
ON THE ROAD  
TO BETTER ACCOUNTABILITY: 

 
An Analysis of State Charter School Policies 



Fully implemented, state authorizing policies will 
give parents and public officials the information 
they need to understand the quality of their 
community’s charter schools. 
   
Whether they have great charters that should be 
growing, or charters that ought to be closed, these 
policies will give them the information and tools 
they need to take action. 

   



• Deep dive on policies that can strengthen accountability 
for charter schools and authorizers; 

• Articulate authorizing policy “best practices” & how to 
adapt it to state context; 

• Complement to Alliance Model Law;  
• Generate discussion/coverage with annual hook; 
• Facilitate involvement by other stakeholders; and 
• Compare states that are similar in authorizing structure  

– District dominated; 
– Many authorizers; and 
– One or two dominant authorizers. 

   

Purpose and Strategy 



1. Local or individual authorizers’ policies or 
authorizer practices; 

2. Increasing regulations and bureaucracy; 
3. Comparing apples to oranges; 
4. Creating a “one-size-fits-all” policy for all 

states; 
5. Utilizing academic, theoretical concepts; 

and 
6. Telling an entire story with a two-page state 

profile. 
   

This Analysis is NOT about: 



Authorizing Policies 
• Alternative Authorizer 
• School Accountability 
• Authorizer Accountability 



Authorizing Policies 
 
Alternative Authorizer 

• Alternative to the local district 
• Ideally an Independent Charter Board 
• Not produce a large number, and not 

too many in a single jurisdiction 
 



Authorizing Policies 
 
School Accountability 

• Performance Management and 
Replication 

• Renewal Standard 
• Default Closure 



Authorizing Policies 
 
Authorizer Accountability 

• Authorizer Standards 
• Authorizer Evaluations 
• Reports on Performance 
• Authorizer Sanctions 





Sample Rubric 

• 0-6 points 
awarded for each 
policy. 
 

• Some policies not 
counted for 
certain groups. 
 

• 30 points 
possible for 
District and Few 
Authorizer states. 
 

• 27 points 
possible for Many 
Authorizer states. 







District Authorizing States 
District authorizers oversee more than 50 percent of 
charter schools in the state. 
17 states:  

o Alaska*, California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, 
Iowa*, Kansas*, Maryland, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia*, 
Wisconsin, and Wyoming* 

o 3010 schools (47% of charters)  
 
*dead laws 
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Charter School and Authorizer Accountability Policies: 
District Authorizing States 

(Score out of 30 possible points for this group of states based on 
NACSA’s Policy Rubric) 



Policy Considerations for  
District Authorizing States 
• Alternative authorizer essential for fair 

treatment. 
• District practices have no effect outside district. 
• Small authorizers less likely to close schools, 

make default closure important. 
• Standards high priority with many small 

authorizers. 
• Authorizer sanctions require viable alternative. 





States with Many Authorizers 
More than two active, non-district authorizers that 
oversee five or more charters each. 
• Only five states: 

1. Indiana 
2. Michigan  
3. Minnesota  
4. Missouri 
5. Ohio 

• 959 Schools (15% of charters) 
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Authorizer and School Accountability Policies: 
States with Many Authorizers 

(Score out of 27 possible points for states in this group;  
based on NACSA Policy Rubric) 



Policy Considerations for  
States with Many Authorizers 
• Additional authorizers not recommended. 
• Prioritize school and authorizer accountability. 
• Default closure addresses risk that large number of 

authorizers will produce some authorizers with low 
standards. 

• Authorizer standards create consistency. 
• Evaluate all new authorizers and periodically evaluate 

current authorizers as needed. 
• Sanctions appropriate to address authorizers with low 

standards and weak performance that threatens sector. 





States with Few Authorizers 
One or two non-district authorizers oversee most 
charter schools. 
21 states:  

o Arizona, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, District of 
Columbia, Hawaii, Idaho, Louisiana, Maine, 
Massachusetts, Mississippi, Nevada, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, 
Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, and Washington 

 
o 2471 schools (38 % of charters) 
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Authorizer and School Accountability Policies: 
States with Few Authorizers 

(Score out of 30 possible points for states in this group; based on NACSA Policy 
Rubric) 



Policy Considerations for  
States with Few Authorizers 
• Urgency of additional authorizers reduced if all applicants 

have access to committed, high-quality authorizer. 
• Codifying authorizer standards, contracts, performance 

frameworks, and quality replication policies is safeguard 
against authorizer turnover. If these are already in 
practice, changes to law are less important.  

• Codified renewal standard and default closure can prevent 
costly judicial or administrative appeals when the 
authorizer implements high quality standards.  

• Sanctions inappropriate with one or two authorizers.   
• If state law allows additional authorizers, sanctions and 

evaluations become relevant as more authorizers are 
added. 



Cross-State Conclusions 
• Policies can be (and have been) adapted to be appropriate 

for any state authorizing structure.  
• Relatively minor changes can have a big impact. 
• Solutions look different in different states. Flexibility is 

important. 
• Most significant state policy change happens when:  

– (1) a state want to pre-empt failure; or  
– (2) something goes poorly in a state; 



Contact the NACSA Policy Team 
Alex Medler:      Alexm@qualitycharters.org 
Amanda Fenton:   Amandaf@qualitycharters.org 
Christina Ricordati: Christinar@qualitycharters.org 
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