oversee. State-level policies can either help 
or hinder authorizers and their work. While many authorizers use best practices even when they are 
not required by state-level policies, NACSA believes that establishing certain state policies produces 
the best outcomes for students.

THIS ANALYSIS IS NOT ABOUT INCREASING REGULATIONS AND BUREAUCRACY.
     The analysis IS about improving charter school outcomes for students and the public. 

NACSA recommends state policies that focus on student outcomes and uphold the autonomy that is 
key to great charter schools. NACSA’s recommendations for an annual report of school performance, 
for default closure, and for authorizer evaluations all focus on student outcomes.

THIS ANALYSIS IS NOT ABOUT COMPARING APPLES TO ORANGES.
     This analysis IS about comparing states with similar characteristics. NACSA recognizes 

WKDW�VRPH�VWDWHV�KDYH�PDQ\�DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG�WKXV�FRXOG�EHQH¿W�IURP�FHUWDLQ�SROLFLHV��ZKLOH�RWKHU�VWDWHV�
KDYH�RQO\�RQH�RU�WZR�DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG�WKXV�KDYH�GL̆HUHQW�SROLF\�SULRULWLHV��

THIS ANALYSIS IS NOT ABOUT CREATING A “ONE-SIZE-FITS-ALL” POLICY FOR ALL STATES.
� � �� �7KLV�DQDO\VLV� ,6�DERXW� UHFRJQL]LQJ� WKH�GL̆HUHQW�HQYLURQPHQWV� LQ�HDFK�VWDWH��NACSA’s 

operating assumption is that policy change can support a stronger charter sector in all states, while 
WKH�VSHFL¿F�FKDQJHV�QHHGHG�YDU\�IURP�VWDWH�WR�VWDWH��1R�XQLYHUVDO�VHW�RI�SROLF\�FKDQJHV�PDNHV�VHQVH�
everywhere.

THIS ANALYSIS IS NOT ABOUT UTILIZING ACADEMIC, THEORETICAL CONCEPTS.
     This analysis IS about applying practical knowledge based on experience. This analysis is 

based on NACSA’s research on authorizing, policy analysis, and years of experience in every state with 
D�VLJQL¿FDQW�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�SUHVHQFH��1$&6$�KDV�H[WHQVLYH��¿UVW�KDQG�H[SHULHQFH�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�DQG�
for authorizers across the country. This includes running application evaluation processes in Arizona, 
Florida, New Orleans, Tennessee, and Washington; designing performance frameworks in Delaware, 
Hawaii, Indiana, Nevada, and New Mexico; and conducting detailed and comprehensive evaluations 
of nearly 40 authorizing agencies across the nation.

THIS ANALYSIS IS NOT ABOUT TELLING AN ENTIRE STORY WITH A TWO-PAGE STATE PROFILE.
� � �� �7KLV�DQDO\VLV�,6�DERXW�VKDULQJ�NH\�GH¿QLQJ�IDFWV�DQG�QRWLQJ�SODFHV�IRU�LPSURYHPHQW� 

(DFK� VWDWH� SUR¿OH� LQFOXGHV� D� EULHI� GHVFULSWLRQ� RI� WKDW� VWDWH¶V� XQLTXH� ODQGVFDSH� DQG� FKDOOHQJHV� WR�
help readers understand why a state did or did not get credit for certain policies and how these 
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�D̆HFW�WKHLU�SROLF\�SULRULWLHV��7KHVH�SUR¿OHV�SURYLGH�D�VQDSVKRW��7KH�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�
provide concrete action that can be taken.

What This Analysis Is and What It Is Not
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NACSA AT A GLANCE

Good authorizing leads to better charter schools for children.

NACSA is dedicated to improving public education by helping the charter school movement 
succeed. NACSA’s primary strategy is to improve the work of authorizers. NACSA 
addresses authorizing from many different angles, including influencing which people and 
organizations do the work of authorizing; strengthening the practices of authorizers; and 
changing the policies that shape their work. 

NACSA’s orientation is best captured in its One Million Lives campaign, a five-year 
initiative to provide one million children with better schools by opening 2,000 new,  
high-performing charter schools and by closing 1,000 charter schools that persistently 
harm children.

Individual authorizers implementing strong practices in support of the One Million Lives 
campaign follow NACSA’s Principles & Standards for Quality Charter School Authorizing 
(Principles & Standards). These national professional standards for authorizers are 
dedicated to three core principles: 

 1. Ensuring high standards for schools
 2. Protecting student and public interests
 3. Protecting the autonomy that charter schools need to succeed

To pursue these goals for the charter school sector, NACSA promotes a set of eight state 
policies described in detail in this analysis. The eight policies fall into three categories: 

 1. Establishing alternative authorizers 
 2. Strengthening oversight of charter schools
 3. Fostering accountability for all authorizers 

& ONE MILLION LIVESONE MILLION LIVES

http://www.qualitycharters.org/index.php
http://www.qualitycharters.org/one-million-lives/one-million-lives.html
http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/principles-standards.html
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STATE CONTEXT MATTERS. 
Charter school programs are a function of state law, and these programs have evolved over more than two 
GHFDGHV��'L̆HUHQFHV�LQ�VWDWH�DXWKRUL]LQJ�VWUXFWXUHV�DQG�HQYLURQPHQWV�KDYH�SURGXFHG�UHFXUULQJ�FKDOOHQJHV��
7KH� SDUWLFXODU� SROLF\� FKDQJHV� WKDW� VWUHQJWKHQ� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� RYHUVLJKW� DUH� D̆HFWHG� E\� WKHVH� GL̆HUHQFHV��
That’s why this analysis organizes states into three distinct groups (see Appendix A for a description of the 
sorting process): 

 GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES  

 GROUP 2: STATES WITH MANY AUTHORIZERS 

 GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

While the groupings help to compare apples to apples, each state’s story is more nuanced than a simple two-page 
SUR¿OH�DOORZV��,Q�VRPH�VWDWHV��LQGLYLGXDO�DXWKRUL]HUV�DUH�HPSOR\LQJ�VWURQJ�SUDFWLFHV�GHVSLWH�ZHDN�VWDWH�SROLFLHV��
Elsewhere, lawmakers have enacted strong policies as a response to an experience with bad authorizing. The 
H̆HFWV�RI�WKHVH�SROLFLHV�FDQ�EH�XQHYHQ��RU�WKH�SROLFLHV�PD\�EH�IDLUO\�QHZ�RU�WDNH�D�ORQJ�WLPH�WR�UHDFK�IUXLWLRQ��
Consequently, it is inappropriate to assume that because a state scores well in this analysis, its authorizing is 
strong across the board or that weak policies in a given state indicate that all the state’s authorizers do their jobs 
poorly. Nevertheless, policy is a powerful tool; there are policy changes that would promote and safeguard charter 
quality and accountability in every state.

LOCAL CONTEXT MATTERS, TOO. 
State policy can promote school quality and accountability, but does not in itself determine them. A variety of 
ORFDO�IDFWRUV�DOVR�LQÀXHQFHV�WKHVH�RXWFRPHV��,Q�VRPH�SODFHV��LQGLYLGXDO�DXWKRUL]HUV�XVH�VWURQJ�SUDFWLFHV�GHVSLWH�
ZHDN�VWDWH�SROLFLHV��%XW�WKH�H̆HFWV�RI�DQ\�VLQJOH�DXWKRUL]HU¶V�SUDFWLFHV�RQ�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�TXDOLW\�GHSHQG�RQ�KRZ�
many other authorizers there are in that geographic area and how the other authorizers do their work.

For example, a single authorizer can enforce accountability, but good practices can be easily undercut where 
there are many authorizers and no enforced authorizer standards. If even a single authorizer fails to hold 
schools accountable, the weakest charter applicants likely will apply to open under that authorizer. Likewise, 
failing schools may try to transfer to the least rigorous authorizer when they face accountability from a stronger 
authorizer. In such settings, low-quality authorizers undermine and neutralize any high-quality authorizer, 
allowing weak schools to open and failing schools to continue. 

&KDUWHU�VFKRRO�TXDOLW\�DQG�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�DUH�DOVR�LQÀXHQFHG�E\�WKH�W\SH�RI�DXWKRUL]HUV��WKHLU�OHDGHUV��DQG�WKHLU�
practices. Previous policies, actors, and practices shape the current reality; the right mix of interventions depends 
RQ�WKH�VSHFL¿F�SUREOHPV�RI�WKDW�SODFH��)RU�H[DPSOH��DQ�HQYLURQPHQW�ZLWK�RQO\�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG�QR�YLDEOH�
alternative authorizer or appeal avenue is likely to generate few charter schools, and schools with little autonomy. 
,Q�WKHVH�VHWWLQJV��D�VLQJOH�GLVWULFW�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�EHVW�SUDFWLFHV�PD\�KDYH�JUHDW�UHVXOWV�ORFDOO\�EXW�OLWWOH�H̆HFW�RQ�
charters outside that district.

State, Local, and National Contexts Matter
Context:
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NATIONAL CONTEXT MATTERS, AS WELL. 
This analysis focuses on the policy issues that NACSA tracks most closely and provides information so 
policymakers and other stakeholders can strengthen authorizing and enhance accountability for authorizers. 
It is part of a larger body of work and designed as a complement to the National Alliance for Public Charter 
Schools’s model charter school law, which is strong on authorizer quality and accountability issues and 
which NACSA supports. There are other reports that provide analysis of state charter laws and charter 
implementation.5 To fully understand how the charter sector is performing in any state, it is important to look 
at a broad range of information. 

A NOTE ON METHODOLOGY 

NACSA gathered state laws and rules6 to examine current policies and used a rubric 
to assess those policies against NACSA’s recommended policy framework. The full 
methodology, including the rubric, is presented in Appendix B.

We shared the initial scoring and narrative with stakeholders, state by state, who helped 
NACSA correct inaccuracies, pointed out policies we may have missed or misinterpreted, 
or offered observations on the context of their state that are important to consider when 
evaluating their state’s environment. This report includes notes on the state-specific 
contexts that reflect these conversations.

As NACSA learns lessons through this work, we anticipate that the policies we track and 
how we evaluate them will change over time.

While NACSA acknowledges valuable feedback we received, we take full responsibility for 
the content of this report.
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States that enact these eight policies strengthen the oversight of charter schools while promoting a robust charter 
sector. Most of these policies are desirable anywhere. For example, endorsing authorizer standards would help 
clarify expectations and strengthen practices in any setting. A few policies may not make sense in particular 
contexts, however. Alternative authorizers are crucial to creating a viable charter sector, but after a few are in 
place, it can be counterproductive to add more. Similarly, authorizer sanctions are counterproductive if charter 
applicants have only one authorizer to whom they can apply. 

ALTERNATIVE AUTHORIZER (POLICY #1)

WHAT 
NACSA supports policy that produces an alternative authorizer—an alternative to the local school district (or 
LEA)—thereby providing all charter school applicants with at least two authorizer options in every jurisdiction. 
Each charter applicant should be able to apply either to the local district or another authorizer—ideally a statewide 
Independent Charter Board (ICB) established with the sole mission of chartering quality schools.

NACSA recommends that the alternative authorizer be an ICB with the authority to receive applications directly, 
not just on appeal from local district denials. In addition to ICBs, State Education Agencies (SEAs) and Higher 
Education Institutions (HEIs) are other common types of alternative authorizers. Not-for-profit (NFP) and Non-
Education Government entities (NEGs) are less common types of alternative authorizers present in a handful 
of states. Regardless of organizational type, all authorizers should be required to implement strong practices in 
keeping with NACSA’s Principles & Standards.

WHY 
Alternative authorizers prevent a single hostile or reluctant authorizer from blocking good applicants or 
inappropriately closing schools. An alternative authorizer also gives states the ability to sanction a specific 
authorizer without indirectly harming future applicants or strong schools. These alternative authorizers can 
help establish expectations for all authorizers and provide models of strong practice that others can follow. A 
strong alternative authorizer may also be more effective than a state appeal process in motivating school districts 
to implement strong practices themselves if they want to maintain oversight of charter schools within district 
boundaries. This policy receives double weight in NACSA’s rubric because the absence of a quality authorizer in 
any jurisdiction can make the rest of the policies less important.

A Menu of Options to Strengthen Accountability
State Policies:

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

STATE POLICY CATEGORIES 

Authorizer Structure Policies establish at least one high-quality authorizer—but not too 
many—besides the local school district in a single jurisdiction. These policies provide 
charter applicants and schools access to an authorizer that implements strong practices. 
These authorizers are called “alternatives” because they offer an option to authorization by 
local school districts (also referred to in this analysis as LEAs [Local Education Agencies]). 
Every state should have at least one authorizer in addition to the local school district.
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This approach is not meant to promote a large number of authorizers operating in any single locale. In states 
ZLWK�PDQ\�DXWKRUL]HUV��PDQ\�RI� WKHP�ZLOO�EH�³RQH�R̆´�DXWKRUL]HUV²RYHUVHHLQJ�RQO\�RQH�RU� WZR�VFKRROV²DQG�
WKXV� ODFN� WKH�DJHQF\�FRPPLWPHQW��H[SHUWLVH�� UHVRXUFHV��DQG�H[SHULHQFH� WR�EH�H̆HFWLYH�DXWKRUL]HUV��0RUHRYHU��
large numbers of authorizers can produce great variation in authorizing practices, rigor, and quality of oversight, 
thus enabling forum shopping by weak charter applicants that apply to the authorizer with the least-rigorous 
application review process, or authorizing hopping, which happens when failing schools that face closure switch 
to a low-quality authorizer that is willing to take over their oversight and allow them to remain open. States with 
multiple authorizers should incorporate complementary policies that prevent both. 

NACSA supports policies that explicitly give the state and its authorizers the ability to enact best practices in 
performance management and oversight of charter schools, as well as the expectation of doing so. These practices 
make performance expectations clear to schools at the outset. They also provide public transparency so that the 
authorizer or the state can defend closing a school that fails to meet standards or otherwise violates the public 
trust. Authorizers and other education leaders need to thoughtfully implement these policies to ensure they are 
used in the interest of fostering a high-quality charter sector that serves the needs of all students. 

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND REPLICATION (POLICY #2)

WHAT 
NACSA supports policy requiring every authorizer to execute a charter contract with each of its schools. The 
contract should be its own distinct document—separate from the charter petition or application—articulating 
the rights and responsibilities of the school and authorizer and setting forth the performance standards and 
expectations the school must meet to earn renewal. Each authorizer should be required to use a performance 
IUDPHZRUN� IRU� DOO� LWV� VFKRROV�� 7KHVH� IUDPHZRUNV� VKRXOG� UHÀHFW� WKH� DFDGHPLF�� ¿QDQFLDO�� DQG� RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�
performance expectations outlined in the charter contract and provide the basis for authorizers’ renewal decisions. 

States should also adopt policies that promote the thoughtful replication of high-quality schools. Policies that 
HQFRXUDJH�UHSOLFDWLRQ�LQFOXGH�XVLQJ�D�GL̆HUHQWLDWHG�DSSOLFDWLRQ�SURFHVV�VSHFL¿FDOO\�GHVLJQHG�IRU�KLJK�SHUIRUPLQJ�
schools seeking to replicate, and allowing successful charter operators to run multiple campuses under one 
charter. NACSA particularly recommends state policies that a) explicitly encourage quality replication of 
VXFFHVVIXO�VFKRROV�DQG�E��UHTXLUH�DXWKRUL]HUV�WR�HYDOXDWH�SURVSHFWLYH�VFKRRO�UHSOLFDWRUV�ULJRURXVO\��DQG�GL̆HUHQWO\�
from initial charter applicants) based on their performance records, growth planning, and demonstrated capacity 
to replicate high-quality schools.

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY POLICIES

STATE POLICY CATEGORIES 

School Accountability Policies strengthen oversight of charter schools by requiring and 
empowering authorizers to use tools essential to best practices. These tools include 
performance frameworks, performance contracts, procedures to address the replication and 
expansion of proven school operators, and closure protocols and guidelines. Policies should 
enable each authorizer to close a school if it fails to achieve the goals in its charter. State 
policies should establish that the worst-performing schools—those that can’t reach basic 
levels of achievement—face closure as an expected outcome. 
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WHY 
These practices promote academic rigor and accountability for performance. Charter contracts and performance 
frameworks establish school performance expectations at the outset. They also provide the transparency and 
SUHGLFWDELOLW\�WKDW�DOORZ�DXWKRUL]HUV�WR�IXO¿OO�WKHLU�SXEOLF�REOLJDWLRQV�ZKLOH�IRFXVLQJ�RQ�UHVXOWV�LQVWHDG�RI�FRPSOLDQFH�
based oversight that can erode charter school autonomy. State policies promoting quality replication encourage 
VXFFHVVIXO�VFKRRO�PRGHOV�WR�ÀRXULVK�DQG�VHUYH�PRUH�VWXGHQWV�ZKLOH�JXDUGLQJ�DJDLQVW�ORZ�TXDOLW\�UHSOLFDWLRQ�

RENEWAL STANDARD (POLICY #3)

WHAT 
1$&6$� VXSSRUWV� SROLF\� UHTXLULQJ� VWURQJ� UHQHZDO� VWDQGDUGV� WKDW� VXSSRUW� DXWKRUL]HUV¶� H̆RUWV� WR� KROG� VFKRROV�
accountable by closing those that fail to achieve the outcomes in their charter contract. The renewal standard 
is the standard of school performance a school is judged by at the end of its charter term—when an authorizer 
must decide whether to renew the school or to close it. It is distinct from a standard applied for charter revocation 
(closing a school during its charter term). Revoking a charter before the end of its term typically requires clear 
evidence of extreme underperformance or violation of law or the public trust that imperils students or public 
funds. A renewal standard should be set much higher.

At renewal time, if they choose to do so, authorizers should be explicitly empowered to close a school that did not 
achieve the standards and expectations established in its charter contract. Some state laws prevent an authorizer 
IURP�FORVLQJ�D�VFKRRO�LI�WKH�VFKRRO�FDQ�GHPRQVWUDWH�WKDW�LW�KDV�PDGH�³UHDVRQDEOH�SURJUHVV´�WRZDUG�WKRVH�JRDOV��
Schools that do not meet the performance expectations in their charter contract should be required to prove why 
their authorizer should renew their charter. The authorizer may still use its discretion to renew a school that is not 
yet reaching all its performance expectations but is performing near expectations and showing dramatic progress. 

WHY 
The strong renewal standard shifts the burden of proof from the authorizer to a failing school—forcing the school 
to prove why it deserves to have its charter renewed for another term rather than close. In practice, statutory 
ODQJXDJH�DURXQG�³UHDVRQDEOH�SURJUHVV´�KDV�OHG�VRPH�FRXUWV�DQG�DSSHOODWH�ERGLHV�WR�NHHS�GHPRQVWUDEO\�IDLOLQJ�
schools open because the school argued that state law required the authorizer to keep them open if they could 
SURYLGH�DQ\�HYLGHQFH�RI�³SURJUHVV�́ �7KLV�SROLF\�FKDQJH�ZRXOG�UHPRYH�ODQJXDJH�IURP�FKDUWHU�ODZV�WKDW�PDNHV�LW�
GL̇FXOW�WR�FORVH�IDLOLQJ�VFKRROV�WKDW�WU\�WR�DUJXH�WKH\�PDGH�³UHDVRQDEOH�SURJUHVV´�WRZDUG�VWDWHG�JRDOV�

This element receives double weight in NACSA’s rubric because the absence of a strong renewal standard has 
allowed failing charter schools to rely on courts and appeals processes to remain open, despite unacceptable 
performance by the school and rigorous oversight by their authorizer. Authorizers can put in place many strong 
performance management tools, but the test of all this work occurs when an authorizer reaches the conclusion that 
a school should close and then is actually able to close that school when it comes up for renewal. This seemingly 
minor technical issue can undermine many strong practices if left unaddressed.
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DEFAULT CLOSURE (POLICY #4)

WHAT 
NACSA supports policy requiring the state to establish a threshold of minimally acceptable performance for 
charter schools. Schools performing below this threshold at the time of renewal, or that remain below this level 
for a certain period of time, face closure as the default—or expected—consequence. In some situations, the 
authorizer or state may decide to keep a school open based on special circumstances. Accountability mechanisms 
such as these should address issues of Alternative Education Campuses (AECs)7 and should emphasize rigorous, 
meaningful measures for student academic growth and postsecondary readiness. Minimally acceptable 
performance thresholds should not be used to prevent authorizers from establishing higher standards for the 
FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�WKH\�RYHUVHH��WKH\�VLPSO\�HVWDEOLVK�D�³ÀRRU´�IRU�DOO�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�LQ�WKH�VWDWH�

WHY 
'HIDXOW� FORVXUH� SURYLVLRQV� DGGUHVV� WKH� ³ZRUVW�RI�WKH�ZRUVW´� VFKRROV�� %DUULQJ� VSHFLDO� FLUFXPVWDQFHV�� LW� VKRXOG� EH�
accepted and expected that charter schools that fail to meet a minimal threshold of performance will be closed. Schools 
can still be subject to closure for failure to meet any higher expectations established by authorizers and agreed to in 
their charter contracts, but at a minimum, closure is expected when schools fall below a state’s default closure threshold. 

This policy receives double weight in NACSA’s rubric because it can safeguard many other elements of authorizer 
practice. In essence, there can be no ultimate charter school accountability if state law allows the worst-of-the-
worst schools to continue operating. 

 

NACSA supports policies that give states the ability to enact best practices in authorizing, as well as the expectation 
of doing so. These practices make clear at the outset the performance expectations for all authorizers in a state. 
They also provide public transparency so that the state can hold authorizers accountable—through closure or 
other actions—if they fail to perform or otherwise violate the public trust.

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY POLICIES

STATE POLICY CATEGORIES 

Authorizer Accountability Policies include these provisions:

 •  They articulate high standards for authorizers by endorsing national professional 
standards for the authorizing profession.

 •  They promote transparency by requiring authorizers to report annually on the 
performance of the schools they oversee.

 •  They provide for evaluations of authorizers, especially those with problematic results 
and practices.

 •  Where appropriate, they allow the state to sanction failing authorizers by preventing 
them from granting new charters or forcing them to cease authorizer operations entirely.
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AUTHORIZER STANDARDS (POLICY #5)

WHAT 
NACSA supports policy requiring every state to endorse national professional standards for quality charter 
authorizing and requiring all authorizers to meet these standards. Ideally, these standards will be NACSA’s 
Principles & Standards. Alternatively, a state should develop or endorse standards that are well aligned with 
NACSA’s, requiring and providing guidance on strong authorizer practices and addressing all major stages and 
responsibilities of charter school authorizing and oversight.

WHY 
Professional standards for authorizing are helpful in promoting rigor and accountability for performance. 
Authorizing is both a major public stewardship role and a complex profession requiring particular capacities 
and commitment. It should be treated as such—with standards-based barriers to entry and ongoing evaluation 
to maintain the right to authorize. In addition, NACSA’s Principles & Standards guide authorizers through all 
key stages of charter oversight and include standards designed to protect student and public interests and to 
safeguard charter school autonomy.

AUTHORIZER EVALUATIONS (POLICY #6) 

WHAT 
1$&6$� VXSSRUWV� SROLF\� UHTXLULQJ� D� TXDOL¿HG� VWDWH� HQWLW\� WR� SHULRGLFDOO\� HYDOXDWH� DQ� DSSURSULDWH� VXEVHW� RI�
authorizers on adherence to authorizer standards and on the performance of the charter schools they oversee. 
In most circumstances, the entity evaluating authorizers would be the State Education Agency (SEA). Not all 
authorizers would require evaluations. In most cases, evaluation would be reserved for authorizers with low-
performing portfolios or allegations of hostile or egregious authorizer practices. NACSA supports policy that 
UHTXLUHV�SHULRGLF�RU�DV�QHHGHG�H[WHUQDO�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�DXWKRUL]HUV�E\�DSSURSULDWHO\�TXDOL¿HG�HQWLWLHV��+RZHYHU��LQ�
some states (such as those where the SEA is the sole authorizer), regular self-evaluation by authorizers themselves 
may be appropriate.  

WHY 
Authorizer evaluations function as the authorizer equivalent of a charter school renewal evaluation: they provide 
an opportunity to assess an authorizer’s performance on multiple levels. If needed, these evaluations also 
provide a basis for further oversight. They require authorizers to step back from their day-to-day actions and 
transparently evaluate how their practices impact student outcomes. External evaluations also provide rigorous, 
unbiased evidence that can form a legitimate basis for authorizer sanctions.  
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REPORTS ON PERFORMANCE (POLICY #7)

WHAT 
NACSA supports policy requiring every authorizer in a state to publish an annual report on the individual 
and overall portfolio performance of the charter schools it oversees. This report should include measures of 
performance as established by the state accountability system and, ideally, the school performance framework 
used by the authorizer and set forth in the charter contract. 

WHY 
Schools, policymakers, parents, and the general public should have ready access to transparent information on 
the academic performance of charter schools. These reports serve multiple purposes. They provide individual 
charter schools with an annual check-in against the performance goals in their charter agreement. They provide 
policymakers, authorizers, and other stakeholders with a consolidated look at the portfolio of schools each 
DXWKRUL]HU�RYHUVHHV��KHOSLQJ�WKHP�LGHQWLI\�DQ\�SDWWHUQV�RI�VFKRRO�SHUIRUPDQFH�WKDW�PD\�SRLQW�WR�HLWKHU�GH¿FLHQW�
or exceptional authorizing practices. Transparency is necessary to help parents make informed educational 
choices. Annual public performance reports provide all stakeholders and the public with a clear picture of charter 
school performance.

AUTHORIZER SANCTIONS (POLICY #8)

WHAT 
NACSA supports policy that sanctions authorizers if they do not meet professional standards or if the schools 
they oversee persistently fail to meet performance standards. Sanctions may include revoking the authorizer’s 
authority to oversee schools, revoking the authorizer’s authority to authorize new schools, and transferring 
schools to other authorizers. However, authorizer sanctions may be counterproductive in states or locales where 
there is no viable alternative authorizer. Where this is the case, authorizer standards and evaluations should be 
used to inform and improve the authorizer’s practices rather than to apply sanctions that would eliminate the only 
available authorizer.

WHY 
Authorizers, just like charter schools, must be closed if they persistently fail.8 The public entrusts authorizers 
with the clear expectation that they will maintain portfolios of schools that serve the public good. This includes 
fostering strong student outcomes; maintaining the public trust through transparent, ethical actions; and 
adhering to professional standards in practices. An authorizer that violates this trust is no longer serving the 
public good and, as a result, should no longer have the right to authorize charter schools. Authorizer sanctions 
are not meant to eliminate the only available authorizer in any state or locale. This would contradict the purpose 
of charter school authorizing. Rather, authorizer sanctions ensure that, where there are multiple authorizers, 
policymakers have a mechanism for pushing failing authorizers out of the sector.

The ability to sanction authorizers can be key where there are multiple authorizers in a single locale. Sanctions 
are primarily useful when authorizers are too willing to give charters to weak applicants, when they will not close 
IDLOLQJ�VFKRROV��RU�WR�SURWHFW�WKH�LQWHUHVWV�RI�VWXGHQWV�DQG�WD[SD\HUV��6DQFWLRQV�DUH�DOVR�KHOSIXO�ZKHQ�VWDWHV�VX̆HU�
from authorizer hopping, as failing schools switch to a new authorizer when their current authorizer tries to close 
them for low performance. In these settings, even a single authorizer willing to help weak applicants and failing 
schools escape rigor and accountability can undermine strong practices by all other authorizers. 
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The following pages present summaries of each state’s charter laws.9 The 43 states are organized into three 
groups based on each state’s charter authorizing environment.

The narrative sections introducing each group of states include the following: 

� � �� $�GH¿QLWLRQ�DQG�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�RI�WKDW�JURXS��LQFOXGLQJ�DSSOLFDEOH�SROLFLHV

  • The emerging challenges and opportunities relevant to the group

  • The policy recommendations for the group

7KLV�LQWURGXFWRU\�QDUUDWLYH�GLVFXVVLQJ�WKH�JURXS�DV�D�ZKROH�LV�IROORZHG�E\�WKH�SUR¿OHV�RI�HDFK�VWDWH�LQ�WKDW�JURXS��
(DFK�VWDWH¶V�WZR�SDJH�SUR¿OH�FRQWDLQV�WKH�IROORZLQJ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�

  • State Context: a narrative describing key aspects of the state landscape

  •  Policy Scores: presented in table format that provide that state’s points on each  
applicable policy and relevant details

  • Recommendations: a narrative highlighting key next steps to improve state policy

  •  Graphics: a gauge showing total points received, color-coded by policy, coupled with  
key charter school sector numbers

Of note:

� � �� �7KH�VSHFL¿F�SROLF\�FKDQJHV�WKDW�EHVW�DGYDQFH�WKH�FKDUWHU�VHFWRU�LQ�HDFK�VWDWH�GHSHQG�RQ�VWDWH�DQG�ORFDO�
circumstances.

� � � �'L̆HUHQFHV� LQ� VWDWH� DXWKRUL]LQJ� HQYLURQPHQWV� PDNH� VRPH� SROLFLHV� LUUHOHYDQW� DQG� RWKHUV� PRUH�
important. 

� � �� �1RW�DOO�VWDWHV�¿W�FOHDQO\�LQWR�WKHVH�WKUHH�JURXSV��DOWKRXJK�PRVW�¿W�LQWR�RQO\�RQH�JURXS��)RU�WKRVH�VWDWHV�
that could be placed in more than one group, the complicating factors are discussed in each state’s 
SUR¿OH��$OVR��QHZO\�SDVVHG�ODZV�PD\�OHDG�WR�D�VWDWH�FKDQJLQJ�JURXSV�LQ�WKH�IXWXUH�DV�HPHUJLQJ�WUHQGV�
LQ�SUDFWLFH�D̆HFW�KRZ�WKHVH�GH¿QLWLRQV�VKRXOG�EH�DSSOLHG�

6WDWH�E\�6WDWH�3UR¿OHV

  HEI Higher Education Institution

  ICB Independent Charter Board

  LEA Local Education Agency

  NEG Non-Educational Government entity

  NFP Not-For-Profit organization

  SEA State Education Agency*

LEGEND

FOOTNOTES

*   In the individual state tables, we use SEA to encompass the State Department of Education, the State Board of Education,  
and the Commissioner of Education. In the narrative, however, we distinguish between these entities.



NACSA  18

Group 1: District Authorizing States

ALASKA

CALIFORNIA

COLORADO

FLORIDA

GEORGIA

ILLINOIS

IOWA

KANSAS

MARYLAND

OKLAHOMA

OREGON

PENNSYLVANIA

SOUTH CAROLINA

TENNESSEE

VIRGINIA

WISCONSIN

WYOMING 17 States
3,010 SCHOOLS 

(47 PERCENT OF NATION’S 

CHARTER SCHOOLS)

DISTRICT AUTHORIZERS 

OVERSEE MORE THAN 50 

PERCENT OF CHARTER 

SCHOOLS IN THE STATE.
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APPLICABLE POLICIES NOTES

1. Alternative Authorizer

An alternative authorizer is an essential condition for fair treatment of all 
applicants and schools. It can provide a model authorizer and is a prerequisite 
for authorizer sanctioning policies to be productive. At a minimum, states 
need a viable appeals process that allows a non-district entity to overturn an 
inappropriate denial of a charter application.   

2.  Performance 
Management and 
Replication

State policy should require authorizers to use charter contracts and 
performance frameworks and facilitate quality replication of high-performing 
schools. NACSA encourages the state to provide additional guidance to 
authorizers on the content and use of these tools to facilitate successful 
adoption by LEA authorizers, regardless of their portfolio size. Any guidance, 
such as models or templates, should be adaptable to meet the individual needs 
of each authorizer and school.  

3. Renewal Standard All authorizers, including districts, must be explicitly empowered to close 
schools that do not achieve the goals set forth in their charters.

4. Default Closure

Small authorizers—a category that includes 94 percent of LEA authorizers—are 
less likely to close a school than larger authorizers.10 A state policy on default 
closure requires all authorizers, regardless of their type or size, to close schools 
that fail to meet an established minimum academic performance threshold. It 
can give local school boards political “cover” to close failing schools in the face 
of political pressure to keep them open. Additionally, in states where districts 
have the authority to authorize schools outside their district boundaries, it can 
prevent authorizer hopping to avoid closure. 

 5. Authorizer Standards

The number of potential authorizers in states with most schools authorized by 
districts (LEAs) makes this policy a high priority. It articulates high expectations 
for all authorizers and guides authorizers in adopting best practices and meeting 
national professional standards. It also protects against overregulation that can 
occur when an entity that has traditionally specialized in compliance and inputs, 
such as an LEA, has to shift to an outcome-driven authorizer mentality.

6. Authorizer Evaluations

States with district-dominated authorizing have, by definition, limited authorizing 
options, and these options have included many authorizers that were 
historically hostile to charter schools. Because of this, states need the ability 
to examine authorizers in more detail, when warranted, to identify and remedy 
inappropriate practices.

7.  Reports on Performance

Transparency regarding each authorizer’s performance results is crucial to 
create pressure and incentives to adopt best practices and to focus on results. 
This is particularly important because authorizer sanctions are inappropriate in 
a state without viable alternative authorizers. Annual performance reports for 
an authorizer’s portfolio of schools create a public record that protects good 
schools, encourages stronger practices, and informs parent choice.

8. Authorizer Sanctions
This policy is not applicable without a viable alternative authorizer. Sanctions 
can be appropriately applied to underperforming or hostile district authorizers 
only when a viable alternative is guaranteed.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY
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CHARACTERISTICS11

In these states, school districts oversee most charter schools. Some states with district-dominated authorizing 
KDYH�FRQVWLWXWLRQDO�SURYLVLRQV�WKDW�EORFN�H̆RUWV�WR�HVWDEOLVK�QRQ�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HUV��2WKHU�VWDWHV�KDYH�SXUVXHG�
district-dominated strategies as a result of early compromises in the charter school movement that sought to limit 
the perceived threat that an emerging charter sector posed to the traditional school systems.

While districts dominate authorizing in all these states, there is variation in their policies regarding alternative 
DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG�DSSHDOV���7KUHH�RI�WKHVH�VWDWHV��*HRUJLD��2NODKRPD��DQG�6RXWK�&DUROLQD�12 have a viable alternative 
authorizer that operates throughout the state and to which charter applicants may apply directly, but most charter 
VFKRROV�LQ�WKHVH�VWDWHV�DUH�VWLOO�RYHUVHHQ�E\�GLVWULFWV��7KUHH�RWKHU�VWDWHV��.DQVDV��9LUJLQLD��DQG�:\RPLQJ��KDYH�
no alternative authorizer or appeal avenue. These are also states with “dead” laws that require revision in many 
areas. The remaining 11 states in this group have either an appeals process or an alternative authorizer, but the 
alternative authorizer operates with limits on its geographic authority or other limits on its scope. 

7KH�VL]H�RI�VFKRRO�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HU�SRUWIROLRV�YDULHV�GUDPDWLFDOO\��2I� WKH�����GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HUV�DFURVV� WKH�
QDWLRQ��QHDUO\�DOO�����SHUFHQW��RYHUVHH�IHZHU�WKDQ����FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��DQG�DOPRVW����SHUFHQW�RI�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HUV�
RYHUVHH�¿YH�RU�IHZHU�VFKRROV��:KLOH�PDQ\�REVHUYHUV�EHOLHYH�GLVWULFWV�ZLOO�UHIXVH�WR�DSSURYH�DOO�FKDUWHU�DSSOLFDQWV��
GLVWULFWV�DFWXDOO\�DSSURYH�D�KLJKHU�SHUFHQWDJH�RI�FKDUWHU�DSSOLFDQWV�WKDQ�6($��+(,��DQG�,&%�DXWKRUL]HUV��EXW�D�
slightly smaller percentage than NFP authorizers. Whether districts implement essential authorizer practices�� 
WHQGV�WR�EH�UHODWHG�WR�WKH�QXPEHU�RI�FKDUWHUV�WKH\�RYHUVHH��'LVWULFWV�ZLWK�PRUH�WKDQ����FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�LQ�WKHLU�
portfolio look more similar to non-district authorizers with large portfolios than they do to districts that oversee 
only one or two schools in regard to their use of essential authorizing practices. 

7KHUH�LV�D�ZLGH�GLVWULEXWLRQ�RI�1$&6$¶V�UHFRPPHQGHG�SROLFLHV�DPRQJ�VWDWHV�GRPLQDWHG�E\�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]LQJ�
�VHH�)LJXUH�����7KH�ZHDNHVW�VWDWHV�DV�GHWHUPLQHG�E\�1$&6$¶V�UXEULF�DUH�WKRVH�ZLWK�³GHDG´�FKDUWHU�ODZV��ZKHUH�WKH�
state needs many changes in policy, in addition to policies that advance accountability, if they are to develop a 
YLDEOH�FKDUWHU�VHFWRU��7KH�KLJKHVW�VFRULQJ�VWDWH�LQ�WKLV�JURXS��6RXWK�&DUROLQD��EHQH¿WHG�IURP�DQ�,&%�WKDW�SURPRWHG�
VWURQJ�SROLFLHV�WR�HQVXUH�LWV�RZQ�OHJDO�DXWKRULW\�WR�LPSOHPHQW�WKRVH�SUDFWLFHV��,Q�DGGLWLRQ�WR�VDIHJXDUGLQJ�WKH�,&%¶V�
DXWKRULW\�WR�HPSOR\�UHFRPPHQGHG�SUDFWLFHV��WKHVH�SROLFLHV�KDG�WKH�DGGHG�EHQH¿W�RI�HVWDEOLVKLQJ�D�OHJDO�IUDPHZRUN�
WR�UHTXLUH�VLPLODU�SUDFWLFHV�IURP�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HUV��ZKLFK�VWLOO�GRPLQDWH�DXWKRUL]LQJ�LQ�WKH�VWDWH��2WKHU�VWDWHV�
PD\�EHQH¿W�IURP�D�VLPLODU�VWUDWHJ\�WKDW�XVHV�D�PRGHO�DXWKRUL]HU��JHQHUDOO\�DQ�,&%��WR�UDLVH�H[SHFWDWLRQV�IRU�DOO�WKH�
district authorizers in the state.

“DEAD” CHARTER SCHOOL LAWS

NACSA has identified five states13 (Alaska, Iowa, Kansas, Virginia, and Wyoming) as having 
“dead” charter school laws. These states are characterized by what they lack—state law 
does not definitively provide charter schools with a legally independent governing board with 
key legal, fiscal, and personnel autonomies. There are notable variances within this group 
of states in terms of autonomy and authorizing structure. Charter schools in Alaska, Iowa, 
Kansas, and Virginia, for example, are legally governed by the local school board and employ 
school-level “management committees” or “advisory groups” to make limited decisions about 
the charter school. In Wyoming, the authorizing school district uses its own procedures and 
policies to determine the autonomy that each charter school enjoys. Consequently, charter 
school autonomy (both legal and otherwise) can vary across the state. Three states (Kansas, 
Virginia, and Wyoming) lack an appeals process. The remaining two states (Alaska and Iowa) 
have an appeal avenue that is brand new or used infrequently. Despite these challenges, 
it is possible in some circumstances for some charter schools to operate and to achieve 
appropriate autonomy.     
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CHARTER SCHOOL AND AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY POLICIES:
DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES
SCORE OUT OF 30 POSSIBLE POINTS FOR STATES IN GROUP 1
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EMERGING CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES
District-dominated authorizing environments can lead to weak authorizing. Lack of commitment and lack of 
chartering scale can undermine the quality of district authorizers. While some of the largest and most engaged 
authorizers in the country are school districts, many district authorizers serve reluctantly as authorizers. 
5HOXFWDQW�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HUV�PD\�EH�KRVWLOH� WR�FKDUWHU�DSSOLFDQWV�RU�VFKRROV��PDNLQJ� LW�GL̇FXOW� IRU�D�FKDUWHU�
school proposal to receive a fair, merit-based hearing. Furthermore, authorizers with few charters are unlikely 
WR�EXLOG� WKH� FDSDFLW\�� LQVWLWXWLRQDO� IRFXV�� DQG� H[SHUWLVH²DQG� FUHDWH� WKH� V\VWHPV�DQG�SURFHGXUHV²UHTXLUHG� WR�
oversee a larger portfolio of charter schools, and thus may not implement best practices.  

In addition to limited scale and political reluctance, there are other barriers to quality authorizing in district-
dominated authorizing environments. For district authorizers in some states, a state appeals process can create 
obstacles and be a disincentive to implementing strong practices. Where district leaders perceive a “politicized” 
DSSHDOV�SURFHVV²WKDW�ZHDN�FKDUWHU�DSSOLFDQWV�ZLOO�EH�DSSURYHG�RU�WKDW�MXVWL¿HG�FKDUWHU�FORVXUH�GHFLVLRQV�ZLOO�EH�
UHYHUVHG�IRU�SROLWLFDO�UHDVRQV²GLVWULFWV�PD\�FRQFOXGH�WKDW�H̆RUWV�WR�LPSURYH�WKHLU�DXWKRUL]LQJ�ZLOO�QRW�LPSURYH�
the results. Accordingly, they may be reluctant to invest the resources and energy to develop the systems and best 
practices necessary to defend their high-stakes decisions or, ironically, to prevail in any appeals processes that 
are not politicized.  

2Q�WKH�SRVLWLYH�VLGH��GLVWULFWV�DOVR�KDYH�DGYDQWDJHV�LQ�DXWKRUL]LQJ��7KH\�FDQ�SURYLGH�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�IRU�FKDUWHU�
VFKRROV� WR� DFFHVV� H[LVWLQJ�RU�QHZ�GLVWULFW� IDFLOLWLHV��'LVWULFWV�KDYH� LQVWLWXWLRQDO� UHVRXUFHV�� LQIUDVWUXFWXUH�� DQG�
KXPDQ�FDSDFLW\�WKDW�FDQ�EH�GLUHFWHG�WR�H̆HFWLYH�DXWKRUL]LQJ��'LVWULFWV�FDQ�DOVR�HQJDJH�LQ�SRUWIROLR�PDQDJHPHQW�
strategies that can help student access and equity in charter schools through such procedures as a single district-
wide application process, or careful design and provision of special education and other services for at-risk 
students. Engaged district authorizers implementing best practices also can leverage performance management 
tools initially developed for charter school oversight to strengthen the ways that district schools are managed 
and can recruit capable charter school operators to help turn around chronically under-performing schools in 
the district.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
States with a district-dominated authorizing environment can take many steps to build quality and consistency 
among all authorizers. States in this group should take the following steps:

� � ����(VWDEOLVK�DQ�DOWHUQDWLYH�VWDWHZLGH�DXWKRUL]HU²VXFK�DV�DQ�,QGHSHQGHQW�&KDUWHU�%RDUG��,&%�²LQ�DOO�
states where it is constitutionally viable. States should use an alternative authorizer rather than an 
appeals process to guarantee that strong charter applications will be approved and to avoid oversight 
by reluctant authorizers.

� � ����([SOLFLWO\� JUDQW� DXWKRUL]HUV� WKH� SRZHU� DQG� UHVSRQVLELOLW\� WR� XVH� EHVW� SUDFWLFHV� LQ� SHUIRUPDQFH�
management, including performance contracts, performance frameworks, and tools that help them 
HYDOXDWH� SURVSHFWLYH� VFKRRO� UHSOLFDWRUV� ULJRURXVO\� �DQG� GL̆HUHQWO\� IURP� LQLWLDO� FKDUWHU� DSSOLFDQWV��
based on their performance records, growth planning, and demonstrated capacity to replicate high-
quality schools successfully. The state should require all authorizers in the state (regardless of scale of 
DXWKRUL]LQJ��WR�DGRSW�WKHVH�EHVW�SUDFWLFHV��

  3.  Empower authorizers to enforce a strong renewal standard, allowing authorizers to not renew a school 
LI� LW� IDLOV� WR�PHHW� WKH� SHUIRUPDQFH� VWDQGDUGV� DQG� H[SHFWDWLRQV� HVWDEOLVKHG� LQ� WKH� VFKRRO¶V� FKDUWHU�
contract.

� � ����0DNH�VFKRRO�FORVXUH�WKH�H[SHFWHG�FRQVHTXHQFH�IRU�SHUVLVWHQWO\�IDLOLQJ�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�WKURXJK�D�VWDWH�
level default closure provision. This provides clear direction to guide authorizer actions and applies 
HYHQ�LI�DXWKRUL]HUV�DUH�XQZLOOLQJ�RU�¿QG�LW�SROLWLFDOO\�GL̇FXOW�WR�FORVH�WKH�ZRUVW�SHUIRUPLQJ�VFKRROV�
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� � ����(VWDEOLVK�DXWKRUL]HU�VWDQGDUGV�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�QDWLRQDO�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDQGDUGV�

  6.  Promote transparency by requiring performance reporting by authorizers. This should include annual 
public reporting by authorizers on the individual and overall portfolio performance of their charter 
VFKRROV�DQG�RQ�WKHLU�DXWKRUL]LQJ�SUDFWLFHV��ZKLFK�VKRXOG�DOLJQ�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH¶V�DXWKRUL]HU�VWDQGDUGV�

� � ����(YDOXDWH�ZKHWKHU�DXWKRUL]HUV�PHHW�DXWKRUL]HU�VWDQGDUGV��IXO¿OO�WKHLU�SXEOLF�REOLJDWLRQV��DQG�SURWHFW�
school autonomy. Depending on local conditions, evaluations may be reserved for those authorizers 
with poorly performing schools or questionable practices.

SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES: STATES WITH “DEAD” LAWS (ALASKA, IOWA, KANSAS, VIRGINIA, 
AND WYOMING)15

&RQVLVWHQW�VFKRRO�DXWRQRP\��FRXSOHG�ZLWK�D�YLDEOH�DSSHDOV�SURFHVV�RU�DQ�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HU��PXVW�EH�WKH�¿UVW�
two priorities in all states with dead laws. Improvements in school and authorizer accountability are unlikely to 
matter without fundamental changes to these laws. To allow a viable charter school sector to emerge, these states 
should enact the following provisions: 

  1. Grant all charter schools autonomy over key areas of school operations

  2. Establish a viable appeals process for charter approval or provide an alternative authorizer
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STATE CONTEXT

$ODVND�KDV�D�³GHDG´�FKDUWHU�ODZ��&KDUWHU�VFKRROV�UHPDLQ�D�OHJDO�SDUW�RI�WKH�ORFDO�VFKRRO�GLVWULFW��DQG�VWDWH�ODZ�GRHV�
QRW�H[SOLFLWO\�SURYLGH�DQ\�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWK�VHSDUDWH��OHJDOO\�DXWRQRPRXV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�JRYHUQLQJ�ERDUGV�

Alaska has a dual-approval system for charter schools. All schools are authorized by LEAs but, upon district 
DSSURYDO��PXVW�DOVR�EH�DSSURYHG�E\�WKH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��6%(���

&KDQJHV�PDGH�WR�VWDWH�ODZ�LQ������FUHDWHG�DQ�DSSHDO�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�WKURXJK�WKH�&RPPLVVLRQHU�RI�(GXFDWLRQ�
DQG�WKH�6%(��7KH�VDPH�ODZ�DOVR�JUDQWHG�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�DGGLWLRQDO�DXWRQRP\�DQG�LPSURYHG�DFFHVV�WR�VHYHUDO�
funding streams.

Alaska GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 2/6
LEA, SEA considers appeals. Note: Alaska has a “dead” charter school 
law. Creating legally autonomous schools and a viable alternative 
authorizer should be the primary policy goals for the state.

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law does not specify provisions for renewing charters.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet 
minimum academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers. 

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   3/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP    13TH OF 17 STATES (tied with one other state)
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RECOMMENDATIONS

&UHDWLQJ�D�YLDEOH�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HU�DQG�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWK�OHJDOO\�DXWRQRPRXV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�JRYHUQLQJ�
boards should be the primary policy goals for the state. Policy should ensure that schools have autonomy in 
crucial areas of school operations.

&UHDWLQJ� DQ� DSSHDOV� SURFHVV�ZDV� DQ� LPSRUWDQW� ¿UVW� VWHS��+RZHYHU�� JLYHQ� LWV�PXOWL�OD\HUHG� DXWKRUL]HU�DSSHDO�
VWUXFWXUH��WKLV�DSSHDO�DYHQXH�LV�XQOLNHO\�WR�EH�DV�EHQH¿FLDO�DV�D�VWDQG�DORQH�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HU��$ODVND�VKRXOG�
DOVR� LQVWLWXWH� 1$&6$¶V� UHFRPPHQGHG� VFKRRO� DFFRXQWDELOLW\� SURYLVLRQV�� LQFOXGLQJ� SHUIRUPDQFH� IUDPHZRUNV�
and a strong renewal standard. When these provisions are in place, Alaska should also consider authorizer 
DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SURYLVLRQV��LQFOXGLQJ�DXWKRUL]HU�VWDQGDUGV��WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�WKH�VWDWH¶V�H[LVWLQJ�/($�DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG�
any new authorizers are appropriately overseeing charter schools in the best interests of students and the public.

3 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

&DOLIRUQLD�KDV�PRUH�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�WKDQ�DQ\�RWKHU�VWDWH²FRPSULVLQJ����SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�QDWLRQ¶V�FKDUWHU�VHFWRU��
&DOLIRUQLD�DOVR�KDV�DSSUR[LPDWHO\�RQH�WKLUG�RI�DOO� DXWKRUL]HUV� LQ� WKH�FRXQWU\��RU�����GLIIHUHQW�DXWKRUL]HUV�
RYHUVHHLQJ�������FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��$OPRVW�DOO�VFKRROV�DUH�DXWKRUL]HG�E\�DQ�/($��WKRXJK�&DOLIRUQLD�KDV�D�WZR�
WLHUHG�DSSHDO�VWUXFWXUH�LQ�ZKLFK�DSSOLFDQWV�FDQ�DOVR�EH�DSSURYHG�E\�&RXQW\�2IILFHV�RI�(GXFDWLRQ�RU�WKH�6WDWH�
%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��

0RVW�RI�&DOLIRUQLD¶V�DXWKRUL]HUV�RYHUVHH�RQO\�D�VPDOO�QXPEHU�RI�VFKRROV�HDFK�����SHUFHQW�RI�DFWLYH�DXWKRUL]HUV�
LQ�WKH�VWDWH²RU�DSSUR[LPDWHO\�����DXWKRUL]HUV²RYHUVHH�ILYH�RU�IHZHU�VFKRROV��&DOLIRUQLD�DOVR�KDV�WKH�ODUJHVW�
/($�DXWKRUL]HU�LQ�WKH�FRXQWU\��/RV�$QJHOHV�8QLILHG�6FKRRO�'LVWULFW��/$86'���&ROOHFWLYHO\�HQUROOLQJ���������
VWXGHQWV�� FKDUWHU� VFKRROV� DXWKRUL]HG� E\� /$86'� VHUYH� RQH� RXW� RI� HYHU\� ��� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� VWXGHQWV� LQ� WKH�
QDWLRQ�� %HFDXVH� RI� WKH� GRPLQDQW� UROH� WKDW� ORFDO� GLVWULFWV� SOD\� LQ� FKDUWHULQJ�� WKH� LQGLYLGXDO� SUDFWLFHV� RI� D�
VLQJOH�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HU�SULPDULO\�DIIHFW�DFFHVV�DQG�RYHUVLJKW�RQO\�ZLWKLQ�LWV�RZQ�MXULVGLFWLRQ�

&DOLIRUQLD�UHFHLYHV�SRLQWV�IRU�D�VWURQJ�UHQHZDO�VWDQGDUG��D�VWDWHZLGH�DSSHDOV�SURFHVV��DQG�D�PXOWL�FDPSXV�
SROLF\� WKDW� HQFRXUDJHV� UHSOLFDWLRQ�� &DOLIRUQLD� GRHV� QRW� UHFHLYH� SRLQWV� IRU� DQ\� DXWKRUL]HU� DFFRXQWDELOLW\�
policies or for default closure. Regarding default closure, while the law does set a non-renewal threshold, 
the law provides authorizers with considerable discretion to renew schools that fail to meet the minimum 
SHUIRUPDQFH�VWDQGDUGV��$V�VXFK��1$&6$�GRHV�QRW�LQWHUSUHW�&DOLIRUQLD�ODZ�DV�PDNLQJ�FORVXUH�WKH�GHIDXOW�RU�

California GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4 / 6 LEA1, SEA on appeal2 

Performance Management 
and Replication 1 / 3 State law does not require a charter contract or performance 

framework. Multiple schools may be operated under a single charter. 

Renewal Standard 6 / 6

By law, a charter school may not be renewed unless the school 
demonstrates academic achievement on state standards or the 
authorizer determines the school’s performance is at least equal to the 
performance of a school in the school district in which it is located.

Default Closure 0 / 6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

 Authorizer Standards 0 / 3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

 Authorizer Evaluations 0 / 3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

 Reports on Performance 0 / 3 State law does not require authorizers to produce annual public reports 
on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers. 

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   11 / 30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   4TH OF 17 STATES (tied with two other states)
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STATE CONTEXT CONT’D

RECOMMENDATIONS

H[SHFWHG�FRQVHTXHQFH�IRU�VFKRROV�WKDW�IDLO�WR�PHHW�D�PLQLPXP�DFDGHPLF�VWDQGDUG��$GGLWLRQDOO\��VLJQLILFDQW�
HGXFDWLRQ� UHIRUPV� SDVVHG� LQ� ����²FROOHFWLYHO\� UHIHUUHG� WR� KHUH� DV� WKH� /RFDO� &RQWURO� )XQGLQJ� )RUPXOD�
�/&))��UHIRUPV²PD\�LPSDFW�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SROLFLHV�DV�WKH\�DUH�IXOO\�LPSOHPHQWHG�RYHU�WKH�
QH[W�VHYHUDO�\HDUV��

1$&6$�UHFRPPHQGV�WKDW�&DOLIRUQLD�SXUVXH�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DQG�DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SROLF\�LPSURYHPHQWV�
that can have immediate impact. This includes requiring all authorizers to use strong performance management 
WRROV� UHÀHFWLQJ� LQGXVWU\� VWDQGDUGV�� LQFOXGLQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH� FRQWUDFWV� DQG�SHUIRUPDQFH� IUDPHZRUNV�� 7KHVH�
tools can include school-directed performance goals that would complement the community-directed ethos 
RI�&DOLIRUQLD¶V�QHZ�/RFDO�&RQWURO�DQG�$FFRXQWDELOLW\�3ODQ��D�FRPSRQHQW�RI�WKH�/&))�UHIRUPV�SDVVHG�LQ�������
7KH�QHZO\�HVWDEOLVKHG�&DOLIRUQLD�&ROODERUDWLYH�IRU�(GXFDWLRQDO�([FHOOHQFH��DORQJ�ZLWK�DXWKRUL]HU�DQG�FKDUWHU�
stakeholders, may be able to play a role in the dissemination and development of these tools. 

&DOLIRUQLD� VKRXOG� UHIRUP� LWV� VWDWXWRU\� SURYLVLRQV� RQ� UHQHZDO� WR� FUHDWH� D� VWURQJHU� GHIDXOW� QRQ�UHQHZDO� RU�
FORVXUH�PHFKDQLVP�� ,Q�DGGLWLRQ��&DOLIRUQLD� ODZ�VKRXOG�HVWDEOLVK�D�GLVWLQFW� UHQHZDO�SHWLWLRQ� ODZ�VSHFLI\LQJ�
WKDW�UHQHZDO�SHWLWLRQ�FRQWHQW�VKRXOG�IRFXV�RQ�WKH�VFKRRO¶V�SHUIRUPDQFH�RYHU�LWV�FXUUHQW�FKDUWHU�WHUP�

1$&6$�DOVR�UHFRPPHQGV�WKDW�&DOLIRUQLD�FRQVLGHU�FUHDWLQJ�D�VWDWHZLGH�LQGHSHQGHQW�DXWKRUL]HU�RU��JLYHQ�WKH�
VWDWH¶V�YDVW�VL]H�DQG�SRSXODWLRQ��D�VPDOO�QXPEHU�RI�LQGHSHQGHQW�DXWKRUL]HUV�IRU�VSHFL¿F�JHRJUDSKLF�UHJLRQV��
These independent authorizers would not only authorize charter schools, but could assist with the development 
DQG�GLVVHPLQDWLRQ�RI�PRGHO�SUDFWLFHV�WR�&DOLIRUQLD¶V�KXQGUHGV�RI�DXWKRUL]HUV��

FOOTNOTES
1  LEAs include County Offices of Education. The County Office of Education may authorize on appeal and may also directly 

authorize schools of county-wide benefit. 
2  California has a two-tiered appeals process. Schools can appeal a decision from the school district to their respective County 

Office of Education. The County Offices of Education can authorize the school or uphold the denial. If denied by the County 
Office of Education, the school can then appeal to the State Board of Education (SBE), which can authorize the school or uphold 
the denial. Statute allows for the SBE to authorize schools of statewide benefit, but litigation and regulatory hurdles have resulted 
in the SBE not authorizing under the statewide benefit mechanism for several years.
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STATE CONTEXT

&RORUDGR�KDV����DFWLYH�/($�DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG�WKH�&RORUDGR�&KDUWHU�6FKRRO�,QVWLWXWH��&6,���D�OLPLWHG�MXULVGLFWLRQ�
,QGHSHQGHQW�&KDUWHU�%RDUG��7KH�&6,�ZDV�HVWDEOLVKHG�WR�VHUYH�ERWK�DV�DQ�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HU�DQG�DV�D�PRGHO�
DXWKRUL]HU�IRU�WKH�VWDWH��7KH�&6,�PD\�DXWKRUL]H�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�GLUHFWO\�LQ�WKH�HLJKW�GLVWULFWV�FXUUHQWO\�GHWHUPLQHG�
E\�WKH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��6%(��WR�GHPRQVWUDWH�D�SDWWHUQ�RI�WUHDWLQJ�FKDUWHUV�LQ�D�KRVWLOH�PDQQHU��7KH�&6,�
may also serve as the authorizer if an LEA voluntarily relinquishes its chartering authority over a particular school 
RU�DSSOLFDQW��7KLV�VWUXFWXUH�LV�XQLTXH�DPRQJ�VWDWHV��7KH�&6,�RYHUVHHV�D�SRUWIROLR�WKDW�KDV�D�ODUJHU�SURSRUWLRQ�RI�
$OWHUQDWLYH�(GXFDWLRQ�&DPSXVHV��$(&V��DQG�YLUWXDO�VFKRROV� WKDQ�IRXQG�DPRQJ�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�DXWKRUL]HG�E\�
&RORUDGR�GLVWULFWV��

&RORUDGR¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�ODZ�SURYLGHV�IRU�DXWKRUL]HU�VWDQGDUGV�WKDW�UHÀHFW�1$&6$¶V�VWDQGDUGV��DQQXDO�DXWKRUL]HU�
SURGXFHG�UHSRUWV�RQ�VFKRRO�SHUIRUPDQFH��DQG�D�OLPLWHG�IRUP�RI�DXWKRUL]HU�VDQFWLRQV�WKURXJK�WKH�6%(¶V�SRZHU�
WR�UHPRYH�D�GLVWULFW¶V�H[FOXVLYH�FKDUWHULQJ�DXWKRULW\� IRU�FDXVH��+RZHYHU�� WKH�6%(�KDV�QRW�YRWHG� WR�UHPRYH� WKH�
H[FOXVLYH�DXWKRULW\�RI�D�GLVWULFW�VLQFH�WKH�&6,�ZDV�FUHDWHG�LQ�������

Colorado GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 2/6 LEA, Independent Charter Board with limited jurisdiction, SEA 
considers appeals3

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet 
minimum academic standards.

 Authorizer Standards 3/3
State law required the State Board of Education (SBE) to adopt 
authorizer standards. The SBE’s final rules reference NACSA’s 
Principles & Standards.

 Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

 Reports on Performance 3/3

State law requires the ICB and LEAs to produce an annual public report on 
the academic performance of their portfolio of schools. State law requires 
all LEAs to provide an annual report to the State Department of Education, 
which by regulation include reporting school performance data.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   9/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   8TH OF 17 STATES
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STATE CONTEXT CONT’D

RECOMMENDATIONS

&RORUDGR¶V� ODZ� ODFNV� LPSRUWDQW�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SURYLVLRQV��VXFK�DV�D�VWURQJ�UHQHZDO�VWDQGDUG��D�
UHTXLUHPHQW�WKDW�DOO�DXWKRUL]HUV�XVH�VWURQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH�IUDPHZRUNV�UHÀHFWLQJ�QDWLRQDO�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDQGDUGV��
DQG�D�GHIDXOW�FORVXUH�SURYLVLRQ��,Q�SUDFWLFH��WKH�6WDWH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�(GXFDWLRQ¶V�6FKRRO�3HUIRUPDQFH�)UDPHZRUN�
is established in policy and promoted as a model tool to be used by district authorizers statewide for all schools but 
QRW�QHFHVVDULO\�WLHG�WR�FKDUWHU�RYHUVLJKW��7KDW�IUDPHZRUN�LV�EDVHG�RQ�WKH�'HQYHU�3XEOLF�6FKRROV¶�RZQ�SHUIRUPDQFH�
IUDPHZRUN��ZKLFK�ZDV�GHYHORSHG�IRU��DQG�DSSOLHG�WR��WKH�GLVWULFW¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�RYHUVLJKW��

Authorizer practices around the state have achieved some consistency from the establishment of authorizer 
VWDQGDUGV� DQG� D� FROODERUDWLYH� H̆RUW� DPRQJ� GLVWULFWV�� WKH� &6,�� WKH� 6WDWH� 'HSDUWPHQW� RI� (GXFDWLRQ�� DQG� WKH�
&RORUDGR�/HDJXH�RI�&KDUWHU�6FKRROV� WR� LPSURYH�DXWKRUL]LQJ��$W� WKH�VDPH� WLPH�� WKH�VPDOO� VFDOH�RI�DXWKRUL]LQJ�
E\� WKH�PDMRULW\�RI�&RORUDGR¶V�/($�DXWKRUL]HUV� UHPDLQV�DQ�RQJRLQJ� FKDOOHQJH��SUHYHQWLQJ� WKHVH�GLVWULFWV� IURP�
GHYHORSLQJ�WKH�LQVWLWXWLRQDO�IRFXV�UHTXLUHG�WR�LQYHVW�LQ�EHVW�SUDFWLFHV�DQG�EXLOG�FKDUWHULQJ�H[SHUWLVH�

&RORUDGR� QHHGV� WR� LPSURYH� LWV� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� DFFRXQWDELOLW\� SROLFLHV� E\� VWUHQJWKHQLQJ� LWV� UHQHZDO� VWDQGDUG��
FRGLI\LQJ� WKH� H[SHFWDWLRQ� WKDW� DOO� DXWKRUL]HUV�XVH�SHUIRUPDQFH� IUDPHZRUNV�� DQG� LQVWLWXWLQJ� D�GHIDXOW� FORVXUH�
SURYLVLRQ��7KHVH�H̆RUWV�ZLOO�EH�DLGHG�E\�WKH�VWDWH¶V�ZHOO�GHYHORSHG�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHP�WKDW�SULRULWL]HV�VWXGHQW�
JURZWK�DQG�VHWV�SHUIRUPDQFH�WDUJHWV�IRU�$OWHUQDWLYH�(GXFDWLRQ�&DPSXVHV��&RORUDGR�VKRXOG�DOVR�H[SORUH�WXUQLQJ�
WKH�&6,�LQWR�D�IXOO\�HPSRZHUHG�,QGHSHQGHQW�&KDUWHU�%RDUG�DEOH�WR�DXWKRUL]H�LQGHSHQGHQWO\�RI�D�GLVWULFW¶V�EHKDYLRU�
RU�D�GLVWULFW¶V�GHFLVLRQ�WR�UHOLQTXLVK�LWV�FKDUWHULQJ�DXWKRULW\��
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FOOTNOTES
3  The State Board of Education is the official appellate body. If the SBE overturns a decision by an LEA, the school is first 

remanded back to the LEA for their authorization. If the LEA refuses to authorize the school, the SBE may order the 
establishment of the school. At that point, the LEA is the authorizer. 



NACSA  30

STATE CONTEXT

Florida constitutionally limits charter school authorizing mostly to its 67 school districts, although HEIs may 
DXWKRUL]H�VSHFL¿HG�FDUHHU�WHFKQLFDO�DQG�ODE�VFKRROV��&XUUHQWO\�����VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV�RYHUVHH�����FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��
7ZR�+(,V� RYHUVHH� WKUHH� DGGLWLRQDO� VSHFLDOL]HG� FKDUWHU� VFKRROV�� 7KH� VL]H� RI� VRPH� RI� )ORULGD¶V� VFKRRO� GLVWULFWV�
means Florida LEAs, on average, each authorize a large number of charter schools, giving a number of LEAs the 
chartering scale necessary to develop specialized authorizing functions. Florida statute also empowers the State 
%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ�WR�KHDU�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DSSHDOV��EXW�WKH�RULJLQDO�/($�VHUYHV�DV�WKH�DXWKRUL]HU�LI�LWV�GHFLVLRQ�LV�
reversed on appeal. 

Florida has a robust charter school accountability system in statute with required charter contracts, a default 
FORVXUH�SURYLVLRQ��DQG�D�VWURQJ�UHQHZDO�VWDQGDUG�DOUHDG\�LQ�SODFH��,Q�������WKH�)ORULGD�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�(GXFDWLRQ�
UHOHDVHG� WKH� )ORULGD� 3ULQFLSOHV� DQG� 6WDQGDUGV� IRU� 4XDOLW\� &KDUWHU� 6FKRRO� $XWKRUL]LQJ�� ZKLFK� DUH� FRQVLVWHQW�
ZLWK�QDWLRQDO�DXWKRUL]LQJ�VWDQGDUGV��:KLOH�1$&6$�DSSODXGV� WKH�VWDWH�DQG�)ORULGD�DXWKRUL]HUV� IRU�YROXQWDULO\�
GHYHORSLQJ�WKHVH�VWDQGDUGV��)ORULGD�UHFHLYHV�D�����LQ�WKLV�FDWHJRU\�EHFDXVH�WKHVH�VWDQGDUGV�DUH�DGYLVRU\�RQO\²
nothing in state law or rules required the development of these standards or their adoption, use, or endorsement 
by any authorizer. 

Florida GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 2/6 LEA, limited jurisdiction Higher Education Institution, SEA considers 
appeals

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3

State statute requires the use of a charter contract but not a 
performance framework. Multiple high-performing charter schools may 
operate or replicate under a single governing board.

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, authorizers may decide not to renew a school for failure to meet 
performance goals in its charter.

Default Closure 6/6 By law, charter schools that receive an F rating two years in a row must 
be closed, with few exceptions.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.4 

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public report 
on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers. 

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   16/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   3RD OF 17 STATES
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RECOMMENDATIONS

)ORULGD�KDV�PDQ\�RI�1$&6$¶V�UHFRPPHQGHG�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SURYLVLRQV�LQ�SODFH��1$&6$�HQFRXUDJHV�
)ORULGD� SROLF\PDNHUV� WR� H[SORUH� DGGLWLRQDO� SROLFLHV� WR� LPSURYH� IURQW�HQG� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� VFUHHQLQJ� DQG� WHUP�
length oversight, as well as enhance authorizer accountability. This could include policies to require rigorous 
charter school approval processes, the use of strong performance frameworks with annual authorizer portfolio 
performance reports, and a policy promoting regular authorizer evaluations by the state to help authorizers 
H[DPLQH�DQG�LPSURYH�WKHLU�SUDFWLFHV�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�)ORULGD¶V�DXWKRUL]HU�VWDQGDUGV��

)LQDOO\�� 1$&6$� HQFRXUDJHV� )ORULGD� WR� UHYLVH� LWV� FKDUWHU� DSSOLFDWLRQ� DSSHDOV� SURFHVV� WR� DOORZ� WKH� DSSHOODWH�
ERG\� WR�VHUYH�DV� WKH�DXWKRUL]HU�RQ�DSSHDO�RU� WR�H[SORUH�SRVVLEOH�FRQVWLWXWLRQDO�FKDQJHV� WR�DOORZ�D�QRQ�/($�
alternative authorizer to do so. A non-LEA authorizer option would allow LEAs to choose whether to serve 
as the authorizer of schools approved on state appeal or to cede authorizing responsibility to the alternative 
authorizer, if they so desire. 

16 of 30 Points

LAW ENACTED IN 1996 

47 AUTHORIZERS

99% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

625 CHARTER SCHOOLS

16% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

229,926 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

8% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

16
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS

FOOTNOTES
4  The Florida Department of Education released the Florida Principles and Standards for Quality Charter School Authorizing in 

October 2014. These standards are consistent with national authorizing standards. Nothing in state law or rules required the 
development of these standards or requires their use by authorizers.
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STATE CONTEXT5

*HRUJLD� ODZ� DOORZV� /($V� DQG� WKH� *HRUJLD� &KDUWHU� 6FKRROV� &RPPLVVLRQ�� DQ� ,QGHSHQGHQW� &KDUWHU� %RDUG�� WR�
DXWKRUL]H�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��7KH�&RPPLVVLRQ�ZDV�HVWDEOLVKHG�LQ�������UXOHG�XQFRQVWLWXWLRQDO�LQ�������DQG�WKHQ�UH�
HVWDEOLVKHG�LQ������DIWHU�D�VXFFHVVIXO�YRWHU�UHIHUHQGXP��7KH�QHZQHVV�RI�WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ�LV�D�PDMRU�UHDVRQ�IRU�WKH�
PRGHVW�VL]H�RI�LWV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�SRUWIROLR��ZKLFK�LQFOXGHV����VFKRROV��RU����SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�VWDWH¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��
7KH�VWDWH�KDV�D�QRWDEOH�SRSXODWLRQ�RI�YLUWXDO�VFKRROV��ZLWK�WKUHH�YLUWXDO�VFKRROV�HQUROOLQJ����SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�VWDWH¶V�
charter school students.

Georgia GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, Independent Charter Board

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools. 

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet 
minimum academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public report 
on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   7/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   9TH OF 17 STATES
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RECOMMENDATIONS

*HRUJLD¶V� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� ODZ� FRQWDLQV� DOPRVW� QRQH� RI� 1$&6$¶V� UHFRPPHQGHG� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� DQG� DXWKRUL]HU�
accountability provisions. 

Georgia should reform its charter law to strengthen charter school accountability and require authorizers to 
follow best practices in charter authorizing in accordance with national professional standards. All authorizers 
FDQ� EHQH¿W� IURP� VWDWXWRU\� JXLGDQFH� WR� LPSOHPHQW� VWURQJ� DFFRXQWDELOLW\� SUDFWLFHV�� DQG� D� SROLF\� UHTXLULQJ�
DOO� DXWKRUL]HUV� WR�PHHW� FHUWDLQ� VWDQGDUGV�ZRXOG�SRVLWLRQ� WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ� WR� VHUYH� DV� D� VWDWH�PRGHO� IRU� RWKHU�
authorizers. In addition, improving accountability on the front end by requiring all authorizers to implement a 
rigorous charter school approval process is equally important to ensure quality charter school growth in a state 
with robust annual growth of charter schools.

7 of 30 Points

LAW ENACTED IN 1994 

35 AUTHORIZERS

86% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

110 CHARTER SCHOOLS

5% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

70,718 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

4% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

7
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS

FOOTNOTES
5  Georgia undertook a regulatory process in November 2014 to address some of NACSA’s policy recommendations. (This was after 

the analysis for this 2014 report was completed but before publication.) Those changes in Georgia will be reflected in NACSA’s 
2015 analysis.
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STATE CONTEXT

,OOLQRLV�KDV� ��� DFWLYH� VFKRRO�GLVWULFW� DXWKRUL]HUV�� ,Q�DGGLWLRQ�� WKH� ,OOLQRLV�6WDWH�&KDUWHU�6FKRRO�&RPPLVVLRQ�� DQ�
,QGHSHQGHQW�&KDUWHU�%RDUG��PD\�DSSURYH�VFKRROV�RQ�DSSHDO��&KDUWHU�VFKRROV�DUH�SULPDULO\� ORFDWHG� LQ�&KLFDJR��
ZLWK�&KLFDJR�3XEOLF�6FKRROV�VHUYLQJ�DV�WKH�DXWKRUL]HU�RI�����VFKRROV��RU����SHUFHQW�RI�DOO�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�LQ�,OOLQRLV��

Illinois is one of the few LEA-dominated states that have adopted authorizer accountability provisions. The 
charter law establishes authorizer standards, requires authorizers to produce annual school performance reports, 
and allows authorizer sanctions when necessary. In Illinois, these policies were informed by their practical use by 
&KLFDJR�3XEOLF�6FKRROV�DQG�ZRUN�WRJHWKHU�ZLWK�WKH�SUHVHQFH�RI�WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ²DV�WKH�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HU�RQ�
DSSHDO²WR�VSXU�VWURQJHU�SUDFWLFH�E\�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HUV��7KHVH�SROLFLHV�DQG�WKH�SUHVHQFH�RI�DQ�DSSHOODWH�DXWKRUL]HU�
provide both guidance and motivation to encourage LEA authorizers to demonstrate their commitment to fair 
and equitable authorizing.

Illinois GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 LEA, Independent Charter Board on appeal

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3 State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework 

or replication policy. 

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet 
minimum academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 3/3

By law, the Illinois State Charter School Commission and all LEAs 
overseeing charters shall carry out all their chartering duties in a 
manner consistent with nationally recognized principles and standards 
of charter school authorizing.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 3/3
By law, authorizers are required to report annually on the academic 
performance of all charter schools in their portfolio as measured by state 
standards.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions unless 
there are additional viable authorizers. Exceptional Circumstance: State 
law allows for sanctions for not adhering to high-quality authorizer 
practices but not for poor performance of their charter school portfolio. 
Sanctions can include removal of authorizing power or authority to grant 
new charters. 

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   11/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   4TH OF 17 STATES (tied with two other states)
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RECOMMENDATIONS

5HFHQW� OHJLVODWLYH�H̆RUWV�KDYH�DWWHPSWHG� WR�GLVVROYH� WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ��1$&6$�UHFRPPHQGV� WKDW� ,OOLQRLV�¿UVW�
SULRULWL]H� WKH� SUHVHUYDWLRQ� RI� WKH� &RPPLVVLRQ� DV� D� QHFHVVDU\� DSSHOODWH� ERG\�� ,Q� DGGLWLRQ�� LW� ZRXOG� EH� LGHDO�
WR�DOORZ�WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ�WR�UHFHLYH�FKDUWHU�DSSOLFDWLRQV�GLUHFWO\��UDWKHU�WKDQ�WKURXJK�DSSHDOV�RQO\��2QFH�WKH�
IXWXUH�RI�WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ�LV�VHFXUH��,OOLQRLV�VKRXOG�HQKDQFH�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�E\�FRGLI\LQJ�LQ�SROLF\�
many of the model practices currently used by the stronger authorizers in the state. This includes requiring 
authorizers to use a performance framework, encouraging charter school replication by successful schools, and 
instituting a strong renewal standard. Illinois should also consider providing for a state oversight entity to 
conduct authorizer evaluations, as needed, which serve as a barometer of authorizer activities and can inform 
changes in practice and policy. 

11 of 30 Points

LAW ENACTED IN 1996 

12 AUTHORIZERS

97% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

145 CHARTER SCHOOLS

3% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

59,627 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

3% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

11
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS
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STATE CONTEXT

,RZD�KDV�D�³GHDG´�FKDUWHU�ODZ��&KDUWHU�VFKRROV�UHPDLQ�D�OHJDO�SDUW�RI�WKH�ORFDO�VFKRRO�GLVWULFW��DQG�VWDWH�ODZ�GRHV�
QRW�H[SOLFLWO\�SURYLGH�DQ\�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWK�VHSDUDWH�� OHJDOO\�DXWRQRPRXV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�JRYHUQLQJ�ERDUGV��
There are only three charter schools in the entire state. 

Iowa allows LEA authorizers and empowers the SEA to authorize on appeal. The SEA must also approve all 
charter contracts issued by LEAs, a process referred to as dual approval. The SEA does not currently authorize 
any schools on appeal.

Iowa GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6
LEA, SEA on appeal. Note: Iowa has a “dead” charter school law. 
Creating legally autonomous schools and a viable alternative authorizer 
should be the primary policy goals for the state.

Performance Management 
and Replication 0/3 State law requires no charter contract, performance framework, or 

replication policy.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet 
minimum academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public report 
on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   4/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   12TH OF 17 STATES
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RECOMMENDATIONS

,RZD¶V� FKDUWHU� ODZ� FRQWDLQV� QRQH� RI� 1$&6$¶V� UHFRPPHQGHG� SURYLVLRQV� IRU� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� RU� DXWKRUL]HU�
accountability. 

&UHDWLQJ�D�YLDEOH�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HU�DQG�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWK�OHJDOO\�DXWRQRPRXV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�JRYHUQLQJ�
boards should be the primary policy goals for the state. Policy should ensure that schools have autonomy in 
crucial areas of school operations.

Iowa needs to reform its charter law considerably to allow a viable charter school sector to emerge. 

4 of 30 Points

LAW ENACTED IN 2002 

3 AUTHORIZERS

100% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

3 CHARTER SCHOOLS

0.2% OF PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS ARE CHARTERS

315 CHARTER STUDENTS

0.1% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

4
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS



NACSA  38

STATE CONTEXT

.DQVDV�KDV�D�³GHDG´�FKDUWHU�ODZ��&KDUWHU�VFKRROV�UHPDLQ�D�OHJDO�SDUW�RI�WKH�ORFDO�VFKRRO�GLVWULFW��DQG�VWDWH�ODZ�GRHV�
QRW�H[SOLFLWO\�SURYLGH�DQ\�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWK�VHSDUDWH��OHJDOO\�DXWRQRPRXV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�JRYHUQLQJ�ERDUGV��

Kansas allows LEA authorizers only. There are only 11 charter schools in the entire state, including four 
virtual schools. 

Kansas GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 0/6
LEA only. Note: Kansas has a “dead” charter school law. Creating 
legally autonomous schools and a viable alternative authorizer should 
be the primary policy goals for the state.

Performance Management 
and Replication 0/3 State law requires no charter contract, performance framework, or 

replication policy.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet 
minimum academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public report 
on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   0/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   17TH OF 17 STATES
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RECOMMENDATIONS

.DQVDV¶V� FKDUWHU� ODZ� FRQWDLQV� QRQH� RI� 1$&6$¶V� UHFRPPHQGHG� SURYLVLRQV� IRU� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� RU� DXWKRUL]HU�
accountability. 

&UHDWLQJ�D�YLDEOH�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HU�DQG�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWK�OHJDOO\�DXWRQRPRXV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�JRYHUQLQJ�
boards should be the primary policy goals for the state. Policy should ensure that schools have autonomy in 
crucial areas of school operations.

Kansas needs to reform its charter law considerably to allow a viable charter school sector to emerge. 

0 of 30 Points

LAW ENACTED IN 1994 

11 AUTHORIZERS

100% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

11 CHARTER SCHOOLS

1% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

2,549 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

1% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

0
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS
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STATE CONTEXT

0DU\ODQG� ODZ� FRQWDLQV� DOPRVW� QRQH� RI� WKH� WUDGLWLRQDO� FRPSRQHQWV� RI� D� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� ODZ�� 7KH� ODZ�GRHV� QRW�
H[SOLFLWO\�SURYLGH�DQ\�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWK�VHSDUDWH��OHJDOO\�DXWRQRPRXV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�JRYHUQLQJ�ERDUGV��7KH�ODZ�
does not grant charter schools a waiver from any local or state laws or regulations. Instead, charter schools must 
LQGLYLGXDOO\�DSSO\�WR�WKHLU�/($�DXWKRUL]HU�RU�WKH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ�IRU�DQ\�DXWRQRPLHV�LW�VHHNV��$UJXDEO\��
0DU\ODQG¶V�ODZ�FRXOG�EH�FODVVL¿HG�DV�D�³GHDG´�ODZ��+RZHYHU��LQGLYLGXDO�VFKRROV�PD\�EH�JUDQWHG�DXWRQRP\�DQG�
operate with the freedom usually found in states with live laws. The law requires each LEA to develop a charter 
school policy and, in practice, some LEAs have policies that provide additional autonomies. As a result, the 
governing structure of charter schools and the degree of charter school autonomy varies considerably from school 
to school and from district to district. 

0DU\ODQG�FXUUHQWO\�KDV�VHYHQ�/($�DXWKRUL]HUV�RYHUVHHLQJ�D�WRWDO�RI����VFKRROV��6WDWH�ODZ�DOORZV�WKH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�
Education to hear appeals, but the original LEA serves as the authorizer if its decision is reversed on appeal. The 
PDMRULW\�RI�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�LQ�0DU\ODQG�DUH�ORFDWHG�LQ�%DOWLPRUH��ZLWK�%DOWLPRUH�&LW\�3XEOLF�6FKRROV�DXWKRUL]LQJ�
QHDUO\����SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�LQ�WKH�VWDWH��

GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 2/6 LEA, SEA considers appeals 6

Performance Management 
and Replication 0/3 State law requires no charter contract, performance framework, or 

replication policy.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   2/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   15TH OF 17 STATES

Maryland



2014 STATE POLICY ANALYSIS 41

RECOMMENDATIONS

0DU\ODQG¶V� FKDUWHU� ODZ� FRQWDLQV� QRQH� RI� 1$&6$¶V� UHFRPPHQGHG� SURYLVLRQV� IRU� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� RU� DXWKRUL]HU�
accountability. 

0DU\ODQG�VKRXOG�IRFXV�LWV�SROLF\�JRDOV�RQ�JDLQLQJ�DXWRQRP\�IRU�WKH�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�VHFWRU�LQ�H[FKDQJH�IRU�DGGLWLRQDO�
accountability, both for authorizers and schools. 

&UHDWLQJ�D�YLDEOH�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HU�DQG�FKDUWHU� VFKRROV�ZLWK�VLJQL¿FDQW�GH� IDFWR�DXWRQRP\�VKRXOG�EH� WKH�
primary policy goals for the state. 

FOOTNOTES
6  The State Board of Education may directly authorize “restructured schools,” one of the district school interventions under 

Maryland’s No Child Left Behind Act compliance.

LAW ENACTED IN 2003 

7 AUTHORIZERS

100% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

52 CHARTER SCHOOLS

4% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

21,397 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

3% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

2
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS

2 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

2NODKRPD� DOORZV� /($� DQG� +LJKHU� (GXFDWLRQ� ,QVWLWXWLRQ� �+(,�� DXWKRUL]HUV�� EXW� FKDUWHU� VFKRROV� PD\� EH�
HVWDEOLVKHG�RQO\�LQ�VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV�ZLWK�PRUH�WKDQ�������VWXGHQWV�RU�WKRVH�ZLWK�D�VFKRRO�RQ�WKH�VWDWH¶V�VFKRRO�
LPSURYHPHQW�OLVW��)HGHUDOO\�UHFRJQL]HG�,QGLDQ�WULEHV�PD\�DXWKRUL]H�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWKLQ�VSHFL¿FDOO\�GHVLJQDWHG�
ERXQGDULHV��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��WKH�QHZO\�HVWDEOLVKHG�9LUWXDO�&KDUWHU�6FKRRO�%RDUG�PD\�DXWKRUL]H�VWDWHZLGH�IXOO�WLPH�
YLUWXDO�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��7KH�WZR�YLUWXDO�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�DFFRXQW�IRU����SHUFHQW�RI�2NODKRPD¶V�WRWDO�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�
enrollment. Despite allowing multiple alternative authorizers, the population-based restriction on school location 
VLJQL¿FDQWO\�OLPLWV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�JURZWK�LQ�WKH�VWDWH��DQG�DOO�EXW�RQH�EULFN�DQG�PRUWDU�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DUH�LQ�7XOVD�
DQG�2NODKRPD�&LW\��2NODKRPD�&LW\�3XEOLF�6FKRROV� LV�WKH�ODUJHVW�DXWKRUL]HU�ZLWK�PRUH�WKDQ�KDOI�RI�DOO�FKDUWHU�
schools in the state.

GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 2/6
LEA, limited jurisdiction Higher Education Institution, limited jurisdiction 
Independent Charter Board, limited jurisdiction Non-Education 
Government entity 

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3 State law requires a charter contract and allows multiple schools under 

a single contract but does not require a performance framework. 

Renewal Standard 6/6
By law, authorizers may decide not to renew a school for failing to 
complete the obligations of the charter contract or the provisions 
required of all charter schools under the state’s law.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers. In the event that the law changes 
and additional authorizers become active statewide, Oklahoma may 
benefit from an authorizer sanction policy.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   10/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   7TH OF 17 STATES

Oklahoma
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RECOMMENDATIONS

2NODKRPD�VKRXOG�HVWDEOLVK�DQ�,QGHSHQGHQW�&KDUWHU�%RDUG��,&%��ZLWK�D�VWDWHZLGH�MXULVGLFWLRQ�WR�RSHQ�FKDUWHULQJ�
in the rest of the state, with a strong emphasis on quality schools and rigorous authorizing. Given the variety 
RI� DXWKRUL]HUV� DOORZHG� E\� ODZ� DQG� DOUHDG\� RSHUDWLQJ� LQ� WKH� VWDWH��2NODKRPD� VKRXOG� DOVR� HVWDEOLVK� DXWKRUL]HU�
standards, performance frameworks, and several provisions for authorizer accountability, including authorizer 
evaluations and annual public reports on school and portfolio performance. 

6KRXOG� WKH� JHRJUDSKLF� MXULVGLFWLRQ� RI� WKH� VWDWH¶V� DOWHUQDWLYH� DXWKRUL]HUV� H[SDQG�� 2NODKRPD� VKRXOG� HVWDEOLVK�
authorizer sanctions, provisions to prevent authorizer hopping, and a default closure mechanism to ensure 
FRQVLVWHQW�DXWKRUL]LQJ�SUDFWLFHV�DQG�DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�DV�WKH�DXWKRUL]LQJ�VHFWRU�DOVR�H[SDQGV��:LWKRXW�
viable statewide alternative authorizers, however, authorizer sanctions are inappropriate. 

A strong authorizer reporting and evaluation framework could strengthen authorizer accountability. The current 
SROLF\�FRXOG�EH�LPSURYHG�E\�HQKDQFLQJ�WKH�DQQXDO�UHSRUW�WKDW�LV�QRZ�SURGXFHG�E\�WKH�2NODKRPD�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�
Education so that it would include reports on authorizer and school performance disaggregated by authorizer.  

LAW ENACTED IN 1999 

7 AUTHORIZERS

72% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

25 CHARTER SCHOOLS

1% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

9,751 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

1% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

10
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS

10 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

2UHJRQ�DOORZV�/($�DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG�HPSRZHUV�WKH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��6%(��RU�+LJK�(GXFDWLRQ�,QVWLWXWLRQV�
�+(,V��WR�DXWKRUL]H�VFKRROV�RQ�DSSHDO�IROORZLQJ�GHQLDO�E\�DQ�/($��1R�+(,V�FXUUHQWO\�DXWKRUL]H�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��
&XUUHQWO\�����SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�VWDWH¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�DUH�DXWKRUL]HG�E\�/($V��7KH�6%(�DXWKRUL]HV�WKH�UHPDLQLQJ�
WKUHH�SHUFHQW�RI�VFKRROV��2UHJRQ�KDV�D�UHODWLYHO\�ODUJH�YLUWXDO�VFKRRO�SRSXODWLRQ��ZLWK����YLUWXDO�VFKRROV�HQUROOLQJ�
���SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�VWDWH¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�VWXGHQWV���

GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 LEA, SEA on appeal (allowed but inactive: Higher Education Institution 
on appeal)

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   5/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   11TH OF 17 STATES

Oregon
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RECOMMENDATIONS

2UHJRQ�VKRXOG�FUHDWH�D�YLDEOH�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HU�WR�ZKLFK�FKDUWHU�DSSOLFDQWV�FDQ�DSSO\�GLUHFWO\��VXFK�DV�DQ�
,QGHSHQGHQW�&KDUWHU�%RDUG��2UHJRQ¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�ODZ�ODFNV�DOPRVW�DOO�RI�1$&6$¶V�UHFRPPHQGHG�SROLFLHV�DQG�
VKRXOG�EH�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�UHIRUPHG�WR�LQFOXGH�VWURQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�DXWKRUL]LQJ�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�
provisions. The high authorizer funding enabled by the state makes authorizer transparency and accountability 
SDUWLFXODUO\� LPSRUWDQW�� *LYHQ� WKH� KLVWRULFDOO\� ORZ� SHUIRUPDQFH� RI�2UHJRQ¶V� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� VHFWRU�� WKH� VWDWH�
ZRXOG�EHQH¿W�IURP�LQVWLWXWLQJ�D�GHIDXOW�FORVXUH�SURYLVLRQ�WKDW�FDQ�H[SHGLWLRXVO\�FORVH�WKH�ORZHVW�SHUIRUPLQJ�
charter schools. 

LAW ENACTED IN 1999 

76 AUTHORIZERS

97% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

124 CHARTER SCHOOLS

6% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

28,581 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

5% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

5
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS

5 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

Pennsylvania has 48 LEA authorizers overseeing 152 charter schools. The State Department of Education oversees 
14 virtual charter schools. In addition, consortia of LEAs may authorize regional charter schools that serve 
larger areas. Consortia currently oversee 10 charter schools. The Charter School Appeal Board, an independent 
appointed board, presides over appeals statewide and may overturn or uphold LEA authorizing decisions. Schools 
approved by the Charter School Appeal Board are then authorized by the original LEA authorizer or, if the original 
authorizer refuses, by the SEA. The majority of Pennsylvania’s charter schools are located in Philadelphia and 
authorized by the Philadelphia School District, which in turn is governed by the School Reform Commission. The 
School Reform Commission has the authority to exempt the Philadelphia School District from some state statutes 
and has historically imposed additional restrictions on chartering through that exemption process.7

GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 LEA, SEA on appeal,8 SEA for virtual schools

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, authorizers have discretion to close schools for failing to meet 
student performance standards.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   11/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   4TH OF 17 STATES (tied with two other states)

Pennsylvania
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Pennsylvania’s charter school law lacks authorizer standards and other authorizer accountability provisions 
recommended by NACSA. In addition, the state’s charter law has not been significantly revised since 1997. It lacks 
provisions for both strong charter school accountability and an alternative authorizer.  

Pennsylvania should establish a high-quality statewide alternative authorizer, a default closure provision, and 
policy requiring authorizers to use strong performance management tools reflecting professional standards, 
authorizer standards, and essential authorizer accountability. In addition, these strong accountability 
requirements must apply to all authorizers, including Philadelphia under the School Reform Commission, as well 
as both brick-and-mortar schools and virtual schools.

FOOTNOTES
7  Recent developments may have ended the School Reform Commission’s (SRC) discretion to limit charter growth by refusing to 

accept charter applications. It is too early to determine the amount of discretion the SRC will maintain. 
8  The Charter School Appeal Board (CAB) presides over both brick-and-mortar and virtual school appeals. Schools approved by 

the CAB are then authorized by the LEA or the SEA.

LAW ENACTED IN 1997 

49 AUTHORIZERS

92% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

176 CHARTER SCHOOLS

5% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

128,701 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

7% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

11
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS

11 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

6RXWK�&DUROLQD¶V� DXWKRUL]LQJ� VHFWRU� LV� LQ� WUDQVLWLRQ��ZLWK� FXUUHQWO\� ���SHUFHQW� RI� VFKRROV� DXWKRUL]HG�E\�/($V�
DQG����SHUFHQW�RI�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�DXWKRUL]HG�E\�WKH�6RXWK�&DUROLQD�3XEOLF�&KDUWHU�6FKRRO�'LVWULFW��6&3&6'���WKH�
VWDWH¶V�,QGHSHQGHQW�&KDUWHU�%RDUG�FUHDWHG�LQ�������1$&6$�DQWLFLSDWHV�WKDW�WKH�6&3&6'�ZLOO�HYHQWXDOO\�DXWKRUL]H�
D�PDMRULW\�RI�WKH�VWDWH¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��6RXWK�&DUROLQD¶V�FKDUWHU�ODZ�DOVR�DOORZV�+LJKHU�(GXFDWLRQ�,QVWLWXWLRQV�
�+(,V��WR�DXWKRUL]H�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�EXW��DV�RI�WKH�VWDUW�RI�WKH���������VFKRRO�\HDU��QRQH�GLG�VR��7KH�6&3&6'�LV�
WKH�RQO\�DXWKRUL]HU�RI�VWDWHZLGH�IXOO�WLPH�YLUWXDO�VFKRROV²FXUUHQWO\�VL[�VFKRROV�WKDW�HQUROO����SHUFHQW�RI�FKDUWHU�
school students in the state.

,Q� ������ 6RXWK� &DUROLQD� SDVVHG� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� DFFRXQWDELOLW\� OHJLVODWLRQ� WKDW� DGRSWHG� DXWKRUL]HU� VWDQGDUGV��
HVWDEOLVKHG�D� VWURQJ� UHQHZDO� VWDQGDUG�� LQVWLWXWHG�D�GHIDXOW� FORVXUH�SURYLVLRQ�� DQG�FODUL¿HG� WKH� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO�
approval and appeals process. 

7KHVH�QHZ�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SURYLVLRQV�LQ�ODZ�PDNH�6RXWK�&DUROLQD�WKH�KLJKHVW�UDQNHG�VWDWH�LQ�WKLV�JURXS�

GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, Independent Charter Board (allowed but inactive: Higher 
Education Institution)

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, charter schools must not be renewed if they fail to meet 
academic performance standards.

Default Closure 6/6 State law requires default closure for charter schools that are in the 
state’s lowest performance level for three years.

Authorizer Standards 3/3 State law requires the adoption of professional standards.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 3/3 By law, authorizers must annually compile all school reports on 
performance and submit them to the State Department of Education.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in 
states without additional viable authorizers. In the event that additional 
authorizers become active, as allowed by state law, South Carolina may 
benefit from an authorizer sanction policy.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   25/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   1ST OF 17 STATES

South Carolina
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RECOMMENDATIONS

6RXWK�&DUROLQD�VKRXOG�IRFXV�LPPHGLDWHO\�RQ�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�WKHVH�QHZ�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DQG�DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�
SROLFLHV��4XDOLW\�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�ZLOO�KDYH�VLJQL¿FDQW�SRVLWLYH�LPSDFW�RQ�DXWKRUL]LQJ�DQG�RQ�WKH�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�
VHFWRU��7KH�VWDWH�VKRXOG�DOVR�FODULI\�WKH�H[SHFWDWLRQ�DQG�DXWKRULW\�RI�DOO�DXWKRUL]HUV�WR�XVH�SHUIRUPDQFH�IUDPHZRUNV��
$V�WKH�6&3&6'�FRQWLQXHV�WR�JURZ�DQG�+(,�DXWKRUL]HUV�EHFRPH�DFWLYH��6RXWK�&DUROLQD�VKRXOG�FRQVLGHU�DGRSWLQJ�
authorizer accountability provisions to ensure consistent high-quality authorizing practices by all authorizers. 
This could ultimately include empowering a state oversight entity with the authority to evaluate or sanction 
authorizers, especially local school districts and any HEI authorizers that may eventually begin operations, if 
these authorizers fail to uphold high standards for themselves and the schools they oversee.

LAW ENACTED IN 1996 

17 AUTHORIZERS

59% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

59 CHARTER SCHOOLS

5% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

23,302 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

3% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

25
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS

25 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

7HQQHVVHH�DOORZV�VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV�DQG�WKH�$FKLHYHPHQW�6FKRRO�'LVWULFW��$6'���D�VWDWHZLGH�UHFRYHU\�VFKRRO�GLVWULFW��
WR�DXWKRUL]H�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��7KH�$6'�LV�OLPLWHG�WR�FHUWDLQ�QHZ�VFKRRO�DQG�FRQYHUVLRQ�H̆RUWV�LQ�VSHFL¿F�VFKRRO�
FDWFKPHQW�]RQHV�ZKHUH�H[LVWLQJ�VFKRROV�GHPRQVWUDWH�IDLOLQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH��7KH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��6%(��
PD\�KHDU� DSSHDOV��%HJLQQLQJ� LQ������� WKH�6%(�PD\�GLUHFWO\� DXWKRUL]H� FKDUWHU� VFKRROV� RQ�DSSHDO� IURP�VFKRRO�
GLVWULFWV�ZLWK�RQH�RU�PRUH�VFKRROV�UDQNHG�LQ�WKH�ERWWRP�¿YH�SHUFHQW�RI�DOO�VFKRROV�LQ�WKH�VWDWH��&KDUWHU�VFKRROV�
IURP�RWKHU�GLVWULFWV�PD\�VWLOO�DSSHDO�WR�WKH�6%(��LI�WKH�6%(�RYHUWXUQV�WKH�/($¶V�GHFLVLRQ��WKH�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�LV�
returned to the LEA for authorization. While charter schools are now allowed across the state, they are largely 
FRQFHQWUDWHG�LQ�WKH�0HPSKLV�DQG�1DVKYLOOH�XUEDQ�DUHDV�EHFDXVH�RI�RULJLQDO�FRQVWUDLQWV�LQ�WKH�VWDWH¶V�FKDUWHU�ODZ�
that limited charter schools to high-need areas. 

,Q� ������ 7HQQHVVHH�PDGH� VLJQL¿FDQW� UHIRUPV� WR� LWV� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� DFFRXQWDELOLW\� ODZ� E\� LQVWLWXWLQJ� D� GHIDXOW�
FORVXUH�SURYLVLRQ��VWUHQJWKHQLQJ�WKH�VWDWH¶V�UHQHZDO�VWDQGDUG��DQG�DGRSWLQJ�DXWKRUL]HU�VWDQGDUGV��

GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 2/6
LEA, SEA on appeal with limited jurisdiction, and an authorizer that acts 
as an Independent Charter Board—a statewide recovery school district 
with limited jurisdiction

Performance Management 
and Replication 0/3 State law requires no charter contract, performance framework, or 

replication policy.

Renewal Standard 6/6
State law calls for the nonrenewal of “priority schools” (the state’s 
lowest-performing schools), and renewal decisions must be based on a 
charter school’s annual progress report.

Default Closure 6/6 State law calls for the default closure of priority schools.

Authorizer Standards 3/3 State law requires the use of authorizer standards by the State Board of 
Education and recommends their use by all authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   17/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   2ND OF 17 STATES

Tennessee
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1$&6$�UHFRPPHQGV�WKDW�SROLF\PDNHUV�FRQWLQXH�WKHLU�H̆RUWV�DQG�FRGLI\�DGGLWLRQDO�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DQG�DXWKRUL]HU�
accountability policies and practices into law. This should include requiring authorizers to use a distinct charter 
contract, use performance frameworks, and produce annual public reports on the performance of all charter 
VFKRROV� LQ� WKHLU�SRUWIROLR��1$&6$�DOVR� UHFRPPHQGV� WKDW�SROLF\PDNHUV�H[SDQG� WKH�DXWKRUL]LQJ� MXULVGLFWLRQ�RI�
WKH�6%(�WR�SURYLGH�DOO�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DSSOLFDQWV�WKH�ULJKW�WR�DQ�HQIRUFHDEOH�DSSHDO��UHJDUGOHVV�RI�WKHLU�ORFDWLRQ��
7HQQHVVHH�ZRXOG�DOVR�EHQH¿W�IURP�D�FRQVLVWHQW��WUDQVSDUHQW�IXQGLQJ�V\VWHP�IRU�DXWKRUL]LQJ�DFWLYLWLHV��DV�VWDWH�ODZ�
GRHV�QRW�SURYLGH�D�SHUFHQWDJH�EDVHG�DXWKRUL]LQJ�IXQGLQJ�VWUXFWXUH��FRPPRQ�LQ�PRVW�VWDWHV��

LAW ENACTED IN 2002 

4 AUTHORIZERS

87% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

71 CHARTER SCHOOLS

4% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

12,148 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

1% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

17
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS

17 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

9LUJLQLD�KDV�D�³GHDG´�FKDUWHU�ODZ��&KDUWHU�VFKRROV�UHPDLQ�D�OHJDO�SDUW�RI�WKH�ORFDO�VFKRRO�GLVWULFW�DQG�VWDWH�ODZ�GRHV�
QRW�H[SOLFLWO\�SURYLGH�DQ\�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWK�VHSDUDWH��OHJDOO\�DXWRQRPRXV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�JRYHUQLQJ�ERDUGV��

9LUJLQLD�DOORZV�/($�DXWKRUL]HUV�RQO\�DQG�WKHUH�DUH�VL[�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�LQ�WKH�HQWLUH�VWDWH��

GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 0/6
LEA only. Note: Virginia has a “dead” charter school law. Creating 
legally autonomous schools and a viable alternative authorizer should 
be the primary policy goals for the state.

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3 State law requires the use of a charter contract but not a performance 

framework or replication policy.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse standards for authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   1/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   16TH OF 17 STATES

Virginia
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RECOMMENDATIONS

9LUJLQLD¶V� FKDUWHU� ODZ� FRQWDLQV� QRQH� RI� 1$&6$¶V� UHFRPPHQGHG� SURYLVLRQV� IRU� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� RU� DXWKRUL]HU�
accountability. 

&UHDWLQJ�D�YLDEOH�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HU�DQG�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWK�OHJDOO\�DXWRQRPRXV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�JRYHUQLQJ�
boards should be the primary policy goals for the state. Policy should ensure that schools have autonomy in 
crucial areas of school operations.

Virginia needs to reform its charter law considerably to allow a viable charter school sector to emerge. 

LAW ENACTED IN 1998 

4 AUTHORIZERS

100% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

6 CHARTER SCHOOLS

0.3% OF PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS ARE CHARTERS

2,161 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

0.2% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

1
POINT

0 POINTS 30 POINTS

1 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

:LVFRQVLQ�DOORZV�/($�DXWKRUL]HUV�DFURVV�WKH�VWDWH��7KH�&LW\�RI�0LOZDXNHH�PD\�VHUYH�DV�DQ�DXWKRUL]HU�IRU�VFKRROV�
LQ� LWV� MXULVGLFWLRQ�� 7KH� VWDWH� DOVR� GHVLJQDWHV� WKUHH� +LJKHU� (GXFDWLRQ� ,QVWLWXWLRQ� �+(,�� DXWKRUL]HUV� WKDW� PD\�
DXWKRUL]H�LQ�0LOZDXNHH�DQG�VXUURXQGLQJ�FRXQWLHV��DV�ZHOO�DV�LQ�WKH�5DFLQH�6FKRRO�'LVWULFW��:LVFRQVLQ¶V�FKDUWHU�
school law distinguishes three types of brick-and-mortar charter schools based on their type of authorizer and 
degree of autonomy.��:KLOH�/($V�DXWKRUL]H�D�YDVW�PDMRULW\�RI�:LVFRQVLQ¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��VFKRROV�DXWKRUL]HG�E\�
/($V�JHQHUDOO\�ODFN�VLJQL¿FDQW�DXWRQRP\����6FKRROV�DXWKRUL]HG�E\�WKH�&LW\�RI�0LOZDXNHH�DQG�+(,V�KDYH�KLJKHU�
DXWRQRP\�PRUH�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�WKH�DXWRQRP\�H[SHFWHG�LQ�WKH�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�VHFWRU��

GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 2/6 LEA, limited jurisdiction Non-Educational Government entity,11 limited 
jurisdiction Higher Education Institution

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 3/3 State law requires authorizers to consider the Principles & Standards 
established by NACSA.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers. In the event that the law changes 
and additional authorizers become active statewide, Wisconsin may 
benefit from an authorizer sanction policy.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   6/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   10TH OF 17 STATES

Wisconsin
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RECOMMENDATIONS

:LVFRQVLQ�QHHGV� WR� H[SDQG� WKH� UHDFK�RI� LWV� DOWHUQDWLYH� DXWKRUL]HUV� WR� DOORZ� WKH� DXWKRUL]DWLRQ�RI� DXWRQRPRXV�
charter schools across the entire state. State law should ensure that all authorizers use strong performance 
PDQDJHPHQW� WRROV� UHÀHFWLQJ�SURIHVVLRQDO� VWDQGDUGV�� HQIRUFH� VWURQJ�FKDUWHU� VFKRRO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�� DQG�HQVXUH�
that the authorizers themselves are accountable through state evaluations as needed and annual public reports 
on school performance. 

,I�:LVFRQVLQ¶V�ODZ�HYHQWXDOO\�DOORZV�PRUH�WKDQ�WZR�QRQ�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HUV²DQG�WKHLU�DXWRQRPRXV�FODVVL¿FDWLRQ�
RI�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV²WR�H[SDQG�VWDWHZLGH��WKH�VWDWH�VKRXOG�DOVR�LQFOXGH�SURYLVLRQV�WR�KROG�DXWKRUL]HUV�DFFRXQWDEOH�
�LQFOXGLQJ�VDQFWLRQV��WR�HQVXUH�DXWKRUL]LQJ�TXDOLW\�DV�WKH�VHFWRU�H[SDQGV��$GGLWLRQDOO\��:LVFRQVLQ�VKRXOG�FRQVLGHU�
changing the legal status of its LEA-authorized charter schools to some status other than “charter schools” to 
PRUH�DFFXUDWHO\�UHÀHFW�WKHLU�UHODWLRQVKLSV�WR�WKHLU�ORFDO�VFKRRO�GLVWULFW�DQG�WKHLU�UHODWLYH�ODFN�RI�DXWRQRP\��

FOOTNOTES
9  “2r” charter schools are authorized by NEGs or HEIs and do have significant autonomy. Non-instrumentality charter schools 

are authorized by school districts and may have significant autonomy. Instrumentality charter schools are authorized by school 
districts and lack most traditional charter school autonomies. 

10  Most of the district-authorized schools are instrumentality charter schools and lack most traditional charter school autonomies. 
11 The City of Milwaukee is the only Non-Educational Government entity (NEG) allowed.

LAW ENACTED IN 1993 

104 AUTHORIZERS

91% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

245 CHARTER SCHOOLS

11% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

43,835 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

5% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

6
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS

6 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

:\RPLQJ�KDV�D�³GHDG´�FKDUWHU�ODZ��6WDWH�ODZ�GRHV�QRW�H[SOLFLWO\�SURYLGH�DQ\�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWK�VHSDUDWH��OHJDOO\�
autonomous charter school governing boards. 

Wyoming allows LEA authorizers only and there are four charter schools in the entire state. 

GROUP 1: DISTRICT AUTHORIZING STATES

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 0/6
LEA only. Note: Wyoming has a “dead” charter school law. Creating 
legally autonomous schools12 and a viable alternative authorizer should 
be the primary policy goals for the state.

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 2/3
By law, each school district must report annually to the state board 
on its charter school’s program and performance but not provide a 
comprehensive report on their portfolio.13 

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   3/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   13TH OF 17 STATES (tied with one other state)

Wyoming
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RECOMMENDATIONS

:\RPLQJ¶V�FKDUWHU�ODZ�FRQWDLQV�DOPRVW�QRQH�RI�1$&6$¶V�UHFRPPHQGHG�SURYLVLRQV�IRU�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�RU�DXWKRUL]HU�
accountability. 

&UHDWLQJ�D�YLDEOH�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HU�DQG�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZLWK�OHJDOO\�DXWRQRPRXV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�JRYHUQLQJ�
boards should be the primary policy goals for the state. Policy should ensure that schools have autonomy in 
crucial areas of school operations.

Wyoming needs to reform its charter law considerably to allow a viable charter school sector to emerge. 

FOOTNOTES
12  Wyoming law is silent on the legal autonomy of charter school governing boards. State rules operate under the assumption that 

charter schools have a separate nonprofit governing board but do not specify that the school must have one. 
13  In practice, because portfolios are so small, a report on a single school can effectively constitute a report on the authorizer’s 

portfolio. However, there is nothing in statute that would require the authorizer to report on their schools collectively.

LAW ENACTED IN 1995 

2 AUTHORIZERS

100% OF SCHOOLS 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS

4 CHARTER SCHOOLS

1% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

463 CHARTER STUDENTS

1% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

3
POINTS

0 POINTS 30 POINTS

3 of 30 Points
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Group 2: States with Many Authorizers

INDIANA

MICHIGAN

MINNESOTA

MISSOURI

OHIO

5 States
959 SCHOOLS 

(15 PERCENT OF NATION’S 

CHARTER SCHOOLS)

NON-DISTRICT AUTHORIZERS 

OVERSEE MOST SCHOOLS IN 

THESE STATES, AND THERE 

ARE MORE THAN TWO ACTIVE 

NON-DISTRICT AUTHORIZERS 

OVERSEEING FIVE OR MORE 

CHARTERS EACH.
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APPLICABLE POLICIES NOTES

1. Alternative Authorizer Not applicable/universally enacted in group

2.  Performance 
Management and 
Replication

The use of contracts and performance frameworks helps to establish and clarify 
performance expectations for schools at the outset and to establish consistency 
among authorizer practices in environments with numerous authorizers. 
It provides the public and authorizers with common tools they can use to 
compare charter schools, which is especially important if the state has many 
different authorizers. Performance frameworks prevent authorizer hopping 
and forum shopping by providing all authorizers and the public with a body 
of performance data they can examine before accepting a school transfer or 
allowing an existing operator to open a new school. 

3. Renewal Standard

All authorizers must be explicitly empowered to close schools that do not 
achieve the goals set forth in their charters. A multi-authorizer environment 
should also have policies to prevent authorizer hopping by those schools that 
are closed through this strong renewal standard.  

4. Default Closure
These states have a more urgent need for a default closure policy to address 
the risk of authorizers with low standards. Authorizer hopping must be explicitly 
prevented, especially for schools closed through default closure.

 5. Authorizer Standards This policy is important to establish consistent quality practices for all current 
and prospective authorizers.

6. Authorizer Evaluations
This policy should include a) evaluating prospective new authorizers for 
organizational capacity, competence, and commitment and b) periodically 
evaluating current authorizers for performance. 

7.  Reports on Performance

Public reporting and transparency on school performance provide important 
information to the public; inhibit authorizer hopping by schools facing closure; 
can facilitate peer accountability and improvement efforts among authorizers; 
reinforce high standards through professional peer pressure; and provide 
evidence needed to impose authorizer sanctions where warranted.

8. Authorizer Sanctions
For states with multiple non-district authorizers, this policy addresses the risk 
that authorizers with weak practices, low standards, or willingness to enable 
authorizer hopping create for the entire charter sector.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY
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0 3 9 12 15 18 21 24 27

INDIANA

MINNESOTA

MISSOURI

OHIO

MICHIGAN

TOTAL POINTS

CHARACTERISTICS 
This group comprises five states that allow multiple non-district authorizing options and where three or more 
authorizers oversee charter portfolios of at least five schools each. In the five states with multiple non-district 
(non-LEA) authorizers, the authorizers can be different types of entities, including Independent Charter Boards 
(ICBs), Higher Education Institutions (HEIs), and State Education Agencies (SEAs), as well as school districts and 
intermediate school district units. These states have suffered from an overabundance of authorizers. 

Additional states might join this group in later years. This group does not include states that allow many potential 
authorizers, but do not yet have more than two non-district authorizers. It also does not include states that 
have several extremely small non-district authorizers. For example, some states, such as Hawaii, have just one 
dominant authorizer to date, although their law allows many others to come forward. Other states outside this 
group allow universities to authorize a single lab school. Some states could join this group in the future if existing 
authorizers create larger portfolios or if new non-district authorizers begin to operate in states where they are 
allowed but are not currently operational. 

EMERGING CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES
The quality of authorizing within these states varies. Some authorizers implement strong practices while other 
authorizers in the same state behave inappropriately. Each individual state’s charter climate and culture have 
influenced how many and which types of authorizers have emerged.  

Some of these states, such as Minnesota and Ohio, have or originally had scores of authorizers. The performance 
and behavior of schools and their operators in these states have caused considerable frustration among 
policymakers and other stakeholders. Observers, including the media, have grown alarmed at low standards 
for schools; problematic issues in governance, finance, and operations; and inconsistency in accountability in 
general. As a result, some of the states in this group have adopted many of the policies recommended by NACSA 
(see Figure 2). 

23

20

18

18

3

FIGURE 2.

AUTHORIZER AND SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY POLICIES: 
STATES WITH MANY AUTHORIZERS
SCORE OUT OF 27 POSSIBLE POINTS FOR STATES IN GROUP 2
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'HVSLWH�WKH�SUHVHQFH�RI�UHFRPPHQGHG�SROLFLHV��SURJUHVV�RQ�WKH�JURXQG�LV�XQHYHQ��WKRXJK�HYLGHQW��LQ�WKHVH�VWDWHV��
)XUWKHU��WKH�WLPHOLQHV�IRU�WKH�LPSDFW�RI�VRPH�SROLFLHV�PD\�EH�ORQJ��)RU�H[DPSOH��0LQQHVRWD¶V�VWDWH�HYDOXDWLRQV�RI�
DXWKRUL]HUV�LQYROYH�D�SUHOLPLQDU\�VWDJH��IROORZHG�E\�D�¿YH�\HDU�SHULRG�RI�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�SULRU�WR�WKH�¿UVW�KLJK�
VWDNHV�HYDOXDWLRQ�E\�WKH�VWDWH��:KLOH�WKH�HQDFWPHQW�RI�DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SROLFLHV�LQ������SHUVXDGHG�PDQ\�
DXWKRUL]HUV�LQ�0LQQHVRWD�WR�H[LW�WKH�¿HOG�LPPHGLDWHO\��WKH�H̆RUWV�RI�UHPDLQLQJ�DXWKRUL]HUV�WR�LPSURYH�DQG�WKH�
VWDWH¶V�DXWKRUL]HU�HYDOXDWLRQ�LQLWLDWLYH�RYHUDOO�PD\�WDNH�¿YH�WR�VHYHQ�\HDUV�WR�LPSOHPHQW�DQG�SOD\�RXW��

/LNHZLVH��H̆RUWV�WR�KROG�VFKRROV�DFFRXQWDEOH�KDYH�VRPHWLPHV�EHHQ�FLUFXPYHQWHG��)RU�H[DPSOH��VFKRROV�VODWHG�IRU�
FORVXUH�LQ�2KLR�XQGHU�LWV�GHIDXOW�FORVXUH�ODZ�KDYH�FORVHG�EXW�WKHQ�WULHG�WR�UHRSHQ�XQGHU�GL̆HUHQW�DXWKRUL]HUV��ZLWK�
YDU\LQJ�GHJUHHV�RI�VXFFHVV��7KHVH�GHYHORSPHQWV�KDYH�OHG�WR�PXOWLSOH�SROLF\�LWHUDWLRQV��DV�SROLF\PDNHUV�KDYH�WULHG�
WR�VWUHQJWKHQ�SROLFLHV��7KHVH�SROLFLHV�DUH�LPSRUWDQW�DQG�ZRUWKZKLOH�EXW�GR�QRW�QHFHVVDULO\�SURGXFH�LPPHGLDWH�
LPSURYHPHQWV��7KH\�UHTXLUH�SDWLHQFH��DV�RQJRLQJ�SROLF\�GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�FKDOOHQJHV�PD\�OHDG�WR�
ORQJ�WLPHOLQHV�EHIRUH�UHVXOWV�RFFXU�

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
7KH�QHHG�IRU�DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�LV�SDUDPRXQW�LQ�VWDWHV�ZLWK�PXOWLSOH�QRQ�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HUV��%\�GH¿QLWLRQ��
WKHVH�VWDWHV�DOUHDG\�KDYH�DOWHUQDWLYH�DXWKRUL]HUV��DQG�SROLFLHV� WR�DGG�PRUH�DXWKRUL]HUV�DUH�QRW�UHFRPPHQGHG��
3ROLFLHV�PXVW�LQVWHDG�SURPRWH�FRQVLVWHQW�TXDOLW\�SUDFWLFHV�DPRQJ�PXOWLSOH�DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG�PD\�XOWLPDWHO\�UHGXFH�
WKH�QXPEHU�RI�DFWLYH�DXWKRUL]HUV�LQ�WKH�VWDWH��6WDWHV�LQ�WKLV�JURXS�VKRXOG�WDNH�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�

� � ���(VWDEOLVK�DXWKRUL]HU�VWDQGDUGV�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�QDWLRQDO�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDQGDUGV��

� � ����3URPRWH� WUDQVSDUHQF\� E\� UHTXLULQJ� UHJXODU� SHUIRUPDQFH� UHSRUWLQJ� E\� DXWKRUL]HUV�� 7KLV� VKRXOG�
LQFOXGH� DQQXDO�SXEOLF� UHSRUWLQJ�E\� DXWKRUL]HUV� RQ� LQGLYLGXDO� DQG�RYHUDOO� SRUWIROLR�SHUIRUPDQFH�RI�
WKHLU�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�DQG�RQ�WKHLU�DXWKRUL]LQJ�SUDFWLFHV��ZKLFK�VKRXOG�DOLJQ�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH¶V�DXWKRUL]HU�
VWDQGDUGV��

� � ����3URYLGH�IRU�VRPH�IRUP�RI�DXWKRUL]HU�HYDOXDWLRQ��,GHDOO\��WKLV�ZLOO�LQFOXGH�WKLUG�SDUW\�HYDOXDWLRQV�DW�D�
UHJXODU�LQWHUYDO��EXW�WKH�DXWKRUL]LQJ�HQYLURQPHQW�PD\�LQVWHDG�EH�EHVW�VHUYHG�E\�HYDOXDWLQJ�D�VXEVHW�
RI�DXWKRUL]HUV�WKDW�DUH�LGHQWL¿HG�DV�SUREOHPDWLF�LQ�TXDOLW\��SHUIRUPDQFH��RU�SUDFWLFH��:KHUH�WKLV�LV�WKH�
FDVH��VWDWH�SROLF\�VKRXOG�JUDQW�D�TXDOL¿HG�RYHUVLJKW�HQWLW\�WKH�ULJKW�WR�HYDOXDWH�DXWKRUL]HUV�DV�QHHGHG����

� � ����$OORZ�WKH�VWDWH�WR�VDQFWLRQ�DXWKRUL]HUV�WKDW�IDLO�WR�PHHW�TXDOLW\�DXWKRUL]LQJ�VWDQGDUGV�RU�WKRVH�WKDW�
PDLQWDLQ�D�SRUWIROLR�RI�IDLOLQJ�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��6DQFWLRQV�PD\�LQFOXGH��EXW�DUH�QRW�OLPLWHG�WR��FORVLQJ�
DQ�DXWKRUL]HU��

� � ����([SOLFLWO\� JUDQW� DXWKRUL]HUV� WKH� SRZHU� DQG� UHVSRQVLELOLW\� WR� XVH� EHVW� SUDFWLFHV� LQ� SHUIRUPDQFH�
PDQDJHPHQW��LQFOXGLQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH�FRQWUDFWV��SHUIRUPDQFH�IUDPHZRUNV��DQG�WRROV�WKDW�KHOS�WKHP�
HYDOXDWH� SURVSHFWLYH� VFKRRO� UHSOLFDWRUV� ULJRURXVO\� �DQG� GL̆HUHQWO\� IURP� LQLWLDO� FKDUWHU� DSSOLFDQWV��
EDVHG�RQ�WKHLU�SHUIRUPDQFH�UHFRUGV��JURZWK�SODQQLQJ��DQG�GHPRQVWUDWHG�FDSDFLW\�WR�UHSOLFDWH�KLJK�
SHUIRUPLQJ�VFKRROV�VXFFHVVIXOO\�

� � ����(PSRZHU� DXWKRUL]HUV� WR� HQIRUFH� D� VWURQJ� UHQHZDO� VWDQGDUG�� DOORZLQJ� DXWKRUL]HUV� WR� GHFLGH� QRW�
WR�UHQHZ�D�VFKRRO� LI� LW� IDLOV�WR�PHHW�WKH�SHUIRUPDQFH�VWDQGDUGV�DQG�H[SHFWDWLRQV�HVWDEOLVKHG�LQ�WKH�
VFKRRO¶V�FKDUWHU�FRQWUDFW�

� � ����0DNH�VFKRRO�FORVXUH�WKH�H[SHFWHG�FRQVHTXHQFH�IRU�SHUVLVWHQWO\�IDLOLQJ�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�WKURXJK�D�VWDWH�
OHYHO�GHIDXOW�FORVXUH�SURYLVLRQ��7KLV�SURYLGHV�FOHDU�GLUHFWLRQ�WR�JXLGH�DXWKRUL]HU�DFWLRQV�DQG�DSSOLHV�
HYHQ�LI�DXWKRUL]HUV�DUH�XQZLOOLQJ�RU�¿QG�LW�SROLWLFDOO\�GL̇FXOW�WR�FORVH�WKH�ZRUVW�SHUIRUPLQJ�VFKRROV�

� � ���(VWDEOLVK�D�V\VWHP�WR�GLVFRXUDJH�IRUXP�VKRSSLQJ�DQG�DXWKRUL]HU�KRSSLQJ�

� � ����([SORUH� D� IURQW�HQG� DXWKRUL]HU� DSSOLFDWLRQ� SURFHVV� WR� VFUHHQ� QHZ� DXWKRUL]HUV� EHIRUH� WKH\� EHJLQ�
RSHUDWLQJ��RU�SRWHQWLDOO\�UHVFUHHQ�H[LVWLQJ�DXWKRUL]HUV�E\�D�FHUWDLQ�GDWH��WR�HQVXUH�WKH\�DOO�KDYH�WKH�
FRPPLWPHQW�DQG�FDSDFLW\�WR�EH�TXDOLW\�DXWKRUL]HUV�
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STATE CONTEXT

,QGLDQD� DOORZV� +LJKHU� (GXFDWLRQ� ,QVWLWXWLRQV� �+(,V��� /($V�� WKH� ,QGLDQD� &KDUWHU� %RDUG�� DQG� WKH� 0D\RU� RI�
,QGLDQDSROLV� WR� VHUYH� DV� DXWKRUL]HUV�� ,Q�SUDFWLFH�� WKHUH� DUH�QLQH� DFWLYH� DXWKRUL]HUV� RI� YDU\LQJ� VL]HV��ZLWK�%DOO�
6WDWH�8QLYHUVLW\��WKH�0D\RU�RI�,QGLDQDSROLV��DQG�WKH�,QGLDQD�&KDUWHU�%RDUG�HDFK�PDLQWDLQLQJ�PLG�VL]HG�WR�ODUJH�
SRUWIROLRV� WKDW� DFFRXQW� IRU�PRVW� RI� WKH� ��� FKDUWHU� VFKRROV� LQ� WKH� VWDWH�� 6WDWH� ODZ�� KRZHYHU�� DOORZV� VWDWH�+(,V�
R̆HULQJ�IRXU�\HDU�XQGHUJUDGXDWH�GHJUHHV�DQG����GL̆HUHQW�QRQSUR¿W�+(,V�WR�EHFRPH�DFWLYH�DXWKRUL]HUV�DW�DQ\�
WLPH��5HFHQWO\��WZR�+(,�DXWKRUL]HUV�DSSURYHG�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�WKDW�RWKHU�DXWKRUL]HUV�KDG�VODWHG�IRU�FORVXUH��

,Q�������WKH�VWDWH��PRWLYDWHG�E\�LQVWDQFHV�RI�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�KRSSLQJ�WR�QHZ�DXWKRUL]HUV�WR�DYRLG�FORVXUH��HQDFWHG�
VLJQL¿FDQW�DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�UHIRUPV�DQG�VWUHQJWKHQHG�LWV�GHIDXOW�FORVXUH�ODZ��

:LWK�WKHVH�QHZ�VWDWH�ODZV��,QGLDQD�FODLPV�WKH�WRS�VSRW�IRU�VWURQJ�DXWKRUL]LQJ�ODZV�ZLWKLQ�WKLV�JURXS�RI�VWDWHV�

Indiana GROUP 2: STATES WITH MANY AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer N/A LEA, Higher Education Institution, Independent Charter Board, Non-
Education Government entity1

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
Boards holding multiple charters may apply to consolidate tuition 
distributions within the state, mirroring an attribute of multi-campus 
charters. 

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, renewal requires meeting minimum academic standards.

Default Closure 6/6
By law, a school remaining in the lowest state group or designation of 
school improvement in the third year after its initial placement in the 
lowest group shall be closed.

Authorizer Standards 3/3 State law requires all authorizers to adopt standards for quality charter 
school authorizing.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 3/3 State law requires authorizers to produce an annual public report that 
includes all testing, growth, and improvement data for each charter school.

Authorizer Sanctions 3/3 By law, an authorizer may be sanctioned if the State Board of Education 
has intervened to close or transfer 25% or more of its schools.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   23/27 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   1ST OF 5 STATES
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RECOMMENDATIONS

,QGLDQD�VKRXOG�SULRULWL]H� LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI� LWV�QHZ�DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SURYLVLRQV� WR�HQVXUH� WKDW� WKHVH�
PHFKDQLVPV� SUHYHQW� DXWKRUL]HU� KRSSLQJ� E\� FKDUWHU� VFKRROV�� 1$&6$� DOVR� HQFRXUDJHV� ,QGLDQD� WR� LQVWLWXWH� DQ�
DXWKRUL]HU� HYDOXDWLRQ� V\VWHP� WKDW� FDQ� WUDQVSDUHQWO\� LGHQWLI\� DUHDV� RI� FRQFHUQ� LQ� SRUWIROLR� SHUIRUPDQFH� DQG�
DXWKRUL]HU�SUDFWLFH��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��,QGLDQD�DXWKRUL]HUV�VKRXOG�FRQWLQXH�WKHLU�VWURQJ�H̆RUWV�WR�SURPRWH�EHVW�SUDFWLFHV�
DPRQJ�DOO�DFWLYH�DXWKRUL]HUV�LQ�WKH�VWDWH�WR�IRVWHU�D�VXFFHVVIXO��DFFRXQWDEOH�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�VHFWRU��

23 of 27 Points

LAW ENACTED IN 2001 

9 AUTHORIZERS

3 AUTHORIZERS WITH 
5 OR MORE SCHOOLS

75 CHARTER SCHOOLS

4% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

35,552 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

3% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

23
POINTS

0 POINTS 27 POINTS

FOOTNOTES
1 The Mayor of Indianapolis is the only Non-Education Government entity that may authorize charter schools.
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STATE CONTEXT

0LFKLJDQ�DOORZV�/($V��+LJKHU�(GXFDWLRQ�,QVWLWXWLRQV��+(,V���DQG�WKH�(GXFDWLRQ�$FKLHYHPHQW�$XWKRULW\��($$���D�
VWDWHZLGH�UHFRYHU\�VFKRRO�GLVWULFW��WR�VHUYH�DV�DXWKRUL]HUV��7KH�($$�LV�OLPLWHG�WR�FHUWDLQ�QHZ�VFKRRO�DQG�FRQYHUVLRQ�
H̆RUWV�LQ�VSHFL¿F�VFKRRO�FDWFKPHQW�]RQHV�ZKHUH�H[LVWLQJ�VFKRROV�GHPRQVWUDWH�IDLOLQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH��(OHYHQ�+(,V�
DXWKRUL]H����SHUFHQW�RI�DOO�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�LQ�WKH�VWDWH��RYHUVHHLQJ�SRUWIROLRV�WKDW�FXUUHQWO\�UDQJH�IURP�RQH�WR����
VFKRROV��0RVW�+(,�DXWKRUL]HUV�KDYH�D�VLJQL¿FDQW�SRUWIROLR�RI�PRUH�WKDQ����FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��,Q�0LFKLJDQ��/($�
DXWKRUL]HUV�LQFOXGH�ERWK�WUDGLWLRQDO�VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV�DQG�UHJLRQDO�ERGLHV�WKDW�FDQ�HQFRPSDVV�PXOWLSOH�GLVWULFWV��

0LFKLJDQ�LV�QRWDEOH�ZLWKLQ�WKLV�JURXS�RI�VWDWHV�LQ�WKDW�LW�ODFNV�QHDUO\�DOO�RI�1$&6$¶V�UHFRPPHQGHG�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�
DQG�DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SROLF\�SURYLVLRQV�WKDW�RWKHU�PXOWL�DXWKRUL]HU�VWDWHV�KDYH�DGRSWHG��0LFKLJDQ�GRHV�
UHFHLYH�SDUWLDO�SRLQWV�IRU�LWV�VWDWH�SROLF\�RQ�DXWKRUL]HU�VDQFWLRQV��DV�WKH�6XSHULQWHQGHQW�RI�3XEOLF�,QVWUXFWLRQ�PD\�
VXVSHQG�DQ�DXWKRUL]HU¶V�DELOLW\�WR�LVVXH�QHZ�FRQWUDFWV�LI�WKH�DXWKRUL]HU�LV�QRW�FRQGXFWLQJ�DSSURSULDWH�RYHUVLJKW��
+RZHYHU��XQWLO�UHFHQWO\��WKH�6XSHULQWHQGHQW�KDG�QRW�WULHG�WR�H[HUFLVH�WKLV�DELOLW\�WR�VDQFWLRQ�DXWKRUL]HUV��VR�WKH�
VWDWH�FXUUHQWO\�ODFNV�FOHDU�SURFHGXUHV�DQG�UXOHV�IRU�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�WKLV�SROLF\��0LFKLJDQ�GRHV�QRW�UHFHLYH�SRLQWV�
IRU�GHIDXOW�FORVXUH��EHFDXVH�WKH�VWDWH�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�VWUXFWXUH�WKDW�IRUPV�WKH�VWDWXWRU\�EDVLV�IRU�WKH�VWDWH¶V�GHIDXOW�
FORVXUH�SURYLVLRQ�LV�QRW�FXUUHQWO\�LQ�XVH�� 

,Q�SUDFWLFH��DXWKRUL]HU�TXDOLW\�DURXQG�WKH�VWDWH�KDV�EHHQ�PL[HG��'HVSLWH�WKH�ODFN�RI�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SURYLVLRQV�LQ�
ODZ��VRPH�DXWKRUL]HUV�GR�IROORZ�EHVW�SUDFWLFHV�LQ�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�WKDW�PHHW�PDQ\�RI�1$&6$¶V�FULWHULD��

Michigan GROUP 2: STATES WITH MANY AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer N/A LEA, Higher Education Institution, a statewide recovery school district 
with limited jurisdiction

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3 State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 

The law allows multiple schools under a single charter.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet 
minimum academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public report 
on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions 1/3
State law allows a sanction for failing in authorizing duties but not for 
poor portfolio performance. This does not affect the schools that were 
chartered prior to the sanction.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   3/27 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   5TH OF 5 STATES
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RECOMMENDATIONS

0LFKLJDQ� VKRXOG� UHIRUP� LWV� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� ODZ� WR� LQFOXGH� VWURQJ� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� DQG�DXWKRUL]HU� DFFRXQWDELOLW\�
SURYLVLRQV�� 7KLV� LQFOXGHV� XVLQJ� WKH� H[LVWLQJ� VWDWXWRU\� DXWKRULW\� RI� WKH� 6XSHULQWHQGHQW� RI� 3XEOLF� ,QVWUXFWLRQ�
DQG�FUHDWLQJ�QHZ�SURYLVLRQV�IRU�DXWKRUL]HU�VWDQGDUGV��DXWKRUL]HU�UHSRUWLQJ�RQ�VFKRRO�SHUIRUPDQFH��DXWKRUL]HU�
HYDOXDWLRQV�� DQG� VWURQJHU� VDQFWLRQV� IRU� XQGHUSHUIRUPLQJ� DXWKRUL]HUV�� $� VWURQJHU� VHW� RI� VDQFWLRQV� IRU�
XQGHUSHUIRUPLQJ�DXWKRUL]HUV�VKRXOG�LQFOXGH�WKH�DELOLW\�WR�UHYRNH�DQ�DXWKRUL]HU¶V�DXWKRULW\�WR�LVVXH�QHZ�FKDUWHU�
FRQWUDFWV�DQG�RYHUVHH�H[LVWLQJ�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��7KHVH�SRVVLEOH�VDQFWLRQV�VKRXOG�DSSO\�WR�DXWKRUL]HUV�WKDW�IDLO�LQ�
WKHLU�GXWLHV��GHPRQVWUDWH�SRRU�SUDFWLFHV�RU�FRQGXFW��E\�IDLOLQJ�WR�PHHW�VWDWH�HVWDEOLVKHG�DXWKRUL]HU�VWDQGDUGV���RU�
RYHUVHH�SRUWIROLRV�WKDW�FRQWDLQ�WRR�PDQ\�SHUVLVWHQWO\�SRRU�SHUIRUPLQJ�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�

0LFKLJDQ� VKRXOG� UHTXLUH� DOO� DXWKRUL]HUV� WR� XVH� VWURQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH�PDQDJHPHQW� WRROV� UHÀHFWLQJ� SURIHVVLRQDO�
VWDQGDUGV��LQFOXGLQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH�IUDPHZRUNV��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��WKH�VWDWH�VKRXOG�UHYLVH�LWV�GHIDXOW�FORVXUH�SURYLVLRQ�
WR�PDNH�LW�HQIRUFHDEOH�LQ�SUDFWLFH�DQG�LQVWLWXWH�D�VWURQJ�UHQHZDO�VWDQGDUG��7KH�VWDWH�VKRXOG�DOVR�GHYHORS�SROLF\�
WR�DGGUHVV�WKH�ULVN�RI�IRUXP�VKRSSLQJ�FXUUHQWO\�FUHDWHG�E\�WKH�ODUJH�QXPEHU�RI�DXWKRUL]HUV�RSHUDWLQJ�LQ�WKH�VWDWH�

3 of 27 Points

LAW ENACTED IN 1993 

39 AUTHORIZERS

9 AUTHORIZERS WITH 
5 OR MORE SCHOOLS

297 CHARTER SCHOOLS

8% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

136,859 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

9% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

3
POINTS

0 POINTS 27 POINTS

FOOTNOTES
2  Michigan’s default closure law is statutorily linked to two processes used in Michigan for compliance with the No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001 and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009: the Persistently Lowest Achieving Schools list 
and official federal school sanction levels. Michigan is currently under an ESEA waiver and, as such, is not engaged in either 
of these specific processes as they are defined in the statute that the default closure law links to. As such, the current default 
closure provision is unenforceable in practice.
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STATE CONTEXT

0LQQHVRWD�DOORZV�/($V��1RW�)RU�3UR¿WV��1)3V���DQG�+LJKHU�(GXFDWLRQ�,QVWLWXWLRQV��+(,V��WR�DXWKRUL]H�FKDUWHU�
VFKRROV��1RQ�/($�DXWKRUL]HUV�PD\�DXWKRUL]H�VFKRROV�VWDWHZLGH��/HJLVODWLRQ�SDVVHG�LQ������UHTXLUHV�DOO�DXWKRUL]HUV�
�ERWK�SURVSHFWLYH�DQG�WKHQ�RSHUDWLQJ��WR�EH�DSSURYHG�E\�WKH�6WDWH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�(GXFDWLRQ�DQG�UHYLHZHG�HYHU\�
¿YH�\HDUV��$IWHU�WKH�¿UVW�URXQGV�RI�DXWKRUL]HU�DSSURYDO��WKH�QXPEHU�RI�DFWLYH�DXWKRUL]HUV�IHOO�IURP�D�KLJK�RI����LQ�
�����WR����LQ�������7KH����1)3�DXWKRUL]HUV�FXUUHQWO\�RSHUDWLQJ�LQ�0LQQHVRWD�RYHUVHH����SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�VWDWH¶V�
FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��(LJKW�+(,V�RYHUVHH����SHUFHQW��DQG�VHYHQ�/($V�RYHUVHH�VHYHQ�SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�VWDWH¶V�FKDUWHUV��

7KH� ����� OHJLVODWLRQ� VLJQL¿FDQWO\� UHIRUPHG� 0LQQHVRWD¶V� DXWKRUL]LQJ� VHFWRU� DQG� HVWDEOLVKHG� PDQ\� RI� WKH�
DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SURYLVLRQV�UHFRPPHQGHG�E\�1$&6$��6LQFH�WKH�ODZ¶V�SDVVDJH��0LQQHVRWD�KDV�FUHDWHG�
DQG�LV�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�WKH�QDWLRQ¶V�¿UVW�VWDWH�OHG�V\VWHP�WR�VROLFLW�DQG�HYDOXDWH�DXWKRUL]HU�DSSOLFDWLRQV��,Q�������WKH�
6WDWH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�(GXFDWLRQ�ZLOO�FRQGXFW�LWV�¿UVW�URXQG�RI�UHTXLUHG�DXWKRUL]HU�UHYLHZV�DQG�HYDOXDWLRQV��D�¿UVW�
IRU�D�VWDWHZLGH�DXWKRUL]HU�FRKRUW�RI�FRPSDUDEOH�VFDOH�

Minnesota GROUP 2: STATES WITH MANY AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer N/A LEA, Higher Education Institution, Not-For-Profit

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3 State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 

It also permits the board of a charter school to add additional sites.

Renewal Standard 6/6 State law gives the authorizer discretion to close schools for failing to 
meeting student achievement goals.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet 
minimum academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 3/3
State law requires the Commissioner to consider standards that mirror 
NACSA’s Principles & Standards when making a decision on an 
authorizer application.

Authorizer Evaluations 3/3
By law, the state Education Commissioner (through the state 
Department of Education) is required to review all authorizers' 
performance every five years.

Reports on Performance 3/3
By law, the Commissioner must establish specifications for an annual 
authorizer report that must include academic, operational, and financial 
performance of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions 3/3 By law, the State Board of Education has the discretion to close 
authorizers for failing to meet goals in their authorizing contract.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   20/27 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   2ND OF 5 STATES
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RECOMMENDATIONS

0LQQHVRWD�VKRXOG�FRQWLQXH�WR�IRFXV�RQ�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�DQG�H[HFXWLQJ�D�VWURQJ�DXWKRUL]HU�UHYLHZ�DQG�HYDOXDWLRQ�
SURFHVV� LQ� ����� DQG� EH\RQG�� 7KH� QXPEHU� RI� DFWLYH� DXWKRUL]HUV� LQ�0LQQHVRWD� SUHVHQWV� FKDOOHQJHV� IRU� VFKRRO�
DFFRXQWDELOLW\��DV�FKDUWHU�DSSOLFDQWV�DQG�VFKRROV�FDQ�HQJDJH�LQ�HLWKHU�IRUXP�VKRSSLQJ�WR�EH�DSSURYHG�RU�DXWKRUL]HU�
KRSSLQJ� WR� DYRLG� FORVXUH�� 0LQQHVRWD� VKRXOG� H[SORUH� UHTXLULQJ� SHUIRUPDQFH� IUDPHZRUNV� DQG� HVWDEOLVKLQJ� D�
VWDWH�SROLF\�RQ�GHIDXOW� FORVXUH� WR�HQVXUH� WKDW� FORVXUH� LV� WKH�H[SHFWHG�RXWFRPH� IRU�SHUVLVWHQWO\� IDLOLQJ� VFKRROV��
,Q� DGGLWLRQ��0LQQHVRWD�ZLOO� KDYH� DSSURSULDWH� LQVWDQFHV� RI� DFFHSWDEOH� VFKRROV� VHHNLQJ� QHZ� DXWKRUL]HUV� DV� WKH�
QXPEHU�RI�DXWKRUL]HUV�GHFUHDVHV��1HYHUWKHOHVV��WKH�VWDWH�VKRXOG�VWUHQJWKHQ�LWV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�WUDQVIHU�SURYLVLRQV�
WR�SUHYHQW�DXWKRUL]HUV�IURP�LQDSSURSULDWHO\�IDFLOLWDWLQJ�IRUXP�VKRSSLQJ�RU�DXWKRUL]HU�KRSSLQJ�E\�ZHDN�VFKRROV�

20 of 27 Points

LAW ENACTED IN 1991 

26 AUTHORIZERS

9 AUTHORIZERS WITH 
5 OR MORE SCHOOLS

149 CHARTER SCHOOLS

7% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

42,345 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

5% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

20
POINTS

0 POINTS 27 POINTS
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STATE CONTEXT

0LVVRXUL�DOORZV�/($V��+LJKHU�(GXFDWLRQ�,QVWLWXWLRQV��+(,V���DQG�WKH�0LVVRXUL�&KDUWHU�3XEOLF�6FKRRO�&RPPLVVLRQ�
�D� FXUUHQWO\� LQDFWLYH� ,QGHSHQGHQW� &KDUWHU� %RDUG�� WR� VHUYH� DV� DXWKRUL]HUV�� /($V� PD\� DXWKRUL]H� ZLWKLQ� WKHLU�
UHVSHFWLYH� MXULVGLFWLRQV�� +(,V� DQG� WKH� &RPPLVVLRQ� PD\� DXWKRUL]H� VFKRROV� RQO\� LQ� MXULVGLFWLRQV� WKDW� IDLO� WR�
PHHW�VSHFL¿HG�DFFUHGLWDWLRQ�DQG�SHUIRUPDQFH�WKUHVKROGV��7KH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��6%(��LV�QRWL¿HG�RI�DOO�
DSSURYHG�FKDUWHU�DSSOLFDWLRQV�E\�DOO�DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG��LI�LW�FKRRVHV��PD\�LQWHUYHQH�DQG�LQYDOLGDWH�DQ\�DSSOLFDWLRQ¶V�
DSSURYDO�DW�WKDW�WLPH��:LWKRXW�6%(�LQWHUYHQWLRQ��DQ�DSSOLFDWLRQ�LV�GHHPHG�DSSURYHG�E\�LWV�DXWKRUL]HU��7KH�6%(�
PD\�DOVR�DSSURYH�DQG�DXWKRUL]H�VFKRROV�WKDW�KDYH�EHHQ�GHQLHG�E\�RWKHU�DXWKRUL]HUV��$OO�EXW�RQH�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�LQ�
0LVVRXUL�DUH�DXWKRUL]HG�E\�RQH�RI����DFWLYH�+(,�DXWKRUL]HUV��ZLWK�WZR�RI�WKRVH�+(,V�RYHUVHHLQJ����SHUFHQW�RI�DOO�
FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��7KH�&RPPLVVLRQ�LV�QRW�\HW�DFWLYH��EXW�WKH�JRYHUQRU�UHFHQWO\�EHJDQ�ZRUN�WR�DSSRLQW�PHPEHUV�WR�
WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ�WZR�\HDUV�DIWHU�LW�ZDV�HVWDEOLVKHG�LQ�ODZ�

Missouri GROUP 2: STATES WITH MANY AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer N/A
LEA, limited jurisdiction Higher Education Institution
(Allowed but inactive: SEA on appeal, limited jurisdiction Independent 
Charter Board) 

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, a charter may be revoked or put on probation if the school does 
not meet performance expectations stated in its charter.

Default Closure 4/6

State law requires default closure of schools that show clear evidence 
of underperformance in three of the last four years. However, the law 
does not define underperformance or establish a specific threshold for 
closure.

Authorizer Standards 1/3

State law requires authorizers to develop authorizing standards in 
key areas. However, the law does not require these standards to be 
consistent with national professional standards. The State Board of 
Education (SBE) additionally notifies authorizers of any required or 
recommended best practices. 

Authorizer Evaluations 3/3 By law, the SBE evaluates authorizers against national standards every 
three years and may evaluate an authorizer at any time for cause.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public report 
on the academic performance of their schools.

Authorizer Sanctions 3/3
State law includes sanctions for authorizers failing to meet standards 
for quality authorizing but not for poor performance of the schools they 
oversee. 

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   18/27 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   3RD OF 5 STATES (tied with one other state)
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STATE CONTEXT CONT’D

RECOMMENDATIONS

0LVVRXUL� SROLF\� LQFOXGHV� VHYHUDO� RI� 1$&6$¶V� UHFRPPHQGHG� SURYLVLRQV� RQ� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� DQG� DXWKRUL]HU�
DFFRXQWDELOLW\�� VRPH� RI� ZKLFK� KDYH� EHHQ� SDUWLDOO\� DGRSWHG�� 7KH� ODZ� UHTXLUHV� DXWKRUL]HUV� WR� DGRSW� VWDQGDUGV�
EXW�GRHV�QRW�VSHFLI\�WKDW�WKH\�EH�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�QDWLRQDO�EHVW�SUDFWLFHV��UHVXOWLQJ�LQ�SDUWLDO�FUHGLW�RQ�1$&6$¶V�
SROLF\� IUDPHZRUN�� 6WDWH� ODZ� UHTXLUHV� DXWKRUL]HUV� WR� UHYRNH� WKH� FKDUWHUV� RI� VFKRROV� WKDW� KDYH� D� KLVWRU\� RI�
XQGHUSHUIRUPDQFH�EXW�GRHV�QRW�GH¿QH�XQGHUSHUIRUPDQFH�DQG�DOORZV�WKH�DXWKRUL]HU�WR�GHWHUPLQH�WKLV�GH¿QLWLRQ��
UHVXOWLQJ�LQ�DQRWKHU�SDUWLDO�VFRUH�RQ�1$&6$¶V�IUDPHZRUN��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��0LVVRXUL�UHTXLUHV�DXWKRUL]HU�HYDOXDWLRQV�
�ERWK�UHJXODU�HYDOXDWLRQV�RI�DOO�DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG�RWKHU�HYDOXDWLRQV�DV�QHHGHG��DQG�LQ�SUDFWLFH��KDV�D�KLVWRU\�RI�
HYDOXDWLQJ�DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG�LPSRVLQJ�VDQFWLRQV��7KHVH�YDJXH�RU�LQFRPSOHWH�SROLFLHV�FRXOG�OHDG�WR�LQFRQVLVWHQF\�LQ�
DXWKRUL]HU�SUDFWLFHV�LQ�WKH�IXWXUH��

0LVVRXUL�VKRXOG�FODULI\�DQG�VWUHQJWKHQ� LWV�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SROLFLHV� WKDW�DUH�YDJXH�RU� LQFRPSOHWH�� VXFK�DV� WKRVH�
SHUWDLQLQJ� WR� DXWKRUL]HU� VWDQGDUGV� DQG� GHIDXOW� FORVXUH�� WR� SURYLGH� FOHDUHU� JXLGDQFH� IRU� VWURQJHU� VFKRRO� DQG�
DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\��0LVVRXUL� VKRXOG� UHYLVH� LWV� FORVXUH� VWDWXWH� WR� HQVXUH� WKH�DSSURSULDWH� HQWLW\�DVVXPHV�
UHVSRQVLELOLW\� IRU� VFKRRO� FORVXUH� FRVWV�� ,Q� DGGLWLRQ��0LVVRXUL� VKRXOG� HQVXUH� WKDW� LWV� DXWKRUL]HU� DFFRXQWDELOLW\�
SROLFLHV�UHTXLUH�FOHDU��DQQXDO�SXEOLF�UHSRUWLQJ�RQ�VFKRRO�SHUIRUPDQFH�WR� OLQN�DXWKRUL]HU�SUDFWLFHV�ZLWK�VFKRRO�
RXWFRPHV��

0LVVRXUL�PXVW�DOVR�¿QDOO\�DFWLYDWH�WKH�0LVVRXUL�&KDUWHU�3XEOLF�6FKRRO�&RPPLVVLRQ�WR�VHUYH�DV�D�KLJK�TXDOLW\��
PLVVLRQ�GULYHQ�DXWKRUL]HU�WKDW�FDQ�SURPRWH�DQG�GLVVHPLQDWH�EHVW�SUDFWLFHV�LQ�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DXWKRUL]LQJ�DFURVV�
WKH�VWDWH��7KH�¿UVW�URXQG�RI�DSSRLQWPHQWV�WR�WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ�ZDV�PDGH�LQ�6HSWHPEHU�������DQG�1$&6$�HQFRXUDJHV�
WKH�VWDWH�WR�FRQWLQXH�EXLOGLQJ�WKDW�LQGHSHQGHQW�DXWKRUL]LQJ�ERG\�ZLWK�D�VWURQJ�IRFXV�RQ�TXDOLW\�SUDFWLFHV��

18 of 27 Points

LAW ENACTED IN 1998 

12 AUTHORIZERS

3 AUTHORIZERS WITH 
5 OR MORE SCHOOLS

38 CHARTER SCHOOLS

2% OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
ARE CHARTERS

19,439 CHARTER 
STUDENTS

2% OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
STUDENTS IN CHARTERS

18
POINTS

0 POINTS 27 POINTS
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STATE CONTEXT

2KLR� DOORZV� /($V�� +LJKHU� (GXFDWLRQ� ,QVWLWXWLRQV� �+(,V��� 1RW�)RU�3UR¿WV� �1)3V��� DQG� WKH� 6($� WR� VHUYH� DV�
DXWKRUL]HUV��6L[W\�/($�DXWKRUL]HUV�RYHUVHH�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�DFURVV�WKH�VWDWH��EXW�PRVW�/($�DXWKRUL]HUV�KDYH�VPDOO�
SRUWIROLRV��&ROOHFWLYHO\��WKHVH�GLVWULFWV�FXUUHQWO\�RYHUVHH�����FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��ZKLOH�WKH�UHPDLQLQJ����1)3��+(,��
DQG�6($�DXWKRUL]HUV�PDLQWDLQ�ODUJHU�SRUWIROLRV�RQ�DYHUDJH�DQG�RYHUVHH�WKH�UHPDLQLQJ�����VFKRROV��,Q�2KLR��/($�
DXWKRUL]HUV�LQFOXGH�ERWK�WUDGLWLRQDO�VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV�DQG�UHJLRQDO�ERGLHV�WKDW�FDQ�HQFRPSDVV�PXOWLSOH�GLVWULFWV��
1HZ�VWDUW�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�LQ�2KLR�PD\�RQO\�EH�ORFDWHG�LQ�VWDWH�GHVLJQDWHG�³FKDOOHQJHG´�VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV��

2KLR¶V� FKDUWHU� VHFWRU� DV� D�ZKROH� KDV� D� GRFXPHQWHG�KLVWRU\� RI� SRRU� SHUIRUPDQFH�� ,Q� UHVSRQVH�� WKH� OHJLVODWXUH�
KDV� SDVVHG� VLJQL¿FDQW� UHIRUPV� RYHU� WKH� ODVW� ��� \HDUV� WR� LQFUHDVH� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� DFFRXQWDELOLW\� DQG� LQVWLWXWH�
DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\��7KHVH�UHIRUPV�LQFOXGH�D�GHIDXOW�FORVXUH�SURYLVLRQ�DQG�VHYHUDO�DXWKRUL]HU�RYHUVLJKW�DQG�
DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SURYLVLRQV�� LQFOXGLQJ�DQQXDO�DXWKRUL]HU�HYDOXDWLRQV�DQG�UDWLQJV�E\�WKH�VWDWH��7KH� ODZ�UHTXLULQJ�
DQQXDO�DXWKRUL]HU�HYDOXDWLRQV�WDNHV�H̆HFW�LQ�-DQXDU\������DQG�WKXV�IDU�KDV�RQO\�EHHQ�SLORWHG��

Ohio GROUP 2: STATES WITH MANY AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer N/A LEA, SEA, Higher Education Institution, Not-For-Profit

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 6/6 State law requires default closure of schools declared to be in academic 
crisis, with differing standards for different grade configurations. 

Authorizer Standards 3/3 State law requires the adoption of NACSA standards.

Authorizer Evaluations 3/3
By law, the State Board of Education may evaluate authorizers on the 
academic performance of their portfolio and their adherence to quality 
practices.

Reports on Performance 2/3
State law requires authorizers to report annually to the state on the 
academic and fiscal performance of their charter school portfolios, but 
does not specify the measure of academic performance.

Authorizer Sanctions 3/3

State law establishes authorizer sanctions for failing to comply with 
any charter school contract or for failing to comply with the state 
Department of Education’s rules for authorizing. The rules pertain to 
standards for quality authorizing but not directly to the performance of 
the authorizer’s portfolio of charter schools.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   18/27 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   3RD OF 5 STATES (tied with one other state)
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STATE CONTEXT CONT’D

RECOMMENDATIONS

,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ� RI� 2KLR¶V� VFKRRO� DQG� DXWKRUL]HU� DFFRXQWDELOLW\� UHIRUPV� VR� IDU� KDV� EHHQ� FKDOOHQJLQJ�� 7KH�
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�WKH�VWDWH¶V�GHIDXOW�FORVXUH�SROLF\�ZDV�XQGHUPLQHG�E\�ORZ�TXDOLW\�DXWKRUL]HUV��DV�PDQ\�VFKRROV�
FORVHG� WKURXJK� WKDW� VWDWXWH� LPPHGLDWHO\� UHRUJDQL]HG� DQG� DWWHPSWHG� WR� UHPDLQ� LQ� RSHUDWLRQ� XQGHU� GL̆HUHQW�
DXWKRUL]HUV��0RUHRYHU�� XQOLNH�0LQQHVRWD�� 2KLR� JUDQGIDWKHUHG� LQ� VRPH� H[LVWLQJ� DXWKRUL]HUV�� H[HPSWLQJ� WKHP�
IURP�WKH�DXWKRUL]HU�DSSOLFDWLRQ�SURFHVV��7KLV�PHDQW�2KLR�VDFUL¿FHG�WKH�LPPHGLDWH�TXDOLW\�FRQWURO�PHFKDQLVP�
WKDW�DQ�DXWKRUL]HU�DSSOLFDWLRQ�SURFHVV�FRXOG�KDYH�SURYLGHG��DV�GHPRQVWUDWHG�E\�0LQQHVRWD��ZKLFK�KDV�UHTXLUHG�
DOO�DXWKRUL]HUV�ROG�DQG�QHZ��ZLWKRXW�H[FHSWLRQ��WR�DSSO\�IRU�DSSURYDO���,QVWHDG�RI�KROGLQJ�DXWKRUL]HUV�DFFRXQWDEOH�
RQ�WKH�IURQW�HQG�E\�UHTXLULQJ�WKHP�WR�DSSO\�IRU�DSSURYDO��2KLR�KDV�IRFXVHG�RQ�DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�RQ�WKH�
EDFN�HQG�YLD�DXWKRUL]HU�HYDOXDWLRQV�DQG�VDQFWLRQV��2KLR¶V�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SROLFLHV�UHTXLUH�D�ORQJ�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�
WLPHOLQH��ZKLFK�LV�RQO\�EHJLQQLQJ�WR�D̆HFW�WKH�VWDWH¶V�DXWKRUL]HUV��2YHU�WLPH��WKLV�DSSURDFK�FRXOG�SURYH�H̆HFWLYH��

2KLR�VKRXOG�FRQWLQXH�WR�DJJUHVVLYHO\�LPSOHPHQW�LWV�DXWKRUL]HU�DQG�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SROLFLHV��7KLV�
PD\�UHTXLUH�DGGLWLRQDO�SROLF\�PRGL¿FDWLRQV�WR�HQIRUFH�WKH�VSLULW�RI�WKH�ODZ��2KLR�VKRXOG�VWUHQJWKHQ�LWV�UHQHZDO�
VWDQGDUG�WR�H[SOLFLWO\�HPSRZHU�DQG�GLUHFW�DXWKRUL]HUV�WR�QRW�UHQHZ�VFKRROV�WKDW�IDLO�WR�PHHW�WKHLU�SHUIRUPDQFH�
JRDOV��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��2KLR�VKRXOG�H[SORUH�ZD\V�WR�GUDPDWLFDOO\�GHFUHDVH�WKH�QXPEHU�RI�DXWKRUL]HUV�RSHUDWLQJ�LQ�DQ\�
RQH�MXULVGLFWLRQ��DV�IRUXP�VKRSSLQJ�FRQWLQXHV�WR�EH�D�FKDOOHQJH�DQG�XQGHUPLQHV�WKH�VWDWH¶V�UHIRUPV��

18 of 27 Points
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Group 3: States with Few Authorizers

ARIZONA

ARKANSAS 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

HAWAII 

IDAHO 

LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MISSISSIPPI 

NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

NEW JERSEY 

NEW MEXICO

NEW YORK 

NORTH CAROLINA 

RHODE ISLAND 

TEXAS 

UTAH 

WASHINGTON

21 States
2,471 SCHOOLS 

(38 PERCENT OF NATION’S 

CHARTER SCHOOLS)

ONE OR TWO NON-DISTRICT 

AUTHORIZERS OVERSEE 

MOST SCHOOLS IN THESE 

STATES.
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APPLICABLE POLICIES NOTES

1. Alternative Authorizer

Depending on current implementation patterns, the urgency to add additional 
authorizers is reduced as long as all applicants have access to a committed, 
high-quality authorizer. In some states, an additional authorizer would advance 
and safeguard strong authorizing.

2.  Performance 
Management and 
Replication

Policy in this area may be less important if all current authorizers establish 
these mechanisms in procedure, because all schools would be subject to these 
practices regardless of policy. Codifying expectations and authority in policy can 
safeguard these practices against later turnover in authorizer leadership or if 
schools challenge the legal authority of authorizers to use good practices.

3. Renewal Standard

If state law provides authorizers with flexibility, this policy may be less important 
if current authorizers establish these mechanisms in procedure. Codifying 
expectations and authority in policy can safeguard these practices against 
later turnover in authorizer leadership. A codified renewal standard also 
helps prevent often lengthy and costly judicial or administrative appeals that 
disproportionately consume limited staff resources in often-understaffed offices.

4. Default Closure

Default closure can help large authorizers manage a greater number of 
closures by easing resources dedicated to closing the worst-performing schools 
and requiring fewer resources to be consumed by litigation concerning the 
worst schools.

 5. Authorizer Standards

The practices as implemented by the dominant authorizer may be well-aligned 
with authorizer standards independent of state policy. Where they are not, 
codifying standards will establish clear expectations. Where practices are 
already strong, authorizer standards can protect against changes in authorizer 
leadership that might abandon or weaken strong authorizer practices.

6. Authorizer Evaluations

State context will determine whether an authorizer evaluation is appropriate. 
Many authorizers are SEAs themselves. If additional authorizers are going to 
enter the sector, they should be evaluated prior to beginning operations. Self-
evaluations and public reporting may be appropriate strategies in many cases.

7.  Reports on Performance
This practice can be implemented by willing authorizers independent of 
state policy. Where there is not strong public performance reporting and 
transparency, state policy can strengthen transparency.

8. Authorizer Sanctions

Sanctions are inappropriate where there are only one or two authorizers. 
If the state context allows for potential new authorizers, however, the future 
entry of new authorizers should be subject to evaluation, approval, and 
potential sanctions. 

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY
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CHARACTERISTICS
These states have one or two non-district authorizers that oversee most schools. In six states (Arizona, Hawaii, 
Idaho, Louisiana, Nevada, and Utah), the law allows for multiple non-district authorizers, but only one or two 
non-district authorizers have emerged. The other 15 states allow only one or two non-district authorizers by law. 
In some of these states (Delaware, Idaho, Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, 
Texas, Utah, and Washington), districts also have the authority to authorize schools. In practice, most schools are 
authorized by the non-district authorizers rather than the local school districts.  

These states might allow only one authorizer in the state, such as a SEA or an ICB. Alternatively, as in New York, 
one or two non-district authorizers have emerged to become the dominant authorizer, and the districts have 
either not responded to the authorizing opportunity or have had their authority changed over time.

EMERGING CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES
,Q�FRQWUDVW�WR�WKH�RWKHU�WZR�JURXSV�RI�VWDWHV��VWDWHV�ZLWK�MXVW�RQH�RU�WZR�GRPLQDQW�DXWKRUL]HUV�¿QG�WKDW�WKH�
practices of the dominant authorizers can be just as important or more important than the state’s policies to the 
quality of the state’s charter sector. This cuts both ways, as—without policy guidance—individual authorizer 
practices can either help or hurt the sector. Strong policies can set expectations for strong practices and 
explicitly give authorizers the authority and tools to do their job well. In addition, strong authorizer policies 
are important to institutionalize high standards and strong practices, preventing strong authorizers from 
reverting to weaker practices when there is leadership turnover and new leaders lack a commitment to strong 
authorizing practices. State policy can also protect the use of best practices when weak applicants and failing 
schools face high-stakes decisions.

All states in this group use at least some of NACSA’s recommended policies (see Figure 3). States with new 
charter laws or major rewrites of earlier laws tend to score higher than those that have not revisited their 
entire charter law recently. New laws in two states (Mississippi and Washington) tend to incorporate currently 
UHFRJQL]HG� EHVW� SUDFWLFHV�� 6RPH� VWDWHV� LQ� WKLV� JURXS� KDYH� EHQH¿WHG� IURP� VWURQJ� DXWKRUL]HUV� RYHUVHHLQJ�
portfolios with strong outcomes, which decreased urgency for policy change. Meanwhile, some recent major 
law revisions in two states (Nevada and Texas) were driven, at least in part, by frustration with weak outcomes 
and problematic behavior by charters. 
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FIGURE 3.
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Some of these dominant authorizers work at very large scale. Historically, some of the most prominent statewide 
authorizers have granted hundreds of charters and approached chartering with an attitude of “letting a thousand 
ÀRZHUV�EORRP�́ � ,Q�$UL]RQD�DQG�7H[DV�� IRU� H[DPSOH�� D� VLQJOH�DXWKRUL]HU� LQ� HDFK� VWDWH�RYHUVHHV�PRUH� WKDQ�����
schools. In recent years, both of these authorizers have made strong advances through adjustments in policy 
and practice that led to greater accountability. In addition, both authorizers have taken steps to build capacity 
WR� FRPSHQVDWH� IRU� WKHLU� H[WUHPHO\� VPDOO� UDWLR� RI� VWD̆� WR� WKH� QXPEHU� RI� VFKRROV� WKH\� RYHUVHH�� $UL]RQD¶V� VWDWH�
DXWKRUL]HU�FRQWUDFWV�IRU�D�UDQJH�RI�VHUYLFHV��ZKLOH�WKH�7H[DV�(GXFDWLRQ�$JHQF\¶V�DXWKRUL]HU�ṘFH�OHYHUDJHV�VWD �̆
in other parts of the state agency. Whether these strategies provide these large authorizers the human capital they 
require deserves ongoing study. 

Several state-level authorizers have engaged in strong practices and developed procedures based on authorizer 
standards. Charter advocates in these states are anxious that turnover in leadership could lead to a move away 
from strong authorizing. Charter opponents would presumably also be nervous if new leadership reduced 
rigor. For both sides, it would be wise to codify high expectations for authorizer practice based on NACSA’s 
Principles & Standards. 

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
States with only one or two dominant non-district authorizers should consider policies that set high expectations 
for authorizers if current practices are weak. When current practices of authorizers are strong, policy can provide 
support for practices and safeguard against future changes in leadership that could eventually reduce authorizer 
quality. States in this group should take the following steps:

  1. Establish authorizer standards consistent with national professional standards. 

  2.  Promote transparency by requiring regular and public performance reporting by authorizers. 
This should include annual public reporting by authorizers on the individual and overall portfolio 
performance of their charter schools and on their authorizing practices, which should align with the 
state’s authorizer standards.

  3.  Grant authorizers the power and responsibility to use best practices in performance management, 
including performance contracts, performance frameworks, and tools that help them evaluate 
SURVSHFWLYH� VFKRRO� UHSOLFDWRUV� ULJRURXVO\� �DQG�GL̆HUHQWO\� IURP� LQLWLDO� FKDUWHU� DSSOLFDQWV�� EDVHG� RQ�
their performance records, growth planning, and demonstrated capacity to replicate high-performing 
schools successfully. 

  4.  Empower authorizers to enforce a strong renewal standard, allowing authorizers to decide not 
to renew a school if it fails to meet the performance standards and expectations established in the 
school’s charter contract. 

  5.  Make school closure the expected consequence for persistently failing charter schools through 
a state-established default closure provision. This provides clear direction to guide authorizer 
DFWLRQV�DQG�DSSOLHV�HYHQ�LI�DXWKRUL]HUV�DUH�XQZLOOLQJ�RU�¿QG�LW�SROLWLFDOO\�GL̇FXOW�WR�FORVH�WKH�ZRUVW�
performing schools.
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SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES: STATES THAT ALLOW THE ACTIVATION OF ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZERS
A few states with only one or two active non-district authorizers have laws that allow for the potential addition 
of many more non-district authorizers (Arizona, Hawaii, Idaho, Louisiana, Nevada, South Carolina,* Utah). 
These states face particular challenges in authorizer accountability. As long as these states have only one or two 
authorizers, sanctions are likely to be counterproductive. But these states should establish a system to evaluate 
the commitment, competence, and capacities of potential new authorizers. In addition, if these states eventually 
KDYH�PXOWLSOH�DXWKRUL]HUV��WKH\�ZLOO�OLNHO\�EHQH¿W�IURP�SROLFLHV�WKDW�VXSSRUW�DXWKRUL]HU�HYDOXDWLRQV�DQG�DXWKRUL]HU�
sanctions, as well as restrictions on potential authorizer hopping by failing schools.  

FOOTNOTES

*   South Carolina is currently in Group 1: District Authorizing States. However, if current growth patterns continue, we anticipate  
it will move to Group 3: States with Few Authorizers (Non-District) in the next two years.
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STATE CONTEXT

Arizona allows the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools (ASBCS), the State Board of Education, LEAs, and 
Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) to authorize charter schools. The State Board of Education currently has a 
self-imposed moratorium on charter school authorizing, and LEAs are under a statutory moratorium prohibiting 
WKHP�IURP�LVVXLQJ�QHZ�FKDUWHUV��$6%&6�LV�E\�IDU�WKH�VWDWH¶V�GRPLQDQW�DXWKRUL]HU�DQG�RYHUVHHV�����FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��
representing 86 percent of the state’s charter schools. 

While Arizona has few of NACSA’s recommended policies in statute, ASBCS employs many of them in practice. 
ASBCS enforces a strong renewal standard despite the law’s weakness, annually provides robust reports on school 
SHUIRUPDQFH��DQG�KDV�DGRSWHG�SROLFLHV�WKDW�KDYH�DQ�H̆HFW�VLPLODU�WR�GHIDXOW�FORVXUH��%HFDXVH�WKH�$6%&6�RYHUVHHV�
the vast majority of the state’s charter schools, the use of these practices—despite the absence of supporting 
policies—are more important than they would be in states with more authorizers. These factors should be 
considered in reviewing Arizona’s performance under NACSA’s criteria.

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS1

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, Independent Charter Board, SEA, Higher Education Institution

Performance Management 
and Replication 3/3 State law requires a charter contract and a performance framework and 

allows multi-site charter schools.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.2 

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.3 

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in 
states without additional viable authorizers. In the event that additional 
authorizers become active, as allowed by state law, Arizona may benefit 
from an authorizer sanction policy.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   9/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   16TH OF 21 STATES

Arizona



2014 STATE POLICY ANALYSIS 79

RECOMMENDATIONS

NACSA recommends codifying many of ASBCS’s practices into state policy. This will ensure that ASBCS’s strong 
practices will survive any potential changes in leadership and will also be adopted by all current and future 
authorizers in the state. This recommendation includes codifying in statute quality authorizer standards, a 
strong renewal standard, a requirement for annual public reporting on school performance, and a default closure 
SROLF\��1$&6$�DOVR�HQFRXUDJHV�WKH�OHJLVODWXUH�WR�UHGXFH�LQLWLDO�FKDUWHU�WHUPV�IURP����\HDUV�WR�¿YH�\HDUV��ZKLFK�LV�
NACSA’s recommended practice, as it ensures authorizers and schools engage in a high-stakes renewal process 
earlier in a charter’s life cycle.4

FOOTNOTES
1  Arizona can conceivably be classified in multiple groups. The Independent Charter Board (ICB) oversees the vast majority of charter 

schools, and the SEA and Arizona State University (an HEI) each oversee five schools, thus qualifying Arizona for Group 2: States 
with Many Authorizers. However, the SEA has a self-imposed moratorium on approving new charter schools. This fact, combined 
with the overwhelming market share of the ICB, leads NACSA to group Arizona with Group 3: States with Few Authorizers. 

2  In practice, the state’s dominant authorizer sets a strong renewal standard through their adopted performance framework system. 
3 In practice, the state’s dominant authorizer has adopted practices that should lead to closure of failing schools.
4  Arizona law requires a 15-year charter term for new and renewing schools. Within the 15-year term, authorizers are required to 

review a charter school’s performance every five years using the performance framework, at which times authorizers may revoke 
a charter under certain academic or operational conditions. This approach to a 15-year renewal term reflects best practices in 
authorizing, as it preserves a regular high-stakes review for existing charter schools. However, NACSA recommends five-year 
initial charter terms as an essential practice of quality charter school authorizing, as it provides a renewal review relatively early in 
the lifecycle of a new charter school. A renewal review asks proactively if a school should continue operating, while the mid-term 
review in Arizona instead asks if a school meets a threshold that may warrant revocation. The threshold of quality that warrants 
revocation tends to be lower than the quality standard applied during a charter renewal decision. These are different questions 
that both have a place within the lifecycle of a charter school.  

LAW ENACTED IN 1994 
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STATE CONTEXT

$UNDQVDV�DOORZV�RQO\� WKH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ� WR�DXWKRUL]H�QHZ�VWDUW� FKDUWHU� VFKRROV�� ,Q������� VWDWH� ODZ�
established the Charter Authorizing Panel, an internal body established to review charter school applications and 
renewal requests. Members of the Charter Authorizing Panel are appointed by the commissioner of education 
and must be employees of the Department of Education. Additionally, the State Board of Education may choose 
WR�UHYLHZ�GHFLVLRQV�PDGH�E\�WKH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�(GXFDWLRQ�DQG�PD\�ḊUP�WKHP��UHTXHVW�DGGLWLRQDO�LQIRUPDWLRQ��
RU�WDNH�RWKHU�DFWLRQV��&RQYHUVLRQ�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�PXVW�¿UVW�EH�DSSURYHG�E\�WKHLU�/($�DQG�WKHQ�EH�DXWKRUL]HG�E\�
the SEA (dual approval).

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 SEA only

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law requires a differentiated process for replicating proven 
successful schools. 

Renewal Standard 6/6 State law allows an authorizer to place a school on probation or revoke 
its charter for failure to meet academic or fiscal performance criteria.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   12/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   14TH OF 21 STATES

Arkansas
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Arkansas has a small charter sector that is beginning to grow more quickly, demonstrated by its 25 percent 
JURZWK�UDWH� LQ����������$V�WKH�VHFWRU�FRQWLQXHV�WR�H[SDQG��VWDWH� ODZ�VKRXOG�SULRULWL]H�TXDOLW\�JURZWK�WKURXJK�
strong policy and strong practices, including adopting quality authorizer standards, requiring authorizers to use 
a performance framework, and requiring authorizers to produce annual public reports on school performance. 
7KH�VWDWH�ZRXOG�DOVR�EHQH¿W�IURP�FUHDWLQJ�DQ�DXWRQRPRXV�,QGHSHQGHQW�&KDUWHU�%RDUG�WKDW�LQFOXGHV�PHPEHUV�
outside of the Department of Education. The performance of Arkansas’s charter sector to date has been mixed 
and, especially as growth continues, NACSA recommends that Arkansas implement stronger charter application 
review protocols in statute and in practice. In addition, while the SEA has a record of closing some schools, the 
VWDWH�PD\�DOVR�EHQH¿W�IURP�D�GHIDXOW�FORVXUH�SURYLVLRQ�WKDW�IDFLOLWDWHV�WKH�H[SHGLWLRXV�FORVXUH�RI�SHUVLVWHQWO\�ORZ�
performing charter schools. 

12 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

Connecticut allows only the State Board of Education (SBE) to authorize new-start charter schools. Conversion 
schools must be authorized by both the local or regional board of education and by the SBE. State law includes 
caps on the number of charter schools and student enrollment, geographic restrictions, and requires a proportion 
RI�QHZ�VFKRROV�WR�VHUYH�VSHFL¿HG�PLVVLRQV��

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 SEA only

Performance Management 
and Replication 0/3 State law requires no charter contract, performance framework, or 

replication policy.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   4/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   21ST OF 21 STATES

Connecticut
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Connecticut lacks all of NACSA’s recommended policy provisions for charter school and authorizer accountability. 

&RQQHFWLFXW�QHHGV�WR�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�LPSURYH�LWV�FKDUWHU�ODZ�WR�LQFOXGH�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SROLFLHV�DQG�
institute authorizer accountability. Policy should advance a full set of performance management policies that 
DGGUHVV�DOO�DVSHFWV�RI�FKDUWHU�SURJUDPV��LQFOXGLQJ�DFDGHPLF��¿QDQFLDO��DQG�RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�SHUIRUPDQFH�JRDOV��
&RQQHFWLFXW�VKRXOG�DOVR�H[DPLQH�LWV�FXUUHQW�ODZ�UHJDUGLQJ�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�ERDUG�JRYHUQDQFH�DQG�¿QDQFLDO�DQG�
organizational transparency to ensure that it provides an authorizer the information needed to enforce charter 
contracts in a timely manner.

4 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

The Department of Education and local districts (LEAs) can serve as authorizers. For state-approved charters, the 
Department of Education is referred to as “the approving authority.” The oversight and staff support for authorizing 
functions are performed by the Department. The Department’s decisions to approve, renew, revoke, or make a 
material modification to a charter, as well as changes to the Performance Framework and regulations, require the 
assent of the State Board of Education. Local district authorizer decisions do not require State Board of Education 
approval. Currently, the Department is the dominant authorizer in the state, with only one LEA authorizing.

In 2013, Delaware significantly reformed its charter school law to include performance management provisions 
for the Department, including the use of performance contracts, performance frameworks, and various term 
lengths and monetary incentives for the replication of high-performing charter schools. State Department of 
Education rules create a strong renewal standard by making renewal contingent on performance according to the 
school’s performance framework. The Department also provides annual reports to the charter schools it oversees 
on their performance as a matter of practice, though this action is not required by statute.

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, SEA

Performance Management 
and Replication 3/3

State law requires a charter contract and performance framework. 
A Charter School Performance Fund is available for high-quality schools 
seeking to expand.

Renewal Standard 6/6 State law requires renewal decisions to be grounded in the performance 
framework.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3* State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   15/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   10TH OF 21 STATES (tied with one other state)

Delaware

FOOTNOTES
*  After publication, NACSA learned that Delaware has regulations that require the use of authorizer standards. Delaware will be 

awarded full points for this category in the 2015 edition.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Delaware should continue its current practices and codify them in policy. This includes adopting policies on quality 
authorizer standards and requiring authorizers by law to produce an annual public report on the performance 
of their portfolio of charter schools. A default closure policy could also buttress charter school accountability if 
the Department encounters any roadblocks as it institutes its strong renewal standards. NACSA also encourages 
Delaware to regularly revisit and reassess new state policies that govern the collection and consideration of 
community input as the Department moves forward with implementation, as additional changes to rules or law 
may be beneficial as authorizers implement this new set of policies. In addition, Delaware may benefit from a 
review of charter school enrollment policies to ensure that state law prevents charter schools from establishing 
undue barriers to enrollment applications.
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STATE CONTEXT

The District of Columbia Public Charter School Board (DCPCSB) is the sole authorizer in D.C. and one of the 
QDWLRQ¶V� ¿UVW� ,QGHSHQGHQW� &KDUWHU� %RDUGV�� ,Q� DGGLWLRQ�� WKH� '�&�� &LW\� &RXQFLO� PD\� GHVLJQDWH� DQ� DGGLWLRQDO�
authorizer but has not chosen to do so. 

The DCPCSB is regarded as one of the premier authorizers in the country. DCPCSB uses strong performance 
IUDPHZRUNV� DQG� LQVWLWXWHV� D� ULJRURXV�PLG�WHUP� UHYLHZ�SURFHVV� WKDW� LGHQWL¿HV� IDLOLQJ� VFKRROV� IRU�SUREDWLRQ�RU�
closure. Because it is the sole authorizer in the district, the DCPCSB’s practices are in many ways as important 
as the controlling policies. DCPCSB’s portfolio includes 49 percent of all public schools in the district, giving its 
practices and underlying policies further import, because this authorizer oversees nearly half of all public schools 
in the district. 

GROUP 3: 
STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 Independent Charter Board only

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law does not require a charter contract or a performance 
framework.5 The law allows a charter school to add an additional 
campus under an existing charter.

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, an authorizer may close a charter school for failure to meet 
student achievement goals in its charter.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.6

Authorizer Standards 1/3 State law identifies establishing authorizer standards as evaluation 
criteria but does not provide guidance on the content of the standards.

Authorizer Evaluations 3/3 By law, the comptroller general reviews the authorizer every two years.

Reports on Performance 3/3 The sole authorizer’s policy is to publish an annual report on the 
academic performance of its entire portfolio of charter schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   18/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   5TH OF 21 STATES (tied with three other states)

District of Columbia
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RECOMMENDATIONS

NACSA encourages D.C. to codify DCPCSB’s current practices into law. This includes its use of performance 
FRQWUDFWV��SHUIRUPDQFH�IUDPHZRUNV��DQG�WKH�SUDFWLFHV�VXUURXQGLQJ�LWV�IRUPDO�¿YH�\HDU�UHYLHZ��&RGLI\LQJ�FXUUHQW�
SUDFWLFHV�ZRXOG�EH�DQ�H̆HFWLYH� WRRO� WR�VDIHJXDUG�WKHLU�XVH� LQ� WKH� ORQJ�WHUP��7KLV�DOVR�SURYLGHV�FRQVLVWHQF\�RI�
practices should an additional authorizer ever be created. 

FOOTNOTES
5 In practice, the sole authorizer uses a performance contract and performance framework.
6  In law, the sole authorizer is required to review a charter school at least once every five years to determine if its charter should be 

revoked. The practices adopted by the sole authorizer for this review should lead to the closure of failing schools.
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STATE CONTEXT

+DZDLL�DOORZV�WKH�,QGHSHQGHQW�&KDUWHU�%RDUG��1RW�)RU�3UR¿WV��+LJKHU�(GXFDWLRQ�,QVWLWXWLRQV��DQG�FRXQW\�DQG�
state governmental agencies to authorize charter schools. Hawaii is unique in having a single LEA/SEA across 
the state. The Hawaii State Public Charter School Commission, an Independent Charter Board, is the only active 
authorizer. Other eligible entities must apply to the State Board of Education to receive authorizing authority. To 
date, no other entities have applied to become an authorizer.

$V� WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ� LV� FXUUHQWO\� WKH� RQO\� DXWKRUL]HU� LQ� WKH� VWDWH�� LWV� SUDFWLFHV� D̆HFW� WKH� HQWLUH� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO�
VHFWRU� DQG� FDQ� R̆VHW� ZHDNQHVVHV� LQ� WKH� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� VWDWXWH¶V� DFFRXQWDELOLW\� SURYLVLRQV�� 7KH� ODZ� UHTXLUHV�
authorizers to use performance-based charter contracts and performance frameworks to provide an enforceable 
foundation for accountability, but it does not include strong renewal standards. Hawaii’s charter school law relies 

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6
Independent Charter Board (Allowed but inactive: Higher Education 
Institution [HEI], Not-For-Profit [NFP], and Non-Educational 
Governmental [NEG] entity)7

Performance Management 
and Replication 3/3 State law requires a charter contract and a performance framework. 

The law also allows multiple schools to operate under a single charter.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 3/3 State law requires authorizers to develop and maintain authorizing 
standards consistent with national professional standards.

Authorizer Evaluations 3/3

State law does not provide for periodic review of authorizers, but the 
State Board of Education can evaluate authorizers and must apply 
nationally recognized principles and standards when evaluating 
authorizer performance.

Reports on Performance 3/3
By law, authorizers must provide an annual public report summarizing 
the academic performance of all schools in its portfolio as measured by 
state standards.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions unless 
there are additional viable authorizers. Exceptional Circumstance: 
Applies only to NFP or HEI authorizers if they become active. State 
law allows sanctions for poor portfolio performance or failure to meet 
standards for quality authorizing. Sanctions can include revocation of 
authorizing power or authority to grant new charters. 

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   18/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   5TH OF 21 STATES (tied with three other states)

Hawaii
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STATE CONTEXT CONT’D

RECOMMENDATIONS

on strong authorizer accountability structures—such as authorizer standards, as-needed authorizer evaluations, 
performance reports, and sanctions—to encourage the necessary authorizer practices. Structuring authorizer 
sanctions in this way is appropriate as it preserves the existing authorizer functions while ensuring that there is 
an accountability system in place if more than two authorizers in a given jurisdiction should ever emerge. 

NACSA encourages Hawaii to codify additional charter school and authorizer accountability provisions in law to 
strengthen the state’s charter sector and institutionalize quality authorizing practices for Hawaii’s authorizers, 
present and future. A strong renewal standard in particular will provide the Commission and any future 
authorizers a strong foundation for non-renewal decisions. In addition, Hawaii should consider adopting a default 
closure provision to make closure the expected outcome for persistently failing schools.

18 of 30 Points
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FOOTNOTES
7 In Hawaii, the NEG authorizers are county agencies or state agencies.



NACSA  90

STATE CONTEXT

Idaho allows LEAs, Higher Education Institutions (HEIs), and the Idaho Public Charter School Commission (an 
Independent Charter Board) to authorize charter schools. Currently, the Commission authorizes 68 percent of 
,GDKR¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��DQG�WKH�UHPDLQLQJ�VFKRROV�DUH�DXWKRUL]HG�E\����GL̆HUHQW�/($V��6HYHQ�RI�WKH�VWDWH¶V����
FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�DUH�YLUWXDO�VFKRROV��ZKLFK�HQUROO����SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�VWDWH¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�VWXGHQWV��1R�+(,V�RYHUVHH�
charter schools at this time.

,GDKR�UHIRUPHG�LWV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�ODZ�LQ������WR�UHTXLUH�DXWKRUL]HUV�WR�XVH�DQG�LPSOHPHQW�VHYHUDO�UHFRPPHQGHG�
performance management tools, including charter contracts, performance frameworks, school-level performance 
reports, and a strong renewal standard. The introduction of charter contracts is especially noteworthy because 
SULRU�WR�WKLV�UHIRUP��FKDUWHUV�LQ�,GDKR�RSHUDWHG�RQ�D�GH�IDFWR�³HYHUJUHHQ´�EDVLV�ZLWK�DXWRPDWLF�DQQXDO�UHQHZDO�
(they were not subject to renewal decisions, though a charter could be revoked).

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, Independent Charter Board (Allowed but inactive: Higher 
Education Institution)

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3

State law requires a charter contract and a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, renewal decisions must be grounded in the performance 
framework.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 2/3

State law requires authorizers to produce an annual public performance 
report on each charter school they oversee, based on the school’s 
performance framework, but it is not a consolidated report on their 
portfolio.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in 
states without additional viable authorizers. In the event that additional 
authorizers become active, as allowed by state law, Idaho may benefit 
from an authorizer sanction policy. 

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   16/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   9TH OF 21 STATES

Idaho
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RECOMMENDATIONS

,GDKR� VKRXOG� FRQWLQXH� ZLWK� VWDWHZLGH� LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ� RI� VWURQJ� SHUIRUPDQFH� PDQDJHPHQW� WRROV� UHÀHFWLQJ�
QDWLRQDO�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDQGDUGV�DQG�SURYLGH�VẊFLHQW�VXSSRUW�IRU�DXWKRUL]HUV�WR�GHYHORS�DQG�LPSOHPHQW�WKHVH�
essential systems. In addition, NACSA encourages Idaho to proactively develop policies to promote authorizer 
accountability, including authorizer standards, authorizer evaluations, and aggregated reports on charter school 
portfolio performance by authorizer. These policies will support continued development of the Commission and 
LEAs into high-quality authorizers and ensure that provisions to advance authorizer quality and accountability 
DUH�¿UPO\�LQ�SODFH�VKRXOG�+(,�DXWKRUL]HUV�EHFRPH�DFWLYH�
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STATE CONTEXT

/RXLVLDQD�DOORZV�/($V��WKH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��6%(���+LJKHU�(GXFDWLRQ�,QVWLWXWLRQV��+(,V���1RW�)RU�3UR¿WV�
(NFPs) and Non-Education Government entities (NEGs) to authorize charter schools. NEGs are limited to state 
DJHQFLHV�DQG��DORQJ�ZLWK�+(,V�DQG�1)3V��PXVW�DSSO\�WR�WKH�6%(�WR�EHFRPH�DQ�ṘFLDOO\�GHVLJQDWHG�³ORFDO�FKDUWHU�
DXWKRUL]HU�́ �&XUUHQWO\��WKH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��WKURXJK�WKH�VWDWHZLGH�5HFRYHU\�6FKRRO�'LVWULFW��RYHUVHHV�
���SHUFHQW�RI�DOO�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�LQ�WKH�VWDWH��ZKLOH����VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV�RYHUVHH�WKH�UHPDLQLQJ�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��1R�
NEGs, HEIs, or NFPs have applied to become charter school authorizers. 

Currently, all public schools operating in New Orleans are charter schools. As such, the practices of the two 
authorizers active in the city—Orleans Parish School Board and the SBE—have major impact on school reform in 
New Orleans. The SBE has in practice enforced a rigorous renewal standard that functions similarly to a default 
closure mechanism within New Orleans, whereby persistently failing charter schools are expected to close. 

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6
LEA, SEA, limited jurisdiction Recovery School District (Allowed but 
inactive: Higher Education Institution, Not-For-Profit, Non-Education 
Government entity)

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, if a charter school is not achieving its stated goals, its charter 
shall not be extended.

Default Closure 0/6 The law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 3/3
State law requires authorizers to develop standards. For the review of 
charter applications, the standards authorizers develop and employ 
must comply with NACSA’s Principles & Standards.

Authorizer Evaluations 2/3 “Local charter authorizers (see definition)”8 are reviewed regularly, but 
LEAs and the SEA are not subject to evaluation.

Reports on Performance 0/3
State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of charter 
schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions unless 
there are additional viable authorizers. Exceptional Circumstance: 
Applies only to “local charter authorizers.” State law allows sanctions 
for poor portfolio performance or failure to meet standards for quality 
authorizing. Sanctions can include revocation of authorizing power or 
authority to grant new charters. 

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   18/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   5TH OF 21 STATES (tied with three other states)

Louisiana
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RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATIONS

In addition, both authorizers use a performance framework tied to a charter contract and encourage quality 
replication by school operators with a successful performance track record. 

Louisiana’s authorizer accountability system—including state approval of new NEG, HEI, and NFP authorizers; 
DXWKRUL]HU� HYDOXDWLRQV�� DQG�DXWKRUL]HU� VDQFWLRQV²DSSOLHV� RQO\� WR�GHVLJQDWHG� ³ORFDO� FKDUWHU� DXWKRUL]HUV�́ � 7KLV�
includes potential new NEG, HEI, and NFP authorizers. This is an appropriate system, as it preserves existing 
authorizing functions in the state while ensuring that there is an accountability system in place if more than two 
authorizers in a given jurisdiction should ever emerge. 

Louisiana should codify the current use of strong performance management tools meeting national professional 
standards, such as performance frameworks, and policies that encourage thoughtful replication of high-quality 
schools. The state should also institute a default closure provision (codifying for all authorizers a rigorous renewal 
standard such as the SBE’s). 

/RXLVLDQD�PD\�DOVR�EHQH¿W�IURP�UHTXLULQJ�DOO�DXWKRUL]HUV�WR�SURGXFH�DQ�DQQXDO�SXEOLF�UHSRUW�RQ�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�
and overall portfolio performance of the charter schools they oversee. This policy would be particularly useful 
LQ�OLJKW�RI�LQFUHDVHG�DXWKRUL]LQJ�E\�D�YDULHW\�RI�/($V��ZKR�PD\�QRW�KDYH�WKH�SUDFWLFH�LQ�SODFH��DV�WKH�5HFRYHU\�
School District evolves and potentially transfers charter schools to LEA authorizers. In addition, state and local 
policy should continue to focus on addressing the unique policy and practice challenges that accompany New 
Orleans’s full charter district, such as enrollment procedures, transportation and food service considerations, 
and discipline and special population concerns. 
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FOOTNOTES
8  State law defines “local charter authorizers” as Higher Education Institutions, Not-For-Profits, and Non-Education Government 

entity authorizers.
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STATE CONTEXT

Maine allows LEAs and the Maine Charter School Commission, an Independent Charter Board, to authorize 
FKDUWHU� VFKRROV�� 7KH� &RPPLVVLRQ� LV� OLPLWHG� WR� ��� FKDUWHU� VFKRROV� XQWLO� ������ ZKLOH� /($V�PD\� DXWKRUL]H� DQ�
unlimited number of charter schools. To date, the Commission is the only active authorizer, with a portfolio of 
¿YH�VFKRROV��

0DLQH¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�ODZ�ZDV�SDVVHG�LQ�������:KLOH�WKH�VWDWH¶V�ODZ�LV�VWURQJ�RQ�WKH�1DWLRQDO�$OOLDQFH�IRU�3XEOLF�
Charter School’s general rating of charter school laws, its provisions on charter school renewal are relatively weak, 
scoring zero on NACSA’s policy framework for its lack of a strong renewal standard and default closure provision.

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, Independent Charter Board

Performance Management 
and Replication 3/3 State law requires a charter contract and a performance framework, 

and allows multiple schools under one board.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 3/3
State law requires the State Department of Education to establish 
policies and practices consistent with nationally recognized principles 
and professional standards for authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 3/3 State law allows the State Department of Education to investigate and 
evaluate authorizers’ performance.

Reports on Performance 3/3
State law requires authorizers to submit an annual report on every 
charter school’s academic performance according to the charter’s 
performance measures and expectations.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions unless 
there are additional viable authorizers. Exceptional Circumstance: State 
law allows sanctions for failure to meet standards for quality authorizing 
but not for poor portfolio performance. Sanctions can include revocation 
of authorizing power or authority to grant new charters.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   18/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   5TH OF 21 STATES (tied with three other states)

Maine
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RECOMMENDATIONS

While Maine will focus on establishing a new charter sector in the short term, NACSA encourages the state to 
HVWDEOLVK�VWURQJ�DXWKRUL]HU�SUDFWLFHV�IRU�LWV�¿UVW�URXQG�RI�UHQHZDOV�LQ�WKH�QH[W�VHYHUDO�\HDUV��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��0DLQH�
should strengthen the renewal policies in statute to give the Commission the explicit authority not to renew 
schools that fail to achieve their performance goals. These practices and policies should establish and enforce a 
high performance standard for renewal, as only a high-quality charter sector will build support for raising the 
cap on charter school growth.
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STATE CONTEXT

Massachusetts allows only the State Board of Education (SBE) to authorize charter schools. Massachusetts 
FODVVL¿HV�WZR�GL̆HUHQW�W\SHV�RI�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��&RPPRQZHDOWK�FKDUWHUV�DQG�+RUDFH�0DQQ�FKDUWHUV��WKDW�KDYH�
GL̆HUHQW�DSSURYDO�UHTXLUHPHQWV��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��0DVVDFKXVHWWV�KDV�YDULRXV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�FDSV�UHODWLQJ�WR�WKH�WRWDO�
number of each type of charter school in the state, the school enrollment size, and the home district population 
size. There are some cap exemptions for charter schools in the lowest-performing school districts. 

In practice, Massachusetts’s authorizer is strongly focused on academic rigor and equity of access in its 
charter schools, despite the lack of explicit laws promoting charter school and authorizer accountability. While 
Massachusetts’s charter school law lacks most of NACSA’s recommended policies—thus reducing the state’s score 
according to this rubric—NACSA recognizes that Massachusetts’s charter schools have a generally laudable 
performance record and that the authorizer voluntarily employs many of NACSA’s recommended practices, 
including many of the recommended performance management tools such as performance frameworks. These 
factors provide important context for Massachusetts’s rating on NACSA’s policy framework.

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 SEA only

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law provides successful school operators exclusive access to 
specified jurisdictions.9

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.10

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require the authorizer to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of its portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   6/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   19TH OF 21 STATES

Massachusetts
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RECOMMENDATIONS

NACSA recommends that Massachusetts codify authorizer standards and the SBE’s strong practices into law to 
ensure that quality performance management systems and strong renewal standards continue to characterize 
the state’s authorizing regardless of potential changes in leadership or personnel. NACSA also recommends that 
Massachusetts establish basic authorizer accountability policies, such as self-evaluation of authorizer practice, 
to bring additional transparency to the state’s authorizing practices. In addition, Massachusetts’s charter school 
VHFWRU�ZRXOG�DOVR�EHQH¿W�IURP�UHPRYLQJ�RU�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�UHIRUPLQJ�WKH�VWDWH¶V�LQWULFDWH�FDS�V\VWHP�
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FOOTNOTES
9  Those wishing to seek proven provider status submit to an application process run by the commissioner. Approved proven 

providers can then submit applications to school districts performing in the lowest 10 percent statewide and in which the nine 
percent net school spending is or would be exceeded. Proven providers are the only applicants that can apply to operate charter 
schools in these jurisdictions. 

10  In practice, the state’s only authorizer sets a strong renewal standard through their adopted performance framework system.



NACSA  98

STATE CONTEXT

0LVVLVVLSSL� VLJQL¿FDQWO\� UHIRUPHG� LWV� FKDUWHU� VFKRRO� ODZ� LQ� ����� WR� HVWDEOLVK� WKH�0LVVLVVLSSL� &KDUWHU� 6FKRRO�
$XWKRUL]HU�%RDUG��DQ�,QGHSHQGHQW�&KDUWHU�%RDUG��,&%��DQG�WKH�VROH�DXWKRUL]HU�LQ�WKH�VWDWH��3ULRU�WR�������/($V�
ZHUH�WKH�RQO\�DXWKRUL]HUV�DQG��EHWZHHQ������DQG�������QR�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�ZHUH�DXWKRUL]HG��7KH�,&%�PD\�GLUHFWO\�
authorize charter schools in school districts with a D or F rating on the state accountability system. The ICB may 
also authorize charter schools in districts with an A, B, or C rating if a majority of the local school board votes to 
endorse the charter application or if a local school district is the charter applicant.

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 Independent Charter Board only

Performance Management 
and Replication 3/3 State law requires a charter contract and a performance framework, 

and allows multiple schools under one charter. 

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, a renewal decision must be grounded in the school's 
performance in accordance with the performance framework.

Default Closure 6/6
By law, the authorizer may not renew a charter if the school receives an 
"F" rating on the state accountability system during the final year of the 
charter term.

Authorizer Standards 3/3 State law requires the Independent Charter Board to develop chartering 
policies consistent with nationally recognized principles and standards.

Authorizer Evaluations 1/3 By law, the authorizer must self-report annually on their adherence to 
authorizer standards.

Reports on Performance 3/3 By law, the authorizer must annually provide the legislature with a 
performance report for each charter school it oversees.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   26/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   3RD OF 21 STATES (tied with one other state)

Mississippi
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Mississippi’s charter school law includes almost all of NACSA’s recommended policies promoting charter school 
and authorizer accountability. 

As Mississippi’s charter sector is established and positioned to grow, NACSA encourages the state to empower the 
ICB to directly authorize schools statewide without conditions or restrictions.
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STATE CONTEXT

Nevada allows the Nevada State Public Charter School Authority (an Independent Charter Board), LEAs, and 
Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) to serve as authorizers. The Nevada State Public Charter School Authority 
authorizes 53 percent of the state’s charter schools, with the remaining schools authorized by three local school 
districts. While state law allows HEIs to oversee charters, to date no HEIs have chosen to serve as authorizers.

In 2013, Nevada passed significant accountability provisions in law to remedy a pattern of weak authorizing and 
weak charter schools. While the Authority had begun to implement strong practices, state law was perceived as 
an obstacle to implementing a full set of accountability provisions. This comprehensive reform bill established 
authorizing standards, mandates the use of performance contracts and performance frameworks, enables 
authorizer sanctions, requires annual reports on school performance, strengthens the new school approval and 
renewal standards, and instituted a default closure provision for the lowest-performing schools. Nevada’s new 
charter law thus contains most of NACSA’s recommended policies for charter school and authorizer accountability. 

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, Independent Charter Board (Allowed but inactive: Higher 
Education Institution)

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3

State law requires the use of a charter contract and a performance 
framework. The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication 
of successful schools.

Renewal Standard 6/6 State law requires authorizers to use the performance framework as the 
basis for renewal decisions.

Default Closure 6/6
State law requires authorizers to revoke a charter if the charter school 
receives the lowest rating possible on the state accountability system for 
three consecutive years.

Authorizer Standards 3/3 State law requires authorizers to develop authorizing standards 
consistent with national professional standards.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 3/3 By law, authorizers must annually submit to the state a written report 
summarizing the performance of charter schools they oversee.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions unless 
there are additional viable authorizers. Exceptional Circumstance: State 
law allows sanctions for failure to meet standards for quality authorizing 
but not for poor portfolio performance. Sanctions can include revocation 
of authorizing power or authority to grant new charters. 

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   26/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   3RD OF 21 STATES (tied with one other state)

Nevada
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STATE CONTEXT CONT’D

RECOMMENDATIONS

In addition, the Authority is continuing to develop and implement policies to institutionalize best practices based 
on the new law. Because a significant portion of the state’s charter schools are overseen by school districts, policy 
is more important in Nevada than in other states in this group where a single authorizer’s practices are guaranteed 
to affect all charter schools. 

With most of NACSA’s recommended policy provisions in place, Nevada policy turns to implementation in the next 
several years. The default closure provision in particular was designed with a long implementation timeframe to 
ensure fair application in a state with an evolving state accountability system. Policymakers may wish to check 
on the implementation and impact of these important new policies in the next several years. Additionally, Nevada 
should consider adding a policy on authorizer evaluations to ensure authorizers are following the letter and spirit 
of these new charter school and authorizer accountability laws.  
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FOOTNOTES
11  If districts approve more schools than the Nevada State Public Charter School Authority, the state could transition to the group of 

states with district-dominant authorizing. This possible transition suggests that state policy could be more important in Nevada 
than in other states in Group 3, where an individual authorizer’s practice can be more important than policy. 
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STATE CONTEXT

New Hampshire allows LEAs and the State Board of Education (SBE) to authorize charter schools. LEAs must 
vote to be an authorizer and, in doing so, must determine what percentage of their students will be allowed to 
enroll in charter schools. The SBE authorizes all but one of the state’s 19 existing charter schools. 

New Hampshire’s charter school law contains a strong renewal standard but lacks any of NACSA’s other 
recommended authorizer accountability or performance management policies. 

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 LEA, SEA

Performance Management 
and Replication 0/3 State law requires no charter contract, performance framework, or 

replication policy.

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, a charter school must meet the academic goals in its charter by 
the final year of the charter term to be eligible for renewal. 

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   10/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   15TH OF 21 STATES

New Hampshire
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1HZ�+DPSVKLUH�QHHGV�WR�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�UHIRUP�LWV�FKDUWHU�ODZ�WR�DOORZ�D�VWURQJ�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�VHFWRU�WR�JURZ�

New Hampshire should reform its charter school law to codify authorizer standards, reports on school performance 
E\� DXWKRUL]HUV�� DQG� VWURQJ� SHUIRUPDQFH� PDQDJHPHQW� WRROV� UHÀHFWLQJ� QDWLRQDO� SURIHVVLRQDO� VWDQGDUGV�� 7KLV�
will insulate core authorizing functions from changes in leadership or personnel and ensure best practices are 
consistently used by both the SBE and any district authorizers that may choose to authorize charter schools in 
the future. Additionally, New Hampshire should consider basic authorizer accountability provisions—such as 
authorizer evaluations—to ensure authorizer practices continue when personnel or leadership changes occur.
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STATE CONTEXT

1HZ�-HUVH\�DOORZV�RQO\�WKH�VWDWH�FRPPLVVLRQHU�RI�HGXFDWLRQ�WR�DXWKRUL]H�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��7KH�DXWKRUL]LQJ�VWD �̆
work is conducted by the New Jersey Department of Education. The level of authorizing activity in the state has 
KLVWRULFDOO\�YDULHG�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�IURP�RQH�FRPPLVVLRQHU�WR�WKH�QH[W��

,Q�UHFHQW�\HDUV��WKH�1HZ�-HUVH\�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�(GXFDWLRQ�KDV�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�LPSURYHG�LWV�DXWKRUL]LQJ�SUDFWLFHV��
incorporating many of NACSA’s recommended policies into Department rules and practices. This includes 
UHTXLULQJ� WKH� XVH� RI� SHUIRUPDQFH� IUDPHZRUNV� WKDW� LQIRUP� D� VWURQJ� UHQHZDO� VWDQGDUG� DQG� D� GL̆HUHQWLDWHG�
application process for charter school operators with demonstrable experience. In practice, the Department also 
issues annual reports to its schools on their performance.

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 SEA only

Performance Management 
and Replication 3/3

State law requires a charter contract and a performance framework. 
The law also provides for an expedited application process for charter 
applicants with demonstrable experience.

Renewal Standard 6/6 State law requires the commissioner of education to use the 
performance framework to make charter renewal decisions.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.12

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   13/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   13TH OF 21 STATES

New Jersey
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RECOMMENDATIONS

:KLOH� WKHVH� SUDFWLFHV� DUH� ODXGDEOH�� WKH� KLVWRU\� RI� HOHFWRUDWH�GULYHQ� FKDQJH� ZLWKLQ� WKH� FRPPLVVLRQHU¶V� ṘFH�
speaks to the need to incorporate these practices and policies into state law. There is little in law to ensure these 
practices will endure when leadership changes. New Jersey should incorporate into law authorizer standards 
and a requirement for annual authorizer-produced school performance reports. In addition, given the variable 
history of the State Department of Education, New Jersey should consider establishing a second authorizer for 
the state, such as an Independent Charter Board. This additional authorizer would serve as a safety net for the 
VWDWH¶V�FKDUWHU�VHFWRU�LI�HOHFWRUDO�FKDQJHV�HYHU�OHDG�WR�VLJQL¿FDQW�UHGXFWLRQ�RU�VXVSHQVLRQ�RI�DXWKRUL]LQJ�DFWLYLW\�RU�
commitment by the SEA. Codifying quality practices into statute will also ensure that any future new authorizers 
will conduct authorizing practices as strong as those currently employed by the commissioner. 
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FOOTNOTES
12  In practice, the New Jersey Department of Education issues annual reports to its schools on their academic performance.
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STATE CONTEXT

New Mexico allows LEAs and the Public Education Commission (PEC), which is functionally similar to an 
,QGHSHQGHQW�&KDUWHU�%RDUG�� WR�DXWKRUL]H�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��7KH�3(&� LV�D�TXDVL�LQGHSHQGHQW�ERG\� WKDW�ṘFLDOO\�
serves in an advisory capacity to the New Mexico secretary of education, meaning the decisions of the PEC 
DUH�VXEMHFW� WR�UHYHUVDO�E\� WKH�VHFUHWDU\�RI�HGXFDWLRQ��$W� WKH�VDPH�WLPH�� WKH�3(&�UHOLHV�RQ�VWD̆�IURP�WKH�6WDWH�
'HSDUWPHQW�RI�(GXFDWLRQ�IRU�VRPH�IXQFWLRQV��7KLV�DUUDQJHPHQW�FUHDWHV�FRQÀLFW��7KH�3(&�DXWKRUL]HV����SHUFHQW�
of all charter schools in the state. Nearly half of the remaining charter schools are authorized by Albuquerque 
6FKRRO�'LVWULFW��7KH�UHVW�DUH�RYHUVHHQ�E\�RWKHU�/($V�ZLWK�VPDOO�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�SRUWIROLRV��%HFDXVH�D�VLJQL¿FDQW�
proportion of schools are overseen by authorizers other than the PEC, the practices of the largest authorizer are 
less important in New Mexico than in other states where a single authorizer oversees all charters. 

,Q�UHVSRQVH�WR�KLVWRULFDOO\�ORZ�SHUIRUPDQFH�RI�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�LQ�1HZ�0H[LFR��LQ������WKH�VWDWH�SDVVHG�LQWR�ODZ�
several new policy provisions to improve charter school and authorizer accountability. This included requiring the 
use of performance contracts and performance frameworks, developing and maintaining authorizer standards, 
DQG�UHTXLULQJ�DXWKRUL]HU�DQQXDO�UHSRUWV�RQ�VFKRRO�SHUIRUPDQFH��:KLOH�WKH������OHJLVODWLRQ�DOVR�VWUHQJWKHQHG�WKH�
state’s charter school renewal standard, it did not go far enough to qualify for points on NACSA’s rubric. 

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, SEA

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3

State law requires a charter contract and a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 0/6 By law, “substantial progress” toward academic goals may be sufficient 
for charter renewal.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 3/3 State law requires authorizers to develop and maintain authorizing 
standards consistent with national professional standards.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 3/3 By law, authorizers must annually report on school performance based 
on their charter performance framework.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   14/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   12TH OF 21 STATES

New Mexico
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RECOMMENDATIONS

NACSA encourages New Mexico to strengthen its charter school accountability statutes by (a) instituting a renewal 
standard that gives authorizers explicit authority to close schools that do not achieve their performance goals and 
(b) establishing a default closure provision in law. Both of these policies should have long-term positive impact on 
the quality of the state’s charter school sector. NACSA also encourages the PEC and the state secretary of education 
WR�DVVHVV�WKHLU�MRLQW�DXWKRUL]LQJ�UHODWLRQVKLS�WR�GHWHUPLQH�LI�FKDQJHV�LQ�VWDWXWH�FRXOG�FODULI\�DQG�GL̆HUHQWLDWH�WKHLU�
respective roles in authorizing charter schools. In addition, the state should continue implementing its current 
charter school and authorizer accountability provisions to strengthen the quality of schools opened. 
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STATE CONTEXT

1HZ�<RUN�DOORZV�WKH�%RDUG�RI�5HJHQWV��WKH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ���WKH�%RDUG�RI�7UXVWHHV�RI�WKH�6WDWH�8QLYHUVLW\�
of New York (SUNY), and LEAs to serve as charter school authorizers.13 In practice, 46 percent of charter schools 
LQ�WKH�VWDWH�DUH�RYHUVHHQ�E\�681<�����SHUFHQW�E\�WKH�%RDUG�RI�5HJHQWV��DQG����SHUFHQW�E\�WKH�1HZ�<RUN�&LW\�
'HSDUWPHQW�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��%HJLQQLQJ�LQ�������WKH�FKDUWHU�FDS�ZDV�H[SDQGHG�LQ�VXFK�D�ZD\�WKDW�RQO\�WKH�%RDUG�RI�
5HJHQWV�DQG�681<�PD\�DSSURYH�QHZ�VWDUW�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��$V�VXFK��WKH�/($�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�SRUWIROLRV�DUH�DOPRVW�
exclusively older schools or conversions.  

While New York’s charter school law lacks most of NACSA’s recommended policy provisions—thus reducing 
the state’s score according to this rubric—NACSA recognizes that the two statewide authorizers employ high-
quality practices and oversee portfolios of charter schools with strong performance records. The works of these 
authorizers include strong performance management and replication practices, as well as extensive voluntary 
performance reporting that, in practice, meet many of NACSA’s criteria. As these two authorizers will oversee 
all new charter schools, their practices are more important than similar practices in states where potential new 
authorizers could become active. These factors provide important context for reviewing New York’s rating within 
NACSA’s policy framework.

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, SEA, Higher Education Institution 

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   7/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   18TH OF 21 STATES

New York
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RECOMMENDATIONS

NACSA recommends codifying many of the practices of New York’s active authorizers into state policy. Codifying 
these strong practices would help ensure that they will be used by all current and future authorizers in the state 
and will continue regardless of any potential changes in authorizer leadership. This includes establishing in statute 
strong renewal standards and a requirement for annual authorizer public reporting on school performance. The 
legislature may also consider adopting nationally recognized authorizer standards to require universal adoption 
of these best practices. Authorizer sanctions are inappropriate in a state with as few authorizers as New York.
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FOOTNOTES
13  The Board of Regents is the only entity that can legally issue a charter. It must officially issue a charter before a school approved 

by SUNY or a LEA may begin operating. However, if the Board of Regents does not issue a charter to a SUNY-approved school, 
the Board of Trustees of SUNY can reassert approval and, at that point, the Board of Regents must issue the school a charter. 
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STATE CONTEXT

In North Carolina, only the State Board of Education (SBE) may authorize charter schools. Charter applications 
DQG�UHQHZDO�UHTXHVWV�DUH�¿UVW�UHYLHZHG�E\�WKH�1RUWK�&DUROLQD�&KDUWHU�6FKRROV�$GYLVRU\�%RDUG��ZKLFK�WKHQ�PDNHV�
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�WR�WKH�6%(��7KH�6%(�DQG�WKH�$GYLVRU\�%RDUG�DUH�ERWK�VWD̆HG�E\�WKH�1RUWK�&DUROLQD�'HSDUWPHQW�
RI�3XEOLF� ,QVWUXFWLRQ¶V�2̇FH�RI�&KDUWHU�6FKRROV��8QWLO������� WKH�8QLYHUVLW\�RI�1RUWK�&DUROLQD�DQG�/($V�ZHUH�
DOORZHG�WR�DXWKRUL]H�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�EXW�QHYHU�FKRVH�WR�GR�VR��,Q�������WKH�ODZ�UHPRYHG�WKHLU�DXWKRUL]LQJ�SRZHUV��
,Q�DGGLWLRQ��1RUWK�&DUROLQD¶V�FKDUWHU�VHFWRU�SUHYLRXVO\�ZDV�OLPLWHG�E\�D�FDS�RI�����VFKRROV��ZKLFK�EORFNHG�JURZWK��
7KH�FDS�ZDV�OLIWHG�LQ�������

6LQFH�WKH�FDS�ZDV�OLIWHG��WKH�FKDUWHU�VHFWRU�KDV�H[SHULHQFHG�VLJQL¿FDQW�JURZWK��ZLWK����QHZ�VFKRROV�RSHQLQJ�LQ�
��������DORQH²D�QHDUO\����SHUFHQW�JURZWK�UDWH��7R�IRVWHU�TXDOLW\�JURZWK��WKH�6%(�LV�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�PDQ\�EHVW�
practices in charter school authorizing, including a robust application process, performance framework system, 
DQG� UHYLHZV� RI� FKDUWHU� SHUIRUPDQFH� DW� WKH� ¿YH�\HDU� PLGSRLQW� RI� WKH� VFKRRO¶V� ���\HDU� FKDUWHUV�� :KLOH� WKHVH�
practices are promising, additional state policies are important to help ensure that as North Carolina’s charter 
sector continues to grow, only high-quality schools are approved and allowed to continue serving students. 

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 SEA only

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law offers an expedited application process for replication of high-
quality charter schools. 

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, authorizers may decide not to renew a school for failure to meet 
student performance goals.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.14

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 3/3 By law, the State Board of Education must report on the student academic 
progress of charter schools measured against the previous year.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   15/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   10TH OF 21 STATES (tied with one other state)

North Carolina
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RECOMMENDATIONS

With expected continued growth of North Carolina’s charter sector, NACSA encourages the state to establish 
additional important charter school and authorizer accountability policies, including requiring authorizer 
standards, performance frameworks, robust application review, transparent oversight, and a default closure 
SURYLVLRQ��7KHVH�SROLFLHV�ZLOO�JLYH�WKH�DXWKRUL]HU�FOHDU�GLUHFWLRQ�WKDW�LWV�¿UVW�SULRULW\�LV�WR�FUHDWH�DQG�RYHUVHH�D�
high-quality charter sector through quality growth and, when necessary, closure. North Carolina should also 
H[SORUH�FKDQJHV�LQ�SROLF\�WR�SURPRWH�WUDQVSDUHQF\�DQG�JRYHUQDQFH�WKDW� LV� IUHH�RI�FRQÀLFWV�RI� LQWHUHVW��'XULQJ�
the state’s rapid growth, questions have arisen regarding charter school governance and operations. Authorizers 
LQ�HYHU\�VWDWH�DUH�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�HQVXULQJ�WKDW�SXEOLF�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�IXO¿OO�WKHLU�REOLJDWLRQV�WR�WKH�WD[SD\HUV�E\�
serving all students and engaging in transparent practices. 

1$&6$�DOVR�HQFRXUDJHV�1RUWK�&DUROLQD�WR�UHYLVLW�DQG�SRVVLEO\�UHPRYH�D�QHZ�SROLF\²SDVVHG�LQ�����²WKDW�HQDEOHV�
operators to bid on existing charter school contracts in certain situations, as students and families are usually 
better served by the orderly closure of a failing school and opening a high-quality new-start charter school in its 
SODFH�WKDQ�E\�H̆RUWV�WR�WXUQ�DURXQG�D�IDLOHG�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO��
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FOOTNOTES
14  By law, the authorizer may consider closing schools that have operated for more than five years and are deemed inadequate 

by the authorizer. In practice, the sole authorizer conducts a five-year review and has adopted practices that should lead to 
probation or closure of failing schools. New law passed in 2014 additionally requires the authorizer to establish a process 
whereby an operator may propose to take over a school deemed inadequate by the authorizer. This process and its rules and 
requirements are still under development. 
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STATE CONTEXT

5KRGH�,VODQG�DOORZV�RQO\�WKH�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��6%(��WR�DXWKRUL]H�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��&KDUWHU�VFKRROV�PXVW�
¿UVW�EH�DSSURYHG�E\� WKH�/($�RU� WKH� VWDWH� FRPPLVVLRQHU�RI� HOHPHQWDU\�DQG� VHFRQGDU\� HGXFDWLRQ�EHIRUH�EHLQJ�
authorized. State law additionally requires that all charter school applicants partner with an existing in-state not-
IRU�SUR¿W�GXULQJ�WKH�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DSSOLFDWLRQ�SURFHVV��7KH�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�LV�WKHQ�UHTXLUHG�WR�IRUP�D�VHSDUDWH�
QRW�IRU�SUR¿W�WR�VHUYH�DV�WKH�JRYHUQLQJ�ERDUG�RI�WKH�VFKRRO��6WDWH�ODZ�FODVVL¿HV�WKUHH�W\SHV�RI�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV²
district charter schools, independent charter schools, and mayoral academies—with varying levels of autonomy.

In practice the SBE follows several of NACSA’s recommended practices, including using a performance framework, 
producing annual school performance reports, and setting a strong renewal standard for its charter schools. 

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 4/6 SEA only

Performance Management 
and Replication 1/3

State law requires a charter contract but not a performance framework. 
The law does not explicitly encourage or address replication of 
successful schools.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for a charter to 
be renewed.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3 State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   5/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   20TH OF 21 STATES

Rhode Island
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RECOMMENDATIONS

$OWKRXJK�WKH�6%(�YROXQWDULO\� IROORZV�VHYHUDO�RI�1$&6$¶V�SUDFWLFHV��5KRGH�,VODQG¶V�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�SROLF\� ODFNV�
QHDUO\�DOO�RI�1$&6$¶V�UHFRPPHQGHG�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DQG�DXWKRUL]HU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SROLFLHV��5KRGH�,VODQG�VKRXOG�
reform its charter school law or regulations to codify new and existing practices, including authorizer standards, 
strong renewal standards, annual authorizer reports on school performance, and requiring the authorizer to 
XVH�VWURQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH�PDQDJHPHQW�WRROV�UHÀHFWLQJ�QDWLRQDO�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDQGDUGV��6XFK�SROLFLHV�ZLOO�LQVXODWH�
core authorizing functions from changes in leadership or personnel and support the growth of a stronger, more 
accountable charter school sector.

5 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

Texas allows the commissioner of education and LEAs to authorize charter schools. Currently, the commissioner 
RI�HGXFDWLRQ�DXWKRUL]HV����SHUFHQW�RI�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV��RU�����FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�FDPSXVHV�LQ�WKH�VWDWH��8QWLO�������
the State Board of Education (SBE) was the statewide authorizer, and though authorizing authority has been 
WUDQVIHUUHG�WR�WKH�FRPPLVVLRQHU��WKH�6%(�VWLOO�SOD\V�DQ�ṘFLDO�UROH�LQ�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�DSSURYDOV��,Q�7H[DV�����/($V�
exercise their authority to authorize charter schools. Some LEAs, such as Houston Independent School District, 
oversee large portfolios of charter school campuses.

,Q�������7H[DV�PDGH�VLJQL¿FDQW�UHIRUPV�WR�LWV�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�ODZ��PDNLQJ�LW�WKH�VHFRQG�KLJKHVW�UDQNHG�VWDWH�LQ�WKLV�
group. The reforms included almost all of NACSA’s recommended charter school and authorizer accountability 
policies, including a default closure provision and the adoption of authorizer standards and annual reports on 
VFKRRO�SHUIRUPDQFH��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��WKH�QHZ�7H[DV�ODZ�FUHDWHV�D�¿UVW�LQ�WKH�QDWLRQ�VWDWXWRULO\�GL̆HUHQWLDWHG�UHQHZDO�
structure for SEA authorized schools. The law requires the State Department of Education to create and use three 
GL̆HUHQW� FKDUWHU� UHQHZDO�SURFHVVHV�DQG�VRUW� VFKRROV� LQWR�HDFK�SURFHVV�EDVHG�RQ� WKHLU�DFDGHPLF�DQG�¿QDQFLDO�
performance ratings. The charter sector will be watching implementation keenly. 

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, SEA

Performance Management 
and Replication 3/3

State law requires a charter contract and a performance framework. 
The law also allows multiple schools to be operated under one charter 
and eases replication for high-performing schools.

Renewal Standard 6/6 By law, low-performing charter schools may not be renewed.

Default Closure 6/6
State law requires default closure for charter schools assigned the 
lowest performance rating on the state accountability system for three 
consecutive years.

Authorizer Standards 3/3 State law requires authorizers to adopt practices based on national 
quality standards for authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 3/3 State law requires all authorizers to release an annual report for the 
schools they oversee comparing charter to district school performance.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in states 
without additional viable authorizers.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   27/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   2ND OF 21 STATES

Texas
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Texas should continue to focus on implementing its new charter school accountability provisions to close the 
state’s lowest-performing charter schools. NACSA encourages the state to extend many of these policies to more 
broadly encompass LEA authorizers and their practices as reform continues. If additional districts choose to 
authorize larger portfolios, the state should consider instituting additional authorizer accountability policy 
SURYLVLRQV��LQFOXGLQJ�SRVVLEOH�SURKLELWLRQV�RQ�IDLOLQJ�VFKRROV�DWWHPSWLQJ�WR�WUDQVIHU�WR�GL̆HUHQW�DXWKRUL]HUV�

27 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

Utah allows LEAs, the State Charter School Board (an Independent Charter Board), and Higher Education 
Institutions (HEIs) to authorize charter schools. The State Board of Education (SBE) must also approve all schools 
authorized by HEIs (dual approval). The State Charter School Board currently authorizes 89 percent of charter 
VFKRROV��ZLWK�¿YH�/($V�DQG�WZR�+(,V�DXWKRUL]LQJ�WKH�UHPDLQLQJ����FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�LQ�WKH�VWDWH�

Utah lacks nearly all of NACSA’s recommended charter school and authorizer accountability policies. The State 
Charter School Board employs some of NACSA’s recommended practices in its bylaws and in its practices, 
including issuing annual reports on school performance. 

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, Independent Charter Board, Higher Education Institution 

Performance Management 
and Replication 2/3

State law requires the use of a charter contract but not a performance 
framework. The law requires the State Board of Education to make rules 
to establish procedures for charter school expansion.

Renewal Standard 0/6 State law does not provide a clear standard for charter renewal.

Default Closure 0/6 State law does not provide for default closure for failure to meet minimum 
academic standards.

Authorizer Standards 0/3 State law does not adopt, provide, or endorse quality standards for 
authorizers.

Authorizer Evaluations 0/3 State law does not require or provide for the evaluation of authorizers 
based on standards for quality authorizing.

Reports on Performance 0/3
State law does not require authorizers to produce an annual public 
report on the academic performance of their portfolio of charter 
schools.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions in 
states without additional viable authorizers. In the event that additional 
authorizers become active, as allowed by state law, Utah may benefit 
from an authorizer sanction policy.

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   8/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   17TH OF 21 STATES

Utah



2014 STATE POLICY ANALYSIS 117

RECOMMENDATIONS

Utah should strengthen charter school accountability by requiring the use of performance frameworks, codifying 
a strong renewal standard, and instituting a default closure policy to make closure the expected outcome for 
persistently failing schools. These policy improvements will give the State Charter School Board the statutory 
authority it needs to strengthen accountability for the state’s charter sector and ensure the same for all authorizers 
in Utah. In addition, Utah should establish basic authorizer accountability policies that include adopting 
nationally recognized authorizer standards, requiring authorizers to produce annual public reports on school 
performance, and providing for authorizer evaluations. These steps will provide clear guidance and support for 
current authorizers to implement strong practices, while encouraging consistent quality in the authorizing sector 
if more HEI or LEA authorizers become active. 

8 of 30 Points
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STATE CONTEXT

:DVKLQJWRQ�HVWDEOLVKHG�FKDUWHU�VFKRROV�WKURXJK�D�YRWHU�LQLWLDWLYH�LQ������DQG�LV�WKH�QHZHVW�FKDUWHU�VWDWH�LQ�WKH�
nation. The primary authorizer is the statewide Washington State Charter School Commission. The Commission 
is the only statewide authorizer. School districts may apply to the State Board of Education for the authority to 
authorize charter schools. Authorizing authority is contingent upon an approved application and must be renewed 
every six years. To date, only Spokane Public Schools has applied to become an authorizer (and has been approved). 

Washington’s charter school law includes all of NACSA’s recommended policies to promote charter school and 
authorizer accountability. It is the top-ranked state in this group.

GROUP 3: STATES WITH FEW AUTHORIZERS

POLICY SCORE DETAILS

Alternative Authorizer 6/6 LEA, Independent Charter Board

Performance Management 
and Replication 3/3 State law requires the use of a charter contract and a performance 

framework. Multiple schools may be governed under one charter.

Renewal Standard 6/6 State law establishes a standard for renewal that a charter school must 
meet in the absence of extenuating circumstances.

Default Closure 6/6

By law, a charter contract may not be renewed if at the time of renewal 
the charter school's performance is in the bottom quartile on the state 
accountability index. The authorizer may justify keeping the school open 
under exceptional circumstances.

Authorizer Standards 3/3

State law requires all authorizers to develop and follow chartering 
policies consistent with NACSA’s Principles & Standards in at least 
organizational capacity and infrastructure, soliciting and evaluating 
charter applications, performance contracting, ongoing charter school 
oversight and evaluation, and charter renewal decision making.

Authorizer Evaluations 3/3
By law, the State Board of Education oversees and evaluates 
authorizers, and must approve all district authorizers before they begin 
operating.

Reports on Performance 3/3 By law, all authorizers must submit to the state an annual report on the 
performance of their charter school portfolio.

Authorizer Sanctions N/A

N/A. NACSA does not endorse the use of authorizer sanctions unless 
there are additional viable authorizers. Exceptional Circumstance: State 
law allows sanctions for failure to meet standards for quality authorizing. 
Sanctions can include revocation of authorizing power or authority to 
grant new charters. 

AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

AUTHORIZER ACCOUNTABILITY

TOTAL POINTS   30/30 

RANK WITHIN GROUP   1ST OF 21 STATES

Washington
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Washington should continue to focus on strong implementation to develop a high-quality charter school sector. 
7KH�VWDWH�PD\�DOVR�EHQH¿W�IURP�H[DPLQLQJ�ERWK�WKH�RWKHU�DVSHFWV�RI�LWV�FKDUWHU�ODZ�WR�SURPRWH�JUHDWHU�FKDUWHU�
school autonomy and the Commission’s control over its resources. 

30 of 30 Points
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FOOTNOTES
15  NACSA anticipates that the majority of schools will be authorized by the Washington State Charter Board Commission.  

As of spring 2014, the Commission and LEAs have each authorized four charter schools. 
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Appendices

There are individual states where the application of this typology is complicated. Some states technically 
KDYH�PXOWLSOH�QRQ�GLVWULFW�DXWKRUL]HUV��EXW�WKH\�HDFK�RYHUVHH�RQO\�RQH�VFKRRO��2XU�W\SRORJ\�GH¿QHV�DQ�³DFWLYH�
DXWKRUL]HU´�DV�DQ�DXWKRUL]HU�RYHUVHHLQJ�¿YH�RU�PRUH�VFKRROV��

Definitions are shared in the state-specific pages of this report, which note these subjective distinctions 
where necessary. 

Appendix A: Sorting Procedure 
FIGURE 4.

DECISION PROCESS FOR GROUPING STATE CHARTER SCHOOL LAWS 
BY AUTHORIZER STRUCTURE

ARE MOST SCHOOLS 
(MORE THAN 50%) 
AUTHORIZED BY LEAS?

GROUP 1: 
DISTRICT AUTHORIZING 
STATES

GROUP 2: 
STATES WITH MANY 
AUTHORIZERS

GROUP 3: 
STATES WITH FEW 
AUTHORIZERS

ARE THERE MORE  
THAN TWO ACTIVE 
NON-LEA AUTHORIZERS 
OVERSEEING 5+ 
SCHOOLS?

YES

YES

NO

NO
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NACSA gathered state laws and rules to examine current policies and used a rubric to assess those policies against 
NACSA’s recommended policy framework. 

Scoring on the rubric:

  • A state with no relevant policy receives 0 on that measure.

  • Partial policies receive 1 or 2 points, depending on their quality.

  • Policies that mirror NACSA’s recommendations receive 3 points.

� � �� 7KUHH�RI�WKH�HLJKW�SROLFLHV�DUH�KLJKHU�SULRULWLHV�DQG�UHFHLYH�GRXEOH�³ZHLJKWLQJ�́

  • Five policies can produce 3 points each, and the three higher priority policies are worth 6 points each. 

  • The resulting rubric provides a total of 33 points.

Some policies are not applicable in every group, depending on the state’s charter authorizing structure, and the 
rubric is adjusted accordingly by exempting policies as needed for each group of states. For example, a policy 
SURYLGLQJ�IRU�DXWKRUL]HU�VDQFWLRQV�LV��LQ�JHQHUDO��FRQVWUXFWLYH�RQO\�LQ�VWDWHV�ZLWK�PDQ\�GL̆HUHQW�DXWKRUL]HUV�RU�
at least one high-quality alternative authorizer. In states that have many authorizers, an alternative authorizer is 
not needed. This leads to a maximum of 30 possible points in Groups 1 and 3, and 27 points in Group 2. 

All authorizer accountability policies—authorizer standards, authorizer evaluations, reports on performance, 
and authorizer sanctions—have a maximum of 3 points each. Performance management and replication also 
has a maximum of 3 points. States can receive 0, 1, 2, or 3 points for each of these policies, with the exception 
of authorizer standards, which is worth 0, 1, or 3 points. Alternative statewide authorizer, default closure, and 
renewal standard each have a maximum point total of 6. States can receive 0 or 6 points for renewal standard and 
0, 2, 4, or 6 points for default closure and alternative authorizer.

Appendix B: Methodology
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RUBRIC

  ALTERNATIVE AUTHORIZER MAXIMUM SCORE 6/6

   State law permits more than one authorizer that a school can directly apply to without 
appeals or other limitations across the state, such as an ICB, SEA, HEI, or NFP, and 
there is more than one authorizing option in the state.

6/6

   State law permits an alternative authorizer only upon appeal, or there is only a single 
statewide authorizer. 4/6

   State law permits an alternative authorizer with limited jurisdiction, or a LEA decision 
can be appealed, but the LEA remains the authorizer upon approval. 2/6

  State law allows only LEA authorizing. 0/6

  PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND REPLICATION MAXIMUM SCORE 3/3

   State law requires all authorizers to use two essential performance management tools 
for all charter schools: 1) a charter contract (separate and distinct from the charter 
application) and 2) a performance framework. State law also includes policy that 
encourages and promotes thoughtful replication of high-quality schools. For example, 
replication policies may include requiring a differentiated (and rigorous) application 
process specifically designed for high-performing schools seeking to replicate, or 
allowing successful charter operators to run multiple campuses under one charter.

3/3

  State law requires the use of two of three tools. 2/3

  State law requires the use of one of three tools. 1/3

  State law does not require the use of any of these tools. 0/3

  RENEWAL STANDARD MAXIMUM SCORE 6/6

   State law allows authorizers the option to refuse to renew low-performing schools 
based solely on past academic performance and does not require “reasonable 
progress” to be sufficient.

6/6

  State law allows “reasonable progress” to be sufficient for charter renewal. 0/6

  DEFAULT CLOSURE MAXIMUM SCORE 6/6

   The default consequence under state law provides that charter schools that fail to meet 
statutorily specified and enforceable performance standards for a defined period, or at 
the time of renewal, will lose their charter unless there are extenuating circumstances.

6/6

   The default consequence under state law provides that charter schools that fail to meet 
unspecified standards for a defined period, or at the time of renewal, will lose their 
charter unless there are extenuating circumstances.

4/6

   Charter schools with a renewal term of 10 or more years and that fail to meet 
performance standards will be closed at the time of renewal. 2/6

   The default consequence under state law provides that schools will retain their charters 
despite failing to meet minimum academic standards. 0/6
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  AUTHORIZER STANDARDS MAXIMUM SCORE 3/3

   State law incorporates national professional standards of quality authorizing or provides 
state standards that meet or exceed NACSA’s Principles & Standards for Quality 
Charter School Authorizing.

3/3

   State law requires standards but does not provide any content, or the content is not 
consistent with NACSA’s Principles & Standards or are not high quality. 1/3

  State law omits authorizer standards. 0/3

  AUTHORIZER EVALUATIONS MAXIMUM SCORE 3/3

   State law requires or allows a state entity to assess authorizers’ compliance with 
applicable standards and/or portfolio performance. 3/3

   State law requires authorizers to self-report on their compliance with state-mandated 
standards 1/3

  State law provides no evaluation for authorizers. 0/3

  REPORTS ON PERFORMANCE MAXIMUM SCORE 3/3

   State law requires authorizers to issue an annual consolidated report on the 
performance of schools in their portfolio. 3/3

   State law requires some but not all authorizers to issue an annual consolidated 
report on the performance of schools in their portfolio, or state law requires 
authorizers to prepare reports on each individual school but not a consolidated 
report of the whole authorizer portfolio.

2/3

   State law requires an annual report including information on school performance 
but requires something less than a comprehensive report on all schools in the 
portfolio.

1/3

  State law does not require reports on school performance. 0/3

  AUTHORIZER SANCTIONS MAXIMUM SCORE 3/3

   Sanctions can be applied to authorizers for failure to meet standards of quality 
authorizing or for school performance. Sanctions explicitly include removing 
authorizing authority.

3/3

   Sanctions can be applied to authorizers for failure to meet standards of quality 
authorizing or for school performance. Sanctions include removing schools from an 
authorizer’s portfolio.

2/3

   Sanctions can be applied to authorizers for failure to meet standards of quality 
authorizing or for school performance. Sanctions restrict the granting of new charters 
by the authorizer but may allow authorizers to remain open and continue overseeing 
existing schools.

1/3

  State law provides no authorizer sanctions. 0/3



NACSA  124

Endnotes

1  The estimated number of charter schools nationwide in 2013-2014 is 6,440, based on the National Alliance for Public Charter 
Schools (NAPCS) Data Dashboard.

2 The estimated number of charter school students nationwide in 2013-2014 is 2,569,029, based on the NAPCS Data Dashboard.

3  There are 1,045 charter school authorizing agencies nationwide, based on the National Association of Charter School Authorizers 
(NACSA)’s The State of Charter School Authorizing 2013.

4  Nationally, 42 states plus the District of Columbia have state charter school laws. For ease of communication, this report will refer 
to all 43 jurisdictions as states. 

5  This analysis is intended to complement this growing body of research. For example, NAPCS presents a comprehensive model 
charter school law and annual data on the degree to which state policies align with it. Many reports have added to the basic 
information on the development and progress of the charter school sector. In October 2014, NAPCS released a study of the 
health of the charter school sector. NACSA conducts the largest annual survey of authorizers nationwide and uses the survey 
data to provide an annual update on The State of Charter School Authorizing. We also track a key set of Essential Practices 
for quality charter authorizing, and we report publicly on the degree to which authorizers around the country implement these 
essential practices and carry out authorizing in alignment with professional standards. When all these analyses are examined 
collectively, one can better understand all the challenges and opportunities in the charter school sector.

6  In some cases, authorizer regulations are also relevant, particularly when a single statewide authorizer oversees most of a state’s 
charter schools.

7  An AEC (Alternative Education Campus) is a school specifically designed and created to serve a population at risk of failing in 
traditional public schools or a population of students that has particular needs that require extensive supports. AECs include 
schools for over-aged and under-credited youth who are extremely unlikely to graduate or schools for students who have already 
dropped out of school, as well as schools for pregnant and parenting teens. In some states, what it takes for a school to be 
treated as an AEC is defined in state law. In too many cases, the definition and treatment of AECs is not clearly articulated. In 
these states, many schools that serve low-income children claim they are an AEC and deserve to be released from accountability 
expectations for student performance. NACSA’s recommendations regarding the specialized treatment of AECs is reserved for 
schools that are defined in state law or otherwise designed from the beginning as alternative settings for particular groups of 
students. The flexibility afforded to AECs should not be built into charter oversight and accountability systems for any school 
serving low-income children.

8  Many authorizers operate to provide functions in addition to authorizing. When an entity that existed prior to serving as an 
authorizer has its authority to serve as an authorizer terminated, the entity itself is not going to close. Instead, the authorizing 
office within that entity will cease to operate.

9  Data in these sections came from NACSA’s The State of Charter School Authorizing 2013; the NAPCS Data Dashboard; NAPCS’s 
Health of the Sector Report 2014; state laws and at times regulations in each of the 43 states. Data on the number of authorizers 
and charter schools reflects the 2013-2014 academic year.

10  NACSA, The State of Charter School Authorizing 2013.

11  Authorizer data is gathered using NACSA’s annual survey of authorizers nationwide and released in The State of Charter School 
Authorizing 2013.

12  Oklahoma’s brick-and-mortar charter sector is legally constrained to a defined limited jurisdiction. The alternative authorizers can 
operate only within that jurisdiction. While this is not technically statewide, it does reflect the full geographic range within which 
brick-and-mortar charter schools can operate.

13  Maryland can arguably be included as a “dead” law state. The state’s statute does not guarantee autonomy for charter schools 
or relieve schools from important requirements. In practice, individual schools or operators in Maryland can negotiate terms of 
charter agreements that provide significant autonomy required for charter school status. Given the scale of the Maryland charter 
movement, and the potential for operators to negotiate autonomy, Maryland is not treated as a “dead” law state in this analysis. 
Nevertheless, Maryland would benefit from all policy changes recommended for other “dead” law states. 

14  This refers to NACSA’s Index of Essential Practices, which details 12 practices, derived from NACSA’s Principles & Standards for 
Quality Charter School Authorizing, which are critical to fulfilling the responsibilities of an authorizer. The Index report provides 
data on individual authorizer practices self-reported in responses to NACSA’s annual survey of authorizers.

15 These recommendations also apply to Maryland.

http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/annual-authorizer-survey.html
http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/annual-authorizer-survey.html
http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/index-of-essential-practices/
http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/annual-authorizer-survey.html
http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/annual-authorizer-survey.html
http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/annual-authorizer-survey.html
http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/annual-authorizer-survey.html
http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/index-of-essential-practices/
http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/principles-standards.html
http://www.qualitycharters.org/publications-resources/principles-standards.html
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The National Association of Charter School Authorizers (NACSA) is a 501(c)(3) not-for-profit 
membership organization dedicated to the establishment and operation of quality charter 

schools through responsible oversight in the public interest. Visit NACSA’s website to learn 
more about high-quality charter school authorizing: www.qualitycharters.org

http://www.qualitycharters.org/
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