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Office of the Auditor

The missions of the Office of the Auditor are assigned by the Hawai‘i State Constitution
(Article VII, Section 10). The primary mission is to conduct post audits of the transactions,
accounts, programs, and performance of public agencies. A supplemental mission is to
conduct such other investigations and prepare such additional reports as may be directed
by the Legislature.

Under its assigned missions, the office conducts the following types of examinations:

1. Financial audits attest to the fairness of the financial statements of agencies. They
examine the adequacy of the financial records and accounting and internal controls,
and they determine the legality and propriety of expenditures.

2. Management audits, which are also referred to as performance audits, examine the
effectiveness of programs or the efficiency of agencies or both. These audits are
also called program audits, when they focus on whether programs are attaining the
objectives and results expected of them, and operations audits, when they examine
how well agencies are organized and managed and how efficiently they acquire and
utilize resources.

3. Sunset evaluations evaluate new professional and occupational licensing programs to
determine whether the programs should be terminated, continued, or modified. These
evaluations are conducted in accordance with criteria established by statute.

4. Sunrise analyses are similar to sunset evaluations, but they apply to proposed rather
than existing regulatory programs. Before a new professional and occupational
licensing program can be enacted, the statutes require that the measure be analyzed
by the Office of the Auditor as to its probable effects.

5. Health insurance analyses examine bills that propose to mandate certain health
insurance benefits. Such bills cannot be enacted unless they are referred to the Office
of the Auditor for an assessment of the social and financial impact of the proposed
measure.

6. Analyses of proposed special funds and existing trust and revolving funds determine if
proposals to establish these funds are existing funds meet legislative criteria.

7.  Procurement compliance audits and other procurement-related monitoring assist the
Legislature in overseeing government procurement practices.

8. Fiscal accountability reports analyze expenditures by the state Department of
Education in various areas.

9. Special studies respond to requests from both houses of the Legislature. The studies
usually address specific problems for which the Legislature is seeking solutions.

Hawai'i's laws provide the Auditor with broad powers to examine all books, records,

files, papers, and documents and all financial affairs of every agency. The Auditor also
has the authority to summon persons to produce records and to question persons under
oath. However, the Office of the Auditor exercises no control function, and its authority is
limited to reviewing, evaluating, and reporting on its findings and recommendations to the
Legislature and the Governor.
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Hawai'i Charter Schools: Autonomy Without Accountability

No outside oversight

Since 1995, Hawai‘i's public charter schools have provided parents and their children with al-
ternative choices in the types of schools, educational programs, opportunities, and set-
tings. To do so, teachers and administrators operate independently, enjoying the flex-
ibility to shape the best working and learning environments for their students and themselves. In
exchange for this autonomy, school officials should achieve clear, objective, and measurable per-
formance outcomes. In_SY2009-10, nearly 8,000 students attended 31 charter schools through-
out the state. That year, the charter school system had a general fund budget of $49.7 million.

In our audit of the Hawai‘i public charter school system, we found that the Charter School Re-
view Panel, which authorizes and should hold charter schools accountable for their per-
formance, has misinterpreted state law_and minimized its_role in the system’s account-
ability structure. Focusing on its duties as authorizer and re-authorizer, the panel has
delegated core monitoring and reporting responsibilities to the local school boards, remov-
ing itself—and outside oversight—from the charter school system. The panel does not verify and
analyze the data it receives from the schools for accuracy and completeness, nor does it collect
its own data to measure student performance. Our analysis of student performance reports from
ten schools found numerous instances in which critical data, such as the Hawai‘i State Assess-
ment scores for reading, mathematics, and_science, were omitted or presented in_misleading
ways. When we collected and analyzed that data, we found that five schools failed to meet fed-
eral No Child Left Behind testing standards. Test scores from several of those schools were sub-
stantially lower than other public schools in their districts. Moreover, four schools misreported
enroliment numbers. For one_school's enrollment count, we could not verify 28 students. With
funding based on SY2009-10 per-pupil allocation of $5,753, that amounts to more than $160,000.

Unethical and illegal spending of public funds

Although charter schools are exempt from the Hawai‘i Public Procurement Code, they must comply
with the State Code of Ethics. However, only two public charter schools of the ten we reviewed have
a school ethics policy and only three follow the ethics code. Moreover, Hawai‘i Technology Academy’s
(HTA) head of school,_who is responsible for school spending, is not a public employee but an em-
ployee of the for-profit company that provides the school’s curriculum. As a private-sector employee,
he is not subject to the ethics code and is ultimately accountable to his company, not the State or his
school. In FY2010, HTA received $3.04 million in state moneys.

We also found that the lack of oversight by the review panel, the Charter School Administrative Office,
which is responsible for management of the charter school system, and the local school boards has
resulted in school spending and employment practices that are unethical and illegal. At the Myron B.
Thompson Academy, we found $133,000 in overpayments to staff. For example, the school’s part-time
registrar received an “administrative differential” that boosted his annual pay to $55,200, a 212 per-
cent increase. At other charter schools, we found instances of unrestrained spending, including one
school that spent nearly $18,000 in public money on school excursions to an amusement park, ice
skating rink, and pizza restaurant. Unless the review panel and the administrative office take active
roles in a robust accountability system for charter schools, student outcomes will remain unproven
and the financial viability of individual schools and the charter school system itself will be unknown.

Responses from affected agencies

While generally agreeing with our recommendations, both the panel and the office took issue with
certain details. However, these attempts to refute and parse our documented findings are illogical and
unsupported, and do not merit changing our report.



Performance Audit of the Hawali'l
Public Charter School System

A Report to the
Governor

and the
Legislature of
the State of
Hawai'‘i

Submitted by

THE AUDITOR
STATE OF HAWAI'

Report No. 11-03
December 2011



Foreword

This is a report on the performance audit of the Hawai‘i Public

Charter School System. The Auditor initiated this audit on the basis

of a constitutional and statutory duty to conduct post-audits of the
transactions, accounts, programs and performance of all departments,
offices, and agencies of the State and its political subdivisions. These
duties are provided for in Article VII, Section 10 of the State Constitution
and Section 23-4, Hawai‘i Revised Statutes (HRS).

We wish to express our appreciation for the cooperation and assistance
extended to us by the Board of Education, the staff of the Department

of Education, the Charter School Review Panel, the Charter School
Administrative Office, the staff of the selected charter schools we visited,
and others whom we contacted during the course of the audit.

Marion M. Higa
State Auditor
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Charter schools are public schools that are granted greater autonomy
in exchange for greater accountability. This contract or “bargain”
between school officials and the broader community is the bedrock of
any successful charter school system. This is because charter schools
provide parents and their children with choices in the types of schools,
educational programs, opportunities, and settings. To do so, teachers
and administrators are allowed to operate independently, enjoying

the freedom and flexibility to shape the best working and learning
environment for their students and themselves. As a result, charter
schools also serve as incubators of innovative approaches to educational
governance, financing, administration, curricula, technology, and
teaching strategies.

Since some of these new approaches may work and others may not, a
robust reporting and accountability structure is essential to ensuring
that good charter schools are identified, cultivated, and emulated,

while unsuccessful ones are closed. Therefore, charter schools are

more accountable for their results than conventional public schools.
Specifically, they must set and meet rigorous academic goals in addition
to meeting or exceeding a state’s basic proficiency standards, all the
while demonstrating fiscal responsibility. Also, unlike other public
schools, charter schools are expected to operate under increased public
scrutiny, not avoid it.

Background

Charter schools are an important and growing component of the public
school system in the United States. As of November 2009, more than
5,000 charter schools served over 1.5 million students in 40 states and the
District of Columbia. During SY2009-10, Hawai‘i’s 31 charter schools
served approximately 7,800 students or 4.4 percent of students officially
enrolled in Hawai‘i’s public schools. Five of the schools are conversion
charter schools—established Department of Education (DOE) public
schools that converted to charter status. Exhibit 1.1 shows the location
of charter schools statewide. Appendix A provides a list of charter
schools, their locations, student populations, and dates established.

This is the first performance audit of the Hawai‘i public charter school
system since the first schools were statutorily approved in 1999. The
purpose of this audit is to examine how well Hawai‘i’s system of charter
schools has delivered on its promise to meet rigorous academic goals

in exchange for more autonomy. The Auditor initiated this audit on the
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basis of a constitutional and statutory duty to conduct post-audits of the
transactions, accounts, programs, and performance of all departments,
offices, and agencies of the State and its political subdivisions. These
duties are provided for in Article VII, Section 10 of the State Constitution
and Section 23-4, Hawai‘i Revised Statutes (HRS).

Exhibit 1.1
Hawai‘i Public Charter Schools

23
u 4 30
Ni‘ihay & m
24

Moloka’l

LA

1. Wal'alas Elementary Publlc Charter School (PCS) ; 12
2. Lanikai Elementary PCS L ‘

3, Connections PCS Llna'D

4, Kanu o ka *Aina PCS

5. West Hawai'i Explorstions Academy PCS

6. Waters of Life PCS ¢3
7. Veyager PCS feharclame

8, Halau Ki Mana PCS

9. |nnovations PCS

10, Ke Ana La'ahana PCS

11, Yokanao Schoal of Arts & Sciences PCS

12, Ka 'Umeke Ka'ea PCS 22, Ka Walhona o ka Ma'auao PCS

13, Hakipu‘u Learning Centar PCS 23, Kanuikapono Leamning Center PCS

14, Ke Kula Ni'ihau O Kekaha Learning Center PCS 24, Kula Aupuni Nithau A Kahelelani Aloha PCS
15, Kihei PCS 25, Education Laboratary PCS

16, Ka Kula ‘o Samuel M. Kamakau Laberatory BCS 26. Waimea Middle Public Conversion C5

17, Myron B, Thompson Academy PCS 27, Kualapu'u Elementary PCS

18, Hawai'i Academy of Arts & Science PCS 18, Kamaile Academy PCS

19, Ka Kuls ‘o Nawahickatan!'opu'u |kl Laberatory PC5 29, Kona Pacific PCS

20, Kua O Ka La PCS 30, Kawvaikini PCS

21, Halau Lokahi New Charter School 31, Hawal'i Technology Academy PCS

Note: Numbered in approximate order of charter approval. Board of Education approved charters in blue; Charter School Review Panel
approved in green.

Source: Charter School Administrative Office and Office of the Auditor

The charter schools’ focus areas include Hawaiian culture, arts and
sciences, and virtual learning. More than one half of charter schools,
or 17, are Hawaiian culture-based. In SY2008-09, about 88 percent of
the 3,500 students at these charter schools were of Hawaiian ancestry.
Exhibit 1.2 displays photos of some of the schools we visited.
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Exhibit 1.2
Photographs of Public Charter Schools

Kanuikapono Learning Center

Kanuikapono Learning Center is one of 17 charter schools that focuses
on Hawaiian culture. The photo depicts the inside of one of the
classrooms.

Hawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science

Hawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science focuses on arts, sciences, project
based learning, and STEM (science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics). According to the school director, the photo depicts an
award-winning science project developed by the students brought to
fruition. The project utilizes photovoltaic panels to create a sustainable
aquaculture for fish and plants.
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West Hawai‘i Explorations Academy

West Hawai'i Explorations Academy focuses on hands-on, integrated
science projects that have real world environmental foci where students
are actively involved in learning. The photos show examples of the
school’s outdoor campus, consisting of shade tents and temporary
structures.
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Charter school funding

Hawai'i Technology Academy

The Hawai'i Technology Academy is one of two schools that focuses on
virtual learning. The photo depicts one of the school’s classrooms.

Source: Office of the Auditor

Hawai‘i’s charter schools are publicly funded. Charter schools receive
a majority of their funding through general fund appropriations based
on a per pupil allotment. These state appropriations are to be used for
instructional and operational purposes. Federal funds, primarily No
Child Left Behind Act funds, supplement the charter schools’ general
funds. Other moneys come from donated, special, trust, and revolving
funds. Donated funds include moneys from foundations or non-

profit organizations. According to the Charter School Administrative
Office’s chief financial officer, charter schools have created non-profit
organizations into which donations from other sources and school
fundraising proceeds can be placed. In total, charter school funding
topped $74.6 million in FY2010. Exhibit 1.3 shows charter school
sources of revenues for FY2010.
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Exhibit 1.3
Charter School Sources of Revenue for FY2010

Other
$2.9 million
Donated Funds
510 million

Federal Funds

$12.1 million General Funds

$49.7 million

Source: Office of the Auditor

Charter school expenditure categories consist of instructional services,
school administration, facility maintenance and operation, and other
expenditures comprised of non-instructional pupil services, other fixed
charges, and other non-operational expenses. Charter schools’ revenue
less expenditures was approximately $1.6 million in FY2010. Exhibit
1.4 shows charter school expenditures for FY2010.

Exhibit 1.4
Charter School Expenditures for FY2010
Facility Other

Maintenance $10.4 million

and Operation
$8.6 million

School i
Administration |n5;;UwCiTcls:3|
$10.6 million $43.4 million

Source: Office of the Auditor
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Hawai‘i public charter schools law

Hawai‘i’s venture with public charter schools began more than a decade
ago. In 1999 the Legislature enacted the State’s first charter school law
in Act 62, Session Laws of Hawai‘i (SLH) 1999, codified in Chapter
302A, Part IV, Section D, HRS, entitled New Century Charter Schools.
The purpose of the act was to increase the flexibility and autonomy

at the school level for new century charter schools governed by local
school boards to operate independent educational programs apart from
those provided by the state DOE. New century charter schools were
authorized by the Board of Education (BOE).

In 2006, the Legislature adopted proposals developed by the Task Force
on Charter School Governance created by Act 87, SLH 2005, to improve
the charter school system and address problems in the new century
charter schools law. These amendments were codified in a new chapter,
Chapter 302B, HRS, entitled Public Charter Schools. The Charter
School Review Panel is now the authorizer of public charter schools.

Governance and The charter school system is made up of the Board of Education, the

organization Charter School Review Panel, the Charter School Administrative Office,
and the charter schools and their governing boards known as the local
school boards. Exhibit 1.5 displays the Hawai‘i public charter school
system organization structure.

Exhibit 1.5
Hawai‘i Public Charter School System Organization Chart
Board of Education
Charter School
Review Panel*
Charter School
Administrative Office*

Local School Boards/
Public Charter
Schools

*Administratively attached to the Department of Education for administrative purposes only.

Source: Based on the Office of the Auditor's statutory interpretation of the public charter school laws.
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Board of Education

The Board of Education is the nine-member board responsible for
statewide policy for Hawai‘i’s public education system, including
charter schools, within the general law set by the Legislature. The board
establishes statewide performance standards and the means to assess

the standards and has discretion to review and modify the performance
standards.

As the charter school authorizer until May 2007, the BOE approved

27 charters for newly created (start-up) charter schools and conversion
charter schools. In June 2007, the Legislature amended the law for

the BOE to delegate authorization and oversight responsibilities to the
Charter School Review Panel. The BOE’s powers and duties include

the appointing of the panel members as the charter school authorizer,
rulemaking for charter schools, deciding appeals from the panel’s
decisions to deny a charter school detailed implementation plan or revoke
a charter school’s charter or detailed implementation plan, and denying
any amendments to a charter school’s detailed implementation plan.

Charter School Review Panel

The Charter School Review Panel issues and revokes charters, oversees
and monitors charter schools, and holds charter schools accountable
for meeting statewide performance standards set by the BOE. Since
becoming the charter school authorizer in 2007, the panel has approved
four charter schools as shown in Exhibit 1.1. By law, the panel is
accountable to the charter schools and the BOE. For administrative
purposes only, the panel is attached to the Department of Education.

The panel consists of 12 members that include licensed teachers,
educational officers, a past or present member of a charter school’s

local school board, the chair of the BOE or the chair’s designee,
representatives of Hawaiian-culture focused charter schools and the
University of Hawai‘i, and persons with backgrounds in business or
accounting, construction or real estate, who are not affiliated with charter
schools.

The panel approves or denies charter school applications. By law,
charter school applications must include a detailed implementation plan
detailing the school’s purpose, focus, operations, organization, finances,
and accountability. After approval by the panel, the implementation plan
becomes the basis for a performance contract between the panel and the
charter school and its local school board.

Upon completion of each school year, charter schools submit to the panel
annual self-evaluations which include benchmarks adopted to measure
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instructional programs and an evaluation of student achievement and
organizational viability.

The panel reviews, modifies, and approves the charter schools’

financial budgets. It also appoints the executive director of the Charter
School Administrative Office based upon the recommendations of an
organization of charter schools operating within the state or from a list of
nominees submitted by the charter schools.

Charter School Administrative Office

The Charter School Administrative Office and its executive director
handle administrative functions for charter schools. Like the panel, the
office is attached to the DOE for administrative purposes.

By law, the executive director, under the direction of the panel and in
consultation with the charter schools, is responsible for the internal
organization, operation, and management of the charter school system.
This includes preparing and executing the budgets for the office, panel,
and charter schools; allocating annual appropriations and distributing
federal funds; assisting charter applicants and charter schools with
information for panel review; and helping disseminate communications.
The law requires the office to provide staff support to the panel, cover its
expenses, and assist the panel by coordinating with charter schools for
investigations and evaluations.

Charter schools and their local school boards

Every charter school is governed by an autonomous local school

board comprised of a non-profit organization, or a group of parents,
educators, and community members. By law, the charter schools are
held accountable through written performance contracts between the
panel and the charter schools and their local school boards together. The
local school board is responsible for the financial and academic viability
of its charter school and implementation of the school’s charter. Charter
schools must follow collective bargaining employment practices in
Chapter 89, HRS, Collective Bargaining in Public Employment, and
each board has the power to negotiate supplemental collective bargaining
agreements with public unions on behalf of its charter school employees
who are also state employees.

The charter schools and their local school boards are exempt from a
number of state laws, including Chapter 103D, HRS, the Hawai‘i Public
Procurement Code. However, charter schools are required by law to
account for spending on goods and services and make their accounting
of funds available to the public. The law also requires the local school
boards and the schools to develop internal policies and procedures
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Prior Audits

that are consistent with public accountability when buying goods,
services, and construction. In addition, charter schools and their local
school boards must comply with state laws that prohibit discriminatory
employment practices and protect health and safety.

Department of Education

The DOE’s responsibilities to charter schools include working with the
Charter School Administrative Office on compliance with federal and
state laws and accessing federal and state funds; and offering a list of
services for purchase by charter schools.

In 2005, the Office of the Auditor conducted audits of two charter
schools—Waters of Life Public Charter School and Wai‘alae Elementary
Public Charter School.

In Report No. 05-01, Audit of Na Wai Ola Waters of Life Charter

School (now known as Waters of Life Public Charter School), we found
the school’s disregard for sound governance and business practices
placed the school’s future in jeopardy. We also found the law impeded
accountability and effective support for charter schools, due in part to
confusing provisions and poorly defined powers and responsibilities.

We recommended that the Legislature enable the BOE to create a panel
to propose charter school law changes; the BOE clarify its oversight of
charter schools and foster an exchange of proven solutions to common
problems facing charter schools; and the school adopt written policies
and procedures for accounting, procurement, and personnel practices and
improve its governance and business operations. Subsequently, Senate
Concurrent Resolution No. 84 of the 2009 legislative session requested
us to conduct a financial audit of the school. We were unable to proceed
because its financial records were largely missing and could not be
recreated.

In Report No. 05-06, Audit of Wai‘alae Elementary Public Charter
School, we found the school had not demonstrated that its charter status
enhanced learning. We also found that its local school board needed

to strengthen governance and improve oversight over administrative
practices. We recommended that the school adopt accountability
measures to supplement available standards-based scores so policy-
makers had more information needed to assess its education programs.
We also recommended the local school board improve bylaws, policies,
and procedures, and develop long-term strategies along with a plan

for better accounting and financial reporting capabilities. We also
recommended the Legislature evaluate the need to change the law to
provide charter schools authority to carry over appropriated funds and
clarify for itself requirements for financial audits.
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Objectives of the
Audit

Scope and
Methodology

1. Assess the overall effectiveness of charter schools in meeting
performance standards for public schools.

2. Determine whether charter schools are in compliance with applicable
laws, rules, regulations and charters.

3. Make recommendations as appropriate.

Our audit, which covered SY2009-10, focused on the academic
performance and public accountability of the charter school system
based on a review of selected charter schools. We reviewed detailed
implementation plans, annual self-evaluations, policies, procedures,
training, reports, and other relevant documents to assess and evaluate
charter schools in meeting Hawai‘i DOE performance standards for
public school students and sound procurement principles for spending
public funds. We conducted interviews with the BOE, the state DOE, the
panel, the office, local school boards, and charter school personnel.

We analyzed ten of the 31 charter schools for compliance with state and
federal laws, rules and regulations. Schools were chosen to provide the
greatest possible range of characteristics. Selection criteria included
school size, location, charter authorizer, school information technology
system, school type (conversion or start-up), presence of a Hawaiian-
based curriculum focus, adequate yearly progress status and scores, and
number of core classes taught by non-highly qualified teachers. Based
on these criteria, we selected Education Laboratory Public Charter
School, Hakipu‘u Learning Center Public Charter School, Halau Ka
Mana Public Charter School, Hawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science
Public Charter School, Hawai‘i Technology Academy Public Charter
School, Kamaile Academy Public Charter School, Kanu o ka ‘Aina
Public Charter School, Kanuikapono Learning Center Public Charter
School, Myron B. Thompson Academy Public Charter School, and West
Hawai‘i Explorations Academy Public Charter School.

Our audit work was conducted from January 2011 to November 2011
according to generally accepted government auditing standards and the
Office of the Auditor’s Manual of Guides. These standards require that
we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence
to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based

on our audit objectives. We believe the evidence obtained provides a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit
objectives.

11
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Chapter 2

Hawai'‘i Public Charter School System: Autonomy
Without Accountability

We found that the Charter School Review Panel (panel), Hawai‘i’s
charter school authorizer, has misinterpreted the law and minimized its
important role in the system’s reporting and accountability structure.
Focusing on its duties as a charter school authorizer and re-authorizer,
the panel has delegated core monitoring and reporting responsibilities
to the local school boards, effectively removing itself—and outside
oversight—from the charter school system.

The panel has failed to establish sound models to measure and evaluate
students’ academic growth and performance as well as a school’s
operational effectiveness. In addition, the panel does not collect
meaningful and reliable data, and does not analyze the information that
it does receive, offering little guidance to the schools. Some local school
boards have ignored their own management responsibilities, allowing
schools to spend public funds without oversight. We found numerous
instances of purchases that were inconsistent with sound procurement
principles or ethical conduct. One school’s deficiencies border on fraud.

Hawai‘i’s charter school system has been operating without any real
outside oversight since the first charter school opened in 1995. The
contract that charter schools made with the public to provide greater
accountability in exchange for greater autonomy is not only broken, it
may have never existed in the first place.

Summary of
Findings

1. The Charter School Review Panel fails to hold charter schools
accountable for student performance.

2. Charter school operations fail to comply with state law and principles
of public accountability.

Charter School
Review Panel
Fails To Hold
Charter Schools
Accountable

for Student
Performance

The establishment, support, and control of a statewide system of public
schools free from sectarian control is provided for under the Hawai‘i
State Constitution, Article X, Section 1, entitled Public Education.
Article X, Section 3 gives the Board of Education (BOE) the power, as
provided by law, to formulate statewide educational policy and appoint
the superintendent of education as the chief executive of the public
school system. The BOE’s powers are further defined in Chapter 302A,
HRS, to adopt student performance standards and assessment models
and to monitor school success. The law requires the Department of

13



14

Chapter 2: Hawai'i Public Charter School System: Autonomy Without Accountability
|

The panel has two
documents it uses for
assessment

Education (DOE) to serve as the central support system responsible
for the overall administration of statewide education policy, and for
interpretation and development of standards for compliance with state
and federal laws.

Initially, the public charter schools law established the Charter
School Review Panel with the powers to make recommendations

to the BOE regarding charter schools. In 2007, the charter schools
law was amended. It mandated that the BOE delegate its charter
school authorizer function to the panel with the power and duty to
oversee, monitor, hold schools accountable for their performance, and
ultimately to close an underperforming school. The panel became
responsible to review, approve, or deny charter applications and
significant implementation plan amendments to maximize the charter
schools’ academic success and long-term organizational viability and
accountability. The panel was also to evaluate the charter schools for
deciding on reauthorization, probation, and revocation.

The panel holds charter schools accountable via two primary documents,
the Detailed Implementation Plan (DIP) and the Annual Self-Evaluation
(ASE). The DIP, which is presented at the application stage, specifies the
charter school’s purpose, focus, operations, organization, finances, and
accountability. The DIP’s requirements include such items as a curricula
and instructional framework, provision for program and financial

audits, and how the school will recruit and select students. According

to the law, if a charter school is approved, the DIP serves as the basis

for a performance contract between the panel and the charter school

and the governing local school board, holding the school accountable

for establishing a plan for the assessment of student performance that
incorporates and exceeds the educational content and performance
standards for the public school system.

As its name suggests, an ASE is an assessment by school officials of their
school’s performance to be submitted to the panel within 60 working
days after the end of the school year. Some of the self-evaluation
elements required by law include:

* Identification and adoption of benchmarks to measure and
evaluate administrative and instructional programs;

e Evaluation of student achievement within the charter school; and
* Evaluation of the school’s organizational viability.
According to the National Association of Charter School Authorizers

(NACSA), a non-profit organization devoted to improving the policies
and practices of organizations responsible for authorizing charter schools,
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The panel’s
misinterpretation of
state law has removed
accountability from the
charter school system

a strong statewide structure for charter schools accountability is built
upon two pillars: 1) A clear contract that plainly spells out the essential
academic and operational performance standards and expectations the
school must meet in order to earn the right to continue operating; and 2)
A strong body of evidence built upon sound, multidimensional data that
is collected, analyzed, and reported at least annually by the charter school
authorizer over the term of the school’s contract.

The DIP and ASE seem to function as the pillars for Hawai‘i’s
accountability structure, with the DIP serving as the basis for a clear
contract between the charter school and its school board and the panel,
and the ASE providing the strong body of evidence to prove the school
is carrying out its charter obligations. However, we found that instead
of being parts of one accountability structure, these documents and

the policies and procedures that have been developed around them

are treated as separate entities with different functions and objectives
altogether. For instance, contrary to the law, the panel does not consider
the DIP to be the basis of a performance contract. Instead, the panel
believes that the DIP only serves as the application for a charter. Once
the charter is approved, the DIP is not reviewed again for six years until
the school’s charter is up for re-authorization.

Meanwhile, the panel uses the ASE as the primary tool for monitoring
and reviewing charter school performance, even though, without

an active DIP, there are no contract terms by which schools can be
evaluated. Moreover, the panel has placed the responsibility for the
collection, verification, and analysis of the data in the ASE with each
local school board. Thus, the panel has removed itself from the charter
school accountability structure. Without such outside oversight, the
structure fails and accountability disappears.

While the charter schools law clearly states the definition and purpose of
the DIP, the panel has its doubts as to whether the existing charter school
DIPs are performance contracts and asked its deputy attorney general for
an opinion. The deputy attorney general responded,

[I]f the DIP is defined pursuant to [Section] 302B-1 [HRS] as a
performance contract between the panel and the charter school then I
would argue that it is a performance contract. This is what the legislature
had intended.

According to the panel chair, the panel-approved implementation plans
are entirely different from the 27 plans approved by the elected BOE in
carlier years. She also claimed that the BOE-approved charters did not
have a performance element or contain specific performance measures
similar to the current implementation plan. Other panel members stated
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that many of the charter schools were approved by the BOE when there
was no accountability and that the implementation plan serves more like
an application.

We asked the panel why it does not require the schools to update their
implementation plans to contain sufficient and measurable performance
standards to serve as a basis for evaluating how well schools are
performing in meeting minimum student performance targets. The panel
chair stated that they are unsure if they have the authority to require
schools to update their DIPs to be in compliance with applicable sections
of the current law. According to the panel chair, because the panel does
not have rulemaking authority, the charter schools are not required to
follow their policies.

Section 302B-1, HRS, clearly states that charter schools must comply
with all panel directives, policies, and procedures. Thus the law does
provide the mechanisms for the panel to assure educational goals and
student performance measures are met. But the panel has chosen not
to require the local school boards to amend their implementation plans
to incorporate essential academic student performance standards and
expectations that are clearly defined and measurable.

Overall, there is general confusion among panel members regarding
its authority over the public charter schools. While the panel chair
acknowledged that the panel can revoke a school’s charter, she expressed
doubts as to whether it had the authority to force schools to report
certain types of information. She further stated that the panel withheld
allocations for some schools that were late in providing their financial
audits. However, she said some unidentified schools threatened to sue
the panel on grounds that such audits were not required. In addition,
the panel chair stated that from 2000 to 2006, the charter schools had
autonomy without accountability. She said it is now difficult for the
charter schools to understand the panel’s position.

According to panel members, they hold the local school boards
accountable to ensure that the schools are meeting the requirements
contained in their DIPs. One panel member said a local school board
gives its assurance that it is reporting its school’s progress on achieving
the goals promised in its implementation plan. Although the local school
boards are responsible for the academic viability of their charter schools,
the panel in its capacity as the charter school authorizer is still ultimately
responsible for ensuring the schools are meeting the minimum student
performance standards established by the BOE.
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By law, charter schools are subject to the Board of Education’s
minimum academic performance standards for all publicly
funded schools

Hawai‘i charter schools are subject to the BOE minimum performance
standards that all public schools must meet or exceed. The BOE
statewide performance standards for all public schools are the Hawai‘i
Content and Performance Standards. These standards define the essential
content and skills that describe learning expectations for students—what
they need to know and be able to do in core and extended core areas.

In other words, the standards identify what is important for students to
learn. The nine content areas are language arts, math, science, social
studies, career and technical education, fine arts, health, physical
education, and world languages.

Student attainment of the performance standards and other student
achievements are measured via the Hawai‘i State Assessment (HSA),
which is applied throughout the charter schools and DOE school system.
The assessment is designed to meet or exceed federal requirements
under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and state requirements
under Chapter 302A, HRS. The assessment also measures attainment of
content and performance standards in reading, mathematics, and science,
provides student and school achievement information to stakeholders,
and supports program improvement. The Hawai‘i State Assessment is
administered in grades 3 through 8, and grade 10, and is the basis for
determining a school’s adequate yearly progress (AYP)—a minimum
standard for improvement that all schools must achieve each year.

The No Child Left Behind Act, enacted in 2001, established school and
state accountability mandates and reporting requirements for recipients
of federal funds. The act also requires that all of a state’s public schools,
including its charter schools, must be subject to the same accountability
system. In addition, core academic teachers are required to earn a federal
designation of “highly qualified teacher” (HQT). This means that highly
qualified public charter school teachers must hold a bachelor’s degree,

be fully licensed to teach in the State of Hawai‘i, and must demonstrate
competence in the core academic areas taught, and they must do so in the
same manner as teachers in all other public schools.

The panel does not know whether charter school DIPs comply
with applicable laws or best practices

In 2009, the panel adopted the application for charter schools
implementation plan template for new charter school applicants,
incorporating NACSA best practice elements to clearly define
performance standards with measurable indicators, measures, metrics,
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and targets. The template requires that the charter schools’ assessment
system:

¢ Provide how achievement data will be collected, used, and
reported;

* Indicate whether, in addition to administering the Hawai‘i State
Assessment tests, the school will use additional assessment tools
to determine and report student progress;

¢ Describe which instruments will be created to measure and
report student progress; and

*  Explain why these assessments were selected for the targeted
student population.

The template further requires that an assessment system describe how
assessment and achievement information will be reported (indicating
the audiences to receive the information and frequency of reporting),
and explain how assessment data will be used to plan staff development
that will support the goals of improved student learning. The template
is designed to be used by local school boards applying for new charters
with the panel per the panel’s policies and procedures.

While the panel has identified the need for measurable indicators,
metrics, and targets, it has not held existing schools to the same level of
accountability. The panel informed us that it has neither analyzed nor
assessed whether the 31 charter schools’ implementation plans comply
with applicable laws or best practices.

By not requiring the majority of the charter schools’ implementation
plans to establish clear student performance expectations, the panel

lacks the means to assess whether the schools are adequately meeting
student performance outcomes. As a result, the panel is failing to hold
the schools accountable for the performance of their students. Are the
charter schools improving student learning? Are charter schools an equal
or better use of public moneys than DOE-run schools? The panel does
not know.

In the absence of panel-led data collection, we tested ten charter school
DIPs against the template. We found that the DIPs did not consistently
identify student performance metrics. Eight schools did not include a
plan to meet the federal NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers
incorporated in the BOE’s minimum performance standards. One
school’s implementation plan did not provide any details for measuring
student performance at all. Rather, it stated that the school “will research
carefully where to find or develop appropriate assessment instruments for
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Panel lacks an
accountable and robust
process for measuring
student academic
growth

the content standards and for assessing student progress on the [school’s]
goals.” In other words, at the time of the public charter school’s
inception, its founders could not articulate, much less promise, how its
students and its school would be measured.

The panel plans to look into having charter schools update their DIPs
when it reauthorizes schools, which is part of its obligation to ensure
charter schools are following the law. Starting this year, the panel

is scheduled to reauthorize charter schools each year on an interval
amended by Act 130, SLH 2011. The act extended the frequency of
reauthorization to six years from the former five years.

According to NACSA, a key requirement for a strong statewide structure
for charter school accountability is a credible body of evidence that is
collected, analyzed, and reported at least annually by the authorizer to
rigorously measure student academic growth over time. Such measuring
and reporting are necessary, because they reveal what schools are
accomplishing or not accomplishing with their students. Providing the
status of a particular grade in a particular year provides only a “snapshot”
that reveals little about how a school is improving—or not improving—
according to NACSA. Instead, rigorously measuring student academic
growth over time is necessary to reveal what schools are accomplishing
or not accomplishing with their students. Thus, by evaluating and
requiring Hawai‘i’s public charter schools to update their implementation
plans on a six-year cycle, the panel cannot assure that the charter schools
have the most current, essential, and measurable student academic
performance standards with which to assess the schools’ effectiveness in
meeting student performance targets.

Hawai‘i’s Charter School Review Panel lacks a sound model or process
for measuring student academic growth that requires sound data analysis,
which are essential components of a strong performance accountability
system for charter schools. Moreover, the panel has surrendered its
oversight responsibilities by relying on the local school boards to

ensure the charter schools are providing accurate and complete data.

As a consequence of the local school boards’ lax oversight, the charter
schools’ student performance data that is proffered is meaningless.

On a year-to-year basis, the panel relies only on the public charter
schools’ annual self-evaluation. But the ASE contains data that is not
reliable and meaningful. Furthermore, what the panel does with these
flawed ASE reports leaves it with no basis for holding charter schools
accountable for meeting statewide student performance standards. We
conclude that public charter schools are not being held accountable for
their students’ learning.
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Panel does not collect, analyze, and verify ASE data

Every public charter school is required to submit the prescribed ASE.
Among other mandates, the ASE must include an evaluation of student
achievement. The ASE is the panel’s primary tool to evaluate and
monitor whether schools are meeting their goals for student performance.
In May 2009, the panel developed an ASE template through which
schools report on four areas of responsibility: faithfulness to charter,
educational viability, organizational/administrative viability, and
financial viability. However, the panel did not provide the schools with
instructions or guidance to the ASE template.

To assess the overall effectiveness of charter schools in meeting
performance standards for public schools, we analyzed the panel’s
assessments of ten charter schools” ASEs for SY2009-10. We found
many deficiencies in the panel’s evaluation process.

The panel’s Accountability Committee reviews the charter schools’

ASE reports and provides feedback to the schools on strengths and
weaknesses. The charter schools are also required to provide clarification
to any issues identified by the committee. The committee’s review of

the self-evaluation involves comparing what the schools say they will do
to what was done and whether there is actionable improvement from the
last annual self-evaluation and if there are inconsistencies.

According to NACSA’s policy guide, Charter School Performance
Accountability, authorizers should be responsible for collecting,
analyzing, and reporting performance data for schools they oversee and
not rely on a school’s self-reporting of unverified data or its calculations
of student academic growth. Further, authorizer responsibility for these
critical tasks is necessary to ensure data accuracy as well as consistent,
rigorous methodology of data analysis across schools.

We found that the panel does not verify and analyze the schools’ ASE
data for accuracy and completeness, nor does it collect its own data

to measure student performance. For example, the ASE requires the
schools to provide the Hawai‘i State Assessment results by grade. This
information could easily be collected from the DOE by the panel, thus
ensuring the data’s integrity. Instead, the panel chooses to request this
information from the charter schools, which we found did not report the
test results consistently and completely. The panel members explained
that the panel has neither the time nor the resources to collect its own
data.

In addition, the panel does not provide guidance or specific instructions
for completing the ASE. As a result, one school principal told us that
he prepared a section of the ASE “off the top of [his] head” because he
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was left to interpret what the panel wanted. If the panel does not give
the charter schools instructions, it cannot assure that the information

it receives back is relevant and uniformly reported. The panel should
develop ASE guidelines built on updated detailed implementation plans
approved by the panel.

We also found the panel’s feedback on each school’s SY2009-10 ASE
was meaningless. For example, for areas of improvement, the panel
responded: “continue efforts to raise math scores,” “continue to increase
the number of HQT,” and “consider overlapping local school board
member’s terms.” The schools themselves questioned the effectiveness
of the panel’s ASE process. One school director commented to us that
the ASE contains generic data and is not a vehicle with which to evaluate
a school’s performance. The director claimed that the self-evaluation is
not useful. The panel’s Accountability Committee chair stated the intent
is for schools to evaluate themselves. In other words, the ASE is just
that, a “self” evaluation.

Although the panel claims that it lacks resources, according to the law,

it has authority over the Charter School Administrative Office, which is
responsible for the management of the charter school system. Therefore,
the panel should require that the office provide assistance in the ASE
evaluation process. For example, the office can collect and verify the
Hawai‘i State Assessment test results, which are easily accessible from
the DOE.

Local school boards’ lax oversight results in meaningless
student performance data

Each local school board is responsible for the academic viability and

the management of its respective public charter school. The panel relies
on the local school boards to assure the quality and accuracy of the

data and the reports that are submitted to the panel. Every local school
board chair and school director or principal is required to sign off on the
ASE, evidencing their approval and verifying for accuracy. Given the
inconsistencies and inaccuracies we found among the ASEs, it is evident
that the local school boards’ oversight of student performance is lax.

Although best practices warn authorizers not to rely on a school’s
self-reporting, local school boards are not relieved of responsibility for
effective oversight. Every local school board is accountable for the
academic performance of its students.

In our ten-school sample, we found no consistency between the ASE
data and the supporting documents. For example, the ASE asks for

the enrollment totals on the official October count date for trending
purposes. The October student count is significant because it is used to
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calculate the amount of funding a charter school receives for the school
year. We found that four schools’ documentation did not support the
numbers reported in their ASEs. One school reported 549 students in
the ASE but its supporting document indicated an enrollment of 521—a
difference of 28 students. The discrepancy could be significant. The
per-pupil allocation for SY2009-10 was about $5,753. Twenty-eight
students multiplied by the allocation equals $161,084, an amount for
which the charter school could not provide proof. The staff could not
explain the discrepancy between the numbers reported in their ASE

and the supporting document. In addition, the charter schools in our
sample differed in the supporting documentation for their ASE numbers.
Some schools provided us with actual enrollment lists, others with DOE
reports.

We also found that charter schools could not provide supporting
documentation for key aspects of their ASEs. For example, the

panel views a large waiting list as an indicator that there is a need for
charter schools in the community. We found that three schools had no
documentation available to support the waitlisted numbers in their ASE.
At one school, instead of providing a waitlist, the registrar reported that
its student body of 86 students intended to return for the following school
year. When asked, he could not recall why the information was given
and agreed it was inaccurate.

Inconsistent and misleading reporting of performance data
misrepresents school and student achievement

We found that some schools submitted ASEs that omit critical data
or presented information in misleading ways. For example, to meet
the panel’s student performance requirement, the ASE requires “three
indicators of student achievement including at least one qualitative
and one quantitative sample in the form of graphs and/or narrative.”
Some of the preferred indicators include test scores from the Hawai‘i
State Assessment, Hawaiian Aligned Portfolio Assessment (HAPA),
TerraNova, and the Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA). To
fulfill this requirement, Halau Ki Mana, a public charter school in the
Roosevelt complex on O‘ahu, submitted the following information
shown in Exhibit 2.1:
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Exhibit 2.1
Halau Kt Mana Hawai‘i State Assessment Scores

++ HSA scores

B HKM
H Complex
O State

The chart above depicts HSA scores for 2009-2010 for the areas of reading, math and
science. HKM's reading score is 324, higher than the state average and slightly lower
than the complex. Overall, HKM is making steady progress in the language arts
program and is consistently raising and/or maintaining adequate HSA scores.

In the area of math, our school scored 282. While the school has met its intemal 10%
proficiency goal, we are still under proficiency compared to state and complex levels by
9 to 10 points. Math remains our primary area of concern.

Science scores were placed at 271, meaning that we are well below proficiency.
Science remains another area of concern.

While HKM is not yet proficient in science and math, the point spread represented in the
chart is relatively narrow. Our school is focused on meeting AYP through quality
benchmark-driven instruction, targeted intervention, and focused test preparation.

Source: Halau Ki Mana

The above presentation seems straightforward, with the school reporting
that its students boast a reading score that is higher than the state
average. Halau Kii Mana’s math and science scores were below state
proficiency levels, but the text notes that the gap between its math and
science scores and state proficiency standards are “relatively narrow,”
giving the impression that the school is close to achieving proficiency.

However, the chart and text are misleading. The chart and narrative
actually describe only the test results of Halau Kt Mana’s tenth graders,
of which 89 percent were proficient in reading. The school’s other
grades did not fare as well. Reading proficiency for Halau Kii Mana’s
middle schoolers ranged from 13 percent to 50 percent.

Also unnoticed was a significant drop in Halau Kii Mana’s student
enrollment count, which is considered by the panel to be an important
indicator of school performance. In the school’s ASE, school officials
reported that Halau Kt Mana’s student count dropped from 130 to 86, a
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34 percent decline. The explanation for the drop off simply reads,
“...due to dissatisfaction with the administration and an incompatibility
with the schools’ educational philosophy and approach.” There is

no additional text that details the nature of the “dissatisfaction” and
“incompatibility” or explains if and how these problems were resolved.

The panel did not take note of Halau K Mana’s significant drop in
student enrollment, a clear indicator of possible problems. Instead, the
panel’s “feedback” consisted of eight bulleted items organized around the
ASE’s perceived strengths and weaknesses, as reproduced below. Listed
as a strength was Halau K@i Mana’s “clear enrollment statistics” shown in
Exhibit 2.2.

Exhibit 2.2
Charter School Review Panel Feedback on Halau Kii Mana Annual Self-Evaluation

Halau Ku Mana New Century PCS
2009-2010 Annual Self Evaluation Feedback

Strengths of Self Evaluation:
* Clear description of Mission and goals including the instructional goals

* Concise descriptions of instructional goals, objectives, benchmarks, and methodology
* Clear enrollment statistics

» Effective improvement indicators of student achievement

Areas to Consider for Improvement:
* Provide an update on progress toward meeting HQT requirements

* Provide information on the enrollment increases or decreases due to the clarification of
roles and the improved administration

* Provide a detailed description of the use of assessment data to improve student learning

* Provide a more detailed description of the many innovative practices at the school

Source: Halau Ki Mana Public Charter School
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Exhibit 2.3
Myron B. Thompson Academy Hawai‘i State Assessment Scores

We found another public charter school’s ASE lacked any current data
in its supporting documentation. For its SY2009-10 ASE, the Myron
B. Thompson Academy submitted a chart that is supposed to display its
students’ scores on the HSA test for reading, mathematics, science, and
writing, as well as scores from the TerraNova test on writing and math.
However, the chart does not contain SY2009-10 scores for either test,
and there is no accompanying text to explain their absence. Note our
highlighted blanks in the example of the chart shown in Exhibit 2.3.

HSA Reading: HSA Mathematics: HSA Science HSA Writing: TerraNova: Reading % TerraNova Math
Percent Proficiency Percent Proficiancy Percent Proficiancy Percent Proficiancy Avg. & Above % Avg. & Above
Grade| Year
School | State | School | State | School | State | School | State | School | State | School | State
% 200708 % 61.0% 526% 73% 74%
2058 | gy 62% 139% 44% 3%
2008:90 & % % %
4 200708 61.4% 49.0% % % 7% 76%
20800 | g 52% % % 62% 53%
IR % % % % % o%
. 200708 % 56.7% % 44.0% % % 79% 78%
200809 | 779 20% % % 62% 56%
20080 | @ % % % % %
" 2007-08 57.2% 42.1% % % 7% 73%
2008028 | gy 3% % % 58% 50%
= | & % % % % %
. 2007-08 64.3% 40.2% % % 70% 72%
200800 | 709 33% % % 40% 4%
200210 % % % % % %
5 200708 % B5.6% % 34.7% 80% 76%
80080 | gh 50% 72% 73%
200910 % % % %
200708 % %
9 2008-09 “ “
200910 - i
5 2AK7e8 % 67 4% % 34% 77% 75%
200809 | 4009 2% 63% 60%
2000-10 5 & o o
- 200708 % % % %
200809 i G “ %
5000-10 " o - &%
Source: Myron B. Thompson Academy

The omissions apparently went unnoticed by the panel, since it did not
make note of them in its response to the school. Instead, the panel’s ten-
bullet feedback listed as one of the ASE’s strengths the “detailed analysis
of assessment data.”

25



Chapter 2: Hawai'i Public Charter School System: Autonomy Without Accountability
|

We also found numerous instances in which charter school staff excluded
data from their ASEs. Apparently, these omissions also went unnoticed
by the panel, since there was no mention of the missing data in its
responses to the schools. The inadequate monitoring and accountability
may be allowing schools to hide unsatisfactory performance. In such

an environment, poor student outcomes cannot be objectively identified,
addressed, and eventually remedied.

Panel lacks support from its administrative office to carry out
its critical functions

The panel claims that it does not have the resources or time to validate
and analyze the data contained in the self-evaluations nor do the
members collect their own data. In our review of the information
contained in the ASEs for the ten charter schools in our sample, we
visited the schools and requested the supporting documents that were
used to compile the information. We then compared those documents
with the information reported in the ASE. We also interviewed school
staff to gain an understanding of their process. The same work that we
performed in verifying the data in the ASEs could be done by the panel
through staff support from the office.

The panel maintains that the law is ambiguous regarding the office’s
responsibility to the panel. We disagree. Sections 302B-3 and

302B-8, HRS, clearly specify the panel’s and office’s responsibilities.
In addition to its authorizer powers and duties, the panel is empowered
to hire the executive director and may terminate the director for cause.
The panel approves the executive director’s hiring of staff for the office.
In addition, under the direction of the panel, the executive director is
responsible for the internal organization, operation, and management of
the public charter school system.

Moreover, the charter school law requires the administrative office to
serve as the conduit in disseminating communications from the panel

to all charter schools, as well as to provide guidance and assistance to
charter schools to enhance the completeness and accuracy of information
for panel review, including the ASE. The panel with the assistance of the
office can also collect its own data for measuring student performance—
tools to supplement or stimulate information available at the charter
school level. Between the panel and the office there should be deeper
and broader resources available to the public charter schools, such

as national organizations like NACSA, National Resource Center on
Charter School Finance and Governance, and the Center for Education
Reform.
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Panel’s reporting is unclear on charter schools meeting the
minimum academic requirements

According to the Center for Education Reform, an educational reform
advocacy organization, choice is one of the guiding principles under
which public charter schools operate (freedom and accountability being
the other two). Charter schools expand the choices for students within
the public school system and should provide more customized teaching
and learning opportunities for teachers and students. Therefore, when
selecting a school, parents need to base those decisions on reliable

data and transparent presentations of the information. As our previous
analysis showed, the self-evaluations in place do not provide objective,
reliable data in an accessible way.

In the face of this information vacuum, and to demonstrate in a small
way how the analysis of available data could proceed, we did a trend
analysis of key performance measures for DOE schools and public
charter schools in the areas of the Hawai‘i State Assessment, highly
qualified teachers (HQT), graduation rates, adequate yearly progress
(AYP), and enrollment. Except for enrollment these metrics are the
requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) law, and every
public school—charters included—are required to report them.

Our analysis of statewide and selected ten charter school data is
presented below in Exhibit 2.4, Statewide and Charter School Data, on
pages 28 through 38.

Data for DOE schools and all 31 public charter schools were obtained
from the DOE website and personnel. We compared each of the ten
charter schools in our sample to the DOE schools that are geographically
located within the nearby DOE complex. According to the DOE,

a complex consists of a high school and intermediate/middle and
elementary schools that feed into it.

The HQT data are the percentage of classes taught by highly qualified
teachers. Highly qualified as defined by NCLB means that every class or
period in a core subject area is taught by a teacher licensed in that core
subject.
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Exhibit 2.4

Hawai‘i Public Charter Schools

Public Charter Schools
Information SY2009-10

No. of Charter Schools: 31

No. of Students Attending Charter Schools: 7,819
Budget: $74.7 million

Reading Math
DOE [—ICharter Schools =—i=NCLB DOE [ICharter Schools —i=NCLB
o
65% 659 68% 46% - 46% 4”’. 46%
9 v
o 5% s0% 62% 63% 65% 6 37% 227 379% 40%
45% 9% 58% 58% SE%
25%
44% 44%
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 58 percent of students must
be proficient in reading. In 2006 and 2007, the reading proficiency standard
was 44 percent.

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 46 percent of students
must be proficient in math. In 2006 and 2007, the math proficiency standard
was 28 percent.

Student Enroliment Schools That Met
DOE @ Charter Schools Adequate Yearly Progress Goals
175,662 Statewide [ Charter Schools
173,473
171,625 170,420 170,757 65% 67%
44% >1%
35% — 42% 36% 39%
29% 29%
5,596 5,678 6,657 7,373 7,819 ’_‘ ’_‘ H
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Graduation Classes Taught by Highly Qualified
DOE [—ICharterSchools —i—NCLB Teachers
87% DOE O Charter Schools
83% 81%
0
80% . 80% 81% 80% 73% 74% °
78% 9% 8006
20% 30% o 58%
44%
75 ’ m 32%
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 80 percent of students must
graduate from a secondary school. In 2006 and 2007, the graduation standard was
75 percent.

Data not available for 2006 and 2007.
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Exhibit 2.4 Education Laboratory Public Charter School

7]

School Information

Type of Charter: Start-up

Charter School Focus: Educational Research
Grades Enrolled : K-12

Enrollment SY2009-10: 431

The Education Laboratory is a public school that
operates in partnership with the University of
Hawai‘i. While it was established as a charter
school in 2001, its mission and overall structure has
remained unchanged since 1966. Geographically
located within the ten-school Roosevelt complex,
Education Laboratory, like all charter schools, is not
a part of the DOE system. It draws its students from
locations across O‘ahu.

Reading
[ Roosevelt Complex  ——1Education Laboratory ~ —ii=NCLB
94%
86% 87% ° 9%
76% 75% 77%
61%
58%
58%
44
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Math
[ Roosevelt Complex  —1Education Laboratory ~ —#=NCLB
63%
57% 57%  58% 60%
53% 5104 © 577 ’ 55%
47%
42% 4
46% 46%
28% 22
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 58 percent of students must
be proficient in reading. In 2006 and 2007, the reading proficiency standard
was 44 percent.

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 46 percent of students
must be proficient in math. In 2006 and 2007, the math proficiency standard
was 28 percent.

Student Enroliment

W Roosevelt Complex O Education Laboratory

6,608

Schools That Met
Adequate Yearly Progress Goals

[ Roosevelt Complex  [-1Education Laboratory ~ —i=NCLB

100% 100% 100% 9 9
1% 0% o0% .,  93% %% 919 2%
80%
7 75 80% 80%
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

6,480 6,290 6,065 6,062 W Roosevelt Complex  [1Education Laboratory
N i B i O " —

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Education Laboratory met No Child Left Behind adequate yearly progress
goals each of the past five years.

Graduation Classes Taught by Highly Qualified

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 80 percent of students must
graduate from a secondary school. In 2006 and 2007, the graduation standard was
75 percent.

Teachers

M Roosevelt Complex [ Education Laboratory

, 100%
93% . 859% 86% 90%
15%
n/a n/a n/a
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Procedures and decision rules regarding the collection and summarizing of
the HQT data have differed from year to year. Comparison between years
should not be made at this time.
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Exhibit 2.4

{4

S

Hakipu‘u Learning Center Public Charter School

School Information

Type of Charter: Start-up

Charter School Focus: Environmental Stewardship,
Hawaiian, and Project Based Learning

Grades Enrolled: 4-12

Enrollment SY2009-10: 77

Hakipu‘u Learning Center was established in May
2001. Geographically located within the ten-school
Castle complex, Hakipu‘u, like all public charter
schools, is not a part of the DOE system.

Reading

[C—JHakipu‘u Learning Center ~ —i—=NCLB

s Castle Complex

0
61% 599 56% 65% o8 2%
0

2007 2008 2009 2010

Math
o Castle Complex  C—JHakipu‘u Learning Center  —i—=NCLB
48% 49% 49%

2009

2010

2006 2007 2008

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 58 percent of students must
be proficient in reading. In 2006 and 2007, the reading proficiency standard
was 44 percent.

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 46 percent of students
must be proficient in math. In 2006 and 2007, the math proficiency standard
was 28 percent.

Student Enrollment

m Castle Complex O Hakipu‘u Learning Center

5,670

5,390

5,224 5,032 4,980

Schools That Met
Adequate Yearly Progress Goals

1 Castle Complex  OHakipu‘u Learning Center

'R i

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Hakipu‘u met No Child Left Behind adequate yearly progress goals in 2009.
Graduation Classes Taught by Highly Qualified
[ Castle Complex  T—JHakipu‘u Learning Center ~ ——NCLB TeaCherS
83% 83% [ Castle Complex  OHakipu‘u Learning Center
80% 82% 0% % % .
= -l 80% 91% . 36% 8% oy BT%
75% o 60%
40%
n/a H 0 n/a n/a
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 80 percent of students must
graduate from a secondary school. In 2006 and 2007, the graduation standard was
75 percent. Data for Hakipu‘u for 2006 is not available.

Procedures and decision rules regarding the collection and summarizing of
the HQT data have differed from year to year. Comparison between years
should not be made at this time.
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Halau Ku Mana Public Charter School

School Information

Type of Charter: Start-up

Charter School Focus: Environmental Stewardship,
Hawaiian, and Project Based Learning

Grades Enrolled: 6-12

Enrollment SY2009-10: 99

Halau Ka Mana was established in December

2000. Geographically located within the ten-school
Roosevelt complex, Halau Kd Mana, like all public
charter schools, is not a part of the DOE system.

Reading Math
Roosevelt Complex [ Halau Kd Mana —&—NCLB Roosevelt Complex C—Halau Kd Mana —&—NCLB
58% 63%
579
1% 75% 75% 77% 53% % ’
61% 59% 42%
2o . 58% 58% 8% T3 B ; 46%
44% 46% 549
44% 44 s 28%
14% 16%
] ] [] .
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 58 percent of students must
be proficient in reading. In 2006 and 2007, the reading proficiency standard
was 44 percent.

Student Enrollment

Roosevelt Complex OHalau K Mana

6,608 6,480 6.290

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 46 percent of students
must be proficient in math. In 2006 and 2007, the math proficiency standard
was 28 percent.

Schools That Met
Adequate Yearly Progress Goals

Roosevelt Complex OHalau Ki Mana

6,065 6,062
106 104 98 129 99
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Halau Ka Mana has not met No Child Left Behind adequate yearly progress
goals.
Graduation Classes Taught by Highly Qualified
Roosevelt Complex C—JHalaukiMana —#—NCLB TeaCherS
Roosevelt Complex OHalau K Mana
91% 100% 92% 93% 100% 91%
o ) b 93%
o 90% 90% o 0 83% o 85% 86% 90%
80%
3 80% 80%
35%
26%
n/a n/a n/a ’_‘ H
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 80 percent of students must
graduate from a secondary school. In 2006 and 2007, the graduation standard was
75 percent.

Procedures and decision rules regarding the collection and summarizing of
the HQT data have differed from year to year. Comparison between years
should not be made at this time.
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Exhibit 2.4

Hawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science Public Charter School

School Information

Type of Charter: Start-up

Charter School Focus: Arts, Sciences, Project
Based Learning, and STEM (science, technology,
engineering, and math)

Grades Enrolled: K-12

Enrollment SY2009-10: 432

The Hawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science (HAAS) was
established in June 2001. Geographically located
within the three-school Pahoa complex, HAAS, like
all public charter schools, is not a part of the DOE
system.

Reading Math
Pahoa Complex C—Hawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science —i—NCLB Pahoa Complex C—Hawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science —ili=NCLB

50%
79% 48%
0 73% > 73% 46% 6

69% 68% e % 76
58% 58% 57% 58% F
51 29%
36%
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 58 percent of students must
be proficient in reading. In 2006 and 2007, the reading proficiency standard
was 44 percent.

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 46 percent of students
must be proficient in math. In 2006 and 2007, the math proficiency standard
was 28 percent.

Student Enrollment

Pahoa Complex O Hawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science

1,806

Schools That Met
Adequate Yearly Progress Goals

Pahoa Complex O Hawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science

Pahoa Complex —JHawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science —i—NCLB

92%

1,699 1,734 1,781 1,741
314 368 432
174 217 1
0 0 0
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Hawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science met No Child Left Behind adequate
yearly progress goals in 2007.
Graduation Classes Taught by Highly Qualified

Teachers

Pahoa Complex ~ OHawai‘i Academy of Arts and Science

85% 86% 9
° " g0%  80% 80%  OP oon
:. 0,
7% 789 67% 5% 77% 78% 80% 84%
69%
60%
50%
n/a n/a
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 80 percent of students must
graduate from a secondary school. In 2006 and 2007, the graduation standard was
75 percent.

Procedures and decision rules regarding the collection and summarizing of
the HQT data have differed from year to year. Comparison between years
should not be made at this time.
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Exhibit 2.4

Il

Hawai‘i Technology Academy Public Charter School

School Information

Type of Charter: Start-up

Charter School Focus: Hybrid/Virtual Learning, and
STEM (science, technology, engineering, and math)
Grades Enrolled: K-12

Enrollment SY2009-10: 486

The Hawai‘i Technology Academy (HTA) was
established in April 2008. Geographically located
within the seven-school Waipahu complex, HTA, like
all public charter schools, is not a part of the DOE
system.

Reading
3 Waipahu Complex [—IHawai‘i Technology Academy =—fi=NCLB

89%

61% 60%

8% il 58%

n/a

Math

Waipahu Complex [——1Hawai‘i Tech Academy PCS ~ —i=NCLB

46% ach

44% B 46% .

n/a

2009 2010

2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 58 percent of students must
be proficient in reading. Data for Hawai‘i Technology Academy for 2009 is
not available.

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 46 percent of students
must be proficient in math. Data for Hawai‘i Technology Academy for 2009
is not available.

Student Enrollment

@ Waipahu Complex  OHawai‘i Technology Academy

Schools That Met
Adequate Yearly Progress Goals

Waipahu Complex  OHawai‘i Technology Academy

Waipahu Complex [—JHawai‘i Technology Academy —ii—NCLB

80% 79% 80%
3% & o

n/a 0%

8,479 8,378
212 486
| — )
2009 2010 2009 2010
Data for Hawai‘i Technology Academy for 2009 is not available.
Graduation Classes Taught by Highly Qualified

Teachers
Waipahu Complex ~ OHawai‘i Technology Academy

94%

91%

89%
88%

2009 2010

2009 2010

o meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 80 percent of students must
graduate from a secondary school. Data for Hawai‘i Technology Academy for
2009 is not available.

Procedures and decision rules regarding the collection and summarizing of
the HQT data have differed from year to year. Comparison between years
should not be made at this time.
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Exhibit 2.4

Kamaile Academy Public Charter School

School Information
Type of Charter: Conversion
Charter School Focus: not provided
Grades Enrolled: K-9

Enrollment SY2009-10: 722

Kamaile Academy was established in August 2007.
Geographically located within the six-school Wai‘anae
complex, Kamaile, like all public charter schools, is not
a part of the DOE system.

Reading
[ Wai‘anae Complex  T—JKamaile Academy  —li—NCLB
[ 58% = 58% = 58%
47% 49% 50%
40%
0
36% 39%
2008 2009 2010

Math
[ Wai‘anae Complex  T—JKamaile Academy  —fi=NCLB
| L |
36% 46% 46% 38% 46%
35%
24% 25%
19%
2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 58 percent of students
must be proficient in reading.

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 46 percent of students

must be proficient in math.

Student Enrollment

™ Wai‘anae Complex O Kamaile Academy

Schools That Met
Adequate Yearly Progress Goals

m Wai‘anae Complex O Kamaile Academy

o Wai‘anae Complex  T—JKamaile Academy  —i—=NCLB

80% 80% 80%
67% 64% = 64% u
2008 2009 2010

5851 5,619 5,572
1 ] ] o
2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010
Kamaile has not met No Child Left Behind adequate yearly progress goals.
Graduation Classes Taught by Highly Qualified

Teachers

@ Wai‘anae Complex O Kamaile Academy

89% 82% 86%

75%
64% 62%

2008 2009 2010

0 meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 80 percent of students must
graduate from a secondary school. Kamaile enrolls grades K-9 and does not
graduate a class.

Procedures and decision rules regarding the collection and summarizing of
the HQT data have differed from year to year. Comparison between years
should not be made at this time.
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Exhibit 2.4

Kanu o ka ‘Aina Public Charter School

School Information

Type of Charter: Start-up

Charter School Focus: Environmental Stewardship,
Hawaiian, Project Based Learning, and Educational
Research

Grades Enrolled: JK-12

Enrollment SY2009-10: 215

Kanu o ka ‘Aina was established in May 2000.
Geographically located within the six-school
Kealakehe complex, Kanu o ka ‘Aina, like all public
charter schools, is not a part of the DOE system.

Reading
[ Kealakehe Complex T—3JKanuoka‘Aina —l—NCLB
69%
66%
63% 63% 60% 60%
58%

%

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Math
[ Kealakehe Complex  T—JKanuoka‘Aina  —#i=NCLB
49%
139 0% agug 96%
33%
27% H
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 58 percent of students must
be proficient in reading. In 2006 and 2007, the reading proficiency standard
was 44 percent.

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 46 percent of students must
be proficient in math. In 2006 and 2007, the math proficiency standard was
28 percent.

Student Enrollment

1 Kealakehe Complex ~ OKanu oka ‘Aina

5,087 4,998 5,165 5,283 5,244

Schools That Met
Adequate Yearly Progress Goals

1 Kealakehe Complex O Kanu o ka ‘Aina

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Kanu o ka “Aina met No Child Left Behind adequate yearly progress goals
in 2006 and 2007.
Graduation Classes Taught by Highly Qualified
m Kealakehe Complex  —JKanuoka‘Aina  —#i—=NCLB Teachers
1 Kealakehe Complex O Kanu o ka ‘Aina
100% 100% 100% 100%
86% 89% 86%
T7% | Jede  75% | 750 80% 75% 80% 80 80% 76% 78%
72% 67%
21%
10%
n/a
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 80 percent of students must
graduate from a secondary school. In 2006 and 2007, the graduation standard was
75 percent.

Procedures and decision rules regarding the collection and summarizing of
the HQT data have differed from year to year. Comparison between years
should not be made at this time.
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Exhibit 2.4

Kanuikapono Learning Center Public Charter School

School Information
Type of Charter: Start-up
Charter School Focus: Environmental Stewardship,

Hawaiian, Hawaiian Bilingual, and Project Based
Learning

Grades Enrolled: K-12

Enrollment SY2009-10: 64

Kanuikapono Learning Center was established in
August 2001. Geographically located within the five-

school Kapa‘a complex, Kanuikapono, like all public
charter schools, is not a part of the DOE system.

Math

== Kapa‘a Complex Kanuikapono Learning Center ~—#i—NCLB

44%__ 46% 45%

46%

50%

Reading
Kapa‘a Complex ~[——JKanuikapono Learning Center ~—ii=NCLB
68% 69%
61% 63%
53% 58% .o m 58%
'W'{.
15%
|:| n/a n/a n/a n/a
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

46%
o 28%
25 ®
n/a n/a n/a
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 58 percent of students must
be proficient in reading. In 2006 and 2007, the reading proficiency standard
was 44 percent. Data for Kanuikapono for 2007-2010 is not available.

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 46 percent of students
must be proficient in math. In 2006 and 2007, the math proficiency
standard was 28 percent. Data for Kanuikapono for 2006-2010 is not
available.

Student Enrollment Schools That Met
Kapa‘aComplex  OKanuikapono Learning Center Adequate Yea rly PrOgreSS G0a|S
3,251 3,209 3,122 3,054 3,064 Kapa‘aComplex  OKanuikapono Learning Center
44 32 49 47 64
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Kanuikapono met No Child Left Behind adequate yearly progress goals in
2008 and 2010.
Graduation Classes Taught by Highly Qualified
Kapa‘a Complex —Kanuikapono Learning Center —di—NCLB TeaCherS
o . ) )
84% 89% 81% 88% 84% Kapa‘aComplex  OKanuikapono Learning Center
e Yo ol W 0% 100%
75% 75% o 90%
82% 77% 83%
69%
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0%
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

To meet federal No Child Left Behind standards, 80 percent of students must
graduate from a secondary school. In 2006 and 2007, the graduation standard was
75 percent. Kanuikapono recently added grade 12.

Procedures and decision rules regarding the collection and summarizing of
the HQT data have differed from year to year. Comparison between years
should not be made at this time.
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| MYRON B. THOMPSON ACADEMY

HAWAII TECHNOLOGY INSTITUTE

hompson Academy Public Charter School

School Information
Type of Charter: Start-up
Charter School Focus: Hybrid/Virtual Learning,

Educational Research, and STEM (science,
technology, engineering, and math)

Grades Enrolled: K-12

Enrollment SY2009-10: 552

Myron B. Thompson Academy (MBTA) was
established in May 2001. Geographically located
within the eight-school McKinley complex, MBTA, like

all public charter schools, is not a part of the DOE
system.

Reading Math