(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-pedrming charter schools and other innovative school@40 points)
The extent to which—

() The State has a charter school law that doepmohibit or effectively inhibit increasing thember of high-performing charter
schools (as defined in this notice) in the Stateasared (as set forth in Appendix B) by the pergabf total schools in the State
that are allowed to be charter schools or othervastrict student enrollment in charter schools;

(i) The State has laws, statutes, regulationguaelines regarding how charter school authcsizgprove, monitor, hold
accountable, reauthorize, and close charter schagtarticular, whether authorizers require thatient achievement (as defined
this notice) be one significant factor, among ather authorization or renewal; encourage chadieoals that serve student
populations that are similar to local district statipopulations, especially relative to high-needents (as defined in this notice);,
and have closed or not renewed ineffective chadkeools;

(i) The State’s charter schools receive (ad@eh in Appendix B) equitable funding comparedraditional public schools, and a

commensurate share of local, State, and Fedemhues;

(iv) The State provides charter schools with fumgdior facilities (for leasing facilities, purchasgifacilities, or making tenant
improvements), assistance with facilities acqusitiaccess to public facilities, the ability to han bonds and mill levies, or othe

supports; and the extent to which the State doesnpmse any facility-related requirements on aftasthools that are stricter than

those applied to traditional public schools; and

(v) The State enables LEAs to operate innovaauéonomous public schools (as defined in this eptather than charter schools.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(2)(i):
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e A description of the State’s applicable laws, seguregulations, or other relevant legal documents

e The number of charter schools allowed under Sgateaihd the percentage this represents of thertotaber of schools in
the State.

e The number and types of charter schools curreqtéyating in the State.

Evidence for (F)(2)(ii):
e A description of the State’s approach to chartbostaccountability and authorization, and a desiom of the State’s
applicable laws, statutes, regulations, or othiewveat legal documents.

e For each of the last five years:
o0 The number of charter school applications madéenState.
o The number of charter school applications approved.
o The number of charter school applications denietiraasons for the denials (academic, financial, dovoliment,

other).

o The number of charter schools closed (includingteinachools that were not reauthorized to operate)

Evidence for (F)(2)(iii):
e A description of the State’s applicable statutegufations, or other relevant legal documents.
e A description of the State’s approach to chartbostfunding, the amount of funding passed thraagbharter schools per
student, and how those amounts compare with toaditipublic school per-student funding allocations.

Evidence for (F)(2)(iv):
e A description of the State’s applicable statutegutations, or other relevant legal documents.
e A description of the statewide facilities suppgutsvided to charter schools, if any.

Evidence for (F)(2)(v):

e A description of how the State enables LEAs to afgemnovative, autonomous public schools (as ddfin this notice)
other than charter schools.

Recommended maximum response length: Six pages
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(F)(2)(i) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performingcharter schools and other innovative schools: Growtof charters

Enacted by Congress for the District in 1995, tbleo®! Reform Act (codified at D.C. Official Code&3800 et seq.) has provide
the framework for innovate and effective chartetiays. According to the Center for Educational Refe publication,Race to the
Top for Charter Schools: Which States Have whatakes to Wirf2009), the District of Columbia boasts the stesigharter laws
in the US, receiving an “A” for its laws governigbarter schools. DC’s vibrant network of chartdrosis reflects this favorable

environment. With 57 charter LEAs and 96 chartenmases serving 28,066 students in DC, 38.0% ofipsbhool children attend

public charter schools and 42.5% of DC schoolshegters (both percentages are higher than any othan district except New
Orleans). Given the combined funding streams frdii Rdollars that are available to LEAs via formglailocation and

competitive grant processes, DC charter schoolslagile to access $40.1MM, or 36%, of the totjuested grant award, setting

the stage for DC to serve as a model of cross+sedtaation reform.

DC'’s charter schools also reflect a diverse pddfof schools that serves various student grogpade levels based on each
charter’s guiding philosophy. An overview of DC da types by grade levels is below:

Table F2.1 Charter Schools by Type, School Year 28609

Charter School Type Number of Schools| Charter School Type| Number of Schools
Early Childhood 11 Middle School 8

Early Childhood/Elementary 11 Middle/High School 6

Early Childhood/Adult 1 High School 11
Charter School Type Number of Schools| Charter School Type| Number of Schools
Elementary School 15 High School/Adulf 3
Elementary/Middle School 22 Adult 1
Elementary/Middle/High School 4 Total for 2008-09 93

DC Official Code § 38-1802.03 allows eligible cleximg authorities to approve up to twenty annuétipas to establish a public
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charter school. As demonstrated in the chart in(k(2his Congressionally-adopted cap is well edaemand for charter school
approvals and has not in any way stifled demarddchartering authorities to limit the number etipons approved (the numbe

=

of petitions has never exceeded 20). The high peage of DC students who attend charter schoolalsasdemonstrated that the
School Reform Act provision has had no negativeaichn charter growth. Between 2004 and 2008, arage of five charter
schools was approved each year. Moreover, withapaoo expansion campuses, successful charter soterokasily increase
capacity or replicate their models with approvahirthe charter authorizer without counting againstcap. The ratio of charter to
DCPS campuses is 1.34, and DC also boasts 15 camtipus charter LEAs. Ultimately, there is no piadtiimit to growth of the
charter sector and no legal or practical limithe humber of students who can be served by chaatherols, highlighting an

=

unfettered opportunity for DC’s ongoing charter &xpion. The District’s strong support of chartdrosds as models of innovatio
and autonomy extends even further, as DCPS Chanéttlee is considering requesting chartering aughfmr DCPS. This move

would allow DCPS to engage more readily in schestarts and to use charters for turnaround efforts.

(F)(2)(ii) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performincgcharter schools and other innovative schools: Chagtr law

The District’s mature charter law provisions explycoutline how charter authorizers approve, monand oversee, hold
accountable, reauthorize, and, as needed, revakeech [see D.C. Official Code §38-1802.01 -03 (apal), 838-1802.13 8§838-
1802.11 (oversight), 838-1802.12 (renewal), 8382188 & 13a (revocation)].

DC Code § 38-1802.06 establishes DC'’s public chadleools as open-enrollment institutions, opeallt®C resident children.

This statutory provision explicitly prohibits publcharter schools from limiting enrollment on tlasis of a student's race, color,
religion, national origin, language spoken, intetllal or athletic ability, measures of achievenwraptitude, or status as a student
with special needs (although public charter schowy limit enrollment to specific grade levels).cimses where student

applications exceed capacity, local statute regumat public charter schools use a random sefeptiocess or lottery to admit
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students. DC’s public charter schools currentlys&8% African-American, 8% Latino(a), and 80% exmitally disadvantaged
students, which reflect higher concentrations afarty and economically disadvantaged than enroiisé DCPS schools. Since

D

its creation, OSSE has taken significant stepsitowage and ensure compliance with IDEA (Individwath Disabilities
Education Act) requirements among all LEAs. Pubharter schools, like DCPS, are required to progidentinuum of services
and serve all students regardless of special n€ISE issued guidance on charter admissions pgadhds past year to
specifically underscore an LEA’s obligation to atlstudents regardless of a child’s special needsa&o to outline prohibited
discriminatory practices.

Charter school accountability in the District ofl@mbia is strong. Charter schools are subject tnahmonitoring by PCSB
(currently the District’s only charter authorizeay well as a comprehensive review process ewsgygars to ensure charter
compliance, as outlined in DC Official Code § 38282. Under §38-1802.13, a chartering authority ne@oke a charter if it is
determined that the school has: violated the chageeement, including violations related to thacadion of students with
disabilities; “failed to meet the goals and studsrademic achievement expectations set forth iclibeter;” or presented a case pf
fiscal mismanagement. Although this process isadyeaigorous, PCSB continues to pursue accourtiaklilth the introduction of
the Performance Management Framework, a commorefvank that is used to evaluate charter school p@dace against
rigorous standards. The table below provides ayeer history of charter school applications, witwlals, approvals, denials, and
measures taken to close non-performing charterodeho
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Table F2.2 DC Charter Authorization History, 2004-®

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total
Total 19 19 17 13 10 N/A 78
Applications
Denials 9 13 14 7 8 0 51
(65%)
Approvals 10 6 3 6 2 0 27
(35%)
Replications 0 4 5 2 7 7 25
Approved
Charter 0 2 1 1 0 4
Revoked
Charter 1 0 3 1 2 1 8
Relinquished

Charter school accountability in the District isosig. Between 2004 and 2009, 27 new DC charters ey@proved, 51 were denied,
and four were revoked. This approval rate is ceesiswvith historical trends, as PCSB has histoycabproved only 34% of all
applications, demonstrating a commitment to enguthiat only petitions for high-performing chartare approved in the first
place. Over the last five years, 12 charter scheel® closed. Of these closures, four charters vemeked, and eight were
relinquished after an intensive monitoring and eavprocess. The Center for Education Reform’s 280€&®untability Report cites
operational, management, academic performanceiautcfal challenges as reasons for most charteosciosures in DC and

concludes by lauding the PCSB as having “createdjtid standard in charter school accountability.”

(F)(2)(ii) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performincgcharter schools and other innovative schools: Fundg

As outlined in F1(ii), above, DC's UPSFF ensurasaédunding for every public school student, re¢essl of the type of LEA in
which a student is enrolled. Both charter LEAs B@PS are funded according to the same student-l@sedla, where total funds
are based on October 5 enrollment counts subnfiftédE As and audited by an independent auditing Gommissioned by OSSE.
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All District charter schools qualify as LEAs or etlvise eligible sub-recipients under federal edacattatutes and therefore receiv

1%

equitable access to major federal education forguaat (with the exception of three charters thatusively serve 3- and 4-year old
students who do not qualify for Title | funding lwiho instead qualify for local Pre-K innovation gréunding).

(F)(2)(iv) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performingcharter schools and other innovative schools: Fadiles funding

In addition to UPSFF funding, public charter scisaalko receive a per-student facilities allowaesgablished by DC Official
Code § 38-2908. In FY 2010, this amount is $2,880pupil, which can be used for facilities leasipgtchase, financing,
construction, maintenance, and repair. DC Offi€latle 8§ 38-1804.01 further allows the Mayor andDigrict of Columbia
Council to “adjust the amount of the annual paymenb increase the amount of such payment fardipcharter school to take
into account leases or purchases of, or improvesrtenteal property, if the school...requests sucadinstment.” The chart below
illustrates Charter School Facilities per-pupildimg amounts for non residential charter schoal2@1-2008.

4.0K1

Figure F2.1 Charter School Facilities Allowance,
FY 2001-08

Facilities Allowance Per Student

Fy 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07 FY 08
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Enhanced funding streams for public charter scfamlities have been made possible through the aeuccomponent of DC’s
annual federal payment from the federal governmehich supports several public charter school itaesl programs. These
include: (1) a $30 million Direct Loan Fund thabypides low-cost real estate backed loans of u@2tmflion; (2) a $22 million
Credit Enhancement Fund that provides loan ane lgaarantees to facilitate financing and encoucagemercial bank lending;
(3) the City Build Incentive grant program, whicashinvested approximately $14 million in the forfgoants of up to $1 MM to
encourage the location of quality public chartdrosis in strategic neighborhoods; and (4) the eukdicilities Grant program,
which has invested $6.5 million in former DCPS 8ings leased to public charter schools. In addit@8SE manages the Charter
School Incubator Initiative (CSlI), an innovativelpic-private partnership supported through a $fioni Credit Enhancement
grant awarded by the US Department of Educatioe. &Il provides “incubator space” for new publi@atkr schools in need of
space, which allows them to grow and stabilize teefaking on greater facility and financial respbilisies.

DC public charter schools also benefit from varipusgrams managed through the DC Office of the Beplayor for Planning
and Economic Development (DMPED). The largest andtrwidely used program is the District’'s IndudtR&@venue Bond
program, which enables non-profit organizationsluding public charter schools, to access low-dastexempt bond financing
for commercial real estate projects. In additioMRED has awarded Qualified Zone Academy Bonds, ieciSchool
Construction Bonds, and grants from the Neighbodhowestment Fund to public charter schools in suippf facilities projects.
The Office of Public Charter School Financing angb®rt within OSSE oversees these various finagtbns and provides
guidance to public charters navigating the system.

In an effort to make public school facility spacermaccessible to charter schools, DC Official Ce@8-1802.09 gives the “right
of first offer” for any current or former public lsool property to “an eligible applicant whose petitto establish a public charter
school has been conditionally approved.” This s&awealso states, “Any District of Columbia publicheol that was approved to
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become a conversion public charter school ... $taak the right to exclusively occupy the faciitibe school occupied as a
District of Columbia public school under a leased@eriod of not less than 25 years, renewabladditional 25-year periods as
long as the school maintains its charter at theaagpgd value of the property based on use of tbpgrty for school purposes.” DC
Official Code § 38-1831.01 extends a similar righfirst offer to charter schools for leasing spagthin underutilized DCPS
school facilities. Both the Mayor and DCPS Chamgathaintain a strong interest in providing an irteento high-achieving
charters by helping to address critical facilite®ds. For example, the Mayor’s Office is explotimg possibility of linking
facilities leasing opportunities to student acadeparformance as a means of providing incentivesrawards to high-achieving
schools. Together, the funding streams describedeaprovide a significant and accessible resowrceublic charter schools to
build or lease and maintain quality school fa@hti

(F)(2)(v) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performingcharter schools and other innovative schools: Autarmous schools

School autonomy as a condition for reform and iratiow is a key component of the District’'s eduaatieform landscape, as
evidenced by the large proliferation of charterosdb. School autonomy is important to charter sss@nd growth, and DC seeks
to support such autonomy wherever possible (fomgie, through OSSE policies and LEA guidance omtii@mal restrictions on
how charters use funding).

School autonomy is also relevant for DCPS effakisthe District’s only traditional geographic LERCPS has benefitted from a
mayoral priority to support district-wide schoohavation, including school autonomy. Chancellor ®&beeated DCPS'’s Office of
School Innovation (OSI) to increase the level ekdsity and innovation in DCPS’s school portfolidhis office, led by Josh
Edelman (former Chicago Public Schools school pbatioffice manager who helped launch that cityisyaround strategy),
pursues a relentless focus on innovative and @feeathole school reform initiatives and models tbantribute directly to

improving student academic achievement. For exanapileird grade student from one of DC’s high-poyweeighborhoods who

loves math should have the opportunity to atteBd' BM elementary school near her home. DC’s rapivesmtion of its school
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system is focused on ensuring that all childreespective of test scores or where they live, la@eess to innovative schools tha

meet their unique needs.

OSl is currently focused on the development andampntation of nine different innovative school ratsjl three of which are
autonomous school models: Autonomous Schools, Di@l@wative for Change (DC3), and Partnership Stsha@urrently, 17
DCPS schools operate under one of these threecantars projects, described below:

—+

Autonomous Schools (4 schools)lesigned to provide schools that have demonsitietademic success with the structural
space to innovate as a means of further increasudgent academic achievement. Schools that aréegrantonomy

receive enhanced flexibility in five core areasddpet, instructional program, professional developmnechedule (within
parameters), and textbooks. Eligibility for automars status requires that 75% of a school’s stuoleay be proficient in
math and reading drave averaged more than 10% growth in both reaatidgmath over the previous three years. In orger

to qualify, a school must also complete a lettante#nt and receive a score of at least threech asea of a Quality Schoo
Review (QSR), and a score of four in “Leadership*ieeaching and Learning.”

DC Collaborative for Change (DC3) (10 schools)PC3 brings together principals from ten elementaiyools with a
diverse set of challenges for the purpose of argaticitywide cluster of likeminded elementary ssloDC3 relies on a
shared culture of achievement and shared resotar¢e¥ improve teaching practice, (b) improve lgalg capacity acros

1°2)

schools, and (c) increase teacher retention wétuttimate goals of enhancing equity among DCP®alshand improving
student achievement. DC3 schools are granted nmbo@@my in the areas of budget, instructional paogrprofessional
development, scheduling, and textbooks. This mbdglacted as a foundation for the Professional Ganti@s of
Effectiveness (PLaCEs) described in Section D5.

Partnership Schools (3 schoolsPartnership schools are designed to improve schdinlre and student achievement at

chronically low-achieving high schools through telaships with turnaround organizations that hargetfical — and
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successful — experience in turning around high alsh&urrently, Friendship Public Charter Schoalkich serves over
4,000 students in DC and Maryland public and puttharter schools, is managing turnaround effor&snacostia High
School. Friends of Bedford, the organization belvis Bedford Academy High School (ranked in 20@%o@e of New
York State’s best high schools), is playing the saate in DC’s Coolidge High School and Dunbar Highool. These
partnerships exemplify the promising potentialiforovative collaboration between DC’s charter sedPS, and
external partners and underscore the ability oftehand DCPS partners to work together to turnradC’s lowest-
achieving schools. Ultimately, such tangible exaamf collaboration are a common priority in DCuieational reform
efforts and represent a commitment to removingiér@to change. Together, these elements poshii®District uniquely
among states with regard to opportunities for irive cross-sector collaboration.

(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform condtions (5 points)

The extent to which the State, in addition to infation provided under other State Reform ConditiGrigeria, has created,
through law, regulation, or policy, other conditgsoflavorable to education reform or innovation thete increased student
achievement or graduation rates, narrowed achievegaps, or resulted in other important outcomes.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(3):
e A description of the State’s other applicable kdya@ation laws, statutes, regulations, or relevegilldocuments.

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages
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