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It is high time for the charter
community and the larger
public education community

to improve relationships so
that the promise of charter
schools may flourish.

Our debate about charter
schools is wandering about lost in
nostalgic visions of an America that
no longer exists. That is unfortu-
nate. Charter schools are one of the
great innovations in public educa-
tion in the last 50 years. We ought to
be thinking about how they might
profitably shape the next 50 years.
Instead, we batter one another
senseless with competing visions of
a bygone public education system.

The proponents of charter
schools harken to the older

America. Before World War II,
Colorado had more than 2,000
school districts. With few exceptions,
most notably Denver and Colorado
Springs, every school in Colorado
had its own school board. Those
boards were comprised mostly of
parents with kids in the schools,
and some were elementary-only or
secondary-only schools. There were
no federal laws regulating those
schools, and hardly any state laws.

For the most part, the parents on
those boards really did decide what
values and what curriculum their
schools taught, even sometimes
values and curriculum that today
would be considered unsavory. In
short, in those days we were all
charter schools. If you are a charter
school proponent, that was the
golden age.

The golden age for charter
school opponents rests somewhat
less comfortably 30 years later, in
1970, give or take a year or two. The
30 years between 1940 and 1970
were remarkable years of change
by any measurement. The 2,000
school districts in Colorado had been
consolidated into fewer than 200.
The first Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) had just 
been signed into law by President
Johnson four years earlier, bringing
money and promise for millions of

students not well served by our
public schools. 

School districts hummed busily
everywhere as the baby boomers
filled classrooms and built new
schools. A professional educator
teaching in every classroom, once
the standard to which schools
aspired, had become the norm.
And the school district ruled.
Decisions about curriculum and
textbooks, student discipline, school

assignment, and school district
budgets, all were substantially
within the control of the local school
district and its governing school
board. Except for the private schools,
there was no competition within
the boundaries of a public school
district, and very little competition
between public school districts.

Nostalgia, of course, often tells
us more about what we want to
remember than what was. The tall
hill we sledded down as children
turns out to be not much more than
a knoll when we revisit it as an
adult. So, as we debate the future of
charter schools and their role in
public education, we might start
with a clear-eyed revisit to these
two competing visions of public
education.

America in 1940 was very 
different than the America we see
today. We had just begun to climb

from the depths of the great 
depression, which at times had left
as much as one-third of the work-
force unemployed. The majority of
our young men and women did not
receive a high school diploma. The
18 million men examined by the
Selective Service in World War II
had an average age of 26, but only
four in 10 of the Caucasian enlistees
and two in 10 of the Black enlistees,
had a high school diploma. The 
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statistically average G.I. in the
Second World War had completed
only one year of high school.
America’s industry and its armed
forces were then constructed to
employ large numbers of unskilled
workers. America in the 1940s did
not expect all or even most students
to graduate from high school.

By 1970, the scare of Sputnik
(the Russians beat us to outer
space), a roaring economy and a
rapidly rising middle class that
increasingly aspired to professional
or skilled worker status, had dra-
matically transformed our expecta-
tions for our public schools. A high
school diploma mattered in ways
that it had not 30 or 40 years earlier.

Moreover, the increasing push
to address issues of equity in our
public services had begun to 
dramatically change the balance of
regulation and decisionmaking
between the local district and the
state and federal governments.
National values of equality, espe-
cially access to our public schools,
were causing national and state
governments to assert, sometimes
roughly and with scant regard to
local sensibilities, control over
everything from funding to admis-
sions. The deep social unrest
afflicting our urban centers spilled
over into our urban schools, often
in destructive ways.

In short, the good old days, be
they the 1940s or the 1970s, were
not all they are now cracked up to
be. The idyllic 1940 was not idyllic
at all for many of our citizens, and
in all events the bar for the public
school system was set much lower

then than it is today. And those
wonderful systems of 1970, 
professionalism and efficiencies
notwithstanding, had done little
more than ratchet up the capabilities
of the 1940 system to serve more
students for more years.

If we set aside nostalgia for the
moment, and think about why
changes are made in any institution,
perhaps a better way to charac-
terize the difference between 1940
and 1970 is to acknowledge that the
system of public education evolved
from 1940 to 1970 in order to
address needs which our economy,
our culture and our society placed
on public education. Similarly, we
now reach for a new model, not to
return to some idyllic past, but to
meet expectations and needs we
have today for public education.
We might learn from the past, but
we must build a public education
system for today and for tomorrow.

We reach for a system of public
education to meet the needs of

America and a global economy
during the next 50 years. We ought
to reach for that system, however,
with a sense of the value of what
we are and have been. Too many
advocates of education “reform”,
including many in the charter com-
munity, seek to co-opt or radicalize
the desires and initiatives for 
necessary change in public education
into a broad effort to scuttle all of
public education, at least as we
now know it. I believe that part of
the answer to these more extreme
critics of public education is the
same one Governor Romer gave
more than a decade ago when he
supported the first charter school
legislation in Colorado: charter
schools, properly designed and
used, are a great way for public
education to reform itself.

We already see evidence of the
power of this innovation in the
changes sweeping through our
public education systems. In the
Denver Public Schools, the notion

SPRING ■ 2006

3



4

SPRING ■ 2006

B
A

C
K

 T
O

 T
H

E 
FU

TU
RE

that every school in the system
should be held accountable for stu-
dent achievement can be linked to a
habit of holding accountable each
of the district’s charter schools. The
ongoing efforts of the Douglas
County Schools to rid itself of
unnecessary and restrictive regula-
tions can be traced in part to the
notion introduced by charter
schools that schools can better carry
out their mission if set free from
burdensome regulation. More
broadly, the debate within our
public schools about how better to
serve diverse populations, and how
to be more responsive to parental
and community values, has been
enriched, if not revolutionized, by
the introduction of charter schools.

Of course, there are reasons to
criticize charter schools as well. As
one long-time district chief financial

officer suggests, if it is efficiency
that we seek, few policy decisions
are more wrong-headed than
charter schools. Charter schools are
an inefficient use of our resources.
He is certainly right in this critique.
Indeed it is largely because of 
those efficiencies that we originally
decided in the 1950s and 1960s 
to consolidate those 2,000 school
systems into fewer than 200.

Of course, efficiencies have never
been the reason we have public 
education. Efficiencies, however,
matter. They matter especially to
the taxpayers who pay for our
public schools. And they ought to
matter to the policymakers who
make decisions about how to best
structure our systems for delivering

public education to our citizens. 
Moreover, the notion of efficiency

encompasses much more than 
dollars spent. Our public school
systems are tremendous repositories
of knowledge, experience and passion
for educating our young people.
The expertise and the systems 
for meeting the needs of diverse
student groups and building 
programs for meeting those needs
reside mostly in our existing public
school systems. Some of the most
remarkable work in this state to
close the learning gap has occurred
not in charter schools but in public
school systems like Pueblo and
Fountain-Ft. Carson. We simply
cannot conceivably go forward
without our public school districts
educating most of our students.

But efficiency, even broadly
defined, is not a sufficient answer

to those who advocate more charter
schools and more choice. Public
school systems, like all systems,
tend to favor the average over the
particular. In Denver we have a
charter school for science and 
technology and Cole Middle School
converted to a Kipp Academy, 
particular needs not met by the
existing system. Systems also 
stubbornly resist ideas and pro-
grams which have not been tried
and proved, a tough standard for a
program to meet if it can nowhere
be tried. Moreover, our public
school systems really have been
slow to understand and respond to
a sharp rise in demand for choice in
education as in other walks of
American life.

Much of the promise of charter
schools is not being realized today.
Many local school districts and
local school boards hold to the view
that charter schools are more
trouble than value. Most charter
advocates, including the Charter
School League, appear to believe
that good policy requires only more
charter schools. The State Board of
Education, which is in a unique
position to mediate these two sides,
has largely abdicated that responsi-
bility. As near as outside observers
can tell, the State Board’s position 
is that the only bad charter school 
is one with a bad business plan.
Every other charter school, 
regardless of community needs or
dynamic, is good. Conflicting posi-
tions all, and no one, not local
school districts, the State Board, or
charter schools, are talking.

It is long past the time that con-
versation should begin. Charter
schools are no longer an untried
innovation that should be sup-
ported, as then-Senator Owens said
to the State Board at the first charter
appeal, just to send a message. And
with somewhere around five percent
of the kids in Colorado being 
educated in charter schools, many
of which are doing an outstanding
job for kids and filling a need not
previously met, it is long past time
for local school boards to grasp this
powerful new tool with both
hands, and with vigor and enthu-
siasm.

Most importantly, the State
Board should begin a public con-
versation about how charter

Almost never discussed is how charter schools might become a 

powerful tool for local school boards to innovate, drive change, 

learn and more effectively respond to community needs.
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schools can help shape the future of
public education. Competition
should be a part of that conversa-
tion. Efficiency, broadly defined,
should also be a part of that con-
versation. Ideas which are now
largely discussed only in some local
communities, such as how a charter
school might fill an unmet need or
assist district efforts to serve a spe-
cific group of students, should also
be a part of that conversation.

Almost never discussed is how
charter schools might become a
powerful tool for local school
boards to innovate, drive change,
learn and more effectively respond
to community needs. This discus-
sion will occur only if the State
Board leads it. Local school boards
will join that discussion only if they
trust a reliable partnership can be
built with the State Board. Charter
schools will join that discussion
only if they believe it is serious and
necessary.

Charter schools in Colorado
have only been around a dozen
years. They were begun with great
fanfare and promise. The promise
that charter schools might drive
innovation and change in public
education has at best only been par-
tially fulfilled. The charter commu-
nity and the larger public education
community stand apart as two sep-
arate, often hostile, institutions. It is
time, past time, for all of us to
revisit the assumptions on which
that relationship has been built
during the last dozen years. And to
change it. 

Ken DeLay 
(kdelay@casb.org)
is CASB’s 
executive director.

A brief history of Colorado’s charter schools

In November 1992, Colorado voters faced a choice between two competing
visions of schooling for the state’s children. One initiative on the state ballot
that fall called for vouchers that could be used to pay for private school tuition.

Another called for a major sales tax increase for the state’s public schools. 
When the votes were counted, Coloradans had rejected both initiatives. To

state leaders, the message seemed clear: Citizens were not ready to give up on
public schools in the Centennial State, nor were they satisfied with the status 
quo. Democrats and Republicans in the Legislature and the state’s Democratic
governor, Roy Romer, recognized that citizens expected bold action to improve
public education in the coming legislative session. 

Bold action was just what Coloradans got. The stage was set for a bipartisan 
compromise in late spring of 1993 on a then-novel school reform model: the 
creation of independent public charter schools that would be granted significant
freedom from state and local regulation in exchange for improved student 
performance. If the new independent schools did not live up to their end of the
bargain, they would be closed and replaced with others. At the time, only two
other states had passed charter laws and a handful of charter schools existed in
the nation. 

The Connect School, Colorado’s first charter, opened in downtown Pueblo
in the fall of 1993 with about 70 students in grades 6 through 8. Twelve years later,
the middle school is still going strong, with its students among the highest scorers
in their school district on Colorado’s state student assessments in 2004. 

By the 2004–2005 school year, Colorado had 108 charter schools,
accounting for about 6 percent of all public schools in the state. They served more
than 36,000 children, or about 5 percent of the state’s public school students.
Unlike the national averages for charter schools, Colorado’s serve smaller 
percentages of minority and low-income students than traditional public schools,
but those gaps are narrowing. 

On the whole, Colorado’s charters outperform non-charter public schools at
the elementary and middle school levels, but underperform at the high school
level. Over time, charters have raised student test scores at all levels, including
high school, as well as or slightly better than non-charters. These results partially
reflect the fact that in the lower grades, charters typically enroll more advantaged
children than non- charter schools, while in upper grades the reverse is true. Still,
it is worth noting that several Colorado charter schools outperform non-charter
schools with similar student populations. 

Looking ahead, Colorado charter schools face several challenges if they 
are to become a more powerful force for positive change in public education.
First, they must continue their progress in serving at-risk students. They also must
meet increasingly tough federal and state mandates to improve student achieve-
ment. Finally, the charter community must strengthen its political support if it is
to withstand continued efforts to weaken the state’s charter school law. 

During the past decade, Colorado has created a viable but relatively small
charter movement. Efforts to reach out to at-risk populations, combined with the
recent creation of an independent state-level charter school authorizer, promise
to make the movement larger and stronger.

The challenge now is to expand the movement without sacrificing its 
commitment to create high-quality public school options that raise the achieve-
ment levels of all students.

From “Executive Summary”, Peaks & Valleys, Colorado’s Charter School Landscape, by Todd
Ziebarth, Progressive Policy Institute, 600 Pennsylvania Ave. SE, Suite 400, Washington, DC
20003, 202-547-0001, www.ppionline.org.
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The charter school movement
has been going strong in
Colorado for more than a

decade. In fact, the state now has
more than 110 charter schools
serving about 5 percent of the
state’s public school students.
Parents, policymakers and the 
general public all deserve to know
how well these and all public
schools are doing. 

EVALUATING CHARTER
SCHOOLS

Many researchers have asked
how charter schools as a

group compare to district schools
(non-charters) as a group. We found
that charters tend to vary more 
from each other than they do from
district schools making it more 
difficult to make broad comparisons
between charter and district schools.
Chartering provides an opportunity
to create a school with a particular 
purpose under a performance
contract with the authorizing school
district. The founders of each charter
school use these opportunities 
differently, and enjoy different
degrees of success. 

The variation within charter
schools raises a series of new 
questions about school performance
and the accountability systems 
currently used to measure them.
How should we evaluate charter
schools and district schools that are
created specifically to serve children
who have failed in traditional 
settings, such as dropouts, incar-
cerated youth or the homeless?

How well do charters perform
compared to district schools when
serving similar student popula-
tions? What’s the right mix of 
performance indicators for school
accountability that include both
student and school growth on 
student achievement as well as the
absolute performance scores? 

To answer these questions, we
combined information on the 
mission and enrollment of Colorado
charters with student performance
data from the Colorado Student
Assessment Program (CSAP). After
excluding charter and district
schools serving special populations,
we compared charters and district
schools with similar percentages of
black and Hispanic students. 

ANALYSIS

Our analysis included four steps:

1. Exclusion of Special Schools 
and Alternative Schools
In total, 79 schools were removed
from our analysis of all Colorado
schools, including 19 charter schools
and 60 district schools. These schools
serve special populations of young
people that are struggling in, or
have already left, traditional
schools. Because these schools
serve such unique populations,
forms of analysis outside the scope
of this article are more appropriate
for evaluating their quality.

2. Creating a Measure 
of Student Performance
The CSAP is arguably the state’s

“gold standard” for student per-
formance. We created an aggregate
measure of student performance
using the percent of students
scoring at or above proficient on
each test at each grade level offered
in a school. After separating
schools according to whether they
serve elementary grades (K–5),
middle grades (6–8), or high school
(9–12), we averaged CSAP profi-
ciency percentages among reading,
writing and mathematics for each
school, and then averaged scores
for these three subjects to create 
a single summary statistic. This
approach produces two statistics
for individual schools that serve
grades in more than one group.
This measure reflects the average
percentage of the schools’ students
performing at or above proficient
on all CSAP exams given at the
school in 2005.

3. Controlling for 
Student Characteristics
We used the percentage of students
in each school that were black or
Hispanic as a measure of student
background. This measure is
preferable to the use of Free and
Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL)
because many charter schools do
not offer lunch programs and often
under-report FRPL. To create com-
parable groups of schools, we first
divided charter and district schools
into those serving elementary,
middle and high school. Then we
sorted the schools within each grade
span according to their percentage

APPLES TO APPLES:
CHARTER SCHOOL PERFORMANCE IN COLORADO
BY ANDREW BRODSKY, ALEX MEDLER AND VAN SCHOALES 

FOR THE COLORADO CHILDREN'S CAMPAIGN
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of black and Hispanic students.
Finally, we divided the schools into
four groups with approximately
the same number of schools in 
each group. Each group contains
schools with similar proportions of
minority and white students.

4. Identifying School Approach
We asked staff at the Colorado
League of Charter Schools to 
identify whether charter schools
were using an articulated external
school model such as Expeditionary
Learning Outward Bound (ELOB),
Core Knowledge, Montessori or
other articulated models, or whether
they were using a unique “home
grown” approach.

FINDINGS 

Based on this analysis, we found
that charter schools performed

equal to or better than district
schools with similar percentages of
black and Hispanic students. In
most comparisons of subgroups
based on grade and ethnicity, 
the difference in scores between
charter and district schools was not
statistically significant. However,
our results suggest that charters
are at least keeping pace with their
peers. The pattern among charter
schools, of higher average scores

combined with the extreme varia-
tion, underscores the importance
of asking how different types of
charter schools perform.

Figure A (below) presents
average 2005 CSAP proficiency
percentages for charter and non-
charter schools in elementary,
middle, and high school. 

Charter schools seem to 
outperform district schools in 
elementary schools with higher
percentages of black and Hispanic
students, perform about the same
or slightly better in the middle
grades, and perform about the
same at the high school level. A
notable exception is among 
low-minority high schools, where
the effects of Core Knowledge
schools are particularly strong.

Effects of Core Knowledge Schools
and Other Models

Schools using a Core Knowledge
approach have been a major part of
Colorado’s charter school movement
since its inception. Of the 114
charter schools in our data set, 45
are Core Knowledge schools.
These schools tend to have a low
percentage of black and Hispanic
students, although there are 
charters in all four groups of
schools using the Core Knowledge

approach. In fact, a separate 
regression analysis found that 
Core Knowledge charters perform
significantly better than other charter
and district schools even after 
controlling for the percent of black
and Hispanic students.

Figure B (next page) displays
the performance of all public
schools in Colorado, excepting the
alternative charter and district
schools. The vertical axis (from top
to bottom), shows an average of
2005 CSAP scores. The horizontal
axis (from left to right), shows the
percentage of black and Hispanic
students served by the school.

The scatter plot reveals several
interesting findings. First, non-Core
Knowledge charters (represented
by black dots) display a very wide
variation and many over-perform
or under-perform what would be
expected based on their demo-
graphic makeup (indicated by the
black line). The distance between
the black dots and the black line
indicates the extent to which these
schools are either extremely high-
or low-performing schools. The
smaller gray dots (district schools)
tend to cluster much closer to the
black line—indicating less varia-
tion and more performance that is
predicted by these schools’ ethnic
make-up. The charter schools,
which account for roughly seven
percent of public schools in this
analysis, make up close to half of
the extreme outliers.

Second, the Core Knowledge
charters (represented by red dots)
are clustered to the left side, 
indicating that they tend to serve
populations with a low percentage
of black and Hispanic students.
Finally, Core Knowledge charters
perform significantly above what
would be expected based on their
student population. The population
of these schools raises several
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issues. In addition to the number 
of white students, are there 
other differences in their student
populations that affect the test
scores? And, are there aspects of
their admissions practices, design
or operations that decrease the 
enrollment of students who would
score lower on these tests? These
questions deserve closer study, but
it is worth noting that there are
many district schools serving 
similar student populations.

There are other models in
Colorado charter schools that are
not used as often, but which also
appear promising. Among school
models used by at least two dif-
ferent schools, we also saw strong
performance among Montessori
and Expeditionary Learning
Outward Bound after controlling
for the schools’ ethnic mix.

RECOMMENDATIONS 

These findings lead us to recom-
mend the following:

1. Charter school founders and school
districts should explore the use of
effective models that appear replicable,
like Core Knowledge; as well as other
models that offer promise, like ELOB
or Montessori when creating new
charter schools.
Charter schools using these
external models deserve further
study. These results are also sup-
ported by the Brookings Institute
and others that show that some

research-based school designs
have greater impact on increasing
school achievement. It would be
helpful to know more precisely
what these schools are doing that
allows them to score so high. We
should also explore the applicability
of such models to schools with
greater diversity and encourage
charter schools with effective
models to be opened in communities
with significant ethnic diversity.

2. The state should increase the
accountability for low-performing
charter schools, just like low-performing
district schools, while developing 
more thorough and robust systems 
for tracking individual student
achievement over time. 
Authorizers (school districts and

the state) need to know if a school
with low scores has a special mis-
sion or a population for which they
are adding value, despite low
scores. When authorizers deter-
mine that a school is just not per-
forming, it should be redesigned or
closed.

3. District leaders and state-level 
policymakers should examine and
evaluate their high-performing charters.
We should seek to understand
what makes these schools suc-
cessful. We should ask if there are
more students in our communities
that could benefit from similar
offerings. And if so, how could we
create more schools using these
models? 
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COLORADO’S CHARTER SCHOOLS 
AND THE CHOICE/EQUITY BALANCE
BY DR. KENNETH R.  HOWE 

Has the choice side of the charter school scales received too much weight relative 
to the equity side? This author thinks so.

The number of Colorado
charter schools has grown
from one in 1993, the year

the legislature passed the Charter
Schools Act, to 110 in 2004–05.
Over this time, Colorado’s education
policy has become increasingly
generous to charter schools. Signi-
ficant changes in policy include
removing the original cap of 
60; increasing the per pupil
funding local school districts are
required to pass through (from 80
to 100 percent); and requiring local 
districts to share virtually all 
forms of funding with charter
schools, including capital construc-
tion and Amendment 23 dollars.
The implementation of the 
Charter School Institute in 2004
provides its member schools with
complete autonomy from local
school districts. 

Little was known about how
charter schools would perform
when they were introduced into
Colorado’s public education system,
so the idea of providing them with
time to prove themselves made
sense. But this appears to have
been taken too far. Policymaking
has paid little or no heed to the
cautionary findings that have 
been steadily accumulating about
charter schools that should raise
questions about their further
expansion under increasingly 
charitable rules. A frank appraisal
of Colorado’s charter schools is
now overdue.

THE QUESTIONS
We cannot dispute the fact 

that fine charter schools exist in
Colorado. But a balanced appraisal
of charter schools as an educational
reform requires knowing more
than this. It requires knowing 
the effects of charter schools 
collectively. This article looks at
effects in three key areas: (1)
achievement, both overall and in
terms of reducing the achievement
gap; (2) proportions of ethnic-racial
minority, low-income, and special 
education students enrolled; and
(3) impact on other public schools.

THE EVIDENCE
1. Do charter schools produce 
higher achievement, both overall 
and in terms of reducing the 
achievement gap?

The most recent annual CDE
evaluation1 (for academic year
2001–02) reported that charter
schools outperformed other public
schools in reading, writing, and

mathematics in grades 3–8, and
performed worse in these subjects
in grades 9–10. Charter schools 
outperformed other public schools
in grade 8 science. But these 
findings are biased because they
failed to take into account the 
proportions of low-income, minority,
and special education students.
Additional analyses by CDE that
matched “ethnically and economically
comparable groups” produced equiv-
ocal and inconclusive results.2

A 2004 U.S. Department of
Education-sponsored evaluation of
charter schools provides the best 
comparison to date of achievement
in Colorado’s charters versus other
public schools.3 Conducted by SRI
International, the study used
meeting the state standard (i.e.,
being rated above “unsatisfactory”)
as the criterion of comparison. As
shown in Table 1 (left), the SRI study
found no significant differences
between charter and other public
schools in the high-income group

HIGH-INCOME GROUP
(Low-income % below state median)

LOW-INCOME GROUP
(Low-income % above state median)

Met
Std.

697
(99%)

59
(97%)

756
(99%)

6
(1%)

2
(3%)

8
(1%)

703
(92%)

61
(8%)

764
(100%)

734
(97%)

17
(74%)

741
(97%)

19
(3%)

6
(26%)

25
(3%)

743
(97%)

23
(3%)

766
(100%)

Trad. Pub.
Schools

Charter
Schools

Total

Trad. Pub.
Schools

Charter
Schools

Total

Total
Did Not
Meet
Std.

Met
Std. Total

Did Not
Meet
Std.

Table 1 Analysis of School Type Performance, Controlling 
for Proportions of Low-Income Students, 2001–02
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(schools where the percentage of
low-income students was below
the median for Colorado schools),
but traditional public schools 
were significantly better4 in the
low-income group (schools where
the percentage of low-income
students was above the median for
Colorado schools).  

A parallel analysis was per-
formed with respect to minority
enrollments; and the results were
also parallel. There were no signifi-
cant differences between charter
and traditional public schools in
the low minority enrollment group,
but traditional public schools were
significantly better in the high
minority enrollment group.6

In an additional analysis, SRI
controlled for the proportions of
minority and low-income students
simultaneously (as well as school
size). The general conclusion of
this analysis was that “being a
charter school was associated with
not meeting the standard, controlling
for low-income, minority students
and student enrollment.”7

Is summary, the evidence indi-
cates that Colorado’s charter schools
do not produce higher student
achievement compared to traditional
public schools for any groups. In the
case of low-income and minority
students, charter schools produce
lower achievement. Colorado’s
charter schools are thus more likely
increasing the achievement gap
than decreasing it. 

2. Do charter schools serve a proportion
of minority, low-income and special
education students that is comparable
to traditional public schools?

Overall, Colorado’s charter
schools enroll substantially fewer
low-income (19 percent versus 
33 percent); minority (23 percent
versus 32 percent); and special 
education students (6.4 percent

versus 10 percent) than its traditional
public schools. How this translates
into income and racial/ethnic 
stratification attributable to charter
schools within local Colorado
districts is illustrated in Table 2
(above) by the disproportionately
small number of charter schools
serving at least 10 percent more of
their district’s average of minority
and low-income students compared
to those serving 10 percent less. 

3. What impact do charter schools have
on other public schools?

The pattern of under enrolling
minority, low-income and special
education students exhibited by
Colorado’s charter schools is one
kind of adverse impact they have
on Colorado’s other public schools.
As charter schools “skim” higher-
income students (who, for complicated
reasons, typically score higher on
achievement tests) and also “crop”
special education, low-income and
minority students, they increase the
burden on the other public schools
to educate the students they leave
behind. At the same time, they gain
an advantage in their ability to 
produce higher mean CSAP scores
and higher SAR ratings.

An additional adverse impact
of Colorado’s charter schools is
financial. One study commissioned
by six Colorado school districts
concluded that charter schools
accounted for a per-pupil reduction
of funding for students in other
public schools ranging from $85 (or
$1,720 for a class of 22) to $405 (or
$8,910 for a class of 22).9 According

to a U.S. Department of Education-
commissioned study, “Nearly half
of district leaders perceived that
charter schools had negatively
affected their budgets and
explained this impact by pointing
to the reduced revenue from 
students who had transferred from
district schools to charter schools.”10

The study goes on to point out
that the financial impact that
charter schools have on other public
schools depends on the context. In
rapidly-growing districts, charter
schools may actually provide tempo-
rary help by providing the needed
additional seats with no financial
harm whatsoever to the district.
On the other hand, it goes without
saying that transferring per pupil
funding from traditional public
schools to charter schools will
harm the former where district
enrollment is stagnant or shrinking.
Under these circumstances, it is
impossible for school districts to
make reductions in fixed-costs—
buildings, classrooms, utilities,
teachers, buses, etc.—proportional
to the loss in per pupil revenues.
And these are the circumstances 
in which many Colorado school 
districts find themselves.

CONCLUSION AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Good charter school policy
must effectively balance two values:
choice and equity. Colorado’s
charter schools are not producing
better student achievement than its
traditional public schools, and the
available evidence suggests they

Low Income
Minority

CHARTER ENROLLMENT PERCENTAGES
greater than district by

at least 10%
22% 68%
25% 61%

less than district by
at least 10%

Table 2 Low-income and Minority Enrollments in Charter Schools Compared to
Districts in Which Located

8
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are producing lower achievement
for low-income and minority 
students. The fact that charter
schools contribute to increased
stratification in terms of income,
race/ethnicity, and special educa-
tion, overall, combined with the
fact that they may reduce the
resources available for students in
other public schools, indicates that
the choice side of the scales has
received too much weight relative
to the equity side.

The steady chipping away at
various dimensions of local dis-
tricts’ authority over charter
schools, culminating in the creation
of the Charter School Institute, has
created the imbalance. This direc-
tion of policymaking runs counter
to the general research finding that
the particular sets of circumstances
local districts face—their size,
demographics, rate and direction
of enrollment change, and so forth—
are important in determining the
effects that charter schools can be
expected to produce. Rules regarding
charter school authorization are
important as well. Particularly 
relevant to the wisdom (or lack
thereof) of the creation of the
Charter School Institute is the
recent finding by the U.S.
Department of Education that
charter schools authorized by
public school districts produce
better student achievement than
those authorized by other entities.11

Several types of actions can
help Colorado’s charter school
policy achieve a better balance.
First, on the basis of available evi-

dence indicating that Colorado’s
charter schools are, overall, pro-
ducing negative effects for local
districts, more authority over charter
schools should be given (or
returned) to local districts. Districts
should be given explicit authority
to deny applications for new 
charters where granting them
(1) harms the district overall (e.g.,
financially or by exacerbating 
stratification), or (2) fails to provide
an educational option that differs
significantly from those already
provided. Also, where enrollment
patterns warrant, districts should
be given explicit authority to
devise policies that require existing
charter schools to bring their
school enrollment demographics
into reasonable alignment with the
student enrollment demographics
of other schools in the district. 

Second, to help ensure that
future policy revision is better
grounded in the evidence than it has
been in the past, a comprehensive
and rigorous evaluation of Colo-
rado’s charter schools is required,
whether under the auspices of
CDE or under some new arrange-
ment. The evaluation should strive
for considerably more method-
ological rigor than that exemplified
in the annual CDE evaluations.
Such a standard of rigor includes,
but is not limited to, scrupulously
and effectively controlling for stu-
dent characteristics in comparisons
between charter and other public
schools. The design and results of
the evaluation should be reviewed
by a committee that includes 

recognized experts in educational
research and evaluation and should
be made available to a larger group
of experts for comment. 

Finally, Charter School Institute
schools should be rigorously evaluated
(perhaps as part of the more com-
prehensive evaluation) and held
accountable for achieving positive
outcomes as well as avoiding 
negative ones, including for the
local districts in which they are
located. A restrictive cap should be
placed on the number of Institute
schools that can be created until
their ability to produce desired
results and avoid negative ones
can be demonstrated. Particular
attention should be paid to the
demographics of their enrollments. 

For footnotes, please see www.casb.org/
pages/publications/prism/spring-2006.

Kenneth R. Howe (ken.howe@colorado.edu)
is professor in the Educational
Foundations, Policy, and Practice 
program area, and Associate Dean for
Graduate Studies, School of Education,
University of Colorado at Boulder.
Professor Howe specializes in education
policy, professional ethics and 
philosophy of education. 

Colorado’s charter schools 
are more likely increasing the 

achievement gap than decreasing it.



Distributing fiscal resources in a way that has
the least negative impact on both the school
district and charter school is a significant issue

nationwide. We must create ways to allocate resources
in order to reduce animosity and improve cooperation
so that both charter schools and school districts can
work together to promote and protect public educa-
tion. Finding the right balance for funding charter
schools has been an issue that charter schools, school
districts and the legislature have struggled with since
the passage of the Charter School Act in 1993. Our
experiences in Colorado provide some instructive
examples of the funding challenges faced by districts
and charter schools across the U.S. 

While preparing this article, I spoke with school
board members, charter school leaders and school 
district employees in Colorado. A summary of the
issues raised in these discussions follows. 

KEY CHARTER SCHOOL FUNDING ISSUES
Enrollment levels can produce a disincentive to 
charter new schools

When a new charter school opens in a school 
district, and district students opt to attend the charter
school, funding for those students follows them to the
charter school. The financial impact on districts varies
based on district size and whether enrollment is
increasing, stable or decreasing. 

In areas of increasing enrollment, districts may
realize financial benefits by chartering schools.
Because districts are not required to provide facilities
for charter schools, chartering can allow a district to
reduce overcrowding in certain neighborhoods
without the added expense of building new facilities
for those students. Moreover, private and federal grant
monies for charter school planning and start-up can
help fund the creation of new charter schools. 

In areas of stable or decreasing enrollment, how-
ever, budgets tend to be tighter. Opening a new charter
school and spreading the existing resources thinner
(assuming the charter is not bringing in new students

to the district) can prove to be a financial drain that is
difficult, and in some cases impossible, for districts to
manage. In such cases, some school districts may need
extra time and resources to plan for and adjust to the
changes in their budget precipitated by the opening of
a new charter school.

Oversight costs can have a negative financial impact on
both districts and charter schools

The system of funding charter school oversight in
Colorado impacts districts differently based on the
size of the district and the number of charter schools
operating within given districts. School districts with
large numbers of charter school students, such as
Denver and Jefferson County, have more resources to
support charter school oversight expenses than those
districts with fewer students attending charter
schools. These larger districts receive approximately 
3 percent of the per pupil operating revenue per
charter school student, allowing them to dedicate 
personnel and other resources to charter school 
oversight. Charter schools located in these larger 
districts receive nearly full funding (approximately 97
percent per pupil) to cover their operating expenses. 

In smaller districts, or places with fewer charter
schools, less revenue for charter school administrative
oversight flows in to the district (due to fewer students
attending charter schools). The responsibility for
charter school oversight in these districts typically goes
to individuals who have other responsibilities within
the district. This can make it difficult, at least initially,
to fulfill the districts’ duties as authorizers, given 
limited means to pay for such activities and multiple
demands on their time to accomplish varied charter
and non-charter-related tasks. 

Very small school districts (less than 500 students)
receive more funds (up to 15 percent per pupil) for
charter school oversight than their larger district 
counterparts. While this may help very small districts
recoup some expenses, the charter schools themselves
can end up on the losing side. Charter schools located
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THE SEARCH FOR BALANCED FUNDING SOLUTIONS 
B Y AMY BERK ANDERSON, PH.D.

Charter schools, school districts and the legislature have struggled to find the right 
balance for funding charter schools since the passage of the Charter School Act in 1993.
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in these small districts therefore often have fewer
resources per pupil than their charter school peers in
larger districts (85 percent of per pupil operating 
revenue as compared to those in larger districts
receiving up to 97 percent). 

The provision of special education services 
is an ongoing struggle

School districts are legally responsible for
ensuring that the needs of special education students
are met. In most cases, charter schools do not receive
special education funding but are instead required to
contract with their authorizing district for special 
education services. 

Both districts and charter schools raise concerns
with this system. For example, districts can face 
additional expenses when charged with providing
special education services to charter school students
located in multiple sites, spanning large geographic
areas. As one district financial director put it,

“When a new charter opens in a remote area, we
are obligated to serve special education students in
that school; however, it may be located a great distance
from our other schools. The money we receive to 

educate those children is insufficient to cover the
expenses of traveling to the site, much less serving the
educational needs of the children once there.” 

Some charter schools want to keep the situation 
as is—let the district provide special education on
their behalf. However, others would prefer to receive
the funding and provide the services on their own. In
doing so, they argue, they could better integrate 
special education with regular education—hire special
education teachers who share their overall school 
philosophy and provide services when and as 
needed, instead of relying on district personnel 
schedules. A shift to a charter-provider model of 
special education could save districts the extra
resources required to service charter schools and allow
them to concentrate more on the rest of their schools’
special education needs.

Charter schools are typically on their own 
when it comes to facilities

On average, charter schools spend approximately
15 percent of their operating budgets on facilities-
related costs. To alleviate this burden, the Colorado
legislature allocated $5 million for a capital construc-
tion fund to support facility costs for charter schools
located in non-district-owned facilities—schools that are
required to pay rent or mortgages for their facilities
out of their general operating budgets. The amount 
of funding per school varies based on the number 
of schools that qualify. Therefore, as the number of
charter schools increases, the amount each school
receives from this fund on a per-pupil basis, decreases
(assuming the legislature continues to allocate funds
annually at the same level). Given current estimates,
charter schools that qualify today are expected to
receive approximately $200/student. 

If space is available in a school district facility, a
charter school may not be charged for that space; 
however, it is responsible for paying for some general
facilities operations and maintenance expenses. In some
cases, districts have built facilities for charter school
use, and in districts of decreasing enrollment, charter
schools have been able to use district facilities. School
districts are required to invite charter schools to 
discuss their capital construction needs prior to 
submitting a request to the voters for facilities
funding. However, it is at the districts’ discretion to
include or exclude such requests from charter schools
as part of their ultimate bond requests. The
Educational and Cultural Facility Authority (ECFA)
may issue bonds on behalf of charter schools, but rates
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tend to be higher than most charter schools can afford
to pay out of their general operating budgets. 

SOME CREATIVE WAYS TO ADDRESS CURRENT
CHARTER SCHOOL FUNDING ISSUES
Provide impact-aid to districts with stable 
or declining enrollment

One of the biggest challenges for districts in areas
of stable or decreasing enrollment is figuring out how
to reallocate resources, given enrollment shifts 
precipitated by a new charter school opening up in
their district. Massachusetts and Illinois policymakers
have recognized that it can take districts a few years to
adjust their budgets to these shifts in enrollment.
These states, therefore, provide additional funding for
a period of three years to affected districts. Colorado
could consider providing this type of impact aid to
financially struggling districts. For example, districts
could continue to receive 50 percent of the per pupil
revenue for students attending charter schools in year
one, 30 percent in year two and 10 percent in year
three. The expectation would be that by year four, 
districts would have had sufficient time to adjust their
budgets accordingly. 

Support the creation of charter school cooperatives 
and back-office support organizations

In an ideal situation, charter schools are embraced
by the district as one of a portfolio of school options for
parents to choose from. Yet, charter school and district
leaders interviewed for this article noted that charter
schools are still viewed as separate entities in most
cases. As such, district personnel often struggle with
how to best serve both types of schools. School boards,
as authorizers of charter schools, are required to
approve and renew charters and monitor their charter
schools in order to ensure compliance with education
laws and the terms of charter agreements. The money
that districts withhold from charters for administrative
costs can fund such activities. However, what if 
districts relinquished some responsibility for other
operational, and often costly, activities to approved
external entities? For example, in Washington, D.C.,
special education co-ops provide special education

services to charter schools. And in New York City,
with support from the mayor’s office, a new center 
was developed to provide back-office services, bundled
services, advocacy, networking and general support to
charters. Supporting the creation of such support 
entities would benefit charter schools (especially those
that are not working with private management 
organizations) and it would save districts significant
time and effort.

Plan strategically for charter school growth
Denver Public Schools (DPS) has moved to a

system of strategic charter school growth. When
deciding whether to approve or solicit applications to
start a new charter, DPS determines where it makes
most sense to introduce a new school option. For
example, when the district was presented with the
option of a new charter school in Green Valley Ranch,
they decided to grant the charter. They knew the
school needed to be built—families were moving in—
and the district was able to save itself the time and
effort to create the school by allowing the group
starting the charter to do the up-front legwork and
manage the ongoing operations of the school. 

One Denver School Board member shared that
they look at areas of the city where there are fewer
school options and approve charters in places serving
those communities rather than in places where a lot of
choice presently exists. By having a strategic plan for
starting new schools (charter and non-charter alike), a
district can create options in a way that is most cost
effective for the district and that best serves the needs
of the community.

Develop strategies for supporting charter schools 
with facilities financing

In other states, charter school authorizers have
found ways to help charter schools finance their 
facilities. This could be a role that districts in Colorado
assume as part of their efforts to charter schools 
strategically. Or, if new charter support organizations
are formed, such entities could focus on providing
tools and resources to help support charter schools
with their facility needs. In addition to providing

What if districts relinquished some responsibility for other operational,
and often costly, activities to approved external entities?
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vacant space for charter use and including charter
schools in financial requests to voters, some
approaches that authorizers have implemented 
elsewhere include citywide charter school loan 
pools (as done in Chicago) and loan guarantees or
assurances to lenders (as has been implemented in New
York and Michigan). 

CONCLUSION
Charter and non-charters can and ought to 

co-exist. The key to making this happen is finding
ways to bring school districts and charter schools
together to create a portfolio of school options (charter
and non-charter) that best serve the needs of the 
community. In order for this to happen, the state has
an obligation to ensure that its funding system does
not negatively impact districts or charter schools.

Colorado’s system of funding charter schools does
have some negative repercussions that can be
improved. More important, using creative solutions,
charter school, community, and district leaders can be
inspired to jointly create better systems for providing
public school options that are not only cost efficient
but grounded in and responsive to the needs of the 
communities they serve. 

Amy Berk Anderson, Ph.D. (aba@
apaconsulting.net) is a Senior Associate
with Augenblick, Palaich & Assoc., 
a firm that specializes in providing
technical assistance to state-level 
policy makers in education finance,
governance and school improvement.

Charter schools in Colorado have traditionally financed
their facilities with lease purchase obligations or revenues

bonds secured from per pupil operating revenues (PPOR).
Charter schools have also sought to be included in their respective
school district’s bond issue on the ballot. Given the potential
impact of this request on the electorate’s perception of the
entire bond package, this is no small decision for a school district. 

There are three approaches that Colorado school districts
have used to address a charter’s request to be included on the
ballot: 
■ a single ballot question (lumping the charter’s capital 

improvements in with the district’s improvements),
■ two ballot questions (one for the district and the other for 

the charter school), and
■ a pro-rata sharing agreement tied to a mill levy override.

Some school districts have decided to pursue one ballot
question that addresses capital improvements for both the
school district and the charter school(s). For school districts
with limited voter support for charter schools, lumping the
charter school’s capital improvements into the entire package
has sometimes backfired at the polls. The issue of using public
money to improve a facility owned in part by the charter
school is problematic for many school attorneys, as land and
other improvements are often pledged as collateral to bond-
holders of the charter school debt. If the charter school fails to
make its bond payment at any point in the future, the public
school-financed portion can be negatively affected. This is an
issue that has arisen during previous campaigns and one which
can generate negative press for a district’s bond issue.

A second option is to allow the charter school to be
included on the ballot, but as a separate question. Permitted by
CRS 22-30.5-404, the charter school is allowed to ask voters

for a dedicated mill levy of up to one mill for a maximum of 10
years. While this strategy can certainly result in significant revenue
for a charter school in a district with a sizable assessed value,
these separate questions are often defeated at the polls. In 
the mind of the electorate, the improvements are often seen as
benefiting only a small percentage of the district’s students. 

A third option, which has been successfully pursued by a
number of Colorado school districts, is for the district to work
out an agreement that guarantees a pro-rata sharing of 
additional dollars that are provided by the passage of a mill levy
override. Using this approach, districts are able to craft ballot
language that does not raise charter-related red flags for the
electorate (which is not the case for the two options described
previously). The only barrier to this approach would be if the
district was not planning to pursue a mill levy override, or if the
required increase in the override amount exceeded the elec-
torate’s tax tolerance.

While charters have established a large presence in Colorado
over the last decade, the relationships with the sponsoring school
districts have been mixed. The electorate’s attitude toward
charter schools also varies from one school district to the next.
If a school district is approached by one of its charter schools for
capital needs, the request must be carefully evaluated and 
analyzed for both its potential impact on the district’s financial
operations and the likelihood of election success. 

Todd Snidow (snidow@gkbaum.com) is a
senior vice president and manager of George
K. Baum & Company's Colorado Primary &
Secondary Education Finance Group.

SHARING THE BALLOT WITH A CHARTER SCHOOL
BY TODD SNIDOW



While having lunch with a
colleague, I shared with
him my frustration in

trying to understand the mindset
of charter school proponents. As
Douglas County’s district adminis-
trative liaison to the charter schools,
it is my job to advocate for and
assist with the numerous issues
charter schools face daily. However,
despite the job description, there is
a maelstrom brewing inside me.
Are charter schools friend or foe? 

My colleague did not have to
contemplate his response. He asked,
“Are you familiar with the term
“white flight?” When I responded,
“no,” my colleague promptly, and
with great conviction, began to
give me a history lesson.

He explained that following
World War II, whites began moving
out of the inner cities to suburban
communities because they believed
they would find better homes,
better roads and better schools. As
a result, many cities today are 
witnessing the divergence between
the “haves and the have-nots.” 

“So what does this have to do
with charter schools being friend
or foe?” I queried. He explained: “I
equate it to an analogous term,
‘bright-flight’, or the ‘fleeing’ of
those from neighborhood, suburban,
non-private schools to charters. “I
am not saying that charter school
proponents in Douglas County are
racists, but what I am saying is that
charter school proponents in
Douglas County are idealists, and
in some cases, elitists. Most believe
their students are gifted, twice
exceptional or in some way deserving

of an education better than the one
they would receive if they attended
the neighborhood school. 

These proponents want their
sons and daughters to have the
luxuries of a private school such as
small class sizes, uniforms, dress
codes, specific curriculum or pro-
grammatic offerings—as well as to
believe that their children will not
be subject to teaching, thinking or
exposure to ideas in which they do
not have a say—all without the
private school tuition. Simply 
put, when parents choose charter
schooling, the district is forced into
a competitive role, and competitors
(good ones) are rarely friends.”

Teri Aplin, director of Parker
Core Knowledge Charter School
said, “Charter schools are like 
boutiques. Neighborhood schools
are like Target or Mervyn’s. They
provide a good product and a lot of
it. However, they are very big, and

the customers often get lost in the
crowd. But a boutique is specialized;
it has a unique niche in the market.
Charter schools have rigorous 
curriculum that is not experimental.
Many of these schools are chartered
on the basis of a curriculum that is
not offered in the neighborhood
schools. Our class sizes are smaller,
our teachers know our students,
and as for the uniforms, they 
minimize the economic differences
between our students, so when
they walk in the door, they are
ready to learn.”

There is no doubt that
Skinner’s comments are as much
for marketing as they are for exem-
plifying Parker Core Knowledge’s
ongoing success. But Skinner’s
comments reiterate my colleague’s
position that we are in direct 
competition with charter schools.

And the competition often
occurs around money. 
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A school district charter liaison wrestles with the question
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Unlike some Colorado school
districts, Douglas County has
always given each of its charter
schools (currently six with a seventh
slated to open Fall 2006) 100 percent
of the per pupil revenue (PPR),
currently $5,939.34 per student.

But according to the charter
school principals, 100 percent PPR
is still not enough. 

All charter schools are required
by the district to purchase services
like special education. Special educa-
tion services alone cost each charter
$571.00 per pupil for the 05–06
school year. Phil Onofrio, Douglas
County School’s director of finance
says, “It is more or less an insurance
policy for the charter. Even though
the special education population in
some of our charter schools is very
low, if any one of them had to go to
arbitration over a special education
issue or had some high-need stu-
dents, the school could be bank-
rupt quickly and the district, as the
local authority, is ultimately held
liable. The charter schools should
be thanking us, but all we hear is
that it costs too much.”

Facilities funding can also be a
divisive issue.

Regarding an upcoming bond
election, Gary Stueven, principal of
Platte River Academy Charter
School said, “Money will always
pull people apart. Right now we
are still ‘partners.’ I caution the dis-
trict to position itself to gain the
favor of the charter electorate so
that we are not seen as two sepa-
rate groups.” 

Stueven, a former adminis-
trator in Jefferson County said,
“Jeffco made it work. Despite the
law, they were able to include their
charter schools in the biggest bond
they ever passed. Jeffco sent a clear
message that said, “charter schools
count too.” 

Chris Stutler, chief financial

officer for the district has a different
take: “Charter schools knew when
they signed their charter that there
were no bond dollars from the
state and that local districts were
not obligated to include them in
any bonding process.”

Because each charter is “on its
own” with regard to building facilities,
paying mortgage and operational
costs, salaries usually suffer. Like
other charter schools across the
state, those in Douglas County pay
their teachers less than teachers on
the district’s salary schedule. 

Despite the rivalry over students,
test scores, and essentially dollars,
charter schools are not always
viewed as an enemy. Assistant
Superintendent of Learning Services
Annette Fante said, “Charter
schools in Douglas County have
been somewhat of a Godsend. If
we did not have our six charter
schools, we would not have any
place to put those kids. Charter
schools have provided our community
with educational options and seats
in our still growing district.” 

“As good as our current
charter schools are, we need to get
ahead of the charter school move-
ment in Douglas County,” said
Douglas County Superintendent
Jim Christensen. “Our goal is to
offer our parents the educational
options they want, in facilities that
are owned and operated by the 
district. By doing so, the district 

is hoping to draw some of the 
students currently attending charter
schools (and other entities) back to
district schools, providing them
‘boutique’ style education in a 
district school.”

Are charter schools, friend or
foe? You, as a board member,
should form your own opinion.
However, I would caution you, as
with any research, it is imperative
that you and your fellow board
members do not “judge a book by
its cover.” In fact, as a board, I
believe you not only need to do
some in-depth investigation into
charter schools around the state,
but take a broader look at districts
similar to yours on a national level.
Investigate from all angles: test
scores, financing, issues and con-
cerns. Talk to the parents, talk to
the teachers, talk to your superin-
tendent, and if you haven’t already,
discuss charter schools and take a
position as a board.

For me and for Douglas
County the verdict is still out.
Obviously, we would rather be
friends. But as with any friendship,
it takes time, nurturing and a
whole lot of trust. It is now a
matter of when and how are we
going to approach this challenge
and whether our answers will be
all that much different from those
that have gone before us on this
multi-faceted challenge. Oh, for a
crystal ball. 

Dr. Brien Hodges
(brien.hodges@
dcsdk12.org) serves
as the Director of
Organizational
Development for
Douglas County
Schools. Beyond

serving as the Charter School
Administrative Liaison, Dr. Hodges is
in charge of “options” programming. 
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The Colorado League of Charter
Schools is one place to get more

information about charter schools.
Their organization was established

to serve as a support mechanism to
existing and new charter schools. 

Visit their website:
www.coloradoleague.org. 

Another resource is 
the Colorado Department 

of Education website:
www.cde.state.co.us/

index_charter.htm
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T CHARTER SCHOOLS: 
GOING EAST TO FIND THE NEW WEST
B Y JANE W. URSCHEL, PH.D.

CHARTERS SCHOOLS AS FRONTIER SCHOOLS

When we think of the old American frontier, we
think of the westward expansion. In fact, the last
regions settled in America were not those of the

Pacific shore. Although large numbers of settlers went to
that coast, many did not find quite the frontier they had
been seeking. So they turned back eastward again,
recrossed the mountains and settled in country that was
still “open.” These people literally found themselves
“going east to find the West.” 

Charter schools may well represent a longing by
some parents to seek a new frontier for educating their
children. For more than a decade, these pioneer parents
have turned back to look into the face of the public school
system built by our nation as it marched westward. In
doing so, they have not only declared that the frontier is
not closed, but they have claimed a larger share of
dominion over their stake in that common good called
public education. 

The charter school story is a new and vital part of the
larger story of American education. To understand this
point, we need to think in terms of the meaning of frontier
in our history. We should recall how settlements became
communities and why those communities built schools.
“A good school was a village’s proudest symbol of its
public-spiritedness, a symbol used to gain a competitive
advantage over other villages in attracting new settlers.”
(Mathews, p. 23) These early schools were ordained by
the social units of family, church and community. In the
same vein, charter schools were created by the collective
efforts of citizens. 

Over time, America’s early public schools have been
through decades of school reform and struggles between

the social units of society and governmental authorities.
While the ideal was to weave the school deeply into the
social fabric of the community, the reality of decades of
political acts has been to little by little subject the schools
to the control of many layers of government, turning
them into “creatures of the state.” As one Colorado super-
intendent put it, “It’s not the three Rs anymore, it’s the
three Ls: legislation, litigation and labor agreements.”

CHARTER SCHOOLS: CREATURES OF THE “STATE”
Although some people do not consider charter

schools to be public schools, nonetheless, they are
schools funded by taxpayer dollars. They also receive
waivers from many state laws and local rules and 
regulations. While incurring strong skepticism on the
part of local boards of education, charter schools enjoy
strong bipartisan support from a growing number of
state legislators and two governors since 1993, making
these schools, in the truest sense, “creatures of the state.”

The frustration of many school boards rises as
they view the charter school landscape in Colorado.
They feel responsible for all of their students and 
the schools they attend, yet they also feel isolated from
charter schools.

COMMUNITY IS NOT WHAT IT ONCE WAS
Recent interviews with school board members

from across Colorado reveal a belief that “community”
is not what it used to be, and charter schools are just
one reason why the definition and meaning of 
community have changed.

In previous research that resulted in my doctoral
dissertation (2000), I speculated on the future of local
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control, saying, “There could be a new form of local
control with autonomy shifting from school districts to 
individual schools ultimately accountable to the
state.” Today in my work at CASB, I have become
even more concerned about the estrangement between
schools and their communities. My recent research
confirmed this disconnect.

Last year, at the request of the Kettering
Foundation, I conducted a study to explore whether or
not school board members saw a distinction between
the terms “school boards” and “boards of education.”
The specific question was: “How have citizen boards
of education evolved into modern school boards?”
And, “Who do they think they are?” 

School governance evolved in Colorado from one
board, one school (the “common school”) to a board of
education responsible for a system of schools and on
to today’s struggle among three layers of governance:
local boards of education, state legislatures and the
federal government. 

While Colorado board members unabashedly call
themselves “school boards,” they can just as quickly tell
you why the context of their work fits under the term
“board of education.” Board members make the case for
the use of both terms to define their mission and how
they represent the vision of their communities.

One member put it this way:
“We’re actually kind of split personalities. In some ways
we are boards of education, because we have to follow all
of the state mandates and because we have authority
over the budget and curriculum. But, we’re also school
boards, because we’re also involved in our community
. . . reflecting their values in our decisions.”

An urban board member describes his epiphany
that districts are no longer community organizations:

“It has gotten to the point that the community really
feels disengaged from public school systems . . . In [my
district], we’re a half-billion dollar business . . . It’s not just
the one-room schoolhouse from days gone by. It’s that big
gray building [on the corner] that people think about.
Now it has gotten to be so large that it is just another
employer, and I think that makes a big difference in how
people view it. It’s not just a community organization. I
think that’s a problem.”

In the judgment of the board members who 
participated in this dialogue, the nature of public and
community is changing. The very foundations of our
geographic communities quake from the effects of
choice, charters, churches, consumers, commuters,
curriculum and the tragedy of Columbine.

Board members say the public’s affiliations often
go with the school more than the neighborhood today.
“Sometimes the community is the school and not the
neighborhood,” one said. Community is one of the
reasons for the advent of charter schools. Charter
schools have fostered community.

Whether we label them social entrepreneurs, 
free-marketeers, elitists or trend setters, charter
schools are the modern equivalent of the nation’s 
frontier schools. Charters have become their own
brand of community schools.

Whatever we may think of these frontier schools
that dot our landscape, charters have done something
we should all do in public education. The institution of
public education needs to take the journey east to find
the “new” West, the new frontier where we can build
a nimble system, one that is flexible and adaptable and
worthy to serve the purposes of public education in
the 21st Century.

An old saw states: “Everybody wants to go to
heaven, but nobody wants to die.” Everybody wants
education reform, higher test scores, and more literate
and numerate students, but nobody wants to give up
their primacy in school affairs. The public education
system, of which I am a staunch defender, does not
want to give up its turf. The “old homestead” symbolizes
comfort and the familiar. We grew up in it; we were
nurtured and sheltered by it. It prepared us for “the
good life.” We recognize, accept and even protect its
flaws, because it is familiar, and therefore, safe.

I suggest the present system will not take our children
to the next frontier. We must reconstruct the local role
around the central principle of adding value to student
performance in schools. Schools can do better, but we
cannot do it alone. We have to build communities that
enhance the development of children and enable the
learning of everyone who works with them.

We must go east to find the “new” West and build
a system that can transport our children to the new
frontiers of the 21st century. My challenge to boards of
education: Reclaim the vital sense of public and 
community that requires interaction among citizens.
Pursue the common good which Thomas Jefferson
believed people could achieve if they rose above their

particular interests. In my view,
there are no better pioneers to forge
the path and begin the process of
“going back upon themselves” than
a locally elected board of education. 

Jane Urschel (jurschel@casb.org) is
CASB’s associate executive director.
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LS THE LUXURY OF CHOICE: 
ABSORBING THE IMPACT OF CHARTER SCHOOLS
B Y JENNIFER WAYMAN REEVE, A P R

When the Moffat County Re:
No.1 school board approved
a charter school applica-

tion in 2002, the members thought
they were providing a choice for
families in an isolated part of the
school district. Little did they
know that in 2005–06, more than
half the charter school students
would come from out of state.

They also didn’t count on the
number of hours that school district
staff in the district of only 2,400 
students would have to spend 
providing support to the school.

Before the charter decision, 
the school, located in Dinosaur,
was one of only two rural one-
room schoolhouses in Colorado.
Dinosaur, in the extreme northwest
corner of the state, borders both
Wyoming and Utah. The school is
90 miles from the Moffat County
School District office in Craig, but
only 17 miles from the Rangely 
Re-4 School District.

While it once served some 
80 students, K–8, by the 2001–2002
school year enrollment was down 
to 15, said Superintendent Pete
Bergmann. 

“It was overstaffed because
enrollment had dropped and it was
costing us about $150,000 a year to
maintain,” he said. It was also dif-
ficult to provide special education
and to find highly qualified
teachers for the school, he noted.

For all of these reasons, the
board at the time decided to close
the school and provide transporta-
tion to the Rangely district. 

“At the time we closed the
school, 50 percent of the K–8 kids

and all of the high school students
from Dinosaur were already going
to Rangely,” Bergmann said.

Despite this, the board later
complied with a core group of 
parents who wanted to keep their
neighborhood school, and with the
rationale of providing choice,
approved the charter application,
he said.

What started with the best of
intentions ended up becoming
overwhelming for district staff.
Because the charter school was
staffed primarily by people with
limited experience running a
school, Bergmann said, school dis-
trict staff has spent untold hours
providing oversight and expertise.

“We ended up in a manage-
ment role of the charter school 
90 miles away—the very thing 
we were trying to get away from,”
he said. “In retrospect, it would
have been easier to keep the 
original school.”

On top of this, student achieve-
ment at the charter school is 
significantly below that of the rest
of the district, he said, noting that
the school was deemed “low” by
the state. 

The cost of the charter school
has been more than financial,
Bergmann noted. “It has kept us
from focusing on the mission of the
whole district.” These costs would
be more palatable, he said, if the
school was serving the students of
Dinosaur as the primary customer.

In fact, for a number of reasons
including the costs, the school 
district has been supportive of the
charter school’s application to be

managed by the Charter School
Institute, the state chartering
authority.

“Truly the board and I wanted
to see the charter school work
when it was approved because 
we couldn’t make it work as a 
traditional school,” Bergmann
said. “The only positive is what the
board that approved the charter
hung its hat on—Dinosaur kids
and parents still have a school 
of choice.”

In another Moffat school dis-
trict in an entirely different part of
the state—tiny Moffat Consolidated
No. 2 in the San Luis Valley—the
evolution of a charter school
reflects deep cultural divisions,
and the community has paid the
price, according to Marta Shoman,
board president. 

Charter schools became law in
1993—a time when the school 
district received a large migration
of urban expatriates in a very rural
culture, she said. The newcomers
from places like Boulder, Denver
and Santa Fe, weren’t happy with
the Moffat school’s very traditional
curriculum. And, the Moffat school
was far away from Crestone, the
part of the school district where
they lived.

So, they applied and after 
several denials by the school
board, ultimately got, their own
K–12 charter school. Since then, the
district supports two K–12 schools
with a total population of only 200
and a total high school population
of less than 60. 

While the advent of the charter
school forced the Moffat school to
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reorganize, the division of the 
district into two schools has
diluted the high school curriculum,
Shoman said. In order to fund the
charter school, the breadth of
classes at the high school has 
been cut away. Home economics
and business classes have been
eliminated, art and music programs
have been reduced to half time,
and the thought of advanced or
accelerated classes is out of the
question.  “We just don’t have the
resources we need to provide the
education kids need for the 21st
Century ” she said.

“It seems so wasteful, and it
breaks my heart,” Shoman said.
“Running two schools in such a small
community goes against common
sense, but it’s allowed because it’s
the law. Community members
want what they want. Choice in
public education is an overarching
community value here.”

The two Moffat school district
stories point to a question with no
easy answers.  How do declining
or stable-enrollment school dis-
tricts—particularly those that are
very small—provide choice without
jeopardizing the education of 
students in the home districts? 

It’s a question Sen. Sue
Windels (D-Arvada) has been 
pondering for some time. Last fall,
she invited declining- and stable-
enrollment districts with charter
schools to send her comments
about how they are affected, and
she also invited them to a meeting
to discuss the issues.

“They confirmed what I
already knew,” she said. “When
you have a district with declining
enrollment and you open a new
school, you take students from
neighboring schools and you take
their PPR. It affects staffing and
class sizes. Districts have struggled
with the impact because their over-

head stays the same but they have
less PPR.”

“Districts [that she queried]
said that for declining enrollment
districts, the charter school law
was one of the worst public 
policies adopted because it created
an entirely new school system,”
she added.

According to Windels’ summary
of district comments, the impact of
charter schools includes increased
administrative time, significant
legal costs, segregation or “cherry
picking”, higher class sizes, reduc-
tion of support services such as
transportation and maintenance,
and reduced funding for programs
such as accelerated courses, gifted
and talented and ESL.

These effects are not unique to
small districts. 

The Boulder Valley School
District (BVSD), student FTE 
population 26,739, has been
affected as well. According to
Robert Hammond, chief opera-
tions officer for the district, charter
school enrollment has grown from

zero during the 1995–96 fiscal 
year to 1,910 students today, 
representing 7.2 percent of the 
district’s total student population.
This, combined with a decline in
the non-charter student population
of almost .5 percent over the last 
four years, has had a “significant
adverse effect.”

While many large districts 
also have large schools, Boulder
Valley Schools is made up of many
small schools, Hammond said,
making the loss of students difficult
to absorb. 

To account for population
shifts to charter schools, the effect
of the district’s open enrollment
program and declining enrollment
BVSD has had to scale-back class
size reductions at some high-needs
schools; make cuts to special 
education, talented and gifted 
programs, ESL, technology  support
and instructional support; and
eliminate more than 40 central
office and support positions. 

Further, the district closed and
consolidated three schools—a cost

21
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to the district that has gone well
beyond financial.

The closure of these schools
has been “difficult and divisive,”
Hammond said. “Even today, 2-1⁄2
years later, the school closures 
have left lingering scars in the 
community,” he said.

In addition, charter schools in
BVSD have contributed to income,
ethnicity and language stratifica-
tion in the district, he said. 

Despite the impact, the BVSD
is not opposed to choice. “Far from
it,” said Hammond, who pointed
out that 40 percent of the district’s
student population open enrolls
between all schools in the district,
including neighborhood schools.

“We know people want choice
and we want to work with our
charters,” he said. “Where we have
great concern is adding new 
charters in a district of declining
enrollment.” The district currently
has one new charter under consid-
eration for the 2006–07 school year.

“We believe we are at the 
maximum level of being able to
absorb the impact of charter
schools,” he said.  “Based upon
past experience and current trends,
for every charter school that opens,
it is possible that another school’s
enrollment may be significantly
impacted. Also, if charter enroll-
ments go any higher, it will place
significant financial burden on us,
and I’m concerned about what it
will do to the educational model
for our district.”

“The existing charters should
worry, too,” he added, because
more charter schools will begin to
erode their programs as well.

Shoman of the Moffat Con-
solidated School District agrees.
“It just seems to me that the quality
of an education system goes 
downhill when you introduce the
luxury of choice.” 

While districts all over the state
are grappling with the issues
school choice presents, there are
few concrete solutions.

BVSD officials thought they
had a handle on the situation when
its board limited the number of
charters, as was allowed at the time
under the law. But the legislature
changed that, and the district’s
prior limitation became an issue in
whether the district was granted
exclusive chartering authority by
the state. The state Charter School
Institute has power to open charter
schools without the consent of 
the local school board in districts
that do not have exclusive 
chartering authority.

The Boulder Valley Schools
repealed its limitation and ultimately
received exclusive chartering
authority only to have it now chal-
lenged in court by the League of
Charter Schools, Hammond noted.

“We believe that the local board
of education must have the right to
reasonably limit the number of
charter schools and/or the number
of students enrolled in the charters
to avoid adverse fiscal and stratifi-
cation effects,” Hammond said.

Other solutions BVSD proposed
to Sen. Windels include allowing
school districts to trigger the
enrollment averaging formula for
funding purposes based on the
percentage of decline of its 
non-charter school population and

an independent study of charter
schools to determine whether
changes in the law are warranted.

Windels, who is sympathetic to
districts’ struggles, indicated that
despite her best efforts, legislative
solutions are a long shot. She said
that whenever she tries to propose
legislation to remedy the situation,
“the ‘R’ side gets the memo not to
support it and I lose the votes of
the Denver Dems so it’s hard to
make any impact.”

However, she said, one 
proposal she has not yet tried, and
will write into the School Finance
Act this legislative session, is to
have the state fund charter school
students like it does Colorado
Preschool Program slots or like
Charter School Institute schools.

“If we value choice, we should
give school districts state incentive
money to start up charter schools.
For declining enrollment districts,
we have to help them even more,”
Windels said.

She also suggested that CASB
and charter school groups meet 
to come to some agreements 
about how to address the issue of
how to offer choice in declining-
enrollment districts. 

“If we really are about what’s
best for all kids, we should be
offering choice in a collaborative
manner,” Windels said. 

Jennifer Reeve
(jreeve@casb.org) 
is director of 
programs 
for CASB.

“We believe that the local board of education must have the
right to reasonably limit the number of charter schools . . . ,”

Robert Hammond, Boulder Valley Schools
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MAKING A CASE FOR THE CHARTER SCHOOL INSTITUTE
B Y RA N D Y DEHO F F

The Charter School Institute was created as an
alternative, statewide chartering authority in
response to the perceived growing hostility 

to charter schools in several districts, and the direct
challenge to the State Board of Education’s authority in
charter school appeals by the Steamboat Springs district.

Given that genesis, it is perhaps understandable
that the creation of the Institute was not welcomed by
most local school districts. They viewed it as a direct
challenge to their local authority. They feared that the
State Board of Education, which had the authority to
grant Exclusive Chartering Authority (ECA) to local
districts, would deny that authority at every opportunity. 

They feared that the Institute, in an effort to quickly
establish itself financially, would approve weak 
applications in order to get more students. Finally, 

they feared that the Institute would exhibit a 
“damn the torpedoes” attitude and authorize charter
schools wherever they could, without regard to 
local circumstances.

The Institute’s first year of operation should begin
to allay those fears. Only four districts that requested
ECA from the State Board were denied. The Institute
received charter applications from only two of 
those districts, both of which were denied. Out of 12
applications to open Institute charter schools in 2005,
only two were approved: a 240-student Core
Knowledge school in Colorado Springs and a 120-
student Montessori school in Carbondale. 

An application from an existing charter school to
transfer to the Institute (from a district that retained
ECA) was denied due to unresolved governance and
financial questions. The Institute’s actions in the spring
of 2004 sent several signals: the Institute would not
approve weak charter applications simply to get their
enrollment numbers up; they were committed to high
academic achievement and accountability rather than

any particular educational approach or philosophy;
and they would not be a dumping ground for troubled
district charter schools.

Throughout the application cycle, the Institute
attempted to maintain regular communications with
the affected districts and communities. That was 
particularly important in the case of Ross Montessori
School (RMS) in Carbondale. When letters from the
district and a few community members raised concerns
about the potential impact of a new charter school on
the demographics of the local elementary school and
racial divisions in the larger community, I, as the new
Executive Director of the Institute, scheduled a visit to
gain a better understanding of the history and
dynamics among the community of Carbondale, the
local school district and the charter applicants. 

I met with the district superintendent and the 
principal of Carbondale Elementary School, several
parents opposed to the charter school, the charter
organizers and several supportive community 
members, and finally, the mayor of Carbondale. The
information gained in those meetings weighed heavily
in the consideration of the application, and resulted in
some specific goals regarding the demographics of the
students at RMS, outreach to the Hispanic community
and academic accountability.

The decision to approve the RMS application 
and to open an Institute charter school in Carbondale
certainly did not please everyone. A few individuals
continue to protest both the decision and the school. A
larger segment of the community has embraced the
school and committed countless hours to ensuring its
success. The vast majority of the community has, in the
words of the mayor, “accepted the decision and moved
on to other issues facing the community.”

The RMS situation reveals an opportunity for the
Institute and local districts, as independent agencies

The RMS situation application reveals an opportunity for the Institute 
and local districts, as independent agencies working together, to craft solutions 

to controversial problems that would be devastating to a community 
if they had to be solved by the district alone.



working together, to craft solu-
tions to controversial problems
that would be devastating to a
community if they had to be
solved by the district alone.

In this case, RMS was merely
the newest ingredient in a long-
simmering mixture of changing
community demographics, per-
sistent low academic achievement
in the local schools, and a history
of parents transferring their chil-
dren out of the local schools to
public schools in neighboring
towns, another local charter
school, private schools or home
school.

Approving or denying the
RMS application would not, by
itself, solve or aggravate these
problems. Either decision would
please some in the community and
anger others. If there was a solu-
tion that could satisfy everyone,
there would have been no contro-
versy. But there was controversy,
and it was summed up by two
parents. One was willing for her
child to be a “sacrificial lamb to
preserve the diversity of the local
public schools,” while the other
was more concerned with her
child learning to read, write and
do math. The first parent was com-
mitted to sending her child to the
local public school. The second
parent was committed to sending
her child anywhere but the local
public school.

A local district cannot win in
such a situation. Any decision will
alienate one constituency or
another, both of whom are com-
mitted to the community, each in
their own way. But introducing a
second decision maker onto the
scene provides at least the oppor-
tunity for a win-win solution. In
this case, the district could main-
tain its commitment to improving
the local public schools while the

Institute could provide a public
school choice in the community
for parents who would otherwise
abandon the local public schools
for other educational options.

To be fair, not all districts have
viewed the Institute with fear and
trepidation. Several districts, for a
variety of reasons, did not ask for
ECA. Other districts that have
ECA have allowed existing district
charter schools to apply to transfer
to become Institute charter
schools. There are two obvious
reasons for such a transfer of
authority.

The first reason occurs when a
district and a charter school have
been in persistent conflict. The
Institute has approved two appli-
cations that fall into this category:
Cesar Chavez Academy in Pueblo
60, and Pinnacle Charter School 
in Adams 12. The conflict may 
be over finances, accountability,
governance or any other issue.
Regardless of the issue, dealing
with the conflict is a drain on both
the district and the charter school.
Transferring authorization to the
Institute can eliminate that burden
on both the local district and the
charter school, allowing both to
improve their performance.

The second reason is the case
of a small, isolated charter school
in a rural district, as illustrated by
the agreement of the Moffat
County School District to allow the
Dinosaur Community Charter
School to apply to transfer to the
Institute. Like many small, rural
charter schools, this charter school
was authorized to preserve a 
local public school in a community
that was too small to justify a
school under district administra-
tion. In such circumstances, there
is little doubt that the charter
school absorbs a disproportionate
amount of district time, attention
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The Colorado Charter School
Institute was created by the 

legislature in 2004 (HB04–1362). It is
governed by a nine-member board;
seven members appointed by the
Governor and two appointed by the
Commissioner of Education. There
are currently five Republicans and
four Democrats on the board. All
members have extensive experience
with charter schools as legislators,
local school board members, charter
school board members or founders, 
educators, or researchers.

Institute charter schools receive
a minimum of 95 percent of the PPR
of the district in which they are
located. The Colorado Department of
Education (CDE) retains 2 percent of
PPR for administrative support 
provided to the Institute, and the
Institute retains 3 percent of PPR to
fund its operations. The initial funding,
and any funding beyond the 3 percent
of PPR necessary to operate the
Institute must come from grants and
donations. To date, the Institute has
received grants from the Daniels Fund,
the Walton Foundation and a Federal
Innovations in Education grant.

The Institute is restricted to
opening charter schools in districts
that do not have Exclusive Chartering
Authority (ECA). Districts retaining
ECA may, by resolution, permit new
or existing charter schools in the 
district to apply to the Institute.
Districts request ECA by submitting
a written resolution to the State
Board of Education. Districts under
3,000 students qualify automatically,
as do districts that meet certain other
criteria regarding the percentage of
students in district charter schools.
The remaining districts must show
they have “provided fair and equitable
treatment of its charter schools
during the four years prior” to request-
ing ECA. The legislation goes on to
define that standard, including several
mandatory and optional criteria.
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and resources because of its small size and distance
from the district headquarters. Transferring to the
Institute helps the district by eliminating that adminis-
trative burden, and potentially helps the charter school
by holding them accountable to an authorizer whose
sole focus is charter schools under its jurisdiction.

The Institute is also exploring the possibilities of
partnering with local districts to operate specialized
charter schools with a particular curricular focus or
schools targeted to at-risk students from multiple districts.

For example, for years the Denver School for the
Arts drew students from throughout the metro area. As
Denver residents sought greater access to what was in
fact a Denver public school, out-of-district enrollment
was restricted, and today it is nearly impossible to
enroll at DSA unless the student is a resident of the 
district. There is a now desperate need for a second
high-quality school for the arts that can serve all 
metropolitan districts. If it made sense logistically and
educationally to locate such a school in Denver, it
might also make sense for Denver Public Schools to
allow the Institute to charter that school. That way the
district does not assume the administrative and
accountability responsibility, and the associated costs,
for a school that draws most of its students from outside
the district. That same out-of-district population would
mean that the financial impact on DPS from the
transfer of district students to an Institute charter
school would be minimal.

As the Institute becomes established by building a
firmer financial foundation, building a small but essential
staff, and gradually expanding the number and variety

of charter schools it authorizes, the possibilities for
partnerships with local districts will also grow. Those
potential partnerships include the transferring the
authorization of existing charter schools from local dis-
trict to the Institute and working with growing districts
that may not have the ability to respond internally to
the demands of that growth. 

The Charter School Institute does not have the
authority, on its own, to authorize charter schools
throughout the state. Whether it should or should 
not have that authority, is a political question for the
legislature to decide. But it does have the authority to
partner with local school districts to preserve and 
support public schools in a local community by
expanding the public education options available to
that community. What form that partnership may take
in the coming years is anyone’s guess, but hopefully
this brief history of the Charter School Institute has
provided some models to build upon, and the 
inspiration for creative thinkers in local districts to
develop new models that will strengthen public 
education wherever and however it is provided. 

Randy DeHoff (randydehoff@earth-
link.net) is Executive Director of the
Charter School Institute and represents
the Sixth Congressional District on the
Colorado State Board of Education.

In early 2005, Boulder Valley School
District and Adams School District No.
50 filed lawsuits against the Colorado

State Board of Education and the State of
Colorado, challenging the legality of the
State Charter School Institute Act (“Act”).
These two lawsuits were subsequently
consolidated into one case that is currently
pending in Denver District Court. 

Among other claims, the lawsuit
asserts that the Act violates the state 
constitution’s requirement of a “thorough
and uniform” system of public schools
because one set of schools is demo-
cratically accountable to the citizens of
the school district, whereas another set of
schools within that same community is

exempt from local voter oversight. Unlike
other public schools, state institute
charter schools do not have to answer to
the local community and its desires
regarding public education. Rather, this
decision is vested in the board of the State
Charter School Institute (the “Institute
Board”). The Institute Board, unlike the
local school board, is immune from 
the local democratic process yet is
empowered to make decisions that have
a direct impact on the public schools
within a community. 

The lawsuit also asserts that the Act
violates the “local control” provision of
the state constitution, which vests local
school boards with the authority to 

determine what public schools will be
created and funded within a school 
district. Unlike any other public school
within a school district (including public
charter schools authorized by the school
district’s board of education), a local
school board and its citizens have no
democratic recourse against a decision by
the Institute Board to establish an institute
charter school within the district. As a
result, the Act violates the constitutional
authority of the school board to control
instruction in the public schools and leaves
the community powerless to redress any
harms inflicted upon the community by an
institute charter school. 

LAWSUIT FILED BY SCHOOL DISTRICTS  LAWSUIT FILED BY SCHOOL DISTRICTS  
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The questions hovering around
the current charter school
appeal process are whether

the process results in fair and 
substantively sound decisions and
whether the process ensures that the
declared purposes and objectives of
the statute are served. 

LEPRECHAUN: THE COMPLAINING I HEAR

FROM LOSERS OF APPEALS IS THAT THE

DECISIONS OF THE STATE BOARD ARE

NOT SOUND AND NOT FAIR. I NEVER HEAR

ANYONE TALK ABOUT WHETHER THE

PURPOSES AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STATUTE

ARE SERVED; I DON’T EVEN KNOW WHAT

THOSE ARE!

BACKGROUND
In 1993, the Colorado legislature

provided for creation of charter
schools. The statute says:

A charter school shall be a public
school of the school district that
approves its charter application . . .
The charter school shall be accountable
to the school district’s local board of
education for purposes of ensuring
compliance with applicable laws and
charter provisions and requirements 
of §15 of Article IX of the state consti-
tution. CRS 22-30.5-104(2)(b).

Section 15 of Article IX of the
Colorado Constitution provides, 
in part:
. . . directors [of local boards of 
education] shall have control of instruc-
tion in the public schools of their
respective districts.

At first blush, it appears that
charter schools exist when deter-
mined appropriate by the local

board of education and operate
within parameters established by
the local board. Nevertheless,
beyond that first blush it becomes
apparent that the State Board of
Education, not the local board,
actually controls charter schools in
Colorado. The State Board, on
appeal, has the ultimate authority
to override the local board of 
education in three crucial areas:

1. Whether or not a charter school
is approved is ultimately within
the sole discretion of the State
Board. CRS 22-30.5-108 and 22-
30.5 -107.5.

2. Adetermination of which statutes
and rules will govern a charter
school is ultimately within the sole
discretion of the State Board. CRS
22-30.5-104(6)(b), 22-30.5-105(3)
and 22-30.5-108.

3. The determination of whether a
charter school shall be subject to
directions of the local board 
relative to any governing issue is
ultimately within the sole discretion
of the State Board. CRS 22-30.5-108
and 22-30.5-107.5.

CRS 22-30.5-108 and 22-30.5-
107.5 provide that any appeal of a
denial of a charter school application
or any dispute arising between a
charter school and its chartering
school district concerning governing
policy provisions rest within the
discretion of the State Board. In

both cases, the decision of the State
Board is “final and not subject 
to appeal.”

LEPRECHAUN: WELL, THAT SOUNDS OKAY; 
THE BUCK HAS TO STOP SOMEWHERE. I’M
SURE THE STATE BOARD WOULDN’T MAKE

AN ARBITRARY DECISION.

The Colorado Supreme Court
has decided two cases that clarify
the extent of State Board’s
authority. Both cases leave the 
State Board almost unlimited 
discretionary authority.

In Board of Education v. Booth,
984 P.2d 639 (1999), the Colorado
Supreme Court held that the statutory
appeal provision authorizing the
State Board to decide an appeal
from a decision of a local board
denying a charter school applica-
tion was constitutionally valid. The
court held that it represented a
proper balance of authority
between the State Board and the
local board. The Supreme Court
went on to hold that it is legally
proper for the State Board to sub-
stitute its judgment for that of the
local board. The sole standard for
the appeal decision is the unilateral
view of the State Board as to “. . . the
best interests of the pupils, school
district, or community.” 

LEPRECHAUN: WHAT DO YOU MEAN

“SUBSTITUTE ITS JUDGMENT”? THAT DOES

NOT SEEM LIKE “BALANCING.” ALSO,
AREN’T THINGS LIKE BEST INTEREST OF

PUPILS, SCHOOL DISTRICT, OR COMMUNITY

UNIQUELY WITHIN THE EXPERTISE OF A

LOCALLY ELECTED BOARD

OF EDUCATION?

CHARTER SCHOOLS AND THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION:
WHO HOLDS THE TRUMP CARD?
B Y REESE MILLER

AUTHOR’S NOTE: Ken Delay, my former law partner and now CASB Executive Director, asked for an article addressing the role of the State Board of
Education in deciding charter school appeals. The intent was that the article be objective; however, as I progressed, the notorious Legal Leprechaun periodically
appeared, bouncing around the keyboard. Ken Delay and I are not responsible for the Leprechaun’s impertinent interjections. 



SPRING ■ 2006

27

In Academy Charter Schools v.
Adams County School District No. 12,
32 P.3d 456 (2001), the Colorado
Supreme Court determined that
while disputes regarding “service”
provisions of a charter school 
contract (e.g., agreements for account-
ing or transportation services)
should be resolved through the courts,
“governing” provisions (e.g., pro-
visions relating to curriculum,
employment, budget and waivers)
are resolved through appeal to the
State Board. The Supreme Court
held that the State Board “. . . has
final, unappealable, authority.” 

Thus, through the appeal process
the State Board of Education holds
the trump card. 

LEPRECHAUN: WHAT HAPPENED TO

THAT LOCAL CONTROL OF INSTRUCTION

STUFF? OH WELL, I BET THE STATE

BOARD DECIDES THE APPEALS BASED

ON THE FACTUAL RECORD DEVELOPED

AT THE LOCAL LEVEL.

Whether there should be a
trump card and, if so, who should
hold the trump card, is a political
question. The Colorado legislature
has determined that there should
be such a trump card and that the
State Board should hold it. How
the Board handles the process in

playing the trump card presents
legal and educational concerns. 

LEPRECHAUN: YOU BET. WHAT IF THE

STATE BOARD AT SOME POINT BECOMES

ANTI-CHARTER SCHOOL (THE MEMBERSHIP

AND POLITICS CHANGE YOU KNOW)? IF

THAT HAPPENS, THE MANNER IN

WHICH THE TRUMP CARD CAN BE PLAYED

WOULD BECOME A MAJOR CONCERN TO

CHARTER SCHOOL PROPONENTS.

The appeal process of the State
Board is as follows:

With regard to a denial of
approval of a charter school, the
statute provides the charter school
applicant may initiate an appeal 
to the State Board of Education.
Each party may submit limited
documentation for review by the
State Board. Additionally, each
party is allowed 30 minutes for
oral presentations at the hearing
before the State Board. There is no
procedure providing for submission
of verified data or sworn testimony.
At the conclusion of the oral 
presentations, the State Board, by
motion and vote, decides the
appeal. That decision is based only
on the standard—as unilaterally
applied by the State Board of Educ-
ation—of the “best interests of the
pupils, school district or community.”

Note that these appeals are not
typical due process procedures
where a decision must be made
based on fact finding. Rather, a
decision is made based on the 
individual inclinations of State
Board members. The Board does
not justify its conclusion through

specific findings based on verifiable
information and does not provide
any deference to the findings or
position of the local board. In short,
the final decision-making process
is a legislative process and not a
judicial or quasi-judicial process.

Data from the Colorado
Department of Education indicates
that through 2005, there have been
125 appeals to the State Board. The
data indicates that of the appeals
heard, the State Board ruled in
favor of the local board 45 times
and in favor of the charter school
43 times. The remaining appeals were
dismissed based on procedural
matters or because the parties 
settled the issues in dispute.

CONCERNS WHETHER 
THE DECISIONS ARE 
SOUND AND FAIR

The data does not reveal the
reasons for the decisions of the
State Board. An anecdotal review
suggests that the decisions do not
rest on any comprehensive find-
ings of fact or conclusions of law.
This is not to suggest that the State
Board is acting outside the law. On
the contrary, the statute and the
court decisions do not require any
deference to local expertise, judgment
or knowledge. The statistical data
suggests that the current State
Board has been evenhanded in its
appeal decisions. Nevertheless, if
the philosophical outlook of the
members of the State Board were 
to swing one way or the other,
decisions on appeals could favor

. . . it becomes apparent that the State Board of
Education, not the local board of education, actually

controls charter schools in Colorado.
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one side. Appeal decisions made on
a purely political or philosophical
basis are easy prey to unfairness
and unsoundness. The mischief in
such favoritism will go unchecked
as long as appeal decisions are not
required to rest on a meaningful
analysis of factual data.

CONCERNS WHETHER 
PURPOSES OF THE 
LEGISLATION ARE SERVED

The Colorado Legislature set
out diverse purposes and objectives
which the Charter Schools Act was
intended to serve. These include
improvement of learning, emphasis
on low-achieving students, develop-
ment of longitudinal analysis of
student progress, creation of an
atmosphere where research and
development in developing learn-
ing opportunities is actively 
pursued, etc. See CRS 22-30.5-102. 

LEPRECHAUN: I LOOKED AT THAT STATUTE;
THAT’S A LOT OF GOOD STUFF, BUT I’M NOT

AWARE OF CHARTER SCHOOLS MAKING A

DENT IN IT.

A concern caused by the current
appeals process is that the purposes
and objectives identified in the
Charter Schools Act may not be
honestly served when decisions are
based on political and philosophical
factors. Indeed, under the current
system the State Board has no
means to access all relevant data
pertaining to any appeal, nor does
it have the means to compel the
parties to provide reliable and
accurate data. 

LEPRECHAUN: WELL I GUESS THE STATE

BOARD IS SOMEHOW EXPECTED TO NOT

ONLY ACT IN AN EVENHANDED MANNER, 
BUT TO ALSO BE INHERENTLY WISE ENOUGH

TO KNOW WHAT IS APPROPRIATE IN EVERY

SCHOOL DISTRICT WHETHER OR NOT IT IS

PROVIDED FULL AND ACCURATE DATA.

Might not the purposes and
objectives set out in the Charter
Schools Act be better served with a
statutory procedure that mandates
findings and conclusions based on
tested factual information and the
purposes and objectives set out in
the statute? That sort of a process is
found in many Colorado statutes;
no new trails would need to be
blazed. 

LEPRECHAUN: SEEMS LIKE WE MIGHT HAVE

A BETTER CHANCE OF GETTING A MORE

SOUND AND FAIR RESULT FOR EACH PARTY

AND A BETTER CHANCE OF ACHIEVING THE

PURPOSES AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STATUTE.
I WONDER HOW WE GET THINGS CHANGED.

CONCLUSION
In light of the current statute

and the court decisions, revisions in
the appeal process would likely
require amendments to the statute.
A result would be more work for
the parties to an appeal and more
work for the State Board. Another
result would be decisions that are
substantively sound, that are fair to
the parties and that serve the objec-
tives of the statute.

LEPRECHAUN: IN SOMETHING AS

IMPORTANT AS CREATING AND OPERATING

A SCHOOL, FAIRER AND BETTER WOULD

SEEM TO JUSTIFY SOME EXTRA WORK. 
I’M GOING TO CALL JANE URSCHEL,
CASB’S LEGISLATIVE GURU.

Reese Miller
(rmiller@smmpc.com)
is a partner in the
firm Semple, Miller,
& Mooney, P.C. 
He has represented
Colorado school 
districts for more

then 30 years and has appeared 
many times before the State Board of
Education on charter school issues.

CHARTER SCHOOLS
FACTS & FIGURES

2004 – 05 

COLORADO CHARTER 
SCHOOL FIGURES 
■ Student enrollment: 

36,872 students. 
■ Number of charter schools: 107. 
■ 6.2 percent of all Colorado 

Public Schools; 
■ 4.9 percent of total public 

school enrollment; 
■ Equivalent enrollment of the fifth 

largest school district in the state; 
■ 49.5 percent increase in enrollment

since the 2001–02 Charter 
School Study; and

■ 1.7 percent increase from 
the fall 2003. 

CHARACTERISTICS 
OF CHARTER SCHOOL
STUDENTS  
Racial/Ethnic Students 
■ 11,888 racial/ethnic minority 

students were enrolled in a 
charter school;  

■ 32.2 percent of the total charter 
school enrollment;  

■ Increased from 27 percent in the 
fall of 2001  

Student Eligibility for Free and
Reduced-Price Lunch  
■ 20.3 percent of charter students 

were eligible 
■ Range: 0  to 100 percent

Students with Disabilities   
■ Charter schools served 2,510 

students with disabilities.
■ 6.8 percent of total enrollment 

See more Charter School Facts and
Figures on page 34.

Source: The State of Charter Schools in
Colorado: 2004-05, The Characteristics,
Status, and Performance Record of
Colorado Charter Schools published by 
the Colorado Department of Education,
January 2006, www.cde.state.co.us. 
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Do you know others who might be interested in these articles?
Send them to www.casb.org to read Prism online!
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Interest in school “portfolio man-
agement” has heated up in recent
years, stoked by the charter

school movement as well as the
decades-long failure of other reform
efforts to improve outcomes for low-
income and minority students. As
the dustbin of reform initiatives has
filled, the federal and state govern-
ments have intervened at the
expense of the role of local school
boards. Yet despite the growth in
state and federal mandates that chal-
lenge local control, school boards still
retain authority for making the
toughest and most important deci-
sions of all—deciding which schools
should exist and which should not.

This authority lies at the heart
of the role of school boards as 
portfolio managers. In this role,
school boards are public stewards
responsible for selecting, con-
tracting with and overseeing a
diverse portfolio of high-per-
forming schools that meet commu-
nity needs as well as state and
federal expectations. This article
argues that school portfolio man-
agement is a necessary new model
for the role and work of school
boards, as well as a key “disruptive
innovation” that can fuel their
resurgence and importance in
public education.1

WHAT DOES PORTFOLIO
MANAGEMENT LOOK LIKE
FOR SCHOOL BOARDS?

Just as financial investment
managers must constantly seek and
maintain high performance in their
portfolios, educational portfolio
managers are responsible for

selecting and overseeing a commu-
nity’s public schooling investments
and for ensuring the strength and
quality of that portfolio. As portfolio
managers, school boards authorize
and oversee schools that may be
proposed and operated by a range
of entities and individuals, from
educators to community groups to
school networks. In addition, the
schools selected for a portfolio
operate under performance-based
accountability contracts in exchange
for broad operating autonomy.

The portfolio manager’s author-
ization and oversight responsibili-
ties include:
■ strategically catalyzing and 

selecting high-quality new schools; 
■ executing sound accountability 

contracts with all schools; 
■ overseeing the performance of 

the entire portfolio;
■ taking corrective action to improve

the performance of particular 
schools, where warranted; and

■ closing or restructuring weak 
schools (including possibly 
reopening them as new schools).

As described by a leading 
education thinker, Paul Hill, school
boards that embrace the portfolio
manager role would:

“. . . [oversee] performance
agreements, some with individual
schools and some with groups of
schools. To do their jobs, district
leaders would need employees or
contractors to administer tests,
assess school progress, identify
schools in trouble, and suggest 
corrective action. District leaders
would also act as venture capitalists,

encouraging the creation of different
types of schools, both to fill unmet
needs and to ensure that all existing
schools experience the pressure 
of competition.”2

School Board Resurgence
Embracing portfolio manage-

ment can spur a resurgence for
school boards by strengthening 
their authority to both catalyze
and control educational quality
under their purview. Strategic
school authorizing enables school
boards to stimulate a supply of new
schools that meet community needs.
Likewise, performance contracting—
and the sanction of closure for poor 
performance—empowers school
boards to ensure the quality and
accountability of schools in their
portfolio. 

Adapting school boards to 
portfolio management requires
strong vision, structural and cultural
changes, and political will. Failing to
embrace this new role, however,
would further erode the authority
and importance of school boards
and perpetuate the longstanding
supply-side weaknesses of the 
current system.

Bold Change Needed to Achieve
Dramatic Improvement

Despite decades of reform
efforts, our public education
system continues to fail in its basic 
responsibility to prepare all students,
regardless of background, for life
in a competitive global economy.
Far too many poor, immigrant, and
minority students still languish at
low levels of educational achieve-

PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT AND THE RESURGENCE 
OF COLORADO SCHOOL BOARDS
B Y RICHARD J .  WENNING A N D MARGARET Y.  LIN
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ment, and far too few graduate
even from high school—let alone
obtain the postsecondary education
needed to earn a stable living in
today’s economy. In Colorado, for
example, newly available longitu-
dinal growth data show a near-
zero likelihood that students
performing at the “Unsatisfactory”
level in middle school will reach
proficiency in high school,3 and
high school graduation rates 
and postsecondary preparation
levels for African-American and
Latino students continue to be
shamefully low.4

Resistance to Change
Achieving dramatic improve-

ment will require a bold new
strategy—fundamentally restruc-
turing the school board’s role.
Therein lies the challenge. “ . . . [O]ur
current public school system is a lot
like a building designed to with-
stand an earthquake.”5 The system’s
formidable resistance to change and
its perpetual attention to adult and
institutional interests stand as 
structural and cultural barriers to 
“. . . new educational approaches
that allow for various types 
of schools that have the freedom 
to innovate to meet students’ 
unique needs.” 6

This ingrained resistance to
change is fortified by at least six key
constraints: 
■ Constraints on curriculum and 

instruction, which limit what can 
be taught and how;

■ Constraints on student assign-
ment, which restrict parents’ 
and students’ ability to choose 
their schools;

■ Constraints on the use of funds, 
which limit building leaders’ 
control over resources;

■ Constraints on teacher assignment,
which limit building leaders’ 
ability to hire the best teachers for 

specific educational programs 
and student populations;

■ Constraints on teacher and 
principal licensing, which limit 
entrants into the profession and 
fall short of ensuring appropriate 
preparation; and 

■ Constraints on investments, which
result in inadequate usage of 
and funding for school facilities. 

While many district reform
efforts have dabbled with loosening
these constraints, regulations about

funding, use of time, teacher assign-
ment and work rules have generally
remained in place.8 Only state
charter school laws have removed
most of these constraints,9 thereby
fueling the resistance and opposition
to the charter school movement by
those vested in the current system.

“Disruptive Innovation” Needed
“Disruptive innovation” is nec-

essary to free our public school
system from its stifling limitations
and create quality educational
opportunities for all students.10

Charter schools and new public
entities designed to authorize them,

such as Colorado’s State Charter
School Institute—which exemplify a
form of portfolio management—
hold the promise of serving as 
disruptive innovations that can
bring about strong improvement.
Unfortunately, though state charter
school laws have unshackled key
constraints on innovation, local
school boards have largely failed to
seize the opportunity these laws
present to them. 

With some notable exceptions,
school districts in Colorado and
across the country have largely 
marginalized charter schools by
authorizing them only reluctantly—
failing to view chartering as a
strategic opportunity to meet district
needs.11 Nationwide, the majority of
local school boards that have
authorized charter schools have
chartered only one school, while other
types of authorizing agencies 
have chartered more actively.12

Meanwhile, school-authorization
functions within districts tend to 
be marginalized or fragmented,
inadequately staffed and lacking
strategic direction.13

The time for foot-dragging is over.
With the reform toolbox nearly empty,
it is time for school boards to embrace
portfolio management as a “power
tool” for educational improvement. 

HOW DOES 
SCHOOL PORTFOLIO
MANAGEMENT WORK?

Portfolio management requires
school boards and district bureau-
cracies to adopt new structures,
responsibilities, attitudes and 
incentives—all aligned with author-
izing and overseeing schools rather
than operating them. They must
focus on cultivating a high-quality
portfolio of schools that meet 
community needs. A portfolio 
management model should have
eight key features:15

Achieving dramatic
improvement will

require a bold 
new strategy —
fundamentally 

restructuring the 
school board’s role.

Therein lies 
the challenge.
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■ Public funding and public oversight;
■ Concentration of resources near 

the students, with funding based 
on enrollment; 

■ Strategic use of community and 
philanthropic resources to 
expand capacity and funding;

■ Incentives for educators to adopt 
effective teaching practices and 
abandon ineffective ones, including
rewards for high performance;

■ Increased freedom for school-level
leaders to make and implement 
decisions about effective 
educational practices;

■ Openness to promising ideas, 
people and organizations, creating
alternative avenues for the entry 
of new teachers, administrators 
and school providers;

■ Free movement of dollars, students
and educators through enrollment-
based funding, school choice and 
removal of constraints on teacher 
assignment; and

■ An environment of support for 
both new and existing schools, 
including government and 
philanthropic investments in 
building the capacity of schools 
and educators to implement a 
variety of quality education 
models with fidelity.16

Authorizer Responsibilities
Adopting a portfolio manage-

ment model requires that school
boards and districts refocus and
restructure their work around 
the responsibilities of authorizing
quality schools. These fundamental
responsibilities include:17

■ Clearly identifying the 
community’s educational needs;

■ Developing a new-schools 
strategy to meet those needs;

■ Developing rigorous, performance-
focused standards and processes 
for approving, overseeing and 
evaluating schools to ensure 

accountability while preserving 
school autonomy;

■ Cultivating a supply of capable 
school founders, leadership 
teams and effective school 
models through broad and 
diverse recruitment;

■ Soliciting strong new school 
proposals by issuing Requests 
For Proposals;

■ Approving only schools that are 
likely to be high-quality;

■ Aiding schools with facility 
acquisition and financing;

■ Establishing school performance 
contracts that define success 
clearly, rigorously and astutely;

■ Overseeing, evaluating, and if 
necessary, intervening in schools, 
with constant focus on student 
and school performance; and

■ Renewing only those schools 
within the portfolio that have 
earned renewal by fulfilling their 
performance contracts.

CONCLUSION
School portfolio management,

leveraged by the charter school
movement, represents a compelling
new model for the role of school
boards and the functions of school
districts. Embracing, rather than
attempting to contain, this “disruptive
innovation” can spur a resurgence
for school boards through the key
roles of school authorization and
performance contracting. At the
same time, a portfolio-management
approach frees school systems from
the prevailing obstacles to innovation,
thus giving schools the autonomy
and performance-focused environ-
ment needed to excel. 

Adapting school boards to the
portfolio management role requires
strong vision, will, and key structural
and cultural changes. However,
numerous conditions in Colorado
make this state fertile ground for
successful cultivation of this new

role for school boards: a strong
charter school law that removes key
barriers to improvement, school
choice through open enrollment,
robust philanthropic support for new
school development, and a growing
consensus on how to measure 
student and school performance
intelligently through analyzing 
student longitudinal growth.

Like it or not, school boards are
already portfolio managers responsible
for the quality of the schools in their
districts. The choice confronting
boards now is: Will they continue to
manage their portfolios passively,
marginalizing their authorization
responsibilities and allowing institu-
tional interests to constrain the
quality of schools in their system?
Or will they seize the opportunity to
“power up” educational improve-
ment—by becoming active authorizers
focused on developing and sustain-
ing a diverse portfolio of high-
performing schools? The choice is
simply whether to resist or lead the
future of public education. 

For footnotes, please see www.casb.org/
pages/publications/prism/spring-2006.

Richard Wenning is Director of
Operations and Accountability at the
Colorado League of Charter Schools
and can be reached at rich@colorado
league.org.

Margaret Lin is a Senior
Associate at the National Association
of Charter School Authorizers and
can be reached at margaretl@charter
authorizers.org.
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At an educational leadership 
conference a couple of summers

ago, I remember our keynote
speaker, Barbara Stoker saying:
“No mountains can be climbed, no
hearts won, no victories found
without risk.” The founding parents
of The Classical Academy (TCA),
the incredible charter school where
I work, took a risk when they
trusted me to help lead them into
the next chapter of their school’s
journey. My only adult experience
with K–12 education was as a parent.

Academy School District 20
and TCA have also taken the risk to
build a trusting relationship based
on the shared hope we have for
student success. Here is our story.

After almost 29 years of active
duty Air Force service, I interview
with a core group of parents who
labor tirelessly to build the best
educational environment they can
imagine. They pour research, sacri-
fice and dedication into the heart-
felt desire to help their children
become analytical thinkers, people
of virtuous character and passionate
about learning. Like kindred
spirits, we form a bond of shared
hope. They take the risk and name
me director of TCA. 

I meet more of The Classical
Academy community and see 
parents, teachers and staff thriving
like a productive family or team.
Like in any family, I learn about
two things that are essential to
keeping on course—history and
relationships with the “extended
family” or district. 

The history of TCA as a charter

school begins as the charter move-
ment sweeps the country early in
the 1990s. Though many are
dubious about the idea of letting a
bunch of amateurs take charge of
the most important industry in our
nation, Colorado passes charter
school legislation that enables K–12
education to compete with itself.

In our state, chartering of
schools is mostly done in a very
deliberate way. As a result, many
children in Colorado benefit. 

As the charter movement itself
is controversial, I learn that the
school’s relationship with the district
is not without stress and strain.
Like family members divided over
settling the estate of a deceased 
relative, TCA and the district are at
odds when I join in the journey. 
In fact, they are about to enter 
arbitration over a nasty mill levy
override dispute. There is little
trust between the two parties.
Worse yet, tens of thousands of tax-
payers’ dollars are on their way out

of the classrooms to fund this fight. 
This situation makes it an

interesting time to meet the “other
part of the family”; the district
school board and their superin-
tendent. I am relieved when
someone describes the superin-
tendent as “the smartest person in
the field of education finance
throughout Colorado.” I know this
kind of expertise is a welcome
change for his district so I am
encouraged. We meet for the first
time and get fresh dialogue going. 

Our district superintendent is
aware of the threat many charter
schools present to school districts.
TCA and most charter schools
operate without teachers’ union
influence, without contracts,
without the requirement for cre-
dentialing of its teachers, without
NEA or CEA support, and without
lanes and steps in our pay charts.
Yet he also sees that TCA is sincere
about offering quality education to
its students. I know the threat to
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charter schools posed by limited
resources, but also realize that we
are fortunate to work with one of
the best districts in the state. 

We ask one another what we
need. I discover that the super-
intendent cares a great deal about
students’ progress in and out of 
the classroom. As we take the risk
and find a hope to share, my
journey broadens. 

As our dialogue continues
and improves, TCA and the district
make concessions and agreements
that are mutually beneficial to our
students and everybody wins.

At the same time we make sure
our boards understand each other
and trust grows. 

We decide to do our very best
to make TCA and the district
become a model of cooperation
and collaboration for our community,
state and nation. 

Now TCA charter school is
proud to be part of one of the very
best districts in our state—
Academy School District Twenty.
We describe ourselves as just
another choice on a menu of 
wonderful schools D-20 offers its
more than 20,000 students. To me,
charter schools are educational 
laboratories dedicated to trying
new ways of improving student
achievement. The relationship
between D-20 and TCA is coopera-
tive, and we are dedicated to
remaining a “learning community.” 

A good relationship between
the charter school and the district is
key to the success of both entities.
To me, success in any venture
depends on teamwork. And team-
work depends on best individual
performances, trust and relationships.
If we commit ourselves to working
together as communities, we can
create the relationships we need for
every child to succeed. 

In Colorado, we are fortunate

to have dedicated school boards
and school administrators who
care about all children, whether
they are in mainstream or charter
public schools. 

Trust is the miracle ingredient
that makes the difference for these
leaders. When we trust each other,
we encourage the relationships we
need to serve children best. When
charter schools and their district
leaders know and trust each other,
we cooperate and communicate to
reach outcomes that benefit the
whole community. 

It seems that many relation-
ships between charter schools and
their districts are adversarial. In the
case of TCA and D-20, we try to
avoid acrimony by having regular

communication. Good dialogue
leads to good action. We cultivate a
culture of candor and collabora-
tion. TCA almost always has a 
representative at district board
meetings and on many occasions
the district sends a liaison to our
board meetings or school events.
We are invited to each others’ 
professional development series
and leadership team meetings.
Furthermore, our boards have
teambuilding and lunch together. I
speak at D-20 events as needed and
teach a citizenship class in D-20
schools. TCA has run D-20’s
annual character education sym-
posium for Colorado school
leaders for the past three years.

The ultimate in a trusting

charter/district relationship is 
participating in the evaluation of
each other’s leader. For the past two
years, I have been asked by the 
district board to make inputs into
their superintendent’s annual per-
formance feedback. My board of
directors now asks our district’s
superintendent how I’m doing at
my job and solicits feedback on my
annual performance report. They
are particularly interested in my
attitude toward the district. Very
powerful stuff!

In conclusion, the commitment
made by the D-20 and TCA school
boards and administrators helps
make all 27 schools in D-20 better.
The superintendent and I are 
committed to the long-term success
of all D-20 schools and our relation-
ship with each other. As the leader
of just one of the 120 charter
schools in Colorado, it’s rewarding
to contribute to the remarkable
educational landscape and bring
innovation and free-market influence
to America’s greatest and most
important public good—public
education. 

As educational leaders, we
need to wake up everyday with
passion for educating all of our
nation’s children. American society
will be different 100 years from
now because of how we handle our
relationships with fellow educators
today. Shared hope for the future of
the next generation can kindle the
courage to take the risks necessary
to make a difference. 
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Mark Hyatt
(Hyattm@d20.
co.edu) is President
of The Classical
Academy — a
Colorado public
charter school 
with more than

3,000 students, staff and faculty.

Trust is the miracle 
ingredient . . . When we

trust each other, 
we encourage the 

relationships we need 
to serve children best.
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 CHARTER SCHOOLS FACTS & FIGURES 2004 – 05 

CHARTER SCHOOL
CHARACTERISTICS 
Size 
■ Average enrollment: 344 students. 
■ 39 percent of Colorado’s charter 

schools enroll less than 200 students:
down from 42 percent in the fall of 
2001 and  52 percent in the fall of 2000.

■ Range: 5 to 2,366 students 

Grade Level Configuration 
73 percent of charter schools operating
in 2004–05 fell out of traditional grade
level configuration. These charter
schools offered a program that served
students continuously from elementary
through middle school, or from middle
school through secondary school, 
or throughout their public school 
experience. Of these schools: 
■ 14 percent (15 schools) served the 

elementary grades. Eight of those 
schools offered Pre-K, while the 
remaining seven schools served 
Kindergarten through the 
elementary grades; 

■ 40.2 percent (43 schools) served 
elementary and middle school grades. 
Thirty-eight of those schools offered 
Kindergarten and the remaining five 
schools offered Pre-K; 

■ 4.7 percent (5 schools) served the 
middle school grades; 

■ 8.4 percent (9 schools) served the 
middle and high school grades;  

■ 15.9 percent (17 schools) served the 
high school grades;  

■ 11.2 percent (12 schools) served 
elementary, middle and high school 
grade levels.

■ 5.6 percent (6 schools) could not be 
categorized into any of the above. 

Authorizing Districts   
Of the state’s 181 school districts:  
■ 24.7 percent have authorized 

charter schools; and 
■ 11 have authorized three or more 

charter schools. 

Creation Status of Charter Schools 
■ 87 percent of charter schools were 

newly created schools. 
■ 8.6 percent of the charter schools were 

public school conversions. 
■ 4.3 percent of charter schools were 

formerly private schools.   

Mandatory Conversion 
Cole Middle School is the only school in
Colorado to have undergone mandatory
conversion.  Denver Public Schools and
KIPP entered into a contract for the
operation though 2009.   

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM  
77.5 percent of Colorado charter schools
used a comprehensive national reform
model as the foundation of their educa-
tional program. Of these schools: 
■ 53 percent used a comprehensive 

national reform model or 41 percent 
of the total cohort of schools operating 
in 2004–05 used Core Knowledge; 

■ 6 percent used reform model or 
4 percent of the total cohort of schools 
operating in 2004–05 used Montessori; 

■ 10.8 percent used a comprehensive 
national reform model or 8.4 percent 
of the total cohort of schools operating 
in 2004–05 used Expeditionary 
Learning/Outward Bound; 

■ 4 percent used a reform model or 
3 percent of the total cohort of schools 
operating in 2004–05 were affiliated 
with The Edison Project; 

■ Twenty-four charter schools 
implemented “homegrown” curricula, 
meaning the curriculum was 
developed by people within the 
school, often using a variety of 
curricula to fit their student 
population needs; 

■ Five charter schools operating in 
2004–05 were implementing college 
prep curricula; 

■ Five implemented place based 
curricula; and 

■ Additional programs operating in 
Colorado charter schools: White Hat, 
KIPP, K–12, Mosaica, Small School, 
and William Glasser’s Quality 
School Network. 

Assessment Tools  
Of the responding charters: 
■ 44.2 percent administered norm-

referenced tests. 
■ 50.5 percent administered 

criterion-referenced tests. 
■ 72.6 percent administered 

performance assessments. 
■ 27.3 percent administered some 

other type of assessment

GOVERNING BOARD
COMPOSITION 
98 charter schools provided information
about the composition of their governing
boards during that year. Of these schools: 
■ 24 percent (23 schools) had a 

governing board comprised of 
parents, school staff (teachers and 
administrators, or teachers or 
administrators) and community 
members; 

■ 33 percent (32 schools) had a 
board comprised of parents and 
community members; 

■ 16 percent (16 schools) had a board 
comprised of parents only; 

■ 11 percent (11 schools) had a board 
comprised of parents and school staff 
(teachers and administrators or 
teachers or administrators); 

■ 8 percent (8 schools) had a board 
comprised of community members only; 

■ 2 percent (2 schools) had a governing 
board comprised of administrators or 
administrators and teachers 

■ 6 percent (6 schools) had a governing 
board comprised of community 
members and school staff.

Source: The State of Charter Schools in Colorado: 2004-05, The Characteristics, Status, and Performance Record of Colorado Charter Schools
published by the Colorado Department of Education, January 2006, www.cde.state.co.us. 
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MAINTAINING A POSITIVE RELATIONSHIP WITH CHARTER SCHOOLS

Timothy White, Board Member
Douglas County Schools

The district/charter school inter-
action requires a relationship of
mutual respect and problem

solving. This mutual respect is developed by a board of
education that fully and honestly accepts that charter
schools cost a district more to operate than most con-
ventional neighborhood schools. Despite that fact, the
board is committed to working with the charter organ-
izers for the students’ benefit. Most dilemmas that
occur during the approval process disappear if
everyone is committed to answering the question
"What is the best solution for the students?”

To that end, the board has been careful in the
approval process and supportive once the charters are
approved. The state law requires that charters be
funded at least 95 percent of PPR. Our district funds
charters at 100 percent of PPR. We provided a portion
of the 2003 budget election proceeds to charter
schools. Each of the charter schools that has been in
the district for more than three years has built its own
school facility, which contributes to operational stability.

The district intervened when one charter school
faced operational uncertainty, and because the school
met an important need, we jointly changed the gover-
nance structure to ensure the continuance of the pro-
gram. We are looking at funding options to pay for
charter schools so they can enjoy the district's credit
rating, thus reducing their borrowing costs.

Marta Shoman, Board Member
Moffat Consolidated No. 2

My board has learned that it is
imperative to reach out to
your charter school with the

intention of having two-way commu-
nications between both entities’ leadership teams, even
if it means that the district seems to be doing all the
work.

Our board and superintendent and the governing
council of our charter school get together four times a
year for a meal. These get-togethers, despite our
diverse makeup, put a familiar face to everyone and

Canon City RE-1 
School Board: L to R:
Garnet Wilcox, Ken
Cline, Charlene Seaney,
Honey Moschetti, and
John Evans

As with any positive relationship, mutual respect 
and trust provide the foundation for success. 

Building that foundation takes a lot of planning,
work and patience. 

Don’t allow distrust to prevent success. Both the
school district and charter school want exemplary
educational opportunities for children. Use this
common goal to create a relationship that benefits both
entities. Stay connected through frequent visits and
shared programs. Don’t allow or create the impression
of superiority from either group and celebrate your
successes as a unified group when possible. 

Charter schools should fully understand the district’s
responsibility to be financially sound, to adhere to 
federal and state guidelines, and to assure that student
performance meets or exceeds established parameters.

The school district should welcome the opportunities
that charter schools offer the students and provide
oversight that promotes, not hinders, success. 

The main thing is to keep the main thing the main
thing . . . kids.

that makes a difference. To deepen the understanding
of each other’s roles, we send a board member to the
charter school’s monthly meetings and vice versa. 

The largest benefit of a relationship with the charter
is that the leadership groups are demonstrating to the
wider community that they are offering many choices
to the community within a limited budget framework.

This choice is responsive to the different 
“communities” in Saguache County. Our land-based,
traditional ranching and farming families have lived
in Moffat School District for a long time. The charter
school started in the mid-90s when urban/suburban
families moved in. Their varying views created a
wedge. Having these two kinds of communities and
schools in the district allows families to reflect on cultural
differences and build tolerance and understanding.

Simply, our community is too small not to 
get along.
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Adams State College
Distance Education
Sandra Starnaman
208 Edgemont Blvd. 
Alamosa, CO 81102
Phone: 719-587-7671 
Fax: 719-587-7974
smstarna@adams.edu
www.2.adams.eduextended
_studies

Clifton Gunderson, LLP
Tax, Audit and Accounting Services
David Laundy
350 Interlocken Blvd. #500
Broomfield, CO 80021
Phone: 303-466-8822 
Fax: 303-466-9797
www.cliftoncpa.com

Colorado PERA
Defined Benefit and 
Contribution Plans
Katie Kaufmanis
1300 Logan St. 
Denver, CO 80203
Phone: 303-832-9550 X6189 
Fax: 303-863-3819
kkaufmanis@copera.org
www.copera.org

COLOTRUST
Local Government Liquid
Investment Pool
Bruce Ely
1700 Broadway #2020
Denver, CO 80290
Phone: 303-864-7454 
Fax: 877-311-0220
www.colotrust.com

Commerce Bank
Payment and reporting solutions/
Visa Card Purchasing
Gail Follansbee
14156 W Warren Circle
Lakewood, CO 80228
Phone: 303-984-1205
Fax: 303-980-1508
gail.follansbee@commerce
bank.com
www.commercebank.com

Community Benefits Group
Of Colorado, Inc.
Employee Benefit Brokers 
and Consultants
Edwin S. Pittaway, Jr.
7400 E. Arapahoe #205
Englewood, CO 80112
Phone: 303-796-9333 
Fax: 303-796-9412
www.cbgofcolorado.com

CSDSIP (Colorado School
District Self Insurance Pool)
Insurance & Risk Management
Cheryle Mangels
455 Sherman #455
Denver, CO 80203
Phone: 800-332-3556 
Fax: 303-722-7888
cheryle@csdsip.net
www.csdsip.net

CTB/McGraw-Hill
Online assessment products 
and services
Gail Carpenter
2857 Eagle View Court
Evergreen, CO 80439
Phone: 303-674-3418
Fax: 303-674-3419
gail_carpenter@ctb.com
www.ctb.com

DLR Group
Architects, Engineers and
Planning Service
Trish Gibbons
525 N. Cascade #200
Colorado Springs, CO 80903
Phone: 719-634-0205 
Fax: 719-634-1842
tgibbons@dlrgroup.com
www.dlrgroup.com

Daktronics, Inc.
Scoreboards/Electronic 
Message & Video Displays
Scott Dieck
3243 W. Hampden Ave.
Sheridan, CO 80110
Phone: 303-762-0183
Fax: 303-762-0184
sdieck@daktronics.com
www.daktronics.com

Employers Unity, Inc.
Unemployment and Worker’s
Compensation Cost Control Services
Mike Haddon
P.O. Box 749000 
Arvada, CO 80006
Phone: 303-424-7004 
Fax: 303-423-4374
www.empunity.com

F&D International
Program/Construction
Management-Owners
Representative Services
Todd Ficken/Steve DeSalvo
6444 Bluebird Ave.
Niwot, CO 80503
Phone: 303-332-6460
Fax: 303-253-8770
todd@fdi-one.com or
steve@fdi-one.com
www.fdi-one.com

Fisher Tracks, Inc.
Certified Track Builder/Design
Sam Fisher
1192 235th St.
Boone, IA 50036
Phone: 515-432-3191
Fax: 515-432-3193
info@fishertracks.com
www.fishertracks.com

G.E. Johnson Construction Co.
Construction Services
Rich Pennick
25 N. Cascade Ave. #400
Colorado Springs, CO 80903
Phone: 719-473-5321
Fax: 719-473-5324
pennickr@gejohnson.com
www.gejohnson.com

George K. Baum & Company
Investment Bankers
Todd Snidow
717 17th St. #2500
Denver, CO 80202
Phone: 303-292-1600 
Fax: 303-293-9054
snidow@gkbaum.com
www.gkbaum.com

Go.edu
Assess, Plan, Design, Install 
and Support Networks
Tim McClung
1320 Mt. Diablo Blvd. Ste E
Walnut Creek, CA 94596
Phone: 925-287-9600
Fax: 925-287-0099
Timm@goedu.com
www.goedu.com

H&L Architecture
Architects, Engineers and
Planning Service
Chad Novak
1621 18th St. #110
Denver, CO 80202
Phone: 303-295-1792 
Fax: 303-292-6437
cnovak@hlarch.com
www.hlarch.com

Haselden Construction, LLC
General Contractors 
Construction Managers
Elmer Janz
6950 S. Potomac St.
Englewood, CO 80112
Phone: 303-751-1478 
Fax: 303-751-1627
elmerjanz@haselden.com
www.haselden.com

Hellas Construction, Inc.
Steve Wightman
220 S. Taft St.
Lakewood, CO 80228
Phone: 720-963-1120
Fax:720-963-1120
stevew@hellasconstruction.com
www.hallasconstruction.com

Honeywell Inc.
Gary Berngard
4224 Tamarack Ct.
Boulder, CO 80304
Phone: 303-442-5700 
gary.berngard@honeywell.com
www.honeywell.com

James Capital Advisors, Inc.
Independent Financial Advisor
Jim Manire
4950 S. Yosemite #F2-502
Greenwood Village, CO 80111
Phone: 303-699-4464 
Fax: 303-699-4888
jamescapitaladvisors@
comcast.net

Lantz-Boggio Architects
Architecture and Planning Service 
John Quest
5650 DTC Pkwy. #200
Englewood, CO 80111
Phone: 303-773-0436 
Fax: 303-773-8709
www.lantz-boggio.com

Lindamood-Bell
Enhancing Learning Processes
Lisa Funk
416 Higuera St.
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Phone: 800-233-1819
Fax: 805-541-9379
lfunk@lblp.com
www.lindamoodbell.com

Municipal Services Group, Inc.
Tax-Exempt Financing
Kim Fordham
5125 S. Kipling Pkwy. #300
Littleton, CO 80127
Phone: 303-933-9994
Fax: 303-933-9991
kimf@munibank.com
www.munibank.com

OfficeScapes
Furniture, Flooring and 
Design Services
Chadd Miller
272 S. Academy Blvd.
Colorado Springs, CO 80909
Phone: 719-574-1113
Fax: 719-574-1133
cmiller@officescapes.com
www.officescapes.com

Piper Jaffray & Company
Investment Banking and 
Financial Advisory Services
Helen Cregger
1050 17th St., Suite 2100
Denver, CO 80265
Phone: 303-820-5856
Fax: 303-820-5891
Helen.x.cregger@pjc.com
www.piperjaffray.com

Renner Sports Surfaces
Tennis Court/Running Track
Construction and Repair
Lee E. Renner
775 Canosa Court
Denver, CO 80204
Phone: 303-825-3435
Fax: 303-825-3439
lrenner@rennersports.com
www.rennersports.com

Seminole Energy Services
Natural Gas Services
Dan Frey
1323 E 71st St. #300
Tulsa, OK 74136
Phone: 918-477-3412
Fax: 918-492-3075
dfrey@seminoleenergy.com
www.seminoleenergy.com

SLATERPAULL Architects, Inc.
Architecture and Planning Service
Adele Willson
One Park Central #400
1515 Arapahoe St.
Denver, CO 80202
Phone: 303-607-0977 
Fax: 303-607-0767
awillson@slaterpaull.com
www.SLATTERPAULL.com

Sodexho School Services 
Food & Facilities Management
Robert Schrenk
10300 SW Greenburg Rd. #271
Portland, OR 97223
Phone: 503-892-1151 
Fax: 503-768-4948
Robert.Schrenk@sodexhousa.com
www.sodexhousa.com

Stifel Nicolaus/Hanifen
Imhoff Division
Investment Banking and 
Financial Advisory Services
Steve Bell
1125 17th St. #1600
Denver, CO 80202
Phone: 303-291-5333 
Fax: 303-291-5323
sbell@hanifen.com
www.stifel.com

The Neenan Company
Planning/Pre-Bond/
Design-Build Services
Don Weidinger
2620 E Prospect Road #100
Ft. Collins, CO 80525
Phone: 970-493-8747
Don.Weidinger@neenan.com
www.neenan.com

Transwest Trucks, Inc.
Thomas School Bus Dealer
George Eidsness
7626 Brighton Road
Commerce City, CO 80022
Phone: 303-289-3161 
Fax: 303-288-2310
whschafer@transwest.com
www.transwest.com

UBS/Paine Webber
Financial Advisory and 
Investment Banking Services
Alex Brown
370 17th St. #4100
Denver, CO 80202
Phone: 800-722-2408
Fax: 303-820-5098
www.agbrown@ubspw.com

University of Colorado at
Denver School Of Education
Graduate-Level Education
Lynn Rhodes
P.O. Box 173364 CB106 
Denver, CO 80217
Phone: 303-556-2844 
Fax: 303-556-4479
www.cudenver.edu/soe

Van Tilburg, Banvard,
Soderbergh, AIA
Architecture/Interior Planning
Gary Prager
1860 Blake St. #170
Denver, CO 80202
Phone: 303-675-0041
Fax: 303-675-0052
gprager@vtbs.com
www.vtbs.com

Vanir Construction
Management, Inc.
Construction Management
Jim West
980 9th St. #900
Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: 916-444-3700
Fax: 916-448-6548
Jim.West@vanir.com
www.vanir.com

Wells Fargo Brokerage
Services, LLC
Financing Solutions
John H. Self
1700 Broadway 
MAC-C7300-011 
Denver, CO 80274
Phone: 303-863-6461 
Fax: 303-863-4895
www.wellsfargo.com

Western Dairy Council
Nutrition/Health Education Resource
Tami Anderson
12000 N Washington St. #200
Thornton, CO 80241
Phone: 303-451-7711
Fax: 303-451-0411
tanderson@wdairycouncil.com
www.dairycouncil.com

Windsor Management Group
Fund Accounting Software Developer
Betty Jones
8950 S 52nd St. #309
Tempe, AZ 85284
Phone: 480-777-7166
Fax: 480-777-7164
bjones@wmgiv.com
infinitevisions.com

C A S B  C O M M E R C I A L  A F F I L I A T E S  2 0 0 5 – 2 0 0 6
The following organizations have pledged their support for Colorado school boards through affiliate membership in CASB.
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KEN DELAY
executive director
kdelay@casb.org

JANE URSCHEL, Ph.D.
associate executive director
jurschel@casb.org

RANDY BLACK
director of member relations
rblack@casb.org

LINDA BUCKALEW
business manager
lbuckalew@casb.org

ANITA CHARO
administrative assistant
acharo@casb.org

BOB CITO 
special projects consultant
bbcito@comcast.net

RENÉE COMBS 
administrative assistant
rcombs@casb.org

VERA DAWSON, ED.D. 
director of educational services
vdawson@casb.org 

Y O U R  C A S B  T E A M

DEBBIE FLYNN
administrative assistant
dflynn@casb.org

JESSICA GLEICH
director of communications
jgleich@casb.org

ALAN HENTSCHEL
receptionist/administrative assistant
ahentschel@casb.org

JERI HODGSON FLEUTER
director of policy services
jhodgson@casb.org

APRIL JUAREZ
legal assistant—CASB Legal 
Services Program 
ajuarez@casb.org

LAUREN KINGSBERY
director of programs
lkingsbery@casb.org

KATHY KUHLMANN
bookkeeper
kkuhlmann@casb.org

VIRGINIA PANZER
advocacy, legal and 
communications specialist
vpanzer@casb.org

DAVID PRICE
director/lead counsel—CASB Legal
Services Program
dprice@casb.org

KATHY SHANNON
director of member legal services 
and policy counsel
kshannon@casb.org

VALERIE SIMONS
associate director/counsel—CASB Legal
Services Program
vsimons@casb.org

JENNIFER WAYMAN REEVE, APR
director of programs
jreeve@casb.org

NANCY WEISS
director of conferences
nweiss@casb.org

SUSAN ZAMUDIO
director of executive and 
administrative services
szamudio@casb.org




