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	SUBJECT

State Board-Approved Charter Schools: Update
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) receive the regular update on the State Board-Approved Charter Schools and take action as deemed necessary and appropriate.
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


Since January 1999, the SBE has approved eleven charter school petitions that had been denied at the local level. Of these, six are currently operating.

Charter Schools
Date
Renewal


Approved
Date 

Oakland Military Institute, Alameda County*
Dec 2000

Ridgecrest Charter School, Kern County
Dec 2000
Mar 2009

Edison Charter Academy, San Francisco County
July 2001
July 2006

New West Charter Middle School, Los Angeles County
Dec 2001 
Sep 2006

Amino Inglewood Charter High School, Los Angeles County
Dec 2001
Jun 2010

School of Arts and Enterprise, Los Angeles County
Sep 2002
Sep 2006

Knowledge is Power Program (KIPP), Alameda County
Feb 2003
Jun 2006

Academy of Culture and Technology, Los Angeles County**
Nov 2003
Nov 2006

Leadership Public Schools – San Rafael, Marin County***
Nov 2003

Livermore Valley Charter School – Livermore, Alameda County**
Nov 2004
Jun 2008

Leadership Public Schools – Hayward, Alameda County**
Mar 2005
Mar 2008

*Subsequently renewed by the Oakland Unified School District

**Scheduled to open fall 2005

***Charter voluntarily surrendered in June 2005; school will not open

	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION . . . (Cont.)


Since January 1994, the SBE has approved eight all-charter districts, representing fifteen schools.

All Charter Districts 
Date
Renewal


Approved
Date Pioneer Union Elementary, Kings County
Jan 1994
May 2009
Kingsburg Union Elementary, Fresno County
May 1996
May 2006

Delta View Joint Union Elementary, Kings County
Jun 1999
May 2009

Hickman Community Charter District, Stanislaus County
July 1994
Jan 2010

Alvina Elementary Charter School District, Fresno County
July 2000
May 2010

Island Union Elementary, Kings County
Oct 2000
May 2010

Kings River-Hardwick School District, Kings County
May 2001
May 2009

Jacoby Creek Charter School District, Humboldt County
Jun 2002
Jan 2009

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


Pursuant to Education Code (EC) Section 47605(j), as of January 1, 1999, a charter school petition that has been denied approval by a local chartering authority may petition the SBE to approve the charter. As of January 1, 2003, a charter school must be denied by both a local school district and county office of education before it may petition the SBE to approve the charter.

In addition, EC Section 47605.8 allows a charter school petitioner to submit a petition directly to the SBE for the operation of a statewide benefit charter school that may operate at multiple sites throughout the state. The SBE may not approve the petition for a statewide benefit charter school unless it finds that the charter school will provide instructional services of statewide benefit that cannot be provided by a charter school operating in only one school district or only one county. 

As the charter authorizer, the SBE has monitoring responsibilities for its charter schools. CDE Charter Schools Division staff monitors the charter schools on the SBE’s behalf and provides periodic reports on the charter schools. As a result of the passage of AB 1137, the oversight responsibilities of authorizing entities, including the SBE, have been more clearly defined (EC Section 47604.32). All authorizing entities are required to identify a contact person, visit the charter school annually, ensure compliance with all reporting requirements, monitor the fiscal condition, and provide notification regarding renewal, revocation, or ceasing of operations. AB 1137 also amended EC Section 47607 pertaining to the renewal or revocation of charters including the addition of performance criteria to be met prior to receiving a charter renewal. The law provides that the cost of performing these duties shall be funded with supervisory oversight fees collected pursuant to EC Section 47613 (1 percent)  

There are currently two staff in the Charter Schools Division assigned to oversee eleven SBE-approved charter schools and eight all-charter districts. Assigned staff has made five site visits to the charter schools since July 1, 2005. These visits were targeted to those schools that are new and opening this fall and to those schools that have added new facilities. CDE facilities division staff joined the Charter Schools Division visitation team. The remaining six schools will be visited later this fall. 
For charter schools on appeal, EC Section 47605(k)(1) currently provides that the SBE may, by mutual agreement, designate its supervisory and oversight responsibilities to any local educational agency in the county in which the charter school is located or to the governing board of the school district that first denied the petition (although this has never been done) and similarly, for statewide benefit charters, EC Section 47605.8(c) provides, as a condition of approval, that the SBE may enter into an agreement with a third party, at the expense of the charter school, to oversee, monitor, and report on the operations of the charter school.

With regard to all-charter districts, the local county offices of education currently provide a significant amount of assistance and oversight under AB 1200. Unlike the other two types of state approved charters, there is no specific provision for contracting or designating by agreement the oversight responsibility for all-charter districts. 
As a regular part of its oversight responsibilities, CDE staff annually visits the all-charter districts and provides general support and oversight.
	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


There is no action requested under this item, so there is no fiscal impact.

	ATTACHMENT(S)


None
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